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PREFATORY NOTE.

s

>3 HI0 work of translating Dr. Meyer's Commentury on
. 7Y Lpistle to the Romans was, for reasons of prac-
tical convenience, divided between the Rev. John
C. Moore, B.A., Hamburg (now of Galway), and the
ev. Edwin Johmson, B.A., Doston, Lincolushire. The first
portion of the present volume—down to the close of the
eighth chapter-—has been translated by the former, and the
remainder (nearly three-fourths of the volume) by the latter.
I have bestowed considerable care on the revision of the
translation, and have carried it through the press.

With a view to expedite the progress of this undertaking,
in which my interest deepens as it advances, but which I find
to involve a greater expenditure of time and labour than
I had anticipated, I have, with the consent of thie ublishers,
asked Professor Crombic of St. Andrews to join me in the
editorship; and I am glad that a volume of the Commentary
on the Gospel of John, edited by him, is ready to Dbe issued
along with this one on my part.

W. P. D.

GrasGow COLLEGE, August 1874.



THE

EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS.

CHAPTER VIL

Vv. 7-13. How easily might the Jewish Christian, in his
reverence for the law of his fathers, take offence at ver. 5 (7a Si
7. vopov) and 6, and draw the obuoxious inference, that the law
must therefore be ilsclf of dmmoral nature, since it is the means
of calling forth the sin-affections, and since emancipation {rom
it is the condition of the new moral life!  Paul therefore pro-
poscs to himsclf this possible tnference tn ver. 7, v¢jects it, and then
on to veir. 13 shows that the law, while in ttself good, is that which
leads to acquaintance 1with sin, and which is misuscd by the prin-
ciple of sin to the destruction of men.

Paul conducts the refutation, speaking throughout in the first
person stngular (comp. 1 Cor. vi. 12, xiii. 11).  This mode of ex-
pression, differing from the peracynuariouos (see on 1 Cor. iv. 6),
is an 8lwois ; comp. Theodore of Mopsuestia on ver. 8: 7o év
épol 67e Néyer, 70 roLvov Néyer T@v avfpwror, and Theophy-
lact on ver. 9: év 7 olkelw 8¢ mpocwme Tv dvOpwmivyy
¢Uaw Méyer.  Thus he declares concerning Zimself what s ncant
to apply to cvery man placed under the Mosaic lew gencrally, in
respeet of has velation to that lww—before the turning-point in his
inner life brought about through his connection with that law,
and after it. The apostle’s own personal experience, so {ar from
being therelyy ceeluded, everywhere gleams through with pecu-
liarly vivid and deep truth, and represents coneretely the universal
experience in the matter. The subject presenting itself through
the éyw is therefore man . general, in his natural state wndcr

ROM. IL : A



2 TIHE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO TIIE ROMAXS.

the laa, to which Le s bovad, as not yet redeemed through Christ
and sanctified through the Spirit (for which see chap. viii);
withoul, however, having been wnnaturally hardened by legal
rightcousness or rendered callous and intractable through de-
spising the law, and so estranged from the moral earnestuess of
legal Judaism. Into this carlier state, in which Paul himsell
had heen before his conversion, he transports himself Lack, and
realizes it to himself with all the vividuess aud truth of an
experience that had made indelible inpression upon him ; and
thus lic becomes the type of the moral relation, in which the
as yet unregenerate Israelite stands to the divine law. “He
betakes himself once more down 1o those gloomy depths, and
malkes all his readers also traverse them with him, ouly in order
at last to conclude with warmer gratitude that he is now indeed
redeemed from them, and thereby to show what that better and
cternal law of God is which endures cven for the redeemed,”
Ewald. Augustine (prop. 45 70 ¢p. ad Rom.; «d Simplic. i. 91;
Conf. vii. 21), in his earlier days, acknowledged, in harmony
with the Greek Tathers since Irenaeus, that the language here
1s that of the unregencrate man ; though later, in opposition to
Delagianism (especially on account of vv. 17, 18, 225 see Fe-
tract. i. 23, 26, 1. 3; ¢ duas ep. Pel. i. 10; c. Faust. xv. 8), he
aave currency Lo the view that the «“ 17 1s that of the regencrate,
In this hie was followed by Jerome, who likewise hield a different
opinion previously; and later by Luther, Melancthon, Calvin,
Beza (not by Ducer and Musculus), Chenmitz, Gerhard, Quen-
stedt and many others, more, however, among Protestant than
among Catholie commentators (Erasmus says of him: “ dure
arelte torgrins;” and see especially Toletns). On the other
Liand, the Socinians and Arminims, as also the school of Spener,
returned to the view of the Greek Fathers, which gradually be-
came, aud has down to the present day continued, the dominant
one.  Sce the historical clucidations in Tholuck and Leiche;
also Kuapp, S var. arg. p. 400 {1 The theory that Paul is
speaking sewply of himself and exhibiting his own experiences
(comp. 1lohnann), must be set agide for the simple reason, that
i that case the entive disquisition, as a mere 2ndividuel payeho-
logical history (7-13) and delineation (ver. 14 110), could have
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no general probative force whatever, which nevertheless, from
the connection with what goes Lefore and follows (viii. 1), it is
intended to have. Others, like Grotius, who correctly referred it
to the state anferior to regeneration, and among them recently
Reiche in particular, represent Paul as speaking <n the person
of the Jewish people as a people  But, so faras concerns vv. 7-13,
it is utterly umtruc that the Jewish nation previous to the law
led a life of innocence unacquainted with sin and evil desire ;
aud as concerns ver. 14 ff, the explanation of the double cha-
racter of the “I,” if we are to carry out the idea of referring
it to the nation, entangles us in difficulties which can only force
us to strange caprices of exegesis, such as are most glaringly
apparent in Reiche. TFritzsche also has not consistently avoided
the reference of the “17” to the pcople as such, and the impossi-
bilities that necessarily accompany it, and, in opposition to the
Augustinian interpretation, has excluded, on quite insufficient
grounds, the apostle himselt and his own experience. Paul,
who had himself been a Jew under the law, cowld not describe
at all otherwise than from personal recollection that unhappy
state, which indeed, with the lively and strong susceptibility of
his entire nature and temperament, ie must have experienced
very deeply, in order to be able to depict it as he has done. Tes-
timonies regarding himself, such as Phil. iii. 6, caunot be urged
in opposition to this, since they do mot unveil the inward
struggle of impulses, ectc. Similarly with Paul, Luther also
siched most'deeply just when under the distress of his legal
condition, before the light of the gospel dawned upon him, and
he afterwards lamented that distress most vividly and truly.
Philippi has rightly apprehended the “I” coming in at ver. 7 as
that of the unregenerate man; but on the other hand, following
the older expositors, has discovered from ver. 14 ouwards the
delineation of the regencrate state of the same “I,”°—a view

! Jerome on Dan. liad already remarked : ¢ Peceata populi, quia unus e populo
est, enumerat persona sua, quod et apostolumn in ep. ad Rom. fecisse legimus.”

Z Comp. Calovius on ver. 14: ‘Postquam legem divinam vindicavit vel
pravae concupiscentiae omnem culpam transscribendam docuit, cjus vim sese
etlunnum experiri ingemiseit apostolus, etiamsi renatus jam sit et justificatus.”
See also Calvin on ver. 14 : ¢ Exemplum proponit hominis regenerati, in quo sic
carnis religuiac cum lege Domini dissident, ut spiritus ei libenter obtemperct.”
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inconsistent in itsclf, opposed to the context (sinee Paul does
not pass on to the regenerate till viii. 1), and, when applied to
the details, impossible (see the subsequent exposition). Ham-
mond very truly observes: “Nihil potest esse magis contrariuin
affectiont animi hominis vegencrali, quam quae hic in prima
persona Lgo exprimuntur.”  Still Umbreit, in the Stud. w. Krit.
1851, p. 633 ff, has substautially reverted, as regards the entire
chapter, to the Augustinian view, for which he especially re-
gards ver. 25 (al7os eyw) as decisive ; and no less have Delitzseh
(sce especially liis Psychol. p. 387 {1.); Weber, v. Zornc Golles,
p- 86; Thomasius, Chr. Pers. u. Werk, 1. p. 275 f.; Jatho;
IKrummnacher in the Stud. . Krit. 1862, p. 119 ff.; and also
Luthardt, w. freien TWillen, p. 404 f., adopted this view with
reference to ver. 14 ff.  Ilofmann, who in his Sehiiftber. T.
P- 556 to all appearance, though he is somewhat obscure and
at vaviance with himself (see T'hilippi, p. 285 f, and Gleu-
benslehwe, 111, p. 243), had returned to the pre-Augustinian
interpretation, in his . 77, hampers a more clear and candid
understanding of the passage by the fact that, while he decidedly
rejects the theory that the “I” of ver. 7 is that of the unregence-
rate man, e at the same time justly says that what is related of
that « 1" (whieh is that of the apostle) belongs to tie time which
lay away beyond his state s @ Christian; and further, by the
fact, that ke represents vv. 14-24 as spoken from the same pre-
gent time as ver. 25, but at the same time leaves the enicma
unsolved how the wretched condition described may comport
with that present ; and in general, as to the point in question
about which expositors dilfer, he does not give any round and
definite answer. For if Paul is to be supposed, according to
Hofmann, in ver. 14 11, not to treat of the awtwral man, and
nevertheless to depict himself in the guality of his moral state
apart from Iis {ife n Christ, we caunot get rid of the contradic-
tion that the “I” is the regenerate man apart from his recene-
ration, and of the obscuring and mufiling up of the meaning
therehy occasioned.  The view which takes it ol the anveqeiterede
is followed by Julius Miiller, Neander, Nitzsch, 1Iahn, Daur,
Tholuck, Krch], Reithmayr, van llengel, Ewald, Th. Schott.
Ernesti, Lipsiug, Mangold, Messuer (Lekie der dp. p. 220), and
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many others, including Schmid, bibl. Theol. II. p. 262; Gess,
v. d. Pers. Chr. p. 338; Lechler, apost. w. nachapost. Zeitall.
p- 97; Kahnis, Dogm. 1. p. 595; the anonymous writer in the
Erlangen Zcitschr. 1863, p. 377 ff.; Weiss, bibl. Theol. § 95;
Mircker, p. 23; Graun, Enfwickelungsgesch. 11. p. 126, The just
remark, that the apostle depicts the jfuture present of the state
(Th. Schott) does not affect this view, since the jfulure state
realized as present was just that of the unrcgencrate Israelite at
the preliminary stage ot moral development conditioned by the
law. Compare Ritschl, altkath. Kirche, p. 70 £ ; Achelis,' Le.
p. 678 ff.; Holsten, 2. £v. d. Pawl w. Petr. p. 406,

Ver. 7. ‘O wvopos dpapvia ;] Is the low sin? a something,
whose cthical nature is Immoral? Comp. Tittmann, Synon.
p. 46 ; Winzer, Progr. 1832, p. 5; also Fritzsche, Riickert,
de Wette, Tholuck, and Philippi.  For the contrast see ver.
12, from which it at ence appears that the formerly current
interpretation, still held by Reiche and Flatt, “ originator of
sin ” (Starovos dauaptias, Gal ii. 17), is, from the connection,
crroneous ; as indeed it would have to be arbitrarily imported
into the word, for the appeal to Mic. i. 5 overlooks the
poctical mode of expression in that passage. The substantive
predicate (comp. viii. 10; 2 Cor. v. 21, al.) is more significant
than an adjectival expression (duaptords), and in keeping
with the meaning of the remonstrant, whom Paul personates.
The question is not to be supposed preposterous, sctting forth o
proposition without rcal meaning (Hofmam), since it is by no
means absurd in itself and, as an objection, has sufficient ap-
parent ground in what precedes. —After dAAa we are no more
to understand époduer again (Hofmann) than before o wop.
auapr., for which there is no ground (it is otherwise at ix. 30).
On the contrary, this dAXd, but, brings in the real relation
to sin, as it occurs in contrast to that inference which has just

! Who transfers the personal experience of the apostle, so far as it is expressed
in ver. 14 {f., to the last stage of his Pharisaism, consequently to a period shortly
before his conversion. But we have not suflicient data in the text and in the
history for marking off, and that so accurately, a definite period in Paul’s life.
‘We may add that Achelis has aptly and clearly set aside the interpretation of
the regenerate in the casc of the several features of the picture sketched by Paul,



6 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO TIIE ROMANS,

heen rejected with horror: duapria pév otk éoti, Pnoi, yrwpio-
Tweos 8¢ apaprias, Theophylact. — Tiv du. obx éyvav, e wy
8. vopov] Sin I have not become acquainted with, cvecpt thiough
the law. The dpapria is sin as an actice principle in mai
(see vv. 8, 9,11, 13, 14), with which I Zave become cxperi-
mentally acquainted only through the law (comp. the subse-
quent ok %dew), so that without the intervention of the law
it would have remained for me an unknown power; because,
in that casc (see the following, and ver. 8), it would not have
become active in me through the excitement of desires after
what is forbidden in contrast to the law. The Tyv du. ok éyv.,
therefore, is not here to le confounded with the émriyrwots au.
in iii. 20, which in fact is only attained through comparison
of the moral condition with the requirements of the law (in
opposition to Krehl); nor yet is it to be understood of the
theoretic knowledge of the essence of sin, namely, that the lafter
1s opposition {0 the will of God (Tholuck, Philippi; comp. van
Hengel and the older expositors), against which view ver. 8
(xwpis vowov duapt. vexpa) and ver. 9 are decisive. The view
of Fritzsche is, however, likewise erroneous (see the follow-
ing, especially ver. 8): I should not heare stunced, < cognoscit
autem peccatum, qui peccat”’ — odx éyvwr is to be rendered
simply, with the Vulgate: non cognovi. The sense: I should
a0t have lnown, would anticipate the following clause, which
assigns the reason.—The vopos is nothing else than thie Moscic
law, not the moral laiw generally in all forms of its revelation
(Olshausen) ; for Paul is in fact declaring &is own experimental
cousciousness, and by means of this, as 1t developed itself
under Judaism, presenting to view the moral position (in its
aeneral human aspect) of those who are subject to the law of
Moscs. — Tijy Te yap émb. xTN] for the desire (alter the
forhidden) 1ol <n fuct be vakaown to e}t if the law did not
sy, Thow shrlt not covet.  The reason is here assigned [or the
foregoing: “with the dawning consciousness of desive conflicting
with the precept of the law, I became aware also of the prin-
ciple of sin within me, since the latter (see vv. 8, 9) made me

1 obn Y3uv, I should not know, more definite and confident than obx s 73ur.
Sce Kiihner, II. 1, p. 175 f.  Comp. also Stallb. ed Plat. Symp. p. 190 C.
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experimentally aware of its presence and life by the excite-
ment of desire in presence of the law.”  V2h«t the law forbids
us to covet (Ex. xx. 17 ; Deut. v. 21), was no concern ot the
apostle here, looking to the universality of his representation ;
he could only employ the prohibition of sinful desire generally
and in itself, without particular reference to its object.—On Té
...yap, for. .. indced, comp. 1. 26 ; it is not to be taken climac-
tically (van Hengel), as if Paul had written xac yap wiw émf.
or oldé yap Tw émef. %6. To the Te, however, corresponds
the following &¢ in ver. 8, which causes the chief stress of the
sentence assigning the reason to fall upon ver. 8 (Stallb. ad
Plat. Polit. p. 270D) ; therefore ver. 8 is still included as
dependent on rydp. Respecting the imperative future of the
old language of legislation, see on Matt. 1. 21,

Ver. 8. 4¢] placing over against the negative declaration of
ver. 7 the description of the positive process, by which the
consciousness of desire of ver. 7 emerged: but indeed sin took
occasion, ete. In this agopunv placed first emphatically, not
in 7 duapréa (Th. Schott), lies the point of the velation. —
% auaptia] as in ver. 7, not conceived as xaxodaipwy
(Fritzsche) ; nor yet the sinful activity, as Reiche thinks; for
that is the result of the émfuuia (Jas. i. 5), and the sin that
first takes occasion from the law cannot be an action.—For
examples ot adopuny Aauf., to take occasion, see Wetstein and
Kypke. The principle of sin Zook occasion, not, as Reiche
thinks, reccived occasion; for it is conceived as something
sevived (ver. 9), which works. — S Ths évrorijs] through the
command, namely, the ove émifup. of ver. 7. This interpreta-
tion is plainly necessary ftom the following xateipydoar
e h.  Reiche, following De Dieu and several others, erro-
neously (comp. Eph. ii. 15) takes évrony as equivalent to
vopos. We must conneet Swx 7. évr. with xatepy. (Riickert,
Winzer, Beneccke, de Wette, Fritzsche, Tholuck, Umbreit,
van Iengel, and Hofmann), not with adopp. AaB. (Luther
and many others, including Reiche, Kollner, Olshausen, Phi-
lippi, Mailer, and Esald), becanse agopu. AapBaverw is never
construed with S (frequently with éx, as in Polyh. iil. 32. 7,
iii. 7. 5), and becanse ver. 11 (8 avrijs amexr.) and ver. 13
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confirm the conncction with xareipy. — waretpy. év éuoi
wacay éml.] it brought about in me «ll wenncr of desire.
Respeciing xarepyal, sec on i 27. Tven without the law
there is desire in man, but not yet in the ecthical definite
characler of desire «ftcr the forbidden, as émiBupia is conceived
of according to ver. 7; for as yet there is no prohibition, and
consequently no moral antithesis existing to the desire in
itself (“ignoti nulla cupido,” Ovid, 4. 4. 397), through which
antithesis the inner conflict is first introduced. ZEvery desire
is, in accordance with the quite general ovx emiBumijoes, to
be left without limitation. No desire (as respects category)
was cxcluded. A reference to ke desires, which the state of
civilisation joined with a positive legislation calls forth (de
Wette), is forcign to the connection.  Comp. I'rov. ix. 17.
— xwpis yap vopov dapaptia vekpd] sc. éore, not nw (Beza,
Reiche, Krummacher), just because the omission of the verh
betokens a geacral proposition : for ecithout the lew, .c. if it do
not enter into relation with the law! sin, the sinful principle
in man, @ dead, i.c. not active, because that is wanting, by
which it may take occasion to be alive. The potentiality of
the nitimas i vetitum is indeed there, but, lacking the veto of
the vouos (rob 10 wpaxfe'ou UmodetkvivTos kal TO ov wpaxTéov
awraryopevovtos, Theodoret), can exhibit 1o actnal vital activity ;
it does mot stir, because the antithesis is wanting. Ilence
the law becomes the Svwaues Tijs aupaprias, 1 Cor. xv. 56,
though it is not itself 7ol wapavouely wapairios (Chrysippus
in Plut. de Stote. Rep. 33).  Lirroneous is the view held by
Chrysostom, Calvin, Islius, Olshausen, and others, that vexpd
implies the absciwce of Tnowledge ol sin (ovy olrw yvopiuos).
The wopos is here, as throughout in this conncetion, the
Mosaic law, which contains the évrondg (vv. 7, 9, 12).  That
this may be and is misused by the principle ol sin, in the way
indicated, arvises from the fact, that it comes lorward mercely

! According to Krummacher, indeed, the simple ywpis viuow is held to mean :
without knowing and laying to heart the significance of the law, which ex-
tends to the most sceret motions, and condemns them, The dawning of this
signilicance on the consciousness is then licld to be {aledons =45 vroads.  In this
way people read between the lines whatever they conceive to be necessary.
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with the outicard command (thow shalt, thow shalt not), without
giving the power of fulfilment ; comp. Lipsius, Bechifertigunysl.
p- 63 ff. And the analogous application, which the gencral
proposition admits of to the moral law of nature also, is in-
deed self-evident, but lies here aloof from the apostle’s sphere
of thought.

Ver. 9. But I was once alwe without the law. éyew 8¢, the
antithesis of duaptia; &wv,! antithesis of vexpd; wvopou, just
as in ver. 8. — &wv] The sense is, on account of the fore-
going (vexpd) and the following (dméfavoy, ver. 10) contrast,
necessarily (in opposition to Reiche and van Hengel) to be
taken as preguant ; but not with the arbitrary alteration, videbar
snili vivere (Augustine, Erasmus, Pareus, Estius), or sccurus
cram (Luther Melancthon, Beza, Calvin, Piscator, Calovius,
Bengel, and sthers, including Kranmmacher), thus representing
Paul as glaacing at his Pharisaic state, in which the law had
not yet acarmed him,—a view which is at variance with the
words themselves and with the antitheses, and which is cer-
tainly quite inadmissible historically in the case of a character
like Taul (Gal. 1. 14, iit. 23; Thil iil. 6), who could testify
so teuly and vividly of the power of sin and of the curse of the
lavv. No, Paul means the death-free (ver. 10) life of childlike
innocence {comp. Winzer, p. 11; de Wette and Ewald n
loc. ; Umbreit in the Stud. w. Krit. 1851, p. 637 f.; Ernesti,
Urspr. d. Sinde, I. p. 101 ; Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 287; also
Delitzsch), where—as this state of life, resembling the condition
of our first parents in Paradise, was the bright spot of his own
carliest recollection >—the law has not yet come to conscious
Lknowledge, the moral self-determination in respect to it has
not yet taken place, and therefore the sin-principle is still
lying in the slumber of death. Lightly explained alrcady by

1 On the forms #Zwy and iZzv, which are both classical, sce Ellendt, Lea. Soph.
L. p. 738 ; Kiihner, I. p. 829.

? Comp. Mimperm. ii. 3: adxuwey izl ypivey &vliowy #ifns sz-n'a'/uﬂz wpds Oriov,
eidores obre xaxiv Ol ayazdév. This recollection every one may have in looking
back on the history of his own moral life ; and even the realization of the moment,
at which the life of childlike innocence took its end, is by no means inconceivable
(as Holmann objects). A dogmatic judgment cannot ‘¢ priori be pronounced
respecting such psychological experiences in the inner lile. Hofnaun himselt
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Origen : mas yap dvbpwmos €5y ywpls vépov moré, 67 wardlov
v, and by Augustine, ¢. duas cp. Pdey. 1. 9. This is certainly
a status sccurilatis, but one morally indifferent, not immoral,
and not extending beyond the childhood unconscious of the
évrony.  Hence, in the apostle’s case, it is neither to be ex-
tended till the time of his conversion (Luther, Melancthon,
ctc.), nor even only till the time of his having perceived that
the law demands not merely the outward act, but also the inward
inclination (Philippi and Tholuck)—which is neither in har-
mony with the unlimited ywpls ropov (’aul must at least have
written ywpis Ti)s évroAd)s), nor psychologically correet, since sin
is not dend np to this stage of the moral development. From
this very circumstance, it is clear also that the explanation of
{hosc is erromeous, who, making Paul speak in the name of his
nation, are compelled to think of the purer and more blameless
life of the patriarchs and Israclites befure the giving of the
law (so Grotius, Turretin, Locke, Wetstein, following several
Iathers, and recently Reiche; comp. Fritzsche.) ~—The prey-
sant 1mport of the &wv lies in the fact that, while the sin-
principle is dead, man has mnot yet incurred efcrnal death
(physical death hias been ineurred by every one through Adamn’s
sin, v. 12); this being alive is therefore an analogue—thoungh
still unconscions and wealk, yet pleasingly presenting itself in
the subsequent retrospect—of the truc and clernal Gwn (comp.
Matt. xviil. 3) which Christ (comp. ver. 24 £) has procured
through His atoning work. The theory of a pre-mundanc life
of the pre-existent soul (Flilgenfeld in his Zeitschr. 1871,
p. 190 £) is a Platonism forced on the apostle (comp. Wisd.
viil. 20, and Grinun 42 loc.) In opposition to the entire N. T. —
é\fovons 8¢ Tis évroN.] but when the command, namely, the ovx
émBumwijoes ol the Mosaic law, Zad come,i.c. had become present
to vy consrivusness.  To the person living still in childlike uno-
declares that a living and dying of the personal Ego is meant : ‘“ so long as this
Lgo was not confronted by the command, it continued in the life given to it by
God its Creator, which really deserved, as such, {o be called a life.” DBut how
the looking back, which our passage expresses, to ¢his former life diflers essen-
tially and materially from the recollection of that of childlike innocence, is not

clear to me.  That i%wy is, at any rate, the lost paradise of the indirvidual inner
history.
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cence the évtonj was absent ; for him it was not yet dssued ; it
had not yet prescnted itself. Comp. on Gal. ili. 23. Reiche,
consistently with Lis view of the entire section, explains it, as
does also Fritzsche, of the historical Mosaic legislation, —
dvé{,‘na-ev] is by most modern commentators rendered camc o life.
So Tholuck, Riickert, Fritzsche, Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette,
Maier, and Hofmann. But quite contrary to the usus loguendi
(Luke xv. 24, 32; Rom. xiv. 9; Llev. xx. 5), in accordance
with which it means: came again to life. See also Nonnus, Jok.
v. 25: adris dvalnowow, where (in opposition to the view of
Fritzsche) adris is added according to a well-known pleonasm ;
comp. émravalwoer, reviviscct, Dial. Herm. de astrol. 1. 10, 42 ;
respecting the case of drvaBMiémw, usually cited as analogous,
see on John ix. 11.'  So, too, avalwéw in Aquila and Sym-
machus means reviviseere facio.  See Schleusner, T7cs. I p. 219.
And also the frequent classical avaBid and dvaSiwoxopar
always mean to come to life again; Plat. Rep. p. 614 B;
Polit. p. 272 ; Lucian, Q. hist. 40 : aveBiovy dmofavay, Gall. 18.
Comp. dvaBiwais, 2 Mace. vii. 9. It is therefore linguistically
correct to explain it, with the ancients, Bengel, and Philippi:
sin lived agatn (revizit, Vulgate) ; but this is not to be inter-
preted, with Dengel, following Augustine and others: “sicut
vixerat, cum per Adamur intrasset in mundum ” (comp. Phi-
lippi), beeause that is foreign to the context, inasmuch as Paul
sets forth Ais experience as the expression of the experience of
every indiwiduel in his relation to the law, not speaking of
humanity «s @ whole. The dvéfnaey, which is not to be mis-
interpreted as pointing to a pre-mundane sin (Iilgenfeld), finds
its true explanation, analogously to the dvaBAémw in John
ix. 11, in the view that the auapria, that potcntiality of sin in
man, is originally and in its nature a lizing power, but is, before
the évroNy comes, without expression for its life, vexpa ; there-
upon it resumies its proper living nature, and thus decomes alive
again. Comp. van Iengel: “ e sopore vigorem recuperavit.”

1 Generally, the citation of other verbs compounded with é&v#, in which the
latter means not ayain, but up, aloft (and that is, in fact, the case with very
many), has no probative force. TPassages should be quoted in which &valm
means merely to come fo life, especially as the analogy of the classical éveiody is
against it. This remark applies also against Hofmann's citaticns.
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Ver. 10. *Armébavov] comelative of avétycev, antithesis of
éwr. Tt is neither to be wnderstood, however, of plysicel nor
of spiritual death (Semler, Bohme, Riickert; comp. Hofmann
and others), but, as the contrast els fwrjv requires, of cfernal
death. This was given with the actnal sin brought about
through the sin-principle that had Lecome alive; the sinner
had ncurred it.  Panl, full of the painful recollection, expresses
this by the abrupt, deeply tragic améfavor.— 1) eis Cwiv]
sc. odoa, aiming at life.  For the promise of /ife (in the Mes-
sianic theocratic sense, Lev. xviil. §; Deunt. v. 33; Gal. iil. 12),
which was attached to the obedience of the Mosaic law gene-
rally, applied also to the évrony. — ebpéfn] was found, proved
and showed itself in the actual experimental result; comp.
Gal. ii. 17; 1 Det. i. 7. Chrysostom has well said : odx eime:
ryéyove Bdvatos, 0vdé érexe Odvatoy, AAN €elpéln, To Kawov kai
wapadofov Tis aromias oUTws punvelwy, kal To mav els TEY
éxelvov (of men) wepiTpémwy kepahjy. — avrn] hace.  To be
written thus, and not adm), ipse (Bengel and Hofmann), after
the analogy of ver, 15 £, 19 f. It has {ragic emphasis.  Comp.
on Phil. i. 22.

Ver. 11. Illustration of this swrprising result, in which 7
auaptia, as the guilty clement, is placed foremost, and its
cuilt is also made manifest by the dia Tijs évron. placed before
égymar.  Sin has by means of the commandment (which had
for its direct aim my life) deceived me, inasmuch as it used it
for the provocation of desire.  An allusion to the serpent in
Paradise is probable, both from the nature of the case, and
also from the expression (LXX. Gen. iii. 13).  Comp. 2 Cor.
xi. 2. But such an allusion would be inappropuiate, il it were
“1he struggle of the more earnest Pharisaism ” (Philippi), and
not the loss of childlike innocence, that is here deseribed.  As
to the conception of the éEymarnoe (sin held oul to me some-
thing pernicious as heing desirable), comp, Fph. iv. 22, Hch.
iil. 13. — améxrewev] like dméfavor in ver. 10.

Ver. 12, "Qore] The result of vv. 7-11.— 6 pév vépos]
The contrast for which gév prepares the way wis intended to
be: “ but sin bas to nie redounded unto death thronglu the law,
wlich in itsell is good.”  This [ullows in ver. 13 as regards
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substance, but not as regards jform. Sce on ver. 13. — The
predicates—dayios (holy, as God’s revelation of Himself, ver
14; 2 Mace. vi. 25, 28), which is assigned to the Mosaic law
generally, and ayia, dikaia (just, in respect to its requirements,
which are only such as accord with the holiness), and dyafhj
(cxecllent, on account of its salutary object), which are justly
(comp. Acts vil. 38) attributed to the évror) — exhaust the
contents of the opposite of duapria in ver. 7. They are accu-
madated on % évtohyj, because the latter had just been specially
described in ver. 7 ff. as that which occasioned the activity of
the sin-principle.

Ver. 13. Paul has hardly begun, in ver. 12, his exposition of
the result of vv. 7—11, when his train of thought is again crossed
by an inference that might possibly be drawn from what had
just been said, and used against him (comp. ver. 7). He puts this
inference as a queslion, and now gives in the form of a refuta-
tion of it what he had intended to give, according to the plan
hegun in ver. 12, not in polemical form, but in a sentence
with &¢ that should correspond to the sentence with wéy. —
a@\\a 1) apaptia] sc. éuol éyéveto BavaTos.  Altogether involved
is the construction adopted by Luther, Heumann, Carpzov, Ch.
Schmidt, Bohme, and Flatt: dMa 1) duapria Sd Tob dyaboi
pou xatepyabouévy () Odvatov, tva ¢av apapria. — va davj
wer]] norder that it maght appear as sin therchy, that it wrought
death for me by means of the good. {a introduces the aim,
which was ordained by God for the 9 du. éuol éyévero Odvaros.
This purposed manifestation (pavp has the emphasis) of the
principle of sin in its sinful character served as a necessary pre-
paration for redemption,—a view, which represents the psycho-
logical history of salvation as a development of the divine
poipa. — auaptia is certainly shown to be the predicate by
its want of the article and the parallel duapTwAds in the second
clause. The predicate attributed to the law in ver. 7 is appro-
Priated to that power to which it belongs, namely, sin. Ewald :
that it might be manifest, ow sin, etc. But duapria, because
it would thus be the sin-principle, must have had the article,
and the “ how” is gratuitously imported. — a yévnrar rr.]
Climactic parallel (comp. on 2 Cor. ix. 3; Gal iii. 14) to va



14 TIIE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO TIHE ROMANS.

¢avy) w1\, in which yérprac is to be taken of the actunl ge-
sult; sce on iil. 4. The repetition of the sulyect of évpras ()
auapria), and of the mcans emploved by it (Sia 7ijs évrori)s),
may indeed be superfluous, because both are seli-evident from
what goes hefore; but it conveys, especially when placed at
the close, all the weightier emphasis of a solemuly painfnl,
tragic cffect.  The less, therelore, is 9 duapria &ia 7. érvoh. to
he separated {rom yévyrac, and regarded as the reswmption and
completion of %) auapria (sc. éuol éy. Bdvaros) ; in which view
theve is assigned to the two clauses of urpose a co-ordinate
intervening position (Iofmann), that reuders the discourse—
running on so simply and emphatically—quite nnneeessarily
involved. «af® vmwepRB., in over -mcasure, beyond measure.
Comp. 1 Cor. xii. 13; 2 Cor. i. 8,iv. 17; Gal. L 13; and
see Wetstein, — & 7ijs évro.] Dy mecans of the commandmcent,
which dyafor it applied so perniciously; a preenant con-
trast. — Observe the pithy, climactic, sharply and vividly
compressed delineation of the gloomy picture.

Vv. 14-25. Proof not merely of the foregoing telic sen-
tence (Th. Schott), but of the weighty main thought ua) yévorro
d\\a 7 apapria.  “ Tor the law is spiritual, but man (in his
natural situation under the law, out of Christ) is of fesh and
placed under the power of sin; against the moral will of his
better sell, he is curied away to cvil by the power of the sin-
ful principle dwelling in him.”

Ver. 14. Oifauer] ‘oavel eNeyer Guoloynuévov TobTo K.
Sivav éore, Chrysustom.  Comp. 11 2,11, 19, 1t is not to be
writlen oida pév (Jerome, Tstius, Scler, Koppe, Flatt, Reiche,
Ilofmann, Th. Schott), sinee the following 8¢ would only cor-
respond logically with the pép, it Paul, with a view to contrast
the character of the 7w with his own eharacter (so JTofmann),
had said: oida yap, 67¢ 0 wév vouos 7.\ ; or, in case he had
desired to contrast his chrracter with his Lnmrledyge (so Schott):
oica uiv yap k.T\., cdpkLvos O¢ elul, o elul 6¢ aapkos, omitling
the éye, which is the antithesis of the popos. — wrevpaTiros]
obtaing its delinition through the contrasted odprwos.  Now
adpf is the material phenomenal nature of man opposed to
the diving mredpa, animated and determined by the vy
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(comp. on iv. 1, vi. 19), and consequently edprwos (of flesh)
affirms of the éyw, that it is of such a non-pneumatic nature
and quality.! So mvevuparikés must affirm regarding the law,
that 4¢s cssence (not the form in which it is given, according to
which it appears as ypapua) 9s divine = spiritual : its essential
and characteristic quality is homogeneous with that of the Holy
Spirit, who has made Himself known in the law. For believers
no proof of this was needed (ofdauev), because the vouos, as
vouos Ocod, must be 2 holy self-revelation of the Divine Spirit;
comp. ver. 12; Acts vil. 38. JIn conscquence of this pneu-
matic nature the law is certainly 8ibdoratos dperijs xal raxias
moéutos (Chrysostom), and its tenor, rooting in the Divine
Spirit, is only fulfilled by those who have the mvedua (Tholuck,
with Calovius, joining together different references), as indeed
the necessary presupposition is that it Oelw éypadn mveduar:
(Theodoret), and the consequence necessarily bound up with
its spiritual nature is that there subsists no affinity between the
law and death (Hofmann); but all this is not conveyed by
the word itself, any more than is the impossibility of fulfilling
the law’s dcmands, based on its pneumatic nature (Calvin:
“Lex coelestemn quandam et angelicam justitiam requirit ”).
Following Oecumenius 2, and Beza, others (including Reiche,
Kollner, and de Wette) have taken mvedua of the higher spi-
ritual nature of man (i. 9; Matt., xxvi, 41), and hence have,
according to this reference, explained mvevparikos very vari-
ously. Eg. Reiche: “in so far as it does not hinder, but pro-
motes, the development and expression of the wvedua;” de
Wette: “of spiritual tenor and charvacter, in virtue of which
it puts forward demands which can only be understood and
fulfilled by the spiritual nature of man” So too, substantially,
dickert. DBut vv. 22, 25 show that mrevuaricos characterizes

! Not merely direction of life (Ernesti, Urspr. d. Sinde, Y. p. 77 f1.). Least
of all is this rendering suflicient heve, Jooking to the strenglh of the expression
cdguivos.  Not, however, as though the «dz€ in itself were evil, something origin-
ally evil ; but it is the seat of the sin-principle, by which it is used as its organ
to make through it the moral will and the law ineflectual (ver. 14 fI., viii. 3),
and—in the case of the regenerate—to react against the Holy Spirit. 7Thus the
odgf itself is opposed to God, and has evil lusts and works, 1ot in virtue of the
necessity of its nature, but as the seat and tool of the sin-principle.
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the law as vouos @cod ; consequently the mvedua is just the
diriie, which the natural man, who kuows and has nothing of
the Spirit of God, resists in virtue of the heterogencous ten-
dency of his odpf. — éyw 8] but I, <.c. according to the iSiwos
pervading the entire section : the man, not yet regenerade by the
Holy Spirvit, 7 his velation to the BMosaic law given to i,
—the still unredecmed éyw, who, in the deep distress that
oppresses him in the presence of the law, ver. 24, sighs after
redemption.  For the subject is in vv. 14-25 necessarily the
same—aud that, indeed, in its unredecmed condition'—as pre-
viously gave its psychologsical Listory prior to and under the
law (hence the preterites in vv. 7-13), and now depicls its
position confronting (8¢) the pneumatic nature of the Ilaw
(hence the prescats in ver. 14 ff.), in order to convey the in-
formation (yap), that not the law, hut the principle of sin
mighty in man himself, has prepared death for him. It is true
the situation, which the apostle thus exhibits in his own repre-
seutative Ego, was for himself as an individual one long since
past; but he realizes it as present and places it before the
eyes like a picture, in which the standpoint of the happier
present in which he now finds himself renders possible the
perspective that lends to every feature of his portrait the light
of clearness and truth. — edprevos, sade of flesh, consisting of
flesh, 2 Cor. 1ii. 3; 1 Cor. iii. 1 ; comp. Plat. Leg. x. p. 0006 C;
Theoerit. xxi. 66 ; LXX. 2 Clron. xxxii. §; Ezek. xi. 19,
xxxvi 26; Addit. Esth. iv. 8: Baciléa odpewor. The sic-
nification fleshy, corpulentus, Polyb. xxxix. 2. 7, is here out of
place. It is not equivalent to the qualitative caprixos, fleshly,
(see Tittmamn’s Syion. p. 23), that is, allected with the quality
that is determnined by the odpE  The caprivos, as the expres-
sion of the substance? is far stronger ; and while not including
the negation of thie moral will in man (see ver. 15 {t,, 22, 25),

! Ewald : ** Ile speaks, if possible even more than previously, from the stand-
point of one not yet redeemed, who finds himself face to face with the law merely
as a simple man, and consequently as still lacking all higher light and heavenly
aid,”—1In fact, if all that follows can be asserted of the regencrate person, ‘‘ the
regenerate man woulld thus be also the unregencrate,;”’ Baur, in the theol. Jahrb.

1857, p. 192 ; neut. Lheol. p. 148.
2 Comp. lolsten, 2. Ev, des Paul. u. Petr. p. 397,
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indicates the capf—that unspiritual, material, phenomenal
nature of man, serving by way of vehicle for sin—as the element
of his being which so preponderates and renders the moral will
fruitless, that the apostle, transporting himself into his pre-
Christian state, cannot—in the mirror of this deeply earnest,
and just as real as it was painful, self-contemplation—set forth
the moral nature of the natural man otherwise than by the
collective judgment, I am of jflesh ; the gdp§, my substantial
element of being, prevails on me to such an extent that the
predicate made of flesh cleaves to nie as if to a nature consist-
ing of mere odpf. This is the Pauline 70 yeyevvyuévov éx Tis
capros capf éorw (John iii. G). The Tauline 7o yeyeww. éx
700 Tvedparos mvebud éoTew follows in chap. viil. Since the
oapf is the seat of the sin-principle (see ver. 18, cowmp. ver.
23), there is connected with the adprives also the mempaucvos
Uwo Ty duapt., sold, as a slave, under the (dominion of) sin,
1.c. as completely dependent on the power of the sin-principle !
as is a serf on the master to whom he is sold: 5 wpdcis Sovroy

! These very predicates, as strong as possible, expressed without limitation,
and in contrast to avevuaTixss, should have precluded men from explaining it of
the regencrate man, of the condition in the state of grace. Paul would have been
speaking in defiance of his own consciousness (vi. 14, 22, viii. 2). See, more-
over, Achelis, p. 681 {f. Theodoret has the truc view: =iv xps =7; xdpiTos
Zvbpwmoy ticdyts Todioprobmevoy Umd vy wabiv caprixdy ykp xaAsi TV pndivw Tis
TvevpaTinas Emixovpias Tevvyaxiore. It istrue that there are, in the case
of the regenerate man also, *“in natura carnali reliquiae prioris morbi™ (Melanc-
thon), and flesh and spirit are at warfare in him (viii. 5, Gal. v. 17); but he is
not sdégxives as opposed to avispesizés, and not a slave sold to sin, else he must
have fallen back again from his regenerate state.  Very characteristic is the dis-
tinction, that in the case of the regenerate man the conflict is between jflesh and
spirit (i.e. the Ifoly Spirit rcceived by him) ; but in that of the unregenerate
man, between the flesk and his own moral reason or vevs, which latter succumbs,
whilst in the regencrate the victory in the conflict may and must fall to the
Spirit. Comp. on Gal. v. 17; also Baw, Pawl. 1I. p. 158 f. All who have
taken the subject in our passage to be the man already redeemed have necessarily
fallen into the error (especially apparent in the case of Krummacher) of confound-
ing the struggle hetween flesh and Spirit in the case of the regencrate person,
with that described in our passage in the case of the still unregenerate mnan, who
is not yet able to oppose the wv:Jua, but only his own too weak vois, to the power
of sin in the flesh. From this error they should have been deterred by the very
circumstance that in the entire passage (how wholly different in viii. 2 f. !) Paul
is quite silent regarding the =vivue as a power opposed to the 4 and the
&FEFTI’E.

ROM. II B
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TAVTWS TOLEL TOV TETpapevoy Umd THv Tijs Umpeaias xkabicTa-
wevoy avayeny, Theodore of Mopsuestia.  Comp., T Kings xxi.
20, 25; 2 Kings xvii. 17; 1 Mace. i. 15. The passive scnsc
of mempap. linds its clucidation in ver. 23. mmpdorecta,
in Greek anthors (Soph. Zr. 251; Dem. 1504. 8; Lucian,
Astie. 52) with 7wl (cotp. also Lev. xxv. 39 ; Deut. xxviil. 65 ;
Isa. 1. 1; Baruch iv. G), is here coupled with Jmo (comp. Gal.
iv. 3) for the more foreible indication of the relation. Com-
pare wempaokew els Tas yeipas, 1 Sam. xxiil. 7; Judith vii. 23
~and on the matter itself, Seneca, dec brev. vit. 3.

Ver. 15 clucidates and assigns the reason of this relation of
slavery.  “ For what £ perform I Inow aot)” de. it talkes place
on my part without cognition of its ethical bearing, in the
statc of hondage of my moral reason. Analogous is the posi-
tion of the slave, who aets as his master’s tool without perceiv-
ing the proper nature and the aim of what he does. Angustine,
Deza, Grotivs, Estius, and others, including IFlatt, Gliockler,
Reiche, and DReithmayr, erroneonsly take ywwokw as I appiore,
which it never nieans, not even in Matt. vii. 25 ; John x. 1.%;
1 Cor. viii. 3; Rom. x. 19; 2 Tim. ii. 19; Ps. i. 6 ; Hosen
viil. <4; Ecclus. xviii. 27. Holmann’s view, owever, is also
incorrect, that ¢ic cognition is meant, “which inclvdes the
oljeet i the suljectivity of the person. Imowing,” so that the pas-
sage denies that the work and the inner life have anything iz
common. In this way the idea of the divine cognition, whose
object is mean (Gal. 1v. 9 ; Matt. xii. 23), is extrancously im-
ported into the passage. — ob yap  féw «.7A.] The proof of
the o xatepy. ov ywaerw. Lor whosoever acts in the light of
the moral cognition does not, of course, do that which is hateful
to liim following his practical veason (6 weod), but, on the con-
trary, that towards which his moral desire is directed (8 0é\w).
The pevson actiug without that cognition, ecarried away by the
power ol sin in him, does not pursue as the aim of his activity
(wpdoaer, comp. on i 32) that which in the morally conscious
state he world purzue, but, on the contrary, does (wotet) what
in that state is «blorrent to him!  The cthical power of reso-

1 Tlhe pied must not be weakened, ase.g. by Th. Schott, who makes it equiva-
lent to ob firw in ver. 16,
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lution, which decides for the good, is inactive, and man does
the evil that he abhors. Paul consequently ascribes to the
unregenerate man also the moral wish,' which he has in rational
self-determination ; but he denies to him the action correspond-
ing thereto, because his moral self-determination does not
come into exercise in the state of his natwal bondage, but he
is, on the contrary, hurried away to the performance of the
opposite. His @éreww of the good and his ueoeiv of the evil
are not, thercfore, those of the regemerate man, because the
new man, in virtue of the holy mvebua, emerges from the con-
flict with the odpf as a conqueror (against Philippi); nor
yet the weak «cllcitas of the schoolmen (Tholuck, Reithmayr,
comp. Baumgarten-Crusius) ; but a real, decided wishing and
hating (comp. ver. 16), which present, indeed, for the moral
consciousness the theory of self-determination, hut without the
corresponding result in the issue. The “1” in §érw and piod
is conceived according to its moral self-consciousness, but in
mpaoew and moed, according to its empiric practice, which
runs counter to the self-determination of that comnsciousness.
Reiche, in consistency with his misconception of the entire
representation, brings out as the pure thought of ver. 15: “the
sinful Jew, as he appears in experience and history, does the
evil which the Jew free from sin, as he might and should have
been, does not approve.” As profane analogies of the moral
conflict meant by Paul, comp. Epict. Enchir. ii. 26. 4: & pév
Bénet (o auapravav) ol moiel, kai & py Oéher mowel; Bur. Jled.
1079 : Bupos 8¢ wpeloowv (stronger) Tow éudv Bovdevpdrwy,
and the familiar “ video meliora proboque, deteriora sequor”
(Ovid, iIct. vii. 19). See also Wetstein, and Spiess, Logos spei-
mat. p. 228 f

Ver. 16. Not an incidental inference (Riickert), but an
essential carrying on of the argument, from which then ver. 17
is further inferred. For the relation of the éyw to the law is
in fact the very aim of the section (sce ver. 25). — 8 od férw]
wherveto I am wnwilling, for in fact I hate it, ver. 15. Dy od

1 For the idea that this #iiew has only come fo exist through regencration
(Luthardt, v. freien Willen, p. 405), is perfectly foreign to the expression, espe-
cially in its close connection with ver. 14, and is a pure importation.
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the @éxew is turned into its opposite. Comp. Bacuml. Partil.
D 278 ; Ameis on Homer, Odys. iil. 274.— adpdnui 76 vopo,
07¢ kanos] since indeed the law also desires not what I do. My
conduct, therefore, so far as my desire is opposed to it, appears,
according to this contradiction, as o proof that I concur it
the law, that 1t 15 beantiful, <.c. morally good ; the moral ciccl-
Jence which the law aflirms of itself (eq. Deut. iv. 8) I also
agree with it in acknowledging; in point of fact, I say zes
to it.  Comp. also DPhilippi and Hofmann. The wusval view:
I grant to the law, that, ete., overlooks the oww, and the re-
ference ol the 76 wouew to oww (I say with). Comp. Plat.
Rep. p. 608 B, Theaet. p. 199 C, Phacd. p. 64 B ; Soplh. 4.
271, Ocd. R. 553 ; Lur. Hippol. 205 ; Sturz, Lee. Xen. IV,
p- 133. We may add that Chrysostom, 7n loc., has appro-
priately divected attention to the olkeia evyéveia of the moral
nature of man.

Ver. 17. Nuwvi 6] does not introduce a minoir proposition
attaching itself with a “dut sow” (Reithmayr and Hofirann)——
a view which is unsuitable to the antithetical form of the ex-
pression; nor is to he taken, with Augustine, as “ nune 7
stat, gratice ;” but it is the quite common and, in Paul's
writings especially, very frequent as it s, Lowcver (sec on
iii. 21), that is, @0 1is actual state of the case, howeeer; namely,
since my @éxew, notwithstanding my conduct, is not opposed
to the law, but on the contrary confirms it. In connce-
tion with this view ovkére also is mnot, possibly, trumporal,
“pointing back to a time in which it was otherwise with the
speaker ” (Flofmann), namely, to what is related in vv. 7-11,
but logical, as in ver. 20, xi. 6; Gal iii. 18. What is indi-
cated by vuvi 8 stands to éym katepy. avro in an cacluding
relation, so that after the forner there can be no mention of
the latter. It is the dialectic non jem, non ifem (Dornemann
ad Xen. Cyr. 1. G. 27 ; Winer, p. 547 £ [E. T. 772]; comp.
Ellendt, Lex. Sopl. 1L p. 432). — éye'] with cmphasis: my
personality proper, my sclf-consciousness, which is my real,
morally wishing vo. Tt is not this < 7" that performs the
evil (avre, 7.0. 0 ov Bé\w, ver. 16), but the principle of sin,
which has its dwelling-place in me (the phenomenal man),
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enslaving my better—but against its power too weak—will,
and not allowing it to attain accomplishment. That év éuol
is not, like éyw, to be taken of the moral sclf-conscious “ 1,
is affirmed by Paul himself in ver. 18. Dut it is erroncous
to infer, from what he here says of the éyw, the necessity of
the explanation in the sense of the regemerate person (see
especially Calvin and Philippi) ; for if the power practising
the evil be not the “ I,” but the potentiality of sin, this ac-
cords perfectly with the state of the caprixos, Yruyixés (1 Cor.
il. 14), vmo T apapriav wempauévos (ver. 14), consequently
of the unregencrate, in whom sin rules, and not the grace and
power of the Iloly Spirit leading the moral Ego to victory.
In the regenerate man dwells the Spirit (viil. 8; Gal. v. 16 £
1 Cor. iii. 16), who aids the “1” in conquering the sin-power
of the flesh (viil. 13 {f.; Gal v. 24).

Ver 18. Basing of the dAN 7 aivolioa év éuol duaprin in
ver. 17 on the human (not: Christian) experimental conscious-
ness of the éuduror karoy (Wisd. xii. 10). — Toir’ EaTwv év 7))
capx( pov] More precise definition to év éuoi, by which it is
designated, in order to make the meaning clear beyond all
doubt, according to its aspect of self-verification here meant;
and the latter is expressly distinguished from that of the moral
self-consciousness, conveyed by tlie éyw in ver. 17.—That good,
that is, moral willing and doing, consequently the opposite of
apapria, has its abode in the ocapf of man, z.c in his materio-
physical phenomenal nature (comp. on ver, 14'), is negatived by
0UK olke . , . . dyafov, and this negation is then proved by 76 yap
Oérew k7. If the adpf, namely, were the seat of the moral
nature, so that the will of the moral self-consciousness and
that residing in the adpé harnonized, in that case there would
be nothing opposed to the carrying out of that moral tendency
of will; in that case, besides the willing, we should find also
in man the performance of the morally beautiful (7o xahov,
“quod candore morali nitet,” van Ilengel). On the identity
of the xaiov and the dyafov, according to the Greck view of

1 Jul. Miller, I. p. 458, ed. 5, wrongly takes it here as morally indifferent,
““of the collective phenomenal reality of human life.” Scc against this espe-
cially vv, 15, 25, viii, 3 f. Comp. also Rich. Schmidt, Paul. Christol. p. 14,
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worality, see Stallb. «d Plut. Sympos. p. 201 C. — waparerral
pou] lics bifvie me (Plat. Tim. p. 69 A, Phil. p. 41 D; 2 Macc.
iv. 4)—a plastic expression of the idea: there @5 present 1o ane.
Paul presents the matter, namely, as if he were looking around
in his own person, as in a spacious sphere, to discover what
might be present therein.  There he sees the Oéhew (70 xakov)
inmmediately confronting him, before hiis gaze ; hut his scarching
gaze fails to discover (ody elpiokw) the raTepyilfesbar 10 kakov.
The performance of the good, therefore, is something not cha-
racteristic of the natural man, while that 8éxew of the moral “I1”
is present with him. “ZLonge ¢ me abest,” says Grotius aptly in ex-
planation of the reading od sc. wapdrerrar, with which, iowever,
oy edpiokw is perfectly equivalent in sense; so that to render
the latter “ I gain it not, <.¢. T cain not” (Estius, Kypke, Ilatt,
Tholuck, and Kdllner), or, “it is to me wnattainadlc” (1lofinann),
is inconsistent with the corrclative rapdrerral poe, as well as
the edpioxw in ver. 21, Theodoret has rightly noted the ground
of the oby elpiorw: delevd . . . . wepi Tw mpakw, érépav
émucovpiay (namely, that of the Holy Spirit) edx éyewr. Dut
the éyw, which has the willing, can %ot at all be the xawos
mrevuaTikos avbpwmos (against PLilippi), whose fénew is the
“ fideg promptitudo ™ (Calvin), because that éyw, clogged by the
sinful power of the flesh, is naked and void of the rarepya-
feofae.  The latter 1s the simple fo bring about, Lo bring iato
cxecition (see on i 27); and if, in order to interpret it appro-
priately of the regenerate person, it be made to mean, to lice
quite purely (Luther), or the “implere que decet alucritate”
(Calvin), or the act which s in havumony wills the wdl sanctificd
by the Spivit of God (Philippi), these shades of meaning are
purely imported.

Ver. 19. Proof of 1o 8¢ katepy. 10 kalov oly elploxe in ver.
18. For the good that I desive I donot; but the ecil that 1 desive
not, that I pursue.  Respeeting the interlocking of the relative
and main clauses, see Winer, p. 155 [E. T. 2056].

Ver. 20. From this follows, however, the very proposition
to be proved, ver. 17, that it is not the moral s /s, but the
sin-principle in man, that perfors the evil. — o Oérw] as in
ver. 16.
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Vv. 21-23. Result from vv. 14-20.

Ver. 21. Among the numerous interpretations of this
passage, which Chrysostom termns agadés elppuévor, and the
exposition of which has been given up as hopeless by van
Hengel and Riickert, the following fall to be considered :'—(1)
Tov vopov taken generally as rule, necessity, and the like: “ T
Jind thercfore for me, who am desivous of doing the good, the rule,
the mwnavoidably determining element, that cvil lics bcfore me ;”
so that it is substantially the €érepos vpos €v Tols péleos, ver.
23, that is here meant. So, in the main, Luther, Beza,
Calvin, Grotius, Estius, Wolf, and others, including Ammon,
Doehme, Flatt, Kolluer, de Wette, Dawmgarten-Crusius, Niel-
sen, Winer, Baur, Philippi, Tholuck, Delitzsch, Psychol. p. 379,
Umbreit, Krummacher, Jatho, and the latest Catholic exposi-
tors, Reithmayr, Maier, and Disping. Dut it is fatal to this
view, that ¢ vouos, in accordance with the entire context, can
he nothing else than the Mosaic law, since a definition altering
this wonted reference of the meaning is not appended, but
is ouly introduced in ver. 23 by the addition of é&repov;
further, that 61¢ éuol To rarov wapdrerrar is not a relation
that presents itself in idea as a vouos, but, on the coutvary, as
something empirical, as a phenonmcnon of fact; and lastly, that
we shiould have to expeet Tov vopor, in that case, only before
ore.  (2) Tov wopov understood of the Mosaic law: “I find
therefore in me, who am desirous of doing the luw, (namely) the
good, that ¢l lies before me””  According to this view, conse-
quently, 70 kaXov is in apposition with 7. vopor, and é7v £
is the object of elpicrw. So, in substance, Homberg, Bos,
Knapp, Ser. zar. arg. p. 389, Klee, Bornemann @ Lue. p.
Ixvii, Olshausen, Fritzsche, and Krelill. DBut after what goes
before (vv. 15-20), it is inconsistent with the context to
separate motelv 70 xalov; and, hesides, the appositional view
of 70 xaXév is a forced expedient, feebly introducing something
quite superfluous, especially after the Tor vouor prefixed with
full emphasis. (3) 7ov wvopor likewise taken of the Mosaic
law, and 67¢ taken as becausc: “ I find thergfore the law for me,

! Leaving out of account Reiche’s misinterpretation as to a double ¢1” of
Jewish humanity.
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awho am disposcd to do the good, because cuil Tes before me ;" 1.
I find therefore that the law, so far as I have the will to do
what is good, is by my side concurring with e, hecause evil
is present with me (and therefore I need the law as auwjyopor
and émetelvovta 1o SobAnua, sce Chrysostom). So substantially
the Peschito, Chrysostom, Theophylact (edpioxw dpa Tov vopov
cuvnyopolvTd poer, Oéhovt uéy molelv TO xalov, py woi-
obvTe &4, 8oty éuol wapdrerrar To kakov); comp. also Origen,
Theodore of Mopsuestia, Occumenius (less clearly Theodoret),
Hammond, Bengel, Semler, Morus, and my own second edition.
But the idea, which according to this view would be conveyed
by the dative 7& Oédovte €uol w7\, must have heen more
definitely and expressly indicated than by the mere dafivus
commodt ; morcover, this explanation does not harmonize with
the apostle’s purpose of sunming up now, as the result of his
previous view, the whole iniscry, in which the natural man sees
himself when confronted with the law; sce vv. 22-25. Hof-
mann also, modifying his earlier similar view (Schsifthaw. 1.
p- 5-49), now understands under 7. vopov the Moscic law, and
takes 67¢ in the sense of decause, but 70 xaXov as predicate to
7. vouov, the dative as depending on 7o xatoy, and moteiv,
which is supposed to he without an object, as belonging to
0éx.  The speaker thus declares what lie recognises the law as
being, “ nawely, as that which to hin, who 4s willing to do, is the
good ;” and he finds it so, “ beeause the ced s af hoad to him ;7
when he “contes o «ct)” the evil is there also, and presents
itsell to him to be done; which contradiclion between the
thing willed and the thing lying to his hand makes him
pereeive the harmony between his willing and the law, so that,
namely, he “world Le doing whut he awills, i he were doing that
which the law commands.”  'This extremcly tortuous explanation,
whicl first of all imports the nucleus of the thought which is
supposed to he expressed so enigmatically, breaks down at the
very outset by its assumption that woceiv is meant to stand awith-
out oljert (when 1 come to act?), although the object (comy.
vv. 15-20) stands beside 1t (to kahov) and according to the
entive preceding conlext neeessuridy belongs (o 7t—a statement
as to which nothing but exegetical subjectivity can pronounce
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the arbitrary verdict that it is “ groundless prejudice”t  (4)
Lwald's attributive veference of 76 xaxov to the lew is utterly
crroneous : “ I find therefore the law, when I desire Lo do what s
beantiful, how it lies at hand to me as the cvil”  Paul assurcdly
could not, even in this connection, have said 7o xaxov of the
divine law after vv, 12, 14; comp. ver. 22. (5) Abandon-
ing all these views, I believe that Tov vouor is to be understood
of the Mosaic law and joined with t& Oéhovt, that oty is to
be taken as infinitive of the puspose (Duttmann, ncué. Gr. p.
224), and é7¢ w7.A. as object of elpionw (comp. Esr. ii. 26) : “ ¢
results to me, therefore, that, while my will s dirccted do the law
in order to do the good, the cvil les before me” What deep
wretchedness! My moral will points to the law in order to do
the good, but the evil is present with me in my fleshly nature,
to make the @éhew void !  What I will,that I cannot do.* In
connection with this view, observe: («) That the position of
the words Tov vouor 76 Géhovre éuol serves, without any harsh-
ness, to set forth Tov vouov emphatically, just as often also in
classical writers the substantive with the article is emphatically
prefixed to the participle with the article, on which it depends
(see Kiihner ad Xen. dem. 1. 6. 13 ; Bornemann and Kiihner
ad Anab.v. 6,7 Kriiger,§ 50,10. 1; Bernhardy, p. 461) ;—

1 Th. Schott does not indeed commit the mistake of separating wesiv from =i
xzrby, but lie introduces in another way what is not in the text: ** I find the law
for me, who am willing to do good, suck an one as leaves the matter on the
Jooting, that to me, cte.”

? The objections urged against my explanation are very unimportant. Itissaid,
in particular, that the inversion =év vopov =@ fidoves is harsh (Delitzsch), forced
(Philippi), strange and meaningless (Hofmann). But it is not Larsher than the
numerous perfeetly similar hyperbata found in all classic anthors (comp. e.g.
Xen. Men. i. 6. 13, where the Sophists are termed «av sopiav o swrobyres, Plat.
Agpol. p. 39 C: bus of ixiyxovres, Herod. vil. 184: &5 xapinovs wovs iradvovras,
Thuc. vi. 6. 5: sabra 7ovs Euvwdpicorras, and Poppo in loc.; also Kiilner,
Gramm. II. 1, p. 532); and so far from being meaningless, the inverted
arrangement, very approprialely to the sense, lays a great cmphasis upon v
viwev. For the viuos, as the divine record of the xaady, in contrast to the xaxiy
whicli lies in man, has the stress, which does not rest upon #iresss (Hofmann).
Observe how tlc idea of the law is prominent and pervading down to the end of
the chapler, and then again in viii, 2 ff. Least of all in the case of such an
extremely difficult passage should people suppose that they may dismiss a
linguistically nnassailable explanation ly vague and merely dogmatical objec-
tions.
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(0) That 8éxew with the aceusative as ohject of the willing, 7.,
of the moral striving and longing, of desire and love, is particu-
Iavly frequent in the LXXN. (see also Matt. xxvil. 43 and the
remark thereon); compare here, especially, Isa. v, 24 ob yap
ij@éycar Tov vopov wvplov.  (¢) Tinally, Lhow aptly the owwi-
Sopar yap 7o vopw kX in the illustrative clause that follows,
ver. 22, harmonizes with the 7ov vopor 76 6ékovte éuol; while
the subscquent BAéme B¢ €repov vépov k.71, It ver. 23, answers
to the 67e éuol 70 kaxov wapdreitar. — The dalice 1d Génovre
éuoi is that of the chical refisence: deprehendo mdhi, experi-
ence proves it to me. Comp. elpéfn pot, ver. 10 ; Hom. Od.
xxi. 304: of 8adTed wpwTe Kaxov elpéto olvoPBapelwy. Soplh.
Aj. 1144 & ¢pOéyp’ av odk dv elpes. 0. R. 546 : dvouevi
vap kai Bapw o ebpye €uol. Ocd. C. 970: odx av éfelpors
éuol dupaprias dvedos obdér. Plat. Rep. p. 421 E; T Jon.
1407,

Vv, 22, 23, Antithetical illustration of ver. 21. — gumjSouat
7. vouw 7. Ocod] The compound natwre of the verh is neither
to be overlooked (as by DLeza and others, including Riickert
and Reiche), nor to be taken as a strengthening of it (IXolner),
or as epud andmum mcum lactor (Iritzschie, Daumgarten-
Crusius, de ‘Wette, Tholuck, and Philipp). It means: £ 7e-
joire aritl, which sense alone consists with linguistic nsage
(Dlat. Zep. p. 462 155 Dewm. 519, 10, 579. 195 Soph. O+, C.
1398 ; Lur. Med. 136 ; Sturz, Lea. Xea. TV, po 184 ; Leisig,
Euarr. Sopl. Ocd. €. 1398). Dy this, however, we are not to
understand the joy over the Taw, shaved itk ofhcrs (van 1lengel
and others)—an idea here loreign 1o the connection ; nor yet
the joylul nature of leking part < the Taw (Tofmann), whereby
the neeessary conception of joy <n common falls away; but
rather: I vejoice with the law of Gud, so that s joy (ihe
Inw heing personified) is also wdne, 1t is the agrecment of
moral sympathy in regard to what is good.  Cowmp. on odudnue
in ver. 16, So also cvumevBetv T, cuvvakyeiy Twe, kTN
similnly ovMwmovperos, Mark 1ii. 5. Rlightly aiven in the
Vulgate: “condelector legi (not lege) Dei”  Comp. 1 Cor.
xiil. 6: ovyyaiper 1) axnbela. The dlosaic law is described as
vopos Oeot (gsenit. auctoris) in contrast to the érepos wouos,
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which is the law opposed to God. — rara 7. éow &vbp.] The
rational and moral natwre of man, determined by conscicnce
(ii. 15), is, as the snward man, distinguished from the outward
man that appears in the body and its members.! ¢ vods in its
contrast to capf designates the same thing a potior:; sce on
Eph. iii. 16, 2 Cor. iv. 16; also 1 Pet. iii. 4, and Huther
in loc. Philo (p. 533, Mang.) terms it dvfpwmes év avbpame.
— BAémw] Here also Paul represents himself as a spectaior of
his own personality, and as such he secs, ete. — érepov] a law
of another neture, not &Arov. Comp. ver. 4, and on Gal. 1. 6,
— év Tols péheai pov] sc. dvra, correlative, even Dy its posi-

1 Tt is erroncous to discover in the cxpression the designation of the regencrale
man (Luther, Melancthon, Calvin, Calovius, Krummacher, and others), or to
say (as Delitzsch does) that Paul means the higher better sell produced or libe-
rated by the grace of the discipline of the law (Psychol. p. 380). The unre-
wenerate man also, whetler the law have already taken him into its training or
not, has the #r» dvfpurss, and the conncction alone must decide whether the
fow dvfpwros of the passage rclates to the redeemed or the unredeemed. The
inner man is that which receives the Spirit and grace (comp. £ Cor. iv. 16 ; Eph.
jii. 16), and not the work of these. The latter is the new man (Eph. ii. 10,
iv. 24), In our passage the cntire connection decides that it is the fow Zvipares
of the unregenerate man which is meant, in his relation to the law ; to him also
Lelongs, as respects his moral 1" (although this is quite arbitrarily denied by
Philippi, following Melancthon, and many others), the suvvidopar 7o vigw = Bub
(comp. ii. 15), and it must belong to him, since the sinful nature has its seat
and home in the #4;8, vv. 18, 25, as the antithesis of the voz;. This does not
indeed consist with the assumption that it is precisely the kigher powers of the
natural man that by naturc arc at diametrical variance with God and His law
(Form. Conc. p. 640 £.), but it nevertheless rests on an cxegetic basis. Comp.
on Eph. iii. 16. The s4;£, however, with the power of sin dwelling in it, over-
powers the wig, so that it beeomes in bondage, darkened, and in the activity of
its couscience blunt and perverted; hence it requires remewal (xii. 2): comp.
Weiss, bibl. Theol. § 95, There remains, therefore, the necessity for redemption
of the whole natural man, as also his incapacity for sclf-attainment of salvation ;
and it is an crror to see in that contradiction to the Formula Concordiae aught
to shake the Pauline doctrine of atomement and justification by faith alone
(Delitzsch).  Delitzsch brings against me the charge of being un-Lutheran and
unbiblical.  Thelatter I must deny ; the former docs not allect me as exegete, since
as such I have only to inquire what ‘is exegetically »ight or wrong. TPhilippi,
p. 307, ed. 3, nole, quotes against me authorities (of very various kinds) which
as such prove nothing; and reminds me of the position of investigation as
to the idea of the s4pZ I may be trusted to possess some acquaintance with
the position of such investigations, including cven those which the respected
theologian has not embraced in his quotations and to some extent could not yct
do so.
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tion, with xara Tov éow dvlpwmov. Fritzsche and Hofmann
join év 7ois wé\. pov avriorpar.' whereby, however, the im-
portance of the added clements avriorpar. x.7\. is more subor-
dinated to the ev 7. e, pov, and the symmetry of the discourse
unuceessarily disturbed ; comp. below, 76 Svte €v Tols wéX. pov.
The mcinbers, as the instruments of activity of the adpé, are, see-
ing that the oapf itselfis ruled by sin (vv. 18, 25), that in which
the power of sin (the dictate of the sin-principle, o wopos Tijs
auapt.) pursues its doings. This activity in hand, eye, cte.
(comp. vi. 13, 19), is directed against the dictate of the moral
reason, and that with the result of victory ; hence the figures
drawn {rom war, arrierpar. aud also alyparwt. — The vouos
Tob voos—in which the genitive is neither to be taken as that
of the subject (Iritzsche: “ quam mens mea constituit;” comy.
Hofmann, “ which man gives to himself”), nor epexegetically
(Th. Schott), but locally, corresponding to the év Tois péN. pov
—is not identical with the vopos 7. Oeob in ver. 22 (Usteri,
Iollner, Olshausen, and others), just because the latter is the
positiee Jaw of God, the law of Moscs; but it is the regulator
of the cumideaBar 76 vopw Tob Oeod (ver. 22), implicd in the
amorad reason and immanent in the vovs.  As to wovs, which
is here, in accordance with the conmcction, the reason in its
practical activity, the power of knowledge in its 2orul
quality as operating to determine the moral will? see Stirm
in the TWb. Zcitschr, 1834, 3, p. 46 ff.; Deck, bl Scclend.
p- 49 I ; Delitzsch, p. 179; Klage in the Jakid. f. D. Th.
1871, p. 327. The form woos belongs to the later Greck.
Sce Lobeck ad Phryn. p. 433, — kal alypak. x.7\] and
ameldees me prisonci-of-wai to the law of sin (makes me subject
to the power of the sin-prineiple) which is 2n my members.
The pe does not denote the inner man, the wods (Olshausen),
for i, regarded in itself, continues in the service of the law of
God (ver. 25); but the apparent sean, who would follow the
leading of the rotis. He it is, for the control of whom the law
ol sin contends with the moral law,  The former conquers, and

! Compare Th. Schott, who however renders iv : in the power of my members.

? Consequently the morally willing faculty of the luwman =wipe. Comp.
(against Iolsten) Plleiderer in hlgenlld’s Zeitschr, 1871, p. 165 £, ; Klugelc.
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thereby, while the moral law has lost its influence over him,
makes him its prisoner-of-war (Luke xxi. 24; 2 Cor. x. §);
so that he is now — to express the same idea by another
figure — mempapévos Vo 7. apaptiay, ver. 14, — a trait of the
cloomy picture, which likewise does not apply to the condition
of the redeemed, vill. 2. — 76 vope Tis apapt.] is ddentical
with the vouos that was previously, without more precise defi-
nition, called érepos vouos. Instead, namely, of saying: “and
made me ¢s prisoncr,” Paul characterizes—as he could not
avoid doing in order to complete the antithesis—the victorious
law, not previously characterized, as that which 1t s, and says:
alypak. pe T. vopep apapr. Here 7. dpapr. is the genitivus
auctoris; T. vouw, however, is uot instrumental (Chrysostom,
Theodoret, Theophylact), but can only be taken as the dative
of reference (commodi). The observation 7@ dvre év Tols
péleo! pov, emphatically added to make the disgrace more pal-
pably felt, obviates the misconception that a power different
from the érepos vopos was meant. We must dismiss, there-
fore, the distinctions unsupported by evidence that (follow-
ing Origen, Jerome, and Occumnenius, but not Ambrosiaster)
have been attempted ; c.g. recently by Kollner, who thinks that
the érepos vopos means the demands of the sensuous nature, so
far as they manifest themselves in individual cases as bodily
lusts, while the vouos 7. auapr. is the sensuous nature itsclf
conceived as a sinful principle; or by de Wette, who thinks
that the former is the proneness to sin which expresses itselt
in the determinableness of the will by the sensuous nature,
while the latter is the same pronenecss, so far as it conflicts
with the law of God, and by the completed resolution actually
enters into antagonism thereto (comp. Umbreit) ; or by Ewald
(comp. also Grotius and van IHengel), who thinks that Paul
here distinguishes two pairs of kindred laws: (1) the eternal
law of God, and alongside of it, but too weak in itself, the law
of reason; and (2) the law of desive, and along with it, as
still mightier, the law of sin. Similarly also Delitzsch, Reith-
mayr, and Hofinann.  The latter distinguishes the law of sin
from the law 4n ¢he members, in such a way that the former is
prescribed by sin, as the lawgiver, to all thosc who are subject
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to it; the laficr, on the contrary, rules in the hodily nature of
the 7ndiridual, as soon as the desire arises in him.' — alyua-
AoTidw belongs to the age of Diodorus, Josephus, ete. (alyua-
AoTevw is still later). See Thom. Mag. p. 23; Lobeck ad
Plryn. p. 442.

Ver. 24, The marks of parenthesis in which many include
vv. 24, 25, down to zjuav, or (Grotius and Ilatt) merely
ver. 25 down to sjudr, should be expunged, since the flow of
the discourse is mot once logically interrupted. — Tehaimwpos
x71X.] The oppressive feeling of the misery of that captivity
finds utterance thus. Ilere also Paul by his “ I ” represents
the still #nredeemed man in his relation to the law. Only
with the state of the laffcr, not with the consciousness of
the reyencrate man, as if he “as it were” were crying ever
afresh for a new Redecmer from the power of the sin still
remaining in him (Philippi), does this wail and cry for help
accord. The regenerate man /las that which is liere sighed
for, and his mood is that whicl is oppositc {0 the feeliny ol
wretchedness and death, v. 1 {1, viii. 1 Il; being that of [rce-
dom, of overcoming, of life in Christ, and of Cluist in him, of
peace and joy in the Holy Spirit, of the new creature, to which
old things have passed away.  Comp. Jul Miiller, ». . Siudr,
L p. 458 £, ed. 5. The ohjection of Reiche, that Panl would,
according to this view, speak of himsell while hie was thinking
of men of quite an opposite frame of mind, is not valid; for
that longine, which he himsell had certainly felt very deeply
in his pre-Christian life, and into whose painful feelings he
fransports himself back all the more vividly from the stand-
poiut of Ris Ulissful slale of redemption,? coudd not but, in the

1 Calovius gives the right view : ¢ Lex membrorum et lex peceati idemn sunt,
ut ¢ verbis apostoli (iv) =& vépw =is apaprics vi dvei iy Tois pineoi pov liquet.”
The clear words themselves do nol convey, morcover, the distinction between
the produced and the producer (Delitzsch) 5 but, on the eontrary, the law of sin
coineides ecompletely with the Inw ol the memhers, asalready Augustine perevived,
de nupt. et concup. 1. 30 : ““captivantem sub lege peceati, h. e. sub se ipsa.”
Cotp. abso Theodore of Mopsuestia, who declares himsell expressly and decidedly
against the interpretation of our passage as pointing to four laws.

2 This applies also against Delitzseh’s assertion, that the very form of this

Lunentation shows that it proceeds from the Lreast of a converted person. Tlow
natural is ir, rther, that Paul should represent the redemption, as he hat him-
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consistent continuation of the <divsis, be here individualized
and realized as present through his éyw. And this he covld
do the more unhesitatingly, since no doubt could thercby be
raised in tlie minds of his readers regarding his present free-
dom from the Tahavrwpia over which he sichs. Ieiche him-
self, curiously enough, regards ver. 24 as the ery for help of
Jewish humanity, to which “a redecmed one replics” in
viii. 1; ver. 25, standing in the way, being a gloss ! — Tahasm.
éyw dvlp.] Nominative of exclamation: O wretched man that I
am ! See Kiihner, IL 1, p. 41 ; Winer,p. 172 [E. T. 228} —
Taiadm., Rev. iil. 17, very frequent in the tragedians: Plat.
Euthyd. p. 302 B; Dem. 548. 12, 425. 11. — pioerai]
Purely future. In the depth of his misery the longing after
a deliverer asks as if in despair: who will it be? — éx Tob
cwpatos 7. BavdTov ToUTov] ToUTov might indeed grammati-
cally be joined to cwpaTos (Erasnwus, Beza, Calvin, Estius, and
many others, including Olshaunsen, Philippi, Hofmann, and Th.
Schott), since one may say, 7o cdua 7. 8. TobrTo ; but the sense
is against it. For that which weighs upon him, namely, the
being dependent on the body as captive of the law of sin, lies
in the fact that the body belongs to this death,.c. to the death
wncurred by sin (which is not physical, but cferied death, comp.
ver. 10 ff), consequently to this shameful death, as its seat ;!
not in the fact that this relation takes place in the prescnt
body, or in a present time posited with the quality of the
earthly body. If the words of the person who exclaims should
amount to no more than “#he hopcless wish to get vid of the body,
i which e 4s compelled fo Live)” without expressing, however,
the desire to be deard (Elolmann), they would yield a very con-
fused conception. DNoreover, by postponing the pronoun, aul
would only have expressed himself very unintelligibly, had his

self experienced it, and whose triumphant bliss he Dore in his own bosom, as the
object of the longing and sighing of the still unredeemed ! And who can assert
that he himself sighed offerwise, before Christ laid hold on him?  Thus we heawe
listen to the echo of what was once forced from his own breast. Where such
sighing occurs, it is not the state of grace of the converted, but merely the
operation of the so-called gratia praevenicns (comp. the Erlangen Zeitschrift,
1864, 6, . 378 IL.).

! Comp. Ex. x. 17 : mepiedérw &' tuov wiv bdvaror souvor,
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meaning heen Zoe corprs mortis, and not eorprs mortis hujus
(Vulgate). Comyp. Acts v, 20, xiil. 26. The correct explanation
thevefore is: “ Who <hell ddiver me, so that I be no lony i de-
peadent on the body, which scives as the scat of so shameful o
death 27 or, in other words: “ Who shall deliver me out of
Londoge wnder the lov of sin 7ato smoral frecdom, 1 ahirk ay
Lody shedl no longer serve as the seot of this shaanefvl deallk 77
Comp. vill. 9, vi. 6, vii. 5,10 f;; Col.1i. 11.  With what vivid
and true plastic skill does the deeply-stitred cmotion of the
apostle convey this meaning! underneath which, no doubt,
there likewise lies the longing “ after a release from the sinful
natweal lile” (Th. Schott). In detail, 7éc pe pioerar corre-
sponds with the alypadwrl pe 76 vopp tis am. in ver. 23
éx ToU gww. With the 7¢ bvre év Tols pékead pov inver. 23 ; and
TevTov denotes the death as occasioned by the tragic power of
sin just deseribed also in ver. 23 ; the genitive relation is the
gsame as in vi. 6. The rendeving ¢ mortal budy ™ is eondemned
by the close connection of Tovrov with faverov, whether (in-
consistently enongli with the context, see vv. 23, 25, viii. 1, 2)
there be discovered in the words t4» louging for deatl (Chry-
sostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, Erasmus, DPareus, Iistiug,
(lericus, Baldwin, Koppe, and others), or, with Olshausen
(introducing what is foreign to the arsument), the longing
“only to be redeemed from the sortel hody, 4. from the body
that through sin has hecome liable to perish, so that the Spirit
may make ¢ alive” Tinally, as in vi. 6, so also here, those
explanations are to he rejeeted which, in arbitrary and bold
deviation from the Pauline usaze, take edpa not of the human
body, Dut as “mortifera peccati massa” (Calvin, Cappel,
ITomberg, Wolf); or: “the system of sensual propensities
(coua), which is the cause of death” (Flatt); or:  death
conceived as a monster with a body, that threatens to devour
the éydd” (Reiche).

Ver 25, Not Paul himsell for himself alone, but, as is shown
by the following dpa otw .\, the same collective “ I that
the apnstle has personated previously, speaks here also—ex-
pressing, after that anguish-ery of longing, its feeling of deep
thankfulness toward God that the longed-fur deliverance has
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actually come to it through Christ. There is not change of
person, but change of scene. Man, still unredeemed, has just
been bewailing his wretchedness out of Christ; now the same
man is in Chiist, and gives thanks for the bliss that has
come to him in the train of his cry for help. — evyapiord T.
Oex] For what ? is not expressed, quite after the manner of
lively emotion; but the question itself, ver. 24, and the 8wa
'I. X., prevent any mistake regarding it. — 8ta 'Inood XpioTod]
altiov dvros Tis elyapioTias Tob XpiaTol alTos yap, ¢yol,
katdpbwgey & 6 vopos otk NOuiln adTés pe éfplaaro ek Ths
aalevelas Tod cwpatos, évdvvapwoas alro, GoTe uNKéTL TUpav-
vetolar vmo Tis apaprias, Theophylact. Thus, to the apostle
Christ is the mediator of his thanks,—of the fuact 7¢sclf, however,
that he gives thanks to God, not the mediator through whom
he ODrings his thanks to God (Hofmann). Comp. on i §;
1 Cor. xv. 57; Col. iii. 17 ; similar is év dvouar:, Eph. v. 20.
— dpa obv] infers a concluding summary of the chief contents
of vv. 14-24, from the tmmediatcly preceding ebyapiotd . . . .
nudv. Seeing, namely, that there lies in the foregoing expres-
sion of thanks the thouglht: “it is Jesus Christ, through whom
God has saved me from the body of this death,” it follows
thence, and that indeed on a retrospective glance at the whole
exposition, ver. 14 ff,, that the man himself, out of Christ—Dhis
own personality, alone and confined to itself—achicves nothing
further than that he serves, indeed, with his vots the law of
God, but with his gdpf is in the service of the law of sin. It
has often been assumed that this recapitulation does not con-
nect itself with the previous thanksgiving, but that the latter
is rather to be regarded as a parenthetical interruption (see
especially Riickert and Fritzsche) ; indeed, it has even heen con-
jectured that dpa odv . . .. duaptias originally stood immediately
after ver. 23 (Venema, Wasseubergh, Keil, Lachmanu, Pracy.
p- X, and van Hengel). But the right sense of adros éyo is
thus misconceived. It has here no other meaning than 7 my-
sclf, in the sense, namely, I for my own person, without that
higher saving intervention, which I owe to Christ." The con-

1 So also, substantially, Hofmann and Th. Schott; comp. Baur, Reithmayr,
Bisping, Mircker, and Delitzseh, p. 383, Wrongly interpreted by Thomasius,

ROM. IL C
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trast with others, which avros with the personal pronoun indi-
cates (comp. ix. 3, xv. 14; Ierm. ad Vig p. T55; Ast, Lex.
Plat. 1. p. 317), results always {from the context, and is here
evident from the cmphatic 8ud "Inoov Xpiarod, and, indeed, so
that the accent [ulls on adrés!  Overlooking this antithetic
relation of the « I wmysdf,” Pareus, Homberg, Iistius, and Wolf
conceived that Paul wished to obviate the misconception as
if he were not speaking in the entire scction, and from
ver. 14 onwards in particular, as a regencrate man; Kollner
thinks that his object now is to establish still more stroncly,
by Zuis own feeling, the truth of what he has previously ad-
vanced in the namne of humanity. Others explain: “just 1"
who have been previously the subject of discowrse (Grotius,
Reiche, Tholuck, Krehl, Philippi, Maier, and van Hengel;
comp. Fritzsche: “ipse ego, qui meam vicem deploravi,” and
Ewald); which is indeed linguistically unobjectiouable (Bern-
hardy, p. 290), but would furnish no adequate ground for the
special emphasis which it would have. Others, again, taking
avTés as equivalent to o avres (see Schaefer, ILlt. p. 65;
Herm. ad Suph. Antig. 920, Opuse. 1. p. 332 f.; Dissen «ad
LPined. p. 412): eqo 4deir: “ cul convenit sequens distrilutio,
qua videri posset unus homo in duos veluti sceari,” Beza.  So
also Erasmus, Castalio, and many others ; Klee and Iiickert.
But in this view also the connection of dpa oly 7.\ with
the foregoing thanksgiving is arbitrarily abandoned; and the
above usc of avros, as synonymous with o avrds, is proper to
Tonic poctry, and is not sanctioned by the N.T.  Olshausen,
indeed, takes avr. évo as I, the vae and the seme (have in me
a twofold element), hut rejects the usual view, that dpe .

apaprias is a recapitulation of ver. 14 [, and makes the new
section begin with ver. 25;% so that, after the experience of

I. p. 278 : according to my Ego proper. The aicis i34 is, in fact, at the same
time the subject of the second clause.

! Tt is maintained without duc reason by Stallbaum, ad Plat. Phacd. p. 91 A,
that if eirés stand before the personal pronoun (as here), the latter has the
emphasis, and wice versa. The striking vivacity of Greck discourse has not
bound itself down so meehanically. Comp. Bremiad Dem. Phil. 1. 24, p. 128 ;
Herm. Opusc. 1. p. 322 fI.  In the particular cases the connection must decide.

* The section is also made to begin with ver, 25 by Th. Schott and Hoimann;
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redemption has been indicated by edyapiaréd w7\, the comn-
pletely altered innper state of the man is now described ; in
which new state the volis appears as emancipated and serving
the law of God, and only the lower sphere of the life as still
remaining under the law of sin. But against this view we
may urge, firstly, that Paul would have expressed himself in-
accurately in point of logic, since in that case he must have
written : dpa oly adTos éyw Th pév ocaprl Sovhelw voud duap-
T{as, 76 6€ vol voud Oeod; secondly,that according to vv. 2,3,9f.
the redeemed person is entirely liberated from the law of sin;
and lastly, that if the redeemed person remained subject to the
law of sin with the odpg, Paul could not have said oddéw
kardrpipa w N in ver. 1; for see vv. 7-9. Umbreit takes
it as: cven I'; a climactic sense, which is neither suggested by
the context, nor in keeping with the deep humility of the
whole confession. — SovAedew voue Geod] in so far as the desire
and striving of my moral reason (see on ver. 23) are directed
solely to the good, conscquently submitted to the regulative
standard of the divine law. At the same time, however, in
accordance with the double character of my nature, I am sub-
ject with my oapf (see on ver. 18) to the power of sin, which
preponderates (ver. 23), so that the direction of will in the voovs
does not attain to the xarepydleabar.

Remarl: 1. The mode in which we interpret vv. 14-25 is of
decisive importance for the relation between the Church-doctrine
of original sin, as more exactly expressed in the Formula Con-
cordaae,! and the view of the apostle; inasmuch as if in ver. 14 ff.
it is the unredeemed man wnder the law and its discipline, and
not the regencrate man who is under grace, that is spoken of,
then Paul affirms regarding the moral nature of the former and
concedes to it what the Church-doctrine decidedly denies to

the former with &pz odv, and the latter with edyezpiozs. But it is only with
003ty zurdxpie that the new scene opens, of which the ery of thanksgiving, ver. 25,
was only a previous glimpse broken off again by &Zpz oy adris tyd x.7.A.

It employs our passage (see p. 660) for the inference: ‘‘Si autem in beato
ap. Paulo et aliis renatis hominibus naturale vel carnale liberum arbitrimmn
ctiam pust regencrationem legi divinae repugnat, quanto magis anle regencra-
tioncm legi et voluntati Dei rebellabit et inimicum erit.”



36 TIIE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO TIIE ROMAXNS.

it’—compaving it (Form. Cone. p. 661 1) with a stone, a block,
a pillar of salt—in a way that cannot be justified {in oppositiim
to Frank, Z%col. d. Concordicnformel, L p. 138 £).  Paul clearly
aseribes to the higher powers of man (his reason and moral
will) the assent to the lnw of God; while just as clearly, more-
over, lie teaches the great disproportion in which these naturnl
moral powers stand to the predominance of the sinful power in
the flesh, so that the liberum arbitrivin in spiritualibus is want-
ing to the natural man, and only emerges in the case of the
converted person (viil. 2). And this want of moral {reedom
proeeeds from the power of sin, which is, according to ver. 8 11,
posited evenr with birth, and which asserts itselt in opposition
to the divine law.

Leniairk 2. How many a Jew in the present day, earnestly
coucerned about his salvation, may, in relation to his law, feel
and sigh just as Paul has here done; only with this difference,
that uulike Paul he cannot add the by upiord #& ©:5 7z !

1 Comp. Jul. Miiller, v. d, Sinde, 1I. p, 238 £, ¢d. 5.
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CHAPTER VIIL

Ver. 1. After 1005 Elz. has u3 zare odpra wipisareSon, drre
zore avitua, which, following Mill, Griesh. and subsequent
critics have expunged. The words are wanting either entirely,
or at least as to the second half, in a preponderance of codd., vss.,
and Fathers, and are an old inapposite gloss from ver. 4—Ver.
9. »¢] BF G &, Syr. Tert. Chrys. have oz, which Tisch. 8. has
adopted. Ilepetition in copying of the preceding syllable.—
Ver. 11. & 75 dvorodv abzed svsiue] So Griesb., Matth,, Scholz,
Fritzsche, Lachm. and Tisch. 7., following Erasmus, Mill, and
Bengel. The Recepta, again adopted by Tisch. 8., is & o3
évinolvros adrod mvsbuaroe.  The witnesses (for an accurate exami-
nation of which see Reiche, Commentar. erit. 1. p. 54 ff)) are
so divided, that there is on neither side a decisive preponder-
ance, although, besides A and C, ® also supports the genitive.
The thought of itself, also, equally admits cither reading. A
decision between them can only be arrived at through the circum-
stance that the passage came to be discussed in the Macedonian
controversy, wherein the Macedonians accused the orthodox of
having falsified the ancient codices, when the latter appealed
to the Recepta and asserted that it stood in all the ancient
codd. See Maxim. Dial ¢. Maced. 3. in Athanas. Opp. 1I. p.
453, This charge, though retorted by the orthodox on the
Macedonians, is worthy of credit, because éc =5 z.7.2. already
predominates in Origen and the oldest vss. (also Syr. Vulg);
consequently that assertion of the orthodox appears erroncous.
The Rlecepta, indeed, is fouud in Clem. Strom. IIL p. 344,
Commel. 545. Pott.; but this single trace of its high antiquity
loses its weight in opposition to the here specially important
vss. and Origen (also Tert. and Iren.), and in the face of these
bears the suspicion of orthodox alteration having been wrought
on the text of Clement. 1t is possible, however, that even long
previous to the Macedonian controversy the questions and dis-
putes respecting the Holy Spirit may have occasioned now and
again the changing of dic =6 =2 into 61 rob %.=2. At all events,
the dogmatic interest attached to Loth readings is too great
and too well attested to admit of di w3 .= 5. being referred, with
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Bengel and Fritzsche, to a mere error in copyina.  In the con-
troversy the genitive only (as introducing a velation different
from that obtaining with the previous abstracts & éuaprioy and
Gie. dizesosiiyy) Mmust have been welcome to the orthodox in de-
fending the personality of the =v:ipe.  Among modern commen-
tators, Itiickert, Rleiche, Philippn, van Hengel, and Hofmann
have declared for the weecusatire; whilst de Wette, Krehl,
Theluck, and also Ewald, adopt the genitive.—Ver. 13. =63 odu.]
DEF G, Vulg It. Or. (wllo however, gives both readings) «l
read =%z cupréz, which Griesb. recommended. An interpretation
in the sense of the preceding—Ver. 14. ion viel ©:63] Since
among the nncials A CD EN read vio! ©:w3 <o, while B I G
have viel cimy @05 (so Lachm. and Tisch.), we must regard the
Recepta as at all events too weakly attested. The preference
belongs, however, to vio! sisiv ©:6i, because the omitted «isiv (it is
absent alsoin the Sahid.) would be more easily inserted again at
the beginning or end than in the middle.—Ver. 23, zai abroi =y
ém. 7. . ¥ % tusis abroi] So Llz. The variations are very
numerous. The readings to be taken into account, besides the
Recepta, are—(1) xeatl abrol = drapy. Toi wvebp. Ex. xeti adrol: SO
3, Meth. Tisch, 7.;—(2) = 4uel: adrol = c’u,-ap,c - "/ adroi: SO
D ¥ G, Ambros. Fritzsche ;—(3) = adrel 7. do o av. fo7 [npeds] 2ed
abroi: s0 Lachm. and, without bracketing susiz, Tisch. 8., {ullow-
ing A C¥, min. Copt. Dam.  The first of the three seems to
ll'wc heen the original reading; gue; 1s an addition by way of
gloss, which was \\11tten, in some eases, immediately beside the
first e/ adivoi (thus arose the reading of Fritzsche), and in some
cases only beside the second, thus producing the reading of A C
8, as well as the Reeepta.  With the reading of Fritzsche the
second z«i disappeared, hecause, after the insertion of Zmer: had
taken place in the first part, the subsequent xzai adrei was no
longer taken analeptically, and therelore zei was found fo be
merely confusing.  The reading edroi oi « do v o G570 x gueiz
airei has so exceedingly weak attestation, that on that very
eround it ought (awimst Bengel and linek) to he rejected.—
vindzaiey] wanting In D I G, codd. of It. Awnbrosiaster.  Dut how
casily it came to he omitted, when the vietssio was viewed as
something already possessed 'I—Ver, 24, 2/ zai] B¥ E I" G, Syr.
Vulg. codd. ol Tt. and some Fathers have only i, So Lachm.
But the very absence of need for the zai oceasioned its omisgsion.
—Vor. 26, 77 acd] Approved by Griesh, adopted also by Lachm.
and Tisch.  Dut Elz. and Scholz have rai: acdaciaiz, against
decisive testimony.  The sing. is also <np]mllq-(l by %z osio:m3
in ¥ @G, which is an explanatory addition Lo =7 éedsr.  Comy.
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Ambros.: “eifirmitatem nostrac orationis” The plural was
substituted for the collective singular. — The reading spogev¥u-
webe (Griesb. and others have spossvEéucde) is decisively attested.
— Alter imeporuyy. Elz. and Scholz have imép #uav, which,
following ABD I'G&* al. Arm. and Fathers, Lachm. and
Tisch. have expunged. A defining addition.—Ver. 28. After
cuvepyel Lachm, reads ¢ @«é¢, in accordance with A B, Or. 1t wag
readily believed that, on account of ver. 27 and 29, wdire must
be understood as accusative and God as subject. — Ver. 34.
paarov 8t zai ] Lachm. and Tisch. 8. have only zaan. &, in accord-
ance with A B C ¥, min. vss. and Fathers. Dut between 6E and
Ey. the seemingly unmeaning x«i was easily overlooked and
omitted. — The omission of the second zz/ (behind the first éc)
is less strongly attested by A C¥, and may be sufficiently ex-
plained Ly non-attention to the einphasis of the thrice-used
word.—Ver. 36. &vxa] According to ABDFGLN 17, al. éveue
is, with Griesb., Lachm., Tisch,, “and Scholz, to be substituted.
See LXX. Ps. xliv. 23.—Ver. 37. ros dyaw.] DEFG, vss. and
Fathers read riv ayesfourra, which has against it the Oriental
witnesses, and seems to be an alteration in accordance with an
erroneous exposition of = dywr. = Xpiorod In ver. 35 (see the
exegetical remarks on that passage).— Ver. 38. obre dieor. olire wérn,,
o¥re Bum/.us:g] So also Griesb., Lachm., Tisch., and Scholz. But
Elz. has obrs dvvdu., obre s'vsar. obre werr.  Against greatly prepon-
derating evidence. A tnnspositiou, because svv. seemed to belong
to the cnteﬂory of apywi. The evidence in favour of ebre durdp.,
moreover, is so decisive and so unanimous, that it czmnot
with Fritzsche, be regarded as an addition f10m 1 Pet. iii. 22,
1 Cor. xv. 24, or Eph i. 21.  Tholuck, Philippi, and Ewald
reject these words.  But their various position in different
witnesses is quite explained by supposing that their place
beliind wean., as well as their general isolation, were regarded
as surprising and confusing.

Chap. viii. Happy condition of man in Christ. — The cer-
tainty of salvation, which is represented in chap. v. 1 f. as the
effect of justification by faith, appears here as brought about
through the moral freedom attained in Christ. We see from
this, that Paul conceived of faith not otherwise than as pro-
ducing this freedom; so that faith is not only that which
appropriates the atonement, but also the continuous subjective
source and motive power of the divine life up to the final attain-
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ment of bliss. See Luther’s Preface, also his utterances quoted
by Ritschl, Rechtfert w. Versshnung, I p. 142 ff,, 180 £

Vv. 1-11.1 Accordingly, the Christian is aloof from all con-
demnation, becavse he is free from the law of sin—a result
which the Mosaie leaaw conld not accomplish, but which God has
accomplished through Christ.  Yet he must live according to the
Spirit, and not «ccording to the flesh ; for the lattcr works death,
but the former life.

Ver. 1. "Apa] draws an inference from the immediately pre-
ceding avros éyw . . .. apaprias. If I, for my own person, left
to myself, am subject indecd with the reason to the law of
God, but with the flesh to the law of sin, then it follows that
now, after Christ (as deliverer from the law of sin, ver 2)
has tuterposcd, there is no condemnation, cte.  Z%4s inference,
and not that one must be 1n Christ, in order {o get rid of cvery
condemnation (Hofmaun), is indicated by qap in ver. 2 as a
matter of faet that has become historical. It is arbitrary to
seck a connection with anything more remotely preeeding
(Ilofinann, Koppe, Fritzsche, Philippi, and Disping, with evya-
ploTd . . .. puaw in vii. 25 ; according to Bengel, Knapp, and
Winzer, with vii. 6); but to suppose in dea “a forestalling of
the following wvap” (Tholuck), is linguistically just as mistaken
as in the case of &6 in ii. 1. Morcover, the emphasis is not
upon vy, but on the prefixed ovdév: a0 condemnation there-
fore, noncis now applicable, after that avros éyw .71 has been
changed through Christ, cte. This applies against Philippi’s
objection, that, according to owr conception of the connection,
vir should have Deen placed at the beginming.  But the
ohjection, that Paul must have continued with & instead of
dpa, is removed by the observation that in the adros éyw, pro-
perly understood, really lies the very premiss of the altered
relation. — viv] temporally, in contrast to the former state of
the case. Comp. vii. 6. Dhilippi erroncously holds apa viv
as equivalent to dpa odv — which it never is — being foreed
thercto by the theory that the regenerate person is the subject
of discussion in chap. vii. 14 {f Hofmann'’s view, how-

! On vv. 1-11 scc Winzer, Progr. 1528, —On ver. 3, particularly the words
W {andpari gupxes epaptiag, sve Overbeek in Hilgenfeld's Zeitschr. 1569, p. 178 1L



CIIAP. VIII. 2. 41

ever, that »Bv contrasts the present with the future alwv (cven
now, during the life in the flesh), is also incorrect. Nothing
in the context suggests it, and it must have been expressed in
some such way as by #8n, or by a defining addition. — ov8ér
katdrpipa) sc. éati: no sentence of condemnation (ver. 16),
whereby God might deny them eternal life, affects them. The
reason see in ver. 2. — rois év X. L] dc to those in whose
case Christ is the element, in which they are (live and move).
The same in substance, but different in the form of the con-
ception, is mwvedpa Xpiorod Exew and Xpioros év Tuiv in
vv. 9, 10.

Ver. 2.1 For the law of the Spirit leading to life delivered me
in Christ Jesus from the low of sin and death. Tor the right
explanation, it is to be observed—(1.) The vopos 7. au. k. ToD
Oav. necessarily, in view of the connection, receives the defini-
tion of its meaning from chap. vii. 23, 25, as indeed shevf.
answers to the aiyparwr in ver. 23. For this very reason
neither the moral law (Wolf ) nor the Mosaic law (Pareus, de
Dieu, Semler, Bohme, Ammon, and Reiche) can be meant; the
latter cannot, for the further reason that, after vii. 7, 12, 16,
Paul could not thus nanie the Mosaic vouos here, as Chrysostom
has already urged. It is rather the law in our members, tic
power of sin in us, which, according to vii. 24, comp. vii. 10,13,
1s at the same time the power of (eternal) death (kai 700 Bavarov),
that is meant. The #wo are one power, and botk genitives are
genitives of the suliject, so that sin and death are regarded as
ruling over the man. — (2.) Since the vopos 7. au. «. 7. fav.
cannot be the Mosaic law, so neither can the contrasted vouos
7. . Tis Lwis be the Christian plan of salvation, like vopos
mioT. in iii. 27, but it must be an dwwcard power i the man
by which the law of sin and death is rendered powerless. It
is not, however, the wopos 7od woos (which had become
strengthened through Christ), as, following older expositors,
Morus, Kollner, and Schrader thinlk ; because, on the one hand,

! In vv. 2, 3, we have one of the passages that are decisive in opposition to
the allirmative answer which men have often attempted to give to the question,
whether the Son of God would have appeared as man, had man not become sinful.
See generally, Julius Miiller, dogm. Abk. pp. 66 ft., 82 f.
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vobs and wvedua are specifically different, and if Paul had
meant the law of the weds, he must have so designated it, as
in vii. 23; and, on the other hand, there would result the
utterly paradoxical idea, that the law of reason (and not the
divine principle of the wvedua) makes man morally {rec. The
10 mredua Tis fwis is rather the Holy Spirit, who, working in-
wardly in the Christian (ver. 5), procurcs to him ccraal Iife
(comp. 2 Cor. iii. 6); and o véuos Tob Tveduatos Tis Lwis is
the ethically regulative government cxercised by the wvebua (not
the Spirit Himself, as Theodoret, Occumenius, Theophylact,
Maier, and Th. Schott understand it, but His ruling power). —
év X.'I.] On account of ver 3, to he connected neitlier with
s twfjs (Luther, Beza, and others, inclnding Bohme, Klee,
Ewald, and Hofmann), nor with 7ol mvedp. (Flatt; Tholuck:
“the sphere, in which the Spirit of life operates ™), nor with
vopos (Sewler, Reiche), nor with ¢ véu. 7. mv. 7. & (Calvin,
Kollner, Glockler, Krehl, and others), lut with jievfépwaoe.
So Theodoret, Erasmus, Melancthon, Vatablus, and others, in-
cluding Riickert, Olshausen, de Wette, Iritzsche, Reithmayr,
Maier, Philippi, and Bisping.  Za Chwist, the law of the Spirit
has made us free; for out of Christ this emancipating activity
could not occur (comp. John viil. 36); but 7a the fellow<hip of
lifec with Him, in the beiug and living in Him (ver. 1), the
deliverance which has taken place has its causal ground.
The view which takes it of the oljective basis that is laid
down in the eppearance and aworls of Christ, is unsuitable,
because the discourse treats of the subjective ethical efficacy
of the Spirit, which lias the efvac év XpioTo as the necessary
correlative. — shevd.] worist.  Tor it is a historical act, which
resulted from the cffusion of the Spirit in the heart. The
progressive sanctification is the further development and con-
sequence of this act.

Ver. 3. An illustration justifying the é& Xpore 'Inood
ghevl. w1\, just asserted, by a description of the powerlully
cllective oetval crrongement, which Gol has wade for the
accomplishment of what to the law was impossible. — 70 yap
abvvaTov Tob vopov 1s an «lwulute nuininelive, prefixing a judy-
ment on the following karékpve k7. “Tor the impossible thing
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of the law—God condemned,” etec. That is, God condcimned sin
in the flesh, which was a ing of impossibility on the part of the
law. See Kriiger, § 57. 10, 12. Comp. also Heb. viii. 1,
and on Luke xxi. 6; Wisd. xvi. 17; Kiihner, I1. 1, p. 42
It could only be accusative, if we should assume a general
verh (like émoinoe) out of what follows, which would, however,
he an arbitrary course (in opposition to the view of Erasmus,
Luther, and others). The prefizing 7. . @édw. 7. ». has rheto-
rical emphasis, in contrast with the év X. "I inver. 2. Comp.
Dissen, ad Pind. Pyth. iv. 152.  On the genitive, comp. Epist.
ad Diogn. 9 : 76 advvaTov Tis Npetépas pioews, what our nature
could not do. By a harsh hyperbaton Th. Schott takes a
sense out of the passage, which it does not bear: becausc the
mpotenee of the law became still wealker through the flesh.
Erroneous is also Hofmann’s view : “?he vmpotence of the law
lay or consisted thevein, that it was weak through the flesh.
The abstract sense of “ powcricsness,” or incapacity, is not borne
by 70 a8tvarov at all; but it indicates that which the subject
(here the wopos) s not in @ position for, what is impossible
to it. See especially Plat. Hipp. maj. p. 295 E; comp. 9. 22
Xen. Hist. 1. 4. 6 : &wd 70D Tiis ToAews Suvarob, 2.c. from what
the city is in a position to tender. Morcover, since the words
talken independently, with Hofmann, would only contain a pre-
paratory thought for what follows, Paul would not have had
asyndetically ¢ @eds, but must have proceeded by a marking of
the contrast, consequently with o 8¢ Oeos ; so that these words,
down to xara mvebpa in ver. 4, would still have been in connec-
tion with ygp. And even apart from this, the supplying of the
substantive verb would at most only have been indicated for
the reader in the event of the proposition having been a general

one with éor{! understood, and consequently if dofevei, and
not nobéves, were read. —év & 5ol &ia 7. capk.] because it

was week (unable to condemn sin) ¢hrough the flesh, as is de-

seribed in chap. vii. On év &, comp. 1 Cor. iv. 4; Johu

! Like ver. 1, Paul would have written intelligibly : 73 y&p d¥dvar. 7o¥ vie, by
ToUTw fv 871 aebéves; especially as, according to Hofmann, #v would not be a mere
copula, but would mean situm crat, constitit in. Mircker, p. 25, nevertheless
agrees with Hofmann,
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xvi. 30; Winer,p. 362 [E.T. 484]. It is our causal in that;
Sz 7. gapk. is the cause bringing about the sobéver: through
the reacting influcnce of the flesh, vii. 18 {f. — ¢ Oeos Tov éavrov
k1 N] God hrs, by the foct that He sent His own Sow in the
likencss (sce on 1. 23) of sinful flesh, and on arcount of sia,
condemned sin 1n the flesh, that is, « God has deposed sin from
its rule in the odpf (its previous sphere of power), thereby
that He sent His own Son into the world in a phenomenal
existence similar to the sinful corporeo-psychical hunan
nature.” — The participle méuyras is not an act that preceded
the xatéxpwe (Holinann, referring it to the supernatural birth);
on the contrary, God has effected the watdrpiots in and with
the having sent the Son. Respecting this nse of the aorist
participle, comp. on Acts i. 24; Eph. i. 5; Rom. iv. 20.—
éavro?] strengthens the relation to év ou. o. du., and so enhances
the extraordinary and energetic character of the remedial
measure adopted by God.  Comp. ver. 32.  We may add, that
in the case of éavror, as in that of méuras (comp. Gal. iv. 1)
and év op. a. au. (comp. Phil. ii. 7), the conception of the pre-
existence and metaphysical Sonship of Christ is to be recos-
niscd (in opposition to Hofmann); so that the previous popds
Oeov forms the background, although, in that case, the super-
natural generation is by no means a necessary presupposition
(comp. on i. 3 f). See generally, Ernesti, Urspr. d. Siinde, L.
p- 235 {f.; Weiss, 0i0l. Theol. p. 317. — év opotwpari gapros
apaptias] tn the likencss of sinful flesh; duap7. is the genitive
of grality, as invi. 6.  He might indeed have come €v popds)
Oecod, PInl 11 6. Dut no: God %0 sent 1is own Son, the! Il
appeared i e form of cxistence wlich resemdled the fleshily Tnean
nature affected by sin.  The ev indicates n what matrriol
mode of appearance GGod caused IHis sent Son to emerge. He
came in flesh (1 Joln iv. 2), and was manilested in flesh
(1 Thn. iii. 16).  Yet ITe appeared not in siaful flesh} which

! Tn which, however, the idea is not conveyed, that, like a sacrifice, He was
loaded acith the sin of others (Reiche), which was the case only in His death, not
at s sending.  Holsten, following the precedent of Gennadius in Cramer's
Cat. p. 123, has crroneously apprehended the o2E of Christ as having been

really edpf auaprias, and as having thus had the objective principle of duapziz,
which in lis case, however, neither atlained o subjective conscrousness nor to
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is otherwise the bodily phenomenal nature of all men. More-
over, His appearance was neither merely Dbodily, without the
Yuyn (Zeller), which, on the contrary, necessarily belongs to
the idea of the capf; nor docctic (IKrehl ; comp. Baur's Gesch. d.
3. crst. Jahrh. p. 310), which latter error was already advanced
hy Marcion ; but it consisted of the general bodily material of
Lumanity, to which, however, in so far as the latter was of sinful
quality, it was not equalized, but—becaunse without that quality
—only conformed. Comp. Phil.ii. 7; Heb. ii. 14,1iv. 15. The
contrast presupposed in the specially chosen expression is not
the heavenly spirit-nature of Christ (Pfleiderer)—to which the
mere év oapki, or év opowdpate avbpimov, as in Phil. ii. 7,
would have corresponded—but rather holy wnsinfulness, — The
following «. wepi apapt. adds to the How of the sending (év
op. oapk. apapt.) the Wherefore.  The emphasis is accordingly
on mepl: and jfor sin, on account gf sin,—which is to be left in
its generality ; for the following xatéxpwe xTh. lrings out
something speeiel, which God has done with reference to the
apaptia by the fact that He sent Christ wepl duaprias. We
are therefore neither to refer wepi duapr., which affirms by

subjective act. See Holsten, z. £v, d. Pawd. u. Petr. p. 436 {f. ; comp. also
Hausrath, neut. Zeitgesch. 11. p. 481 f. DBut if this was the conception which
Paul had, what was the expression iv spaspzss meant for? In it lies the very
ncyation of the edp? dpaprizs—of the ¢4;Z, therclore, so fur asit had the quality
of sin.  What Holsten advances in explanation of this expression is forced and
irrelevant, as if it were precisely the reality of the being affected by sin that is
aftirmed. Comp. against this, Sabatier, lapdtre Paul, p. 285.—Overbeck, along
with various appropriate remarks in opposition to Holsten, comes nevertheless
likewise to the conclusion that &y éuesuari Liears, not a megative, but an affir-
mative relation to the caf duapriag, nlthough the éuapria of the earf of Christ
never in His easc became conscious wzpéfzeis.  But that the Son of God was
sent in sinful flesh—whiely, according to Pfleiderer also (in Hilgenfeld's Zeitschr.
1871, p. 523), is assumed to be implied in our passage as an ethical antinomy—
would be a paradox opposed to the entire New Testament, which Paul could by
no means utter (2 Cor, v. 21) ; and which, in fact, he with marked clearncss and
precision guards against by saying, not v sapxi dpaprizs, but iv spadpess o. ip.,
and that in contrast 1o the quality of the s44£ of all others, of which he had just
predicated by &v & sofive 3id =35 gapxis a power so antagonistic to God. That
paradox would have run : iv capxl piv duapries, xwps 3% mapafdoews. Sec also
Zeller in Hilgenfeld's Zeitschr. 1870, p. 301 II., who rightly comes to the con.
clusion that the sdg€ of Christ was of like nature to the o&sf dpaprias, in so far as
the latter was a o4z, but of unlike nature, in so far as it was «ffected Ly sin,
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what the sending of the Son was occasioned, exclusively to the
cepiation (Origen, Calvin, Melancthon, and many others, in-
cluding Koppe, Bohme, Usteri; comp. Dawmgarten-Crusius),
in which case Oueiav (Lev. vil. 37 al.; DPs. xL G; Heb.
x. 6, 18) was supplied; nor, with Theophylact, Castalio, and
others, also Maier and Bisping, exclusively to the destruction
and doting away of sin. It contains rather the whole catryury
of the relutions in which the sending of Christ was appointed
to stand to human sin, which included therefure its expiation
as well as the breaking of its power. The latter, however, is
thereupon brought into prominence, out of that general category,
Ly xaréepwe 7.\ as the clement specielly coming into view.
Hilgenfeld, in his Zeitschr. 1871, p. 186 £, erroneously, as re-
gards both the language and the thought (since Christ was the
seal atoning sacrifice, iii. 23), makes xai wepl auapt., which
Iatter he takes in the scnse of sin-offiring, also to depend on
&v opotwuati. — watérpwe 7. ap] This condemnation of sin
(the latter conceived as principle and power) is that which was
impossible on the part of the law, owing to the hindrance of
the flesh. It is crromcous, therefore, to take it as: “ Ile co-
1ibited sin as worthy of condemaation” (Erasmus, de Diey,
Eckermann), and: “He puuished sin”  (Castalio, Pareus,
Carpzov, and others, including Koppe, Riickert, Usterl; comp.
Olshausen, and Xostlin in the Juhrh, f. Dewtsche Theol. 1856,
p- 113).  Impossible to the law was only such a condemnation
of sin, as should depose the latter from the sway which it had
Litherto maintained ; consequently : Jfe mads sin foifvit its
dominion. This de fucto judicial condemnation (a sense which,
though with different modilications in the analysis of the idca
conveyed by karérp., is retained by Irenacus, Chrysostom,
Theodoret, Valla, Deza, Piscator, Estins, Dengel, Iciche,
Kollner, Winzer, Fritzsche, Daur, Nrchl, de Wette, Maier,
Umbreit, Ewald, and others) is desicnated by xaréxpve, with-
out our modifying its verhal meaning into <alefecit (Grolius,
ciche, Glickler, and others), in connection with which
Tritzsche finds this death of the auapria presented as wmors
dinegine i, contained in the physieal death of Christ.  Various
expositors, and even Philippi, mix up the here foreign idea of
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atonement (“to blot out by atoning”?); comp. also Tholuck
and Hofmann. The expression watérpwe is purposcly chosen in
reference to xatarpepa in ver. 1, but denotes the actual con-
demnation, which consisted in the dominion of the apapria
being done away,—its power was lost, and fherewith God's sen-
tence was pronounced upon it, as it were the staff broken over
it Comp. on John xvi. 11; and sce Hofmann’s Sciriftd.
II. 1, p. 855, and Th. Schott, p. 286. Yet Hofinann now
discovers God’s actual condemnation of sin (“the actual de-
claration that it is contrary to what is on His part rightful,
that it should have man like a bond-serf under its control ”)
in the emancipation of those who are under sin by bestowal of
the Spirit,—a view by which what follows is anticipated, and
that which is the divine aim of the katérpwe is included in the
notion of it.—Ohserve further the thrice-repcated auaptia; the
Iast alone, however, which personifies sin as a power, has the
article. — év 75 capxi] belongs to xatékp., not to T ap.
(Bengel, Ernesti, Michaelis, Cramer, Rosenmiiller, and Hof-
mann), because it is not said 7 év 7. 0., and because this more
precise definition, to complete the notion of the object, would
be sclf-evident and unimportant. But God condemned sin @
the flesh : for, by the fact that God’s own Son (over whom,
withal, sin could have no power) appeared in the fles, and in-
deed mept auaprias, sin has lost its dominion 4n the substantial
human nature (Ritherto ruled over Dy <), The Lord’s appear-
ance in flesh, namely, was at once, even <n tsclf, for sin the
actual loss of its dominion as a principle ; and #ic a@mn of that
appcarance, wept amaptias, which was attained through the
death of Christ, brought upon sin that loss with respect to its

! See, against this, also Rich. Schmidt, Paul. Christol. p. 49 f.  He, however,
takes aéiuJus likewise (comp. Holmann) as prior to the zastxpms, holding that
the latter, which took place through the death of Christ, had for its iminediate
object the sdpE and sin only as a mediate object. The meaning, in his view, is
““ God Las pronounced sentence on the flesh, and therewith at thesame time on the
sin dwelling in it.” The destruction of Christ’s flesh is thus an act of universal
significance, by which the flesh in general, and therewith also sin itself, has been
condemned.  But the text clearly and expressly assigns, not the flesk, but «av
épepriay, as the immediate objeet of xeréxpvz, so that an impartial exegesis can

only discover in iv =5 sapx? where, i.c. in what material sphere, the act of the
xesaxgivay Tav cuzpr. h1as taken place.
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totality.  Thus, by the two facts, God has actually deprived it
of its power <i the human oapf; and this phenomenal nature
of man, therefore, has ceased to be its domain.  Hofmann,
without reason, objects that 7. auapr. must in that case have
stood Ucfore xaréxpwe. The main emplasis, in fact, lics on
karékpwe 1. apapt., to which then év 7. gapi is added, with
the further emphasis of a reference to the cansal conncction.
Many others take év 7. oapxi as meaning the body of Christ;
holding that <@ this body put to death sin has been put to
death at the same time (Origen, Deza, Grotius, Reiche, Usteri,
Olshausen, Maier, Disping, and others); or that the punish-
ment of sin has been accomplished on His body (Hewmann,
Michaelis, Koppe, and Flatt). DBut against this it may be
urged, that plainly év 7. eapel corresponds dcliberately to the
previous Swa 7. gapkés; there must have heen adrod used alony
with it. Comp. Baur, ncutest. Theol. p. 160 f.

Ver. 4. The purpose which God had iiv this kavéxp. T. ap. €y
7. 0. was: in order that (now that the rule of sin which hindered
the fullibuent of the law has been done away) the rightfvl
reqairement of the law miyht be fulfilled, cte. — 16 Swe. 7. vopov]
Quite simply, as in 1. 32,1l 26 (comp. also on v. 16, and
Kriiger on Thuc. i. 41. 1): wwhat the law has laid dowin as its
pightful demand,  The singular comprehends these collective
(moral) claims of right as a wnity! Others, contrary to the
signifieation of the word, have taken it as justificatio (Vulg.),
understanding thereby sometimes ke waking righteous as the
aion of the law, which desires sinlessness (Chrysostom and his
followers, including Theodore of Mopsuestia), sometimes e
salisfictiviv of justice (Rothe; comp. on v. 16).  IKolner, fol-
lowing Lickermann, makes it the just{fyinyg sentence of the las :
“that the utterance of the law, which declares as righteous,

I Many of the older dogmatic exvastes (sce especially Beza, Calvin, Calovius,
and Wolf in loc.) have explained the demand of the law, and the mode of its ful-
filment, contrary to the context (sinee what is here spoken of is the proper
morality of the Christian as emancipated), in such a way that the law’s demand
is to he understoud as well of the punishments which it would require for trans-
grossion, as of the perfect obedience which it desires to have : Christ having ful-
filledd Toth by s double obedienee in our steard, so that the demand of the Taw
is fulfilled in us (by imputation).
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and thus not only frees from the punishment of sin, but secures
also the reward of righteousness, might be fulfilled on us, if we,”
etc. Substantially so (8. = sententia absolutoria), Fritzsche,
Philippi, and Ewald (“the wzerdict of the lew, since it has con-
demnation only for the sinners, and good promises for the re-
mainder, Deut. xxviii. 1-14"). But against this it may be urged,
first, that Sixalwpa . vopov, because the genitive is a rule-pre-
scribing subject, cannot, without urgent ground from the context,
be taken otherwise than as demand, rightful claim (comp. also
Luke i. 6; Heb. ix. 1, 10 ; LXX. Num. xxxi. 21) ; secondly,
that vv. 3, 4 contain the proof, not for oddév xardxpipa in ver.
1, but for ver. 2, and consequently fva . . . Huiv must be the
counterpart of the state of bondage under the law of sin and
death (ver. 2)—the counterpart, however, not consisting in the
freedom from punishment and the certainty of reward, but in
tlie morally free condition in which one does what the law
demands, being no longer hampered by the power of sin and
death, so that the fulfilment of the &waiwpa Tod vopov is the
antithesis of the dupapria so strongly emphasized previously;
thirdly, that Tois u% . .. mvedua is not the condition of justi-
fication (that is faith), but of the fulfilment of the law; and
finally, that in ver. 7, 76 «yap véue 7. Ocod oly UmoTdooerar,
ovdé yap Svvarar is manifestly the counterpart of 76 Sex. 7. vépov
mAnpwdy in ver. 3. — wAnpwldn] as in Matt. iii. 15; Acts
xiv. 26 ; Rom. xiii. §; Gal. v. 14, al. Those commentators
who take 8wkalwpa as sententio absolutorie take mhmp. as may
be accomplished on us (v uiv). — €év Hutv] Not: through us, nor
yet: 4n us, which is explained as either: in our lfc-activity
(de Wette), or as referring to the ‘nward fulfilling of the law
(Reiche, Klee, and Hofmann), and to the fact that God fulfils
it 4n man (Olshausen; comp. Tholuck); but, as shown by the
following Tofs . . . wepimaTovow k1. h. 2 on us, so that the ful-
filling of the law's demand shall dc accomplished and made
manifest tn the cntire wall and conversation of Christians.
This by no means conveys the idea of a merely outward action
(as Hofmann objects), but includes also the inner morality
accordant with the law; comp. Ernesti Ethik d. Ap. P. p. 69 f.
Regarding this use of év, see Bernhardy, p. 211 f; Wincr,
ROM. IL D
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p- 361 [E. T. 483]. The passive form (not: fva mAnpucwuer)
is in keeping with the conception that here the law, and that
so far as it must be fulfilled, stands out in the foreground of the
divine purpose. The accomplishment of its meral requirement
is supposed to present itself as realized in the Christian, and
that advvaTov Toi wopov of ver. 3 is assumed to be thereby
remedied.—Tols 1) wata cdpra kTN quippe qui ambularemaus,
ete. These words give negatively and positively the specific
moral characier, which is destined to be found in Clnistians,
so fur as the just requirement of the law is fulfilled in them.
The wn is here, on account of the connection with #a, quite
according to rule; Bacumlein, Partil. p. 287 £ In what that
fulfilment manifests itself (Hofmann) Paul does not say,! but
he announces the moral regulative that is to determine the
inward and outward lifc of the subjects. He walks according
to the flesh, who obeys the sinful lust dwelling in the oupf
(vil. 18); and he walks according to the Spivit, who follows the
auidance, the impelling and regulating power (ver. 2), of the
Holy Spirit. The one excludes the other, Gal. v. 16. To take
mvevpua without the article (which, after the nature of a proper
noun, it did not at all need), in o suljective sense, as the pneu-
matic nature of the regencrate man, produced by the Holy
Spirit (sec esp. Harless on Eph. ii. 22, and van Hengel)—as it
is here taken, but independently of the putting the article,
by Bengel, Riickert, Philippi, and others, following Chrysostom
—1is crroncous, See on Gal. v. 16. It never means, not cven
in contrast to oapf,’® the “renewed spiritual nature of man”
(Philippi), but the sanctifying divine principle itself, objectively,
and distinct from the human mvedua. The appeal to John
iii, 6 is erroneous. See on that passage.

Ver. 5. The apostle regards the descviption just given, 7ofs
U Kkata odpra K.T.N, 2s too importaunt not to follow it up
with a justilication corresponding with its antithetical teuor.

1 This would have required the ofjective negation, since the negation woulld
attach to xzvi sdpxz. In Plut. Lye. 10, 19 (in opposition to Iofmann), the
negation stands along with the participle, and the relation of dependence is
given in the text. See Hartung, Partikell. 11, p. 132.

* Qbserve that in ver. 10 the contrast is not ¢4%, but sduz—in opposition to
Pleiderer in Hilgenleld's Zeitschr. 1871, p. 177.
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This he bases on the opposite ¢povetv of the subjects, accord-
ing to their opposite moral quality, so that the emphasis lics,
not upon &vres and ppovovory (Hofmann, “ as the Deing of the
Ego is, so is also its mental tendency ), but, as shown by the
antithesis ot 6¢ x.T.\., simply on xara odpra and k. wvebua.
The évres might be entirely omitted ; and ¢povodow is the
predicate to be affirmed of both parties, according to its dif-
ferent purport in the two cases. — oi xata o. évres] A wider
conception (they who arc according to the flesh) than ol «. o.
arepen.  The latter is the manifestation in life of the former.
— 7a Ths 0. ppov.] whose thinking and striving are direcled to
the interests of the flesh (the article T7s. 0. makes the odpf
objective as something independent); so that thus, according to
vii. 21 ff, the fulfilment of the law is at variance with their
efforts. Comp. on ¢pov.,, Matt. xvi. 23; Thil. iii. 19; Col.
iii, 2 ; Plat. BEep. p. 505 B; 1 Mace. x, 20.

Ver. 6. A sccond qdp. The former specified the reason
(ver. 5), this second is cxplicative (namely) ; a similar repetition
and mutual relation of ¢dp being common also in Greek
authors. Comp. xi. 24; sce on Matt. vi. 32, xviii. 11 ; and
Ellendt, Zex. Soph. 1. p. 340 ; Kilmer, I1. 2, p. 856. — The
striving of the jlesh, namely (comp. vods Tijs caprds in Col.
il. 18), tends to bring man to (eternal) death (through sin), but
the striving of the Holy Spirit to conduct him to (eternal) life
and blesscdness (of the Messianic kingdom). The explanation: the
striving . . . has death as ifs conscquence (Riickert, de Wette,
and many others), is right as to fact (comp. vi. 21), but fails
to bring out the personifying, vivid form of the representation,
which, moreover, does not permit us to introduce the analytic
reflection, that the enmity against God is the desire of the
flesh “of dtsclf,” and that it is death “on account of God”
(Hofmann, Scriftbew. I p. 563). That death is God’s penal
decree, is true ; but this thought does not belong here, where it
is simply the destructive effort of the odpf itself that is in-
tended to be conveyed, and that indeed, in accordance with the
prevailing concrete mode of description, as a conscious effort, a
real ¢poveiy, not as an empulse that makes the Ego its captive
(Hofmann), since the same predicate ¢ppévpua applies to the
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capk as well as to the wvebpa. On elpnun, blessediness, comp.
ii. 10. TUnderstood in the narrower sense (peace with God),
it would yicld a hysteronproteron, which Fritzsche actually
assumes.

Ver. 7. diwrd] propterce quod, introduces the reason why
the striving of the flesh can be nothing else than death, and
that of the Spirit nothing else than life and blessedness :
Joi the former s enmity ayainst God, the source of life ; comp.
Jas. iv. 4. The establishment of the sccond half of ver. 6 Paul
leaves out for the present,and only introduces it subsequently at
vv. 10,11, in another connection of ideas.—The éyfpa els Oeov
Las its ground assigned by 76 v. voue 1. ©. oy Umotdoaerat,
of which 7o ¢povnua Tijs capros is still the subject (not % odp,
as Hofmann quite arbitrarily supposes) ; and the inward cause
of this reality based on experience is afterwards specified by
ovde yap Swarar (Jur it is not cren possible for it). — SvvaTar)
namely, according to its unholy nature, which maintains an
antagonistic attitude to the will of God. This does not ex-
clude the possibility of conversion (comp. Chrysostom), aftci
which, however, the odpf with its ¢povpua is cthically dead
(Gal. v. 24). Comp. vi. 6 ff.

Ver. 8. 4é]is not put for odw (Deza, Calvin, Koppe, and
others; comp. also Riickert and Iieiche), but is the simple
ueraBarwov (autem), which, after the auxiliary clauses 76 .
vopw . . . Stvarar, leads over to a rclation corresponding tv
the main proposition 70 ¢p. 7. gdpx. éxbpa els Oeov, and re-
ferring to the persons in the concrete. The propricty of this
conneetion will at once be manifest if 7@ . vouw . . . SvvaTa
be read more rapidly (like a parenthesis). According to
Iofmann, tlie progress of thought is now supposed to advance
trom the condemnation of sin to the freedom from death. Dub
such a scheme corresponds neither with the preceding, in whicl
sin and death were grouped toyether (vv. 2, 6), nor with what
follows, where in the first instance there is 1m0 mention ot
deathy, and it is only in ver. 10 f. that the special point is
advanced of the raising from the dead. — év oapk(] is in sub-
stunce the same as xkara odpka in ver. 5 ; but the forn of the
conception 1s: those who are <n the flosh as the ethical life-
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element, in which they subsist, and which is the opposite of
the elvar év mvedpare in ver. 9, and év Xpioré in ver 1,
Comp. on vii. 5. The one excludes the other, and the former,
as antagonistic to God, makes the ¢péaar Oe (comp. 1 Thess.
ii, 15, iv. 1) an impossibility.

Ver. 9. Antithetic (ye¢ on the other hand) application of
ver. 8 to the readers. — eimep] To take this word as quando-
quidem, with Chrysostom and others, including Olshausen, is
not iudeed contrary to linguistic usage, since, like e/ in the
sense of éwel (Dissen, ad Dem. de cor. p. 195), elmep also
is used in the sense of émeimep (sce Iiihner, ad Xen. Anab.
vi. 1. 26). But in the present instance the context does not
afford the smallest ground for this view; on the contrary, the
conditional signification: 4f certainly, if otherwise (see Klotz,
ad Devar. p. 528 ; Dacuml. Partik. p. 202), is perfectly suit-
able, and with it the following antithetic ef 8¢ corresponds.
It conveys an indirect incitement to self-examination. We may
add that Paul might also have written elye without changing
the sense (in opposition to Hermann’s canon, ad Viger. p. 834).
See on 2 Cor. v. 3; Gal iii. 4; Eph. iil. 2. — oixel év piv]
That is, has the seat of His presence and activity in you. The
point of the expression is not the constantly aliding (* stabile
domicilium,” Fritzsche and others; also Hofinaun); in that
casc it would have needed a more precise definition (see, on the
contrary, the simple ovx é&yes that follows). Respecting the
matter itself and the conception, see 1 Cor. iii. 16, vi. 17,19 ;
2 Tim. i. 14 ; John xiv. 23. Comp. also Ev. Thom. 10 : 7vedua
Ocob évoukel év T¢ mabip ToUtw. Sece passages from Rabbinic
writers on the dwelling of the Holy Spirit in man, quoted by
Schoettgen, p. 527 ; Eisenmenger, entdecktes Judenthwm, 1. p.
268. The év wredpars, which is not to be taken as “in the
spiritual naturc ” (Philippi), and the mv. Oeod oiker év Duiv
said with a significant more precise definition of wvedua, stand
towards one another in an essential mutual relation. The
former is conditioned by the latter; for if the Spirit of God do
not dwell in the man, He cannot be the determining element
in which the latter lives. Compare the Johaunine: “yc in
me, and I ¢n yow.”  According to Hofmann, the relation con-
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sists in the Spirit being on the one hand, “as active life-ground,”
the absolutely 7uward, and on the other “ s active giound of
oll 1ife)” that wlich cmbraces all living.  This, however, is a
deviation from the specific strict sense of the wv<dua, which, in
accordance with the context, can ouly be that Huly Spirit who
is given to believers ; and the conercte coneeption of the apostle
receives the stamp of an abstraction. — €2 8¢ 75 mredua XpioTod
x.7.\] Antithesis of eimep . . . uly, rendering very apparent the
neeessity of that asswption.  “ If, oa the other heend, any onc
lieewe ot the Spirit of Christ, he docs not belong 2o Him,” 1s not
in communion of life with Christ, is not a true Clnistian; for
advop refers to Chidst, not to CGod (van Hensel).  Morcover,
it is not the noi-Christians, but the sccming-Clhristians (comp.
1 John iv. 13), who are characterized as those who have not
the Spivit. — wretpua Xpiorov] (comp. Phil. i 19; 1 Det.
i 11) is wone otheir than the Holy Ghlost, the Spirit of God.
He is so called because the exalted Christ really conmuunicates
Himself to IIis own in and with the Paraclete (John xiv.), so
that the Spirit is the living principle and the organ of the
proper presence of Christ and of IIis life in them.' Comp.
on 2 Cor. iil. 16; Gal ii. 20,1v. 6; Eph. iii. 17; Col. 1. 27;
Acts xvi. 7. That ¢4ds, and not pevchance the cndowment of
Christ with the Spirit (Fritzsche), is the view lere taken, is
clearly proved by the following e 8¢ XpiaTos év vuiv. Comp.
Weiss, Lilbl. Theol. p. 346. The designation of the Iloly Spirit
by wv. Xpeoraod is purposely sclected in order to render very
conspicuous the truth of the ovx éorar avTod.  Kollner wrongly
lays down a distinetion between the Spint of God and the
Spirit of Chiist; making the former the Aighest mvevua, the
source and perfection of all wvedua, and the latter the higher
Gud-rvesembling mind that was manifested <n Christ.  Dut a dis-
tinetion between them is not required Ly vv. 10, 11 (see on
that passage), and is deeisively forbidden by Gal. iv. 6, com-
pared with Rom. viii. 14-16. We cannot even say, therefore,
with Umbreit: “the Spirit of Christ is the medium, through
which man obtains the Spirit of God ;” nor, with van Ilengel,

I Bengel : “‘testimonium illustre de sancta Trinitate ejusque occomomia in
corde fidelium."”
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who compares Luke ix. 55 : “si vero quis Spirdtum, gui Christi
est, cumy co non habet communem,” with which Taul would here
be aiming at the (alleged) Judaism of the Romans.

Ver. 10. The contrast to the foregoing. “Whosoever has
not the Spivit of Christ, is not His; of, on the other hand,
Christ (i.c. myebpa XpioTton, see on ver. 9) 45 in you,” then ye
enjoy the following blissful consequences :—(1) Although the
body is the prey of death on account of sin, nevertheless the
Spirit is life on account of righteousness, ver. 10. (2) And
even the mortal body shall be revivified by Him who raised
up Christ from the dead, because Christ’s Spirit dwelleth in
you, ver. 11.—Vv. 10 and 11 have been rightly interpreted
as referring to life and death 4n #he proper (physical) sensc by
Avugustine (de. pece. merit. ¢t rem. i 7), Calvin, Deza, Calovius,
Dengel, Michaelis, Tholuck, Klee, Flatt, Riickert, Reiche,
Glockler, Usteri, Fritzsche, Maier, Weiss Le. p. 372, and
others. For, jirst, on account of the apostle’s doctrine regard-
ing the connection between sin and death (v. 12) with which
Lis readers were acquainted, he could not expect his 7. cdua
vexp. OU au. to be understood in any other sense; secondly,
the parallel between the raising up of Christ from death, which
was in fact Dodily death, and the quickening of the mortal
bodies does not permit any other view, since fwor. stands
without any definition whatever altering or modifying the
proper sense; and lastly, the proper sense is in its bearing
quite in harmony with the theme of ver. 2 (which is discussed
in vv,. 3—11): for the life of the Spirit unaffected by physical
death (ver. 10), and the final revivification also of the body (ver.
11), just constitute the highest consuinmation, and as it were
the triumph, of the deliverance from the law of sin and death
(ver. 2). These grounds, collectively,' tell at the same time
against the divergent explanations: (1) that invv.10,11 it is
spiritual death and life that are spoken of; so Erasmus, Piscator,

1 They do not permit, morcover, any such widening of the idea, as Philippi
and Hofmann give to it. The former declares death to be, like the sope itsell,
spiritual-bodily ; as such it is even now the overruling principle, inhabiting soul
and body. According to Hofmann, the body is meant as in that death-condition

which only finds its conclusion in dying, but in virtue of all this there is elready
present that, which makes the body incapable of being @ manifestation of true life.



56 TIIE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO TIIE ROMANS.

Locke, Heumann, Ch. Schmidt, Stolz, Bohme, Benecke, Xollner,
Schrader, Stengel, Krchl, and van Hengel. (2) That ver. 10
is to be taken in the spiritual, but ver. 11 in the proper
sense ; so Origen, Chrysostom, Theodoret, Occumenius, Grotius,
Koppe, Olshausen, Rleithmayr, and others; de Wette unites
the moral «nd physical sense in bot/ verses, comp. also Niclsen
and Umbreit; sce the particulars below. — wexpiv] With this
corresponds the fvyrd in ver. 11. It conveys, however, the idea
“conditions mortis obnoxtum” (Augustine) more forcibly, and
so as vividly to realize the certain result—*re is dead !—a pro-
lepsis of the final fate, which cannot now be altered or avoided.
Well is it said by Dengel: “magni vi; morti adjudicatum
deditumque.”  Our Dbody is a corpsc! Analogous is the éyw
8¢ améfavov in vil 10, though in that passage not used in
the sense of physical death ; comp. Rev. iii. 1; also éuyruyor
vexpov, Soph. Ant. 1167; Epict. fr. 176 : Yruydptov € Bastdlor
vexpov. The commentators who do not explain it of physical
death arc at variance. And how surprising the diversity!
Some take vekp. as a favourable predicate, cmbracing the new
birth = favatwler 7 apapria (so with linguistic inaccuracy
even on account of & dm., Origen, Chrysostom, Theodoret,
Occumenius, Theophylact, and with various modifications, also
Erasmus, Raphel, Grotius, Locke, Hewnann, Dohme, Baum-
garten-Crusius, Reithmayr, and Mircker; comp. van IHengel,
“mortui instar ad inertiam redactun”). Others take it as:
aiscrable by reason of sin (Michaelis, I oppe, Kollner), comp.
de Wette: “Even in the redeemed there still remains the
sinful inclination as source of the death, which expresses its
power;” Krehl as: “ morally dead ;” Olshausen: “not in the
glory of its original destiny ;” Tholuck: in the sense of vil
10 f, but also “including in itself the elements of moral
life-disturbance and of misery.” Since, however, it is the
lody that is just spoken of, and since 8 apapriav could only
bring up the recollection of the proposition in v. 12, every
view, which does not muderstand it of bodidly death, is con-
trary to the context and far-fetched,! especially sinee Gyyra in

} Even though it be explained with Ewald, referring to vi. 2 fI., ‘‘dead on
account of sin, in order that the latter should not again rule.” Cowp. van
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ver. 11 corresponds to it.— &’ duapriav] The ground: on
account of sin, in conscquence of sin (Kihner, II. 1, p. 419),
which is more precisely kmown from v. 12. Death, which
has arisen and become general through the entrance of sin
into the world, can be averted in no case, not even in that
of the regenerate man. Ience, even in his case, the lody is
vekpov 80 apapriav. But how completely different is it in Zis
case with the spirit ! T mvebpa, namely, in contrast to the
odapa, is necessarily not the transcendent (Holsten) or the Holy
Spirit (Chrysostom, Theophylact, Calvin, Grotius, and others) ;
nor yet, as Hofmann turns the conception, the spirit which we
now have when Cheist is in us and His vightcousness s ours;
but simply our human spirit, i.c. the substratum of the per-
sonal sclf-consciousness, and as such the principle of the higher
cognitive and moral activity of life as directed towards God,
different from the ruyy, which is to be regarded as the po-
tentiality of the lhuman natural life. The faculty of the
mvevua is the veds (vil. 25), and its subject the moral Ego
(vit. 15 {f). That the spirit of those who are here spoken of
is filled with the Holy Spirit, is in itself a correct inference
from the presupposition e Xpiaros év duiv, but is not implied in
the word 10 wvebua, as if this meant (Theodoret and de Wette)
the human spirit pervaded by the Divine Spirit, the pneu-
matic essence of the regenerate man. That is never the case;
comp. on ver. 16. — &wy] e life is his essential element;
stronger than {7, the reading of F. G. Vulg. and Mss. of the It.
Comp. vii. 7. 'With respect to the spirit of the true Christian,
therefore, there can be no mention of death (which would of
necessity be etcrnal death); comp. John xi. 26. Ile is cter-
aally alive, and that 8ua Sukatoavvny, on account of rightcousness ;
for the eternal fw7 is based on the justification that has taken
place for Christ’s sake and is appropriated by faith. Riickert,
Reiclie, I'ritzsche, 'hilippi (conip. also Hofmanu), following the
majority of ancicnt expositors, have properly taken &ikato-
cvvny thus in the Pauline-dogmatic sense, sceing that the moral
rightecousness of life (Erasmus, Grotius, Tholuck, de Wette,

Hengel : ““ne peccati principio serviat.” DBut how gratuitously is this negative
sense imported into the positive expression!
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Klee, and Maier), because never perfect (1 Cor. iv. 4; Phil
iil. 9, «¢l), can mever be ground of the fwy. 1f, however,
dwa Swkatoavvyw be rendered : foir the sake of vighlrousness, € in
order that the latter may continue and rule” (wald, comp.
van IIengel), it would yicld no contrast answering to the cor-
rect interpretation of wexpov &/ dp. It is morcover to he
noted, that as &/ auapr. does not refer to one’s own individual
sin (on the countrary, sec on é¢’ & wdavres jjuapror, v. 12), so
neither docs 8wt Sucatootvnp refer to one’s own righteousness.
— Observe, furthier, the fact that, and the mode in which, the
Swcatootyy may be lost according to our passage, namely, if
Clrist is not in us,—a condition, by which the moral nature
of the dwkatoavrn is laid down and sceurity is quarded against.

Ver. 11. According to ver, 10, there was still left one power
of death, that over the body. T’aul now disposes of this also,
and lience takes up again, not indeed what had just been in-
ferred (Hofmann, in accordance with his view of 70 wvedua,
ver, 10), but the idea counditioning it, &£ 8¢ X. év du.; not,
however, in this form, but, as required by the tenor of what
he intends to couple with it, in the form: e 8¢ 7. wv. Tob
eyep. 'I. éx vexp. oiket év vuiv. In substance the two are
identical, sinee the indwelling of the Divine Spirit in us is the
spiritual indwelling of Christ Ilimself in us.  See on ver. 9.
— The 6, therelore, simply carries on the arcument, namely,
from the sperit which is &wp (ver. 10), to the quickening that is
certain cven in the casc of the mortal Ludy (for observe the
position of the xai). The apostle’s Znference is: “ The Spirit
who dwelleth in you is the Spirit of Him that raised up Jesus ;
conscquently God will also, with respeet to your Dodics, as
dwelling-places of His Spirit, do the same as IIe has done in
the case of Clurist.” The self-evident preswpposition in this
iuference is, that the Spirit ol God dwelt in Jesus during 1lis
carthly carcer (Luke iv. 1, 14, 1§; Acts 1. 2; Joln 1ii. 34,
XX. 22), — Cwomounjoet] Not éyepei, but the corrclute of wi,
ver. 10 (comyp. ver. G), end countcrpart of vexpov and Qvyrd, is
purposcly selected.  Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 22, — Ovyra] What he
Lad previously expressed proleptically by wvexpey, he here
deseribes aceording to the reality of the present by Gvyra,
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Obscrve, moreover, that Paul leaves out of view the fate of
thosc still living at the Parousia. Their change is not included
in the expression &womoujoer (Hofmann),—a view which
neither the sense of the word (comp. iv. 17 ; 1 Cor. xv. 22, 36;
1 DPet. iii. 18; John v. 21) nor the correlation with éyeipas
permits. DBut to the readers’ consciousness of faith it was
self-evident from the analogy of what is here said to them with
reference to the case of their being already dead at the
Parousia ; 1 Cor. xv. 51; 2 Cor. v. 2-4; 1 Thess. iv. 15-17. —
On the interchange of "Ingotv and 7oy Xpiorov Bengel rightly
remarks : “ Appellatio Jesu spectat ad dpsum ; Christe refertur
ad nos ;" for Jesus as Charist is destined to be the archetype
for believers even in an eschatological respect. — & 7o
cvotkoty £.T.N.] on account of His Spurit that dwellcth in yow.
Observe the emphatic prefixing of the adrov relating to God.
How could God, the Raiser up of Christ, who was the pos-
sessor of His Spirit, leave the bodies of believers, which are
the dwelling-places of the samec Spirit, without quickening ?
The more characteristic évowoty (previously it was only olxet)
is a climax to the represcntation. — I{6llner’s explanation
may serve to exemplify the conception of our passage i an
cthical sense (Erasmus, Calvin, and many others): “ So will He
who raised up Jesus from thc dead bring to life also your
bodies that are still subject to death (sin and misery), that is,
cnnoble also your sensuous naturc and so perfect you cntirely.”
But even apart from this arbitrary interpretation given to the
simple Ovyrd (which ought rather with van Hengel to be inter-
preted : “ quamquam morialia idcoque minoris numers sunt”),
how diffuse and verbose would be the whole mode of express-
ing the simple thought! How utterly out of place this dualism
of the representation, as if the divine work of the moral revivi-
fication of the body were something independent, alongside of
and subsequent to thot of the spirit !  See, morcover, generally
on ver. 10, and the appropriate remarks of Reiche, Commentar
erit. L p. 62 ff Lastly, according to de Wette’s combination
of the two senses—the moral and the physical—the thought
is: “This death-overcoming Spirit of God shall destroy morce
and more the principle of sin and death in your bodies, and
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instead of it introduce the principle of the life-bringing Spirit
into your whole personality, even into the body itself,”—a
thought which opens up the prospect of the future resurrec-
tion or change of the body. Dut the resurrection will be
participated in by all believers at once, independently of the
development noticed in our passage, by which their bodies
would have first to be made ripe for it; and even the change
of the living at the Parousia is, according to 1 Cor, xv. 51 ff,
not a process developed from within outwardly, but a result
produced in a twinkling from without (at the sound of the last
trumpet),—a result, which cannot be the final consequence of
the gradual inward destruction of the principle of sin and
death, because in that ecase all could not participate in it
simultancously, which nevertheless is the case, according to
1 Cor. xv. 51. Notwithstanding, this view, which combines
tlie spiritual and bodily process of glorification, has been again
brought forward by Thilippi, according to whom what is here
meant, is the progressive aerging of death into life, which can
only be accomplished ! by the progressive merging of sin <nto
the vightcousness of life, and of the oapa into the wwvebua (?).
The simple explanation of the resurrection of the lody is
rightly retained by Tholuck, Umbreit, Hofmann, Weiss, and
others ; whilst Ewald contents himself with the indeterminate
double sense of eternal life beginning in the mortal body.

Vv. 12-17. dccordingly we are bound not to live carnally,
Jor that brings death; whercas the government of the Spirit, on the
other Tand, brings lfe, because we, as moved by the Spirit, uie
children of God, and as such are sure of the future glorvy.

Yer. 12, "Apa obv] Draws the inference not merely from
ver. 11, but from the contents closely iu substance bound up
together of vv. 10, 11, “Since these Dblissful consequences
arce conditioned by the Spiri that dwelleth in us, we arc nob

U 10 it be attempted to apply this view to the dilferent subjects concerned, the
absurdity is cneountered, that it is incapable of application to all those to
whom no time is aflorded between their conversion and their death, or hetween
their conversion and the Parousia, for the development of the alleged spiritual-
Dodily process of glorification.  This exposition, therefore, yiclds an idea which
would cven ¢ priori, in the generality in which Paul would have expressed
it, lack truth,
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bound to give service to the flesh.” That has not deserved well
of us!l—ov 74 gapxt . . . Gw] In the lively progress of his
argument, Paul leaves the counterpart, dAAd 76 wvevpar:, Tod
xata wvetpa §Hy, without direct expression ; but it results self-
evidently for every reader from ver. 13. — 71od «. o. Gpp] in
order to live carnally. This would be the aim of our relation
of debt to the flesh, if such a relation existed ; we should have
the carnal mode of life for our ¢ask. IFritzsche thinks that it
belongs to é¢.: “ Sumus debitores non carni obligati, nempe
debitores vitae ex carnis cupiditatibus instituendae;” so also
Winer, p. 306 [E. T. 410]. But in Gal v. 3 Paul couples
it with the simple infinitive ; as in Soph. 4j. 587, Eur. Rhcs.
965. Since he here says Tov &jw, that felic view is all the
more to be preferred, by which the confents of the obliga-
tion (so Hofmann) is brought out as its destination for us.
The idea conveyed by xara cdprxa &ijv is that of being alive
(contrast to dying) according to the rule and standard of adpf,
so that adp€ is the regulative principle. The more precise and
definite idea: carnal bliss (Hofmann), is not expressed. We
should note, moreover, 75} capri with the article (personified),
and xata odpra without it (qualitative), ver. 5.

Ver. 13. Reason for ver. 12— for so ye would attain the
opposite of your destination, as specified in vv. 10, 11.” The
péAhew (comp. iv. 24) indicates the “ certum cf constitutum esse
seeundum vim (divini) fatd” Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I1. p. 72, —
amofvioxew] The opposite of the ¢wy in ver. 10 f.; conse-
quently used of the being transferred into the state of efernal
death; and then &joecfe in the sense of clernal life (sce
ver. 17). Comp. vii. 10, 24, viii. 6, 10. This dying does
not exclude the resurrection of the body (Riickert), but points
to the unblissful existence in Hades before (Luke xvi. 23) and
after (comp. Matt. x. 28) the judgment. If it weve true that
Paul did not believe in a resurrection for unbelievers, he
would stand in direct antagonism to John v. 28 f.; Acts
xxiv. 15; Matt. v. 29 £, x. 28; and even 1 Cor. xv. 24 (see
on that passage). Here also Philippi combines bodily, spi-
ritual, and eternal death ; but see above,on Rom. v. 12. And
here it may be specially urged against this view, that the dying
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and living are assigned purely to the region of the jfufure.
Occumenius aptly says: 7ov afavatov Gavatov év 74 yeévvy. —
mvedpare] i.c by means of the Holy Spivit, comp. vv. 4, 5,
G, 9, and the following mveduare Ocotr; consequently here also
not subjective (Philippi and others: “pneumatic condition of
mind ”). — Tas wpdafes Tob cwp.] The practices (tricks, machi-
nations, sce on Col. iii. 9; Luke xxiii. 51; Acts xix. 18§;
Dem. 126. 22; Polyb. ii. 7, 8, ii. 9. 2, iv. 8. 3, v. 96. 4;
and Sturz, Ler. Xen. IIL p. 646) which the body (in accordance
with the vduos év Tols wéheor, vii. 23) desires {0 carry out.
These we malke dead (Bavatore), when the Ego, following the
drawing of the Iloly Spirit, conquers the lusts that form their
basis ; so that they do not come to realization, and are reduced
to nothing. Zdua is not used here for adpé (Reiche and
others); Paul has not become inconsistent with his own use
of language (Stirm in Z%b. Zettschr. 1834, 3, p. 11), but has
regarded the (in itself indifferent) edua as the executive organ
of the sin, which, dwelling in the oapf of the body, rules
over the body, and makes it the copa duaprias (vi. 6), if
the Spirit does not obtain the control and make it IZis organ.
The term mrpafecs, further nsed by Paul only in Col. iii. 9 (not
épya), is purposcly sclected to express the evil conception, which
Hofmann (“ «cfs ”) without any ground calls in question. It is
frequently used thus by Greek authors, as also wpiyuara. —
The alternating antithesis is aptly choscen, so that in the two
protases living and pustting to death, in the apodoses death and
life, stand contrasted with one amother.

Ver. 14. Reason assigned for the &Hjoesfe.  “ Tor then ye
helong, as led by God, to the children of God (for whom the
life of the Messianic kingdom iy destined, ver. 17 ; Gal. iv. 7).”
Theodore of Mopsuestia: 8fjhov odv 87t ot TowolTor THv paxa-
plav Loy wapd 76 éavtdv watpt {joovrar. — dyovrar] .. arc
determined in the activity of their inward and outward life.
Comp. ii. 4; Gal. v. 18; 2 Tinv iii. 6; Soph. Ant. 620: 67e
ppévas Bebs dyer, Ocd. C. 251 (Reisig, Enarr. p. LXL); Plat.
Phacd. p. 94 L : dyesbar Imd Tdv Tov cwpatos mwabnudrwy.
The expression is passive (henee the dalir), though without
prejudice to the freedom of the human will, as ver. 13 proves,
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“Non est enim coactio, ut voluntas mon possit repugnare:
trahit Deus, sed volentem trahit,” Melancthon.—vioi Oeod]
Thus Paul elevates the hallowed theocratic conception, ix. 5, to
the purcly moral idea, which is realized in the case of those
who are led by the Divine Spirit (which is granted only to
those who believe in Christ, Gal. iii. 26). The of7oe is there-
fore not unemphatic (Hofmann)—which would make it quite
superfluous—but has an excluding and contrasting force (#icsc
and no others, comp. Gal. iii. 7). Next to it viot has the stress
(hence its position immediately after odro, see the critical
remarks), being conceived already as in contrast to Sodhoc; see
ver. 15. The viot Oeob are those who have been justified by
faith, thereby lawfully received by Him into the fellowship
of children with a reconciled Father (ver. 15), governed by
the Holy Spirit given unto them (comp. Gal. iv. 6), exalted
to the dignity of the relation of brethren to Christ (ver. 29),
and sure of the eternal glory (of the inheritance). For a view
of the relation in question under its various aspects in Paul,
John, and the Synoptics, see on John i. 12,

Ver. 15 assigns the ground for ver. 14 in application to the
readers. For yc received not, when the Holy Spirit was com-
municated to you, e spirit of bondage, that is, a spirit such as
18 the requlating power v the statc of slavery) This view of
the genitive (Iritzsche, de Wette, Philippi) is required by the
contrast; because the wviofecia, when the Spirit is given, is
already present, having entered, namely, through faith and
justification (Gal. iv. 6). Hence it cannot, with others
(Kollner, Riickert, Baumgarten-Crusius, Hofmann, Reithmayr,
following Theodore of Mopsuestia and others), be taken as the
genitive of the ¢ffect (who works bondage). This also holds

! Mysope 3ova. is therelore what the Holy Spirit received is not.  Comp. 2 Tim.
i. 7. Altogether contrary to the context, Grotius, 3ichaelis, and others under-
stand «ffectus servilis, taking it consequently not of the objcctive spirit, lut
subjectively ; as do also Reiche, Baumgarten-Crusius, and de Wette, with whom
Philippi agrees : *“a disposition of mind such as one has in slavery (childhood).”
Vv. 14, 16 ought to have precluded such a view.  Chrysostom, Theodoret, and
others understood it directly of 7o ypdupa v6v vigow ds wap 700 aveduasos uiv dofiy,
dovrovs 3 paArov dsumilov, Theophylact. Comp. Oecumenius: =dv wvevpesiniy
Pl vigo.
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against Lipsius, Rechtfertiqungslchre, p. 170. — makw els ¢oBov)
again to fear, conveys the aim of the (denied) exdB. v, Sovh.,
so that 7alw, as its very position shows, gives a qualification,
not of éndp., hut of els ¢poB.: “in order that ye should once
more (as under the law working wrath) be afraid.” — mvedpa
viaBeo.] v.c. o0 spirit which, in the state of adoption, is the ruling
prineiple.  Tiofeaia is the proper term for adoption (Gésfar
vioy, Plat. Zegy. xi. p. 929 C; Arr. A= 1. 23. 11) ; sec Grotius
and Fritzsche, in loc.; Hermann, Privataltcrth. § (4. 15 ; comp.
on Gal. iv. 5 ; also Weiss, 010l Theol. p. 340. Therefore not
sonship in general (the Patristic vidrys), as is the view of the
majority ; it is rightly rendered in the Vulgate : “ adoptionis
Jiliorum ;” it does not represent believers as children of God
by birth, but as those who by God’s grace (Iiph. i. 5-8) have
heen assumed into the place of children, and as brethren of
Christ (ver. 29).  Those thus adopted »cceive the Spirit from
God, but are not degotten to sonship through the Spirit (Hof-
mann) ; comp. Weiss, Le. — The repetition of éxaBere mvevua
has a certain solemnity. Comp. on 1 Cor. ii. 7; Phil iv. 17
— év &] n whom, as in the clement that moves our inner life.
Comp. on 1 Cor. xii. 3; Eph. ii. 18. — «xpalouer] we ery, the
outburst of fervid emotion in prayer. Comp. on Gal. iv. 6.
The transition to the jfirst person takes place without special
intention, under the involuntary pressure of the sense of fel-
lowship. —’4BBa] See on Mark xiv. 36, and Duxtorf, ZLcx.
Talm. p. 20.  Trom the three passages, Mark, lc., Gal. iv. 0,
and our present one, it may be assumed that the address Nax

(]:1:]) was transferred from the Jewish into the Christian

prayers, and in the latter reccived the consceration of special
sanetity through Christ Himsclf, who as Son thus addressed
the Father. This ’4BBa gradually assumed the nature of a
proper pame; and thus it came that the Greek-praying Chris-
tians retained the Chaldee word in a vocative sense as « proper
name, and further, in the fervonr of the feeling of sonship, added
along with it the specifically Christian address to the Iather,
using the appellative 6 warmijp in the appositional nominative
(Kiihmer, IL 1, 1. 42); so that the “ Abb«, Father,” now became
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fixed.! It has been frequently supposed (and is still by Riickert,
Reiclie, and Kollner) that Paul added o warip by way of eu-
planation. Dut against this view it may be wrged, that in
passages so full of feeling as Rom. viii. 15 and Gal. iv. 6, an
interpretation—and that too of a word which, considering the
familiarity with Jewish modes of expression in the churches
of Rome and Galatia, undoubtedly needed no explanation, and
was certainly well known also through the evangelistic tradi-
tion as the form of address in prayer that had flowed from the
mouth of Jesus—seems unnatural and out of place. DBesides,
in all three instances, in Mark“ and Paul, uniformly the mere
"ABBE o matip is given without any formula of interpretation
(Tob1" éo7e or the like) being added.  Other views—destitute,
however, of all proof—are: that the custom which insinuating
children have of repeating the father’s name is here imitated
(Chrysostom, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theodoret, and Grotius) ;
or that the emphasis affcctus (Erasmus) is here expressed (either
view would be possible only in the event of the passage stand-
ing as '4BBa, ’ABBa); or even that it is meant to signify the
Fatherhood of God for Jeuws and Gentiles (Augustine, Anselm,
Calvin, Estius, and others). With our view Philippi is sub-
stantially agreed. Against the objections of Fritzsche, who
regards o warip as an cxplanatory addition grown into a
habit, see on Gal. iv. 6. — The Father-name of God in the Old
Covenant (Ex. xx. 2; Isa. Ixiii. 16 ; Hos. xi. 1; Jer iii. 19,
xxxi. 9) only received the loftiest fulfilment of its meaning in
the New Covenant through the viofeaia accomplished in Christ.
Comyp. Umbreit, p. 287 f.; Sclltz, alttest. Theol. IL. p. 98.

Ver. 16. More precise information respecting the preceding
év & wkpal 'ABBA o m. — adro To mvebua x.r.\.] Not He, the
Spirit (Hofmann, inappropriately comparing ver. 21 and 1
Thess. 1il. 11); but, since adrds in the casus rectus always
means pse, the context supplying the more special reference

1 Tt was owing simply to the provineial dialect of Palestine that N3N and not
an was used.  Alberti, Tholuck, and Olshausen think it due to the former
liaving a more childlike (lisping) sound. Other precarious views may be seen in
Wolf, Cur.; Lightfoot, Hor. p. 654 f.

2 In Mark xiv. 36 the expression is put into the mouth of Jesus from a
later age. Sec in loc.

ROM. 1L E
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of the sense: pse spiritus, that is, Himsclf, on His own part,
the (veceived) Spirit {estifics with ovr spirtt; He unites His
own testimony that we aic children of God with the same testi-
mouy borne by owr spirit, which (1 Cor. ii. 11) is the seat of
our self-consciousness. — In cvppapt. the ovv and its reference
to 7. 7v. Hp. arc not to be neglected, any more than in 1i. 15,
ix. 1, as the Vulgate, Luther, Grotius, and I'athers, also Koppe,
Riickert, Reiche, Kollner, de Wette, and others have done.
Paul distinguishes fromn the subjective self-consciousness: 7
am the child of God, the therewith accordant testimony of the
oljjective Holy Spivit: thow art the child of God! The latter
is the g¢a to the former; and thus it comes that we cry the
Abba év 76 mvedpare. Owr older theologians (sce especially
Calovius) have rightly used our passage as a proof of the certi-
tudo gratiac in opposition to the Catholic Chwrch with its
mere conjeclure woralis.  Comp. Eph. 1. 13, iv. 30; 1 John
iii. 24, 1v. 13. At the same time, it is also a clear dictum
probuns against all pantheistic confusion of the divine and the
human spirit and consciousness, and 1o less against the asser-
tion that Paul ascribes to man not a human wvetpa, but only
the divine mvedpua hecome subjective (Baur, Holsten).  Against
this view, scc also Dfleiderer, in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschr. 1871,
p- 162 f, who nevertheless, at p. 177 £, from our passage
and chap. viii. generally, attributes to the apostle the doctrine
that in the Christian the real divine wvedua has hecome the
proper humau one, and zice verse; comp. on ver. 26, Against
the Fanatics Mclancthon truly observes, that the working of
the Spirit in the believer begins “ praclucente voce cvangelii”
— 7réxva] The term  children, expressive of greater tender-
ness, called forth by the increasing fervour of the discowrse.!
Cowip. ver. 21, The aspeet of the 7egal relation (of the

U Tlofuann incorrectly imports 1he idea that viz; emphasizes the connection of
tife, and ~ixvoy {hie descent ; hence Christ is not called ~ixvor, but only viés. This
view iy demolished by the fact that, precisely in virtue of llis descent as the
povoyevis Al apwrizons;, Christ is the wis;.  1le is not called =ixvos, simply be-
cause s was e prophedic and historicel designation of the Messial conseerated
by ancient usage. In fact, the LXX. render promiscuously {3 as well as 75‘
(which Iofmann compares) sometimes by viss and sometimes by sézvov.
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viofeaia) at the same time recedes into the backoround.
Comp. Phil. ii. 15.

Ver. 17. From the #ruth of the filial relation to God, Paul
now passes over by the continuative 8¢ to the sure DLlissful
conscquence of it,—and that indeed in organic reference to the
Ojoecfe promised in ver. 13.— From owr childship follows
necessarily our hcirship. Comp. Gal. iv. 7. DBoth are to be
left perfectly general, without supplying @eod, since it is only
what follows that furnishes the concrete, more precise defini-
tion, in which here the general relation is realized. — #Aspo-
vouor Ocod] The inheritance, which God once on a time transfers
to His children as their property, is the salvation and glory
of the Messianic kingdom. Comp. iv. 14.  God is, of course,
in this case conceived not as a dying testator, but as the lLving
bestower of His goods on His children (Luke xv. 12). How-
ever, the conclusion (ver. 17) forbids us to disregard the idea
of wnheritance, and to find only that of the rceciving posscssion
represented (in opposition to van Hengel). — avyrrnp. 8¢
Xpiorod] Not something greater than sinpov. @eois, on the
contrary in substance ke same, but specifically characterized
from the standpoint of our fellowship with Christ, whose co-
heirs we must be as #Anpov. Oeod, since, having entered into
sonship through the viofeoia, we have become Christ’s brethren
(ver. 29). DMoreover, that Paul has here in view, not the
analogy of the Hebrew law of inheritance that conferred a
man's intestate heritage only on sons of his body, if there
were such, but that of the Roman law (Fritzsche, Tholuck, van
Hengel ; see more particularly on Gal. iv. 7), is the historically
necessary supposition, which can least of all seem foreign or in-
appropriate in an epistle to the Romens. — ovpmdaay.] Whoso-
ever, for the sake of the gospel, submits to suffering (Matt. x. 38,
xvi. 24), suffers with Christ; 7.c. he has actual share in the
suffering endured by Christ (1 Pet. iv. 13), drinks the same cup
that He drank (Matt. xx. 22 f). Comp. on 2 Cor. i. 5; Phil.
1ii, 10; Col. i. 24. This fellowship of suffering Paul regards
as that which must be presupposed in order to the attainment
of glory, of participation in the 86fa of Christ (elmep, as in
ver. 9) ; not indeed as meritum, or pretium vitac acternae, but as
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obedicntia propier ordinem e Deo sancttum, Melanethon, Comp.
2 Tim. ii, 11 f. This conviction developed itself, especially
under the external influence of the circumstances of an age
fruitful in persecution, just as necessarily and truly out of the
inward assurance that in the case of Jesus Himself His suffer-
ing,' willed by God, and undertaken and borne in obedience
to the Father, was the condition of His glory (Luke xxiv. 26 ;
Phil. ii. 6 {f, «l), as it in its turn became a rvich spring of
the enthusiasm for martyrdom. Olshausen (comp. also Phi-
lippi) mixes up an element which is here foreign: “ participa-
tion in the conflict with sin 4n themsclves and in the world.”
Even without introducing this element forcign to the word
itself, the cvumaayew, as the presupposition involved in the
joint-heirship, has its universal applicability, based not merely
on the general participation of all in the suffering of this time,
but especially also on the rclation of the children of God
to the ungodly world (comp. John vii. 7, xv. 18 f, xvii. 14).
— Wa xai awdof] in order to be also glovified with Him ;
dependeut not on ovyxdnp. (Tholuck), but on ovpmdey., the
divine final aim of which, known to the sufferer, it subjoins.

Vv. 18-212 Grounds of cncowragement for the ovumdoyew
wa &. ouvbof. — Namely, (1) The future glory shall far out-
weigh the present sufferings, vv. 18-25.—(2) The Holy
Ghost supports us, vv. 26, 27.— (3) Generally, all things
must serve for good to those who love God, vv. 28-31.

Ver. 18. doyibopar] I reckon, as in iii. 28; 2 Cor. xi. 5;
Phil. iii. 13.  In the singrlar we are not to discover a furn
eiven to the argument, as if the apostle found it necessary to
justify himself on accouut of the condition elmep cuumdcy.
(1lofmann). Just as little here as in the case of wéweiguar in
ver. 38, Ile simply delivers his judgment, which, however, he

1 Tlere also set forth by Ilofmann under the aspeet of treatment encounicred by
ITim at the hands of the enemies of the work of salvation.

2 See, on the scction about the groaning of the creature, Kaster, in Stud. 2.
Krit. 1862, p. 755 (1. ; AL Schenkel, von d. Sewfzen der Creatur (Schulprogr.
Plauen), 1862 ; Frommann, in the Jakrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 1863, p. 25 1L ;
Zahn, in the same, 1865, p. 511 {l. ; Graf, in Hecidenheim’s Vierteljahrsschr.
1867, 3 ; Engelhardt, in the Luther. Zoitselor, 1871, . 48 £ (against Fromianm)
and against Engelhardt, see Frommann in the same Zeitsehrift, 1872, . 33 11
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might have expressed with equal propriety in a form in-
clusive of others, as subsequently he has written oidauev (ver.
22). Such changing of the person is accidental and without
any special design, especially as here he does not say éyw yap
Aoy, or Noyilopar qap avros éye, or otherwise give himself
prominence. A certain [itotcs, however, lies (not indeed in
the singular, but) in the use of Moyifoua: itself, which really
contains an oida and a mwémegpar — ovx akia] not of equal
importance, not of corresponding weight ; they are untmportant.
On 7pés, in comparison with, tn relation to, comp. Plat. Gorg. p.
471 L: ovdevos dEwos éate mpos T aribewav, Protag. p. 356 A ;
Winer, p. 378 [E. T. 505). On odx &y éate itsclf, how-
cver, in the sense: non operac pretium est, see Kiihner, ad
Xen. Anad. vi. 5. 13, Comp. Dem. 300 uit.; Polyb. iv. 20. 2.
On the subject-mattcr, see especially 2 Cor. iv. 17. — 7ob vov
xawpot] of the present time-period. The viv kawpos marks off
from the whole alwv odros (see on Matt. xii. 32) the period
then eurrent, which was to end with the approaching Parousia
(assumed as mnear in xiii. 11, 12, 1 Thess. iv. 17, 1 Cor.
vii. 29, and in the entire N. T.), and was thus the time of
the crisis. — uéA\X. 8of. amox.] pé\ovsav (sce on ver. 13) is, as
in Gal iii. 23, prefixed with emphasis, correlative with the
foregoing »ov. Comp. 1 Cor. xii. 22; Plat. Rep. p. 572D
xal vy Sorobaw Hudy éviors petpiows elvar. See Stallbaum
in loc. — dmoxaX.] Namely, at the Parousia, when the &ofa
which is now hidden (in heaven, comp. Col. iii. 3 f.; 1 Pet.
i. 4) is to be revealed. — eis 7uas] on us, so that we are those,
upon whom (reaching unto them) the amoxdivyris takes place.
Comp. Acts xxviii. 6. The 8ofa comes to us, therefore, from
without (with Christ descending from heaven; comp. Col. iii.
4; Phil. iii. 21; Tit. ii. 13); but is not conceived as having
already begun inwardly and then becoming apparent out-
wardly (in opposition to Lipsius, Rechtfert. p. 206).

Ver. 19. I'dp] introduces, from the waiting of the creation
(to whose groaning that of Christians thereupon joins itself
in ver. 23) for this glorious consummation, a peculiar confir-
mation, couched in a poetic strain, of the fact that the amoxd-
Avyris Tijs 8ofns ds really dmpending ; and thus lends support
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to the comforting ceiéainty of that future manifestation, that is,
to the clenient involved in the emphatically prefixed péiov-
ogay ; comp. Calovius, Fritzsche, de Wette, Krehl, Reithmayr,
and Disping. Irom Origen and Chrysostom down to Ilof-
mann, there has usually been discovered here a around assigned
for the grcatness of the glory. Dut this is neither consistent
with the emphatic prominence of uéAhovoay, nor with the sub-
sequent ground itself, which proves nothing as to the greatness
of the 8ofa, but stands to the ndubitabicncss of the latter,
otherwise finmly established and presupposed, in the relation
of a sympathctic testimony of naturc! Least of all can edp in-
troduce a ground of the apostle’s belicf for his own Noyitouar
A (van Hengel). According to Dhilippi, what is to be
established is, that the 8ofa is not alrcady present, but only
JSuture, which, however, cven taking into account human im-
patience, was quite sclf-cvident. For the ncainess of the dofa
(Iteiche), just as before it was not expressly announced in the
simple pehovaay, the sequel affords no proof, since the element
of speediness is not expressed. — 7} amoxapadoxia] The verb
xapadorety (Xen. Mem. il 5, 6, frequent in Euripides) strictly
means: fo capeet with uplified head, then to cxpect generally, to
lony for (Valck. ad Hcrod. vii. 168; Loesner, Obss. p. 256 f.);
and xapadoxia means cipectatio (Prov. x. 28 ; Aq. Ps. xxxviil.
7). The strengthened (Vigerus, ed. Herm. p. 352 ; Tittmann,
Synon. p. 106 {t) drmoxapadoxeiv (Joseph. Bell. Jud. iii. 7. 26,
Polyb. xvi. 2. §, xviil. 831. 4, xxii. 19. 3; Aq. Ps. xxxvi. 7;
Alberti, Gloss. p. 106 {I)) and awoxapadoxia (vuly clsewhere in
Phil. 1. 20) 1s the wailing erpectidivie (Mot anxious expectation,
as Luther has it) that continues on the strain till the goal is
attained. Sec especially Tittmann, Le.; Tritzsche in Fritzschior,
Opuscul. p. 150 ff.  Without warrant, Loesner, Krebs, Fischer,
decit. Lez. p. 128 £, and others, inclnding Riickert, Reiche,
and van 1lengel, have refused to recognise the stremgthen-
ing clement of dmo, already pointed out by Chrysostom and

! The train of thought may therclore, expressed in Latin, be paraphrased
somewhat thus: * =iv wirdoveay ».z.a. inquam, hacc enim spes nostra tanlac
et certitiudinis, ut confirmctur tolius neturae ad ctudem fincn nostriun tendeitis
expectatione suepiriisque,”
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Theodore of Mopsuestia, although Paul himself gives promi-
nence to it repeatedly in dmexSéy. (comp. vv. 23, 25; 1 Cor,
i. 7; Gal v. 5; Phil. iii. 20). — 77js #Tioews] Genitive of the
subject. The waiting of the «rio¢s is with rhetorical emphasis
brought into prominence as something independent. Sec
Winer, p. 221 [E. T. 239) ‘H «rioes means—(1) actus
creationis ; so 1. 20, corresponding to the classic usage in
the sense of establishment (Pind. O/ 13. 118 ; comp. 1 Pet. ii,
13), founding (Polyb., Plut., and others), planting, etc.—
(2) The thing created, and that («) where the context supplies
no limitation, quite generally like our ercation, Mark x. G,
xiii. 19 ; 2 Pet. iii. 4; Judith xvi. 14; Wisd. il. 6, ¢l.; and
(b) where the context does limit it, in a more or less special
sense, as in Mark xvi. 15, Col. i. 23 (of that portion of the
creation, which consists of mankind), Col. i. 15, Heb. iv. 13
(of every individual creature); comp. i. 25, viii. 39 ; also kawsy
kricws In 2 Cor. v. 17, Gal. vi. 15,  Since, then, the absolute
% xTiows must receive its limitation of sense simply from the
connection, the question is, What does the text in our passage
exclude from the meaning of 77js x7icews? There are plainly
excluded not only the engelic and demoniac kingdom (see ver.
20), but also Christians collcctively, as is clear from vv. 19, 21,
and 23, where the Christians are differcnt from the wriots, and
even opposcd to it, so that they cannot be regarded (according
to the view of Frommann) as forming a partial conception, em-
braced also in the x7iois!  But is the non-Christian portion
of humanity to be excluded also? If not, it must be meant
cither alony with something clse, or else alone. If the former,
then Paul, seeing that irrational nature at any rate remains
within the compass of the idea, would have included under
onc notion this nature and the Jewish and heathen worlds,
which would be absurd. But if non-Christian Iianity alone
be meant, then—(1) we should not be able to see why Paul
should have chosen the term xtiots, and not have used the
definite expression xéapos, which is formally employed for that
idea elsewhere in his own writings and throughout the N.T.

' Frommann unjustifiably appeals to 2 Cor. vii. 7. See, on the contrary, also
Zahn, lc. p. 516 f., and Engelhardt, p. 49.
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Desides, the absolute xrioes nowhere in the entire N. T. means
non-Clhristian mankind (in Mark xvi. 15 and Col. 1. 23, wdoy
stands along with it); and, indeed, waca 3 #7ioes (Mark) and
maga kriots (Col) mean nothing else than the whole creation
and cvery creature, and in these cases it is purely the context
that shows that crcated men are meant, while at the same
time it is sclf-cvident ¢z adjuncto (for the discourse concerns
the preaching of the gospel to the «7f{oes) that Christians are
not to be understood. {2) The hostile attitude of the then
existing xoopos towards the Christian body would cause the
assertion respecting it of a sympathetic and, as it were, pro-
phetic ycarning for the manifestation of the children of God
to scem a curious paradox, which, moreover, as a truth, in the
casc of the Jews and Gentiles, would rest on quite a different
foundation, namely, the expectation of the Jewish Messianic
kingdom, and on the other hand, the yearning dreamn of a golden
age. (3) Again, the expressions in ver. 20 arc of such a cha-
racter, that they in no way make us presupposc in the writer
such a counception of humanity subjected through sin to the
OavaTos as Taul had, but allow us just to think of the #rios as
having fallen a prey to the lot of mortality, not by its own free
action, but innocently, and by outward necessity; the apostle
would not have left the fdvatos unmentioned! (4) Further,
the hope of attaining to the freedom of the glory of the children
of God (ver. 21) was only left to the xoopos, in so far as it
should be converted to Christ; but ver. 21, in point of fact,
merely asserts that on the entrance of that glory the xrios is
to be gclorilied also, without touching, in regard to mankind,
ou the condition of conversion—which assuredly Taul least
of all would have omitted. (3) Iinally, aul expected that,
previous to the entrance of the Parousia, the fulness of the
Gentiles and all Isracl would become christianized (xi. 25, 26),
and had to shape his eonception, therefore, in such a way as to
make humanity, taken as a whole, belong to the viois Oeob
when the manifestation of the kingdom should appear.  And

! An antinomy of two different conceptions as to the origin of death (From-

mann, 1872, p. 53) is certainly not to be found in Paul’'s writings. Sceonv. 12;
1 Cor. xv. 17 IL
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as to that, ver. 21 decidedly forbids the connecting of the
notion of mankind with % wxriocts. — There remains, therefore,
as the definition of the notion of 7 xtioes in accordance with
the text: the collective non-rational creation, animate and inani-
niate, the same which we term in popular usage “ all nature”
(comp. Wisd. v. 1§, xvi. 24, xix. 6), from which we are accus-
tomed to exclude intelligent beings. In view of the poetically
prophetic colouring of the whole passage, the expressions of
waiting, sighing, hoping, of bondage and redeinption, excite the
less surprise, since already in the O. T. instances of a similar pro-
sopopoeia are very common (Deut. iv. 34; Ps. xix. 2, Ixviii.
17, xcviil. 8, cvi. 11; Tsa. ii. 1, xiv. 8, Iv. 12; Ezek. xxxi.
15; Hab. ii. 11; Bar. iii. 34 ; Job xii. 7-9, «l); and Chry-
sostom very aptly remarks: dore 8¢ éudavrtikwrepoy yevéola
TOV Adyov, Kai TPOCWTOTOLEL TOV KOTpoY dmavTa ToDTor dmep
kai oi wpodijTar morolaty, WoTAWOUS KpOTOUYTAS YEPTLY €lod-
qovres k.7.A.  Comp. Oecumenius and Theophylact. The idea
of the glorification of all nature cannot be accounted wnpauline,
for the simple reason that it is ciearly expressed in our passage ;
and because, moreover, as being connected with the history of
the moral development of humanity according to Gen. iii. 17 f,
and necessarily belonging to the idea of the amoxardsraois
mavroy (Matt. xix. 28 ; Acts iii. 21; 2 Pet. iii. 10 ff.; Rev.
xxi. 1), it may be least of all disclaimed in the case of IPaul,
since it emanates from the prophets of the Old Testament (Isa.
xi. 6 ff.; Ezek. xxxvii.; Isa. Ixv. 17, Ixvi. 1; comp. Ps. cii
27 ; and see Umbreit, p. 291 ff), and has thence passed over
into the Rabbinical system of doctrine. See Kisenmenger,
entdeckt. Judenth. I1. p. 367 ff,, 824 ff.; Schoettgen, Hor. 1I.
pp- 71, 76, 117 ff.; Bertholdt, Christol. p. 214 ; Corrodi,
Chaliasm. 1. p. 376 ff. ; Ewald, ad Apocal. p. 307 {.; Delitzsch,
Evrliut. z s. Hebr. Ucbers. p. 87. The above interpretation,
therefore, of the «rices has Deen rightly adopted—only that
the intelligent creatures have not in all cases been expressly or
exclusively separated from it (.. Theodoret includes also the
adpata, angels, archangels, ete., as Origen previously, and Eras-
mus and others subsequently, have also done)—Dby the majority
of expositors, following most of the Fathers (in the first instance
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Irenaeus, Hacr. v. 32. 1), by Luther, Erasmus, Beza, Melancthon,
Calvin, Cornelins a Lapide, Dalduin, Estius, Grotius, Cocceius,
Calovius, Calixtus, Seb. Schmid, Wolf, Denael, and others, in-
cludiug Flatt, Tholuck, Klee, Usteri (in Stud. 2. Krit. 1832,
p. 833 ff, and Lchsbegr. ed. 4 and 5, pp. 373, 399 1),
Riickert, Benecke, Schneckenburger, Reiche, (lockler, de
Wette, Neander, Nielsen, Reithmayr, Maier, Thilippi, Ewald,
Umbreit, Disping, Lechler, apostol. Zeitalt. p. 143, Delitzsch,
Ruprecht in the Stud. w. Krit. 1851, p. 214 {I, Zahn, Man-
gold, Hofmann, and Engelhardt; comp. also M. Schenkel and
Graf. Among these, however, are several who, like Luther,
Deza, and also Fritzsclie, wish to understand it too aerrowly,
merely of the ¢nanimate creation—a limitation not given in
the text, and moreover antiprophetic (Tertullian, ¢d Hermog.
10); while, on the other hand, Kollner, with whom Olshausen
acrees, takes it too widely of all created things gencrally.  See,
against this, the textual limitation explained above. If, how-
ever, in accordance with the above, the removal of intelligent
beings from the compass of the xrioes must he regarded as de-
cided, the decision is fatal to the view of others, who, following
the example of Augustine, explain % «7iow as mankind; and that
cither in the quite comprehensive sense of mankind collcetively
(in the state of nature), as, following older expositors especially
scholastic and Iloman Catholic, Doderlein, Gabler, Ammon,
Keil (Opuse. p. 207), Grimn (de vi vocaduli kvic., Lips. 1812),
Schulthess (cvangel. Belekr. b, d. Erncuer. d. Nef., Zurich
1833), Geisler (in the Annel. d. ges. Theol. 18355, Jan. p. 51 1I1),
Sclhivader, Krehl, van ITensel, Frommann, and others do; or,
with exclusion of the Christians, < the sense of meanlind still
witconverted,! as Augustine himself sucgested,® by which again,

o0

! 8o Wetstein, Baumgarten-Crusius, Jatho, and Késter ; formerly (in eds.
1, 2, 3) also Usteri, following Schleiermacher.

* Ilis entirc cxposition (scc Lrpos. quar. propos. ex ep. ad Rom. 53) runs
thus :—*¢ Sic intelligendum est, ut neque sensum dolendi et gemendi opinemur
esse in arboribus et oleribus ct lapidibus ¢t ccteris hujuscemodi creaturis (hic
¢nim error Manichacorum est) ; neque angelos sanctos vanitati subjectos csse
arbitrenur @ sed amnem ereaturam in ipso homine sine ulla calnmnia cogitemus,
. « . Omais autem est etiam in homine, et spiritualis et animnlis et corporalis, quia
honio constat spiritu ct anima et corpore.  Ergo ercatura revelationem [filiorum
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however, many understood specially the unconverted Gentiles
(Locke, Lightfoot, Knatchbull, Hammond, Semler, and Nachti-
gall), and various others the unconverted Jews (Cramer, Bohme,
and Gersdorf). Others have even explained it of Christians col-
lectively, as the new creature (Vorstius, Deyling, Nosselt, Socinians
and Arminians). And just as little can #7ioes be equivalent to
Yuxn (Mircker) or to adpf, and be supposed to designate the
ereaturcly element in the regencrate (Weissbach in the Sdcks.
Stud. I p. 76 1f,, and Zyro in the Stud. w. Krit. 1845, 2, 1851,
p- 645 ff). Compare also, regarding the various expositions,
M. Schenkel, p. 9 ff.; and against the view which takes it of
mankind, Engelhardt, l.c. — v dmoxal. 7. vidv 7. @eod] The
event, the blissful catastrophe, whereby the sons of God become
manifest as such (in their é¢fa). How exalted the dignity in
which they here appear above the «ridots!  Dengel: “ad crea-
turam ex peccato redundarunt incommoda ; ad creaturam ex
gloria filiorum Dei redundabit recreatio.” The «7riots, in virtue
of its physical connection with that damoxdAvyrs, shall be a
partaker in the blissful manifestation.

Vv. 20, 21. Ground of this longing. — 7% parawér.] Pre-
fixed with emphasis: vanitatz, to nothingness. The substantive
(Pollux, vi. 134) is no longer found in Greek authors, but
frequently in the LXX. (as in Ps. xxxix. 6). See Schleusner,
Thes. II1. p. 501. 1t indicates here the empty (i.c. as having
lost its primitive purport, which it had by creation) quality
of being, to which the «riows was changed from its original
perfection. — vmerdyn] was subjected, was made subject to, as to
a ruling power formerly unknown to it. This historical fact
(aorist) took place in consequence of the fall, Gen. iil. 17.
Dei exspectat, quicquid nunc in homine laborat et corruptioni subjacet. Erant
enim adhue credituri, qui etiam spiritu subjacebant laboriosis erroribus,  Sed ne
quis putaret, de ipsorum labore tantum dictum esse, adjungit etiam de iis, qui
jam crediderant.  Quamquam enim spiritu, i, e. mente, jam servirent legi Dei:
tamen, uia carne servitur legi peceati, quamdiu molestias et sollicitationes mor-
talitatis nostrae patimur, ideo addit dicens: Non solum, ete. (ver. 23). Non
solum ergo ipsa, quae tantummodo creatura dicitwr in hominibus, qui nondum
crediderunt, et ideo nondwm in filiorum Dei numerum constituti, congemiscit ac
dolet : sed ctiam nosmet ipsi, qui credimus et primitias Sp. habemus, quia jam

spiritu adhacremus Deo per fidem, et ideo non jam creatura, sed filii Dei appel.
lamur,” ete.
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Comp. Deresh. rabb. f. 2, 3: “Quamvis creatac fucrint res
perfectae, cum primus homo peccaret, corruptac tamen sunt, et
ultra non redibunt ad congruum statum suum, donec veniat
Therez, h. e. Messias.” See also Zaln, p. 532. The refer-
ence to an original paraiérys, introduced even by the act
of creation (Theodoret, Grotius, Krehl, Bawngarten-Crusius, de
Wette, and Kaoster), is historically inappropriate (Gen. i. 31),
and contrary to oy éxoioa, aAla x.r.\., which supposes a pre-
vious state n0f subject to the par. TFurther, since the vmo-
Tatas is subscquently mentioned, the interpretation se subjecit
(Fritzsche) is thereby excluded. — ody éxodoa, dAha &ia 7.
vrorat.] This must occasion their expectation all the more;
for their subjection is at variance with their original state and
the desire of immunity founded thercon, and it took place
“inrite of repugnante nature” (Calvin, namely, through the
guilt of human sin), on account of the subjector (dua with the
accusalive, comp. on John vi. 57), that is, because the counsel
and will of the subjecting God (the contrast to one’s own non-
willineness) had to be thus satisfied! The idea of another
than God in 7ov Umoraf. (Knatchbull and Capellus: Adam ;
Clurysostom, Schueckenburger, DBisping, and Zahn: man;
Hammond and others, quoted by Wolf: the devil) is for-
bidden by the very absence of a defining statement, so that the
subject is assumed as well Anown. According to Gen. iil. 17,
it was indeed man through whose guilt the subjection ensued ;
but God was the subjector (o mordfas). — e’ eAmide 67¢ £.7.\.]
on Lope (iv. 18) that, etc., may be joined either with dmordf.
(Origen, Vulgate, Luther, Castalio, Calvin, DPiscator, Estius,
and others, including Ch. Schmidt and Olshausen) or with
vmerdyn.  The latter copjuuction brings out more forcibly
the €m' énmide; for this containg a new clement by way of
motive for the expectation of nature.  éwd, spe proposita, indi-
cates the condition which was coneeded in the vmerayy, as it

' The marks of parentliesis hefore ody and after gaer. are to be expunged, since
the connection and construction proceed without a break. This applies also
against Frommann, who assigns to this parenthiesis merely the object of explain-
ing the passive Smizdeyn. Ewald puts in a parenthesis the entire verse, thus

making i=' ia7x% connect itself with zzexdiyirze.  But for this there appears
likewise no reason.
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were, the equivalent provisionally given for it, Acts ii. 24,
Xen, Mem. i1, 1. 18, and Kiithner 7n loc.; Ast, Lcx. Plat, 1.
p- 767; Bernhardy, p. 250.— &é7] that, object of the hope
(Phil. i. 20); not nem, as it is taken by most expositors, who
join ér’ énmwibe with dmordf. ; among others by Schnecken-
burger, Beitrdg. p. 122, who assigns as his reason, that otherwise
the adt) 9 «7iois could not be repeated. DBut that repe-
tition is necessitated by the emphasis of the similarity of the
relation, which admy 7 xrioces has over-against the children
of God, for which reason Paul did not write o7¢ xai éevfepw-
Oioerar (in opposition to Hofmann's objection).  Besides, the
purport of the éxmris kad nceessarily to be stated, in order to give
the ground of the expectation of the xrioes as dirccted preciscly
to the manifestation of the sons of God. The indefinite én’
A, would supply a motive for its expectation of deliver-
ance in general, but not for its expectation of the glory of the
children of God. This applies also against Hofmann, who
refers é7¢ k1., as statement of the scason, to the whole preced-
ing sentence, whereby, besides, the awkward idea is suggested,
that the subjection took place on account of the deliverance to
be accomplished in the future ; it had, in fact, an entirely differ-
ent Jhistorical ground, well known from history, and already
suggested by the &ia Tov Imordf., namely, the implication of
the xrious in the entrance of sin among mankind. — kai adry
7 kTiois] et ipsa creatura, that is, the creature also on its part,
not merely the children of God. There is simply expressed
the similarity ; not a climaz (cven), of which the context affords
no hint. — i ¢bepas] Genitive of apposition : from the
bondage that consists in corruption. See ver. 23. Incorrectly
paraphrased by Kollner: “from the corruptible, miserable bond-
age.” At variance with this is ver. 20, according to which
7. $0. cannot be made an adjective ; as is also the sequel, in
which Tpv éxevf. corresponds to tis Sovheias, and 7ijs Sofns
7. Téxv. 7. Oeod to the tis ¢pbopas. The ¢pbopd (antithesis =
adpbapaia, ii. 7; 1 Cor. xiv. 42-50) is the destruction, that
developes itself out of the paraiworys, the xardAveis opposed
frequently in Plato and others to the yéveois (Phacd. p. 95 E;
Pihil. p. 55 A; Lucian, 4. 19). Comp. on Gal. vi. 8. It is
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not the ¢bopd in the first instance that makes the state of the
etioes a state of hondage, as Ilofmann apprehends the genitive ;
but the existing bondage is essentially such, that what is sub-
jected to it is liable to the fute of corruption. — eis . éxevf.] is
the state, to which the xriges shall attain by its cmancipation.
An instance of a genuine Greek pregnant construction.  Sce
Tritzsche, ad Mere. p. 3225 Winer, p. 577 [E. T. 776]. — 775
dofns 7. 7. 7. ©.] Likewise genitive of apposition: into the
frecddom which shall cousist in the glory of the chidrin of
God, ¢ in a glory similar thereto (by participation in it),
not, as Jofimann thinks: which the glory of the children
of God shell have brought with «t. If, with Luther and many
others, including Bolune and Kollner, 7ijs 8oEys be treated as
an adjective: “to the glorious freedom,” we should then have
quite as arbitrary a departure from the verbal order, in accord-
ance with whiclh 7@v 7éxw. belongs most naturally to 7ijs Sof.,
as from the analogy of the preceding Tijs Souh. Tijs ¢pbopds.
The accumulation of genitives, 7. 86fns w7\, has a certain
solemnity ; comp. il 5; 2 Cor. iv. 4; Eph iv. 13, al —
Observe, further, how Paul has conceived the catastrophe, of
which he is speaking, not as the destruction of the world and
a new creation, but, in harmony with the prophetic announce-
ments, espeeially those of Isaiah (Isa. xxxv, Ixv. 17, Ixvi. 22
comp. Zahu, p. 537 ; Schultz, eltéest. Theol. 11 p. 227), as a
{raisformation into a more perfect state. The passing ciray
of the world is the passing away of its form (1 Cor. vil 31),
Ly which this trausformation is conditioned, and in which,
according to 2 Lct. iii, 10, fire will he the agent employed.
And the hope, the tenor of which is specified by & #7.\.,
might, in connection with this living personification, be
ascribed to all aafure, as il it were conscious thercof, since the
latter is destined to become the scene and swrrounding of the
¢lorilicd children of God. Dut that érmds does not pertain to
snenlind, whose presentiment of lmmortality, by means of its
darkened original consciousuess of God (I'rommmann), does nob
correspond 1o the idea of é\wis; comp., on the contrary, Eph.
ii. 12 1 Thess. iv. 13. I, on the other hand, the Gentile
hope, cherished amidst the misety of the times, as to a helter
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state of things (according to poets: the gnlden age of the
Sulurnie regie), were meant as an image of the Christian hope
(Koster), then Paul would have conceived the éevfepwbijaerar
as conditioned by the future conversion of the Gentiles. Dut
thus the éxsrds would amount to this, that the Gentiles should
become themsclies children of God, which is inconsistent with
ver. 19, There, and likewise in ver. 21, the sons of God arc
the third element, for whose transfiguration the rriows wails,
and from whose glorification it Lopes, in ver. 21, that the
latter shall benefit ¢ also—the sriais—through participation
therein; and be to it also deliverance and freedom from its
hitherto endwing bondage. This is applicable only to the
malryyeveaia (see on Matt. xix. 28) at the Parousio.

Ver. 22, Troof, not of the dmoxapadokia 7ijs «Ticews
(Philippi), which is much too distant, and whose gocl remains
quite unnoticed here ; nor yet of the dovAeia tijs ¢pfopas (Zahn),
which was not the point of the forcgoing thouglt at all; but
of what was announced by ér’” éAmide, é7¢ . a. % xr. érevfepw-
Gjoerar N For if that lhope of glorious deliverance had
not been left to it, @/ nature would not have united its groan-
ing and travailing watd now. This phenomenon, so universel
and so wunbroken, cannot be conduct without an aim; on the
contrary, it presupposes as the motive of the painful travail that
very hope, towards whose final fulfilment it is direccted.! The
oidauev (comp. ii. 2, iii. 19, vii. 14) is sufficiently explained
as an appeal to the Christian consciousness, in which the view
of nmature stands in connection with the curse of sin? The

! Consequently the element of proof does not lic in oi¥zusy, but in the ¥ =2z
#.7.2,, introduced as well known. This in opposition to Hofmann, who refers
oidapev yap x.7. 2. back as probative to the thought v g&p garaiirar x.7.A. in
ver. 20; and gives as the sense of the argument : ¢ The Christian would not
speak: of « subjection of the creature under vanity, if he looked upon its present
existence as one satisfied in itself and this world as the best world.” Dut it eould
not at all be an object to prove that relation of geraisizzs (who can be supposed
to have doubted it ?); but it was an object to prove the ix' i27ids &7 x. 7., 5 this
is the punctum saliens, which is then further brought out in ver. 23 {L.

2This consciousness is the necessary premiss of the Christian idea of the
Palingenesia of the universe at the end of history, Matt, xix. 28. Hence
Frommann is in error in discovering in the above oidzuev the overthirow of our
cxplanation of xwizs.
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perfectly superfluous assumption, that the apostle had a book
before him containing a similar deduction (Ewald), is suggested
by nothing in the text. —— In sverevaler and cuvrwdive: the ouww
is not a mere strengthening particle (Loesner, Michaelis, Sem-
ler, Ermesti, and Kollner), but, on the contrary (comp. Deza),
finds its natural reference in mraga, and denotes “ gemitum ct
dolorem commaunem iatcr sc partium creaturae,” Estius.!  Calvin,
Parcus, Koppe, Ewald, and Umbreit, following Oecumenius,
have indeed referred owr to the groaning being <n common
with that of the children of God; but against this view ver, 23
is decisive, and the reference to men generally, with whom
the x7igus sighs (Fritzsche), is foreign to the context. Fritzsche,
without due reason, asscerts the want of linguistic usage in
favour of our view. For it is unquestionable that, in accord-
ance with the usage of analogous verbs, svarevalew may denote
the common sighing of the elements comprised in the collec-
tive mdca ) xtiows among themselves® (comp. Eph. iv, 16:
mdv 70 cdpa cuvappoloyoupevoy, comp. il. 21 ; Plat. Leyy. il
p- 680 B: émel yevouévn e 1) Tote Sudvota kal ovpdwyicaca
els &, Dem. 516. 7: ouvwopyisbeis o Sijuos, 775. 18: ovvra-
pdrTeTar mas o Tis worews woopos). That concrcte cxamples of
that nature cannot be quoted, is not decisive against it, since
ovatevalew (Ewr. Ion. 935, comp. cvotévew, Avist. Eih. ix. 11)
and also owwdivew (Bur. el 727; Porphyr. de abst. iii. 10)
are only extant in a very few passages. Comp. generally Winer,
de verd. compos. IL p. 21 f,  Just the same with cvvahyeiv,
Plat. Rep. p. 462 D, and svMvretafac p. 462 E. — ovvwdive]
Not an allusion to the mwmn “San (Leiche), because the dolores
Messiwe (see on Matt. il. 3) are pecalicr suflerings, that shall
immediately precede the appearance of the Messial, whilst the
travail of nature has continued since as carly as Gen. iii, 17
(ver. 20). But the figqure is the same in both cases—that of
the pains of labour. All nature groans and suflers anguish,
as if in travail, over-against the moment of its deliverance.
The conception of the wdlvew is based on the fact that the

! So alrcady Theodore of Mopsuestia: Bevrsras 8 simiiy, o7 cope@drws imie

diinyural couTo TEo @ N XTics.

= Comp. alse Niigelsbach, = Jlias, p. 193, ed. 3.
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painful strugeling of the krioes is directed towards the longed-
for change, with the setting in of which the suffering has accom-
plished its end and ceases. Comp. John xvi. 21. — d@ype Tob
vov] that is, up to the present moment; so incessantly las the
siching continuned. Iormerly Frommann imported the thought :
until now, when the revclation of the true goal tn Chirist has taken
place; see, against this, Zahn, p. 524 £ However, Frommann
has now corrected his view. Hofmann erroneously takes it as:
now still, in contrast to the future change. Comp. rather Phil.
L. 5. The point of beginninng of the sighing and travailing is
that dmerayn in ver. 20. Comp. also éws Tov vor in Matt.
xxiv. 21.  Now stdll would be ére viv, 1 Cor. iii. 2.

Ver. 23. Climax of the foregoing proof that the ém’ énmide,
ote k.1 A of the krices, ver. 21, is well founded. ““ Otherwise,
indecd, we Christians also would not join in that sighing.” —
o) uovov &€] scil. maoa 7 xricis orevdaler. — What follows must
be read: dANa kal avTol, THv dwapyny Tod wrelbuaros
éyovTes, kat avTol €v éavTols oTevalouer. Seethe critical
remarks.  But we also on onr part, though we possess the first-
Sfruits of the Spivit, sigh likewise in ourselves. — Tyv dmwapy. T.
mvevp.] T. 7. is the partitive genitive, as is involved in the very
meaning of awapyr). Comp. xvi. §; 1 Cor. xv. 20, xvi. 15;
Jas.i. 18 ; and all the passages of the LXX. and Apocr., where
am. stands with the genitive of the thing, in Biel and Schleusner.
Comp. Herod. 1. 92 ; Plat. Legg. vii.p. 806 D ; Dem. 164. 21
Thue. iii. 58. 3; Soph. Trach. 758 ; Eur. Or. 96 ; Phocn. 864 ;
Ton. 402 also amapyn Tijs coplas, Plat. Prot. p. 343 A; and
dmapyai amwo dhocodpias, Plut. Mor. p. 172 C. Dy the pos-
sessors, however, of the amrapyy Tob mvevparos, are not exclu-
sively meant the apostics, who at Pentecost had received the first
outpouring of the Spirit, and among whom Paul includes himselt
on account of his miraculous conversion (Origen, Occumenius,
Melancthon, Grotius, and others). 1Ie means rather ¢he Chris
tians of that aye generally, since in fact they—in contrast to
the far greater mass of miankind still unconverted, for whom,
according to Joel iii. 1, the receiving of the Spirit was still a
thing of the future (xi. 25 ff)—were in possession of that,
which first had vesulted from the communication of the Spirit,

ROM. II. ¥
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and which therefore stood related to the rolleefive bestowal as
the daybieak. 8o, on the whole, Erasmus, Wetstein, Morus,
Reiche, Kolluer, de Wette, Olshausen, Ioster, and Trommann ;
see also Miiller in the Zuther. Zeitschr, 1871, p. 618, Taul
does not say simply 76 wredua €yovtes, but, in the lofty leeling
of the privilrye} which he discovered in the («r/icr calling and
sanctilication of the 7acn Christians: myv amapy. 1. 7v. €y
“cven we, though favoured so pre-eminently that we possess
the fiist-fruit gift of the Spirit, cannot refrain from siching
likewise.,”  This we remark in opposition to the oft-repeated
ohjection, that it was not an clement of importance whether
tliey had reccived the wvebua at the first or a few years later;
and also in opposition to the quite as irrelevant objection of
ITofmann, that the conception of a measure of the Spiit to e
given forth by degrees is nowhere indicated. This conception
has no place here, and the Spirt is one and the same; but if,
in the first instance, only a comparatively small portion of
mankind has received 1t, and its possession in the case of the
remaining collective body is still in abeyanee, this serves to con-
stitute the idea of an dmwapy} in relation to the whole hody.
Nevertheless, the sense: best silt of the Spivit (Ch. Schmidy,
Yosenmiiiller), is not conveyed by 7. dmapyp, because that must
have been snggested by the context, and also heeause Laul
could not have regarded the later communieation of the Spirit
as less valuable.  IFurther, the sense of a werely procisivial
receplion of the Spirit, taking place, as it were, oit accounl, in
coilrast to the fulure full cffusion in the Lingdom of hevren
(Chrysostomy and other Ifathers, in Suicer, T/hes. L p. 423
Calvin, DBeza, Parcus, Estius, Calovius, Semler, Flatt, Tholunek,
Philippi, and Disping ; comp. also I'lleiderer), is not contuined
in aw. 1. 7., because Paul, had he wished to speak here of o
preliminary reception in contrast to the future plenitude, must
necessanly, in accordance with the connection, have so spoken
of that of the viefcaia ov Sofa, not of the Spirit, and because
a full effusion of the Spirit at the Parousia is nowhere tausht
in the N.T.  The Spirit already seceiced, not @ new and more

' This is certainly no *“side-glance at other Christians” (as Philippi objects),
which, would be oth 2 far-fetched and a disturbing clement.
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perfect reception of it in the future alww, by its quickening
activity leads to and conditions the eternal w7, in which God
is then all in all (1 Cor. xv. 28). Others, again, make 7. =,
an epexegetical genitive of apposition : the Spivit «s first-fruits,
namely, of the state of glory. So Bengel, Keil, Opusc., Winer,
p. 495 [E. T. 667], Banmgarten-Crusius, Reithmayr, Riickert,
Maier, Holmann, Zahn, and Engelhardt; comp. also Flatt.
But however Pauline the idea may be (2 Cor. i 22, v. 3;
Eph. i 14; comp. Rom. ii. 5), it would, when thus expressed,
be liable to be misunderstood, since the readers were accus-
tomed to find in the genitive with amapy} nothing eclse than
that, of which the latter is a portion; and how intelligibly
Panl might have expressed himself, cither in accordance with
2 Cor. Zc. and Eph. e, by Tov appaBéva, or by 7. dm. (sctl. Tijs
viofea.) év 76 mvedu. ! This applies, at the same time, against
Fritzsche, who takes Tob mvedu. as genitive of the sulject, and the
Jirst gifts of the Spirit as in contrast to the gwrypia which the
Spirit will give to us in the alor wédAwy. Against this it may
also be urged that the Holy Ghost is mot described in the
N. T. as the Giver of cternal life (not even in such passages as
2 Cor. i. 22, v. 5; Eph. i 14,iv. 30; Gal vi. 8). Itis God
wlo, in like manner as He calls and justifies, confers also the
eternal 8ofa (ver. 30). The Spirit operates to eternal life by
His government (ver. 2), and is the ground (ver. 11) and
pledge (éppaBdv) of that life; but He does not give it.! — xal
atroi] Repeated and placed along with év éavrois with earnest
emphasis: ¢f ipsi @n nobis ipsis.  The latter is not equivalent
to év aAAjrows (Schulthess and Fritzsche), but denotes, in har-
mony with the nature of the deep, painful emotion, the @nward
sighing of the sfifl longing of believers; which suffers, is
silent, and hopes, but never complaing, being assured of the
goal that shall be finally reached. Hofinann incorrectly would
join k. adrol év éavtols with éyorres. But this would leave the
xal, which, according to the cominon connection with orevat,

1 Hence also the expression used by Luther, in the explanation of the third
article in the Smaller Catechism, does not accord with the New Testament mode
of expression. The sense in which he meant it is brought out, however, in the
Larger Catechism.
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has its appropriate correlative in the sishing of the wrios,
without a relerence. Ifor, when Ilofmann scts it down as the
object of the xal to emphasize personel possessivn on the parb of
the Christians in contrast to the future purticipation of the
ktiaes, there is thus forced on this kal the meaning of alrcady;
and this all the more arbitrarily, since xai avroi just precedes
it in the quite common sense of ¢ 7pse (Daewmnlein, Pt
p- 151; Dreitenbach, «d Xea. Hell il 1. 10), and its emphatic
repetition is very appropriate to the lively cmotion of the
discourse. — viobea. amexdex.] whilst we wait for the adoption of
children. 1t is true, believers Zaure already this hlessing (ver.
13), but only as <inwerd relation and as divine #ight, with
whicly, however, the objective and real state does not vet
correspoud.  Thus, looked at from the standpoint of coinplete
realizution, they are only to veccive viofesiav at the Parousia,
wherecupon the amoxadvyrs 7av viov 7. Qeod and their
dofa ensues.  Comp. also Matt. v. 9, 45; Luke vi. 15. In
like wmanner the éwratoaivn is a present possession, and also
one to be entered on hereafter. Comp. on v. 19; and see on
Gal. v. 5; Col.iii. 3 f.  Luther incorrectly joins viofes. wilh
areval, which, with an accusative, means fo bemoca or bewnil
something (Soph. Aat. 873 ; Ocd. €. 1668 ; Dem. 690. 18;
Eur. Suppl. 104; and often elsewhere). — mjy dmok. 7. gopu.
nu.] epexcaesis: (namely) (he redeaplion of ouir Dody [rom
all the defects of its earthly condition; through which re-
demption it shall be glorified into the odua dplaprov similax
to the glorified body of Clrist (Phil. 1t 21 ; 2 Cor. v. 2 1L
1 Cor. xv. 51), or shall be raised up as such, in case of our
not surviving till the Parousia (1 Cor. xv. 42 ff). So, in
substance (ro0 owu. as gen. sel)), Chrysostom and other
Fathers (in Suicer, Thes. I. p. 403), Deza, Grotius, Isstius,
Cornelius a Lapide, and most modern expositors.  On the
other hand, Erasmus, Clericus, and others, including Reiche,
Fritzsche, NKrehl, and Ewald, take it as: redemption jrom
e Body. This is linguistically admissible (1eh. ix. 15); we
should thus have to refer it, not to death, but to deliverance
from this carthly hody through the veciption of the dnmortal
and glorious body at the Parousia, 1 Cor. xv. 1. Dutin that
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case Paul must have added to 7ol cwuart. judv a qualitative
more precise definition, as in Thil. iii. 21

Remark.—If we adopt the common reading (a2.7.¢ zal airoi
Ty am. .oy Eyevrss, zal fuEl; alrol #z=A.), which Lwald and
Umbreit follow, while Ltiickert, Philippi, Tholuek, and Hofinann
declare themselves in favour of ours (see the crit. remarks),
adroi . . . #yovres 1s understood, ¢ither as meaning the Chuis-
tians of that age generally, and zai 7ues adroi the apostles
(I<oilner, following Melancthon, Wolf, and mauy others), or
Paul alone (Koppe, Reiche, Umbreit, and many others) ; or, the
former is referred to beginners in Christianity, and the latter
to those who have been Christians for a longer time (Glickler);
or, both (the latter per analepsin) arc referred to the apostles
(Grotius), or to the Christians (Luther, Deza, Calvin, Klee,
Maier, Koster, and I'rommann). The interpretation referring
it to the Christians is the only right one; so that 7ues brings
into more dcfinite prominence the repeated subject. The
£oovmeg, without the article, is fatal to every reference to sub-
jects of two sorts.

Ver. 24. Tj yap énm. éowf.] Ground of the viofeciav
amexd., so far as the viefesia is still ohject of capectation ; jor
in hope we were made partakers of salvation. The dative,
“qnon medit, sed modi” (Dengel), denotes that to which the
éowb. is to be conceived as confined (Winer, p. 202) [E. T. 271],
and 75 éam. is prefixed with the emphasis of the contrast of
reality ; for “sic liberati sunms ut adhue speranda sit haere-
ditas, postea possidenda, et ut ita dicam, nunc habemus jus
ad rem, nondum in re,” Melancthon. Comyp. Tit. iil. 7; Col
ili. 3 f. TFollowing Chrysostom, others (recently Riickert,
Iollner, and de Wette) take the dative in an <nsirumental
sense : by lopc—thus assnming that Paul characterizes fuith,
the proper medium of salvation, as hope. Incorrectly, because
in general Taul specifically distinguishes faith and lope
(1 Cor. xiii. 13)} while he always bases salvation only on
faith, from which hope thereupon proceeds (comp. Col. i

1 See even Melancthon, who rightly observes: ‘¢ Differunt autem fides et spes,

quia fides in praesentio accipit remissionem peceatorum-. . . sed spes est exspee-
tatio futurae liberationis.” Faith precedes the latter.
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27); and here especially, as is shown hy what follows, he
brings into prominence the definite conception of Aope, which
as Oofa pedovrov (Plat. Legg. I p. 644 C) rests in the
mwpogdokia ayatlet (Plat. Dif. p. 416 A).  Holmaun also tukes
h édm. in the sense of the means, but so that it shall <ienify
the dencefit hoped. for, the object of the waiting, whick God has
offcred to us dn the word, by which we were converled to fuith
(Col. 1. 5). Thus, however, the thought that we have been
saved Dby hope (instead of by faith, Iph, ii. 8) is set aside
ounly by the insertion of parenthetical clauses. And in Col.
1. 5, the blessing hoped for, heard of through preaching, is
set forth as the ground, not of conversion or salvation, but of
love. — éxmis 8¢ wr\. . . . dmexdey.] is a deduction from
i) €A, éowf., closing the first ground of encouragement, and
meaning substantially: “the nature of hope, however, involves
ouwr paticntly weiting for.”—Bremrouévn] DLut a hope (8¢ pera-
Batikov) that s scen, 4.c. whose objeet lies hefore the eyes
(comp. on the objective ermis, Col i 5; 1 Tim. 1. 1; Heb.
vl 18; Thue. iil. 57. 4; Lucian, Pise. 35 Aeschin. ad Closiph.
100). Comp. 2 Cor. iv. 18. — 7i xai éxwiler;] Why doth he
still hope for4t? By kal is indicated the—in the supposed
case groundless—aceessioir of hope to sight (1 Cor xv. 29).
Comp. generally, on this strengthening use of the «ae, cticm,
in lively dnterrogation, Klotz, ad Devar. p. 633 £, and on
1 Cor. lLce. DBengel aptly remarks: “cum visione non est
spe opus.”

Ver. 25, 40 darop.] Tith palicnee, perseveringly. Teb. xii.
1; Kiilmer, 11. 1, p. 418. — The <ndicative amexdey., which is
not, with Estius, Koppe, Kollner, and others, to be taken as
exspectare debomus, does not annonnce the wirtwous operation
(Grotius), hut simply the sitwation, which the circunslance
that we hope without secing involves,  The ethical position
assigned to us is, that we putiently wait for the olject of our
hope. ‘

Ver. 26. The second ground of enconragement (see on
vv. 18-51), conneeled with the immediately foregoing by
ooaltws.! — 70 mrebua)l The oljective oly Spirit.  See vv.

' The progress of thought is simple: *‘If we hope for what we scc not, then
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16, 23, and what follows, where the activity of the mvebpa
is described as something distinet from the subjective con-
sciousness. Kollner incorrectly takes it (comp. Reiche) as:
the Christian life-clement; and van Hengel: “ fiduciac scisus
a. Sp. s. profectus.” — cvvavrih.] The cvr must necither be
neglected (as by many older expositors, also Olshausen), nor
recarded as a mere strengthening adjunct (Riickert and
Reiclie). DBeza gives the right explanation: “ad nos labor-
antes vefertur.” He joins His activity with our weakness,
helps it. See Luke x. 40 ; Ex. xviil. 22; Ps. Ixxxviil. 22, —
mh acbeveln ypav] Not specially weakness in prayer (Ambro-
slaster and Dengel), for in what follows there is specified only
the particular mode of the lclp, which the Spirit renders to us
in our infirmity. It is therefore to be left general: with our
wealness,—so far, namely, as in that waiting for final redemp-
tion adequate power of owr own for Jmopows fails uws. — 1o
yap Ti wpocevE. k.T.\] Reason assigned, by specifying Zow the
Spirit, ete.; 4n prayer, namely, He intercedes for us.—On 74, sce
Winer, p. 103 [E. T. 135]. It denotes il of praying comcs
ifo question in such a position. Comp. Kriiger, Xcn. Anabd.
iv. 4. 17. — 7¢ mpocevE. xabo det] what we ought to pray for
according as it 4s nceessary, i proportion (comp. 2 Cor. viil
12; 1 Pet. iv. 13) to the need. The latter is the subse-
quently determining element; it is not absolutely and alto-
gether unknown to us what we ought to ask, but only what
it is necessary to ask according fo the given circumstances.
Usnally #afo 8¢ is taken in reference to the form of asking,
like s in Matt. x. 19 ; Dut thus the distinetive reference of
the meaning of xa@o, prout (comp. Plat. Soph. p. 267 D;
Baruch i 6) is neglected.  Chrysostom rightly illustrates the
matter by the apostle’s own example, who dmép Tob orolomwos
ToD 8eopévov alr@ év i) capxi (2 Cor. xii.) had prayed for what
was not granted him.  According to Hofinann, kaflo 3¢ connects
the matter stands with us, (1) on ke footing, that we with patience wait ; but
likewise (2) on the footing, that the Spirit helps us.” The dradras, pariter ac,
itidem (see generally Kitler, IL 1, p. 564), introduces a symmetrical correspond-
ing relation, which is added on the divine side fo our waiting. Comp. Mark
xiv. 31; 1 Tim. v. 25; Tit. ii. 6; Plat. Symp. p. 186 E, al.; 2 Mace. xv. 39;
3 Mace. vi. 33.
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itself with odr oldapev, so that the thoucht would be: “we do
a0t so understand as it would be necessery.”  But how much too
feeble 1n this connection would be the assertion of a merely
disufficient knowledge | — vmepevtvyyaved] <. évtvyydver Unép
nudv, e applics Hansclf for our benefit (counterpart of xi.
2), namely, 7o Oep, which addition is read by Origen. The
double compound is not elsewhere preserved, except in the
Tathers, but it is formed after the analogy of vmepamoxpivo-
pat, vmepamohoyéopar, and many other words. The super-
Iative rendering of it (Luther: “He intereedes for us the best™)
is improbable, since évrvyydver does not already express the
notion of that which is mueh (v. 20) or trinmphant (viii
37, Phil ii. 9), or the like, which would admit of enhanee-
ment. — arevayp. ahahijros] i.c. theicby that He males wnuticr-
«lle sighs, sighs whose meaning words are powerless to convey.
The idea therefore is, that the IHoly Spirit sichs unutterably
in our hearts (ver. 27), and thercby intercedes for us with
God, to whom, as heart-searcher, the desire of the Spirit
sighing in the heart is known. It was an erroncous view,
whereby, following Augustine, 7. VI. on John ii,, most exposi-
tors, who took Té wrv. rightly as the Iluly Spirit, held the
oTevayp. dhak. to be unutterable sighs which the aitan, incited
by the Spivit,! heeres forth.  The Spirit Mimsclf (comp. also
Ilofmann) must sigh, if He is to <nfercede for us with sighs, and
il God is to understand the ¢povnua of the Spirit (ver. 27);
although the Spirit uses the human organ for His siching (comp.
the counterpurt phenomenon of demons speaking or erying

! According to Philippi: ““the sanetified hwman spirit,” whose sighing is
traced Dback to its nltimate origin, the Spirit of God Ilimself. In the cordial
marriage of the Spirit of God with that of man, there takes place, as it were (?),
an incarnation of the former. Thisnysticism is not in harmony with the N. T.,
which always distinguishes clearly and specitically hetween the IMoly Spirit and
the human spirit, as in ver, 16, This applies also against Plleiderer in Iilgen-
(ell's Zeitsehr. 1871, p. 178 £, who thinks that ewr spivit is Lo he distinguished
from the divine Spirit dwelling in us only in such a way, that the two stand
related mercly as the jorm to the real contents of the self-consciousness. In
cases such as our passage, according to his view, the Lgo &nows itsclf in ob-
jective conscionsness as furnished with the Divine Spirit, withoul fecling itseld
to be so in the subjective consciousness. In this way therc is substituted for the
twofold spirit in our passage a twofold form and activity of the Christian con-
sciousness, which the plain words do not permit,
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out of men), as He likewise does elsewhere for IHis speaking,
Matt. x. 20. See also on Gal. iv. 6. The tongue is analo-
aously, in the case of speaking with tongues, the organ of the
Spirit who speaks. The neccessary explanation of the wvetua
as meaning the Holy Spirit, and the fact that the sighs must
be fis sighs, overturn the rationalizing interpretations of
Reiche: “ Clhristian feeling cherishes, indeed, the quict long-
ing in the leart, and therewith turns, full of confidence, to
God, Lut nevertheless does not permit itself auy inquisitive
wishes towards Him ;” and of Kollner: « The Spirit gained in
Christ . . . works in man that decp and holy emotion in
which man, turned towards God in his inmost feeling, cannot,
in the fulness of the emotion, express his burden in words, and
can only relieve his oppressed heart by silent groanings.” A
mere arbitrary alteration of the simple verbal sense is to be
found in the view to which Chrysostom, Occumenius, Theophy-
lact, and others have recourse, that the Spirit is here the yd-
piopa evyis, in virtue of which the human soul sighs.  Comp.
Theodoret, who thinks that I’aul means not v Imdoracw Tad
myedpatos, but Thv Selouévny Tols TioTevovaL Ydpw UTO ryap
TavTys Sieyeipopevor katavurtopeba, mupaevopevol mpobupoTepoy
mpogevyopefa kTN The question whether, morcover, dhaX.
should, with Beza, Grotius, Wetstein, Koppe, Ilatt, Glockler,
Fritzsche, Bawmgarten-Crusius, Iieithmayr, van Hengel, Koster,
aud others, be rendered wncapressed,! .c. dumb, not accompanied
with words, or, with the Vulgate and the majority of comn-
nentators, tiecxpressible (for the expression of whose meaning
words are insufficient), is decided by the fact that only the
latter sense cau be proved by linguistic usage, and it charac-
terizes the depth and fervour of the sighing most directly and
forcibly. Comp. also 2 Cor. ix, 15 ; 1 Pet. i. 8.; Anth. Pal
v. 4 (Philoden. 17); Theogn. 422 (according to Stob. Scrm.
36, p. 216).

Ver. 27. ‘O épevr. Tas kapd.] Traditionally hallowed (1 Sam.
xvi. 7; 1 Kings viii. 39; Ps. vil. 10; Prov. xv. 11; Jer
xvii. 9 f), description of God, bLearing on the subject in

V As &jin7o; may be used; but not duddnres, which always means, unutterable,
unspeakable,
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hand; for it is 4w ¢ heart, as in the central laboratory of the
personal sclf-conscious life (comp. Delitzseh, Pryeliol. p. 254),
that the praying Spirit sighs, Gal. iv. 6. — ov] Not jor, as
many think, including Thoeluck, Riickert, de Wette, Thilippi,
Ewald, and Umbreit.  What follows in fact conveys no veal
ginvad, sinee God would in eveiy case know the purpose of
the Spirit, and to take oide in the pregnant semse: andcr-
studs and hears (so Riickert, following Calvin), is utterly
wyjustitiable, especially after o épevw. A, The 67e is rather
thet, avuexed Dby way of explanation: that He, ncmely.
Comp. Grotius, Estivs, Benecke, Iieiche, ITritzsclie, Maier,
Krehl, Baumgarten-Crusius, Bisping, eithmayr, van Hengel,
aund Hofnann.,  See on Thil, i 27, 11, 22, ¢l — kata Oedv)
This, explained by Origen “ secundwin divinitetrin,” does not
mean: on fhe fastiyation of God (Tholuck, appealing improperly
to 1 Cor. xii. 8), but: in accordance with God, ic. so as God
desirves 1, kare yvopny avrob, Theodore of Mopsuestia.  Comp.
2 Cor. vii. 9,10; 4 Macc. xv. 2; Plat. Apol. pp. 22 A, 23 B.
The sensc: 1n pursiwance of the dirine disposel, more common
in classic nsage (sce Wetstein on the passage, and Valcken. «d
Ilerod. 1ii. 153), is here foreign.  Bohme, Reiche, and Fritzzche
render it defure God, with God (“in Deum quasi conversus”).
This is indeed justifiable from a linguistic point of view
(Bernhardy, p. 240), comp. Wisd. v. 1, Icclus. xxxiv, 6; but
how superiluous and wnsuited to the emphasis of the prominent
position assigned to it ! 'With the emphasis on xara Qeov it
cannot appear strange that Paul has not written xar’ adrop,
but has rather named the subject.  Comp. Nen, Mew. 1. 50 2
eliyero &¢ mpos Tous feols, . . . @s Tols feols kdAhgTa
elboras k1A The omission of the article, which does not
render the expression adverbial (against Iofmanm), establishes
in the case of @eds mo dillerence of sense (Winer, p. 115 1.
[E.T. 151]). — mwép ayiwv] for seints, without the article
because guelitutive; “ sancte sunt et Deo propinqui et auxilio
dign, pro quilms intercedit,” Bengel.  On évrvyy. vép Tewos,
to pray for any one, see Bihr on Plut. Flamin. p. 83.

Ver 280 Third wround of encowragement ; comp. on ver. 26.
— oloauer 6¢] Il is hnnen to us, however (ax in ver, 22), This
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8¢ is not: on the other hand, howcver, in contradistinetion to
the sighing discussed since ver. 22, as Hofmann thinks—a
relerence, that must have been marked in some way or other
(at least by the stronger adversative dAAa). It is the usual
perafBaTidéy, and carries us from the special relation discussed
in ver. 26 f. over to a general one, the consciousness of which
must finally place the good courage of the believer on a footing
all the more sure. — Tois dyaw. 7. Oeov] the dative of com-
munion. Paul characterizes as lovers of God («a7 éfoy.) the
true Christians (comp. 1 Cor. ii. 9, 1ii. 8; Eph. vi. 24; Jas.
1. 12), as is plain from 7ols xara x1A'— wdvra] cverything,
1., according to the context, all destined cvents, even those full
of pain not excepted (ver. 35). On the thought, comp. Plat.
Rep. p. 613 A, — oguvepryel] works alony with, that is, condri-
buies ; PBonBei, Hesychius. See Wetstein. The ovr does not
refer to the common working together of the clements con-
tained in 7wdvta (comp. ver. 22), but to the idea of the fellow-
ship in which he who supports necessarily stands to him who
is supported. Comp. on ver. 26. — els dyafov] indefinitely :
for good; it works bencficially. Comp. Theosn. 161 ; Hom.
Il. x. 102; Plat. Rep. le.; Lcclus. xxxix. 27 ; Rom. xiii, 4.
Reiche erroneously takes it as: “the good of the Christians,
their eternal welfare”” In that case, the article at least must
have been used as in xiv. 16; and some witnesses in reality
add it. DBengel has the right view: “<n bonum, ad glorifica-
tionem usque” (ver. 30).—7ols kara wpob. kAyTois odoiw] These
words may ean either (odow as predicate, joining on): “ since
they are the called according to His purpose” (so Hofmann), or
(taking Tofs in conjunction with otcw), as fo those who (quippe
qui, 1.c. since they indeed) are the called according to His pur-
pose.  So usually ; and this latter is the true rendering, because
otherwise odow wonld be put not only quite superfluously, but
also in a way very liable to misconeception, since it would occur
to every reader, at the first glance, to join 7ofs with ofgw.

! In this very description of the Christian estate there is implied a ground of
conviction of the oi3zuev, the certainty of which is thereupon still more precisely
explained. Hofmann finds a retrospective glance at v. 1 ff., but only by means
of his incorrect view of # Zydxa 7ov Oso, V. 5.
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ITad Paul meant what Hofmann thinks he did, he would have
written simply 7ots # 7. &Ag7ols without obew, or possibly
oiTwés elow oi k. m. kAyTol. — Respecting the idea itself, there
is causally involved in the relation of being the called according
to Ilis purpose (for the emphasis rests on kAy7Tols), the cortuinty
that to then all things, ete. ; for otherwise that high distinction,
which God has conferred upon them according to the purpose
of His grace, would be vain aud fruitless, which is impossible
(ver. 30). The mpoflears here meant is the free decree formed
by God in cternity for imparting bliss to believers through
Christ (ix. 11; Eph. i 11,dii 11; 2 Tim. i. 9; Epl. i. 9).
In accordance with that decree, the c«ll of God to the Messianic
salvation through the preaching of the gospel (x. 14 ; 2 Thess.
i, 14) has cone forth to those comprehended in that decree.
Therefore, when Panl terms the Christians xAntod, it is scli-
evident that in their case the call has met with suceess (1 Cor.
i. 24), consequently has been combined with the converting
operation of the divine grace,—without the latter, however,
being found in the word itsclf, or ihe word being made equiva-
lent to éxrextol.  Comp. Lamping, Puwli de praedest. decreta,
Leovard. 1858, p. 40 £ Christiens are at the samc lime
kAnTol, €khextol (ix. 11), ayior k1N ; but the siguitications of
these predicates correspond to difierent characteristic qualities
of the Clristian state.  Consequently, just as it was quite a
mistaken view to interpret mpdfeaes of the personal sclf-deter-
mination of the subjects (Chrysostom, Theodoret, and others),
so also 1t was an unbibhical aud hazardous distinction (sce
against this, Calovius) to put the called xara wpofeaw in con-
{rast with those who are called w3 rxata wpod. (Auzustine,
Sstius, Reithmayr, and others).  Weiss aptly observes, in the
Jahibh, f. Deutsche Theel. 1857, po 79 “ Election and ealling
are inscparable correlative ideas; whiere the one takes place,
there the other takes place ulso; only we caunot take cog-
nizance of the former as an act before all time and within the
divine wind, while the Iatter becomes apparent as a historical
fact.”  Cownp. also his 0ibl. Zheol. p. 386 f.
Vv, 29, 30, More detailed development and expression of
705 k. wpol. kN oow,—as a continued confirmation ol the
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oi8auev, 6t kTN For this divine plan ¢f solvation advancing
Jrom the wpdbeats to the whijous, leads the Christian safely and
surely to the 8ofa;” hence it is not conceivable that anything
whatever, in opposition to this plan, should exercise other than
a beneficial influence upon them (ver. 31 ff). — mrpoéyrow]
Jorcknew, namely, as those who should onc day, v the way of the
divine plan of salvation, become avppopdor Tijs elkovos T. viod
avtov.! That this character, in whieh they were forcknown hy
God, presupposes the subjection to faith (the mwaxoy mioTews
i. 3), was self-evident to the Christian reader. Lrasmus aptly
remarks : ““ Non temere elegit Deus quos elegit, novit suos multo
antequam vocaret.”  The text merely gives the terminus of the
mpo in wpoéyvw and wpowpioe quite indefinitely, namely : before
their calling.  More precise dcefinitions, therefore (eg. that of
Tholuck: “ before the foundation of the world,” though in
itself correct, Eph. 1. 4, iii. 11), should not be Zcre given. The
taking of the mvoéyvw in the sense of prescicnce, demanded by
the signification of the word, has been followed (though with
various, and in part very arbitrary, attempts to supply tkat,
as which the persons concerned were forcknown by God) by
Origen, Chrysostom, Augustine, Ambrosiaster, Jerome, Theo-
phylact, Oecumenius, Xrasmus, Paraphr., Toletus, Calovius,
and others, including Reiche, Neander, Tholuck, Reithmayr,
Maier, Philippi, van Iengel, Hahn, Ewald, Weiss, and others.
The question whether ?ids exposition or the otker of the pre-
¢election (Calvin and others, including Riickert, Usteri, Kollner,
de Wette, I'ritzsche, Krell, Baumgarten-Crusius, and Lamping),
is the true one, cannot be got 1id of by mixing up the two
conceptions (Umbreit) ; nor is it to be decided by dogmatic
presuppositions, but simply by the usage of the langnage, in
accordance with which mpoy. never in the N. T. (not even in
xi. 2, 1 Pet. i. 20) means anything else than fo Lnow before-

! This filling up of the idea of =pofyya is implied, namely, in what follows, If
God has destined them helorchand to o future fashioning in the likeness, etc., He
must also have already Znown them beforchand as those who should one day Le
thus fashioned. Consequently we are not to understand the predisposition to
love (ver. 28) as the object of the mpoiyvw (Weiss Le. p. 74 £, and bibl. TTeol.
. 385). DBengel well remarks on soppippovs x.7.4, : *“ Hic est character prae-
cognitorum et glorificandorum.”
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hand (Acts xxvi. 5; 2 Tet. iii. 17; Judith ix. 6; Wisd. vi.
13, viil. §, xviii. 6).  Comp. Philippi <n loc., and his Glairbens-
Ichre, IV. 1, p. 117 ff, ed. 2. That in classic usage it cver
means anything clse, cannot be at all proved. See, on the
contrary, Hom. Cer. 258 ; Xen. Ap. 30 ; Plat. Rep.p. 426 C;
Theact. p. 203D ; Tim.p. 70 C; Lur. Hipp. 1072 ; Dem. 861,
13; Lucian, Prom. 20. Comp. also mpoyvwats and mpoyvwoT:-
kos. An appeal is made to the familiar use of ywaok. in the
sensc of judicial cognizance, or cven of other resolutions and
decisions (Ierod. iv. 25,1, 74, 78; Thue. iv. 30, iii. 99, and
many other instances). But, in the first place, it is never in
this sense joined with the accusative of the person without an
infinitive ; and secondly, there is no such precedent of usage for
the compound mpoywekew, current as it was in Greek anthors;
for the few passages in which it meaus fo talke jforcthovght
about somcthing (Thue. ii. 64. 5; Xen. Cyr. 1. 4. 11, with a
very doubtful reading) are not suitable for comparison, cither
as regards the sense, or as respects the union with the personal
accusative in our passage. The incorrectness of this explana-
tion is conlirmed, moreover, by the analogy of the following
clauses, which always add another and different iden to the one
preceding.  The right interpretation remains, therefore : piwc-
cognovit (Vulg. = pracseivit), which, however, is neither to he
altered, with Augustine, Vatablus, Grotius, Iistius, and others,
into approbarit jam ante, to which view also Tholuck and
Riickert ineline (see on vii. 15); nor to be taken, with Ilol-
mann, in hat sense of ywookew which obtains in 1 Cor. viil, 3,
xiil. 12, Gal iv. 9, 2 Tim. ii. 19 (an appropriating cogniz-
ance of what is aZin and lomogencous, according to Holmann).
The latter, to which also Delitzseh wltimately comes, Psyeliol.
p. 39} is incorrect, because in aceordance with it the mpéyrwaors
would be a relation of communion already entered into actively
by God, which would necessarily include the poopiopss, and
conscquently exclude the latter as a special and accessory act.
TFor to suppose that Paul, with mpoéyvw and mpowpioe, does
not mican two acts following cach other in sucecession, but

1 Comp. Calvin: the mpiyswess is an “adoptio, qua filios suos a reprobis
semper discrevit ;7 this notitia being dependent a beneplacito of God.
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asserts the former of the persons, and the latter of the character
aseribed to them (Hofmann),is wholly groundless in presence
of the clearly progressive description of the apostle. The right
view, since faith is the subjective ground of salvation, is that
held by Calovius and our older dogmatists: “ quos eredituros
pracvidit vel susceptwros vocationem.” 1t is God’s being aware
in His plan, by means of which, before the subjects are destined
by Him to salvation, He¢ Lnows whom He has to destine thereto.
Comp. on xi. 2.— xai wpowpioe] them He destined also before-
hand. To what? auuudpd. Tis elx. 7. vi adr.: to e conformed
to the vmaye of His Son, t.c. to be such as should present the
smage of His Son @i ther conforination. From the following eis
70 etvar k..M 1t is plain that Paul here means the same which
in ver. 23 he has designated as viofeoiay, Ty dmoliTpwow Tob
coparos fpdv, consequently the ¢lory to which God has pre-
destined them, the state of the péxhovoa Sofa (ver. 18), so far
as this shall be the same (even in respect of the glovified body,
Phil. il 21, 1 Cor. xv. 49) as that which the exalted Christ
has. Comp. 2 Cor. iii. 18, 1 John iii. 2. The fellowship in
suffering (Calvin, Grotius, Calovius, and others) is here remote.
What Paul has in view must e the same as he denotes in
ver. 30 by é86€ace, consequently the conformitas gloricee.  This
very thought of the entire glorious appearance, which he means,
has suggested the vivid expression ovuudpe. T. elrovos ; where-
fore we are not, with Chrysostom (8mep yap o povoyevns 7w
Ploet, TobTo kail avTol yeyovaa kata ydow), Theophylact, Bengel,
and others, to refer it to the present viofeoia.  Theodoret has
the right view. The conformity of the ¢nmcr being is not
conveyed in the expression (IHlofmann understands it as 4n-
cluded), but is the moral presupposition of the glory neant. —
otppoppos (Lucian, Amor. 39), in Phil. iii. 21 with the dative,
Lere with the genitive. See Bernhardy, p. 171; Kiihner, 1I. 1,
p- 295. — eis 7o eivar x.7.A.] Not an inferential clause (see on
i. 20), but—as the very notion of 7powp. cmbraces the pur-
pose—the final aim of mwpowp. oupudpp. xrh. Nor is the
main thought contained in év 7oA. adeld., as de Wette very
arbitrarily supposes; but, on the contrary, Paul contemplates
Chaist as the One, to whom the divine decree referred as fo its
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Jiaol avi. Christ was to fulfil His lofty commission not mercly
by standing in the relation of Iis glory to the Father as the
povoyevis, but by being the First-born cmong ey brethren, ir.
among many who through Him, the essentiol and primordial
Son of God, should, as edopted viol Ocod, and consequently in
so far as Uis brcthien, have attained to the same dofa of sharing
the possession of the dignity and privilege (Col. 1. 18) of the
First-born!  Comp. also Heb. i. 6, and Liinemann n loc. —
exdrece] Like sAprals in ver. 28, Tor those who despised the
invitation to salvation conveyed to them through the preachers
of the gospel did not belong to the called, whom God wpoéyve
and wpowpige ; the following TovTous &. €dik. also presupposes
that the calling has been attended with the result of the
vrakon wigTews. Comp. on ver. 28.  Hence the divine saving
erace is to be conceived as working by means of the word on
those who hecome called, namely, in opening and preparing the
heart for the reception of the word,* Acts xvi. 14; PThil i
6, 29; John vi. 44. God has fore-known those who would
not oppose to His gracious calling the resistance of unbelief,
but would follow its drawing; thereafter He has fore-ordaine!.
them to eternal salvation ; and wlhen the time had come for the
exccution of Iis saving counsel, has called them, cte. (ver. S0).
With the s\ijois begins the excention of the wpoopiouss in
accordance with the Wpé*yuwo’ls‘; and the svfyjeets concerned are,
in contrast to the multitude standing outside of this divine
process of salvation, the éxkexrol (ver. 53). — edwaiwaev] Jus-
tifieation is consequently the sole ground of the glorifying :
sanctilication is added to 4t, n ovder that the justiied may
attain that goal in the way that God desires. — édoface] Jus-
tification, as a divine aet of imputation, is really (not merely
ideally or in prineiple, in opposition to Lipsius, Liccklfert.
p. 48 £) aecomplished ; but the glorification Tulls to the fulv,er
(ver. 21, v. 2, and constantly in N. T.; eomp. also 1 Cor. ii. 7,
Tom. ix. 23).  Notwithstanding, the corist neither stands for
the futire nor for the present (in opposition to Wollner; see
! Comp. Philippi, Glawbensl. 11. p. 214, ed. 2.

* Comp, Lathardt, v freien Willen, p. 427 ; Julius Miller, doyma?. Abkan 1.
e 264 1k
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Herm. ad Viger. p. 746); nor does it express anywhere in the
N. T. a habit, as Flatt thinks—against which view, in the pre-
sent instance, the analogy of the preceding aorists is decisive ;
but it represents the de fuclo certainly future glorification as
so necessary and certain, that it appears as if alrcady given and
completed with the édikaiwaer. “ Whowm He has justified, them
He has—viewing the relation from its final atm—therewith also
glorificd.”  See Hern. ad Viger. p. 747 ; Kiihner, IL 1, p. 142.
In order thus to place the glorification on the same platform
of certainty with the mpoéyvw, mpowpiae, éxileae, and édix.,
Pawl selected the proleptic aorist.  On the other hand, the
triumphant flow of the great chain of thought and the tho-
roughly Pauline boldness of expression (comp. on ISph. ii. 5)
are misapprehended, if the act be regarded as accomplished
only 1n the decree of God (Grotius, Reiche, and Umbreit) ; or if
the expression be referred to the glory of God possessed “ «t
Jirst only tnawvardly and seeretly” (Hofmann), or to “ repute with
God " (Miircker), or to the bestowal of grace and viofesia here
below (Chrysostom and his followers, Ambrosiaster, Pelagius,
and Erasmus), to which also van Ilengel adheres, appealing
to John xii. 28.

Vv. 31-39. Inference from vv. 29, 30. So, then, the
Christian has to fear nothing that wight be detrimental to his
salvation; but on the conlrary he 4s, with the love of God in
Chvist, assured of that salvation.—This whole passage is (observe
the logical relation of 67¢ in ver. 29, and odw in ver. 31) a
commentary on ver. 28. And what a commentary! “ Quid
unguam Cicero dixit grandiloquentius ?” Erasmus on ver. 35.
Comp. Augustine, de doctr. Chr. iv. 20. A sublime &yxos Tijs
Aebews (Avist. Bhet. 1ii. G) pervades the whole, even as respects
form.

Ver. 31. What shall we ther¢fore say (infer thence) wilh
respeet to thesc things (vv. 29, 30) 2 — el o Oeos «.T.A.] Here-
with begins a stream of triumphant questions and answers (on
to ver. 37) which contains what we say. — The o Oeos vmép
Auowv briefly sums up the divine guardianship according to
the tenor of vv. 29, 30. — 1is «ald’ %Hudv ;] a question not
of challenge (Hofmann), with which the following does not

ROM. 1L G
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accord, but of the sure, already triumphant certainty that all
hostile power must be wisuecessful and harless for us. On
ewae rate Twvos, comp. Eeclus. vio 125 Wisd.iv, 6; Dlut. Ve
21; and on the coutrast of vmwep and xard, 2 Cor. xiii. 8.
Ver. 32. The easwer to the foregoing question,' likewise
interrogative, but with all the more confidence.—oarye] quippr
qut, e, who <adecd, brings into promiacnce ceusally the sub-
jeet of what s to be said of him by més w7, (sce Baemnlein,
DPurdile. p. 57 1 ; Bornemann, ad Xen. Symp. iv. 15; Maetzn.
ad Lycurg. p. 228).  This cansal clause is with great emphasis
pr¢fired to the wds «.7h, of which it serves as the ground (the
converse occurs cg. in XNen. Mon. iv. 4. 14 ; Aristoph. Ran.
739). — 7ob Siov] full of significance, for the more forcible
delineation of the display of love. A contrast, Lowever, to
the wviovs Berovs (Theoplylact, Pareus, Wetstcin, Tholuck,
Olshausen, DBawmgarten-Crusius, I'ritzsche, Thilippi) is not
implied in the text. Comp., rather, viii. 3: Tov éavrod vioy. —
ovk €deicaro] Comp. xi. 21; 2 Cor. xiil. 2; 2 Pet. ii. 4, 5;
frequent also in classic authors. < Deus paterno suo amori
quasi vint adhibuit,” Bengel.  The prevalence of the expres-
sion, as also the fact that Paul has notl writlen Tob viol 7ob
ayamyrol, makes the assumption of an allusion to Gen. xxit.
12 secin not sufliciently well founded (Philippi, Hofinunn, and
many older comuientators). The juxtaposition of the negative
and positive phrascs, odx éd., aAN ... wapéd., enhances the
significance of the act of love. On mapédwrer (unto death),
comp. iv. 25, ovv avre: wilth Ilim wwho, yicen vy for us, has
by Grod’s grace alrcady become ours. Thus everything else
stands to this highest gift of grace in the relation of concomi-
trnt aceessory yift. — wés ovyi xai] how is it possible that Il
shocld aol wlso with In, cte.? The xai helongs, not to was
ovy( (Philippi), but to eow avr@; comp. iii. 29 ; 1 Cor. ix. 8:
L Thess. i 19, The inference is « wjuid od wines. * Minus

1 That uestion no longer required a eorroboration (Ilofmann) alter ver, 28 I
Besides, Paul would have expressed this meaning by ydp.  Regarding the fre-
quent use of i to introduce the answer in classical Greek, see Klotz, ad Devar.
p- 292 f. ; Ellendt, Lex, Sopk. I p. 347 ; Bacamlein, Partik. p. 62; Kiilmer,
L. 2, p. 794
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est enim vobis omnia cum illo donare, quam illum nostri
causa morti tradere,” Ambrosiaster. Comp. Chrysostom. —
ta wavra] the whole, of what He has to bestow in accordance
with the aim of the swrender of Jesus; that is, not “ ke
untverse of things” (Hofmann), the wAnpovopia of the world,
whicl: is here quite foreign, but, in harmony with the context,
vv. 26-30: the collective saving blessings of His love shown
to us in Christ. This certainty of the divine relation toward
us, expressed by was e.1.\., excludes the possibility of success
on the part of human adversaries.

Ver. 33 {f. It is impossible that this otv avrd Td wavra
Wuiv yapioerar should be frustrated, either on the side of God,
with whom no accusation of His elect can have the result of
their condemnation (ver. 33, down to xkaraxpivev in ver. 34),
or on that of Charist, whose death, resurrection, cte., afford the
guarantee that nothing can separate us from His love (ver. 34,
Xpeoros o amobavar, on to ver. 36). In the analysis of this
swelling effusion we must return to the method for which
Origen, Chrysostom, Theodoret, and other TFathers paved the
way, and which Erasmus followed : namely, that to the gucstion
Tis éyxd\éoer kT the answer is: Ocads o Sikatdy: Tis 0 xaTa-
wpivwy ; and then follows, moulded in similar formt to that
answer, the expression, passing over from God to Christ, Xpioros
... NRAY Tl Ypds ywpiger kT ; so that after Swaidv, and
also after dmép sudw, only a colon is to be inserted. Who
shall raisc accusation against the clect of God? Answer, in a
boldly triumphant counter-question,—@od s the justificr, who
the condemner 2 (there is consequently no one there to con-
demn, and every accusation is without result! Comp. Isa. 1 8.)
And as regards Christ: Christ is He that has dicd, yee rather
also has viscn again, who also 1s at the right hand of God, who
also entereedes for us: who shall scparatc us from the love of
Christ? This view (followed also by van Hengel, but by
Hofmann only with respect to the first portion as far as xara-
kplvwy), though abandoned by nearly all modern expositors,!

1 The difliculty started by Philippi, that corresponding to the =is iyzaa. xers
ixzA. Ocou in ver. 33, there is introduced, with the =is 4z, ywp. x.7.2. of ver. 35,
a question {or which nothing prepares the way, and which is not answered in the
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is corroborated Ly its entire accordance with the sense, by the
harmony of the soaring rhetoical form, and by its freedom
from those insuperable difliculties which beset the modes of
division that differ from it. Of the latter, two in particnlar
fall to be comsidered. 1. Luther, Castalio, Deza, Calvin,
Grotius, Wolf, and many others, including Ammon, Tholuek,
Flatt, Fritzsche, Philippi, Reithmayr, and Lwald, take Oeos o
Swear@v as allinmative answer to Tis éyxahéoer .7\ ; then 745
0 kataxpivwr as o new question, and as the aflirmative answer
thereto: Xpioros o amofavow xr.\., thus: Who shall wccuse,
cte.? God is thejustifier (consequently no accnser shall suceeed).
Who 1s the condemncr 2 Christ s He that has dicd, ete. (so
that He cannot, therefore, condemm us in judgment). Dut
against this view it may be urged, (v) that Oeos o Suxardr and
T{s 0 kaTaxkpwov are, as regards both substance (Swardv and
wataxpw.) and form (Paul has not written 7is xaraxpwel to
correspond with 7is éyxahécer), correlative, and therefore may
not, without arbitrariness, be separated; (b) that in ver. 34
Clrist is not at all described as a judge, which would be in
keeping with the o xaraxpwdv, but, on the contrary, as re-
deemer and intercessor; (¢) that, if Tis éyxakéoer is at once
disposed of bLy @eos o Swardy, it must be already quite
self-evident that there can be no xaraxpivwr, and conse-
quently 7is o xavax.,, as a new question, would be something
superfluous and out of keeping with so compressed an utbter-
ance of cwmotion; () and, finally, that in the entire context
there 1s no mention of the last judgment. 2. The theory, that
came into vogue afler Augustine, doctr. Chr. 1. 3, and Am-
brosiaster (adopted in modern tines by Koppe, Ieiche, Kollner,
Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, and Maier, also by
Griesbach and Lachmenn; Tholuck is undecided), consists in
supplying éyxarécer with @cos o Strardy, and taking it as o
Sforrqoing ver. 34—1is incorrect in itself, since tlic answer to this question is cer-
tainly yielded by ver. 34 ; and it wistakes, morcover, the truly lyric character
of the magnificent passage. Tholuck’s ohjections, as also those of Hofmamn,
regarding the sccond half (from Xperis & dmedavdy onwards), are quite unim-
portant. The latter lays particular stress on the fact that Paul has not added

omip npior to dwelavey. As if that purpose of the dmed. were not perfectly sell-
evident, especially amidst such a vehement flight of the discourse!
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question, and dealing in a corresponding manner with Xpioros

. gpav also: Who shall accusc?  Shall God do so, who jis-
tifies?  Who shall condemn? Shall Christ do so, who has
dicd, etc.? DBut against this view it suffices to wrge the deci-
sive reason, that to conceive of God as accuscr (before Christ)
is destitute of scriptural analogy, and could not at all have
occurred to the apostle. Holmann takes Xpioros . . . évruyy.
Umép Nu. as a question with two disstmilar vclative adjuncts, of
which the first declares how it was possible, after the question
7(s 0 xataxp., to subjoin the further question, whether it might
not be feared with regard to Christ that He should condemn
where God acquits; while the second shows the impossibility
of such a fear. Dut this artificial interpretation, in connection
with which the first and second xai (sec the critical remarks)
are condemned as not genuine and this condemnation is acutely
turned to account, fails, so far as the substance is concerned,
on the very ground that the thought of its being possible per-
haps for Christ to condemn where God acquits would be an
absurd idea, which could not oceur to a Christian conscious-
ness ; and, so far as form is concerned, on the ground that the
second relative clause is annexed to the first with entire simi-
larity, and therefore does not warrant our explaining it, as if
Taul, instead of s xai évr., should have written aAla xai évr.
—In detail, observe further: The designation of Christians in
ver. 33 as éwkextoi Ocob is sclected as having a special bearing
on the matter, and renders palpable at once the fruitlessness of
every éyrxhnos ; while Oeos coming immediately after Geod has
rhetorical emphasis.—kara éxh. Oeaii] i.c. against those whom
God has chosen® out of the xdopos (John xvii. 6) to be mem-
bers of His Messianic peculiar people to be made blessed for
Christ’s sake, according to His eternal decree (Eph. i. 4);
comp. on ver. 30. This is the Christian conception (comp.
1 Pet. ii. 9) of the Old Testament éwhexr. (Ps. cv. 43, cvi. 5
Isa. xlii. 1, Ixv. 95 Wisd. iii. 9,al). The elect constitute the
Israel of God, Gal. vi. 16. Regarding the genitive @eod (éx\.
is used quite as a substantive; comp. Col. iii. 12 ; Matt. xxiv.

1 Against Hofmann, who (Schriftbew. 1. p. 223 f.) calls in question the refer-
ence to others, non-clect, sce on Eph. i. 4.
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31 al.), see Fritzsche, Diss. 11, p. 31; Plluck, «d Eur. Hee.
1135. The abscice of the article (comp. ver. 27) in the
case of éxh. @eob brings out the qualily of the persons.—The
predicates of Clrist in ver. 34—under which His dealh is to
be conceived as an atoning death, Ilis »ising again as having
taken place &ia Ty Sikalwow uav (iv. 23), and His being at
the #ight hand of God as personal participation in the govern-
ment of the world (Eph. i 20, Col. iii. 1, al.; comp. also
Dissen, ad Pindar. Fragm. xi. 9) in the heavenly dwelling-place
of the Father’s glory (see on Matt. vi. 6)—exclude the possi-
bility of any one separating us from the love of Christ. TFor,
as regards His past, He has proved by His dcatl the abundance
of His love (v. 6 f.; Eph. iii. 18 f), and this demonstration of
His love has been divinely confirmed by His resurrection ; and
as regards His present, through IHis sitiing at the right hand of
God He possesses the power to do for His own whatever His
love desires, and throngh His <nicrecssion He procures for
them every protection and operation of grace from the Father
(Heb. vii. 25, ix. 24; 1 Joln ii. 1). Dut this intercession
(comp. ver. 26 f) is the continnous bringing to beer of His
work of atonement, completed by Ilis ixacmijpioy, on the part
of Christ in His glory with the IFather; which we are to con-
ceive of as real and—in virtue of the glorified corporeity of the
exalted Christ, as also in virtue of the subordination in which
He even as odvfpovos stands to the Father—as scquest pro-
perly so called (évrevéis) through which the “continwus quasi
cigor ” (Gerhard) of redemption takes place.  Comp. John xiv.
16. There has been much dozmatic aund philosophical ex-
plaining away of this passage on the part of systemalists amd
exeoetes.  Some apt observations are to be found in Diister-
dieck on 1 John ii. 1, who nevertheless, without assigning his
exegetical grounds, calls in question that the intercession is
cocalis ¢t oralis.  As such, however, it must be conceived,
hecause it is made by the glorificd God-man; theugh the more
special mode in which it takes place is withdrawn from the
cognizance of our ecarthly apprehension.  Comp. Philippi,
Glanbensl. IV. 2, p. 336, cd. 2. — paXov 3¢ is the dmo coro,
sl potivs, by whicly the speaker amends his slateinent (see
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on Gal. iv. 9); for what would Christ’s having died have heen
of itself ? how could it have been to usthe bond and the secu-
rity of His love against all distresses, etc., ver. 35 f, if the
divine resurrcction had not been added to it? Paul therefore
appends to the bare amofavwy, by way of correction: émo vero
ctiam resuscilalus, in which the xai, also, signifies: non solwm
mortuus, scd cticm resusc. ; comp. Eph. v. 11. It is thus clear
that (contrary to Hofmann’s view) this xai was quite essential
and indispensable ; for it was not the dmofavdy itself, but its
having been mentioned «fonc and without the wesurrcction
belonging to it, that needed correction. It is, moreover, seli-
evident that all this application of the corrective expression is
liere merely of a jformal nature, serving to bring into marked
prominence the two clements in their important correlation, —
The 9 «ai occurring twice has a certain solemnity. — Ver. 35.
7is] Paul puts the question by 7is, not 7/, in conformity with
the parallel 7is o karaxpivwr. The circumstance that he sub-
sequently specifies states and things, not persons—which, how-
ever, naturally suggest themselves to the conception of the
reader—cannot lead any one astray, least of all in such a beld
flight of rhetoric. — dmwo Tiis dydm. 1. XpioTod] Most expositors
take Tov X. (comp. Eph. iil. 19) as genitive of the subject, and
+ightly, becanse this view was already prepared for by ver. 34
(in which the great acts of Christ’s love toward us are speci-
fied), and is confirmed by ver. 37 (8ia Tob dyarm. Huds), and
by ver. 39, where the dydmn 7o Oeot 7 év XptoTe comes in
the place of the dydmy 7ot X. This excludes the interpreta-
tion of others, who understand it of the love to Chaist (Origen,
Ambrosiaster, Erasmus, Majus, Heumann, Morus, Kollner, and
Ewald). Kollner's objections to our view do not touch its {rue
sense, since the point in (uestion is not a possible interruption
of the love of Christ to us, nor yet the hindering of our
access to it (Philippi), but a possible scparation from the love
of Clrist (that Iiclps to victory, ver. 37) through hindrances in-
tferrening between 1t and ws, which might nullify s manifesiation
and operation wpon us and might thus dissolve our real fellow:-
ship with 4} It was therefore very unwarranted in de Wette

I The tribulations, etc., are, forsooth, not something which might form a wall
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(comp. Calvin, Iiickert, and Tholuck) to eonvert, in aceord-
ance with v. 5, the lave of Clrist into “ the joyful feding of
being loved by Christ,” which ver. 37 does not permit, where
mauifestly the «id of the exalted Christ, who has loved us
(comp. Matt. xxviii. 20; Thil iv. 13), is meant.

Ver. 36. The marks of parenthesis are to be expunged, he-
cause the construction is unbroken, and dAN' év rodT. waow in
ver, 37 refers to ver. 35 and ver. 36.  On the accumulation of
designations that follows, comp. 2 Cor. vi. 4 f; and on the
so frequently repeated 3f, NXen. Mem. 1. 1. 7, Soph. 0. €. 251.

v way of seriptural proof for tlie most extreme clement men-
tioned, for 7 payaipa, Paul quotes a passage, in accordance
with which even the slaying sword has here its place already
prophetically indicated beforehand. In Ds. xliv. 23 (quoted
exactly from the LXX.), where the historical meaning refers to
the daily massacres of Jews in the time of the I’salmist (in an
age after the exile, but not so late as the Maeceabean), he re-
coguises a tyvpe of the analogous fate awaiting the Christian
people of God, as their sacred-historic destiny. KataAdnhos
Tols wpoxeévols 7 paprupias €k mpocwrov yap vdpiw elpyrat
Tov abrov éoynkoTeyr aromov, Theodoret.  Therein lies the jus-
tification of this typical view. Dut since our passage specially
mentions only the delngy put to death and the sleying, we have
no right to make the reference which Paul gives to them
extend, with Hofinann, to the ¢reatment in grueral which the
Christians should have to cxperience, instead of leaving it
limited to pdyatpa.—o7e] for. A part of the quotation, withont
relevant reference to the eonneetion in our pascage. — €vexey
aod] There is no reason whatever for departing, with Kallner
(comp. ofann), from the reference of the original text to
Gud, and referring god to Chiist. For, in the fivst place, the
probative point of the quotation does not lie in érexer go (hul
in favar. and é\oy. @5 wpoB. od.); and in the sceond place,

of scparation Detween us and the love of Christ, such as they might produce
perhaps in human fellowship—so that the allection of any one should be unable
to reach us or act wpon us. Philippi introduces a foreign clement, when he
holds that the tribulations might seem to us signs ol the divine wrath, and thus
mislead us into walelicf in the existence of the divine love.
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the very massacres of the Christians took place on account of
God, because they continued faithful to Hém in Christ, while
the denial of Christ would have been a denial of God, who had
sent Him. Hence martyrdom was regarded as a &ofdlew
favdre Tov Ocov (John xxi. 19). — 6y T 7p.] Not quotidic
(Castalio, Grotius, and Glockler) ; Paul follows the LXX., who
thus translate Di’ﬂ's‘-j. It means: the wiole day (comp. x. 21 ;
Isa. Ixii. 6; Ex. x. 13; 1 Sam. xix. 24; 1 Mace. v. 50) are
we murdered, so that at every time of the day murder is com-
mitted upon us (now on this one, now on that one of us); it
ceases not the livelong day. And this is the consequence
of the fact, that we have becin connted (aorist) as sheep for the
slaughicr, reckoned like sheep destined for slaughter.

Ver. 37. But in all this—namecly, what is specified in vers.
35 and 36—a1we conquer, etc.  This dAa does not break off an
incomplete sentence (Iofmann), but is rather the simple anti-
thetic af, dnt, whatever suflerings and dangers may await us.
— Umepuer.] We gain a viclory that is more than victory; we
are over-victorious. Luther well renders: “we overcome for.”
Comp. v. 20. It does not involve more than this; neither the
castness of the victory (Chrysostom, Theophylact), nor the “in
cricce ctiam gloviamur” (Beza), which is rather the consequence
of this victory; for a sublime testimony to the latter, sce
2 Cor. iv. 8§-11. In the ancient Greek dmepwik. is not extont,
but it occurs in Socr. H. E. iii. 21, Leo Tact. xiv. 25, although
in a derogatory sense (vikav pev ka\éy, vmepyikav 8¢ émidhfovov),
Nevertheless tlere is contained in our passage also a holy
arrogance of victory, not selfish, but in the consciousness of the
might of Christ. — &ta Tod ayam. sjuas] He who hath loved us
is the procurer of this our victory, helps us to it by His power.
Comp. esp. 2 Cor. xil. 9. That it is not God (Chrysostom,
Estius, Grotius, Bengel, and others, including Reiche, Kollner,

Ishausen, and van Hengel) that is meant, but Choisé (Riickert,
de Wette, Philippi, Tholuck, Ewald, and Hofmanu), follows,
not indeed from Thil. iv. 13, but from the necessary reference
to 7is fp. yep. dmo 7. dy. 7. X. in ver. 35; for ver. 37 con-
tains the opposite of the separation from the love of Christ. —
ayamna.] denotes the act of love xar’ éfoysw, which Chuist
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accomplished by the sacrifice of His life.  This reference was
self-evident to the consciousness of the readers.  Comp. v. 6
Gal. ii. 20; Eph. v. 2, 25.

Vv, 38, 34. Paul now confirms what he had said in ver. 37
by the enthusiastic declaration of his conviction that no power,
in whatever shape it 1nay exist or be conceived of, ete.  For
the singular wémeiopar there is as little necessity for secking
a special reason (Hofmann, eg., thinks that Paul wished to
justily the confidenee, with awhich he had cepressed ver. 37) as in
the case of Aoyilopae in ver. 18, especially as ver. 37 contains
only the simple assertion of a state of fact, and not a kow of
that assertion. — The following expressions (fuvaros x.7.\.) are
to be left in the generality of their sense, which is, partly in
itself and partly through the connection, beyond donbt; every
arbitrary limitation is purely opposed to the purpose of declaring
ceerything—everything possible—incapable of separating the
believers {from the love of God in Christ. Hence : oiire 8uvatos
obre {wr: acither dewth mor fife, as the two most general
states, in which man can be.  We may die or live: we remain
in the love of God. The mention of death first was occasioned
very naturally by ver. 36. It is otherwisec in 1 Cor. iii. 22,
Grotius (following Chrysostom and Jevome, ad Aylas 9)
imports the idea: “meius mortis; spes vitae,” which Philippi
also regards as a “correct paraphrase of the sense.” — obre
ayyeror ovre dpyal] Neither angels (generally) nor (angelic)
powers (in particular).  dyy. is, with Chrysostom, Theophylact,
Beza, Tholuck, Philippi, Iritzsche, Iolmann, and others, to be
understood of good angels, hecause the wicked are wcrer termed
dyyedoe without some defining adjunct (Matt. xxv. 41; 2 Cor.
xii. 75 2 Pet. di. 45 comp. Jude, 6).  The objection repeated by
Leiche (who, with Clemens Alexandrinug, Toletus, Grotius,
Fstius, and others, wnderstands it of wicked augels), that an
atteinpt on the part of the good angels to separate Christians
[rom God is inconceivable, does not hold, since, according to
Gal. 1. &, the ease ol such an attenpt falling within the sphere
of possibility could certainly he—mnot beliceed, but—rconrciced
ex hypothesi by Paul. Theopliylact already aptly savs: oby
ws TV dyyéwv dpioTovtev Tovs dwlpomovs awo XptoTob,
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A\W\a xal vmibeciw Tov Moyov Tbels.  Against the view that
dyy. denotes good and wicked angels (Wolf, Dengel, Koppe,
aud van Hengel), the linguistic usage is likewise decisive,
since according to it the absolute dsyy. signifies nothing else
than simply good angels. Comp. on 1 Cor. iv. 9. — dpya(]
obtains, through its connection with dyy., its definite reference
to particular powers in the category of angels—those dnvested
with power in the angelic world, Paul recognises a diversity’
of rank and power in the angelic hierarchy (of the good and
the wicked), and finds occasion, especially in his later epistles,
to mention it (Col.i. 16; Eph. i. 21; 1 Cor. xv. 24; Eph.
vi. 12; Col. 1i. 15); without, however (comp. on Eph. i. 21),
betraying any participation in the fluctuating definitions of the
later Jews. See, respecting these definitions, Bartolocei, Bibl.
rabb. I. p. 267 f.; Eisenmenger, entdeckics Judenthum, I1. p.
370 ff. Olearius, Wetstein, Loesner, Morus, Rosenmiiller,
Flatt, and Weiss, 00l Theol. p. 460, refer apy. to luman
vuling powers ; van Hengel to  principatus quoslebet.” Against
these its connection with dyvy. is decisive, because no contrast
is suggested of non-angelic powers. Just as little, because
without any trace in the text, are we to understand with Hof-
maun the dpyai, in contrast to the good God-serving ayyehot,
as spirits “that i sclf-will ceercise @ dominion, with whicl they
do not live to the service of God” t.c. as cvil spirits. — obre
évecTaTa obre péMhovra) ncither that which has sct in nor that
which is futwrc. Comp. 1 Cor. iii. 22. Quite general, and
not to be limited to sufferings (Vatablus, Grotius, Flatt, and
others). éveor., however, does not absolutely coincide with the
idea things presend (as it is usually taken), which is in itself
linguistically possible, but is never the case in the N. T. (see
on Gal. 1. 4); but it denotes rather what 4s in the act of having
sct 4n, has already begun (and weAA. that, the emergence of
which is still future). So, according to Gal i. 4; 1 Cor. iii
22, vil. 26; 2 Thess. ii. 2. Apily rvendered by the Vulgate:
“gnstantie.” Comp. Lueretius, i. 461: “quae res ¢nsict, quid
porro deinde sequatur.” — obre Svvapers] nor powcers; to be left

1 In opposition to Hofmann, who without any reason denies this (Schriftbew.
1. 347). Sce Halm, T'heol. N. 1" 1. 2821I. ; Philippi, Glaubensl. 11, 307 f1., ed. 2.
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in its utmost generality, personal and impersonal (Hofmann
arbitrarily limiting it to the latter). The common interpreta-
tion, angelic powers, would be correct, if its pesition after apyac
were right; but see the erit. remarks.  The incongrnity of the
apparent 2solation of this link vanishes on ohserving that Paul,
in his enumeration, twice arranges the elements < pairs
(Odvatoc . . . dpyar), and then twice again 7n threes (viz. obre
dveaT. olre péd\. otire Suvap., and olte infrwpa otire Bdbos otite
7is wrioes érépa), and the latter indeed in such a way, that to
the two that stand contrasted he adds a third of a general
character. — oUte Uropa olre Babos) ncither height nor depth;
likewise without any alteration or limitation of the quite
general sense of the words. No dimension of space can sepa-
rate us, ete.  Arbitrary definitions are given: Zeaven and hell
or the ncther world (Theodoret, Bengel, Wetstein, Michaelis,
Klee, Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald, and Hofmann) ; Aeaven and
carth (Fritzsche; comp. Theophylact, Morus, and TIlatt); fhe
height of bliss and the depth of miscry (Ioppe) ; spes honorviy
and snctus ignominiae (Grotius, Rosenmiiller) ; sapicatic hacre-
ticorum and cominuncs vuly errores (Melancthon); neque «lfi-
tudo, ¢z qua quis minarelur praceipitivin, neque profundum, i
quo aliguis minarctur demersionem (Thomas Aquinas, Anselm,
Lstius). — olre Tis #riogws érépal nor any other created thing
ackatever, covers all not yet cnbraced in the foresoing clements ;
and thus the idea of “wnothing in the world in the shape of o
creature” s fully exhausted.  The attempt to hring the collee-
tive clements named in their consecutive order under definite
logleal categories leads to artilicialities of exposition, which
ought not to be applied to such enthusiastic outbursts of the
moment. —Instead of s ay. Tob Xpiarov (ver. 35), Taul now
says, Tjs ay. Tob Oeodi tijs év X. I, not thevehy expressing sotne-
thing dilferent, but characterizing the love of Christ (toward us)
as the love of God which is in Christ Jesus,  The love of Cliist,
naniely, is nothing else than the love of God Iimscll, which hes
s seat and place of operetion in Christ.  God is the original
fountain, Christ the constant orean and mediating channel of
onc and the same love ; so that in Chist is the love of God, and
the love ol Cliistis the love of God @n Christ.  Comp. v. G, S,
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CHAPTER IX.

Ver. 3. The verbal order dvddspme eiver airis évd (recommended
by Griesb, adopted by Lachim. and Tisch.) receives prepon-
derant attestation from A B D E I' G, min,, vss,, and Fathers ; as
also from &, reawding eiver before avdd.  Iirroneously attached to
#hyipny, avris iyd hecame placed before dvdd. (L) —Ver 4. ai
ddzized] B D LG, nin, Vulg, with several Iathers, read
7 diebgnn, which Lachm. has adopted.  Au alteration, because
the plural was understood of the Old and New Test. (Gal. iv. 24),
aud yet the latter coudd not be considered as a privilege of the
Jews.— Ver. 11, zaxev] Lachm. and Tisch. read gadnor, according
to AD®, min, Or. Cyr. Damase.  Rightly; the wmore usnal
opposite of ayudis easily intruded. — Ver. 15. The orvder -g
Maiael vap is decidedly to be received, with Lachin. and Tisch.,
following BD EF¥ G & The Llecepta 7. . M. 1¢ a mechanical
alteration. — Ver. 16. éeobroz] AD*D EIF G 1'%, 39, read
sredwroe; so Lachm. and Tisch.  DBut since in no other passage
ol the N. T. is ¢neda, the form belonging to the zens (see L7ym.
M. 327, 30), to be found; and m ver. 18 only D* I G have
éner instead of e (and yet in both places Paul doubtless
used one form) ; it is most probable that © instead of 0T was
merely an early copyist’'s crror, which, as the form -aw was
actually in existence, became diflused, and also induced in some
Codd. the alteration énse in ver. 18 (so Tisch. 7).— Ver. 27.
rordrappe] A D N* Bus, read dméideappe; so Lachm. and Tisch.
Rightly ; see LXX. Isa. x. 22. — Ver. 28. & dixametvn, b 2iyoy
awrerpmmivor] 18 wanting in A B 8%, 23% 47% 67*®, Syr. Acth. Erp.
Copt. Lus. Damase. Aug. It cerlainly bears the suspicion ol being
an addition from the LXX.; but its deletion, which Lachm.
and Tisch. 8 have carried out, is precluded by the case with
which it was possible for transcribers to turn {rom euvrémicw at
once to swrerpnuive. — Ver. 31, The second dimasostvgs is wanting
in ABDEG®, 47, 67**, 140, Copt. It. Or. and several
Fathers, and is marked with an obelus in I&. Omitted by
Lachm. and Tiscl. 8. DBut the omission adwmits ol no sense
accordant with the context. See the excg. notes. The weight
of the omitting codd. is mucl diminished by the counter-
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testimony ol ancient vss. (including Syr. and Vulg.) and of most
Greek Iathers. The omission itsell might casily, from the
frequent recurrence ol the word in vv. 30, 31, occur throuch
a Lhomocoteleuton, which led, in the first instance, to the dis-
appearance of the words sz wim. drzamsbigz (they are still absent
(rom 2 min.), followed by their incomplete restoration. — Ve
52 siney] Wanting in A B T G 8%, win., Copt. Vulz., and several
TFathers. Rightly deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. A delining
addition.— The ydp alter aposizebay, which is wanting in
ADD* I (rx® 47*, Copt. It. Vule. ms, Goth. Ambr. Iuf, Dam.
(and is omifted by Lachm. and Tisch. 8), is simply a connective
insertion. — Ver. 33. =&:] has preponderant evidence azainst
1t, and must, with Lachin. and Ticcl., be struck out.  An addi-
tion from x. 11, where it stands in all the witnesses.

Chap. ix.—xi! On the aon-partivipation hithcrto of the
grealer parl of the Jors 4n the Christion plan of salvation ;
aud specially («) the lumealation over this (ix. 1-5); (b)) the
Theodice on its account (ix. 6-29); (¢) the fuwit thereof,
which rests upon the Jews themselves (ix. 30~33 and x. 1-21);
() the consolotivn in reference to this (xi. 1-32), with final
qiviag glory to God (xi. 33-36). Taul conld not do otherwise,
he aust still scttle this great problem ; this is inevitably de-
manded by all that had gone before.  For il the whole pre-
vious treatise had as its result, that only belicvers were the
recipients of the promised salvation, and if nevertheless the
Messianic promise and destination to salvation had their refer-
ence in the lirst place (comp. 1. 16) to the Tsraclites, concerning
whon, however, experience showed that they were for the

10n this section, sec NGsselt in his Opusc. 1. p. 141 {f.; Beck, Vers. e
pucwinalisch hermencutischen Enovickd. d. ncunten Kap., cle., Stuttg. 18335
Steudel in the Z'ub. Zeitschr. 1836, 1. p. 1 if.; Baur, b. 1II. p. 59 . ; Hau-
stedt in Pelt’'s Mitarbeiten, 1838, 3; Meyer, ib. ; MHofmann, Schriftbew. I.
- 210 1L Krunmacher, Dogma von dor Guademwak!, Duish. 1856, p. 142 1L
(though 1ess for the purpose of striet scientific exegexis): Weiss, Pridetinotions-
lelive d. Ap. P. in the Jahrb. f. Dewtsche 1'heol. 1857, p. 54 f.; Lamping,
Pauli de pracdest. decreta, Leovard. 1858, p. 127 fI.; Beysehlag, d. Paulin.
Theodicee Rom. ix.-xi., 1868; also Th. Schott and Mangold.—According to
Weisse’s criticism, based on style, the whole section, chap. ix.—xi., would be an

interpolation; according to the view on which Baur proceeds (sec Introd. § 3),
the three chapters would be the chief portion of the whole cpistle.
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most part wunbelicving (comp. John i 11), this contradictory
relation thus furnished an cnigme, which Paul, with his warm
love for his people, could least of all evade, but in the solu-
tion of which he had on the contrary to employ all the bolduness
and depth of his clear insight into the divine plan of redemp-
tion (Eph. iii. 4 {£). The defence of the cficacy of Iis Gentile
apostleship (Th. Schott, and in another way Mangold and
Sabatier) is mnot the oljccé of the section—that object Paul
would have known how to meet directly—Dut such a defence
results indirectly from it, since we see from the section how
fully the apostle had recognised and comprehended his place
in connection with the divine plan of salvation. The problem
itsclf, the solution of which is now taken in hand by the
apostle, was sufficiently serious and momentous to be treated
with so much detail in this great and instructive letter to
the important mixed community of the world’s capital, which,
however, does not thereby appear to have been a Jewish-
Christian one.

Vv. 1-3.1] The new section is introduced without connec-
tion with the foregoing, but in a fervent outburst of Israelitish
patriotism, the more sorrowful by contrast with the blessed-
ness of the Christian previously extolled and so deeply expe-
rienced by the apostle himself. This sorrow might be deemned
incredible, after the joyous triumph which had just been
exhibited. Hence the extremely urgent asseveration with
which he begins: zruth I spea i Christ, that is, in my
fellowship with Christ; év X. is the clement, in whick his soul
moves. Just so Eph.iv. 17; 1 Thess. iv. 1; 2 Cor. ii. 17,
xii. 19. The explanation adopted by most of the older commen-
tators (especially Joh. Capellus, Clericus, Locke), and by Nésselt,
Koppe, Béhme, Tlatt, Reiche, Kolluer, and others, of év <n #hc
sense of adjuration,is a perfectly arbitrary departure both from
the manner of the apostle, who never swears by Christ, and
also from Greek usage, which would have required mpos with
the genitive (Kiihner, IL. 1, p. 448 ; Ellendt, Lez. Soph. IL
p. 647); and cannot at all be justified from Matt. v. 34,
LXX. Jer. v. 7, Dan. xii. 7, Rev. x. 6, because in these

1 On vv. 1-5, see Winzer, Progr. Lips. 1832,
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passages ouvbew cxpressly stands beside it.— od YrevSouar)
mpoTepov b€ StaBeBatotTar mepl WY wEANeL Névew: Gmep TOANOIS
¢fos motely, 6Tay pEANNWGL TL Néyew Tape TOLS TOANOL ATIITOV-
pevoy (comp. cy. Aets xxi. 21), xat Uvwép o0 opodpa éavrovs
elar wewewotes, Chrys. Compare 1 Tim. 1. 7. Conversely,
Lys. iv. 12 : revlerar . ovx a\yli) Néyet. — auppapt. por Tijs
auved. pov] ground assigned for the ob yrevd.: since with e
(agreeing with my express assurance) wy conscicice gyives {esti-
mony. Compare ii. 15, viii. 16.— év mvedu. ayip] is by no
means to be connected with Tis cwed. pov (Grotius and
several others, Scinler, Ammon, Vater: “conscientia a Spiritu
sancto gubernata’), because otherwise s would not he want-
ing ; but either with od yrevdouar (Cramer, Morus, Niosselt,
Koppe, Ltosemmiiller, I'latt, Winzer, Ileiche, Kollner, Fritzscle ;
of whom, however, only Winzer and Iritzsche take it not as
an oath, but as cquivalent to @s év mwvedpare dyip @), or—
which is the nearest and simplest—with owvupapr. (Beza,
DBohme, Tholuck, Riickert, de Wette, Maicr, Philippi, van
Hengel, 1lofmann, and others). Compare Matt. xxii. 43
Luke ii. 27 ; Mark xii. 36; 1 Cor. xii. 3. The testimony of
his conscienee, Iaul knows, is not apeast frow the mvebua that
fills him, but “ Spiritu sancto duce et moderatore” (DBeza), in
that wvedpa. And thus the negative o redd. reccives its
sacred guarantee through a concurrent testimony ot the con-
science év mvedpate dylp, as the positive diijf. Aéyw had
received it through év Xptere., This very appropriate syni-
metry dissuades us from joining cvppapt. por x1\. to aiijf.
Aéyw, so that o revd. would be only “(hrown in betieen™
(ofmanm). — é7¢ Aomy k.7.X] thal, ete. A comna only pre-
ceding.  Over what is this sorrow ?  Over the exclusion of a
great part of the Jews from the Messianic salvation.  With
tender forbearance Paul does not express this, but leaves it to
be gathered by the reader from what follows, in which e
immediately, by yap, ussigits the grorad for the greatness and
continuance ol his sorrow. — ybyouny] I would wish, namely,
if the purport of the wish could be realized to the advantage
of the Israclites. Comp. on Gal. iv. 20, where also no a@r is an-
nexed,  But van ITengel takes it of awisk which had actuadly
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arisen an the mind of Pawl amidst his continual sorrowfulness.
So also Hofmaon : the wish had entered his mind, though but
momentarily. DBut a thing so incapable of being fulfilled he
can scarce have actually wished ; he would only wish it, 7f it
were capable of being fulfilled ; thds is expressed by ndyouny,
and that without &v, as a definite assurance ; comp. on Acts
xxv. 22; Gal. iv. 20; Buttmann, ncwd. Gr. p. 187 ; Kiihner,
IL 1, p. 178. On the wish itself, comp. Ex. xxxii. 32.—
avdBepa] or, in the Attic form, avdOnua (Lobeck, ad Phryn.
pp- 249, 445, and Paralip. p. 391 {f), in Greek writers (also
Luke xxi. 5; 2 Mace. ii. 13, ¢f «l.) a votive offering, corresponds
frequently in the LXX. to the Hebrew 0, and means some-
thing devoted to God without redemption (Lev. xxvii. 28); then
—in so far as such a thing was devoted to the divine wr«th, and
destined to destruction (see Ewald, Alterth. p. 101 ft)—some-
thing abandonced to destruction; a curse-offering.  So in the
N.T. See Gal.i. 8,9, 1 Cor. xii. 3, xvi. 22, which passages
at the same time prove that the (later) special sense of bIn, as
denoting the Jewish curse of czeommanication, is not to be
here introduced. The destruction, to which Paul would fain
yield himself on behalf of his brethren, is not to be understood
of a violent death (Jerome, Limborch, Elsner, and others, also
Michaelis, Nosselt, Flatt), but, as dme 7. X. renders necessary,
of the cvcrlasting dmroheta. 1t has been objected that the wish
must thus be irrational (Michaelis: “a frantic prayer”); but
the standard of selfish reflection is not suited to the emotion
ot unmeasured devotedness and love out of which the apostle
speaks. Groundlessly, and contrary to Paul’s usage elsewhere,
Hofmann weakens the positive notion of the expression into
the negative one of thc being eacluded from Christ. This element
is implied in amo Tod X. as the specific accompanying relation
of the avdfeua. DBengel well remarks that the modulus ratio-
cinationum nostrarum as little comprehends the love of the
apostle, as does a little boy the animos heroum bellicorum. —
avTos éyw] belonging to elvar by attraction (Kiihner, IL 2, p.
596): I mysclf, I, us far as my own person is concerned.  Comp.
onvii. 25.  Taul sees those who belong to the fellowship of his
people advancing to ruin through their unbelief; therefore he
HOM. IL H
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wowld fain wish that Ae¢ kdwsds were a curse-olfering, if by
means of this sacrifice of his o se/f he could ounly save the
beloved brethren.  The contrast, with reference to which adros
éyw is here conceived, lies therefore in vmép T@v adeld. pov,
whose unhappy state appears already in vv. 1, 2 so sad in the
eyes of the apostle; not in the dofy of the apostle’s calling
(Th. Schott); and least of all in a “nescio quis alius”
{Fritzsche). Theodoret and Theophylact (comp. Chrysostom)
refer back to viil. 39 (£ muyself, whom nevertheless nothing
can separate, ctc.); but this lics too far off. Van Hengel
fafter Krehl): “Ipse cgo, qui me i Christi commaunione cssc
dizi” Dut év X. in the previous instance was merely an
accessory definition. — amo Tob X.] away frowm Christ, sepa-
rated from Him. Comp. 2 Thess. i. 9; Gal. v. 4; 2 Cor.
v. G, xi, 3; Lev. xxvil. 29; and sec generally, Niigelsbach on
Ilias, p. 188, ed. 3; Ameis on Hom. Od. Ank. £ 525 ; Duttn.
acul. Gr.p. 277. Clrist is not conceived as «uthor of the
ava. (Nosselt, Morus, Flatt, and others); for awo (comp. Lev.
xxvii, 29) does not stand for o, which latter D E G actually
read in consequence of this erroncous view. — vmép Tav ddend.
pod] vmép is here also not dnstcad of (Rickert, Tholuck,
Olshausen, and many others), but for the adrantage of, for
their deliverance.  Grotius aptly pavaphrases: “Si ea ratione
illos ad justitiam veram et ad acternam salutem possem per-
ducere.” — kata o.] subjoined, without the connective of the
article, as a familiar accessory definition, which blends with the
principal word into a single notion. Comp. 1 Cor. x. 18;
Lph. ii. 11, vi. 5. Moreover, there lies in the addition 7. cvyy.
u. k. o. already something conveying with it the wish of love,
and that [rom the natural side; the theovratic grounds for it
follow, ver. 4 ff.

Ver. 4. Ofrwes 1. )] gruippe qui, who indeced ; a description
—assiening the motive for what is said in ver. 3—of the
dexdav kata . . . odpra according to their theoeratic privi
leges, and first of all by significant designation according to
their ancient and hallowed (Gen, xxxii. 28, xi. 1; 2 Cor. X1
21 f.; Phil. iii. 5; Joln i 48) national name 'Tepan\irac.
To the latter are then attached the relative definitions, whicl
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are threcfold (dv...dv. . .¢E &) ; the first of them embraces siz
particulars connected by xai,—purely sacred-historical divine
henefactions. — % vioBeaia] the adoption. They are those
adopted by God into the place of children, which must of conrse
be understood, not in the Christian (chap. viii.) but in the old
theocratic sense, of their adoption, in contradistinction to all
Gentile peoples, to be the people of God, whose Fetheris God.
Comp. Ex. iv. 22 ff xix. 5; Deut. xiv. 1, xxxii. 6; Hos. x1. 1,
et al. In the viofeaia of the N. T. (see or viii. 15), the specific
essence of which is the reconciliation obtained for Christ’s sake,
there has appeared the antitype and the completion of that of
the O.T. — «xai 5 80fa] The fircfold xal lends an emphatic
weight to the enumeration. 4 8ofa is the glory xar’ éEoyiv,
e, MM 32 (Ex. xxiv. 16, x1. 34, 35; 1 Kings viil. 10, 11;

Ezek. i. 28 ; Heb. ix. 5), the sﬂnbolw(/llj visible essential com-
munion of G'od, as it was manifested in the wilderness as a
pillar of cloud and fire, and over the ark of the covenant; the
same as MY, of which the Rabbins maintained (erroneously,
according to Lev. xvi. 2) that it had hovered as a cloud of
light continually over the ark of the covenant. See Ewald,
ad Apoc. p. 311. But 5 86fa is not the arl: of the covenant
atsclf (Beza, Piscator, Hammond, Grotius), for in 1 Sam. iv.
22 the ark of the covenant is not called “the glory of Isracl”
but this is only predicaled of it.  Others understand the whole
glory of the Jewish people in general (de Dien, Calovius, Estius,
Semler, Morus, Bolime, Benecke, Kollner, Glockler, Fritzsche,
Beck). Incorrectly, since it is merely sndividual privileges
that are set forth. — ai Siaffxar] not the tubles of the law
(Beza, Piscator, Pareus, Toletus, Balduin, Grotius, Scemler,
Rosenmiiller), which it cannot denote either in itself or on
account of the following woudf.; nor yet the 0. and N. T.
(Augustine, Jerome, Calovius, and Wolf, in accordance with
Gal. iv. 24), whiclt would be entirely unsuitable in respect of
the N. T.; but the covenants concluded by God with the patri-
avchs since Abralam. Compare Wisd. xviii. 22 ; Ecelus. xliv.
11; 2 Mace. viil. 15; Eph ii. 12. — % wvopofesia] The
(Sinaitic) giving of the lww. This is “ una ¢t semcl habite per
Mosen ;” but the “ testamenta frequenter statuta sunt,” Origen.
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There is no ground for taking it, with others (including Reiche,
de Wette, Iritzsche), not of the act, but of the contents, like
vopos (why should not Paul have written this?). Certainly,
he who has the wopofeaia has also the wopos; but on that
account the two significetions are to be kept distinet even in
places like 2 Mace. vi. 23, The giving of the law was a woil:
(comp. Plat. Legg. vi. p. 751 B: peyarov 775 vopofeaias épyov
ovros), by which God, who Himself was the vomoférns, had
distinguished the Israelites over all other peoples. — 3 AaTpeia]
the cultus wat éEoxajv, the service of Jehovalh in the temple.
Comp. Heb. ix. 1. It corresponds to the vouof., in consequence
of which the Aatpeia came into existence ; just as the follow-
ing at émayyeliar (kat’ éEoxap, the collective Messianic promases)
is correlative to the ai dwa@ixar, on whiclh the émrayy. were
founded. The chiasmus in this order of sequence (comp.
Bengel) is not accidental ; but a¢ émayyeriar is intentionally
put at the end, in order that now, after mention of the futhers,
to whom in the first instance the promiscs were givern, the
Promised One Hemself may follow.

Ver. 51 Now, after that first relative sentence with its six
theocratic distinctions, two other relative clauses introduce
the mutually correlative persons, on whom the sacred-historieal
calling of Israel was hased and was to reach its accomplish-
ment. — of watépes] Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, who are per
exccllentiom the patriarchs, Ex. iii. 13, 15, iv. 5; Acts iil. 13,
vil. 32. — «ai €€ av «7x] The last and highest distinction
of the Israclites: and jfrom whom Christ descends, namely,
according o the huian phenomenal aatrre, as a havonan phe-
aomenon, apart from the spiritually-divine side of His per-
sonality, according to which He is not from the Jews, but (as
vios Qeol kara wrebpa dyiwovvys, 1. 1) is éx Tob Oeob. TRe-
agarded in the light of His supernatural generation, He would
be also kata odpra of God.  Comp. Clem. Cor. 1. 32 : €€ abrob

! See on ver. 5, ITerm. Schultz, in the Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 1868,
p- 462 1f., where also a list of the carlier literature is given ; Grimm, in Ililgen-
feld’s Zeitschr. 1869, p. 311 IE. Among the English opponents of the Unitarians
there is to be espeeially noted, in defence of the orthedox explunation, Smith,
Scripture testimony to the Messiah, 1847, cd. 4, 11, p. 370 il
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o xbpios "Inaods 70 rata odpra. On the ailicle 7o k. o, scc
Ieind, ad Gorg. p. 228 ; Buttm. newt. Gr. p. 84, The «ai
Lelore é€ v forbids the reference of the latter to of warépes. —
o &v éml wavTwy Qeos edhoy. els T. aldvas] This passage, which
has become of dogmatic importance, has received fwo different
leading interpretations, by the side of which yet a third way,
namely, by taking to picces the relative sentence, came to be
sugeested. (1) The words are referred (placing a comma
after adpra) to Christ, who is God over all, blessed for cver!
So, substantially, Irenaeus (Huer. 1ii. 16. 3), Tertullian (adv.
Prax. § 13, p. 2101, ed. Seml), Origen, Cyprian, Epiphanius,
Athanasius, Chrysostom, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Augustine,
Jerome, Theodoret, and later Fathers; Luther, Erasmus, Paraphr.,
I'lacius, Calvin, Beza, and most of the older expositors; and
of the later, Michaelis, Koppe, Tholuck, Flatt, Klee, Usteri,
Beneclke, Olshausen, Nielsen, Reitlunayr, Maier, Beck, Philippi,
Bisping, Gess, Xrummacher, Jatho, Hahn, Thomasius, Ebrard,
Ritschl, Hofmann, Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 300, Delitzsch, and
others; in a peculiar fashion also, Herm. Schultz (see below);
de Wette is undecided. (2) The words are regarded (placing
a period after odpra,as do Lachm. and Tisch.) as a dozology to
God, isolated from the foregoing : « Blessed for cver be the God
who s over «ll.”  So none of the TFathers (as to those erro-
neously adduced by Wetstein, see Fritzsche, p. 262 ff?), at

! So also the Catech. Racon. 159 f. But, in its view, since there are not
two Gods, ‘‘ qui natura sit Deus” cannot be understood. Conversely, Flacius
infers from iz} wdrrar, that Christ is designated as naturaliter Deus.

2 Yet the non-reference to Christ is indirectly implied in Ignatius, Fars.
interpol. 5 (odx abrés iomv & imi wravrwy Ocdg x.7.2.), and Phil. interpol. 7. The
reference to God is also found in a fragment aseribed to Diodorus, in Cramer,
Caten. P- 162, where it is said : & zoray Pnow i Xpirris. 5 3t ob pesvoy abrav, aArL
xowvg imi wdvrwy iews Oces.  In the Arizn controversies our passage was not made
use of. But at a later period it was triumphantly made available against the
Arians. Thus Occumenius, e.g., exclaims : ivrailda rapzpirara Owiv wiv Xporiy
bvopd e G drbevoross wicxvnms Tpadlai ' Apils, dxobwy wazpa Madiou BeZeAoyoruevov
Tiv Xpiordy Ouov danfiviv!  Comp. Theophylact; also Proclus, de fide, 1. 53, whe
says generally of our passage: aapsicdvoiv comopavrius dmecruyile Tois @ido.
aeadopars.  In Cyril of Alexandria this passage is insisted on in opposition to the
assertion of Julian, that only John calls Christ God ; whilst the mpaxrixd of the
Synod of Ephesus make no reference to it, which is, however, carefully done
in the Synod of Antioch. See the passages in question in Tisch. 8, who alse
observes that, among the codd. C L. 5, 47, place 2 full stop after sdpxa.
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least not expressly; but Erasmus in his cleaof., Wetstein,
Scmler, Stolz, aud several others, and recently Leiche, Kollner,
Winzer, Iritzsche, Glockler, Schrader, Krehl, Lwald, vau
Hengel, and, though not fully deeided, Lickert. See also
Baur, IL p. 231; Zelley, in the Zheol. Julsh. 1842, p. 51
Liibiger, Chyistul, Punl. p. 26 f.; Deyschlag, Chiistol. p. 210.
Now the decision, which of the two leading interpretations
fits the meaning of the apostle, cannot be arrived at {from the
language used,' sinece, so far as the words go, both may be
cqually correct; mor yet from the immediate connection,
since with equal reason Paul might (by no means: must,
acainst which is the analogy of ver. 3; and the divine in
Christ did not belong here, as in 1. 3, aeecssarily to the con-
nection) feel himself induced to sct over-against the human
side of the being of Jesus its divine side (as in 1. 3), or might
be determined by the recital of the distinctions of his nation
to devote a doxology to God, the Author of these privileges,
who therefore was not respousible for the deeply-lamented
unbeliel of the Jews; just as he elsewhere, in peculiar excited
states of piety, introduces a giving ¢lory to God (i. 25 ; 2 Cor.
xi. 31; Gal 1. 5; comp. 1 Tim 1. 17).  Observe, rather, with
a view to o decision, the following considerations : Although
our passage, referred to Christ, would term Ilim not o Oeos,
but (iwho is God over all) only @eos predicatively (wwithout the
avticle), and although Paul, by virtue of his cssential agree-
nent in substaice with the Christolozy of Jolm, might have

1 As van Hengel has attempted, who starts from the idea that the contrast to
be thought of in =4 xur& edpze (according to him: “ non quatenus spiritus
divini particeps erat 7y creludes @ wider antithesis, amd therefore @ poini must
neeessarily be placed alter edpza. Such prepositinnal delinitions with the aceusa-
tive of the article =4 or =& (sce also Kiihner, II. 1, p. 272) certainly denote a
complete contrast, which is either expressly stated (as e.g. Xen. Cyr. v. 4. 11,
yov =3 wiv iz’ Yol olgouas, 73 ¥ imi ooi ciowopas: Plat. Ain. p. 320 C; Rom. xii.
5, 73 N xaf’ iz), or may bo self-evident from the context, asi. 15, xii. 18, and
very frequently in the classics. The latter would, however, be the case in our
prassage according to the andient ceclesiastical exposition, inasmuch as the con-
trast obviously implicd in 73 xeré eépze woulld permit us mentally to supply a =5
xave Tvives as sugaresling isell after 6 2v. That sell-evident negative antithests :
non quoad spiritum, would thus have in ¢ Sv =l wdvrav €:5; x.7 A, its posilive
elucidation,
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affirmed, just as appropriately as the latter (i. 1), the predicative
Oeos (of divine cssence) of Christ, because Christ is also in
Paul’s view the Son of God in a metaphysical sense, the imace
of God, of like essence with the Father, the agent in creation
and preservation, the partaker in the divine government of
the world, the judge of all, the object of prayerful invocation,
the possessor of divine glory and fulness of grace (i. 4, x. 12;
Phil. ii. 6; Col. i. 15 ff,, ii. 9; Eph. i. 20 ff.; 1 Cor. viil. 6;
2 Cor. iv. 4, viii. 9); yet Paul has ncver® used the express
Ocis of Christ, since he has not adopted, like John, the
Alexandrian form of couceiving and setting forth the divine
cssence of Christ, but has adhered to the popular concrete,
strictly monotheistic terminology, not modified by philosophical
speculation even for the designation of Christ; and he always
accurately distinguishes God and Christ; see, in opposition
to such obscure and erroneous intermingling of ideas, Rich.
Schmidt, Paulin. Chaistol. p. 149 ff.  John himself calls the
divine nature of Christ @eds only in the introduction .of his
Gospel, and only in the closest connection with the Logos-
speculation. And thus there runs through the whole N. T. a
delicate line of separation between the Father and the Son; so
that, although the divine essence and glory of the latter is
glorified with the loftiest predicates in manifold ways, never-
theless it is only the Ifather, to whom the Son is throughout
subordinated, and never Christ, who is actually called God by the
apostles (with the exception of John 1. 1, and the exclamation of
Thomas, John xx. 28)—not even in 1 John v. 20, Paul, par-
ticularly, even where he accumulates and strains to the utmost
expressions concerning the Godlike nature of the exalted Christ
(as Phil. ii. 6 ff.; Col. 1. 15 ff, ii. 9), does not call Him Oecs,
but sharply and clearly distinguishes Him as the xvpios from

! Not even in 2 Thess. i. 12 (in opposition to Hofmann'’s invention), or in
Eph. v. 5. Asregards the Pastoral Epistles, if they actually denominated Christ
8¢¢, this would be one of the signs of a post-apostolic cpoch. But not once do
they do this. The most specious passage is still Tit. ii. 13, respecting which,
however, Huther is in the right, and Philippi, Glaubenslehr. 11. p. 208, cd. 2, is
incorrect. In 1 Tim. iii. 16, 45 is to be read, with Lachm. and Tisch. ; on Tit.
i. 4 even Dhilippi desires to lay no particular stress; it has, in fact, no bcaring
whatever on our passage, any more than Col. ii. 2 (see in loc.).
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Oc¢os, even in x. 9,1 Cor. xil. 3 (in opposition to Ritschl, Altlath.
K.p. 79 1).  The post-apostolical period (and not at all 2 Det.
i. 1, sce Huther) first obliterated this fine line of scparation,
aud often denominated Christ Oe¢os, 6 @eos nuav, and the like.
So, e4., already several of the Ignatian epistles in the shorter
recension (ot those ad Magies., ad Plhiladclph., ad Trell,, not
even chap. vii.) and the so-called second epistle—not the first!
—of Clement, nor the epistle of Polycarp. In the closest
internal connection herewith stands the fact, that in the pro-
perly apostolical writings (2 Pet. iii. 18 does uot belong to
them, nor does Heb. xiii. 21) we uever meet with a doxology
to Christ in the form which s usual with doxologies to God
(not even in 1 Det. iv. 11); thercfore, in this respect also,
the present passage would stamd to the apostolic type in the
relation of a complete anomaly® Desides, the insuperable
difliculty would be introduced, that here Christ would be called
not merely and simply Oecs, but even God over «ll, and con-
sequently would be designated as Oeos wavroxpdTwp, which is
absolutely incompatible with the entire view of the N. T. as
to the dependence of the Son on the Father (see Gess, v. d. Pers.
Chr. p. 157 ff.; Kahnis, Dogm. I. p. 457 if), and especially
with passages like viil. 34 (évrvyyarer), 1 Cor. iii. 23, viii. 0,
xi. 3, Eph. iv. 5, 6, and notably 1 Cor. xv. 28. Accordingly,
the doxology of our passage cannot be referred to Christ,
but must be referred to Gud; although Philippi continues of
opinion that the former reference has «il in its favour and
wothing against it. On the other hand, Tholuck (sce also
Schmid, bibl. Theol. I1. p. 540, ed. 2) does more justice to the
objections against the old ceclesiastical interpretation, which
Messner also, Lekre d. Ap. p. 256 £, prefers, but only with a
certain diffidence; whilst IHerm. Schultz (comp. Socinus, in

' There certainly occurs at chap. ii., in Clement, the expression rz rzfiuara
wlrew (i.c. wou Otov), where we are not to correct it into gafrigara, with Hilgen-
feld. This expression, however, is fully explained, withont Christ heing nanld
aués, from the Pauline view : 845 v iv Xpiora xéopor xararidecwy twvrs, 2 Cor.
v. 19.

? The doxology in xvi. 27 docs not refer to Christ. 2 Tim. iv. I8 certainly
refers to Christ; but this is just one of the traces of post-apostolic com-
position,
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salovius, p. 153) comes nltimately Lo « loweer aeeeplation of the
aalion of Océs, which is meant wol mclaphysicall y, It only
desiguales the fubness of power comadlled o Chaist for beloof of
105 work, and ceclades wedhor depeadenee and comang inlo beiny,
sor beginning and end. Auainst the Tatter suggestion it may he
decistvely urged, that thus characteristics are attached to the
notion @eds, which, compared with the current Pauline mode of
expression, divectly anuul it, and make it interchangeable with
kopros, as Panl uses i of Christ (Bplh. iv. 5, 6; Phil. 1. 11;
1 Cor. viii. 6, and many other passages).  See, in opposition Lo it,
also Grinnn. If we suppose the quite singnlar case here to
ocenr, that Paul names Christ God, yea God over all, we need
not shrinl romn recognising, with the orthodox interpreters, an
expression of the fact thal Christ is not sncrpadioe, hut nabe-
raliter God (Flacius, Clew. 11 p. 187).  (3) Another way,
that of teking (o pieces the relative clanse, was suggestald by
Erasmug, who proposed to place the point (as in Cod. 71) alter
mavrov (in which Locke, Clarke, Justi, Ammon, Stolz, Grimn,
e, and in de Jolawn. Clyistol. <ndole Padinae compar. p. 75 £,
Baumgarten-Crusius, Kesti, Urspr. d. Sinde, I p. 200 11,
and Mircker follow him), so that que est swper vmnie (ov
omaes) relers to Christ (comp. Acts x. 36), and then the doxo-
logy to God follows.  Dut how intolerably abrupt is this —
not merely the briel deseription given of Chyist, but also the
doxology itsclf, which with ¢ ev émt mdvrov luses its natural
conncetion with the precedimg.  Again, with this separation
would disappear the motive for Paul’s not laving pué edroy.
in the fivst place, as usnally (comp. 2 Cor. i 3 Lph. i 3
also the doxologies in the LXX.). This motive is, namely, the
ciaplasts whieh Ocos obtains by the characteristic description
o wv éml wdvtwv (the God who 4s over @)t SUll more
disjointed and halting the languase hecomes through the
punctuation of Morus (who, however, concurs in relerring the
whole to Clrist): ¢ &v (mi wdvtwy, Ocos, ebhoy. els 7. al’

' With emphasis, Loo, in the LXX. s, Lxviii. 20, xipios ¢ 8cig appears to Lie g
Sieed to broy.  Yetthe translator must have had 02 aeice in Ure original Lext,
2 Otherwise ofmann (comp. his Sehoifthew. 1.p. 144 also Kahnis, Doguad.
I. p. 453 £.) : Paul predicates ¢ &v ixi wdvray of Christ, and then causcs €1s;
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Why Reiche, whom Krehl and van Ilengel have followed,
although rightly referring the whole to God, has adopted this
punctuation (fe vho s over all, God, be praised for ceer), we
cannot perceive; o aw émi wavtwv Oeds, taken independently,
forms in fact, according to a quite customary manner of ex-
pression, one phrase, so that @eds is nol without the article.
Comp. 1 Cor. iil. 7; Kiihner, IL § 4064, 8,¢. Finally, Grotius
(not also Schoettgen, as Schultz states) would counsider Qeds
as not genuine, and would refer o &v émi 7. edh. to Christ, to
whom *laus et honor debetur supra omnes, i. ¢. etiam supra
Abrah, Isaac. et Jacoh.” Dut that @eds is not wanting in the
Peschito, as Grotius maintains, is decisively settled (see Koppe),
and the witnesses who actually omit it (cdd. of Cyprian, and
Hilary, Leo once, Ephraem) are much too weak and doubt-
ful; sec DBengel, Appar. crit. n loc. Quite arbitrary is the
conjecture of Sam. Crell (Arvtemonius): dv o éml wT.A. — émi
mavrov] nculcr. The limitation which talkes it as mase. (Syr.,
Beza, Grotius, Socinus, Justi, Holmann, and others), in which
case it is by some held to apply to men generally, by others
to the patriarchs,! must have been presented by the context;
but it is not at all suggested Dby anylhing, not even in the
reference of the sense, which Xritzsche introduces: ¢ qui
omuibus hominibus prospicit Deus, ut male credas Judacos ab
co destitutos esse, ete.”—éwi indicates the relation of the 7l
ovcr all things; see Lobeck, «d Herodian. p. 474, ud Plryn. pp.
164, 174; Bilr, ad Plut. dle. p. 162, God is the wavroxpd-
7wp, 2 Cor. vi. 18 ; often in the Apocalypse, 6 udvos Svvdorys,
0 Bacihevs 1w BacihevovToy kA, 1 Tim. vi. 15, 16.

sbroy. ¢is . aidr. to follow as a second predicate. Dut if we once believe that
the sentence must be referred to Christ, it is in any case far more in keeping
wilh the emolional llow of the language to leave the whole unbroken, without
making an artificial abatement from the result, that Paul has named Christ ¢ &»
imi wavrev O:6;.  This artilicial abatement is thus brought out by llofmann: i
takes i wdvrwy ns in contradistinetion {o ¢2 dy, and ©:5; as in contradistinetion {o
»av& cdpre, after which arbitrary analysis the twofold antithetic sequence of
thoughit is supposed to be: ¢ I who suprandy rudes over all has come. fortl out of
this prople and, in vespeel of e sedf-transmitting lioman corporced neture, the re
has come forth oul of this people He who is God.”  Asthough Paul hal written :
i€ vy & Npowd; & imi wdvrwy @0 xari odpra, § dv Ocd; thdoyntis us +. eivrag, Gess.

! Van llengel aosunies that the Lsear litesaud peetrisrehs il Clrist are intendud.



CHAP. IX. G. 123

Vv. 6-13. First part of the Theodicée : God's prowmisc, how-
cver, has not become wntrue through the cxclusion of a part of the
Isvaclites ; for it applies only to the true Isvaclitcs, who arc
such «according lo the promase, which is confirmed from Scripture.

Ver. 6. Having in vv. 4, 5 adduced the great divine pre-
rogatives of his people, and given honour to God for them, as
his Israelitish sympathies impelled him to do,! his thought
now recurs to that utterance of grief in vv. 2, 3, over-against
which (8é) he now proposes to justify the God of his people.
Quite unnecessarily Lachmann has put vv. 3-5 in a parcn-
thesis. — oby oiov 8¢, 67¢] does not mean: but it us not possible that
(Beza, Piscator, Grotius, Homberg, Semler, Ch. Schmidt, Morus,
Bohme, Rosenmiiller, Benecke, Ewald); for in that case &7
would not be allowable, but the infinitive must follow (Matthiac,
§ 479 ; Kriiger, § 55. 3. 1); moreover, as Calvin has rightly
observed, oiov ¢ would be found, at least according to the iu-
variable usage (4 Mace. iv. 7; Xen. Anab. ii. 2. 3, vii. 7. 22;
and Bornemann, i loc.; de Rep. Ath. ii. 2 Mem. iv. 6. 7;
Thue. vil. 42. 3; Soph. Phel. 913; 0. C. 1420 ; Ast, Lex.
Plat, 11 p. 425), instead of which scarcely an uncertain
example (as Gorgias, pro Palam. in Wetstein) is forthcoming
of the simple olov without é, whilst the masculine ofos elpe
(without 7€) is frequent (see Schomann, ad Is. p. 465 ; Weber,
Dem. Aristoer. p. 469 ; Kiihner, I1. 2, p. 702. 580). It is
rather to be explained by the very cwrrent usage in later
Greek (Lennep. ad Phalar. p. 258 ; Fritszche on our passage)
of ody. ofov with o following finite tense ; c.g. ovy olov dpyilouar
in Phryn. p. 372, and the passages from Polybius in Schweig-
hiiuser, p. 403). According to this usage, the attracted ofov
is not to be resolved, with Hermann, ad Viger. p. 790, into
Toiov oiov, because the following verb does not suit this, but with
Fritzsche into Tolovroy &7¢: the matter is not of suck a nature,
that. But since Paul has here capressed 67, he cannot have
conceived it as contained in oloy: in reality he has fallen into a
mixing up of two kindred modes of expression,—namely, of ody

! And yet Hofmann terms the words ¢ &y txi wdvrwy @eé; x.7.A., taken as a
doxology, an uncalled-for, and aimless, insufferable interruption. TPsychologi-
cally, a very unjust judgment.



124 TIIE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMAXNS.

olov with a finite tense, and ovy &7, i.c. oy €pd o1e. See Tyr-
whitt, ad Arist. Poct. p. 128 ; Hartung, Pertidell. 11 p. 1533 1.
Kihner, IT. 2, p. 800 £ TWithout this intermingling lie would
have written ovy ofov 8¢ éemémtwrer; but conscquent on this
intermingling he wrote ovy ofov 8¢, 61 éxm., whieh accordingly
may be analyzed thus: ov Toiov 8¢ Néyw, olov 67t, I do not
speal: of « thing of such Lind, as (that is) that.  So also sub-
stantially Duttmann, ncud. Gr. p. 519, and previously, by way
of suggestion, Deza. The deviation from Greck usace into
which Paul has fallen renders also necessary this solution,
which deviates’ from the analysis of the Greek ovy ofov
8¢ éxmém. (without ore); and we have here, amongst the
many solecisms falsely ascribed to the apostle, a real onc.
Observe, moreover, the sticngth of the negation hinplied in ovy
otav ; for this affirms that the lament of the apostle was to be
soincthing quite other than a lament over the frustration of the
divine word.  According to Hofmann, noyounr is to be again
supplied to ovy ofov, and ére to be taken as becanse?® so that
thus Paul would deny that he had for that wisk the ground
which is named in o1 ékmémrwrer kv A This is—indepen-
dently of the arbitrariness of the insertion of nOyounyy—in-
correet, just because the thought that this mdyouny could
have had that ground would be an absurd thought ; for it
would suppose a fact, which is inconceivable as a aofive of
the wish. — éxmémrorer] has fullew out of its position, ..
Sallew throegh, Lecome wnavailing, without result.  See Dluf.
T5. Gracch. 215 Acl. V. H.iv. 7; Kypke, IL p. 173 £ So
Scarmrimrew, Josh, xxi. 45; Judith vi. 9 ; and wiwrew, Josh.
xxiil. 14; both in use also among the Greeks; comp. éxBa-
Aeafar, Dissen, ad Pind. New. xi. 30, The opposite is pévery,
ver. 11. Comp. also 1 Cor. xiii. 8.— o0 Adyos 7. @eoi]
namely, not the Det edictuin (ver. 28) as to the Dbestowal of
blessing only oun the clective of the Isvaelites, as Iritzsche, an-

! Frilzschie prefers Lo assume a constructio wgss =5 onwanipnay, <o that Paul has
written §7y, because in oby ofov 3i lies the essential meaning: sed sulium abest.—
Van Ilengel proposes to resolve the expression thus: seivs Aiyws, oisr Touré
tozv, 0 Alyw o7

2 Comp. also Erasmus, Castalio, Reithmayr.
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ticipating, would have it, but generally the promisc given by
God to the Israclites, by which the assurance of the Messianic
salvation is obviously intended. This sense the context yields
aenerally, and especially by é€ v 6 Xpiards o 1. 0., ver. 5, with-
out our having exactly to think of Gen. xii. 3, where the pro-
wise is to Abrakan (Th. Schott). — ob yap wdvres w.7.N] Jor
aot all who spring from Isvacl, not all viol 'Iepasih (ver. 27),
arc Israclites (Israel's children, according to the divine idea),
so as to be all destined to reccive the salvation promised to
the Israelites. Comp. Gal. iv. 29, vi. 16. The first 'IopasjAr
is the name of the paériarch; the sceond, instead of which the
old reading *Igpangiirac (D. Chrys.) contains a correct gloss,
is the name of his pcople (xi. 2, 7, 26, al). Mistaking the
subtle emphatic character of this mode of expression, Hof-
man, in spite of the clear o: é§, takes the first 'Iep. also as a
name of the people, so that the sense would be: the undy of
the people is something other than the sum of s members.
To oi é¢ 'Iop. corresponds omépua *ARBp., ver. 7.

Ver. 7. Nor yet, because they are descendants of Abraham,
arc they ll (his) children. — Before 098" a colon only is correct,
because the discourse proceeds continuously, annexing denial to
denial. — eZo{] The subject is that of the previous clause, of
€€ 'Iopaiir. The réxva of Abraham, as significantly contrasted
with the mere bodily descendants (erépua), are those destined
by God to receive the promised salvation. Comp. Matt. 1ii. 9 ;
John viil. 33, 39 ; Justin, ¢. Tryph. 44. That it is not God’s
children that are to be understood (although they arc such), as,
after Theodoret and several others, Glocker afresh takes it, is
manifest from the foregoing parallel ofror 'Ioparjn, and from
the fact that it is not till afterwards that réeva 7. Ocob arc
spoken of. — Wrongly, but in consequence of his erroncous
understanding of the 67, ver. 6, Hofmann reguds 008’ &t eloi
am. "ABp. as the negation of a sccond ground of the niyduny, so
that then a new sentence begins with wdvres Téeva. This view
the obvious correlation of 008’ . . . Téxva with the preceding ov
qap waivres x.r.\ should have precluded. — After aAX’ we are
not to supply eéypamrar or oirws éppéfm, which would be
quite arbitrary ; but the saying in Gen. xxi. 12, which is
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well known to the reader «s a saying of God, is subjoined
unaltered and immediately (comp. Gal iii. 11, 12; 1 Cor.
xv. 27) without a xabws yéypamrar (xv. 3; 1 Cor. 1. 31) or
the like being introduced, or the second person being altered
into the third; simply because it is taken for granted that the
saying 1s onc well lnown. — év 'Is. k\nf. cor oméppa] closely
after the LXX., which renders the original literally. In the
original text we read ¥ '15 NP PSa s through Isaac pos-
{erdy shall be named to thee, v.c. through Isaac it will come to
pass to thee, that posterity of thine shall have the status and
the name of the omépua 'ABp. (comp. Heb. xi. 18); the de-
scendants of Isaac (consequently not the Ishmaelites) shall be
recognised as thy posterity (and therewith as the heirs of the
divine promise).! But the apostle has otherwise apprehended
the sense of the passage according to its /ypical refercnce; for
it is evident from the relation of ver. 9 to ver. S, that he
limdted that saying to the person of Isaac himsclf, who (not
Ishmael) was the promised child of Abraham, and thus re-
presented in himsclf the character of the true posterity of
Abraham accounted as such by God. Hence, in the seinse of
the apostle : “ I the person of Isaac will a descendent be nemed
to thee;” 4.c. Isnac will be he, in whose person the notion
“descendant of Abraham” shall be represented and recog-
nised. Paul finds in this divine declaration the idea emun-
ciated (ver. 8), that not on bodily descent (which was also the
case with TIshmael), but on divine promise (which was the
case with Isaac, ver. 9), the true sonship of Abraham is
founded. TUsually (not by Philippi and Ewald, who concur
with our view) the passage is understood, conformably to the
historical sense of the original, not of the person of Isaac, but
of his posterity ; which, because Isaac himself was the son of
promise, represents the true descendants of Abraham accord-
ing {o the promise. DBut to this posterity «// Israclites cer-
tainly belonged, and it would therefore be inappropriate to sct

! According to Hofmann, the sensc is: *‘ The race, whose ancestor Abraham
is assumed 1o be, shall hear Isaac’s name.”  This sense would, inxtead of pryda,
reuire pryy ow'z) and in the Greek 74 &/uar (Isa. xliii. 7) or (xIviii. 1) im0

s i
caovopars lowdx,
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them down, by virtue of their extraction from Isaac, as the type
of the true sonship of Abraham, when the very clahmn to that
sonship, resting upon bodily descent, is to be withdrawn from
them. The person of Isaac himsclf, as contrasted with Ishmael,
was this type, which was thereupon repeated in Jacob, as con-
trasted with Esau (in their persons), vv. 10-13. Chrysostom
aptly indicates the reference to Isaac himself: &ia yap Tobro
etrev év 'Ic. K\ 0. am., (va pdlns, 87 oi TG TpoTE TOUTE yevvd-
pevor 74 kata Tov lIoadx, obTor pd\oTd elol TO omépua
Tob “APpaip wds oty 6 Ioaax éyewwiifn ; o xata vopor
PUoews, oU8é kaTa Sivauww capros, al\a kata Svvauty éray-
verias. — wAnthjoerar] nominabitur.  See Winer, p. 571 f.
[E. T. 769]; Eur. Hee. 625, and Pflugk, 7n loc. The opinion of
Reiche, that kaX. denotes to call out of nothing (see on iv. 7),
which it signifies also in Gen. xxi. 12, so that the sense would
be: “In the person of Isaac a descendant will be imparted to
thee,” is erroneous, because that saying of God was uttered afécr
the Dbirth of Isane. — got] Dative of cethical reference. — Tod7
éatw] This purports, thereby the idew s cxpressed.  Rightly
Grotius : “Hacc vox est explicantis vmovoiar latentem, quod
17 dicitur Hebraecis.” — téeva 7. ©Ocot] Paul characterizes
the true descendants of Abrabam, wlo are not so from bodily
generation, as God’s chiliren, that is, as such descendants of the
ancestor, whose Abrahamic sonship is not different in the idea
of God from that of sonship to Him, so that they are regarded
and treated by God as His children, — 78 Téxva Tis émayy.]
might mean: the promiscd children (so van Hengel) ; for the
pronvised child of Abraham was Isaac (ver. 9), whose birth was
the realization of a promise (and so Hofmann takes it). But
that Paul had the conception that Isaac was begotten by
virtuc of the divine promise, is evident from Gal. iv, 23 (see
i loc.), and therefore the genitive (as also previously 7is
aapxos) is to e taken causatively : the children of Abraham
who originate from the divine promise, who are placed in this
their relation of sonship to Abraham through the creative
power of the divine promise, analogously to the begetting of
Isaac; 4 Tijs émayyeNias loyvs éreke T0 mawbiov, Chrysostom.
— Moyiterar] by God. Comp. iv. 3, 5.— eis améppa] that
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is, as an Adrahamic posterity. Sce ver. 7. To understand
Gentiles also, is here foreizn to the context (in opposition to
Beyschlag); see. vv. 9-13.  Adbraham’s race is treated of, to
which not «// who descend from him are without distinction
reclkoned by God as belonging.

Ver. 9. Proof of the foregoing a\\a 7¢ Tékva Tis émayye-
Aas.  “ The children of promise, I say, for @« word of promise
is that which follows: about this time, ete.” Hence, therefore,
we see that not the bodily descent, but the divine promise,
constitutes the relation of belonging to Abraham’s fatherhood.
The quotation is freely put together from Gen. xviii. 10 and
xviil. 14, after the LXX. — To kata Tov xatpov Toirov, at this
time (namely, of the next year), corresponds BN NY3 in the
original (comp. 2 Kings iv. 16, 17; Gen. xvii. 21), which is
to be explained: as the time rcvives, that is, when the time
(which is now a thing of the past and dead) returns to life;
not with Iritzsche: in the prescnt time (of the next year),
which suits the words of the LXX.,,—where, by way of expla-
nation, the classical els dpas, over the year, is added,—but not
the Hebrew.  See Gesenius, Z%cs. I p. 470 ; Tuch and Knobel
on Gen. xviii. 10. On the whole promise, comp. Hom. 0d. xi
248 f, 295.

Ver. 10. A fresh and still more decisive proof (for it might
be objected that, of Abraham’s children, Saral’s son only was
lrgitimate) that only the divine disposal constituted the sue-
cession to Abraham which was true and valid in the sight
of God. Comp. Barnab. 13. The more definite notion of
proudse, which was retained in the preceding, is here expanded
into the more general one of the appointincut of the divine
swill as made known. — o0 povor €] See generally on v. 3.
What is supplied must he sometling that is gathered from the
preceding, that fits the nominative ‘PeBéxra, and that answers
as recards sense to the following égpefn adry.  Hence, becanse
) Zdppa precedes, and with dila kai another mother’s name
is introduced, we must supply, as subject, not Abrakwn.
(Augustine, Beza, Calvin, Reithmayr, van Hengel; comp. also
Tlofmann, who liowever thinks any completing supplement usc-
less), but Jappa; and moreover, not indeed the definite Aoyor
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émasyyeNias elyev or émnyyehpévn v (Vatablus, Fritzsche, Winer,
Krehl, Baumgarten-Crusius), but the more general Aéyor or
piipa Ocob elyev, which is suitable to the subsequent éppéfn,
as well as to the contents of the sayings adduced in wvv.
12, 13: “ But not only had Seral a saying of God, but also
Rcbecew, ete””  We must therefore throw aside the manifold
arbitrary supplements suggested, some of which are inconsistent
with the construction, not suiting the nominative ‘Pef., as ¢g. .
“non solum id, quod jam diximus, documentum est ejus,
quod inferre volumus; Rebecca idem nos docet” (so Grotius,
also Seb. Schmid, Semler, Ch. Schmid, Cramer, Rosenmiiller,
and several others; comp. Tholuck and Thilippi); or: Tov7o
7w (Riickert, de Wette), so that the nominative ‘PeS. forms an
«nacoluthoir, and the period begun enters with ver. 11 upon
quite another form (how forced, seeing that vv. 11 and 12 in
themsclves stand in perfectly regular constructiont!). It is
only the semblance of an objection against our view, that not
Sarah, but Abraham, received the word of promise, ver. 9; for
Sarah was, by the nature of the case, and also according to
the representation of Genesis, the co-recipient of the promise,
and was mixed up in the conversation of God with Abraham
in reference to it (Gen. xviii. 13-15); so that Paul, without
incwring the charge of contradicting history, might have no
scruple in stating the contrast as between the smothers, as he
has done. — €& évos woirnqy Eyovaa] Who had cohabitation of
oic (man), the effect of which was the conception of the fwin
children. The contextual importance of this addition does
not consist in its denying that there was a breach of conjugal
fidelity, but in its making palpably apparent the invalidity—
for the history of salvation—of bodily descent. She was preg-
nant by ¢nc man, and yet how different was the divine deter-
mination with respect to the two children ! — ¢§ évés] mascu-
line, without anything being supplied ; for 'Ie. 7. 7. 7u. is in
apposition.  koiTn, couch, bed, often marriage bed (Heb. xiii. 4),
is found seldom in the classical writers (Eur. Med. 151, Hippol.
154 ; not Anacr. 23, see Valek. Sechol. IL. p. 594), with whom
edr) and Néyos often have the same sense, eupheinistically
used as equivalent to concubitys, but frequently in the LXX.
ROM. IL 1
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See Schleusner, Thes. TII p. 347.  Comp. Wisd. iii. 13, 16.
—70D waTp. Hu.] {rom the Jowish conscivusness; for the dis-
course has primarily to do with the Jews. Comp. iv. 1.
If Isaac were to De designated as the father of Clhristians
(Reiche, Iritzsche), the context must have nceessarily and
definitely indicated this, since believers are Abrhan’s (spi-
ritual) children. We may add that’Io. 7o watp. fuov is not
without a significant bearing on the argument, inasmueh as it
contributes to make us {eel the independence of the deter-
mination of the divine will on the theocratic descent, however
legitimate.

Vv. 11, 12. Although, forsooth, thcy were not yet born, and
had not donc anything good or cvil, in ordcr thut the prrpose
of God according to clection might have its continued subsistence,
not from works, but from Him who calls, ¢ was said to her, ete.
—upyme] not odww, becanse the negative relation is intended to
he expressed suljcctively, that is, as placed before the view of
God and weighed by Ilim in delivering His utterance. See
Winer, p. 450 [E. T. 608]; Baeumlein, Partik. p. 295.  Cowmp.
Xen. Cyer. iii. 1. 37. — The subjcct (ad7dv) to the participles
is not expressed, according to a well-known classical usage
(Matthiac, § 563 ; Killmer, ad Xen. Aach. 1. 2. 17), but it
would be self-evident to the reader from the history familiar
to him, that the fwins of ILibeeca were intended ; Winer,
p. 548 [E. T. 736). — The sentence copressice of purpose, va .« . .
xaXodvros, is placed with emphasis before eppédy, and therefore
not to be placed in a parenthesis. — @a) introduces the pur-
pose which God had in this, that, notwithstanding they were
nuot yet born, ete,, He yet gave forth already the declaration of
ver, 12, e theinby purposed, namely, that Ilis resolee—con-
ccived <n the amode of v clection made amongst men—io bestow
the Dlessings of the Messinnle salvation should svbsist, cte. —
7 katT éxhoy. mpdbeaes'] can meither be so taken, that the
éehopj peeedes the mpobeais in point of time (comyp. viiil. 28),
which is opposed to the nature of the relation, cspecially see-

! Taken Dby Beck in a rationalistic sense: ¢ The fundamental outline which

serves as a standard for the teinporal training of the éxasy#, and pervades their
tewiporal development in all its parts.”
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ina that the mpbBeats pertains to what was antecedent to time
(see on viii. 28) ;! nor so that the éxdoysj follows the mpifears,
whether it be regarded as the act of its fulfilment (Reiche) or
as its aim (Krehl). These latter interpretations might certainly
be justified linguistically (see Kiihner, IT. 1, pp. 412, 413),
but they would yield no spectfic peculiarity of the act of the
mpofeses.  Yet, since xar’ éxhoyriv must be the character-
istically distinctive mark of the purpose, it cannot by any
means denote : the resolution adopted i respect of an election
(Grotius, Riickert) ; but it must be apprehended as an essential
inherent of the mpofeces, expressing the modal churacter of
this divine act: the purpose eccording to clection, i.c. the pur-
pose which was so formed, that in it an election was made. The
wpdfeaes would have been no mpod. kar éxhoyiy, no “ propo-
sittm Dei electivumn ” (Bengel), if God had resolved to Dbless
all without exception. His resolve to vouchisafe the Messianic
blessedness did not, however, concern all, but thosc only who
were to be comprehended in this very resolve (by virtue of
His mpoyvwars, viil. 29), and who were thereby, by means of
the mpdfeais itself, chosen out from the rest of men (xi. 5), and
thus the mpofeois was no other than % xar ékhoyiw mpibfesis
(comp. DBengel, Flatt, Tholuck, Beck, Fritzsche, Philippi,
Lamping). In a linguistic aspect xar’ éxhoy. (frequently in
Polybius, see Raphel) comes under the same category with the
well-known expressions xara xpdvos, xad UmepSohiy r.T\.
(Bornem. ad Cyrop.i. 4. 23 ; Bernhardy, p. 241). Comp. xi.
21; 1 Tim. vi. 3. But it is incorrect to alter, with Carpzov,
Ernesti, Cramer, Bohme, Ammon, Rosenmiiller, the signification
of érh., and to explain # ka7 éxh. 7pdf. as “ propositum Dei
liberuin.”  For, as clection and frcedom are in themselves dif-

1 Since the divine =piéesis is antecedent to time (Eph. iii. 11; 2 Tim. i. 9), asis
also the izaoy4 (Eph. i. 4 ; and see Weiss, bibl. Theol. § 126), we cannot, with
Beyschlag, p. 38, understand it of the plan developing itself in history, pertain-
ing to the Listory of God's Lingdom, as God forms it in the calling of Abrakam
and execules it up Lo the apostolic present. Mistaken also is van Hengel's view,
according to which the xas’ izdoy. mpéd. is to be limited to the determination of
choice respecting the two brothers, and wiva o the abiding realization of it in the
posterity of both sides, while sbx iE {pywy, @217 4x 5e¥ zadalyvros is supposed to be a
gloss.
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ferent conceptions, so in those passages which are appealed to
(Joseph. Bcll. Jud. ii. 8. 14; Psalt. Sal. ix. 7), éxA. is none
other than clectio; and especially in the N. T. éxloysf, éxhé-
veaBar, and éxhexros are so statedly used for the dogmatic
sense of the clection to salvation, that no alteration can be
admitted. In general, Hofmann has rightly understood it of
the quality, which the purpesc has from the fact that God
chooscs; along with which, however, he likewise transposes the
aotion of the éxhoyrp into that of the free act of will, “ which
has its presupposition only in the chooser, not on the side of
the chosen.” This anticipates the following, which, moreover,
joins itself not to éxhoys, but to the abiding of the xar’ éx.
mpobeais; hence éxdoys must be left in its strict verbal
sense of clection. The éxdoy may in and by itself be even an
unfree act of will ; its {reedom does not lie in the notion in
itself, but it is only to be inferred mediately from what is
further to be said of the péverv of the xat’ éxh. wpibeos,
viz. otk ¢¢ &pywy x.TN. — pnévp] The opposite of éxmémrwrer,
ver. 6. Comp. Xen. Anad. 1. 3. 24; Ewip. Iph. T. 959;
Herod. iv. 201. It is the reswlt aimced at in such a declaration
as God caused to be given to Lebecea before the birth of her
two sons : His purpose according to election is meant to remain
unchangeable, ctc., so much He would have to be settled in
His giving that declaration. — ovk €€ épyor x.1.\.] is by most
joined, through a supplied odoa, to mpofeats 1. Oeotr;' by
Fritzsche regarded cven as a supplementary definition to «xat’
éehoyiy, in which he is followed by Lamping, as though
Paul had written 9 otk €§ épywr kTN Dut for rejecting the
natural and nearest connection with wévy there is absolutely
no ground from the sense which thus results: the elective

! Luther, however, with whom agree Hofmann and Jatho, connects with
i{pién atzn.  But this last has already its delining clause in pizw x.=.a., and
that a clause after which aox iZ €pywr x.7. A., anncxed to the ifpién aies as a defi-
nition of mode, would be something sell-cvident and superiluous.  Iofmann
insisly, quite groundlessly, that, aceording to the ordinary connection of six iE
fpywy x.7. A, instead of 20x, z# must have been used. On account of the follow-
ing aar’ x.7.2., on which the main stress is meant to be laid, o0x, cven in a
sentenee expressing purpose, is quite inits place.  See Buttm, Newt. G, p. 802, &
Thie negation adherces to the i {pywy, see Kiihner, I1. 2, p. 747 .
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resolution must have its abiding character nof on account of
works, whick the subjects concerned would perform, but on account
of God Himsclf, who calls to the Messianic salvation  Accord-
ingly, odx é£ épywy k... is a causal specification annexed to
the—in itself independent—pévy, namely, of its objective
actual relation (hence ov, not wj), and should be separated
from wévn by a comma (Paul might morve formally have
written: «ai TolTo otk €€ €pywv x.TA.). Hence the objection
that uévew éx is not found is of no importance, since uévn
in itself stands absolutely, and éx is constantly employed in
the sense of by wirtuc of, by rcason of. See Bernhardy, p.
230 ; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I p. 551.7 — On the form égpédn,
which, instead of the Recepta éppsfn, is to be adopted with
Lachmann and Tischendorf, following the preponderance of
testimony, in all passages in Paul, see on Matt. v. 21, and
Kiihner, I. p. 810 f—The quotation is Gen. xxv. 23, closely
following the LXX.; &érc forms no part of it, but is recitative.
In the connection of the original text, o pellwv and o é\doe., the
greater and the smaller, refer to the two nations represented by
the elder and younger twin sons, of which they were to be
ancestors ; and this prediction was fulfilled first under David,
who conquered the Edomites (2 Sam. viii. 14); then, after they
had freed themselves in the time of Joram (2 Kings viii. 21),
under Amaziah (2 Kings xiv. 7; 2 Chron. xxv. 11) and
Uzziah (2 Kings xiv. 22; 2 Chron. xxvi. 2), who again
reduced them to slavery; and lastly, after they had once more
broken loose in the time of Ahaz (2 Chron. xxviii. 17; accord-
ing to 2 Kings xvi. 6, they had merely wrested the port of
Elath from the Jews), under Johannes Hyrcanus, who com-
pletely vanquished them, forced them to be circumecised, and
incorporated them in the Jewish state (Joseph. Ant. xiii. 9. 1).
Paul, however, has in view, as the entire context vv. 10, 11,

v This characteristic designation of God as § xzadv makes it apparent that the
attainment of the salvation entirely depends on Him.

? Not essentially different from our view is that of Tholuck, dec Wette, Phi-
lippi, who regard oix i£ &y x.7. A, as a subjoined definition of the whole final
clause : ‘““ And this indeed was not to be effected by virtue of works, ete.” (Phi-
lippi). DBut Riickert incorrectly explains it, as though the passage ran géva gn 12
Epy. xTAL
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13 evinces, in o well. and 7 N\dao., Esaw and Jacob themselves,
not their nafions; so that the fulfilincit of the Sov). is to be
found in the ficocretic subjection into which Ilsan was reduced
through the loss of his birthright and of the paternal blessing,
whereby the theoeratic lordship passed to Jacob.  DBut inasmuch
asin Gen. 7.~ the two hrothers are set forth as representatives
of the nations, and their persons and their destiny are not con-
sequently exeluded,—as, indeed, the relation indicated in the
divine utterance took its lLeginning with the brothers them-
selves, by virtue of the preference of Jacob through the paternal
blessing (Gen. xxvii. 29, 37, 40),—the apostle’s apprehension
of the passage, as he adapts it to his connecetion, has its
ground and its warrant, especially in view of similar licrme-
neutic {reedom in the use of O. T. expressions. — o peillwy and
7% é\doa. have neither in the original nor in Greek the signi-
Jfication : the first-born and the second-born, which indeed the
words do not denote ; but Isaw, who is to conie to birth first,
is regarded as the grcater of the twins in the womb, and Jacob
as the smaller.

Ver. 13. “ This utterance (é3péfn) took place in conformity
with the expressly testified (in Mal. i 2, 3, freely cited from
the LXX)) love of God towards Jacob and abliorrence of
Esau.” Thus, thet utterance agrees with f2is. But just like
Paul, so the prophct himself intends by "IaxoB and "Hoad, not
the two nefions Israel and LEdom, but the persons of the livo
Trothers ; God loved the former, and Zated the latter (and there-
Joire has exalted Isracl and destroyed Edom). — The «orisfs ave,
in the sense of the wpostle—as the relation of xaBws véyp. to
the preceding, imparting information respeeting the subjective
aground of the divine declaration in ver. 12, shows—to be
referred to the love and ablhiorrence entertained towards the
Lrothers before thedr birth, but are not to he understood of the
de fuclo moanifestation of love and hatved by which tlie saying
of Cien. xxv. 23 had been in the result confirmed (van Tlenwel).
"Epioyoa, morcover, is not to have a mercly privative sense
ascribed to it: nof fo love, or fo love lcss (as Ifessel, Glass,
Croting, Esting, and many, including Noszelt, Koppe, Theluck,
Tlatt, Beek, Muaier, Beyschlug), which is not admnissible cven in
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Matt. vi. 24, Luke xiv. 26, xvi. 13, John xii. 25 (see,
against this and similar attempts to weaken its force, Lamping);
but it expresses the opposite of the positive sydm., viz. positive
hatred. See Mal. i. 4. And as that love towards Jacob must
be conceived of as complctely independent of foreseen virtues
(ver. 11), so also this hatred towards Esau as completely inde-
pendent of foreseen sins (in opposition to the Greek Fathers
and Jerome on Mal. i.). Both were founded solely on the free
clective determination of God; with whom, in the necessary
connection of that plan which He had freely adopted for the
process of theocratic development, the hatred and rejection of
Esau were presupposed through their opposite, namely, the free
love and election of Jacob to be the vehicle of the theocracy
and its privileges, as the reverse side of this love and choice,
which the history of Edom brought into actual relief.

Vv. 14-18. Second part of the TTcodicée: God docs not deal
wnrightcously, in that His wpoBeats according to clection 1s to have
its subsisteice, not €€ €pywv, but ék Tol kalovyTos; for He
Humsclf mainlains tn the Scripture His own freedom to have
merey upon or to harden whom He will—This reason has pro-
bative force, in so far as it is justly presupposed in it, that the
axiom which God expresses respecting Himself is absolutely
worthy of Him. Hence we are not, with Beyschlag, to refer the
alleged injustice to the fact that God now prefers the Gentiles
to the Jews, which is simply imported into the preceding tfext,
and along with which, no less gratuitously, the following
receives the sense: “{the Jeows have tadeed become what they arc
out of puve grace ; this grace sy therefore once agein be directed
towards others, and be withdrawn from them” (Beyschlag).

Ver. 14. A possible inference, unfavourable to the character
of God, from vv. 11-13, is sugeested by Paul himself, and
rvepelled. — uy a8k, wapa 7w Ocd ;] Bui s there not wnright-
cousness with God ?  Comp. the question in iii. 5.  7apa, with
qualities, corresponds to the Latin su.  Sec Matthiae, § 588. 6.
Comp. ii. 11.

Ver. 15. Reason assigned for the pa) eévorro, not for the
legitimacy of the question py adikia . . O, (Mangold, p. 134),
so that the opponcat’s langnage continues, until it “culmi-
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nates in the audacious exclamation of ver. 19.” TIap after
py) yévorro always relates to this.  Dengel rightly remarks on
yap: “Nam quod asserimus, Dei asserium cst irrcfragabile”
— 76 Mwvo. . (sce critical remarks) brings into strong relief
the venerated recipient of the word, which makes it appear the
more weighty (comp. x. 5,19).  The citation is Ex, xxxiii. 19,
verbally following the LXX. (which would have more closely
translated the Heb. by éxed ov dv ejow xrA)!  In the
originel fext it is an assuwrance by God to Moses of Ilis
favouwr now directly extended towards him, but expressed
in the form of a divine axiom. Hence Paul, following the
LXX,, was justified in employing the passage as a scriptural
statcment of the general proposition: God’s mercy, in respect
of the persons concerned, whose lot it should he to experience
it, lets itself be determined solely by His own free will of
grace: “I will have mercy upon whosocver is the object of my
merey;” so that I am therefore in this matter dependent on
nothing external to myseclf. This is the sovercignty of the
divine compassionating will.  Observe that the fufure denotes
the actual compasston, fullilling itself in point of fact, which
God promises to show to the persons concerned, towards whom
He stands in the mental relation (éxed, present) of pity. The
distinction between éxed and oikTeipo is not, as Tittmann,
Synon. p. 69 f, defines it, that éx. denotes the active merey,
and olkt. the compassionate kindness, but that the same
notion miscrert is more stromgly expressed by olkr.  Sce
Tritzsche.  Comp. Plat. Euthyd. p. 288 D: é\ejoavté pe xal
olxteipavre. The latter denotes originally hewailing sympathy,
as opposed to parapilew (Xen. Anad. iii. 1. 19).  Comy). olk7os
(to which 68vppés, Plat. Rep. iii. p. 387 D, corresponds), oierilw,
otktpos k1A On the form olkreyprjow, sce Lobeck, ad Phiyn.
p- 741.—dv av] The av is that everywhere usual with the
relative in the sense of cungue. Hence conditionally expressed :
if to any one I am aracious, cte.  Sce generally Harvtung, Porfi-
Lell TL p. 203 £; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 119.  Consequently,

! Fven thus €270 would be fulure indicnfire, not suhjunctice (in opposition {o

Fritzsche's eriticism).  See BDornemann, ad Xen. dApol. 16; Poppo, ad Cyrop.
ii. 1, 13; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Rep. p. 61. 5 D.
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not merely the mercy in itself, but also the determination of
those who should be its objects, is designated as a {rece act of
God, resting on nothing except on His elective purpose, and
affecting the persons according to it; for the emphasis lies in
the relative clause on the repeated dv d&v, as dv generally has
its place after the emphatic word.

Ver. 16. Paul now infers fromn this divine word the doctrine
implied in it of the causality of the divine redemption. — ov
Tod Béhovros) sc. éoTi.  Accordingly, thercfore, it (the partici-
pation in that which has just been designated in the divine
utterance as éieos and olkTipuos) s not of him that wills, nor
of him that runs, but of God who is merciful; it depends not
on the striving and urgent endeavour of man, but on the
will of the merciful God! The relation of the genitive is:
penes. See Dernhardy, p. 165; Kithner, II. 1, p. 316 f —
Tpéxety, a figurative designation of strenwuously active endeavour,
borrowed originally from the competitive races (1 Cor. ix. 24).
Comp. Gal. ii. 2, v. 7; Phil. ii. 16; also in the classical
writers. Incorrectly, Reiche (following Locke and others)
thinks that féxovros was probably chosen with reference to the
wish of Abraham to instal Ishmael, and of Isaac to instal
Esau, in the heirship ; and Tpéy. with reference to the fruitless
running in of Esau from the chase (Theoplhylact understands it
of nuis running off to the chase). For Paul, in fact, draws an
inference with his épa olv only from the divine utterance issued
o Moses ; and hence we are not even to conjecture, with van
Ilengel, a reference to Pharaoly’s hasty pursuit of the Israelites.
Not on the runner himself depends the suecesstul struggle
for the prize (in opposition to Reiche’s objection), but he,
whom God has chosen to obtain it, now on his part so runs
that he does obtain it.  Consequently the conception is, that
man by his 7péyewr never meritoriously acguires the divine
favour; but, fulfilling the predetermination of God, he, in the
power of the grace already reecived, demeans himsclf conform-

! The proposition in the generality with which it is expressed forbids the
assumption of a particular reference to /srael (Beyschlag), whose moral and reli-
gious endeavour (ver. 31) hinders not the right of God's world-ruling majesty to
open the heart of the Gentiles for the gospel, and not that of the Jews.
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ably 1o <t; hence Tanl, in another place, where the context
suggests it, «horls to the 7péyew (1 Cor. ix. 24). Deck’s
opinion, that féew and Tpéxew are here intended not in the
moral sense, but metaphysically and juridically, is nothing hut
an exegetically groundless deviation from the simple and clear
meaning of the words. — 7. é\eolvros Oeob] to be {aken
together.  Had Taul intended T. éleodvros as independent, and
Ocod as an apposition, he would have only weakened the
antithetic emphasis by the very superfluously added Geot (in
opposition to Hofmann).

Ver. 17. Tdp] Establishment of this doctrine ¢ contrariv,! as
the inference of ver. 18 shows. — 4 padn] for in it God
speaks; comp. Gal. iil. 8, 22. — 7¢ Papaw] Paul has selected
two very striking contemporancous and historically connected
examples, in ver. 15 of election, and here of rejection. The
quotation is LEx. ix. 16, with a {rce and partly intentional
variation from the LXX. — é7¢] does not form part of the
declaration, but introduces it, as in ver. 12. — els adTo ToiT0]
brings the meaning into stronger relief than the évexer Todrov
of the LXX.: for this vcry puvposc (for nothing else).  Comp.
xiti. 6; 2 Cor. v. 6, vih 11; Eph. vi. 22; Col. iv. 8. —
ébrpyerpd oe] The LXX. translates 0D by Scerypijfys, <.c.
vivus servalus s, and so far, leaving out of view the factitive
form of the Hebrew word (to which, however, a reading of the
LXX. attested in the Hexapla with Semijpnod ae corresponds),
corrcetly in the historical connection (sce Ex. ix. 15). LPuwl,
however, cepands the special scuse of that 1llehrew word to
denote the awhole appearance ol Pharaoh, of which general fact
that partienlar one was a part; and he renders the word
according to this general relation, which lies at the bottom of

1 The counterpart of that ¥aces is, namely, the divine Lardening ; and if this
likewise presents itself as dependent only on the divine determination of will,—
as the language of Scripture to Pharaoh testiflics,—what is said in ver. 16 thus
reecives a further seriptural confirmation from the correlative counterpart.
Beyschlag also recognises a reasoning e contrario, but sces in Pharaoh the tyye
of Istacl, unto whom the gospel has not mercly reinained strange, but has tended
to hardening. Thus in this typo *“the present exchange of réle between Isracl
and thc Gentile world is illustrated in a terrible manner.” ‘This change of 76l
is imported.



CIIAP. IX. 17. 139

his view, and in reference to which the active form was
important, by : I have raised thee up, that is, cawused thee to
emerge ; thy whole historical appearance has been brought about
by me, in order that, etc. Comp. the current use of éyeipew
in the N. T,, as in Matt. xi. 11, xxiv. 11 ; John vii. 52, ¢f «l. ;
Ecclus. x. 4; 1 Mace. iii. 49 ; and the Hebrew 097, So, in
substance, Theophylact (els 70 uéoov yayov), Beza, Calvin,!
Piscator, Bengel, and various others, including Reiche, Olshau-
sen, Riickert, Deck, Tholuck, Philippi; formerly also Hof-
mann ; comp. Beyschlag: “ I have allowed thee to erisc.” The
interpretation : wivwmn fe screav: (Vorstius, Hammond, Grotius,
Wolf, and many, including Koppe, Morus, Bohme, Rosenmiiller,
Nosselt, Klee, Reithmayr), explains the Hebrew, but not the
expression of the apostle; for Jas. v. 15 ought not to have
heen appealed to, where the confcxt demands the sense of
“erigere de lecto graviter decumbentem.” Yet cven now
Hofmann compares Jas. v. 15, and explains accordingly: 1
have suffercd thee to rise from sickness.  But this would only be
admissible, provided it were the sense of the original text,
which was assumed by Paul as well known; the latter, how-
ever, simply says: I allow thce fo stand for the sake of, ete.
(comp. Knobel, 7n loc), with which also the LXX. agrecs.
Others explain: I have appointed thee fo be Ling (Flatt,
Benecke, Glockler). Others: T have stirred thee up jor resist-
ance (Augustine, Anselm, Kollner, de Wette, Fritzsche, Maier,
Bisping, Lamping, comp. Umbreit), as éyeiper and éfeyeip.
denote, in classical usage, fo <ncife, both in a good and bad
sense; comp. 2 Mace xiii. 4; Hist. Sus. 45. Dut these
special definitions of the sense malke the apostle say some-
thing so entively differcnt both from the original and from the
LXX, that they must have been necessitated by the connec-
tion. But this is not the case; not cven in respeet to the
view of Augustine, etc., since in ver. 18 dv 8¢ Géer, crxhnpiver
is not inferred from the verbal scise of é&jy. oe, but from the
relation of the 8mws x.T.\. to the é&ryepa oe (els avro Tobro
evinees this)—a relation which would presuppose a hardening

! ¢“Deus Pharaonem o se profectum dicit eique hanc impositam esse per-
sonam."”
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of Pharaoh on the part of Ged, and for the rcader who is
familiar with the history (Ix. iv. 21, vii. 3, xi. 10, xiv. 4,
¢t al), actually presupposes it. — omwws €vdelf. «.7.1.] namely,
by means of thy final overthrow ; not: by means of the leading
out of Israel (Beyschlag), against which is év ool — évdei£.]
may show, may cause to be recognised in thy case. Comp.
iii. 25; Eph. il 7; 1 Tim. i. 16. — 6vwapw] LXX.: loydv.
With Paul not an intentional alteration, but another reading
according to the Hexapla (in opposition to Philippi). — Seayy. ]
might be thoroughly published.  Comp. Luke ix. 60; Ilat.
Protag. p. 8317 A; Pind. Nem. v. 5; Herodian, i. 15. 3,
ii. 9. 1; Plutarch. Camill. 24. — 76 Svoud pov] As naming
Him who has shown Himself so mighty in the case of
Pharach. For the opposite, sce il 24; 1 Tim. vi 1,—év
aaan ) yi) in the whole carth; a result, which in the later
course of history (comp. Eusebius, pracp. ev. ix. 29), especially
was fulfilled in the dispersion of the Jews and the spread of
Cliristianity, and continues to be fulfilled. The explanation :
in the whole land (van Hengel), is less in keeping with the
tendency of the original text than the all-comprehensive des-
tination of this great judgment of God.

Ver. 18, Result from vv. 15-17. — exhgpiver] Opposite
of €éXeet, not merely negative like ovx éxeet (Bengel), but posi-
tive: He hardens him, makes him thereby incapable of being
a gxebos éxéovs (ver. 23).  Such an one becomes owxnpos e
kai aperdoTpodos (Plato, Crut. p. 407 D), okh. kai amwelis
(I'ato, Zocr. p. 104 C),in a moral respect.”  Comp. Acts xix. 9 ;
ILel. iil. 8, 13, 15, iv. 7; axigporapdia, NMatt. xix. §; Mark
xvi. 14; Rom. il 5 ; see also Soph. Aj. 1340, Zveck. 1250
Lobeck, ad Aj. p. 384 ; from the O. T, Umbreit, . Sindr,
D. 113 ff.  Vv. 19 Il prove that all warping or alteration of

! For an analogous pagan coneeplion, comp., especially Buripides, in Lyceurgus
adv. Leocr. p. 198 (§ 92) :
Sray yap spyn Suipsvay fréTern Tive,
70Ut avrs wpwrev iSaPaipsivai Pprviy
w0y veuv 0w Lofhoy, ti; 3t Tav ytipw Tpixu
vvapny, I 607 undiv v GpapTi,

Sce also Ruhnken, ad Vell. Patere. ii. 57, p. 265 L
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this sense of the word is erroncous ; that the suggestion, ey,
in Origen and several Fathers, in Grotius, Koppe, Flatt, Klee,
Maier, and others, that only the divine permission is intended
(comp. Melancthon : “ Indurat, i.e. sinit cssc durum, nec con-
vertit eum”), is erroncous ; and equally erroneous is the inter-
pretation duriter tractat (Carpzov, Semler, Cramer, Iirnesti,
Schulthess, Eucq. Forsch. IL p. 136 ; comp. Beck, p. 75 f),
which is contrary to the signification of the word (also in the
LXX. Job xxxix. 16 !). Evidence to the same effect is supplied
by the fwofold representation given of the hardening of Pharaoh
in Exodus, where it appears partly as self-produced (viii. 15, 32,
ix. 34; comp. 1 Sam. vi. 6), putly as cffected by God (iv. 21,
vil. 3, ix. 12, x. 20, 27, xi. 10). Of these two ways of re-
garding the matter, however, Paul, suitably to his object, has
expressly adopted the latter; Tharaoh hardened by God is to
him the type of all who obstinately withstand the divine
counsel of salvation, as Israel does. In opposition to Beck’s
evasive expedients, scc Lamping. On the hardening dtsclf
Olshausen remarks:—(1) That it presupposes already the
beginnings of evil. But this is at variance with dv 8érer and
éx Tob adTob Pupdparos,ver. 21.  (2) That it is not an aggra-
vation of sin, but a means of preventing its aggravation. But
Pharaoly’s history is against this. (3) That the total hardening
is an expression of simple penal justice, when sin has become
sin against the Holy Gliost. But in that case there could be
no mention of a ov #éxee. The clear and simple sense of the
apostle is, that it depends on the free determination of God’s
will whether to bless with His saving mercy, or, on the other
hand, to put into that spiritual condition, in which a man
can be no object of His saving mercy (but rather of Iis opyy
only). Accordingly, the will of God is here the absolute will,
which is only in the é\eet a will of grace, and not also in the
orAnplver (in opposition to Th. Schott). Of the style and

1 In Job, Le., dataeaipun, LXX., is said of the ostrich, which renders hard,
i.e. makes hardy, its young ones. Comp. Leon. Tarent. 11 ; Athen. I p. 24D ;
Theophr. C. pl. iii. 16. 2, v. 15. 6. Such is also the meaning of émorxrnpiw,
The sensc of the original (U‘WPT‘) is not decisive. The LXX. has understood it
as amioxdnp, Comp. Lamping, p. 188 {.
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manner in which the older dogmatic interpreters have here
introduced qualilying clauses in the interests of opposition
to absolute predestination, the development of the matter by
Calovius may serve as an example. Ile maintains, that when
it is said that God hardeus, this is not to be taken évepyyrucds
or cfiective, but (1) avyywpnricds, propter permissionon; (2)
adopunTieds, Propter occasioinrn, quaim ex iis, quae Deus agit,
sumunt reprobi; (3) éykaralevmwricds, ob descrlioncm, quod
gratia sua deserat reprobos ; (4) wapadorikds, ob traditionem in
seusum reprobum et in wlteriorem Satanac potestatem. Dut
Philippi’s suggestion of the immanent lew which the divine
frecdom carries within itself,—according to which God will have
mercy upon Zim who acknowledges His right to have mercy on
whom He will, and to harden whom He will; and will harden
Jeim who denies to Iim this right,—will only tlien come into
consideration by the side of what Paul here says, when (see
remarks after ver. 33) we are in a position to judge of the rela-
tion of our passage and the connection that follows it to the
moral self-determination of man, which the apostle teaches elsc-
where; seeing that no further gniding hint is hiere given by Paul,
and, moreover, that 1mmanent law of the diviuce {reedom, as
Philippi himself frankly recognises, is nof at «ll leie expreszed.
For now the apostle has been most sedulousty and exelusively
ureing nothing Lut the complete independence of the divine
willing in éxeeiv and errnpivew,! which the Fori. Cone. p. S21
does not duly attend to, when it maintains that Paul desirved to
represent the hardening of Phavaoh as an exumple of divine
penal justice.  Not “ut eo ipso Del justdicon declararet,” has
Paul adduced this example, although it fulls Aistorically under
this poiut ol view, but as a proof of the completely frce self-de-
o rinination of God to harden whom Ile widl.  Accordingly, the
hardening here appears by no means, as has been lately reaud
between the lines, “ as @ conscqucieee of preceding coieriled wely-
wiyhtcousiess” (LTholuek), or “ such «x the s himsdf Tues willed

! Obscrve that in v #a: the emphasis fallg on #iaer, not—as in ver, 15, where
&v was added—on . In the second clause this empliatic v #ias is then repeated,
on which occasion % (again, on the other hand) brings out the corresponding
syunuctry of the relative definition on Twoth sides (Hartung, Porték, Top. 168 10),
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it” (Th. Schott), or conditioned by the divine standard of
holiness confronting human sin (Weiss), or with an obvious
Jresupposition of human self-determination (Beyschlag).  Tlse-
where the hardening may be adjudged as a punishmcit by God
(Isa. vi. 9 ff.; DPs. Ixix. 28 ; see Umbreit, p. 510 £.), but not so
lere. The will of God, which in truth can be no arbitrary plea-
sure, is no doubt holy and just; butit is not here apprehended
and sct forth under this point of vicw and from this side, but
in reference to its independence of all human assisteice, conse-
quently in accordance with its absolute ascitas, which is to be
retained in its clear precision and without any qualifying
clause to the words or Géher éxeel! and must not be obscured
by ideas of mediate agency that are here foreign.

Vv. 19-21. Third part of the Theodicée: Duf man is not
cntitled to dispute with God, why He should stidl find foult.
Ior his relation to God s as that of the thing formed to 4ts
Jformer, or of the vessel to the potter, who has power to fashion out
of o single lump vessels to honour and dishonour.

Ver. 19. An objection supposed by the apostle (comp. xi. 19)
which might be raised against ver. 18, not merely by a Jew,
but generally. — ofr] in pursuance of the dv 8¢ Gérer axhrpivet.
— &r¢] logical, as in iii. 7, and frequently : If He bhardens out
of His own determination of will, why docs He still find fault?
That fact surely takes away all warrant from the reproaches
which God makes against hardened sinners, since they have
heen lardened by the divine will itself, to which no one
yet offers opposition (with success). — 7@ yap Bovh. x.7.\]
ground assigned for the question, 7¢ ére péud. — dvbéornxe]
Who withstands? wherchy, concretely, the <rresistibilify of
the divine decree is set forth. The diwine deerce 4s cxalied
abore any onc’s opposition. According to the present opinion
of Hofmann (it was otherwise in the Schriftbew. 1. p. 246 £),
the opponent wishes to establish that, if the words ov fé)e,

! Fofmann 1ightly remarks : the iaesv is designated as an act, whose olject
one is in virtue of the fact, that God wills to make him its object. Just so it
stands with the exanpdveas, by which God fulfils His own will in the person con-
cerned, without having his action and character as a ground of determination
in the matter.
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arMppiver be correct, no onc may offir opposition to that which
God wills)! and therefore God can in no one have anything to
ccasure.  Dut thus the thought of the question Tis dvféonre
would be one so irrational and impious (as though, forsooth,
no sinner would e opposed to God), that Panl would not even
have had ground or warrant to have invented it as an objec-
tion. That question is not Zmpious, but {regic, the expres-
sion of human weakness in presence of the divine decree
of hardening. — On the classical BovAnua (more frequently
Bolhevpa), the thing willed, i.c. captim considivm (only here in
Taul), see van Hengel, Lobeck, ad Aj. 44.  Comp,, as to the
distinction between Bovhopar and féhw (Eph. i. 11), on Matt.
i. 19.

Ver. 20. Mevovvye] Ino vcro, here not without irony: Yee
verdly, O man (. 1), who art thoy (quantidus ¢s) who veplicst
against God? Sec on Luke xi. 28; also Ast, Lex. Plat. 11.
p- 303, On ov 75 €, comp. xiv. 4 ; Plato, Gorg. p. 452 B:
ob 8¢... 15 e, & avbpome ; Taul does not give a r¢/utation
of the i é€7v wéug., but he repudiates the uestion as wi-
warranted ;  abrumpit quaestionem ” (Melanethon), and that
wholly from the standpoint of the entirely unlimited divine
omnipotence, on which lie has placed himself in the whole of
the present connection, and consistently with that standpoint.
— 0 avramorpw.] For in 7{ & . . . avbéor. there is contained
an opposilional »eply, namely, to God's finding funll, not to the
saytng ot Seripture, ver. 17 (ILofmann), which the apostle’s
present train of thought has already left behind.  On the
expression, comp. Luke xiv. 6; Judg. v. 29; Job xvi. 8,
xxxil. 12, The word is not found in the Greek writers. Dut
avramorpiveabar, says Taul, as little belongs to man against
God, as to the thing formed belongs the question addressed to
its former: Why hast thow, meade anc thes (as I am)?  This
comparison 1s logicedly coricet (in opposition to Usteri, Lehrbeys.

! The general expression ““opposition ” [Widerpart ] does not correspond with
sufficient definiteness to the notion of avfisruxe, since the latter everywhere sig-
nifies the real and active resistere.  So also in PPaul (xiii. 2; Gal. ii. 11; Epl.
vi. 13). Comp. Soph. Fragm. 234; Dindor( : mpss whv dvéyzny ci6' " Aprs drbiesasas,
Plato, Symp. p. 196 D,
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p. 269), since the Zertium comparationds generally is the con-
stituting of the quality.  As the moulder produces the quality
of the vessel formed by him according to his own free will, so
God constitutes the moral quality (fitted for blessedness or not
so) ot men as He will. Only when it is maintained that the
comparison with the thing formed must properly refer only to
the first formation of men, and not to the subsequent ethical
moulding of those created (as in Pharaolt’s case, whom God
hardened), can its logical correctness be denied. DBut Paul
wrote in a popular form, and it is to do him injustice to press
his simile more than he himself, judging by the tenor of the
entire connection, would have it pressed. Glockler (following
Pareus) finds in pn épel w7 and ver. 21 an argumentatio «
minore ad majus: “ If not even in the case of an effigy can
such a question be addressed to its former, how much less
can man, etc.” But this also is to be quite laid aside, and we
must simply abide by the conception of a simile, since that
question on the part of the thing formed canuot certainly be
conceived as really taking place, and since the simile itself is
of so frequent occurrence in the O. T., that Paul has doubtless
employed it by way of reminiscence from that source. See Isa.
xxix. 16, xlv. 9; Jer. xviii. 6; Wisd. xv. 7; Ecclus. xxxvi.
13. Vv. 21-23 also show that Paul sets forth God Himself
under the image of the potter. According to Hofmann, the
sense of the question resolves itself into a complaint over the
destiny, for which the ercature is created by God.  But the con-
textual notion of wotety is not that of creation, but that of
preparation, adjustinent (vv. 21, 223, correlative to the making
of the potter, who does not creafe his vessels, but forms and
Jashions (whdoavre) them thus or thus; and olrws simply
specifies the mode of the making : n such shape, in such a kind
of way, that I have not issued {rom thy hands as one of another
mould, Comp. Winer, p. 434 [E. T. 584] 1t is the 7pomos
of the woiety, which presents itself in the result.

Ver. 21. "H] The sense, without an interrogation, is : Unicss
perhaps the potter showld not have power over his clay (o b mwnkod),
to malke (woiioar, the infinitive of more precise definition), etc.
Comp. Wisd. xv, 7. — éx Tod avrod ¢pupdu.] The pipapa (comp.

ROM. IL K
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on xi. 16; 1 Cor. v. 6) is the {vnip of the 7myrds, mixed with
water and Aneaded, out of which the potter makes the different
vessels,  Inthe application of the simile, the somnc linp denotes
human nature in and by itself, as it is alike in all with its
opposite moral capabilities and dispositions,! bhut not yet con-
ceived ol in its definite individual moral stamp.  Out of this,
like the potter out of the clay-dough which is susceptible of
various moulding, God—who does not wmerely “ allow to come
7ito being” the different moral quality of individuals, in order
then to fullil on them the éxeelv or crAnpiverw which He will
(ITofmann), but cffectively produces it—makes partly such as
are destined to stand in honowr (namely, as partakers of the
Messianic glory), partly such as are to stand in dishonour
(namely, through the cternal amwiews). Comp. vv. 22, 23,
See also 2 Tim. ii. 20, 21.  The former is the cffect of His
é\eew, as in the case of Aoses; the latter that ol IIis gwxry-
povew, as in the case of Pharaol. Much too general and ration-
alizing, in opposition to the text, is van Hengel's view, that
the figure relers generally to the “ inexplicabiles dewing remvin
lwianarwin rogiintads rationes ;7 and Beysehlag’s view amounts
to the same thing : “out of the material of the human race (¥)
whiel s at His disposal ag it conlinues to come into existence,
to stamp indiriduals wdl this or (hal historical destinotion ™ (7).
—els Tywjr) This is the destination of the vessel; it is eitlier
to be konoured, so that it has Ty (as cg. a sacred vase), or is
to experience the opposite, so that arpia cleaves to it (as cy.
an ulensil destined to foul use). — Observe the puiposiiy-
closen arrangcmcnt of the words @ {he juxtaposition oi olw €yer
(or lucks), the juxtaposition of o xepapevs Tob wrrod (althouch
Tob A belongs 1o €fovo. ; comp. Dultann, weut. G . 332),
and the prefixing of eis Teprp.

Vv, 29-29. Lfourth put of the Theodiete: God, jfull of
long-suflering, has boine with wvessls of wrath, i ordei acithol
lo analec Lavwen Iis glovy ow vessls of anerey, as awhicl Tle s

! This masse is by Augustine onesidedly viewed as “ peceato originali infecta,
corrupte damnationique obnoxia,” so that then the vessels s riusv are thosc
vohich s sammuntur in graticon, and the vessels @5 @rigiey those which ad Tucid
debitum relinguuntur,
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also called ws Claistians both out of the Jows and out of the
Gentiles.  Comp. on vv. 22, 23; Wisd. xii. 20, 21, These
two kinds of orein are necessarily the same as those meant in
ver. 21 (in opposition to Weiss, p. 66 £, and %0l. Theol. p.
383). This is shown by the retention of orevn, as well as by
the attributes xarnpriopéva and & mpontoiuacey corresponding
to the moujoac of ver. 21, just as els amwheav aptly corre-
sponds to the els aripiav, and els 6ofav to the els Tywiv, ver.
21. The former vessels as katnpriopéva els amdreiav are
necessarily oxely dpyijs, for the divine dpyj and émedhea are
correlates, which suppose one another. Dut the guilt, which
is supposed by the notion of 6pyy, is, in the entirely consistent
connection of our passage, presented——by the xataprilew
which precedes the guilt, and in virtue of which God has made
them such as they are and not otherwise—as the consequence
of the moral development conditioned by this previous pre-
peration.  Weiss fails to recognise the oncsidedness of the
mode of view here necessarily intended and Dboldly carried out
by the apostle, which will not, moreover, bear the attempts of
Hofmann to explain it away, or those of Beyschlag to twist
the notion; the latter least of all, on the subjective ground
that the strictly understood notion of oredn dpyijs is Zicapable
of fulfilment, which at the absolute standpoint of the text it
is not.

Ver. 22 f forms a conditional interrogative sentence, the
apodosis of which is not expressed, but is gathered from the
context, viz.: TIlt thow still be ablc to venture the avramo-
kpiveafar 7 Ocd of ver. 20 £? Must thou not utterly be-
come dumb with thy replies? Comp. on John vi. 61; Acts
xxiil. 93 Luke xix. 41 : see also Calvin and Calovius, in loc. ;
Fritzsche, Conject. p. 30 ; Hartung, Paridlell. 11 p. 212,
Dissen, ad Dein. de cor. p. 297, This aposiopesis with el 8¢
corresponds perfectly to our: lut how 1if, ete. It is to be
translated : “ But Lhow if God, althouyh minded to manifest His
wrath and to make known His power, has cudured with much
long-suffering wvesscls of wrath, which are nevertheless adjusied
Sor destruetion, in order also to make known the riches of Hus
glory on wessels of merey, which He has prepared beforchand for
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gloiy 27 Parvephrased, the sense is: “ Dut if God, nolu-ithstand-
ing that His holy will disposes Ilim ot to leave unmanifested
His wratl, and Ilis power, but practically to ke them kaown,
has aevertheless hitherto, full of long-suffering, enduired such as
are objects op His wrath, and spared them from the destruction,
to iacur wlich they ave ncvertheless constituted and fitied Like o
vessel by (e pottcr—cndared them and spaved theme not awerely
es a proof of such great long-suffering towards them, but
also il the purpose in view of making known, duriny the
pertod gf this fuibcarance, the fulness of 1lis glorious perfrelion
in respeet 1o sucl as ave objects of His amercy, whom fle, s the
putter fashions « wesscl, has prepared beforchand, and put i
ovder for cteinal glory,—how, in presence of that self-denying
long-suflcring of God towards wvesscls of wrath, and In prescuce
of this gracious purpose, which He withal, at the same time,
cherishes towards the zessels of mercy, must any desire to dis-
pute with God completely depart from tihee "—In detedd the
following points are to be observed: &¢ is neither cquivalent
to odw, nor resumptive, but the simple peraBaticoy, making the
transition to something further, namely, from the previous dis-
missal of the objector to the refwtation which puts him to
shame.! Tholuck (comp. also Weiss, Reithmayr, and others)
takes it antithctically, so that the sequence of thought wounld
be : “T assert this as God's absolute right against you, if yon
choose to take your stand on the point of right; but how if
God Zues not so much as cven dealt thus, ete.?”  Dut such an inter-
pretation, which would require the contrast to e mmelt more
strongly marked than by the mere 8¢, is at variance with the
retention in the sequel of the figurative axevy and their pre-
paredness ; because it is thence evident, that what Paul had
previously said concerning the freedom of God to prepare men
ol dilferent character and destiny like potters’” vessels, e by no
means intended to cancel, as if God had not thvs deddl.  Oénmy
15, with Fritzsche, Philippi, Lamping, and several others, Lo Te
resolved by althviryh, because only thus is there yiclded the logi-

' Hofmann asscrts, with singular dogmatism, that the metabatic 3 (Hartung,

I. p. 165) is not fitted to introduce the transition to a strouger reply. Why
not? It introduces s acw point (Bacumlcin, p. 90).
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cally correct preparation for the notion of wo\\y paxpofuuia,
which is a self-denying one; the OéNew évbefacdar .7\ is the
constant esscnlial characteristic of the holy God, and yet ITc has
borne, ete. The analysis: because God willed (so most, including
de Wette, Liiickert, van Hengel), yields the seunse that God
has, in order thereupon to issuc all the more evident a penal
judgment, endured patiently, ete.; but this would not amount
to a moAM) paxpofuuia, but in fact to a delay occasioned by an
ungodlike motive, and having in view the heaping up of wrath.
Unworthy of God, and only rendered possible by the importa-
tion of parenthetical thoughts, is the sense which Hofmann
educes: God has not so borne with those men, that He would
Jirst sce how it would be with them, in order then to deal with
thiem accordingly ; but He has done so with the will already
withal firmly scttled, to prove, etc. That ncgative and this
alveady firm scitlement of will are read between the lines, —
Oéwy is placed at the Zead of the sentence, in order by con-
trast the more forcibly to prepare the mind for the notion for
which it is intended to prepare, that of the parpofuuia. To
Suvatov adrod is what is possiblc to Him, what He 1s in a posi-
tion to do. Comp. viil. 3, 70 advvaTov Tod vomov. Xen. Hell.
1. 4. 13, Tob Tijs mohews SuvaTod. As to the matter itself, see
3 Magce. ii. 6. The aorist sjweyxer does not refer to the long
forbearance with Pharach (Chrysostom, de Wette, and most) ;
the reference to him has Deen already concluded with ver. 18
but Paul intends gencrally the time Aitherto (which will in
like manner run on under this divine long-suffering up to
the Parousic), when God has still restrained the will of
His holiness, and has not yet accomplished the destruction
of the objects of His wrath, which He will do for the first
time in judgment. The oxedn dpyis, without the article,
vessels of wrath, denotes mot some, but such oxedn generally!
qualitatively nnderstood, namely, vessels which are prepared
(ver. 20 f) to experience God’s wrath on themselves, to be
the objects of it. The cifect of this wrath, which will go

! And that so that both kinds of vessels exist among Jews and Gentiles (see
ver. 24); in opposition to van Hengel, who thinks that the vesscls of wrath
represent only the Jewish people; comp. also Weiss and others.



150 TIE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS.

forth at the jadument, is < ceilestiny destruelivn ;* hence watypr.
els amwN., djusted for distraciion (ot “ ripe Tor destruction,”
as Weiss and Hofmann explain), xerves to Iring the paxpofuuia
into <UlIl clearer veliel, which is not that which wed/s for the
selfeddeeisiviv of Foman frecdom (Beyschlag), espectally for ¢mcad-
ment (I opposition to Dengel, Tholuck, and others), but that
which deloys the pened judipinent (comp. on Luke xviii, 7), the
prolopgetio Zrae, Jer. xv. 15, ¢ el The passage ii. 4 £ 1s no
prote=t azainust this view, since the apostle does not there, as
in the present passage, place himself at the standpoint of the
absolute divine will.  The subject who has adjusted those
concerned for dm@leta is God ;* and any saving clause wherehy
the passive sense is made (o disappear, or the passive ex-
pression—which, after ver. 20 £, not even a certain relinement
of picty is to he suggested as underlying—is made to yield
the sense that they had adjusted theaselves for destruetion,
or had deserred 1t (sce Chrysostom, Theodoret, Occuineniug,
Theophylact, Grotiung, Caloviuz, Dengel, and many ; also Steu-
del, Olzhawsen, Reithmayr, Decek, Mofmann, and Krunnnacher),
is opposed to the literal meaning and tu the context (ver. 21).
See also Lamping, p. 213, IHofinann's interpretation espe-
ctdly: “who hed wdevaced to that point, and jorad them-
selves therein,” 15 wrecked on his incorreet explanation of
T{ pe émoinaas ovtws, ver. 20. Iu xai wa x.T\., xai is also,
Zalrodvciny, i addition to the object involved in the pre-
vious év woANj} mparpoBupie, (hat cceecssory object which God
had in view in enduring the vesscls of wrath 7 #fercace fo
wexsls of wrercy (the use of the cenic. éxdows corresponds to
thut of opyis, ver. 22). Besides Tlis great long-sulfering
towavds fhose, e wonld «Zso make known how rich in glory
Ile was towards fhese. For had e nob so patiently tolerated

V Ilahm, Theol. d. N. T. L. p. 166 f, crroncously rcfers the &y#% and the
dxdiua to time, as opposed to eternity, The employment of ¢s 3sZzv in contrast
is decisive against this view. Comp. Ritschl, De ire Dei, p. 15.  This remark
also applies against Beyschlag, p. 57, who thinks that I change notions pertain-
ing to the history of God's Lingdom into abstract dogmatic oncs.  As though the
everlasting é=dauz and the everlasting 3582 were not precisely the issues of that
Lingdom's history !

* Comp. also Lstius aud Lechler, apost. Zeit. p. 123.
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{he oxeny opyis, but already caused the penal judgment to set
in upon them (which is to be thought of as setting in along
with the Parousia, not antecedently to this, like the destruetion
of Jerusalem), He would have had no space in which to make
known His glory on oxeleciv éléovs. Dut this purpose was
to be served exactly by that long period of forbearance, dwing
which such oxedy as were prepared beforehand by God for
cternal Sofa should through their calling (ver. 24) be led to
Christ, and thereby the fulness of the divine glory should be
made known in respect to them; which malking known is matter
of jact (Eph. iii. 10). In 7ijs 80€. atrob, the context directs us
to think of the dirine 1qjesty in relation to its Dbeneficent
alory, its glory in the bestowal of blessing; but els 8ofav, as
the opposite of els dmwh., denotes the everlasting Alessicnic
glory (viiil. 21, 30). The verbs érotudlew and kavaptifew are
not as different {rom one another as c.istence (Dascin) is from
mode of cxistence (Soscin),—an assertion of Hofimann’s as in-
correct as it is devoid of proof—but érorpdlew also denotes 2o
constitutc qualitatively, to prepare in the corresponding quality
(1 Cor. ii. 9; LEph. ii. 10; Philem. 232; Matt. iii. 3; Luke
i 17, il 31; Jolm xiv. 2, ¢ «l). Cowmp. lLere especially
2 Tim. ii. 21. Against such an error the well-known reflexive
use of érowudlew éavrov (Rev. viil. 6, xix. 7) should have
warned him, as well as the equivalent use of the middle
(1 Mace. v. 11, xii. 27, and very frequently in the classics). It
1s solely with a view to variety and illustration that Paul uses
for the same notion the #we verbs, of which Hofmanu rationalizes
the érotpafew to mean: “that it is God who Aas causcd those
who attain to glovy to come vnto being for the cnd of possessing
the glory, to which they thereupon attain by the fact that
He pouwrs forth His own upon them.” Nor is there anything
peculiar to be sought behind the change from passive to
active; the transition to the active was 1ore readily suggested
by the thought of the activity of loze. The 7po in wponToipacey
is not to be disregarded (see on Iph. ii. 10); nor is it to be
referred to the time hefore Lirth, nor to the acterna clectio (the
latter is the act of God, which before time preceded the pracpa-
7alio); but to the fact that God bas so previously fashioncd
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the aredn énéovs, before Ile makes known 1lis glory on them
(Just as the potter fashions the vessel), that is, has con-
stituted in them that ethical personality, which corresponds to
their destination to obtain eternal éofa throuzh Christ.!  Inémi
the act of making known is contemyplated as «wfeading over the
men, who are its objects.  1f, with Beza and Fritzsche (Crnjioet.
p- 29; not abandoned in his Convnread. p. 343 f, but placed
wlongsude of the ordinary mode of counection), we should make
kai (va yowpicn k.7 dependent, if not simply on xarynprio-
péva (Riickert), yet on xatnpr. e€is dwwheav (so also Dey-
schilag), in which case wxai would have to be taken most
simply as and, the entire balance of the discourse would
be deranged, inasmuch as the important thought xai iva
yvwpion .7\, on which the whole sequel depends, would be
subordinated to a mere secondary definition. The centre of
gravity of the argument lies in the bearing with the vessels of
wrath on the part of the divine long-sufiering ; and thercof in
ver. 23 there is brought forward an explanation glorifying God,
which is «ddcd in vespect to the axevn exéovs.*  The conneetion
above referred to would also certainly yiceld o severity of
thought, a rgyeer of telic view, which, granting all the bolduess
of deduction with which Paul follows out the idea of predesti-
nation, yet finds nothing further in accord with it in the whole
treatise; the thought, namely, that God has made ready the
axevn opyis for destruction, in ovder, throvgh (he cffect of (he
contrast,” the more fully to make known 1lis glory in the

VThus the wpsiroudu, to prepare beforchand, is to be understood accord-
ing to the context (vv. 21, 22), in the real sense, therefore, of actual con-
stituting, as previously xzrnpr., and mnot in the sense of the mere predesti-
sation in the divine counsel (Philippi), to which also the explanation of
Delitzsch, Psychol. p. 40, amounts, who represents God as having cternally
belore Him ““the whole fulure state of the facts as to the decision’ of the sub-
jects, and dealing accordingly. Comp. Matt. xxv. 34, 41; 2 Tim. ii. 21; Eph.
ii. 10.

? Beyschlag incorrectly abjeets, that thus thie notion of long-suflcring is de-
prived of its value; for it is no more such, if it is exercised not for the sake
of its abjects, but for the love of others. 'This does not take account of the
fact that Paul has eertainly cxpressed with sullicient definitencess, by his xai
before ive, that he is speaking only of an aim which subsisted along with others,
uot of that which took place alone.

3 Beysellag hore pushes to the utmost his explanation from the history of



CITAP. IX. 922, 23, 153

oketeat enéovs. — It is further to be remarked, (1) That the
interrogative conditional sentence forming an aposiopesis ¢ermi-
ales with ver. 23, and is not (with Fritzsche) to be extended to
ver. 24, since all that follows from ver. 25 onward belongs to
the topic started in ver. 24. (2) That we are nof, following
Reithmayr and older commentators with Philippi,! to supply «
sccond €l between kal and fva in ver. 23, and to assume that

)

Paul had intended at the close of ver. 23 to say éxahecev
avrods, but that he at once directed his glance at the concretes,
and thercfore wrote ols xal éxdlecer Huds instead of éxaieoev
adrods. Thereby a rambling and confusion in the present-
ing of his thoughts is, quite unnecessarily, imputed to the
apostle, which would be very glaving, particularly in a
dialectic passage so stamped throughout with clearness, defi-
niteness, and precision as the present. Similarly, but still
more confusedly, Tholuck. The language in vv. 22, 23 is
condensed and rich in thought, but runs on according to
plan and rule in its form. (3) The apodosis (which on our
understanding is not expressed) is not to be found in ver. 23,
because this would only be possible by arbitrarily supplying
hoc jecit, or the whole preceding chief sentence. So Ewald:

God’s kingdom, in order to obtain the very opposite of this rigour : ** If God now
drives the Jewish people through hardening towards destruction, He does cer-
tainly no more towards them than what they have richly deserved (?) ; but, at the
same time, by breaking the brittle shell of Judaism, in which the gospel has
germinated (?), He turns the same to account for the unfettered adoption of the
Gentile world, and brings in, along with the day of judgment (?) on Isracl, the
day likewise (?) of the glorification of the community chosen (?) by Him out
of all the world.” This is consistent interpolation, with an clastic interprete-
tion of the strict notions conveyed by the words.

! In regard to my explanation, Philippi stumbles especially at the fact that
Paul has not written izl xaeiove sxedn irion;, But the apostle has in truth
the two kinds of sxtvn in view solely according to their quality; the opposition
thouglit of by him is purely qualitative; a numerical comparison did not concern
him. Had God not been so long-suflering towards wessels of wrath, He would
not have been able to make known how rich in glory He was towards men of an
opposite sort—towards vessels of grace. The reflection is not concerned with how
many of one and the other class were in reality extant; but with the fact that
God, with His long-suflering exercised in spite of His holy will towards the
first category, had purposed at the same time the making known of His 3i¢=
respecting the second category.  Philippi's doubt, still expressed in the third
edition, touches Fritzsche's exposition, but hardly mine,
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“so Ile did that also, in order that e might make known, on
the other hand, the riches of Ilis glory, ete.;” so also Th. Schott
and  Iofmamn. — With our explanation agree substantially
Calvin, Grotius, and several others; including Winer, p. 530
[E. T. 713]; Baur, in the Zheol. Jahsb. 1857, p. 200 ; Lamp-
ing and van Ilengel, whilst Umbreit educes something which
has no existence in the passage, as though it ran: el 8¢ éfehev
6 Ocos . .. a\ dpeyker wrh. (He has, on the contrary, en-
dured, ete.)

Ver 24 Not a confirmation of the design of the diviue
endurance expressed in ver. 23 (Mofmann), but as the con-
tinuation of the relative construction most readily suggests,
the concretc more precise designation of those ntended by axedy
éhéovs, and that for the confirmation ¢f what was said of them
by & wpoyroiuacey els Sofav. The xai denotes what is added
to this wponrolu. ¢. 8.: «s which orevny IL- has clso called wvs to
this glory of the Messianic kingdom. — o0Js] attracted by rnuds
iuto the same gender.  Sce Dernliardy, p. 502; Winer, p. 156 1.
[E. T. 207). The wcdative after an interrogative seutence has
the emphasis of an obros ydp (Kilhner, ad Xen. Mem. 1. 2. 64);
but the smasculine is first introduced here, not in the preceding
relative sentence (against Hofnaun's oljection), hecause the
neuter expression & wponroip. was required by the conlormity
with the correlate xatypricuéva. — ob povov x.7.1.] Therelore
without preference of the Jews. “Judacus credens non est
co ipso vocatus, qrod Judacus est, sed vocatus est e Judaeis,”
Bengel.

Ver. 25. Of the xai éf é6vin! it is shown that it is in
accordance with (@¢) a divine prophetic utterance. The €£
"Tovdaiwy required mo conlirmation from prophecy; but the

1 According to Holmann (comyp. his Weissag. w. Ly 11, p. 215, and Schrifi-
bew. 1. p. 251), Paul has referred the quotation to the Jewisk people, in so far,
namely, as it was called out of free grace, according to which the bestowal ol
«raee promised by Seripture appears as an act of CGod not founded on the conli-
tion of the subjects. But this after the immediately preceding daie xai iZ
ifvdv is quite inadmissible, as it is also forbidden by the tramsition to Israel,
whicl first appears in ver. 27.  Very rashly, Hofmann terms the establishing of
the typically prophetic reference to the Gentiles an *“idle talk.” Comp. 1 Pet. ii.

10, with Wiesinger and Huther thereon. See also on x. 20. The simply correct
vicw is already given by Chrysostom,
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other statement required it the more, inasmuch as it was exactly
the Gentiles who had become believing that had been iutro-
duced as okevn é\éovs, in place of the Jews who had remained
unbelieving. — év 7@ ‘2a.] in libro Hoscac: comp. Mark 1. 2 ;
John vi. 45 ; Acts vii. 42.  The passage Hos. ii. 25 (the cita-
tion varies both from the LXX. and the original text) treats of
the idolatrous peoplc of the ten ¢ribes, to whom God announces
pardon and renewed adoption as the people of God.  The
apostle recognises in this pardon the type of the reception of the
Gentiles to salvation, and consequently, as its prophetically Afes-
siantc sense, a prediction of the calling of the Genteles; and
from this point of view, which has its warrant in the likeness
of category to which the subjects belong (comp. Hengstenherg,
Christol. I p. 251), he has also introduced the deviations {rom
the words of the original and of the LXX,, transposing the two
parallel sentences, and rendering the thought épd 76 ov hag
pov T (LXX)) by xahéow x.7.\., because the divine shijots
of the Gentiles loomed before him as the Messianic fulfilment
of the saying. Yet we are not thereby justified in under-
standing xaléocw and rAnfioovrar, ver. 20, vuvmediately in the
sense of wocwtion (Fritzsche); for xakev Twd 71, to call any
one to somelhing, is without linguistic warrant, and the de-
parture thus assumed from the original and from the LXX.
would be wnnecessery, and would amount to a mechanical pro-
ceeding. On the contrary, xahetv is to be left in its ordinary
signification ¢o0 name (comp. Hos. i. 6); the divine nmming,
however, as “my people, my beloved,” of which the Gentiles
were previously the very opposite, is in point of fact none
other than just their calling to lessianic salvation, in conse-
quence of which they are then named also from the human side
viol Oeol Ldvros (ver. 26),and are therewith rceognised accord-
ing to the theocratic stafus which they have obtained. The vivid
thought laid lold of the expression xaléow the more readily,
since in this word to call and to name form a single notion,
Accordingly we must translate: 7 will name that whick is not
ay people, my people; and her who is not beloved, beloved.  Doth
expressions refer in the original to the significant names of a
son (M2Y &5) and of a daughter (M7 .\"5) of the prophet, which
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he had been directed to give them as sywbolically significant
of the rejection of the people, Hos. i. 6-9.—On the ov standing
beside the noun with the article, where the denial refers to a
concrete definite subject, sece Dacwnlein, Purtik. p. 276.

Ver. 26. Hos. ii. 1 (almost literally from the LXX, i. 10)
is joined to the former passage, so that both are regarded ag
forming one counccted declaration. Often so in Rabbinical
usage, even wlen the passages belong to different writers.
Sce Surenhusius, kataih., p. 464, 45. — kai éorar] MM, and
¢t (the tollowing) will comc to pass. Comp. Actsil. 21. These
words are included in those of the prophecy (see also the LXX),
and therefore a colon is not to be placed after «af, as though
they were the apostle’s (FHofinanu and others).—These words
also treat, n Hosca Nimsclf, of the theocratic restoration of the
exiled people of the kingdom of Lphraim, so that év 76 Tome
00! denotes Palestine, whither the outcasts were to return (not
the place of exile, as Hengstenberg, I p. 248, and others
think). DBut Laul recognises the antitypic fulfilment, as before
at ver. 25, in the calling of the Gentilcs, who, previously desia-
nated by God as not IIis people, become now, in consequenee of
the divine calling, sons of the Licing (true) God.  Sec on ver. 25.
But in this sense of Messianic fulfilment, according to I'aul,
the Témos ob €ppéln adrois k.. canuot be Palestine, as it is
in the historical sense of the prophet; nor yet is it “the com-
munion of saints” (de Wette, comp. Baumgarten-Crusius :  the
ideal state, the divine kingdom”), nor the “ coctirs Clrist ianorim,
ubi diu dubitatum est, an recte gentiles reciperentur” (Fritzsche);
but simply—and tlis is also the ordinary explanation—the
localily of the Gentiles, the Gentile lands.  There, where they
dwelt, there they, called by God to the salvation of the Messiah,
were now named sons of the true God; and there, too, it had
been bLefore said to them: Ye are not my people! <a so fer,
namely, as this utterance of rejection was the utterance of God,
whicly, published to the Gentiles, is conceived, in the plastic
spirit of poelry, as resounding in oll Gentile lands.  To suppose
the loeality without significance (Krell), is inconsistent with its

1 For analogous cxamples of o5 after iv = réww, see Bornemann, Schol. in
Luc. p. 132,
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heing so carefully designated. And to take év 79 7ome o,
with Ewald, not in a local sense at all, but in that of <nstead
that, cven if it agree with the Hebrew (comp. Hitzig), can-
not be made to agree with the Greek words. The LXX,
understood and translated W 2ip03 locally, and rightly so.
Vv. 2%, 28. If Paul has, in vv. 25, 206, shown d\\a xai €
é0vov to be based on prophecy, he now begins, sceing that
the accepted Gentiles have taken the place of the excluded
Jews, also to adduce prophetical evidence of the exclusion of
the greater part of Israel. — &¢] leads over to another prophet,!
who prophesies something further, and that concerning Israel :
“ But Esaias crics respecting Isvacl, ete.” — rpalec] Of the loud
crying, and therewith peculiarly ¢mpassioned, profoundly moved,
and urgent call of the speaker, comp. Acts xxiil. 6, xxiv. 21;
John vii. 28, 37, xii. 44, i. 15. — dmép] Like mept, tn respect
of, as, since Demosthenes, frequently with verbs of saying.
The quotation is Isa. x. 22 f, not quite closely following the
LXX,, and with a reminiscence (0 dptfu. 7. vidv 'Iop.) of
Hos. ii. 1. — 70 vmoreppa cwbd.] The remnant concerned (with
emphatic accentuation, 4.c. not more than the remnant) will be
saved ; that is, in the sense of the apostle: out of the count-
lessly great people only that small wumber which remains efter
the rejection of the hardencd mass will attain to the Messianic
salvation.® 'With this understanding Paul employed the trans-

! Only this view agrees with the connection, since the prophet Hosca was
previously cited by mame, and now enrother is likewise introduced by name.
Therelore we are not to say, with van Hengel, that by 3¢ the prophet is placed in
contradistinction to God Ilimself speaking. But Holmann's opinion, that the
position of smip =oi '1sp. (for Paul has not placed dxip 3 mob Isp. first) proves that
ver. 25 reflers to Israel, is incorreet; because, if ver. 25 did not refer to the Gen-
tiles, Paul would have had no reason for here adding d=3 . 'Isp., since in the
very passage under citation Isracl is expressly named. The train of thought is:
(1) Hosee gives the divine prediction respeeting the not-God’s-people (respect-
ing the Gentiles), vv. 25, 26 ; (2) but [fsaiak utters a prophecy which contains
information respecting the relation of fsrael to the reception of salvation. Thus
both prophets establish what was said in ver. 24, od pivoy i 'Tovdaiwy, &rrd xai tf
i9vav,—namely, Hosea the xai if tdvav, and [saial the ob povev it "lovdziws. Thus
thie emphasis in ver. 27 lies primarily on *Hewies 3%, whose prophecy, dillering
from the oracle of Hosea, is to be introduced by the significant xpéles dmép .
’lsp.  Paraphrase somewhat thus: But fsaiak, what do we hear from him?
We hear the cry respecting Isracl, ete.

2 Hofmann misinterprets the passage in Isaiah, making it to mean that the
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lation in the LXX.—mot verbally exaet, but corresponding to
the Messianic reference—of MY by cothjoerar (which they
understood of the deliverance by a return into Palestine) in
the Messionic sense.  In Jswink the word refers to the return
to God, 7s conrerted, of which the Messianic s@deafac is just
the consequence.

Ver. 28, The Hebrew runs: ﬁ?? D IRTY ALY 10 ;i‘%{a
er-S; 2002 ALY RINIY DI TN M. Ellirpalion 15 decided ]!
streconing justice (f.e. penal justice) ; for cxtirpation and decisivit
(penal decision) the Lord Jehorah Zebaoth ameles (2. is on the
point of executing) 4n the midst of the whole carth (on Zion).
The LXX. did not understand these words, and translated them
incorrectly (on how they came to do so, see Iritzsche, also
Maier, in the ZTheol. Jahrl. 1845, L p. 190 ). This cannot
be denied ; nor are we, with Olshausen, to attempt to conceal
ov smooth over the fact by arbitrary interpretation of the
Ilcbrew. Taul has nevertheless felt no scruple in abiding by
their translation with a few unimportant deviations, since its
sensc is not less suitable than that of the original to the con-
whole people Isracl, which shall return, be it never so numcrous, is called a
“‘remnant,” for the rcason that it has come out of a severe time of distress.
T corvespondence with this sense, the passage, which is incovrectly translaiteld
by the LXX. (becanse they have iy ylvnras, and add abdrav to xardrupps), is
Lield to be rightly understood by Paul: “that the remnant ahich obtuins sulva.
tion is one with the people, of which the case is supposed, that it is then as nume-
rous as thesancd by thesee.”  Against 1his it may he urged (1) that 13 2-‘.:;: Wh:;‘
according to the context (comp. also vii. 3) cannot mean : the return of the
people will be the return of a remnant, so that the latter would be the people
itsclf, but only : a remaining part (not the mass) will return in the people, i.c.
among the people,—the rest not. (2) T'he LXX. have understood the original
substantially with perfeet correctuess, inasimuch as, instead of writing word for
word «. xasdA. cwlie. iy abTois, t]lcy give the cxplanation: 7. navip. avTEy cwlng,
(3) Paul follows the LXX. in this, only pas-ing over the sell-understood ad=cv.
That the LXX. render 07 1y géunres, aud Paul writes 4 instead, is entirely
unessential.

! According to Hofmann, i1 must be not predicate, but adjective: ““an
end-making, whkick actually and truly makes an end,” which permits no further
extehsion of the present state of the world ; such an end-making will bring in
the state of rightcousness as with the force of waves. Incorreetly, Leeaunse thus
$4n is made to contain something which is not in it (even at Job xv. 1), and
Lecanse 7Py 15 understood with Dreclisler contrary o the context, and unsuit-
ably to the figurative HOW (comp. viii. 7, xxviii. 15, 18).
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nection and object which the declaration here subserves. The
words, as Paul has them, mean : “ For utterance-accomplishing
aind (as matter of fact, through a speedy execution of it) shori-
cutting wn vightcousness (s He); for a shorvt-cué wtterence (ie. a
saying in which the whole penal decision is summarily included)
will the Lord bring to pass on the carth” In reference to single
expressions, remark: (1) Adyor, which belongs to both parti-
ciples, is neither decree (usually so taken, but this is not its
meaning), nor malter of fact (Beza, Melancthon, Castalio, Calvin,
Koppe, Reithinayr, formerly also Hofmann, TVeissag. 2. Eif. 11
p- 215, and various others), which it never denotes with Paul,
nor seckoning,' whicl, in connection with 7oseiy, would he con-
trary to idiom, but dictim, an wtlerance, which He has delivered ;
and this indeed, in the first clause of the verse, which expresses
the executive justice of God in gencral, is to be understood
quite generally; comp. Erasmus, Paraphr.: “quicquid dixit,
Dlene praestet et quidem compendio.” In the second clause,
on the other hand, which adduces proof of that gencral deserip-
tion of God with the concicte case, the occurrence of which is
predicted, the divine saying of wer. 27, delivered through the
prophet, is intended. (2) owvvréuvew, used of something that
is said (speeches, answers, and the like), like ovvatpeiv, never
denotes in Greek anything else than 7o cut shoit (Plato, Protay.
D- 334 D, Ep. 3, p. 318 B; Aeschines, p. 32. 23 ; Luripides,
Iph. A. 1249, Acol. fr. v. 2; Lucian, bis. accus. 28 ; Soph.
fragm. 411, Dind.; 2 Mace. x. 10; Pflugk, ad Lur. Hce.
1180), and it is therefore inadmissible to depart from this
signification of the ovwropia Aéywv (Plato, Phacdr. p. 267 B).
We must, however, observe that in cuvrréuvor this « comprising
i short” must be a maticr of fact, consisting in the short sum-

! So now Hofmann, omitting (see critical notes) the words iv dixwrordsm® 674 Adyey
covrevpge. The Adyev wasiy is supposed to be the appointment of an accounting,
which is designated by euvredeiv as a seltlement of account, and by evs=ipviv asan
alridged process of accounting.  Tho notion of holding a reckoning is certainly
expressed in the Greek writers by the familiar phrases Asyav Aepfdvay, S7é =i
Adyov dysivy Adyoy alrely, ete., but not by Adyev aaniv, which has quite other signi-
fications, and in which Adyes never means reckoning. DBesides, svyriuven wWith
Aéyov demands for the latter, according to constant usage, the signification of
speech, saying.
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mary despateh of the matter (comp. LXX. Isa. xxviii. 22 ; Fur.
Rhes. 450), Like onr “ cut 4t short;” while, on the other hand,
aguvrerpnuévoy (perfect) refers to the concise, short, and stern
style in which the saying tself is conceived (to Umoheppa
cobijoerar )}  TPassaces in which curréuvery denotes overtale
and the like (as Soph. dat. 1090) have no hearing on the
present one.  Neither are we to adopt what Tholuck reads into
it, that God will accomplish the promise delivered in Isa. x.
20, 21, only with great Bmitation of the wumber of the peoplr,
which would, besides, he not at all suitable to the perfect par-
ticiple cuvreTunuévor. Moreover, the LXX. cannot have meant
Aoyov of the word of promise, but, according to the scuse of the
orizinal, only of the penal judicial declaration. (3) €v ducato-
avry does not stand for the rightcousncss of jfuith (Fritzsche),
but is to be referred, according to the context, asin the Hebrew,
to the judicial »ightcousness of God. (4) The participles ovvrer.
and ovrrépvev require only éori to he supplied® See Her-
mann, «d Viger. p. 776 ; Bernhardy, p. 470; Kiihner, II. 1,
- 37. And (5) as respects the argumentative force of the
vdp, it lies in the fact that, if God canses such a penal juds-
ment to be issned on Israel, the part of the people remaining
spared, which obtains salvation, can ouly be the imoletppa out
of the mass, that which remains over.  Incorrectly Hofmann,
in accordance with his erroncous interpretation of vv. 27, 28,
cxplains : So long as this present world-period endures, Israel’s
final salvation might remain in suspense; “dut Jehoval leaves
i wot on thes fooling, He wmeles an end and scltles accornts

! The Vulgate has, with literal correctness, rendered brevians and breviatum.
Van Ilengel abides by this signification, but assumes as the sense of suvripyar
de ipsa tamen minatione nonnihil detrahens, so that God, in virtuc of His
righteousness, docs not reject all, but saves a small part, consisting of the less
refractory ; svsrerpnzives he then makes dependent on wasives 1 ¢ fuciet, ut dictum
swum incisum sit, 1. ¢. ut minatio sua plerosque tantum Judaeorum attingat, de ea
detrahens ad salutem pavciorum.” Dut so sovripyiy would amount to the sense
of suhjecting something in part to deduction ; Lut it is not employed thus of
speeches, but only of things, Thuc. viii. 45. 2 (viv e piodoosav Evvirgyew), Xen.
Hier, iv. 9 (ras camdvas covrigven).

2 The subjeet, Gaod, is here understood of itself according to the following con-
text, so that it is unncecssary to parenthesize &+ . . . 7onien in order o gain
xypi0s a8 subject, as van Hengel artificially proposes.
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with the world, and the remnant which is then Isracls people
returns to Him and attains to salvation.”

Ver. 29. Since the preceding prophecy was not introduced
Ly xabws or ws, we must here punctuate «ai, kabws mpoeipyrey
‘Hoaias, €0 py «T.h, so that Paul adopts as his own' the
words of Isa. 1. 9 (closely following the LXX): “ And, as
Isaiak has prophesicd, if the Lord of Zebaoth had not left behind
to us « sced (in the sense of the apostle, this is that very dmro-
Aetppa of ver. 27, which, like seed out of which new fruit grows,
preserves and continues the true people of God), we should hawe
becone as Sodom, and Wil to Gomorrhe ;” the whole nation (by
exclusion from Messianic salvation) would have without ex-
ception perished (fallen unto dwwheta). — mpoeip.] Not to be
understood, with Baumgarten-Crusius and van Hengel, follow-
ing Erasmus, Beza, Calviu, Grotius, Michaelis, and others:
has scid at an carlicr place, for local specifications ot this kind
are quite unusual in quotations with Paul, and here such re-
ference would be without significance. Tt is used in the pro-
whetic sense ; the prophet las said of the fate of the people in
Lis time, with a forecast of its corresponding fate in the present
time, what holds good of Isracl's prescat; the mass of its
people is hardened by divine judgment, and forfeits salvation,
and only a holy emépua is left to it. Comp. on mpoeip,,
Acts i. 16 ; Plato, Rep. p. 619 C; Lucian, Jov. Fray. 30;
Polyh. vi. 8. 2. — s I'op.] Two modes of conception are inter-
mixed: become like, and becoms as, LXX., Hos. iv. 6; Ezck.
xxxil 2 ; Fritzsche, ad Mare. p. 140 f.  Compare the classical
connection ot duotos and opoiws with ds and domrep.

Vv. 30-83. The blame of their exclusion rests wpon the Jews
themselves, becavse they strove after rightcousness not by faith,
but by works; they took offence at Christ. Observe how Paul
here “with the fewest words touches the deepest foundation
of the matter” (Ewald).

Vv. 30, 31. I'rom the preceding prophecies, ver. 25 ff. (not
with particular regard to ver. 16, as de Wette), Paul now, in
order to prepare the transition to the éwari; 67 kT, ver. 32,

1 To supply an apodosis (Philippi : elraw xel viv fxe) is therefore completely
super(luous, and consequently arbitrary.

ROM. IL L
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draws the Listorteal resell, and that in the form of question and
answer: “ What shall we say then ? (we shall say) that Gen-
tiles, they who strove not afler righteousness, have obtained
rightcousness, but rightcousness which proceeds from {uith;
while Isracl, on the contrary, in spite of its endeavour after
the law which justilies, has not attained to this Luw.”  Others
take 67¢ . . . épface to be a question, nawmely cither: “What
arc we to say to the fact, that Gentiles, ete. 27 So, following
Theodore of Mopsuestia and others, Heumann, Flatt, Olslau-
sen, also Morus, who takes 67¢ as because. Or: “ What are
we therefore to say 2 Are we to say that Gentiles, ete.?”  So
Ticiche, who is then compelled to consider 8wk, 8¢ Ty éx wioT.
as an answer inserted as in a dialogue, and to see in ver. 32
the “ removal of the ground of the objection by a disclosure
of the cause of the phenomenon, which has now no longer
anything surprising in it.” Dut Reiche’s view is to be rejected,
partly on the ground that the insertion of a supposed auswer,
Sik. 8¢ 7. €x 7, is o makeshift and unexampled in Paul's
writings ; partly Lecause 67¢. .. épface, cven with the ex-
clusion of &wx. 8¢ 7. éx 7, contains complete Pauline 7ruth,
aud conscequently does not at all rescible a problematic in-
quiry, such as Paul elsewhere introduces by T/ €pobuer, and
then refutes as crroncows (sce iv. 1), This, too, in opposition
to Th. Schott, who, taking 7/ odv . . . Sikatoatvnw ; as a single
independent question (What shall we now say to the fact, that
Gentiles, cte), then finds the answer in Sikatoctmy 8¢ éx
mwioTews, but afterwards, no less strangely than groundlessly,
proposes to commect Swari immediately, no punctuation being
previously inserted, with the proposition ’Iepayh 8¢ xr.\.
TFinally, it is deeisive against Ilemann and others, that the
answer of ver. 32, 07 ok .7\, does not concern the Genliles
at all (sec ver. 30). — éfvy] Ceatiles (comyp. ii. 1), not lhe
Gentiles as a collective body.  Oa the part of Genliles righteous-
ness was obtained, ete. — v uy Swow.] Thry, whose cadearour
(for they had not a revelation, nor did they observe the
moral law) was not diveeted towrards becoming rightcous, they
obtained  richteousness, but — and lereby this paradox of
sacred lhistory is solved—that whicli proceeds from juih. In
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the first two instances 8i. is used without any special dclini-
tion from the Christian point of view ; the latter only comes
to be introduced with the third &u.— &¢] comp. iii. 22;
Tlil. ii. 8. — On the figurative &wdreww, Lorrowed from the
running for the prize in the racecourse, as also on the correlate
karahapBavew, comp. Phil. iil. 12-14; 1 Cor ix. 24; 1 Tim.
vi. 11, 12; Ecclus. xi. 10, xxvil. 8; on Swrew Stwaiocivny,
Plato, Rep. p. 545 A, Observe the threefold Sucatoaivny, as in
ver. 31 the repetition of véuov Swraroo. The whole passage is
Aramed jfor pointed cffect:  Vehementer auditorem commovet
ejusdem redintegratio verbi ... quasi aliquod telum saepius
perveniat in eandem partem corporis.” Auct. ad Herenan. iv. 28.
Vv. 31! 32, Isracl, on the contravy, striving after the law of
rightcousness, has (in respect to the mass of the people) not
atlained to the law of rightcousness.— vopoy Sikaes.] The
law affording rightcousncss. Quite erroneous is the view of
Chrysostom, Theodoret, Calvin, Deza, Piscator, Bengel, Ileu-
mann, that it is a Aypallage for Sikaoctvmy vopov; and that
of Riickert and I¢llner is arbitrary, that Paul, in his elfort
after Lrevity and paradox, has used a condensed phrase for Tov
vopoy ds vouoy Sue.  On the contrary, the justifying law is in
both instances (comp. Sucatootvry, ver. 30) to be left without
any more precise concrete definition, and to be regarded as the
ideal (comp. also Tritzsche and Philippi), the reality of which
the Israclites strove by their legal conduct to capericnee in them-
selves (to possess), but did not obtain. The justifying law ! this
is the idea, which they pursued, but to the reality they remained
strangers.  If, finally, we chose, with many others (including
Bengel, Koppe, Ilatt, Reiche, Kollner, Krell, de Wette), to
understand the first vou. Suwe. of the listorical Mosaic lww, and
the second ot Christianily, Swwrwv would be opposed to us;
for this, according to ver. 30, expresses not thc cndeavour to
Julfil the laaw, but the endeavour to possess the law, as, indeed,
otx éplace els must correspond to xatéraBe in ver. 30,

! Ver. 31, although belonging to the answer to the =7 ofy izo5pzev, and therefore
regarded by many as still dependent on o+, is nevertheless Letter taken as an
independent proposition, because thus more emphatic, and because dizzi, ver. 32,
refers only to ver. 31,
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and therefore must simply denote w0 pervenit (Vulg.), not:
non pracvenit (Iirasmus, Estius, Hammond, and others, in-
cluding Ewald aud Jatho). Comp. on Phil. iii. 16. The
reading of Lacluann, els vopov otk épbace, which Hofmann
fullows, is explained by the latter: Isiacl was sct upon foljili-
iy a law which teaches wht is viyht (Siwxkwv vowov Oixaio-
avvms), but did aot therchy suecced, did not become Evvopos
(els wopov ovx Epface); because the law remained for i,
like a shadow, ever ouly near, but unattainable, thus Iscarl
had not at all come to have 4ts standpoint gencrally 4iv « luw
and to Leve <n 4ty neither in that of the Old Testaincat, which it
souglit to follow, nor in that of the New Testwment, on which
it turned its back. An entirely subjective artificial complica-
tion of ideas, with invented accessories, and not even histori-
cally correct, since in fact the Israclites stood and lived only too
much év véue aud as évwopor, but could not withal attain to the
vouos Sckatocityns. This tkatoobvys is the tragic point
of the negative counter-statenient, and hence is indispensable
in the text. — 8wa 7] sc. els vopov Suk. odk Epbacey ; answer:
o7t ok éx wloTews, sc. €diwfav wvopov Sik. Tor, lhad they
started from jfaitk in their striving, they would have obtainad
in Christianity the realization of their endeavour, the wduor
Stkatoatyys ; through faith in Christ, to whowm the law alvcady
points (iil. 31, x. 5 {[.; John v. 40), they wonld have hecome
rivhteous, and would thus in the gospel have seally attained
what floated Delore them as an idee, the yustifying law. —
ws €E &y a@s can neither dewote a Aypocritical conduct
(Theophyluet), nor picsunicd works (Fritzsche), nor quase (van
Iengel, following the Vulgate); for, indeed, the Jews really
set out from the works ol the law in their endeavour. On
the contrary, it means: Decause their Swwwxew was i the
way, in wlieh o Swdrew starting from works is constituted ; the
(perverted) Lind and quality of the endeavour' is designated,
comp, 2 Cor. il 17 ; Johm i. 14, The €€ épy. is by os brovght

! To this, acconling to the real sense, Philippi’s explanation amounts ; 1aking
&;, however, of the suljective conception of the dwxevers, cquivalent to &;
) ) 1
¢noopvor x.mx.  Tlhis 1s inadmissible, because, as with ¢z wirr., so also with
i% {pywy, only the untion of éidxew can besupplicd.  Holmann has, in cousistency
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into fuller rclief; see Klotz, ad Devar. p. 757 f. — mpodéxoyray
k.TN] without ydp (see critical remarks), but thus coming
in all the more strikingly: they stwmbled, cte.; that is the
fatal fact, which befell them in their &wdxew, and causcd
that they odx ék mioTews w7\, Had they not stumbled at
the stone of stumbling, they would have entered on the right
line of endeavour éx wioTews, instead of their perverted onc
os €€ &ywv vopov. The simple appropriateness, clearness, and
force, with which the mpocéroyrav k7. is thus introduced,
must exclude the connection with @A\ &s €€ €pywv vopov
(Lachmann), followed also by Th. Schott (“ but, as conld not bit
Tuppen in consequence of works, came fo ruviv on the stone of
stumbling”). The Mfos wpookoppaTos, the stone on which onc
stumibles (trips), is Christ, in so far as occasion for wnbelicf is
taken at His manifestation (especially at His death on the
cross, 1 Cor. 1. 23). Comp. Luke ii. 34; 1 Pet.ii. 7, 8. The
fiowre is in perfect correspondence with the conception of the
dwwreww, and was perhaps selected in anticipation of the passage
of Scripture to be adduced. Aptly, moreover, Theophylact
remarks: MO, wpook. k. méTpa oravd. dmwo Tod TéNovs kal Tis
éxBdoews TdY dmicTiodvTey dvdpacTar o XpiaTos' avTos yap
kad éautoy Gepéhios xai édpaiwua éréldy.

Ver. 33. This mpogékoyrav 16 Aifly 7. wpook. ensucd—and
this is the fela polpa herein—in conformity with the prophetic
declaration, according to which Christ is laid as the stonce of
stumbling in Istael (év Jiwv, as the theocratic scat of the
people), and fuith on Him would have been that very thing
which would have preserved them {rom the forfciture of salva-
tion.—Isa. xxviii. 16 and viii. 14 are blended into one declara-
tion, with a free but pertinent variation both {rom the original
and also from the LXX. With lsaiah, in the first passage, the
theocracy—the kingdom of Jehoval,! whose sacred basis and
central seat is the temple—is the stone laid by God; and in
the second, God Himsclf is the stone of stumbling and the rock

with his erroncous understanding of ver. 31, extorted from the words the sense,
‘“that Israel fancied itself to be in the vosition of a doiny, Ly virtue of which it
was i pursuit of the law of God."”

! See the varying interpretations in Gesenius, Drechsler, Hofmann, The
latter understands the house of David.
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of offence for His enemies. Dut Pewl (comp. 1 Pet. il. 6-8)
justly perceives in the passages prophecics of the Messial (as
do also the Rabbins), and, in connection with the Messianic
character, of all the glory and trivumaph of the theocracy, the
fulfiller of which is the Messial. — o wior. ém. abr@] he who
oelics on flim, in the Messianie fulfilment: he who belicves on
Christ. Comp. x. 11; 1 Tim. 1.16; 1 Pet. ii. 6 ; Luke xxiv.
25, Christ, the ohject of faith, is conceived of as Ile to whem
faith adheres as its foundation (comp. Bernhardy, p. 250);
there is therefore no need of the circumlocution: “fidem 7n Deo
ponit Christo frefus” (van Hengel).  Sce also on Matt. xxvii. 42,
and comp. énmifew émwi, xv. 12. 'We may add that mras, if it
were the genuine reading, would not have the emphasis; but
the latter lies upon ¢ wioTedor, as the opposite of wpooromreww.
— ratawoyvwbjgerar] The LXX. have this verb (kataioyvwty),
apparently deviating {rom the original text, Isa. xxviii. 16,
where probably they have merely given an inaceurate transla-
tion of v, according to the approximate sense, and have not
adopted another reading, namely hav (Iteiche, Olshausen, Hof-
manu).—In the sense of the Messianie fulfilment of the saying,
“he will not be put to shame” means, “ ke will not forfeit the
Aessianic salvation”” Comp. on v. 5.

Rivank—The contents of ix. 6-29, as they have been unfolded
by pure exegesis, cevtainly exclude, when taken in and by them-
selves, the idea of a decree of God conditioned by human moral
self-activity, as indeed God's alsoluie activity, laken as such by
itself, ecnnot depend on that of the individunal.  On the other
hand, a latalistic defcirminism, the “Zremendwm mystcrivm” of
Calvin, which, following the preeedent of Augustine, robs man
of his seH-determination and Iree personal attitude towards sal-
vation, and makes him the passive object of divine sovereign
will, may just as little be derived as a Pauline doctrine {rom
our passage. It cannot be sn, hecause our passage is not to be
considered as detached from the following (vv. 30-33, chap.
x. xi); and hecause, generally, the countless exhortations of
the apostle to obedience of faith, to stedlasiness of faith and
Christian virtue, as well as all his admonitions on the possi-
bility of losing salvation, and his warnings againzt [alling [rom
grace, are just so many evidenees against that view, which puts
aside the divine will of love, and does away the essence of
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human morality and responsibility. See also, against the Cal-
vinistic exposition, Beyschlag, p. 2 f. If we should assume,
with Reiche and Kollner, Fritzsche and Krehl, that Paul, in his
dialectic ardour, has allowed himself to be carried away into
sclf-contradiciion,! we should thus have a seli-contradiction
50 palpable, and yet so extremely grave and dangerous in a
religious and ethical aspect, making the means o. grace illusory,
and striking so heavily at the Christian moral idea of divine
holiness and of human freedem, — that we should least of
all suppose this very apostle to be capable of it; for, on the
one hand, his penetration and his dialectic ability well might,
just as, on the other hand, his apostolic illumination in
particular, and the clearness and depth of his own moral ex-
perience must, have guarded him against it.  But this affords no
justification of the practice which has been followel by those
of anti-predestinarian views from the time of Origen and
Chirysostom (see Luthardt, vom freien Willen, p. 14 1)) until
now (see especially Tholuck on vv. 16-18, 20-22, and also
Weiss, 20.; comp. Gerlach, lctzte Dinge, 1869, p. 159), of import-
ing into the clear and definite expressions of the apostle in this
place, and reading between the lines,the moral self-determination
and spontaneity of man as the correlate factor to the divine
volition.* On the contrary, a correct judgment of the deter-

1 Fritzsche, I1. p. 550 : *¢ Melius sibi Paulus consensisset, si Aristotclis, non
Gamalielis alumnus fuisset.”

2 This practice of importing is obvious, among the Greek Fathers, especially in
Theodore of Mopsuestia, and among modern theologians since the precedent of
Arminius (see Beyschlag, p. 9 fI.), but especially in Tholuck’s paraphrase of the
passages in question. Thus he paraphrases, e.g., ver. 17: *How greatly thisis
the case, is shown according to Scripture in Pharaol, of whom, in spite of his
running against the divine will, it is said, ete.” Again, in ver. 18: ¢ Thus God
exccutes His decree of muercy on those 1who desire to become blessed throuyh mercy
[8v #éaei 1), and hardens those who in their resistance reject such decree of grace”
[6v #iaer). Tt is sclf-evident that, with such importations and alterations of the
sense, no text is any longer suffieiently safe from the subjectivity of its inter-
preter.  Sce, against such methods, the in the main apt observations of Baur in
the Theol. Jahrb. 1857, p. 196 fI., and in his N. 7. Theol. p. 182 fl. Lechler
also, Apost. Zeit. p. 122 fI., passes an unprejudiced and correct judgment ; whilst
Weiss, by the mediating suggestion that God may determine, according to His
unlimited will, fo what condition Ie will annex His grace, can by no means avail
against the clearness and definiteness of the text; and Holmann, by the inter-
mingling of rationalizing attempts to explain the details, eannot remove the diffi-
culties. Thilippi (Glaubensl. 1V. 1, p. 113) rightly leaves the absolute divine
freedom in the bestowal of salvation, as Paul dwells on it, intact, and connects with
this vesult the solution which is disclosed by Paul himself in relcrence to that, at
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ministic propositions of vv. 15-23 lies in the middle between
the admission, which is psychologically and morally impossible,
of a self-contradiction, and the importation, which is exegetically
impossible, of conceptions of which the apostolic expression is the
stark opposite—somewhat as follows. Seceing that the mode of
the concurrence, so necessary in the moral world, of the individual
freedom and spontaneity of man on one side, and the absolute
self-determination and universal efficiency of G'od on the other,—
which latter, however, as such by no means lacks the immanent
law of holiness (against the objection of Beyschlag, p. 20),—is
incomprehensible by human reflection, so long, that is, as it does
not pass out ot the sphere of the Christian fundamental view
into the unbiblical identity-sphere of the pantheistic view, in
which indeed freedom has no place at all ;! as often as we treat
oily onc of the fwo truths: “ God is absolutely free and all-
eflicient,” and “AMan has moral freedom, and is, in virtue of
Lis proper self-determination and responsibility as liberum
agens, the author of his salvation or perdition,” and carry
it ont in a consistent theory and therefore in a onesided
ncthod, we are compelled to speak in such a manner, that
the other truth appeurs to be annadled.  Ouly appears, however;
for, in fact, all that takes place in this case is a temporary
and conscious withdrawing of altention from the other. In
the present instance Paul found himself in this case, and he
expresses himselt according to this mode of view, not merely
in a passing reference, vv. 20, 21 (Deyschlag), but in tle
whole rcasoning of vv. 6-29. In opposition to the Jewish
conceit of descent and of works, he desired to establish the
free and absolute sovereign power of the divine will and
action, and that the more dectsively and exclusively, the
Iess he would leave any ground for the arrogant illusion of
the Jews, that God must be gracious to them. The apostle

first sight, onesided theory at the close of this very chapter, and in chap. x.
aml xi. The doetrine of clection of Schleiermacher pours unhiblieal notions into
the mould of Diblical expressions, and finishes with a general apokotastasis;
whilst in the Hegelian selwool, to whicli evil is a necessary clement in the absolute
process, the positive fundamental doctrines of the gospel as to sin, grace, regenes
ration, and reconciliation with God, when they are thought to be raised at all
to their notion [Begrill'], find no longer a place.  For the history of doctrine in
modern times here coneerned, see Luthardt, vom freien Willen, 1. 366 i

'"T'o say nothing at all of the modern materialism (Vogt, Moleschott, Biichner,
and others), according to which spirit is replaced by the excrtion of force in
brain-substance, nerve-material, change of matter, and in material substrate
generally,  Sce on it, and its relation to theology, Rosenkranz in Hilgenteld,
Zeitschr, 1864, p, 225 L.
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has here wholly taken his position on the absolute standpoint
of the theory of pure dependence upon God, and that with
all the boldness of clear consistency ;' but only until he has
done justice to the polemical object which he has in view. He
tlien returns (see vv. 30 ff) from that abstraction to the human-
moral standpoint of practice, so that le allowsthe claims of Dotk
modes of consideration to stand side by side, just as they exist
side by side within the limits of human thought. The contem-
plation—which lies beyond these limits—of the metaphysical
relation of essential interdependence between the two,—namely
objectively divine, and subjectively human, freedom and activity
of will,—necessarily remained outside and beyond his sphere of
view; as he would have had no occasion at all in this place
to enter upon this problem, seeing that it was incumbent upon
him to crush the Jewish pretensions with the one side only of
it—the absoluteness ot God. The fact that, and the extent to
which, the divine elective determination is nevertheless no “ de-
lectus militaris,” but is immanently regulated in God Himself
by His holiness, and consequently also conditioned by moral
conditions on the human side, does not enter into his con-
sideration at all for the moment. It is introduced, however, in
ver. 30 ff,, when the onesided method of consideration temporarily
pursued is counterbalanced, and the ground, which had been
given up for o while in an apologetic intercst to the doctrinal
definition of an absolute decree, is again taken away. Comp.
also Deck /l.c, and Baur, neut. Theol. p. 182 fi. DBut when
Beyschlag places chap. ix. under ¢ie point of view, that the dis-
cussion therein relates not to o decree, anfceedent 2o time, for
men’s everlasting salvation or perdition, but ouly to their adop-
tion or non-adoption into the Listorical kingdom of God (thus
into Christianity), and that of the Jews and Gentiles as the two
giroups of mankind, not of indiwidual men, and when he finds
the true key of exposition in this view; his idea cannot be
justified by the simple exegesis of chap. ix., and without antici-
pating the contents of chap. x. and xi; and the difticulty in
priinciple, which is involved in the entirely free self-determina-
tion of the divine will, remains—while it is transferred to the
sphere of the action of God 7n the historical government of the
world—even thus unremoved.

! He says by no means only how God could proceed without violating a claim
of right (Julius Miiller, ». d. Sinde, 1. p. 541, ed. 5), but how He does proceed.
Older expositors have also endeavoured to help themselves with this problematic
periphrasis, See, e.g., Flacius, Clav. 1I. p. 387.
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CHAPTER X.

Ver. 1. 3 before =pés is wanting according to a large prepon-
derance of evidence, and is omitted by Lachn. and Tisch. A\
hasty gramnatical emendation, as ée-iv before i 1s supplied in
Lz, — airiv] Lz : #6 "lepair, against decisive evidence. With
ver, 1 a church-lesson begins. — Ver. 3. After idiav, dixasostgy is
wanting in AB DI P, min, and several versions (including
Vulg) and Fathers. Omitted by Lachm. Dut the very emphasis
of the thrice-occurring word, so obviously intended (comp. ix.
30), speaks for its originality ; and how easily the omission of
the second brzanseinzy might arise, as that of a supposed quite
superfluous repetition ! — Ver, 5. aireiz] Lachm. and Tisch. 8
w77, according to A D 8%, 17, 47, 80, Copt. Arm. Vulg. Germ.
Damase. Ruf. Dut this would involve that, with the most of
these, and with vet other witnesses, the plecedm" adrd should
le omltted, as also Tisch. 8. has done.  Ilowev er,both ais7 and
thic omission of ed=a appear like an emendatory alteration, since
the context contains no reference for uirdé and «ireis. In the
same light we must also regard the reading én w4y bizanshiny =3y
éx vépou (nstead of «av dix. . . . ém), as Tisch. 8. has it, in A D* n*,
and some min., Vulg, and some Fathers.—Ver. 15. eiphvgy, =iv
shuyy ] is wanting in A B Cx*, min., Copt. Sah. Aeth. Clem. Or.
Duamase. Ruf. Omitted hy Lachm. and Tisch. 8. Copyist’s
ontission, through the repetition of sdeyy. I[Nt had heen inter-
polated from the LXN. (Isa. lii. 7), axeiy igiinz would have heen
written instead ol the mere sig7igz. The mtlclc belore gyuid is,
with Lachm,, on decisive evidence to he omitled, although it is
also wanting in the LXX. — Ver. 17, @:8] Laclhnn and T isch. 8
Xpiorod, :1rc01dm(r to BCDH*LS .\‘* nmin, several vss, Aua, el
Ambrosiast.  There is o conilive at all in ¥ G, Doern. Milar,
Dut hiow veadily this omission might sugoest itself by a com-
pavison of ver. 8! Xperod, however, appears to be a more pre-
cize definition of the sense of the divine ¢7ua, the expression of
which by . @:3 is found already in Syr.and Clem. — Ver, 19,
The order “Tap. o3z f3m s supported Ly decisive evidence ; Elz.
obz syvw Iop.
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Vv. 1-13. More particular discussion of the guilt of the Jows
spectfied in ix. 32 introduced (vv. 1, 2) by a reiterated assur-
ance of the most cordial interest in their salvation.

Ver. 1. *A8erdpoi ] Address to the readers, expressive of
emotion, Comp. 1 Cor, xiv. 20 ; Gal. iii. 15, — pév] without
a corresponding &8¢; the thought following in ver. 3 loomed
before the apostle, as standing in the relation of opposition to
his heartfelt interest, of which the solicitude thus remained
unfulfilled through the perverted striving after righteousness
of the people. — evdoxia] does not denote the wisk, the desire
(Clhuysostony, Theodoret, Theophylact, and many, including
Riickert, Reiche, Kolluer, de Wette, Olshausen). 1t may mean
pleasure, delight (Bengel: “lubentissime auditurus essem de
salute Israelis;” comp. Philippt), Matt. i, 17, xi. 26; or
goodawill (Phil. 1. 15, ii. 13), 1.c. propensa animt voluntas. See
generally Fritzsche. The latter signification is that most im-
mediately suggested by the connection here ; comp. van Hengel,
“benevola propensio.” It is indeed the infention of the will
(Hofmann), hut conceived of and designated as the being well-
disvosed of the lieart, as it was such—mpos Tov Oeov is joined
to 7 &eénais, hence there was no need of the (not genuine)
article (Acts viii. 24 ; Winer, p. 128 £ [E. T. 169 £]); to the
connection with éorf{ to be understood, eddoxia would not be
suitable. Henee: The goodwill of my heart and my petition
to God arc on thetr behalf towards this end, that they might
oblain salvation; cwtnpia is the goal which my eddoxia wishes
for them, and my prayer enircats for them. In this view
Umép adrdy belongs so necessarily to the completeness of the
thought, that we are not to assume a tacit contrast to a xard
(Hofmann). The article before énois represents, according to
the context, the personal pronoun (7 éun 8.); Winer, p. 103
(I T. 135]; Kiihner, IT. 1, p. 515. — On the distinction be-
tween &énars and wpocevy, petition and preyer, see on Eph. vi.
18. Dengel aptly remarks: “Non orasset I’aulus, si absolute
reprobati essent.”

Ver. 2. Reason assigned why 7 eddoxia . . . els cwTnplav. —
Gidov Ocov] zcal for God.  Comp. Acts xxi. 20, xxii. 3; Gal
1 14; John ii. 17; 1 Macc. ii. 58. This their zeal makes
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them worth that interest of my heart. — o0 xa7 émiyvwow]
knowledge is not that, according to the mcasure of which they
are zealous for God.  We must here again (comp. on i. 28)
note the composite expression; for the Jews were not wanting
in gvéaes generally, but just in the very point, on which it
depended whether their yvaaws was the right and practically
vital ériyrwais.

Ver. 3. Confirmatory clucidation of ov kat’ émivrwgw: “for
¢lse they would not, unacquainted with the divine righteous-
ness (see on i. 17), have insisted on their own rightcousness,
aud striven against the divine.” This is just the «rdd proof
that their zeal for God is wanting in knowledge, — dayvootvres]
does not mean any more than at ii. 4,1 Cor. xiv. 38! anything
else than not Lnowing ; Reiche, de Wette, Tholuck, Ewald, and
several others : wisappichending ; ofmaun : ovcilooking.  The
guilt of this not-knowing Taul does not further enter into,
not so much (comp. Acts iii. 17, xvii. 30) from mild forbear-
ance (Riickert and others), but beecause he had simply nothing
clse than the oV ka7’ émiyrosw to explain. — v 8iav Sukaio-
ctvny] Ty éx Tob vopov, THv € pywy (Slwv kal wovwy raTop-
Govpévny, Theoplylact.  Comp. T’hil. iii. 9, and scc oni. 17. —
arijoac] stabilire, to make valid. Comp. iii, 31 ; Heb. x, 9. —
Umetaymaar] The 8ix. @eob is conceived of as a divine ordi-
nance, to which one subjeets onesclf (through faith).  The sense
is not that of tue passive, as vili. 20, but that of the middle,
as in viil, 7, xiil. 1, and {requently, expressing the obedicuce,
As to tlie subject-matter, comp. wpogéxoyrav £ T\, ix. 32,

Ver. 4. For the validity of the law has come to an end in
Christ, tn order that cvery bllever may be « partaker of vight-
consiess. Herewith T’aul, for the further confirmation of what
was sald in ver. 3, lays down the great principle of salva-
tion, from the non-knowledge of which among the Jews that
blinded and perverted striving after righteousness flowed. —
Ténos vopov, which is placed first with great emphasis, is applied
to Christ, in so far as, by virtue of His redemptive death (Gal

! In the classical passages also, which are adduced for the signification miis-

apprchend (as Xen, Mem, iv. 2. 25, 29, Cyr, iv. 1. 16 ; Dan. 151, 7, e al.),
{lic sensc of not know is to be maintained,
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iil. 13, iv. 5), the divine dispensation of salvation has heen
introduced, in which the basis of the procuring of salvation
is no longer, as in the old theocracy, the Mosaic vouos, hut
faith, whereby the law has therefore ceased to be the regu-
lative principle for the attainment of righteousness.! Only
this view of Téhos, end, conclusion (adopted after Augustine
by most of the modern cxpositors), is conformable to what
follows, where the essentially different principles of the old
and new Stkarootvn are stated. For its agreement with the
doctrinal system of the apostle, see vii. 1 {ff.  Contrary to the
meaning of the word Télos (even in 1 Tim. i. 5), and con-
trary to the inherent relation of what follows, Origen, Erasmus,
Vatablus, Elsner, Homberg, Estius, Wolf, Ch. Schmidt, Jatho,
and several others, take it as: jfulfilment of the law (“quic-
quid exigebat lex moralis praestitit perfectissime,” Calovius),
which many dogmatic expositors understood of the satisfuctio
activa, or of the activa and passive together (Calovins).
Linguistically faultless, but at the same time not corre-
sponding to the counection, is the interpretation of Chrysos-
tom, Theophylact, Melancthon, Beza, Michaelis, and others,
that the object and aim of the law was the making mnien
righteous, and that this was accomplished through Clurist;
or (Theodoret, Toletus, Vorstius, Grotius, Wetstein, Locsner,
Hewmann, Klee, Glockler, Krummacher), that Christ was
called the olject and aim of the law, Lecause everything in the
law, as the wadaywyos els Xpiorov (Gal. iii. 24), led up to
Him; “quicquid praecipiat, quicquid promittat, semper Christum
habet pro scopo,” Calvin.  Observe further, that Xpiaros must
be the definite historical person that appeared in Jesus, and not
the proivised Saviour generally, without regard to ewhether and
an whose person He appeared (Hofmann), an abstraction which
would have been impossible to Paul, particularly here, where
all richteousness is traced Dback only to definite faith in
contrast to works—as impossible as is the reference combined

! The wadpwais 700 vorov, Matt. v. 17, does not conflict with the present pas-
sage. For the ideal, purely moral import of the law cannot be annulled, and it
is exactly this which Christ has freed from its limitations. Sce on Matt. L.
Comp. also Lipsius, Rechtfert. p. 85 fI.



174 TIE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO TIIE ROMANS.

with it, of wopos to any law whetceer, o law has validity any
longer, if the promised Saviour be at hand, — See, in opposition
to this, immediately below, ver, 5 {l. — els Sicatoo. wavsi 765
woT.] alnt, for which Christ is the end of the law : iw vrder
that cecry one who belicees may oblain righteousiness.  The yrin-
cipal stress lies on w7, as the opposite of that which the law
required in order to righteousness; see vv. 5, 6, iii. 21 {1

Ver. 5. Now follows, as far as ver. 10, the proof of ver. 4,
and that frowe Moscs himsclf. — qpaper v ] wiiles con-
corning righteousicss, John 1. 46; Hermanun, ad Lur. Phoca.
574, As to the use of the present tense, comp. the frequent
Aéver in scriptural citations. — The passage introduced by the
recitative o7 is Lev. xviii. 5, almost exactly after the LXX.
Comp. Neh. ix. 29; Izck xx. 21; Gal il 13, — ag7a¢] reflers
in the original, and so also here, to the wposrayuata Ocob,
which Paul supposes as well known ; but the priucipal stress
lies upon wouyeas: he who shall have done them, so that thus
Moses exhibits the doing as the condition of the altainment
of ganj (which is referred Ly I'aul not to the happy and pros-
perous life in Palestine, but to its antitype, the fwy alwrios:. —
€v avrois| 7.¢ Dy the fact, that they are fulfilled.

Vv. 6—8. The righteousness which comes from faith is per-
souified (comp. Hel. xii. 3), so that the following words of
Moscs, @ which Paul recoynises an allegorically and typically
prophctic description of this eightcousness, appear as ils scli-
deseription.  An increasing animation, and indeed trinmphant
tone in the representation, which thus introduces over-against
that dark background (ver. 5) the bright picture the wmore
immediately in concrete vividness. IHofmaun artificially im-
ports the antithesis, that the rightcousness of the law is
found only in @ description of the lcargicer, bub the righteous-
ness of faith <lself speals as onc cxisting and present. There
15 the less room for tlis supposition, since vv. G {I. are
also Mosaic expressions.  DBut that Taul actually regarded
tlie words of Moses as o proplctical testimony to the nalure
of the richteousness of [aith, is an opinion sauctivned only
by a minorily of expositors (Augustine, de nafl. & gral. 83;
Ducer, Dalduin, Cualuvius, Sciuler, Ch.  Schumidt, IReiche,
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Kollner, Olshauscn, Denecke, Fritzsche, Baumgarten-Crusius,
Ewald, Umbreit). The majority, on the other hand, assume that
Paul only clothed his own thoughts in the words of Moses, and
used the latter as a switablc substratum jfor the former. So Tho-
luck, Flatt, Riickert, Reithmayr, Maier, Philippi: “ a holy and
charming play of the Spirit of God upon the word of the Lord;”
van Hengel and several others, as formerly Chrysostom, Luther,'
Beza, Calvin, Cornelius a Lapide; Bengel: “suavissima parodia.”
But against this view is the fact that ver. 5 begins with ydp
a demonstration of the 7é\os vouov Xpioros, of which ver. 5
contains only the one, and vv. (-8 the other, side; hoth sides,
however, unite their probative force in Mwigis ydp rypader.
Therefore it is quite wrong (see esp. Riickert, Philippi) to look
upon 7 8¢ éx mioT. Suk. as the opposite to Mwiais, and to sup-
pose that the parallel would be more sharply drawn if Paul had
said : But Christ speaks thus, etc.  No, 8¢ places the righteous-
ness of faith in opposition to the previously mentioned Sixato-
atvn 1) ér Tob vopov; and for these fwo modes of righteousness
the testimony of the lawgiver himself is introduced by
Movais yap ypddee. “Tor Moses writes of the rightecousness
of the law, etc.; but the other kind of righteousness, the right-
eousness of faith, says (in the same Moses) thus, ete.” The
Mwbo. v. yp. thus holds good not only for ver. 5, but also covers
vv. 6-8; therelore the absence of a formula of quotation before
ver. 6 is no valid argument against our view. This applies
likewise against Hofmann, according to whom that, which the
righteousness of faith speaks, is intended to 7ccall Deut. le.;? in
such a way, however, that the word of which Moses speaks is
related to that which the righteousness of faith means, as the

! Luther, on Deut. lc., says that Paul has, abundante spiritu, taken occa-
sion from Moses against the justitiurios velut novum et proprium textum com-
ponendi.

2 ITofmann arrives at the sense : * What Israel could not say in respect of the
revealed law of God, after possessing it, that should he, to whom the right-
eousness of faith speaks, not think in respeet of the revealed and perfect
Saviour.” But how could Paul, without any indication whatever, have expected
of the rcader that he should infer, from mere reminiscence of the Mosaic words,
the point of the thought intended, that what the one could not, the others
should not ?
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0. T. to the N. T.! and thus the former is a prediction of the
latter.  Groundless is the further objection, that Paul nowhere
clse thus mixes up a hiblical passage with comuments.  TFor
we are acquainted with comments in the style of the Midrash
in Taul's writings (ix. 8; Gal iii. 16, iv. 23, 24); and that
they are here <ntcrspersed is unessential, and was very
naturally suggested by the opposed dvafB. eis 7. oUpavéy and
karaf3. es 1. dBvooov. In conclusion, we must further
observe that, if Taul had given the hiblical words only as
the clothing of his own representation, yet we should have to
assume, and that for the very sake of the Zhoncsty of the apostle
(which Philippi thinks endangered by owr view), that e
actually found in the saying the typieal reference to the right-
cousness of faith; cven the holy “ play” upon words of the
Spirit can be no erroncous play.  Theodoret took the right view :
8iddawer makw vopov kai ydpiros Tiv Stadopav, kai dudoTépwy
eladyee Mwioéa Tov vopobérny 8iddoxarov. Lrasmus, Puraphy.:
“autrivsque justitine imaginem Moses ipse depinxit.”  Conip.
also Hofmann, Weissag. w. Eif. IL p. 217, The Moseie declura-
tion tsclp 1s Deut. xxx. 12-14, with {ree deviations bearing on
his object, from the original and the LXX.  Moses has therc
said ot the commandment of God to Isracl to fullil Iis law (for
the passage speaks of nothing clse according to its historical
sense) in ver. 11, that this commandment does not transcend the
sphere of what is capable of accomplishment, nor does it lie at
strange distance; and he then adds, ver. 12 1, in order niore
precisely to depiet this thought: It 4s aicither @i heaven nor be-
yond the ser, so that one must flest asecid to the former or seal
ocer the latter (comp. Dar. il 29, 30) to felch 4¢, that onc mey
Lenw and do 24y vather s i quile weer, 10 the mouth and in {he
Feeewt (cnd da the henes, an addition of LXX, and in Philo) ; that
ig, the people itsclf carries it in its mouth, and it is stamped
upon its heart, < order that they may accomplish it (in‘-“}:‘?).
Lol finds here a type, and therewith an indirect prophecey, of
the demand which the righteousness of frith presents, entirely
different from that mroceiv which is demanded by the richteous-

! But for this purpose Hofmann employs an incorrect reference and under-
standing of s, ver, 9.
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ness of the law, tnasmuch as the rightcousness of faith forbids only
wnbelicf in reference to Chaist, as though He had not come from
heaven, o had not visen from the dead, and dirvects men, on the
olher hand, to the word of faith, which, through s preachers, is
laid in their mouth and heart.  The sum and substance of this
typically prophetic sense is therefore : “ Be ot wunbelicving, but
beliceing ;”' and here the grand historical points, to which
faith as well as unbelief relate, could not be brought into
relief more definitely and significantly? than by means of the
XpioTov katayayety and dvayayetv (in opposition to Tholuck’s
objection).  According to Fritzsche (com). Calovius), the sense
meant is: no one can become righteous through worls, « fuci-
endo ¢t molicndo” vv. 6, T; for in fact onc must otherwise
have been able—since the becoming righteous rests upon
the incarnation, death, and resurrection of Christ—to ascend
into Leaven in order to bring Him down, or to descend into
the lower world in order to Dbring Him up; but (ver. 8)
after that salvation has been obtained by Christ, we are to
have faith only. DBut in this case, vv. 6, 7 would surely
be a warning from the mouth of the righteousness of faith
against a facere ¢t aolird, which would be of quite wnother
Lind than that of the righteousness of the law, and which
even would have included in abstracto, as a presupposition, this
very faith in the incarnation, death, and resurrection of Christ.
Still less can we, with Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact,
Grotius, and several others (comp. also Reithmayr, Philippi,
and Krummacher), find in vv. 6, 7 the denial of the diffculty,
and then in ver. 8 the assurance of the fucility, of becoming

! The allegorical and typical signification of the apostle finds its correct logical
point of connection in the fact that every one whe, instead of bearing the f7xa
of God in his mouth and in his heart, asks, Who will ascend into heaven for
us, and bring it to us ? puts a question of unbelief.

2 For he who thinks that onc must ascend into heaven to bring Christ down,
denies thereby that Christ has come in the flesh ; and he who supposes that one
must descend into the lower world to bring Christ up from the dead, denies that
He arose from the dead. This likewise against Hofmann, p. 436, uccording to
whom it is only meant to be said, that in order to produce Christ, an impossi-
bility—namely, an ascent into heaven, or a descent into the lower world—would
be requisite. Therein lies the folly, as if that which we kave were at unattain-
able distance.

ROM. II. M
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richteous. Tor against this view is the fact, in the first place,
that in what Paul subjoins, ver. 9 {f, nothing at all is said of
difliculty and facility ; secondly—and this is decisive—the fact
that vv. 5-8 is to be a proof founded on Moses of the state-
ment, Téhos wopov XpioTos; but it is evident, that not from
the furility of the Christian Sikaioavvy, but from its bring essen-
tially different from the old (the latter resting on doing, the
former on faith), it follows that with Christ, the Mecdiator of
the new &wxatooivy, the vowos mmst have reached its end.
This, too, in reply to Knapp, Ser. var. arg. 11 p. 558 £, who,
hesides the erroneous point of view of difficulty and facility,
reads otherwise between the lines the most essential points
of his interpretation. See, on the other hand, van Hengel,
who, however, on bLis side assuines that Paul desired “ avocare”
unscttled Jewish Christians “ea salutis duce longe quacrendo,
quum quisque, qui Christt communione wtatur, per fidem <n
Deo positam possideat, quod, vt cx legis alicujus observatione,
st etiom aliunde afferri non possit.”  The connection with ver. 4
likewise tells against this view, as does also the circumstance
that, if only the longe quacrere were the conception presenterd,
it would not be easy to sce why Panl should have inserted
at all his explanations Tod7 &7 x7.A, and why he should not
have retained in ver. 7 the words of the LXX.: 7i5 Stamepioes
Nuiv els 70 wépav s Buldoons. — py) €S €v T. kapd. gov]
XX, : Aéywr, Heb. 7582 wherein, according to the connection
(“It is not in heaven that one might speak,” ete.), the for-
bidding sense indirect/y lies.  This Taul expresses direetly,
becanse his quotation is severed {rom the connection of the
oricinal ; and he adds év 7. kapd. gov, because unbelief has its
seat in the Jrert, and the expression “ to speak ia the heurt” {as
Ts xiv. 1; Mate il 9; Rev. xviii. 7) was very current in the
mention of unholy thouzhts and dispositions (Surenhusius,
karaN\., D. L7095 — 7is @waB. els 7. 0lp.] Who will asccad into
Jireen 2 T the sense of the apostle, the inguiry is one not ex-
pressive of a wish (“utinam quis sit, qui nos e longinquo in
vimn salutis ducat,” van ITengel), nor yet of despair, but—
correlative of that 7¢ wigTedorre in ver. -4, and opposed Lo the
0 woujgas, ver, 5—the inquiry of uabeliy, which holds the
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appearance of Christ from heaven, 7e. His <ncarnation, as
not having taken place, and as an dmpossibility.  Therefore
Paul adds the Midrashistic interpretation : that expresses, that
signifies: i order to bring Christ down—this is the olject,
which is implied in dvaBnoerar eis 7. olp., and by its addition
Paul thus contributes a more precise cxplanation of the ques-
tion (Tobr &ote: scilicet), namely, as Tespects its fendeney, as
respects that at which it aims! Thus more exactly defined,
the question would presuppose, that he who puts it does not
believe that Christ has come out of the heavenly world and
has appeared in the flesh (comp. viii. 3), év opotdpars avfpd-
mov (Phil il 6, 7; comp. 1 John. iv. 2)? Following
Melancthon, Castalio, Calvin, and others, Reiche thinks that
unbelief 1 regard to the session of Chaist on the vight hand of
God is meant. DBut if there were here a prohibition of the
desire to behold with the eyes this object of faith (Reiche),
the second question, which nevertheless is manifestly quite
parallel, would be highly inappropriate ; for then an existence
of Clrist in the &Buoaos would of necessity be an object of
faith, which yet it is not at all. Nor could we see why Paul

! Many others (Erasmus, Calvin, Cornelius a Lapide, Bengel, Usteri, Riickert,
Glockler, ete.) regard redr’ ¥res as the ground of the prohibition, and that in
the sense: that is just as much as, etc. So also Philippi: ‘‘ Rightcousuess is
for me as distant and high as if it were in heaven and I must fetch it down
from thence; . . . that is just as much as if thou wouldest bring down Christ
from heaven, as if thou didst deny that He has already come down from heaven
and become man;” and alterwards, ver. 7: that is just as much as to deny that
Hec has already risen from the dead. But it is inappropriate to conceive of
rightecousness itsclf as the imagined distant (and to-be-fetched) object, because
righteousness itself is speaking, and because Paul names Christ Himself as the
object to be fetched. Inappropriate, too, is the idea of allowing righteousness in
any way to be represented as found in Hades, and brought up thence, from
whence Christ, indeed, has not brought it with Him. To this connection
belongs van Tlengel's view: ‘“Haec quacrere nihil aliud est quam Christum
indigne tractare, tanquam ¢ locis remotis, at salutis auclor sit, in terram revocan-
dum.” In this case the Christum indigne tractare is imported. Further, it
makes absolutely no difference to the sense of wovs’ ¥o7s, whether it is written
divided (Lachm., Tiscl.) or united (redresry, Hofmann), The codd. yield no
certain basis; sce Lipsius, gramm. Unters. p. 181 fI.  Teims is the subject, and
£or the copula of that which is to be predicated epexegetically of the subject.

? The Xperdr xacayuyev presupposes the certainty of the personal pre-
cxistence, Comp. Lechler, Apost. Zeit. p. 50.
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should have said xarayayetv in ver. 6, since the matter would
in fact turn ouly on a sccing of Christ in heaven.  Morcover,
Paul, considering the freedom with which he handles this
passage from Moses, would have ¢ransposed the two questions,
in order to avuid the glaring histovieal proflysteroi which
aceurs, if the first question refers to the session of Christ at
the 1ight hand of God, to which van IIengel also refers it.
According to Glockler, the question, Who will go up into
heaven 2 means to ask, Who will accomplish redemption 2 for
thie ascension was a necessary requisite for the Mediator; and
therefore rodr €o7e signifies: this would mean o deay th
ascension of Christ.  Consistently, Glockler then understands
the second ¢uestion as, Who will (voluntarily) go into death ?
this would mean to deiy the death of Christ. But by this
neeessarily consistent view of ver. 7 the whole exposition is
overthrown.  Ior ver. 9 proves that ver. 7 refers to the sesii-
rection of Clrist ; nor did unbelief, in truth, deny the death
of Chyist, but took offence at it. Like Glockler, Lipsius,
Deckifertiquugsl. p. 102 £, has essentially misunderstood both
verses, and Lliickert the question of ver. 7.— ) 765 xataB. els
7. &B.;] The colon after 4 is to be omitted.  The question
is, in the sense of the apostle, likewise a question of walbeliy,
and that in reference to the fact and the possibility of the
resarrcetion of Christ éx vexpaw (ic. out of Scheol, aBvaaos).
The LXX,, following the original, has: 7 Samepdaoer Nuiv els
10 wépav Ti)s Balacons; Dut Paul, in his typical reference to
Christ, bad suflicient cause and liberty, from the standpoint
of the historical fullilment, to put expressly, instead of wépav
Ti)s Bandoaons, even without rellecting that the sprinas of the
sca lic in the lowest depth of the carth (see Ewald, Ja/t.
ITL p. 112), the familiar contrast to heaven, els 1. &Bvogor
{Tob xi. 8; DPs. evil. 206, exxxix. 8; Amos ix. 2; Ecclus.
xvio I8, xxiv. 3). LT'or Christ is the object of justifying faith,
nat wmerely as Ie who came from heweca, but also as He who
deseended dnto Hudes, and came up again thenee, and zose frone
the docd? — @Ak 7 Myer ;] But what says it (the rightcous-

' The deseensus (haisti is in any case the undoubted presupposition, which led
Paul to sul+titutc the words of our passage for those of the original, The
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ness of faith)? An unexact contrast to w3y elrps, ver. 6, as
though previously the negation had stood with Néyes, ver. G
(o¥x oirw Néyer elmé ). The interrogative form serves
“ad attentionem excitandam,” Dissen, ad Dem. de cor. p. 186.
34%7. Comp. Gal. iv. 30.—é&v 76 oTop. 0. k. év 7. k. 0]
Epexcgesis of éyyis gov éorw. — 7007 ot w7\ This pijua,
so designated by the righteousness of faith, signifies the word
of faith. The genitive 7. wior. is genit. object! (comp. Acts
xx. 32; Heb. v. 13 ; Eph. i. 13, vi. 15; Gal iii. 2). Note
here the two articles; for that prjpa intended by the rightcous-
ness of faith is not generally “a word of jfuith,” whose con-
tents desire to be belicved as historical reality (as Hofmann
takes it), but the definile specific kijprypa, whose entire summary
contents are faith in Jesus Christ ; comp. vv, 4, 9 ff, 1. 5, 17.
— knpiocopev] we preachers of the gospel.

Ver. 9. Not a statement of the contents of the pijua,! but
assigning the ground of the immediately previous zodr’ éome
10 piipa Tis mioTews b knpiaa.? The force of the argument lies
in the fact that, in respect of the prjua published by its preachers,
confession and jfaith (mouth and heart) must be consentaneous
in order to obtain salvation, which is what Moses also means
of the piipa (ver. 8). — opo\. év 7. oTop. gov] corresponds to
év 76 otop. oov (éoti) in ver. 8, as afterwards mwior. év 7. Kaps.
cov to év 7. kapd. cov in ver. 8.— «kdpiov] as Lord (comp.
1 Cor. xii. 3, viil. 6 ; Phil. ii. 11). “In hac appellatione est
summa fidei et salutis,” Bengel. It refers to the question 7is
ava@. els 7. ovp, ver. G ; for the whole acknowledgment of the
heavenly xvpiorns of Jesus as the odvfpovos of God is con-
ditioned by the acknowledgment of the preceding descent from
heaven, the incarnation of the Son of God; viil. 3; Gal iv.

passage has therefore more probative force in favour of that doctrine than
Giider, Lehre von der Erschein. Christi unter d. Todten, p. 20 f., is willing to
accord to it.

1 So van Hengel and others. But by =7 wirssws the jrpa in ver. 8 is already
completely defined.

? Which is not with Hofmann to be leaped over, so that &7« refers to tyyvs
cov =5 jhpd iori, and introduces the reason why it is that we have this word so
near, in the mouth and in the heart. Hofmann strangely objects to the view
taken above, that not éri, but ¢4p, must then have been used. Why so?
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4; Dhil ii. 6, ¢ al. — syyeipev éx vexpav] corresponds to the
question of ver. 7. — cwthjoy] correspunds to yoerar in ver. G,
but characterizes the latter, according to the doctrinal system
of the apostle (1. 16, v. 9, 10, ¢t «l.), as a deliverance from
destruction to tle Messianic salvation.—The confession of the
swowdh (of high essential importance for the relations of every
time, and peculiaxly of that time!) and faith in the Leart ave
not separate things, as though one without the other had as
its consequence the cwrnpia, but they are mutually dependent
requisites.  Comp. Knapp, p. 5635 ff. — The vesurrection of the
Lord here appears, as suggested by ver. 7, and according to
iv. 25 quite justly, as the olject of that faith which makes
blessed.  Without it, Ilis death would not be the atoning
death, 1 Cor. xv. 17, 18, nor would Ile Himsclf be the Sun
of God, i. 4.

Ver. 10. Elucidation of ver. 9. With mwot. and owoh. Jesus
is not to be supplied as subject (Iofmaun), which is not
even in accordance with the lingnistic usage of the N. T., for
1 Tim. iii. 16 has a singular poetical style; Lut the contents
of the faith and of the conlession arc wnderstood, according tv
ver, 9, entirdy of thamsclees. “ With the heart, nemely (yap?,
one belicves unto righiconsness, but with the wwoitl confesses wnto
saleation”  In the style of Iebrew parallelism the thought
is thus expressed: “ Wilh the faith of the heart is united the
confession of the mouth to the result that one obtains righteous-
ness and salvation.”  The righteousness obtained through faith
would, fursooth, fall to the ground again, and would not be
attended Dby salvation, if faith had not the vital foree to pro-
duce confession of the month (which speaks out of the fulness
of the leart); see Matt. x. 32; comp. 2 Cor. iv. 13. We
have thus here no merely formal parallelism, but one framed
according to the actual relation of the dispensation of salvation ;
and in this case, morcover, Paul observes the genetic sequence
in kapdia . . . oropare, because he is now no longer dependent
on ver. 8. .

Ver, 11, Now, after that grand proposition: Télos vouov
Xpioros kX (ver. 4, has been proved from Moses himsell
(vv. 3-8, and this prool has received its conlinmatory discus-
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sion (vv. 9, 10), Paul brings forward, as if jfor the solein
scaling of all this, once more that weighty word of Scripture
which he has already adduced in ix. 33. DBut this scriptural
saying (Isa. xxviil. 16) now receives, with the object of closely
connecting with it what is further to follow, the significant
addition of the wniversal element wds (perhaps already with
a regard to Joel iii. 5), which indeed is found neither in the
LXX. nor in the Hebrew; but in the unlimited o wioTedwr
in Isaiah, ground and justification for its appearance was found
to the apostle’s mind, since he had the sacred historical ju/fil-
ment of the prophecy before his eyes, and thercin its more
particular definitive character.

Ver. 12. Elucidation of wds.— o0 wdp éort Siasr. 'Iovd.
te kal"EM\] in respect, namely, to the bestowal of blessing
on the believing, ver. 11. Comp. iii. 22. — For the Lord of
all is one and the same. This «vpeos is Christ (Origen, Clry-
sostom, Calovius, Wolf, Bengel, Bohne, Tholuck, Flatt, Riickert,
de Wette, Tritzsche, Philippi, ITofinann, and several others),
the adros of ver. 11, and the xdpios of ver. 13, who is neces-
sarily identical with this adrds. Were God intended (Tleo-
doret, Theophylact, Grotius, and many, including Amimnon,
Reiche, Kéllner, Ewald, Umbreit, van Hengel, Krummacher),
it would in fact be necessary first to suggest the Clristian
character of the demonstration (as Olshausen: “God in Christ”).
— &Uptos wdvTwy] comp. Phil. il 11; Acts x. 36 ; Rom. xiv. 9.
— mhovr@v] comp. Eph. iii. 8: “ Quem nulla quamvis magna
credentium multitudo exhaurire potest,” Bengel. In what He
was rich, the Christian consciousness understood of itself ; it
is contained also in the previous karatoyvvbijoerar and in the
subsequent cwbrjgerar,—namely, in grace and salvation. Comp.
v. 15, xi. 33, and on 2 Cor. xiii. 13.—eis wdvras] for all,
Jor the bencfit of all. See Bernhardy, p. 219 ; Maetzner, ad
Lycurg. 85. — The calling upon Christ, who nowhere in the
N. T. appears as identical with the Jehovah of the O. T. (in
opposition to Philippi), is not the worshipping absolutely, as it
tales place only in respect of the Father, as the one absolute
God; but rather worship according to that relativity in the
cousciousness of the worshipper, which is conditioned by the
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relation of Christ fo ¢he Futher (whose Son of like nature,
image, partner of the throne, mediator and advocate on behalf
of wen, cte., He is).  This is not imported as an Origenistic
gloss (Philippi), but is necessarily founded on the dependence
and subordination in which even the glorified God-man Christ,
in virtue of His munus regivm, stands in rvelation to the Father;
see on 1 Cor. iii. 23, xi. 3, xv. 28. Comp. Liicke, dc¢ invocat.
J. Chr, Gott. 1843. He who calls upon Cluist is conscious
that he does not call upon Him as the absolute God, hut as
the divine-human Ilepresentative and Mediator of God exalted
to the divine glory, in whom God’s adequate revelation of
salvation has been given. To the mcdiaforial relation of
Christ Hofinann also reverts! Comp. on Phil. ii. 10, 11;
1 Cor. 1. 2.

Ver. 13. Ground assigned for els wdvras Tovs émka). adro,
ver. 12, and that with words of Scripture from Joel iil. 5.
This passage (LXX. ii. 32, closely following the LXX.) treats
of the coming in of the Messiante era; hence Paul might refer
xvuplov, which in the original points to Gud, justly fo Christ,
who las appeared in the name of God, and continnally rules
as His Representative and Revealer, and Mediator, whose name
was now the very specific object of the Chiristian calling on
the Lord. That Paul writes not adrod, but xvplov, is from
no particular motive (against Hofmann) ; he simply reproduces
the words of Scripture, which he preswmnes to be well known
and makes his own.

Vv. 14-21. In order to realize this calling upon the Lord,
proclaimers of the gospel had of mecessity to be sent forth;
nevertlieless all did not obey the gospel; in which case
neither does this excuse avail, that they had not heard the
preaching (ver. 18); nor that, that Isracl did not recognise
thie universality ol the preaching (ver. 19 {IL). Thus, following
up 1-13, there is still further set forth the people’s own guilt
in their exclusion.

Vv. 14, 15. Introduction: In order now that men shovld

* According to Ilofmann, the promiso attached to the calling on Jchovah is

regarded by the apostle as valid in New Testament times, for those, and those
only, who vlace their confidence of salvation on Jesus and thus call on Him.
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call on the name of the Lord, it is nccessary that they should
Tiave been belicving, hearing, preaching, and that the sending forth,
of preachers should have tuken place, which sending forth also
the Seripture prophesies. The object of this introduction is
not already to cut off every way of escape from the Jews
(Chrysostom, Theodoret, and several others, including Kollner),
for this is spoken of for the first time in ver. 18 ff; but
the nceessity of the cvenclical dwoovohs is first of all to be
estadlished gencrally, dn order then to make the disobedience of
the Jews stand out snith the force of contrast.  Grotius and
Michaelis see in vv. 14, 15 a Jewish objection, which
allezes that the gospel had not been preached to all the
Jews in the world, etc.; Paul then answers in ver. 16 ff.
But how unsuitably he would lave answered! Must he
uot, before everything else, make good—vwhat he only brought
in at ver. 18—that all Jews had heard the announcenent
of the gospel 2 The objection here assumed is made by Paul
himself in ver. 18.— odr] draws an inference from ver. 13:
IHow shall they accordingly (in pursnance of the requirement
of émikaretaBar contained in ver. 13) call on, etc.? On the
Jfuture of ethical possibility, see Winer, p. 262 [E. T. 348].
Important codd. and Lachm. have, instead of the futures, the
deliberative subjunctive aorists: How should they, etc.? The
attestation in the case of the different verbs, of which Tisch. 8.
likewise reads the subjunctive forms, although he retains instead
of arodowaw the future form dxovoovray, is so unequal, that we
can come to no decision. Comp. generally Lobeck, ad Plhryn.
p. 734 £ The subject to émkaréoovrar w7\ is those who,
according to the passage of Scripture in ver. 13, shall attain
to salvation through calling on the name of the Lord; that to
«npdfovawy and dmogtd\., the knpiagovres. The tmpersonal
reudering (Fritzsche, de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Philippi,
van Hengel, and several others) has against it the fact that
xnpvE. has not the same general subject as the foregoing verbs.
— ¢ls v ok émior.] Him, on whom they have not become belicving ;
see Buttmann, ncud. Gr. p. 92. — was 8¢ morevoovaw KTN]
Rightly the Vulg. : “ Quomodo credent ¢z, quem non audicrunt.”
ov is not an adverd of place (Hofmann); for thus after els év
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the symmetry of the discourse would only be heterogeneously
disturbed. Nor ean it denote de¢ quo (Luther, Castalio, and
niany, including Philippi and van Ilengel), since awove Tewés
in the sense of dax. mepd Twos, without a participle annexed, is
cntirely foreign bLoth to the N. T. and to Greck prose (New. Mem.
iii. 3. 9 is a case of attracted genitive); and in Howmer only,
Od. iv. 114, is the solitary instance of it found! Sce Kiiliner,
II. 1, p. 309 ; Buttmann, Progr. @b. d. syntakt. Verbind. der
Verbe axobeww and dxpoacfar, Potsd. 1855, pp. 7, 12, and
neut, Gr.p. 144 £ Just as little is the object, i.c. the contents
of the preaching leard, meant Ly oD, which would rather be
expressed by év (Eph. iv. 21); but rather the speaking subject,
who is listened to as he from whom the discourse proceeds
(Mark vi. 20, vii. 14; Luke ii. 46, ¢/ al; Winer, p, 187
[E. T. 249]), Christ being in this case conceived of as speaking
through Ilis preachers (see the following); comp. LEpl. il 17.
On the general thought, comp. Plat. Zep. p. 327 C: 9 xai
Stvawal® av, % & Os, weloar py drovorras ; — ywpis knpvoc.)
without their having a preaclhier, apart from « preacker.  Comp.
Tittmann, Syron. p. 95; who, however, wrongly explains, oo
TioTEVTavTes TG knpUooovTi. — dmwooTaidar] Ihenee? Sa
pripares @eob, ver. 17, informs us.—The form of the argument
is a sortfes, and its conclusion: The appointment of evangelical
heralds is the first condition in order to bring about the calling
upon the Lord. This retrograde sorifes thus leads us back to
the sowrce; and of the amogroly thus suggesting itself as
primarily uccessary, the prophetic confirmation from Isa. it 7
(not closely afier the LXX.) is then given.  This “dulciszsimum
dictum” (Mclanchthon), beeanse it speaks of the message of
blissful liberation from exile, therein possesses the Messianic
character, as concerning the restoration of the theocracy; and
therefore is legitimately® understood Ly Paul—in counection
with the Messianic idea and its historical fulfihnent—as a
propheey of the evangelical preachers.  These preach salvation
(@9, meaning in Isaiah also not merely peace, but the theo-

1 Comp. the Homeric wuvdvicdal Tnnss, cquivalent to eepi ~ves (Nigelsbach,

llias, p. 104, ed. 3).
2 Com). Hengstenberg, Christol, I1. p. 202,
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eratic saving delivcrance), preach good (3W); that is, still more
generally, omne quod feliz: faustumque est, which is to be received
through Christ, the accomplisher of the divine dominion.
That the Rabbius also understood the passage in a Messianic
sense, and in what way, see Wetstein.—The opposite of the
poctical: how pleasant arc the fect (i.c. how welcome the arrival),
ete., atiil. 15 ; Acts v. 9; Neh. i. 15 ; see Schaefer, ad Eur. Or.
1217; Boeckh, Expl. Pind. p. 281; Wunder, ad Soph. Ll
1357 f. p. 120.

Ver. 16. 'AAN'] contrast to the prophetic saying of
ver. 15: Dut— notwithstanding that accordingly the blessed
sending forth of messengers of salvation did not fail to take
place—all did not obcy the message of salvation, all did not
submit to the requirement (of faith), whick the glad news
concerning Messiah and His kingdom placed before them;
comp. i 5, xvi 26; 2 Thess. 1L 8,  With Theodore of
Mopsuestia, who takes dAN' o0 w7 as a question (comp.
Theodoret), Reiche thinks that &AX’. .. edayy. is an opponent’s
objection, which Paul accordingly repels by the passage from
Isaiah. Against this view the presence of the following ydp
would not be decisive—it would rather be quite in its proper
place in the reply (Herm. ad Viger. p. 829 ; Hartung, Parte-
kell. I. p. 473 f)—but vv. 18 and 19 (comp. xi. 1, 11),
to which Reiche appeals, testify divectly agninst it, because
there Aéyo is found.  Fritzsche, following Carpzov, refers od
wavres to the Gentiles, of whom, however, although van
Hengel also understands them to be intended in vv. 14, 15,
nothing is said in the whole context ; hence it is not to be
even taken quite generally (Hofmann), but is to be reflerred
textually to the Jews, of whom so many, notwithstanding that
the lovely feet of the messengers of salvation came to tread
amongst them, yielded no result. The negative expression for
this multitude is a Zitotcs, forbearing, but making it felt quite
tragically enough, that the opposite of ot wdvres should have
been found. Comp. iii. 3: gwicTnody Twes. — yap] prophetic
confirmation of the sad phenomenon (o¥ wdvres «.7.\.), which
thus, as already predicied, enters into the connection of divine
destiny, and is not an accidental occurrence. This Hofmann
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misapprehends, extending the reference of the yap to the
following épa 7 wioris xr ., which is impossible on account
of the apa commencing a new sentence, since Paul has not
written € wap ‘Hoaias Mye )\ ... dpa 4 wiomis kT,
whereby to these lafter words would fall the definition of the
citation, as Hofinann thinks.—In the lmment of the author of
Isa. liii. 1 (closely following the LXX,, even with the «dp:e
added by them) over the unbelicf of Zis time in the prophetis
preaching (o, see on Gal. iii. 2), Paul sees—and on account
of the Messianic character of the entire chapter justly—a pro-
pheey of the Jewish unbelief of Chiistinn times in the Chyistian
preaching. Comp. John xii. 38. Following Syr., Calovins,
and others, Umbreit and Hengstenberg, Christol. I1. p. 307,
take dxor as the thing heard, 4.e. “that which is announced to
us through the word of God (by rcvelation)” Dut the very
following % mioTis €€ dwoijs shows, that Paul did not wish
to be understood as meaning the divine communication which
the preacher received, but the preacking of that word heard
by the listencrs. The historic aorist corresponds closely to
Umikovaay.  We may add that Theopliylact vightly remarks:
70 TiS QuTi TOU awdwor keitar évratba TouTéaTw SA({yoL
émricTevoar.

Ver. 17. Inference from the prophetic passage, with the
view of substantially recapitulating what was said in ver. 14,
and then pursuing the subject in ver. 18. — dxoy] the same
as in ver. 16, the ennouncement, which is heard; comp. on
Joln xil. 38, From this comes faith; the heard preaching of
the gospel brings about in men’s minds faith on Christ; buf
pircaching s browght about by God's behest (Luke i1ii. 2 ; Matt.
iv. 4; Heb. xi. 3), set to work by the fact that God commands
preachers to their office.  Rightly have Beza, Piscator, Scmler,
Cramer, Fritzsche, Gléekler, Tholucl, Baumgarten-Crusius, so
understood pripa @eod.  TFor the ordinary interpretation of
it, also followed by Hofmann, as the preacked word of God, i3
incorrect for this reason, that according to it pijua Oeod in
point of fact would not be dilferent from deor; and this pijua
Ocob does not point back to ver. 8, but to awogral@et in
ver. 13, as the remaining contents of the verse show, so that
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the signification saying obtains textnally the more precise
definition of its sense as bchest. DBut when dxoy' has bheen
taken in two different senses in ver. 16 and ver. 17, so that in
ver. 16 it signifies the preaching, but in ver. 17 the hcaring
(Rickert, de Wette, Philippi, according to whom the preaching
is to be analysed into its two clemcnts, the hearing and the
word of God, comp. Tholuck); or when in &t prjuatos Ocod,
instead of “ God’s word,” divine revclation has heen substituted
(Reiche, van Hengel, comp. Olshansen, who explains it as
equivalent to &wa wredparos Oeod): these ave just makeshifts
in order to separate the incorrectly assumed notion of prjua
Ocod from that of ko’ —How could Paul infer also 3 &¢
axon Sua pijpatos Oeob from Isaiah ?  Certainly not from the
mere address «Vpee, but rather from the whole attitude of the
prophet towards God, as it is expressed in «vpee . . . Hudy,—
an attitude in which the proplet stands as the servant and
ambassador of God, so that God thus appears as He on whose
saying, i.c. on whose command, the dxon is preached.

Ver. 18. A perhaps possible exculpation for the Jews is
suggested by Paul as a spontancous objection, and that in the
forin of a question to be ncyatived, and is then repelled with
words from Scripture. “But I ask: Was it then in any way
not possible for them to come to faith €€ droijs? The preach-
ing swrcly did not remain wnheard by them, surely did not fail
to come at all to their ears?” The correct view is simply
and clearly given by Chrysostom.  Incorrectly Hofimann: After
Paul has introduced the prophct as speaking, he leaps over to
the saying something Avmsclf, which that prophetic saying
suggests to him. Against this may be urged, (1) that not
liere for the first time, but already in ver. 17, it is Paul who

Y That dxes may denote hearkening, listening to, is undoubted. See Plato,
Theaet. p. 142 D ; Diod. xix. 41. But morc usnally it denotes, even in the
classics, either the fuculty of hearing, or, as here, the thing heard. Comp. on
Gal. iii. 2.

2 In which they cannot sueceed, however, for £ &xoas in fact could not be a
Licarkening in the abstract, but only the hearkening to the word of God (the
cospel),  So also, the thing heard would be even in itself the word of God ;
therefore we are not to explain, with van Hengel : *“id vero, quod auditum est,
ddbetur patefactioni divinee.”



190 TIIE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO TIE ROMANS.

speaks; (2) that he, in placing himself in contradistinelion to
the prophet, must lave written not merely ada Aéyw, but
A\’ éyo Néyw ; (3) that d\ha \. is not to be taken, with Hof-
mann, “ NIl then I say,” since in that case aAid would
have the sense of agreement or concession (see Bacumlein,
Partik. p. 16), which is suitable neither here nor in ver. 10!
The dM\d is the quite customary dAha of objirtion, which is
made by onesclf or in the name of the opponent; Bacumlein,
p. 13.— On the following question: Surely it cannot be thot
they have not heard ? observe that ovx is closely joimed to
sjeovoay, expressing the opposite of 7rovear (Dacumlein, .
277 £.; Winer, p. 476 [E. T. 642}; comp. 1 Cor. ix. 4, xi.
22), and that the interrogative wsj supposes the acgative answer :
by no means has it remained unheard by {hem, which negation
of the odx sxovear implies the assertion of the sjxovoayv. —
nkovoav] se. Ty axonr. The subject is those who remained
unbelieving (ob mdvres Umi., ver. 16), by whom Paul certainly
means the Jews, although without expressing it directly and
exclusively.  The reference to the Gentiles (Origen, Calvin,
Fritzsche, and others, including van Hengel and Krnmmacher)
is quite foreign to the conmection; comp. om ver. 15.—
pevobrye] imo vero®  See on ix. 20. — els wagar xr.\.] {rom
Ds. xix. 5 (close after the LXX.), where the subject spoken
of is the universally diffused naturel revelation of God ; Paul
clothes in these sacred words the expression of the going forth
(eEin\ber, «or.) everywhere of the preaching of the gospel.
Cowmp. Justin, ¢. Tryph. 42, Apol. i. 10. — o Ppfoyyos adriw)
their sound, the sound which the preachers (to these, according
to the connection, avréw refers, which in the psalm refers to
heaven, the handiworks of God, day and night) send forth
while they preacl  in the LXX. it is a translation of 29,
which some have understood, with Luther, as their measuring
fine (comp. Iupfeld), some, and rightly so, according to the

! Hofmann appenls without pertinence to Hartung, II. p. 85. TFor the pro-
inde in challenges or exclamations is here entirely heterogencous.
2 Theodore of Mopsuestia aptly says: o wirovvye imi Adoes xixpnrar, ... Abwv
76 {nrobprroy. Comp. on the uiv odvintroducing a correcting answer, llermann,

ad Viger. p. 845 ; Pllugk, ad Eur. Ifcc. 1261 ; Kiihner, 11. 2, p. 711.
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parallelism, with the LXX. Symm., Syr, Vulg, and most
expositors, as their sound. — The answer pevobvye T (in
which, moreover, Paul does not adduce the passage from the
Psalms as a quotation) confutes the odx fjxoveay very forcibly,
because it argues a majori, and even applies to all the Jews
of the dispersion. DBut the conclusion that, according to our
present passage, the gospel had at that time acfually penetrated
everywhere (even to China, America, etc.), is simply an arrant
mistake, contrary to the nature of the popularly poctical
expression, although, in imitation of the older commentators,
renewed by Lohe (v. d. Kirche, p. 34 ff), and Pistorius in the
Luther. Zeitschr. 1846, II. p. 40. The universal extension of
the gospel (comp. Col. i 6, 23; Clem. Cor. 1. 5) set on foot
by the apostles on a sufficiently large scale, is continually in
course of development. Comp. xi. 25, 26.

Ver. 19. A further possible exculpation,' introduced in
emphatic conformity with the preceding, and the repelling of
it by means of scriptural declarations down to ver. 21. On
a\\d Theodore of Mopsuestia rightly observes: mwdAw érépav
dvrifeciy émdayer. — py Iopank odx éyvw ;] surely it did
not remain unknown to the Israclites2*  The “4¢” to be sup-
plied with éyve (sce Nigelsbach, z. Jlias, p. 120,ed. 3) is: 67¢
els migay T i éfehevaerar o Pphoyyos avrdy wr .  This
universal destination of the preaching of Christ expressed in
ver. 18 must have been known by the Jews, for long ago
Moses and also Isaiah had prophesied the conversion of the
Gentiles—Isaiah likewise, the refractory spirit of opposition
thereto of the Jews (vv. 20, 21). This reference of odx éyvw
alone (followed also by de Wette, Fritzsche, and Tholuck) flows
purely in accordance with the text from what immediately pre-
cedes, and is at the same time naturally in keeping with the
contents of the corresponding biblical passages; for the con-
version of the Gentiles and the universality of Christianity are

! The correciness of which would in turn weaken the blameableness pointed
out in ver. 18. Comp. Chrys.

* Those previously meant (in opposition to Hofmann) are here expressly named
—which indicates a climax of the increasing wurgency of the question, and

which is the more naturally suggested to Paul, since he has already in view a
prophecy directed to the people in contrast to the Gentiles (ver. 21).
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one; since the former was proplesicd to the Jews, the latter
could not be unknown to them ; and they could not therefore
allege as the excuse for their unbelief: We did not know that
Christianity is destined for the whole of humanity—the less
could they do so, since Isaiah places before them the true
source of their unbelief in their own spirit of resistance. The
view of the passage which comes substantially nearcst to
ours, is that of Thomas Aquinas, Cornelius a Lapide, Piscator,
Pareus, Toletus,Calovius, Turretine, Morus, Rosenmiiller, Koppe,
Denecke, Kolluer, Ewald (comp. Tholuck), who supply with ove
Gy ¢ that the gospel would pass over from the Jews to the Gen-
tiles.  So Pelagins and Theodore of Mopsuestia: To Tovs €f
éBvav mpogeipbar eis Ty evoéBetav. DBut this is wrong, in
so far as the object to be supplied is not purely horrowed {rom
the preceding, but is already in part anticipated from what
follows. Deza has vagucly and crroneously supplied Dewin
with éyvw ; Reithmayr, on the other hand, thinks no object is
to be supplied; while others imagine the gospel to be the
object (“ Have they not learnt to know the gospel, in order to
he able to believe in it ?”).  So Chrysostoin, Vatablus, Gomarus,
Hammond, Estius, and several others, including Rtiickert, Ols-
hausen, van Hengel, Beyschlag, Mangold, and, with a peculinr
turn, Philippi also; similaly Hofinann and others, taking up
the fullowing wpéTos (sce below).  In that case—against which
there is no objection in itself—gmu2y "Iopanh ovx éyve woull be
s0 complete a parallel to wy ovx fjrovear in ver, 18, that here,
as there, the gospel would have to be supplied.  Dut as this is
by no means necessary (in opposition to Hofinann)—sinee it
fully satisfies the symmetry of the discourse, if in both instances
A\e Myo hasits relerence to what innnediately precedes—so
it is directly opposed by the fact, that the following reply begin-
ning with wpd7oes would not he suitable.  Tor if we were to
assume that Paul has given an ndirect answer (“ when he
<hows that the Geafiles believe, he says : How should not, counld
not Lsracd have believed, if it had willed 77 Olsl.), this would
only be a makeshift, in which the answer would appear the
more unsuitable in proportion to its indircetness, and still
leave open the possibility of the ol e, Or if we were to
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suppose with Riickert, that the thought is: “Want of know-
ledge is not the cause, but God is now putting into penal
execution what He has threatencd, and is allowing salvatior
to pass over to the Gentiles, in order thereby to convert the
Jews to a better disposition,” the point of the &yve would not
be entered into at all, and morcover, the essential part of the
interpretation would simply be supplied by the reader. This
objection is at the same time valid against van Hengel,
according to whom it is to be made to appear from the following
propletic quotations that Israel had indeed known, but had
shamefully despised, the gospel.  Or if, finally, with Philippi,
we are to say that the passages from the prophets contained
not a refutation, but a substantintion, of the fact that verily
Isracl® had rejected the gospel (which rejection lies in ovx
éyvw), this would be inconsistent with the interrogative form
with g (comp. on iil. 5), which necessarily presupposes the
denial® of the olk &yvw (consequently the affirmative : é&yvw).
In entire deviation {from the views just given, Reiche thinks
that "Iopani is accusative, and Oeds to be supplied as subject.
“Did not God recognise Israel for His people 2 How couldd
He permit it to be so blinded and hardened ?” It is decisive
asainst this view, that to supply @eés as subject, especially
after ver. 18, is highly arbitrary, and that the following
passages of Scripture would be quite inappropriate. — wp@ros]
not in the sensc of mpaTepos (which, regarded by itself, misht
indecd be the case according to the context; see on John i. 15);

* Philippi paraphrases : ““Is it conceivable that Icracl precisely, the chosen
people of God, did not recognise the Messianic cwrmpic destined in an especial
manner for it, or the preaching thereof, while yet the Gentiles attained to this
knowledge?”  ““The adduced passages from the prophets show now that there
was by no means any cause of wonder over this fact, for thus exaetly it had been
predicted in the divine word,—namely, that the Gentiles wounld accept, but
Isracl would reject, the salvation.”

¢ Philippi, indecd, in eds. 2 and 3, proposcs, in the event of the denial of
the question Dbeing rctained,—which, however, he does not concede,—thc
expedient, that then the prophetic passages might serve to prove that the fact of
the prophecy, which appeared in itself incredible, had nevertheless occurred in
correspondence therewith. But the contents of this thought would be invented,
not gathered from the language ; and sclf-contradictory besides, for the 2o woull

Le involved in the question, and in =pé=os x. 7. 2. the yes, which had yet occurral
in accordance with prophecy.

ROM. II N
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but, since Moses is quoted, with whom the testimony of God
inthe O. T. begins: ax (ke first (who in Scripture comes for-
ward in opposition to this) spodks Muoses. OF the later testi-
monies of Seripture, Paul then contents himself with adducing
only the Dbold divine utterances of Isaial.  Theodore of
Mopsuestia well gives it: e08vs Mawbarjs. Wetstein, Michaclis,
Storr, Flatt, Jlofmann, conncct mpdros with odx €yww. Dut
the supposed sense : “ Did not Isreel fivst leun to know it
(the gospel) 27 or, as ITofmaun expresses ib: “ Wes ¢ posildy
to stand in suck a position, tht Isruel dul not oblain the first
caperienee of 102" must have been expressed swithout pij.' —
éyo mapal. ko] Deut. xxxil. 21, almost exaetly after the
T.XX. God there, in the song of Moses, threatens the idolatrous
Israclites, that ITe on Ilis part (éyw) will bless a Gentile people,
and thereby incite the former to jealousy and to wrath, as
they had ineited ITim by their worship of idols.  Paul recog-
nises in this—according to the rule of the constancy of the
divine ways in the history of the development of the theoeracy
a type of the attaining of the Gentiles to participation in
the commuuion of God's people, whereby the jealousy il
wrath of the Jews will be excited. — én’ ovx é0rer] By N7,
in respeet to @ not-people ;. for only the people of God was the
real one, the people corresponding to the divine idea of a
people ; every other is the negation of this idea.  Comp. ix.
25; 1 Pet. ii, 10. On the conncetion of od with nouns,
caucelling the notion objectively, see Ilartung, Partikedl, 11,
p- 1295 Grimm on 2 Mace. v, 13, Often fouud in Thucy-
dides (Kriiger on i. 137. 4). On éwi, over, on the ground,
that is, on weconnt of, comp. Demosthenes, 1448, 4: wapofvy-
Olvrov érl 7o yeyevnuéve, Polyh. iv. 7. 5. — dowvére] 7( yap

' By taking =¢are; with {ya, there would result the quite preposterous sensc
of the question : Surely it is not possibly the case that Isracl first remained
wnaequainted with it ? i.e. that the Israclites were the first to whose knowledge
thie gospel had not come? 1lolmann groundlessly refers to Buttmann, nent.
Gr. p. 214, and explains as though oix did not qualily {yvw, but =pares, as
though conscquently Paul had said : g3 'Irpaad ob wpaves iyvw;  This would be :
Snrely Ll has not expevienced it only in the second place (the Gentile world in
the ficsty? With strange incorrectness, Hofmann says that, aceording to our way
of taking mparos, tirwv should stand instead of Aiyu. Dlosey speaks and writes
(ver, B still at this day as zparos in the O. T
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‘EXMjrov agvverarepor  Edlows kai ABows mpockeynuiTwy ;
Theophylact. Comp. i. 21.

Vv. 20, 21. 4¢] marking the transition to another prophet,
as at ix. 27. — amororud . Aéyer] is emboldencd and says. The
latter is the immediate consequence of the {former; hence here
not a Ilcbraizing mode of expression for the adverbial notion
(he frecly speaks out), but amororu. is absoluie (Hom., I1, x. 232,
xil. 51, ¢t al). Comp. Winer, p. 437 {. [I. 1. 588 [L]; Dutt-
mann, p. 249 ; and sce Mactzner, ad dntiph. p. 173 5 ITom.
Il 1. 92 Odponoe kai nda pdvris. — amotolud] éBuicaTo
yopvny elmciv v a\jfeav kal wwdvveboar 3 amocwTioar,
Theophylact.  Yet the prophet of hold speech is wepresenied as
present, as previously Moses in Aéyer.  The ecitation is Tsa.
lxv. 1, freely from the LXX,, and with undesigned transposition
ol the two parallel clanses.  According to its kistorical sense,
the passage refers to the Jews' who had become apostate from
God through immorality and idolatry, on whose belall the
prophet has just begeed for grace, to which entreaty Jehovah
beging Ilis answer by reminding them how Ile had given
Himself to be fonnd, and revealed Himself with prevenient
undeserved kindness to the faithless people.  Dut in the
apostate Isracl, which was in fact sunk into an edolalrous
condition (sce esp. Isa. Ixiv. G, Ixv. 3 1I), and in the rclation
to it which Jehovah here allirms of Ilimself, Paul sces a
typical representation of the Genlile world, which (as &feot év 7
xoope, Eph, 1. 12) did not concern itself about God, hut to
which God has given Ilimself to be found, and (epexegetic
parallel) to be recognised in His self-revelation (through the
gospel).  The Gentiles have aceepted this prevenient divine
compassion, but Isracl in its obstinate apostasy has resisted it ;
hence Taul continues in ver. 21 with wpds 8¢ Tov 'Iapayh
Aéyer.  The latter clearly indicates that Paul really found in
ver. 20 the proplictic reference to the Gentile wordd (ol which
Isract is the opposite); and not, as Hoimann with strict
adherence to the historical sense of the original supposes, the
Jrudllessness of the devine long-suflering towards Isracl, which

! Not to the Gentiles (Calvin, Vitringa, Philippi). Sce, on the other hand,
Delitzsch on Isa.
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Justifics God's dealiing if Ile now vests not vatdl Il Los vequile]d
its disobdicae.  According to this interpretation, wpos Tov
‘Iopank would have been alveady said in ver. 20, against which
view ver. 21 testilies. — evpé@nr] not : “I have allowed mysell
to he found ” (Rleiche and others), but: I have Leca juead.
On the sense, comp. Acts xvil. 27; and on the connection of
evp. and €u. éyev, Wisd. 1. 1 f.  The aorists ave, in the sense
of the apostle, to he understood of that which has talken place
in the Christian present. — 7ois éué uy émepwr.] 1who ingeird
itot of sie, namely, respecting revelation; comp. Ilzck. xx 1
Dem. 1072. 12. — Ver. 21. =pas] not adversus (Erasmus,
Deza, Calvin, Piscator, Toletus, Grotius, Cramer, Koppe), since
in itself—without a more special indication of the text which
would yicld the hostile sense—it denotes only the simple
placing in contrast. Ilence, either: <n wcference to Isract
(Lstius, Wolf, Ch. Schmidt, and others, including Tholuck, de
Wette, Fritzsche, Philippi), like Heb. 1. 7, S, Luke xii. 41,
xx. 19; or, “an the casc of Isracl He declares” (I{ollner,
Riickert, Ewald, and others, following Luther and Vulg).  The
former view, which is adopted also by van Ilengel, is to be
preferred for (his wewson, that &8¢ introduces a contrast, not
with those to whom the previous passase was directed, bhut
with those to whom it #¢fcrs in vespeet of its figurative appli-
cation. — Aéye] Isaialy, namely. That he speaks in the name
of God, is understood of itsclf. — dAyv T fuép.] the whole duy,
like viil. 36.  Expresses the vuremdiing naturc of the love, —
aweld. k. avrinéyovral presint participle, denoting the continu-
ance of the conduct.  arridéy. is not to he explained, with
Grotius, Ilciche, Iritzsche, van IHengel, and wost, as fo v
refractory, which it does not mea, but fo contradic. The
Jews—although God stretched out IIis saving hands towards
them {rom carly moruing till evening (comp. rov. i 24)—are
disobedient, and say : We will wot!  Comp. Matt. xxiit. 37;
Tit. ii. 9; 8 Mace. il. 28 ; Lucian. D. AL xxx. 3 ; and sce on
John xix. 12, Also in Achilles Tatiug, v. 27 (in opposition
to Kypke aud Fritzsche), avridéyew is conceived as condrudd i
tive; as alsy avrdoyia, Tleh. xii. 8. Note how opposed the
passage is to absolute predestination, and particularly to the
Calvinistic “ voluntas dencplaciti et signi.”
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CHAPTER XL

Ver. 1. After = »alv 0drod, A D*n** and some Fathers h'we
o mpoiyim. So Lachm. in brackets. An addition from ver. 2
— Ver. 2. After 'Ispasr Elz. has 2éyw, against decisive evi-
dence.— Ver. 3. =& duoixor.] Llz.: zei 7¢& fue, against so im-
portant witnesses, that x«/ would appear a connective addition.
Comp the LXX.— Ver. 6. The addition in Elz., &/ & 5 #pyam,
onért Lovl ydpis émed = pyov obnérs fecly Epyw, 1S wanting In A CD
ET G P~ 47, Copt. Salt, Arm. Vulg. 1t. Dam. I uhn, and all
the Latin Fathers. An old mterpolntlon (found already in
B L »** Syr. Awr. Chrys.), with a view to the completion of
the proof; rejected by Erasmus, Grotius, Wetstein, Griesbach,
Sclhiolz, Lachim. ; adopted, indeed, by Tisch. 7, but again omitted
in ed. 8; after Beza, Bengel, Matthiae, Rinck, defended most
thoroughly by Iritzsche and Reiche (in opp. to his Comment-
ary) in the Comment. Crit. 1. p. 68 {ff. But considering the
preponderance of the opposing testimony, the completely
superfluous character of the proposition in the argument, and
the anomalous form in which the words appear in the prineipal
Codex which contains them (B: ¢ 6t ¢ fpyuwy, oduért sdpigt émei =b
yov obzim ‘oz syaprc), and also the other variations in detail
(sec Tisch. 8), the defences of them are not convincing. See
also van Hengel. The argument for retaining themn, on the
gronnd that an interpolator would have framed them more
closely in conformity with the first half of the verse, is weakened
by the fact that very ancient authorities have oriv instead of
yiviras also in the first half of the verse.— Ver. 7. miro] Elz.:
rebrou, against decisive evidence. An emendation in accordance
with the usual construction.— Ver. 13. y&p] Lachm., Tisch. 8
&, according to A B P, min. Syr. Copt. Damase. Theodoret.
MS.; C has ¢lv; Aeth. utr. no particle. With such divided tes-
timony, & is the best supported, aud to be preferred ; it came to
be glossed by more definite particles. — pév] is wanting in D E
F G, min, which was occasioned by the apparent absence of
reference for the pév. Lachm., Tisch. 8: uiv oy, according to
A BCP®¥ Copt., which has therefore the external attestation
decidedly in its favour, but is to be explained from the fact
that the nnrelated wév was glossed by ev (a new sentence was
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commenced with 2" éee:); {herefore these authorities indireetly
pass over to the side ol the otherwise weakly aceredited Reeepla.
—Ver. 17, 5 pilns zai] This z«i is wanting in B C &*, Copt.
Omitled by Tisch. 3: but how easily it wmicht be supiressed,
owing to the howmocotelewta ! In D* I codd. It In, i (ilns
is also wi anting from the like eanse. — Ver. 19, zr.éoe) So Linck,
Schnlg, Luhm Tisch. 8, according to decisive testimony.  Dut
Elz. and Tisch. 7 have o #2600, the article being mechanically
introduced in imitation of =&y zrdéms, vv. 17,18, Were ¢ ori-
ginal, and had it heen desired throngh its omission to desiunate
the sniz say znadwv in ver. 17 (Matth., Fritzsche), it would have
more readily occwrred to the mechanieal tendency ol copyists
to insert =iz instead of o, — Ver. 20. {braepeia] Lachm. and
Tisch. 8: inrd gpéver, according to A BN, Lesolntion of the
word—which is only found hesides in 1 Tim. vi. 17—into its
clements in conformity with xii. 16. — Ver. 21. pg7a:] is want-
ing in A BC PN, min, Copt. Damase. Ruf. Aug.  Omitted by
Lachm. and Tisch. 8. DBut the olfence which was taken partly
at the apparent uurclatedness of pisws (which is thercfore
exchanged in Or. for =isw pm&22ov and =iow =Afe), partly
at the following future, readily induced the omission.  Ifor
esicyrou, Which Elz. has instead of geigeras, is very feebly sup-
ported l)y cevidence, and has 111'1111fc>l1_3 come in in accordance
with the original p#=w:; wrongly defended anew by Rinck.
See the execetical notes; comp. also Beng. Apparat. Crit.—
Ver. 22. In the second clause Lachm. and Tisch. have, instead
of amromiay, dmoruic, and nstead ol yeroriryra, yprorivs: ©:5;
the former according to A B C 8%, 67*% Or. Damase. ; the Latter
according to A B C D* (N has yeserérnre: 0:63), 67%¥, Arm. Or.
tus. Damase. Rightly; the common reading is a hasty gram-
matical emendation. ©:d, too, bears, in its belonging 1o the
reading wersrirns, the stamp of genuineness. — Ver. 25, cap
tavr] Lachm. and Tisch. 7: & iavr, according to A B, Damase.
The latter is to be preferred (zep’ iwvr. was intraduced through
a comparison of xit. 16), and it expluns, too, the origin of the
bare ioure’; in F G for by the omission ol the N the preposi-
tion wonld ecasily come to be dropped. — Ver. 30. iusiz] Elz,
Scholz: zad dpsiz, against decisive evidence.— Ver. 31. Defure
0. 15 D* 8, Copt. Dam. have s3v; so Lachm. in brackets, and
Tixch. 8. Inmappropriate addition, arising from misconeeption,
instead of which some min, have Seregor, — Ver. 32 zedz sdirez]
Instead of the first = =, D. Ir. ef «l. have ré& =dvre, and ¥ G
oz, Also Valeo 1t express the neuter, which, however, 1s
taken fron Gal. 1ii, 22
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CoNTENTS :—After the humiliation hitherto expressed, there
now follows the consolation in respect to the exclusion of a
large part of Israel. (1) God has not cast off His people, but
has allowed a part of them, according to a gracious election, to
attain to salvation, and has hardened the remainder, vv. 1-10.
(2) Yet God wills not their final destruction; nay, their un-
belief subserves the salvation of the Gentiles, and their con-
version will have yet more happy consequences. This is
matter for hope, and the Gentile Christians may not therefore
give way to self-exaltation, vv. 11-24. (3) Tor the hardening
of a portion of the people will last mo longer than until the
whole of the Gentiles have Dbecome Christians; and then
Israel will obtain salvation, vv. 256-32. How unfathomable
are the riches, wisdom, and knowledge of God! To Him be
glory ! vv. 33-36.

Ver. 1. Aéyw ovv] corresponds to the twofold dAha Aéyow,
x. 18, 19, but so, that now this #&ird interrogative Méyw is
introduced in au €nferential form. In consequence, namely,
of what had just been clearly laid down in x. 18 ff, as to the
guilt of resistant Israel in its exclusion {rom salvation in Christ
—over-against the Gentiles’ acceptance of it—the difficult
question might arise : Surely God has not cast off His people ?
Surely it is not so tragic a fate, that we must infer it from that
conduct of the people?' Taul states this question, earnestly
negatives it, and then sets forth the real state of the matter.
The opinion of Hofmann, that the apostle starts this question
because the scriptural passoges x. 18 ff. show that it 4s to be
negatived, is the consequence of his incorrect interpretation of
those scriptural sayings, and is confuted by the fact that the
negation is first given and supported 4w what follows, not drawn
Jrom what precedes, but made good by a quite different seriptural
proof, ver. 2. — w1y dmwgaro x7N] Comp. Ds. xciv. 14, xcv.
3; 1 Sam. xii. 32; on the form,see Winer, p. 86 [E.T. 111].
Reiche thinks,but erroneously, that the question is not expressed

! Namely, as a divine measurc of retribution taken in consequence of their
spirit of resistance to the message of salvation preached to them. The divine
act of casting off from Ilimself is not viewed as the cause (against this is x. 21),
but as the penal consequence, of the disdaining God'’s loving will.
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sharply enough, and that awavrais to be supplicd. ’'Awdearo
has in truth the emphasis, and is placed first on that account;
so that Paul's simple idea is, that the casting off of God's
people, exclusion from the divine decree of the bestowal of
salvation, recall of this destination to salvation, may not be in-
ferred from what has gone before.  Rightly, too, Bengel remarks:
“TIpsa populi cjus appellatio rationcin acgandi continet.”  This
gatio ncgundy is then, in ver. 2, additionally strengthened by
ov poéyvw. — The py yévorro expresses horror at the dwwoaro,
not at the Aéyw (van Hengel), as though Paul had written
simply amdoaro without wi. — kai yap éyw x.\] For I also,
cte., expresses the motive for uy qévorro!  For Paul, as a true
TIsraclite of patriotic feeling, caunot, in virtue of his theocratic
self-csteem, admit that dmdoaro, but can only repel the
suggestion with abhorrence. Comp. de Wette and Daumgar-
ten-Crusius. A peculiar proof of the odx dmdaoaro was vet
to follow. Usually it is thought that Paul proves the negation
by his own example, since he in truth was not cast off. So
also Philippl.  DBut apart from the consideration, that the
example of a sincle clected one, however highly favoured.!
would be far from convincing, we see no reason why Iaul
should lhave added éx omépu. "ABp., v, Bemap. ; morcover,
it appears from ver. 2, where he detines the negation, em-
phatically reiterates it, and then confirms it from Scripture,
that he did not intend till ver. 2 {o adduce the argument
against the amegaro, which he had ouly provisionally rejected
inver. 1. Without the Ieast indieation from the text, Hof-
wann introduces into «. éyw the reference: Even I, the apostle
cutrasted wih the calling of the Gentdde world (which is sup-
posed to imply a sealing of the sacred historical call of Israely;
even I, as once wpon « tone a prscevtor, descrving of ajection.
— éx omépp. "ABp., puN. Beviap.] added, in order to exhibit
the just and genuine privileges of his birth.  Comp. Phil.
iii. 5; Acts xiii. 21; Test. XIL Patr. p. 746 f. The tribe
of Benjamin was in truth, along with that of Judah, the
theocratic core of the nation after the exile. Es. iv. 1, x. 9.

1 Theodore of Mopsuestin asks: =5 yap olov . . . 7¢ 7y dwdoaaias wov Otev Tos

v~ . r N ) 3 ~ . . « s
LT TN TIOTEH TLAYVIOLLYIY X LT[FI TEVTRY ax?zrn:lv L’TIJ'CMU,GIWV ET€P3U;',
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Ver. 2. "Ov mpoéyvw] An element which renders the im-
possibility of dwwoaTo at once palpable; comp. ver. 29,
Others take it as a limiting definition, 7ov A. abrod dv wp. being
understood of the sprritual people of God destined to the
Christian salvation (Origen, Augustine, Chrysostom, Luther,
Calvin, and others, including Heumann, Semler, Rosenmiiller,
Tlatt, Glockler), But against this view it is decisive that
7. Aadv avr. in ver. 1, without any limitation, denotes the
Jewish nation, and consequently Paul himself would now
completely disarrange the point in question ; the whole chapter
has for its subject, not the spiritual Israel, but the fate of the
nation in respect to the salvation of Messianh. Hence, too,
we are not to supply, with Philippi, p. 554, after ov mpoéyvw
the limitation: as seminary of the spivitual oméppa.— The
sense of wpoéyvw has been understood as variously as in viii,
29, but is to be taken just as there: God Zncw His people as
such Ocforchand, before it actually existed; that is to say, it
was to Him, to whom the whole future development of sacred
history was present in His pretemporal counsel and plan,
known and certain: JTsracl s my peeuliar people!  And con-
sequently God cannot have afterwards rejected Israel ; for this
would in truth presuppose that which is inconceivable with God
(comp. Acts xv. 18), and irreconcilable with the duerdferov Tis
BovAijs abrod (Heb. vi. 17), namely, that He had been deceived
in His mpoéyvw; comp. ver. 30 if. To suppose the qualitas
mala of the people as that which God foreknew (van Hengel) i3
inadmissible, for the reason that mpoyvwors must be the premiss
of the mwpoopifew of the people of God (comp. viii. 29); hence,
too, it is not to be objected, with Hofmann,' against our view,
that God would surely have been able to foresee the fact that,
and the time when, His people wounld cease to be His people.
— ) olx oibate kT, down to ver. 4, adduces a proof for
ok amwoato from an historical example of Seripture, according
to which a case analogous to the present of the resistance of

! Who also here (comp. on viil. 29) takes mpotyyw as an act of the will, by
which God has beforchand constituted Israel what it, in accordauce therewith,
actually became. This would amount to the notion of the specvoiedZav in the
divine deeree (comp. Eph. ii. 10).
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the penple to God had once occurred, hut God has made the
declaration that Ile had (not indeed cast off Ifis people, but)
reserved to ITimsclf, in the midst of the depravily of the
mass, a number of faithful ones. So (ver. 5) too now there
has taken place, not a rcjection of the people, but rather a
aracions clection out of the people. — év "Hiia] belongs to
7( Néyer, but is not: ¢ Elie (Erasmus, Luther, Deza, Calvin,
Piseator, Castalio, Calovius, and others), which would be lin-
guistically erroncous, but: 7n the passage reating of Flins.
Comp. Thue. i. 9. 3, where év To0 oxijmrpov (ua 77 mwapadooe:
eipnrey means : al the passage, where he (Iomer) freals of the
yiclding of the sceptre, he has said, ete.  Very prevalent is this
mode of quotation in Philo, and also in the Rabbinical writ-
ings (Surenhusius, #atadi. p. 493).  Comp. also dMark xil.
26 ; Luke xx. 37, but not Heb. iv. 7.—ds évruyy. = ©.
rata 7. 'Iopan] dependent on odk oidate, as a more preciscly
delining parallel of év "HA. 7 Xéyer 1 yp.  Comp. Luke vi. 4,
xxil. 61; Acts xi. 16, xx. 20, ¢ al.; Goller and Kriiger on
Thue. i. 1. 1. On évruyydvew (viii. 27, 34; Heb. vil. 25),
with dative of the person concerned (frequently in Ilutarch,
Tolyb, Lucian, cte.), comp. Acts xxv. 24; Wisd, viil. 21, xvi.
28. On ratra (accusing), comp. 1 Mace. vii. 32; 2 Mace.
iv. 36.

Ver. 3. 1 Kings xix. 10, 14, freely from the LXX. — améxt.]
The Israclites, namely, under Ahab and Jezehel. 1 Kings
xviil. 4, xiil. 22, — garéorayr.] hace thoroughly deslioyed, have
razed.  Comp. Soph. Phil. 986: Tpolav . . . xarackdyrar.
LEur, Hee. 22 (of the domestic altary; Dem. 561. 20; Plut.
DPopl. 10; 2 Mace. xiv. 38 (10 Bvsiaotijpiov). — Ta Gvoiast.]
On the plurel, as the temple in Jerusalem was the place
exclusively destined for worship, the view of Ilstius sullices:
“Verisimile est, Eliam logui de altaribus, quae passim in
excelsis studio guodam pictatis Deo vero crecta {ucrant;
miaxime postquam decem tribus resum suorum tyrannide pro-
hibitac fucrunt, ne Jernsolymam ascenderent sacrificii causa,
Quamvis enim id lege vetitum esset [see Lev. xvii. §, 9;
Deut. xii. 13, 14] ac reete feeccrint Lzechias et Josias, reges
Judae, ctiam ejuswmodi aras evertendo, tamen iwpimn eral cas
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subvertere odio cultus Dei Istael”  Comp. Grotius, also Keil,
on the books of Kings, p. 262, Aurchdol. 1. § 89. — Dmeneiph.
poves] in the sense of Elias: alone of the prophets; but
according to the application designed by the apostle, as ver. 4
shows : as the only one of Thy feithful. But in this case we
are not to assume, as Hofmann and others wish to do, that Paul,
in order to suggest this sense, has transposed the original order of
the two clauses of the verse—which is rather to be regarded as
acctdental ; and this, considering the freedom of citation other-
wise used, we need the less hesitate about, since Paul could
not, even in the original order, see the rcference of the verse
which was in his thoughts to be excluded. — On &nreiw 7. Yruy.
Ttvos, to scek after onc’s life, see on Matt. i 20.

Ver 4. "AM&] But, although Elijah complained that he had
been left sole survivor.— o ypyupatiouds] the divine oracular
ulterance (replying to this accusation). Found here only in
N. T. (in the Apocrypha, 2 Mace. ii. 4, xi. 17); but see Diod.
Sic. i 1, xiv. 7, and Suicer, Z%es. I p. 1532 ; and respecting
xpnuatifo, on Matt. ii. 12. — xarénemov k7\] 1 Kings xix.
18, with free deviation, bearing on his object, both from the
LXX. and from the original. It means: 7 have left remaining,
so, namely, that they are not slaughtered with the rest. Conp.
Xen. Anab. vi. 3. 5: oxtd pévovs raré\imov (superstilcs, vivos
reliquerunt) ; 1 Mace. xiii. 4. Hofmann incorrectly takes
ratéh. as the third person plural, having the same subject as
améxreway. A groundless departure from the Hebrew text and
from the LXX,, according to which God is the subject. And
it is God who has guided and preserved those who remained
over. — éuavrd] e to myself as my property, and for my
service, in contrast to the idolatrous abomination. — oiTeves
wTN] te comparatos ut, ctc.— odvv] Not a knee has been
bowed by them; hence the singuler, comp. Phil. ii. 10. — 73
Baa)] Dative of worship. Dernhardy, p. 86. Comp. xiv.
11. The Phoenician divinity 53, the adoration of which
was very widely diffused (Keil, § 91) amongst the Jews,
especially under the later kings, though not of long subsist-
cnce (see Ewald, Allerth. p. 304), is most probably to be re-
carded as the sun-yod (Movers, Phinicier, I p. 169 ff.; J. G.
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Miiller in Herzog's Eucyllop. I p. 639 £), not as the planet
Jupiter (Gesenius in the fall, Encyllup. VIIL p. 584 {£). It
is remarkable—seeing that 53 (according to different local
and ritual forms also in the plurel) is a masculine noun—
that in the LXX. and in the Apoerypha it has sometimes, and
most {requently, the masculine article (Num. xxii. 41 ; Juda.
ii. 13; 1 Kings xvi. 31, ¢t «/.), sometimes the feminine (Zeph.
i. 4; Hos. ii. §; 1 Sam. vil. 4; always in Jer.; Tob. i. 5,
¢t al). That the LXX. should have thought 53 to Le of the
conunon gender, and to denote also Asfrrte (Lieiche), is nnt
probable for this reason, that in the LXX. not mercly are the
masculine DBaal and Astarte often mentioned together (Jude.
ii. 13, x. G, ¢t «al), but also the feminine Daal and Astarte
(1 Sam. vii. 4). The view that the feminine article was
assianed to BdaaX contempluonsly (Gesenius, in Rosenmiiller’s
Lepeit. Tp. 139), as also Tholnck and Ewald, Alterih. p. 302,
assume, finds no sufficient support—sceing that Sya was a
very well known divinity —in the feminine designation of
idols unknown to them in the LXX. at £ Kings xvii. 30,
A1 ; cannot be justified by comparison of the Rabbinical de-
sianation of iduls as nin&._s; and cannot be made good in the
particular passages where the LXX. have the masculine or the
feminine.  To refer the phenomeuon solely to an opinion of
the LXX., who held 5pa to be the name of a ¢nd and also that
of a goddess, and therefore, according to the supposed connec-
tion, used now the masculine and now the feminine article—
the latter particularly, where the word occurs along with
ridasy (Fritzsche), as in Judg. ii. 13, x. 6, 1 Sam. vii. 4,—is
improbable in itself (hecause of the unify of the Ilchrew name),
and cannot be mnaintained cven in passages like Judg il 7,
2 Kings xxi. 3 (comp. with 1 Sam. xii. 10; Iles. ii. 10, 15),
withiout arbitrariness. An Zisforiced reason must prevail, and
it appears the most feasible hypothesis that Daal was con-
ceived as an androgynons divinity (Deyer, ad S/hlra, de Dics
Syr. p. 273 1., Wetstein, Koppe, Olshausen, Philippi), altheugh
more precice historical evidence is wanting.  The feminine
article has been also explained by supplying a substantive
(elxope Ly Erasinus, Luther, Deza, Grotius, Bengel, and others ;
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amiAy by Glass, Estius; Opnoreia by Cramer; even Saudhe
by Drusius, after Tob. 1. 5, but sce Fritzsche on Tob.); but this
is both erroncous and arbitrary, because at least the expression
must have run T 705 Bdah, since Sva has always the article.
This linguistic incongruity van Hengel avoids only by the pre-
carious conjecture that 7 Bdah signifies the column of Daal, and
o Baax the god Baal.—~We have to remark, moreover, that the
LXX. have in our passage the masculine article; but Paul,
acquainted with the use also of the feminine article, has, in
quoting from memory, changed the article.  According to
Fritzsche and Ewald, he had found 77 in his copy of the
LXX.; but 77 is now found only in more recent codd. of
the LXX,, into which it has found its way merely from our
Ppassage.

Ver. 5. In this way, corresponding to this Old Testament
historical precedent, thercfure (in order to make the application
of vv. 8, 4), there has been (there has come into existence,
and actually exists—perfect) also in the present time, in con-
sequence of an clection made out of grace, ¢ remmant, namely, a
small part taken out of the hardened mass of the people, zc.
the comparatively insignificant number of dclicving Jews, whom
God’s grace has clhosen out of the totality of the people. It is
related to the latter as a remainder (Herod. i. 119 ; 2 Kings
xix. 4) to a whole, from which the largest part is removed
(vv. 3, 4, ix. 27, 29), notwithstanding Acts xxi. 20. The
puint of comparison is the notion of the Aeiuua in contrast to
the remaining mass; the latter in the typical history has
peirished, but in the antitypical event has jforfeited saving
deliccrance. — kat €k xdp.] opposed to the presumption in
reference to works of the Jewish character; lence, too, the
emphatic declaration in ver. 6. It is to be connected not with
Aetppa as its more precise definition (Hofmann), hut with
wéyovey as its mode. This is evinced by the following e/ ¢
xapeL, sc. ryéyovey, where ydpere is equivalent to the xar’ éeoy.
XAPLTOS.

Ver. 6. This thought is not merely by the way and inci-
dental (Koppe, Riickert, de Wette, Fritzsche, Maier, and
others), but it belongs esscntially to the development of the
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apostle’s thouglit to set forth the mode according to which
Aelupa yévove, not only posifivdy (kat’ ék\. xdp.), but also
weyulicely (obk €€ €py.) ; hecause he then, i ver. 7, goes on to
argue: 0 émilyvel 'Iopanh w7\, which émedyrety, in fact, {ook
place exactly €€ épyev, ix. 32.— el 8¢ ydpere] Lud if throvgl
grace, sc. Netppa cyéqyove. — ovxéte €€ Epywr] As previously the
individuals who compose the Aelppa are conceived as the
ohjeets of the divine grace, through which they belong to the
Aetpa; so are they also (not the people generally, as Hofimann
takes it) conceived in this contrasted negative statement
as the subjects, who do not owe it to legal works that in
them is present the Aelupa composing the true community
of God. On the logical odxére, see on vii. 17. Of €€ épywr
there can be nothing more said. — émei 1 yapes kTN beeruse
(otherwise) grace ceases to be grace (nawmely, if €€ épywv Aetppa
yéyove)—sinee in truth “ gratin nisi gratis sit, gratia non ecst,”
Augustine. “H ydpis is the definite grace, which has made
the clection, and ryiverar (not equivalent to éori) means:
it ceases, 1 s concrete monifestation, to become, 2.e. to show
itself as, that (comp. on Luke x. 18, ¢t /) which according
to its mature it is. DTositively expressed: it becomes what
according to its essence it 7s not; it gives up its specilic
character.

Ver. 7. T olv] infers the 7esult from vv. 5§ and 6. Since
a Netupa ltas been constituted according to the clection of
grace, and thercfore not possibly from the merit of works:
accordingly Isrucl (as vegards the mass) has nol oblained that
whick it strives «fter (namely, dikatogvvy, as is known from
ix. 30 {f)—for it strives, in fact, €€ épyov—rile dection, on the
other hand, namely, that chosen Aefppa, has obtarned it (for
they were the objects of the divine ydpis); but the rest were
hardened.  In this manner the {rue state of the case is now
sct [orth, in coutrast to amwoaro, without its being necessary
on this acconnt to refer 7i odv to the whole preceding vv. 2-6
(de Wette, Iritzsche, Philippi, and others) ; since the reference
to vv. 3, 0 is quite sulficient, and quite in keeping with the
Iogical progression.  Reielie (comp. Lachm., who places a note
of interrogtivn alter ¢ odw wnd after éméruyer) malkes the
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question extend to éméruyev, to which question of wonder
Paul then answers by 7 8¢ éh. w.TA.  Dut the futility of
Israel’'s endeavour has alrcady been long (ix. 31, 32) known
to the reader, and is therefore not appropriate as the subject
of suclh a question. Mofmann also takes & émelnret .
émérvyer as 4 question, but in the sense whether that which
Israel has not obtained is t/ic same thing as that to which its
quest and striving tends (namely, its own rightcousness) 2 To
the sclf-evident negation of this question 8¢ then relates in the
sense of ncvertheless, and after the sccond émérvyer there is to
be supplied, not & émelyr. "Iopasin, but merely & émilnret
(nantely, to be, out of grace, the people of salvation). This
complete distortion of the sense falls to the ground from the
very fact, that for the second €mérvyev, since O émeinTel is not
appended, no other object can be thought of without the greatest
arbitrariness than that of the first émérvyev, namely & émelnrel
Igpanh; and also, as respects the contents of the question,
from the consideration, that if we should not be able to say
that Israel has not obtained that for which it strove, this
would stand in contradiction to the universal Pauline dogma
of the impossibility of righteousness by the law. — émlnrel
does not denote the zealous pursuit (Iritzsche, Philippi), but
its dircction, correlative to éméruyer. See on Matt. vi. 33;
Phil. iv. 17. Dy the present, the condinuance of the endeavour
is admitted.—The 70070 {(on the accusative instead of the cus-
tomary genitive, sec Matthiae, § 328 ; Ellendt, Lez. Soph. IL
p. §61) has tragic emphasis: even this it has not reached. —
9 8¢ érdoyj] that is, here “reliquine illins populi, quas per
gratiam suam Deus elegit,” Estius. Comp. the use of wepitowsj,
ete., Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 469.—The wdpoats, hardening (not
Olinding, as Hofmann thinks; see on 2 Cor. iii. 14), is the
making unsusceptible in understanding and will as respects the
appropriation of salvation in Christ. Iritzsche, ad Mare. D.
78 ; Winzer, Progr. 1828, p. 8.  The subject who hardens is
God. Comp. 2 Cor. iii. 14, and on ix. 8.

Ver. 8. This érwpafnoay cnsued in conformity with that
which stands written, etc. That which is testified of the
hardening of the people in the time of Isaiah, and as carly as
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that of Moses, has its Messianic fulfilment through the har-
dening of the Jews against the gospel, so that this hardening
has taken place xabos yéypamrar kX This pruphetic rela-
tion is groundlessly denied by Tholuck and Hofmann.  The
agreement deunoted by xa#. yéyp. is just that of proplecy
and fulfilment according to the divine teleolosy,  Comny. Matt.
xv. 7.—In the citation itself, Isa. xxix. 10 (as far as karavf)
and Deut. xxix. 3 (not Isa, vi. 9) ave combined into one saying,
aud qguoted very freely from the LXX.  Deuteronomy Ze. has
after arovew : €ws Tijs Yuépas TavTys, heuce €ws Tis onp. Mu.
belongs to the quotation; and the words xafos . . . dxovew
must 20z be put in a parenthesis, as Deza, Wolf, Grieshael,
and others have done. — édwxer] e gare® not mere permission
(Chrysostom, Theophylact, and many). — wvelpa raravvfews]
ITeh. Momm 7Y, <o, @ spirit producing stupefuction, which is
obviously a daemonic spirit. Comp. 2 Cor. iv. 4 ; Eph. ii. 2.
LElsewhere the LXX. translate am1an by ékeraoes (Gen. il 21,
xv. 12), or Odpfos (1 Sam. xxvi. 12), or avdpeywvor (Irov. xix.
15). They gave the approximate sense of the word dilferently
according to the connection. Dut that thiey understood xavd-
vukis actuaily as stupcfuction, tinlocicalivi, is clear from Ts. Ix. 3,
where they have rewdered ﬂ%}?’}l_'-l ™, daborienling wine, by olvov
watavifews. Sce m general, Fritzsche, Lee. p. 558 . This
sense of xatdwvvEis 1s explained by the use of karaviooesta,
compungi, in the LXX. and the Apoerypha to express the decp,
inward paralyzing shock caused by griel, fear, astonishent,
cte., wierehy one is stupified and as if struck by a blow
(Schleasner, Thes. TIL p. 256; comp. on Acts ii. 37). 1In
classical Greek neither the substantive nor the verb is found.
We may add that cevery derivation is erroncous, which does
not go back to véoaew (comp. vifis, Plut. Aor. p. 930 ¥); nor
15 1t admissible (sinee Taul certainly kuew that xarar. expresscd
m71n) to seck cxplanations which depart from the notion of
1290, So ey Calvin: “ Spivitwan vocat . .. compiet ioinls, ubi
scilicet quacedam fellis aamarituds se prodit, imo ctiam furor 1
respuenda veritate”  Sthmilarly Luther (“an enmdit/vied spirit”)
and Mclanchithon.  Clhrysostom, indeed (anid Theophylact),

VLXX Isa xix, 10: auwdricey Juids xdpos mysvpats xacavifias.
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hits the thing dsclf rightly: xardvvEw évradba Tijv mepl 7o
xeipov &w Tis Yuxijs ¢nol T avudtws Eyovoav kal dueta-
fétws, but his analysis of the word: xaraviyijvar yap oddeév
€repov éoTw 7 To éumayfrac mou Kkai wpoonidalar, is
arbitrarily far-fetched. — 70D w7 BAémew] A fatally pregnant
oxymoron. The genit. is that of the aim: eyes, in order that
they may not sce, etc.  Linguistically correct is also the render-
ing of Grotius: cyes of not-sccing, i.c. “oculos ad videndum
ineptos,” Fritzsche, comp. Philippi and van Hengel. But the
former view corresponds better at once to the original text
(LXX. odx é8wre. . . opbaruots BNémew k. dra arovew) and to
the telic Tob uy SAémew, ver. 10.  Comp. Isa. vi. 9, 10; John
xil. 40; Acts xxviill. 27.— éws 7. anju. juép.] belongs to the
whole affirmation &wxer «7A.  Thus wnintcrruptedly God
dealt with them. The glance at a jfufure, in which it was to
be othcrwise (Hofmanu), is here (comp. ver. 10) still quite
remote.

Vv. 9, 10. A further Scripture proof of émrwpwdnoav} and
that from Ps. Ixix. 23, 24, quoted with free deviation from
the LXX. The composer of this psalm is no¢ David (in
opposition to Hengstenberg, Hivernick), but some one of
much later date; a circumstance which we must judge of
analogously to the expression of Christ, Matt. xxii. 43. The
suffering theocrat of the psalm is, as such, a type of the
Messiah, and His enemies a type of the unbelieving Jews;
lience Paul could find the fulfilment of the passage in the
mopwoes of the latter. Consequently, in pursuance of this
typical reference, the sense in which he takes the words is as
follows: “ Let their table become to them jfor (let it be turned
for them into, comp. John xvi. 20) & snare, and for « chase,
and for a trap, and (s0) for a retaliation ;” 4.c.,while they feast
and drink sccurcly and carclessly at their well-furnished tadle?
let the fute of violence ovcitalke them wuncwares, just as wild

1 With the simple zai, and, to take which elimactically (Hofmann) is justified
neither by the name of David nor the contents of the passage. It would place
a quite uncalled-for emphasis on aawid (cven David).

2 To conceive of the table as an outspread coverlet (Gesenius, Z%es. IIL p.

1417, llofmann) in which they entangle themselves, is to come very unnecessarily
and arbitrarily to the aid of the boldness of the poetical expression.

TOM. IL o
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beasts are surprised in a snare, and by the captire of the chasc,
and by a trap; and so must »/«/iution alight upon them for that
which they have done (in rejecting, namcly, faith on Christ).
Dut what violent calamity is meant, the sequel expresses,
namely : “ Darkened must their eyes become, thet they mey not
sce,” d.c. they must become spivitually blinded, incapable of dis-
cerning the truth of salvation; and finally the same thing
under another figure: “ Aad bend their back always” denoting
the keeping them in bondage, aud that, in the scense of the
apostle, the spiritual bondege of the unfree condition of the
inner life produced by the wopwaes.t  The hardening, there-
fore, which Paul recognises as predicted in the passage, does
not lie in 9 Tpamea adrov (Iritzsche),—which is not to he
explained “of the {ew and its works, which was Israel's food ”
(Philippi, following older expositors, also Tholuck),—but in
yembito els mayda g\, and is more precisely indicated in
ver. 10. The express repetition in ver. 10 of the becoming
Dlindcd, already designated in ver. 8, forbids our explaining the
prophetic images in vv. 9, 10 generally as representations of
severe dicine Judgments like Phavaol’s overthirow, in which case
the specific point of the citation would be neglected (in oppo-
sition to Flofmann). — «ai els @npav] stands neither in the
Helvew nor in the LXXN.; but &jpa means chease, not act
(Tholuck, Ewald), to estallish which signification the solitary
passage Ps. xxxv. 8, where the LX . render NEY inexactly by
Oipa, cannot sultice. It often means booty (van Ilengel) in
the LXX. and in classical Greek; but this is not appro-
priate liere, where the © becoming for a hooty ” is said not of
such as men, but of the 7pawefa. This shall be turned for
them into a chase, so that they, n their secure feastine, hecome
like to the unfortunate ohject of the chase, which is captured

¥ Those who have found in ver. 9 the destruction of Jerusalem predicted
(Micluelis, after Grotius, Wetstein, and many), so as to refer spé=:gz to the
Passover meal, for the celebration of which the Jews were in Jerusalem at the
very time the city was invested (Josephus, DBell. Jud. vi. 9. 3, 4), or even
(Grotius) to the altar in the temple; and those who have regarded ver. 10 (xai
wév ooy 2.7, 1.) as a prophecy of the servitude of the Jews to Rome (so some of
the Fathers); could not have given an explanation more opposed in sense to the
connection.
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by the hunter!— oxdvSatov] corresponding primarily to the
classical oxavdannbpov, the stick sct in o trap (Schol. Ar. Ach.
687), is frequently in the LXX. (see Schleusner, Zhes. V. p.
38), and so also here, the translation of UPin, snare, by which
we must therefore abide—advramddoua is not found in classical
Greck, but often in the LXX. and Apocrypha, Luke xiv. 12.
— xai Tov v@Tov £.7.\.] is to be taken, according to the context,
as the cxpression of the idea of hardening (represented as a
bending together under the zoke of spiritual servitude), not,
with TFritzsche, of rendering iniserable through the withdrawal
of the Messianic salvation. On the masculine ¢ vé7os, see
Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 290,

Ver. 117 At this point beains the teleological discussion
respecting the of 8¢ Movroi érwpwbnoay, ver. 7. Sce the contents
above. — Aéyw oDv] quite as in ver. 1: I ask thercfore, attach-
ing it by way of inference to the érwpwfnoav just supported
by Scriptuwre. — u5 émtaicay, va més.] Bul thewr stumbling had
not the atm (ordained by God) that they should fall? ic., by
the fact of their stumbling at Christ (ix. 32, 33), and refusing
faith to Him, has the divine purpose not aimed at their ever-
lasting ardreia? This emphasis on méowar (come to be pros-
trate) involves the climactic relation to émraisar (to stuimnbdlc),
—a relation which Hofmann loses sight of when he makes
the question express nothing further than: whether the fall
which Israel suffered had been s own aim ? Photius aptly
remarks: 70 wralopua alr@v obyl €ls KaTrdwTwow TEéNELav
yéyovey, adnd povov olov Umeareniocfnaav. Others have found
the point of the question not purely in the climax of the two
figurative verbs, but in definitions mentally supplicd, which, how-
ever, as such, cannot be admitted. So, in particular, Augus-
tine and wmany : only in order that they should fall, as though
it ran povov fva, as Umbreit still takes it (comp. Hofmann);
further Melancthon: “non sic impegerunt Judaei, ut i tota

! How very often éipz, drpiv, and @xpZcfas are used also in classieal Greek in
the figurative scnse, see in Dorvill. ad Charit. p. 539 ; Heind. ad Plat. Theaet.
p. 143.

2 On vv. 11-33, see Luthardt, Lehre von d. letzten Dingen, p. 106 ff. ; von
Qettingen, Synagogale Elegik des Volks Israels, 1853, p. 133 fI.
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geate acmo sit salvandus,” as though it ran va wdvres; and
yet further, Ewald: “that they might purely in accordance
with the divine design, and thercfore without their  freedom
and their own will, fall into sin and into destruction,” as
though it ran fva €€ dvaykns, or the like. We must simply
abide by the view, that wralew is a figure for the taking
offence at Christ which refuses faith, and wémrrew a ficure for
the being involved in everlasting destruction ; comp. Heb. iv.
11, Ecclus. ii. 7. In the former the latter was not present
as the aim of God’s purpose.— On érratgay, comp. the
proverb: w3 8is wpos Tov adrov Afov wralew, Polyb. xxxi.
19. 5, xxxi. 20. 1; and on the sense of moral stumbling,
Jas. ii, 10, il 2; 2 Pet. 1. 10; Eur. deg. . ii. 1: rraicavs’
aperav amodeifacbar, The subject is the Noemwol of ver, 7, the
mass of the people not belonging to the éxhoy).— ¢ abrdw
wapawT.] through their fuult consisting in the refusal of faith,
through their offcnec.  Ilapamwr. does not refer to wéowo:
(Reiche, Tholuck, and several others),—which the ciphatic
sense of wréo. forbids; but in substance that wraloua is meant,
which is morally characterized by means of wapamTopa as
dddictum (so rightly Vulg), as duap7ia (comp. Jolm xvi. 0),
according to its stated figurative designation (comp. also iv. 235,
v. 15). Quite against the usage of the N. T., Tholuck renders:
defeat (Diod. xix. 100). — 7ois éBveaw] sc. eeyovev. That
through the despising of the Messianic salvation on the part
of the Jews its attainment by the Gentiles was cffected—this
experience Paul had learnt to recognise as that which it actually
was, as the way whicl the fullilment of the divine arrangement,
i 16, took. Comp. Matt. xxi. 43, xxii. 9; Acts xiii. 46,
xxvill. 28. —els 70 mwapal. abrovs] aim; comp. Calovius:
“ Assumtio novi populi directe fuit ad veteris provoecationeny
ad aemulationem, ut nempe Israclitac . .. seria acmulatione
irritati, et ipsi doctrinac ev. animos suos submitterent.”  Comp.
x. 19, With this els 70 mapal. avT., exactly the counteryurit
of {va mérwar is expressed.

Ver. 12, 4€] peraBaricov, leading over from what has been
said in ver. 11 to a very joyful prospect therchy opened into
the future. — The conclusiva is a “ feliei cffectu cansae pejoris
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ad feliciorem effectum causae melioris.” — mrAodros] for the
Gentile world (xdopos) became cnwiched with the cwtnpia
(ver. 11), through the mapdmrwpa of the Jews. — 70 sjrTHua
air. mhovT. €0vav] and their overthrow viches jfor Geatile
peoples.  Parallel to the foregoing. — fjrrpua] is not found in
the old Greek, but only in the LXX. Tsa. xxxi. 8, and 1 Cor.
vi. 7; it is, however, equivalent to the classical 7jr7a, which
is the opposite of wikn (Plato, Lach. p. 196 A, Legy. i p.
638 A; Dem. 1486. 3; Xen Cyr. iii. 1. 19, 20), and, corre-
sponding to the signification of #rraclar, profligar:, vinci,
means ¢lades, both in its proper sense, and also generally:
suecumbing, decline (comp. Dem. 1466. 23, frra Tis mpoas-
péaews), loss suffered (1 Cor. vi. 7), getting the worse. See
Perizon. ad Ael. V. H. ii. 25, Here the proper signification is
to be retained, and that, as the contrast of 76 m\sjpopa requires,
in a aumerical respect. So now also Tholuck, likewise Mangold.
Through the fact that a part of the Jews was uabelieving, the
people has suffercd an overthrow, has, like a vanquished army,
been weakened in numbers, inasmuch, namely, as the unbelicv-
ing portion by its unbelief practically seceded from the people
of God. Comp. Vulg.: “ déminutio eorum ;” Luthardt: “loss in
amount.” If it be explained as: loss of the Messianic salvation,
awhich they have suffered (Fritzsche and others?), or : the loss which
the Lingdom of God las suffered in their case (Philippi, comp.
Kahnis, Dogm. 1. p. 573), the former is not appropriate to the
contrast of w\jpwua, and the latter introduces the reference to
the kingdom of God, as that which has suffered the detriment,
the more unwarrantably, inasmuch as the genit. adrav is ex-
pressed. The threcfold adrdv is to Le taken with the like refer-
ence as the genitive of the subject, and applies in each instance
to the people Israel as a whole (whose collective guilt also
is the mapdnrwua), in contrast to the xoopos and the éfvn—
which likewise is not preserved in Philippi’s view. This very

1 So also de Wette ; similarly Ruckert : ““the loss of their original dignity
and glory as the people of God;” and Holmann: * their hurt, in that they,
by virtue of their unbelicf, arc not what they should be.” Comp. Kollner and
Gliockler. Among the older interpreters, Calvin : ‘“ Diminutio konoris sui, qui
fuerant populus Dei gloriosus.”
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circumstance, and more decisively the utter absence of linguistic
proof, tells also against the traditional usual rendering, accord-
ing to which 7o sjrrmua is supposed to signify the minority :
“ paucitus Judacorum credentium” (Grotius).  So, in substance,
Chrysostom, Theodoret, FErasmus, Deza, Estius, Wetstein,
Bengel, and many others, including Reicle, Olshausen, Daum-
garten-Crusius, Maier, Bisping, Reithmayr; comp. Iwald:
“ their remaining belind.” — moow paiiov 16 mhjpwpa alTdv]
sc. whobTos éOvdy qewjgerar; how much miorc their becomiiny
Jull, that is, how much more will it issue in the enrichment
of the Gentiles with the Messianie salvation, if the Jews, after
the defeat which they have suffered, shall again be reinstated
to their pleie copie, so that they will then again in their full
amount (ver. 206), as an intearal whole, belong to the people of
God,—which will take place through the conversion of all
Tsrael to Chuist (not woul/d, as Luther has it?). The srrua
adTéy is then compensated, and the whjpwpua adradv brought
in, which, moreover, may take place even with a continuance
of the Siaomopa. On mhijpwua generally, sce Tritzsche, IL
p- 469 f.  Comp. on Epl i. 10. The numerical reference of
the m\jpwpa adrdv is suggested by the correlative To w\jpwua
Ty €0vdy in ver. 25 ; aud in so far the view which takes it of
the full number of the Jews (Theodoret : wdvTes mioTevsavres
peovwy ayabidv waow avlpdmows éyévovto v wpofevor, SO
most) is correct. Comp. Ewald: “ their full admission, sup-
plying what is wanting.”” With this Umbreit mixes up at the
same time “ the fulfilment of their predestination;” whilst van
Hengel sces in the wA\sjp. adr., not absolutely the full num-
her, Lut only the collective body of those destined by God to con-
rersion, which, however, is not expressed, but is supplied ly the
reader. The various views correspond to the varying expla-
nations of 7jrryua. So cg. Fritzsche : the fulness of Messianic
salvation, whieh they will possess; Philippi: the filling up—
which takes place through their conversion—of the blanlk in the

! Philippi also explains vv. 12 and 15 not of an actual, but only of a possible
wpseanus of Israel (p. 554). Vv, 13, 14 aro not in favour of this, where Paul
lias in view the intcrmediate time until the final «pieands of the warpwus ;
and ver, 26 is decisive against i,
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kingdom of God which arose through their unbelief ;' Riickert,
Killner : the restoration of Israel to its befitting position ;
Hofmann: the status, in which they are fully and entirely
that which they ought to be (qualitative). Luthardt also
takes the correct view.

Vv. 158, 14. Not a parenthetical thought (Reiche), but the
connection with the preceding and following is: “ wogg paiioy
70 TMjpopa abrdy I say: but you precisely, the Gentile Chris-
tians,—who might think that my office belongs only to you
and the Gentiles, and that the conversion of the Jews lies
less in my vocation,—yow® I hercby male to know (Spiv Aéyw),
that I, as apostle of the Gentiles, ete.; jfor (motive) the conrer-
sion of the Jews will have the happicst conscquence (ver. 15).”
— Tols éOveaw] 1o the (born) Geatiles, denotes, as an apposi-
tion to vuiv, the readers according to their cliicf constitucit
cleient, in virtue of which the Chiristian Gentile body is repre-
sented in them; comp. i. 13. Observe that Paul does not
write Tols 8¢ éfveaiy év Tulv Néyw, as though he intended only
a Gentile fraction of the otherwise Jewish-Christian commu-
nity (in opposition to Mangold). In contradistinction to his
readers, the Jews, although his flesh, are to him ¢ird persons,
whom he, as apostle of the Gentiles, might mediately serve.
Baur fails to recognise this, I p. 371. — é¢’ 6aov] not temporal
(quamdiy, Matt. ix. 15; 2 Pet. 1. 13), but: e guantum, in
as far as I, etc. Comp. Matt. xxv. 40 ; Plato, Rep. p. 268 B
Xen. Cyr. v. 4. 68, Just so eis doov and xal’ Goov. — pév)
as so often in Paul without a corresponding 8. But we see
fromn the following that the train of ideas passing Dbefore his
mind was this: “I seck indeed, so far as I am one who has
the commission of Apostle to the Gentiles (observe the emphatic
éyo, in which a noble self-consciousness is expressed), to do
honour to my office, but I have in view withal (for see x. 1, ix.
2, 3) to incite my kinsmen to emulation, etc.” — elwws] whether

1 Comp. Melancthon : ¢ Complementum integrae ecclesiae convertendae ex
semine Abrahae.” Similarly Origen. .

2 According to the reading duiv 3: (see the critical notes). This ¢ forms a
contrast with the perspective just opened by wor. gzaAd. = xadp. aiviv in
Javour of the Jews.
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in any way. The practical honouring of the oftice, which cou-
sists in a true discharge of it, is an acting, whereby the desired
attainment is altempted, see on 1. 10 ; Phil. 111, 11 ; Acts xxvii.
12 ; Duttmanu, acut. G p. 220, Less in accordance with
the text—since the very eimws wapal. «.7\. presupposes an
actual 6ofafery (2 Thess. iil. 1; John xii. 28). — Liciche and
Ewald (after Grotius and many otbers, including Flatt) take it
as: I boast, hold my office something high and glorious. ITof-
mann, indeed, understands an aclual glovification, but coi-
ditioned by € wads «7.h, so that the latter is not whether
possibly, but if possibly. From this the illogical relation of
present and futwre which thus arises' must deter us (Paul
must have used the future Soficw). — wapal and cwow)
future indicative, like i. 10. Ou cwow, comp. 1 Tim. iv. 16;
1 Cor. vii. 16, ix. 22, The cuclitic mov standing before the
noun cannot be cinphatic (van Hengel), but represents, at the
same time, the dative of interest (whether I shall perhaps
rouse to me my flesh to jealousy), like 1 Cor. ix. 27, PLil ii. 2,
Col. iv. 18, ¢t ., and frequently in classical Greek. — avrav)]
refers to those intended Dy the collective 7y odpra. Zdpra
8¢ elmov yyyowTyTa Kal pihoaTopyiav évépnve, Theophylact.
Theodoret quite crroncously thinks that P'aul wished to inti-
mate a denial of spiritual fellowship. On the contrary, miéor
avrols olketovpevos (Occumenius), he says u. 7. gupra, which
is like Tods cuyyevels pov kara adpka, ix. 3, but more strongly
significant. ~ Gen. xxxvii. 27; Judg ix. 2; 2 Sam. v. 1.
Comp. Isa, Iviil. 7. Note the madesty of the expression Tuwas,
which, however, was suggested by the experience of the diyi-
culty of the conversion of the Jews; comp. 1 Cor ix. 22.
Ver. 15. Dy way of inference, like ver. 12; ydp assigns a
aolive Tor vv. 13, 14. — dmwofBohdj, casting cway ; Plato, Legy.
xit. p. 493 E, 944 C; Aq. Prov. xxviil. 24 By this Is meant
their exclusion from the people of God on account ol therr

! Hofmann adduces as an example Xen. Anab. iv. 7. 3. Dut such passages
are of a quite dillerent kind (sce Brunck, ad Arist. Plut. 1064; Mactzner, ad
Lycury. p. 251); and to the necessary connection expressed in them of the con-
sequence with the condition, the ““if in any way” (possibly), which would make
the condition problrmatic, would he wholly unsuitable.  Comp also Kithner, «,
Xcen, &ocoand Graman. 11,1, p. 120,
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unbelief, and the opposite of 4t is their mwpéorres, reception
tiv addition (Plato, Theact. p. 210 A), by which they, having
become believing, are adopted by God into the fellowship of
His people. The view of damoBohi} as loss (Acts xxvil. 22
Plato, Phacd. p. 75 E; Lach. p. 195 E; Plut. Sol. 7) is less
suitable to this contrast (in opposition to the Vulg, Luther,
Bengel, and others, including Philippi, who understands the
loss, which the Zéngdom of God has suflered in their case). —
katallayn xéopov] in so far, namely, as the converted por-
tion of the Gentiles has attained to Sikatootvn through faith,
and is no longer subjected to the opyh} of God; and there-
with seconciliation of the Gentile world with God has begun.
Comp. v. 11. It is a more precise definition of the notion
expressed in ver. 12 by mhobtos xoauov, — fwy) éx vexp.] ic.
life, which procceds from the dead (namely, when these arise).
The mpooAnyres of the still unconverted Jews, Paul concludes,
will be of such akind (vis, not 74, is his question), will be of so
alorious a character (comp. Eph. i 18), that it will bring with
it the last most blessed development, namely, the life be-
cinning with the resurrection of the dead in the alwv 6 péAiwy,
the {wy) aldweos, which has the awakening from death as its
causal premiss. Hence Paul does not say dvdoraces éx vexpdv
(as Philippi objects) ; for his glance is already passing beyond
this event to its bLlessed conscquence. The transformation of
the living is sncluded in this last development (1 Cor. xv. 51),
which is here designated e potiori; comp. viii. 11. The con-
clusion of the apostle does not, however, rest on Matt. xxiv.
14 (Reiche after Theodoret), but on the fact of the xaradrayy
xbo pov, whose most blissful final development (as it, according
to Paul, must necessarily be occasioned by the blissful op-
posite of the dmwoBoMj) can be none other than the blessed
reswrrection-life which will set in with the Pavousia (Col. iii.
3,4; 1 Thess. iv. 14 ff). The view which takes fwy éx
vexp. in the proper sense has been held by Origen, Chrysosto,
Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theodoret, Anselm, Erasmus, Toletus,
Semler, Reiche, Glockler, de Wette, Nielsen, Fritzsclhie, Riickert,
Reithmayr, Bisping, Hofmann, Beyschlag, and others. Ap-
proaching it, but taking the reswrrection by way of compari-
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son, stands the view of Ewald: “The final completion of all
history down to the last day, and e the very resurrection
1tself, whicl is expected on this day.” Luthardt, tvo, is sub-
stantially in the right, taking, however, vexpov in the ctlical
sense : from the dead Isracl the new bodily life of glorilica-
tion will procced. A heterogencous mode of viewing the con-
trasts, for which the text affords no support. The wnon-literal
interpretation of the “futura quast resurrectio ex mortuis”
(Melanethon), ic. of the “movitas vitae ex morte peccati”
(Estius; so in substauce Calvin, Hunnius, Calovius, Vorstius,
Jengel, Carpzov, Ch. Schmidt, Cramer, Dohme, Dawungarten-
Crusius, Maier; also Lechler, apost. «. nachapost. Zeitalt. p. 129,
Krummacher, p. 172 {; and Kahnis, Dogm. L p. 574), is to
be set aside on the ground that then nothing Aiwlcr than the
xataMayi} (and it must be something far higlier) would be
expressed,’ but only its ethical consequence in the activity of
life.  Olshausen, too, understands it primarily of the spiritual
resurrection, yet thinks that the notion plays info the bodily
resurrection” (2).  Umbreit finds spiritual «ad bodily revival
from death coujoined. Others explain the expression mele-
phorically, as designating swinuon  geudivim (Grotins after
Occumenius) or sumiee felicitas (Hammond, Koppe, Kollner).
Comp. Theophylact (dmepa ayaba), Beza, Flatt, van Ilenyel,
and now, too, Tholuck, who recurs to the general thought of
the most simportant position in the history of the divine kinydom
to be occupied by converted Isracl. DBut interpretations of
sucl a non-literal character must be necessitated by the con-
text; whereas the latter by the relation, in accordauce with the
conncction, of fwy éx vexpaw to the quite proper xaTad.
xoopov requires us to abide by the literal sense.  Ilence we
are not to understand, with Thilippi, at once both the ex-
tensive diffusion of the kingdom of God, and a subjective
revivifieation of Cliristendow, which had again become dead,
“and thus e« glorious jflowrishing time for the church on
carth””  So, again, Auberlen supposes a charismatic Tife of
the charch, and depicts it with the colours of the palingencsia

1 Calvin’s excuse:; ‘‘Nam etsi una res est, verbis tamen plus et minus inest
ponderis,” only shows the baldness of this interpretation.
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of the golden age. No such ideas are bere expressed; and it
would have been peculiarly necessary to indicate more par-
ticularly the dead state into which Christendom was again to
feall, especially after the xaralayy xéopov already including
within itself spiritual 7crival. And by no means is the sup-
posed flourishing time (the time of worship () Auberlen calls
it, as opposed to the present time of preaching) compatible
with the nearness of the Parouwsie (xiii. 14; 1 Cor. vii. 29,
¢t al), with the dvdyen immediately preceding it (1 Cor. vii.
26 ; Mait. xxiv. 29), and with the movgpia of the last period
(on Gal. i. 4).

Ver. 16. 4é€] continuative ; but this wpéohnyres, how well
it corresponds to the character of holiness, which has been
associated with the people of Israel from its origin till now !
The two figures are parallel, and set forth the same thought.
— amapyj] obtains the genitival definition to be inentally
supplied with it through 70 ¢ipaua, just as in the second
clause 79 pila is the root of the «\ddoc. The amapyn Tobd
¢pvpaparos is known from Num. xv. 19-21 to be a designa-
tion of the first of the dough ; that is, from every baking, when
the dough was kneaded, a portion was to be set asxde and a
cake to be baked thercfrom for the priests. See Philo, de sac.
hon. IL p. 232; Josephus, datt. iv. 4. 4 ; Saalschutz, 4. R
P 347 ; Keil, 4r chuol L. § 71 ; and the Rabbinical plescnptlons
in Jl[zschn Surenh. p. ‘)89 ff. This amapy, as the first portion
devoted to Jehovah from the whole, was designed to impart
the character of its consecration to the remainder of the lump.
The aiticle with ¢ipapa denotes the lump of dough concerned,
from which the dmapyn is separated ; hence 8\ov did not re-
quire to be expressed (in opposition to Hofmann’s objection).
Grotius and Rosenmiiller take 7. ¢p. to be the corn destined
for the baking, and amapyr to e the first-fruits. But (ix. 21)
¢pUpapa always denotes a mass mixed (with moisture or other-
wise), particularly a Zncaded one, and is in the LXX. (Ex. xii.
34) and in Paul (1 Cor. v. 6, 7; Gal. v. 9) the standing
expression for dough. Estius, IKoppe, Kollner, Olshausen,
Krelhl rightly take it so, but nevertheless understand by
dmapyn the sacred first-fiwits (comp. Ex. xxiii. 10) which
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were employed for ¢pvpapa. Dut in that case dwapyn obtains
a genitival definition not presented by the text; and this can
the less be approved, since damwapyy ¢upduavos, in fact, was
the stated expression from Num. Zc.  This applies also against
Ilofmann, who likewise explains the dmapyj as the firstling-
sheaf, but considers the ¢vpapa to be the dough worked up
from the harvest-fruit generally.—The figure is correctly <u-
terpreted, when by 7 dmapyn we understand the patricichs
(Abraliam, Isaac, and Jacob), and by 10 ¢vp. the whole body of
the people, to whom the character of holiness—of consecration
in property to God—passed over from the former. With the
lioliness of the watépes, ix. 4-13 (in accordance with which
we are not here to think of Abraham alone), is given also the
Toliness of the theocratic people, their posterity, according to
the divine right of covenant and promise. Comp. ix. 4, 5. But
this holiness, which Paul looks upon, as respects the national
whole, in the light of a character <ndelcbilis, is not the inner
moral, but (comp. 1 Cor. vii. 14) the theocratic legal holi-
ness (“ quod juribus ccelesiae et promissis Dei frui possint,”
Calovius). The expression is taken of the patriarchs by
Chrysostom, Occumenius, Erasinus, DBeza, Calvin, Estius,
Grotius, Calovius, Bengel, and others, including Koppe, Tho-
luck, Kollner, Olshausen, Fritzsche, Philippi, Maier, de Wette,
Krehl, Umbreit, Ewald, Tteithmayr, Holmann (though the
latter thinks only of Abrakam). This is correct, because the
sccond figure (el 8¢ pifa x.7.\.) is capable of 1o other interpre-
tation (sce below); but to explain the two figures differently,
as Toletus and Stolz! Tieiche and Tiickert? Glockler, Stensel,
Disping, van Ilengel, after Theodore of Mopsuestia and Theo-

! Toletus and Stolz suppose the &xezxs to be the Jews who first aceepted
Christianity, and the @gezue to be the vemaining part of the nation,  The seeond
tizure they suppose to denote our lirst parents and their posterity.  So, too, van
Hengel.

? In substance lile Toletus and Stolz. On the first figure Reiche remarks:
“As the whole, whereof a lirstling gift is conseerated to G, is something exenl-
lent, worthy of God, or by the very oftering of it is declared to be such, so is
also the Jewish people through the fact, that a part of it has been reeeived into
God’s {ellowship, declared to be a noble people, worthy tu Le wholly aceeptud,
so0 soon as it only fulfils the conditions.”
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doret! have in manifold ways arbitrarily done, is simply a
violation of the parallelism?® This holds also against the
interpretation of the Jews who have become believing, and of the
remaining mass of the peoplc (Ambrosiaster, Pelagius, Anselm,
Toletus, Rosenmiiller, Stolz, Reiche, Riickert, DBisping). —
7 pila and oi khador arc the patriarchs and their theocratic
bodily descendants, the Jews.  As the dmwapys is related to the
dipapa, so is the pila to the «Addoc; comp. on the latter,
Menander, 711 : dkapmés éotw olros dmo pilys khados. The
divergent interpretation, which may deserve to be considered in
opposition to this usual one, is, that the pifa is the first pri-
aittve or mother church consisting of the believing Jews, and
that the «\ador are the Jews, in so far as they in virtue of
their national position were primarily called thereto. This
exposition (substantially in Cornclius a Lapide, Carpzov,
Schoettgen ; Scinler and Ammon suppose o¢ #Aadac to be the
Gentile Christians) is still considered possible by de Wette.
Tt is, however, unsuitable ; for the (natural) #iddo: must have
procecded from the pifa, must have their origin from it (comp.
Ecclus. xxiii. 25, x1. 15), and the broken-off branches (ver. 17)
must have emrlicr belonged to the pifa,—which is not the case,
if pita is the Christian mother-church of which they were never
w#Xador.  The true theocracy (the olive tree, comp. Jer. xi. 16 ;
Hos. xiv. 7; Zech. iv. 11; Neh. viii. 15) did not begin in the
Christian mother-church (as its root), but in the patriarchs,
and Christ Himself was xaté odpea from this sacred root,
Matt. i. 1 £ In this view it is clear that the unbelieving
Jews, in so far as they rejected Cluist, ceased thereby to
belong to the true people of God, and fell away from their
root. They were now—after the light, and with it judgment,
had come into the world (John iii. 19)—Dbroken-oft branches,
apostate children of Abraham (John viii. 37, 39, 40), children
of the kingdom who were to be cast out (Matt. viii. 12).

! Theodore of Mopsuestia and Theodoret explain the wapy i of Christ, and
the il of the patriarchs; while Origen interprets botk figures as referring to
Christ.

2 The identity of the thought expressed by a twofold figure is also confirmed

Ly the fact, that in what follows Paul pursues only the one figure, and entirely
drops the first.
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Comp. the figure of the vine in John xv. See also Rom.
ix. 6 I,

Vv. 17-241 In pursuance of the ficure, & warning to the
Gentile Christians against self-presumption, and an exhortation
to humility, down to ver. 24. — Twés] somr, a portion ol the
branches ;* comp. on iii. 3. — éfexda®.] were broken off (Plat.
Lp. p. 611 D), kdhaw being the proper word for the brealing
of the young fwigs (kiados); Theophrastus, c. pl 1. 15. 1.
They were broken off on account of their unfitness for bearing.
— ov 8¢] individualizing address to cach Gentile Christian, —
aypiéh. &v] although being of the wild olive.  dvyp. is here an
adjective, like éx 1ijs drypredaiov, ver. 24.  This view is assured
by lnguistic usage (Erye. 4, in Anthol. ix. 237: ocrvrahgw
ayptéharoy, Theoer, xxv. 255 ; see Jacobs, Delect. Epigr. p.
33 ; Lobeck, Paralip. p. 376) and nceessary ; for the tradi-
tional interpretation: “oleaster, <.c. surcwlus oleastri” is as
arbitrary as the apology for the expression when so explained,
on the ground that Iaul wished to avoid the prolizity of the
distinction between tree and branch, is absurd (in opposition to
Hofmann), inasmuch as he would only have needed to employ
the genitive instead of the mominative, and conscquently to
write not a word more, if he wished to be thus sparing
The opinion of Reiche, Ttiickert, Kollner, Philippi, IKrehl,
Lwald, van Hengel—that the colleetive body of the Genltiles
is conceived as an endire trec—is inappropriate to the relotion
portrayed by the flgure, because the ingrafting of the Gentiles
tnok plaee at first only partially aud in single instances, while
the ov addressed cannot represent heathendom as a whole,
and 1s also not appropriate to the flyusre wself, hecause in fact
not whole trees, not even quite young ones (iu opposition to
de Wette), are ingrafted either with the stem, or as to all their
Lranches ; besides, ver. 24 contradicts this opinion.  DMatthias
also takes the richt view. — ev adTofs] may grammatically be
equally well understood as amoing them (the branches of the
noble olive tree generally) — so Lrasmus, Grotius, Estius, and

! On vv. 17, 18, see Matthias in the Stud. u. Krit. 1866, p. 519 {L.
2 Without indicating the great multitude of them, in order not to promote
Gentile-Christian sel[-exaltation (ver. 18).
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many others, including Riickert, Ivitzsche, Nielsen, Tholuck,
Philippi, Maier, Reithmayr, Hofmann—or as: 2n the place of
the bioken-off branches (Chrysostom, Beza, Piscator, Semler, and
others, including Lleiche, Kéllner, de Wette, Olshausen), which,
however, would have to be conccived of, not as ordinarily, in
locum, but i loco corwm (Olshausen has the right view). The
first rendering is preferable, because it corresponds to the
notion of the ovykowwves. — tis pilns x. 7. mor. T. éN.] of the
700t (which now bears thee also among its own brancles, ver.
18) and fatness (which now goes jointly to thee) of the olive
tree.  On the latter, comp. Judg. ix. 9. The assumption of a
hendiadys (of the fat root) (Grotius and others) is groundless and
weakening!  The sense without figure is: “ Thou hast attained
to a participation in holy fellowship with the patriarchs, and
in the blessings of the theocracy developed from them,”—Dboth
which the unbelieving Jews have forfeited —Has Paul here,
ver. 17 ff, had in vicw the process, really used in the Last, o)
strengthening to rencwed fertility olive trecs by grafting scions of
the wild olive upon them (see Columella, v. 9. 16 ; Tallad. xiv.
53; Schulz, Leit. . Hochsten, V. p. 88; Michaelis, oricnt.
Bivt. X. p. 67 fi, and note, p. 129 ; Bredenkamp in Paulus,
Memorab. I1. p. 149 ff)?  Aunswer: The subject-matter, which
he is setting forth, required notat all the figure of the ordinary
grafting of the noble scion on the wild stem, but the converse,
namely, that of the ingrafting of the wild scion and its
ennoblement thereby. The thing tZus receiving illustration
had talcn place through the reception of Gentilc members into
the theocracy; and the thing that had taken plaec he was bound
to represent (figuratively depict) as it had taken place.  “ Ordine
commutato res magis causis quam causas rebus aptavit,” Origen.
But that, while doing this, he had before his mind that actual
pomological practice, and made reference to it (Matthias: in
order to exhibit the mapaimAdbnva:s of the unbelieving Jews,

1 =4 mirnros would only represent the adjectival notion, if zezi—omitted by
B C 8* Copt. Dam.—were not genuine, as Buttmann in the Stud. u. Krif. 1860,
p. 306, pronounces it. Tisch. 8 omits it. But D* F G and Codd. of It. omit
Tz §ins zai (manifestly throngh a copyist's error) ; thercfore =7; jiZns without
rai appears as an incomplete restoration.
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ver. 13), is not to be assumed for this reason, that here, con-
formably to the following xai cuyrowwvos x.T.A., there is
conceived as the object of the ingrafting the ennobled
fertilization of the giraft dtsclf; whereas, in the practice re-
ferred to, the ingrafted scion was not to receive the fatness
from the noble tree, not to become fertilized, but to fertilize;
for “ foccundat sterilis pingues oleaster olivas, et quac non
novit munera, ferre docet,” Palladius.

Ver. 18. un karax. 7dv xiaid.] Boast thyscdlf not against
{comp. Jas. ii. 13, iii. 14 ; also in the LXX,, not in classical
Greek) the branches.  These are not the broken-off branches, of
which he has just been speaking (Chrysostom, Theodoret,
Theophylact, Erasmus, Calovius, and many others, including
de Wette, Riickert, Ewald), but, according to vv. 16, 17, the
bianches of the olvve tree generally (of which some have been
broken off) ; without figure, thercfore: the people Isracl, but
by no means merely those now composing the non-Christian
Isiacl (Hofmann). The lattcr, because the Christian Israelites
also still belonged to the branches of the olive tree, must, as
well as the broken-off kAddoc, have Leen more precisely de-
sicnated (against which Hofmann urges subtleties) ; more-
over, the following warning would not be suitable to the
brolken-off ones, because they no longer stand in any connec-
tion with the root. The #rador standing on the root of the
patrviarchs are the Jsraclites, whether believing or unbelieving ;
but under the broken-off ones, which are thierefore no longer
borne by the root, we are to think not generally of all those Jews
wlho at the time had not yet become Dbelievers in Christ (vv.
13, 14)—otherwise the apostolic mission to the Jews would in
truth have no meaning (in opposition to Hofmann’s denial of
this distinetion)—Dbut only of those who had #¢ecied the Christ
preached to them (Acts xxviii. 23, 24), and thercfore were
already no longer in living communion with the patriarchal
root, excluded in God’s judoment from the theocracy borne
Ly this root (ix. 7, 8). Henee, too, we are not, with Fritzsche,
to think in 7év xAadwr merely of the converted Javs, as indeed
to give a particular warning against pride towards Jewish-
Christians was foreign here to the object of the apostle. — €/
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8¢ xarar. kT N] But if the case occur, that thow boastest against
them, then know, reflect : 4t is not thow who bearest, ete, ; without
figsure: Thy theocratic position is not the original theocratic
one, but only a derived one, proceeding from the patriarchs and
imparted to thee, conditioned by the relation into which thou
hast entered towards them; thou therefore standest likewise
only in the relation of a lranch to the root, which is borne by
the latter, and not the converse, and which may not therefore
bear itself proudly towards its fellow-branches, as though it
were something better. In these words there lies a warning
hint beforehand of the possibility which Paul afterwards, vv.
21, 22, definitely expresses.—The o0 od 7. pil. Baot r7X. is
to be taken declaratively. See Winer, p. 575 [E. T. 773];
Duttmann, p. 338, Comp. on 1 Cor. xi. 16. The fact dtsclf
is quite independent of the case supposed in € «.7.\., but it is
brought to mind.

Ver. 19. Odv] therefore ; since this reason (od av T pitav
x.7.\.) forbids thee karaxavyaefa:, thou wilt have something
clse to allege. — éfexh. wr\.] Uranches were broken off (see
critical notes), i order that I, ete.  This va éyw has the stress
of arrogant self-esteem, which, however, is not to be extended
also to xidbor' forming the simple subject, and not even
standing in the first place (Hofmann : “dranches which were so
are broken off ).

Vv. 20, 21. By «aids Paul admits the fact; but in what
follows he points out its causc, as one which must prevent
haughtiness, and inspire fear and auxiety respecting the dura-
tion of the state of grace; assigning the reason in ver. 21.
— kal@s] Good ! recte ais. Demosth. 998, 24; Plat. Phil.
p- 25 B; Eur. Or. 1216; Lucian, Deor. jud. 10.— The 73
amorie and 75 wiorer placed first with emphatic warning
means: on account of unbelief, ete. Comp. ver. 30. See on
Gal. vi. 12, — éarras] thou standcest, namely, as a branch upon
the olive tree. As the figure is present, both before and after-

1VWere we to read, with the Rec., of xaddos, the article would have to be taken
Sursizas of the branches concerned, not the collective branches, from the haughty
standpoint of the opponents, as Philippi holds. The simple x5 of the apostle
docs not suit this,

ROM. IL P
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wards, it is opposcd to the context to take éorgr. absolutely,
as the opposite of wimrew (vv. 11, 22, xiv. 4; Fritzsche,
Tholuek, Krchl, Philippi—the latter doubtfully). — dyrpo-
ppovely, o be havyhty (1 Tim. vi. 17), is forciem to classieal
Grecels, which has peyadodpovetv; vet see schofivi on Pind.
Pyil. ii. 91: iyrnhopporodvta ral Kavywpevoy kataKdpmTeL
0 Oes.  The adjective dWryhodpor is found in the classics in
a good seuse: high-spivited.— o] « timor opponitur nei
fiduciae, sed supercilio et securitati,” Bengel.  Secure hauch-
tiness fears mot the possible loss. — rdv xara ¢dow] thus
recording 1o aelure, not iugrafted. — pymos odéé o. ¢peia.] to
he referred to the underlying conception: it s o be fenied?!
(Winer, pp. 469 f, 442 [E. T. 632, 595]; Bacumlein,
Partil.. p. 2885 Ast, Lew. Plat. II p. 333). The jfutvr: is
more definite and certain than the subjunctive. See Hermann,
od El. 992, Aj. 272, Med. p. 357, Elmsl; Stallbaum, «d
Plut. Bep. p. 451 A ; Hartung, Pertikell. 11, p. 140, At the
same time the specially chosen mode of expression with wijres
(Paul does not say directly ob8é ood ¢eigerar, as Lachmann
reads) is sufficiently mitigating and forbearing.

Vv. 22, 23. An exhortation inferred from ver. 21, and
corresponding to uy nrphodpdver, dAAa poSod iun ver. 20, —
Belold, thevepore, the gooduess and the scecrily of God, how hoth
divine attributes present themselves before thee side by side.
That xpnor. and dmor. should be without the article is, on
account of the following @eod® being anarthrons, quite regular,
and does not entitle us artificially to educe (as Hofmann does)
the sense of “w goodacss™ (which is lere exhibited), ete.

1 Observe, hiowever, that g#wxws =72, is not an actual formal apodoesis (in
opposition 1o van Hengel's dilliculty, by which he sees hims-1I compelleld to
adopt Lachmann’s reading); that, on the contrary, a formal apodesis, as
frequently along with conditional protases (see Winer, p. 556 [E. ‘T. 748];
Buttmana, p. 330), is by anacoluthon suppressed, and instead of it the fear
wirws zoroe is independently introducad, in keeping with the emotional vivid-
ness of the disconrse.  Consequently : * For if God has not spared the natural
branches, . . . Ilcwill, T am apprehensive, also not spare thee.” Stallbaum,
ad Plat. Symp, p. 199 B, rightly obscrves that the suppression of the apodosis
aftr aconditionad protasis s minbnwin oflensionis in Laniliari colloguio,”
And such wc have here, vv. 19-21.

2 Comp. Llwert, Quacst. ad philolog. sacr., Tiib. 1860, p. 7 f.
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According to the correct reading (see the eritical notes), a
point is, with Lachmann, to be placed afier aworopiar Oeod;
and with the following nominatives, dmworopla and ypnoTéTys
Ocod, éo7i is to be supplied:! “ Zowards the fullen there is
severity, but towards the: (directed to thee) goodncss”  The
Jullen are the Jews who have refused to believe,—so designated,
Lecause they are conceived as branches broken off and thereby
Jallew from the trce.  Comyp. éotrras, ver. 20.  In allusion to
this, the scverity of God is also designated as dwoTouia (only
here in the N. T, but sce on 2 Cor. xiii, 10; Kypke, II. p.
179 ; Grimm on Wisd. v. 21). This refcrence to the figure,
which certainly pervades the whole representation, it is arbi-
trary to deny (de Wette, Fritzsche).—éav émpely. 74 xpnaTér.]
if thow shalt abide (see on vi 1) by the goodness, v.c. if thow
shalt not have scpavaied thysclf froin the dvvine goodaess (through
apostasy from faith), but shalt have remained true to it ; comp.
Acts xiii. 43. Rightly, therefore, as respects the modc of the
émpévew 7. ¥p., Clemens Alex. Pacdag. 1. p. 140 Doit.: T4
els Xpioroy mwiorer. Bub it is erroneous, because contrary to
the context (for the emphasis lies on émiuedv., and 73 ypnoTor.
is but the repetition of the divine attribute just mentioned)
and un-Pauline, to take ypnoTorys, with TFritzsche, following
Ch. Schmidt, in the sense of humoan #ightncss of conduet (iii.
12). Comp. rather on ypnoror., ii. 4, and on Eph. ii. 7; also
Tit. iii. 4.—émei xal od éxxomijon] for otherwise thow also (like
those hroken-off branches) shalt ¢ cut off The threatening
tenor of the discourse suggests unsought the stronger word
éxxom., which is also in ver. 24 retained of the wild olive tree.
— Since xaxeivos’ 8¢ k. does not depend on the condition
previously to be supplied with émref, but has its own conditional
sentence, a point is to be placed (in opposition to Hofmann)
after éxxomr.; and with xdxetvor 8¢ a mnew sentence, still
further repressing Gentile sclf -exaltation, must be begun,

! To assume cpexegetic nominatives absolute (Jacobs, ad Del. epigr. v. 43),
with Bultmann, neut Gr. p. 329, is inappropriate, because the appended iav
imipsiv, %7, A, can no longer be dependent on i3, but presupposes an independent
sentence.

¢ Such, with Griesb. Lachm. Scholz, Tisch., according to a large preponderance
of cvidence, is to be the reading, instead of xai éxsiver
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which wusual punctuation Lachmann, «d. e, has again
adopted : cLad those, too, if they shedl not have persisted in wn-
belief, will be grafted tn,~—whereby the reception into the true
divine community (vv. 25, 31) is figuratively depicted. The
wal puts the exetvor on a parallel to the ingralted wild olive
branches (ver. 17). — Suvatos wydp] if, namely, the cause has
ceascd to exist, on account of which God had to break olf
these branches, the power of God (comp. iv. 21, xiv. 4) leaves
no doubt, cte. In wdrer the conception is, that by the in-
grafting their vestoration to their precions eondition is accom-
plished.  Comp. Winer, p. 576.—We may notice that this
is a probative passage for the possibility of forfeiture of the
state of grace, for the conversio vesistibilis and for reilerabilitus
gratiac, and also against absolute predestination.

Ver. 24. T'ap] docs not serve to assign the reason of dwva-
705 ..\, SO that the ability of God for that reingrafting would
be popularly illustrated from the facility of this process, as
according to nature (the ordinavy view). Against this it may
he decisively wrged, that—apart from the difficulty which
expericnce attests in the conversion of unbelieving Jews—the
power of God is the correlative, not of that which is easy, but
precisely of that which is dillicult, or which hwmanly speak-
ing appears impossible (iv. 21, xiv. 4; 2 Cor. ix. 8; Rom. ix.
22, Matt. xix. 26; Luke i 37, ¢ «l); and that wooe
paxiop, as a designation of greater casiness, must have found
iu the context a more precise explanation to that eficet, if it was
not intended to express generally, as elsewhere (comp. Philem,
16, and the similar use of woAX@ paidov), the greater degrec
of probability or certainty. Rightly, therefore, have Winzer,
Drogr. 1828, Reiche, Thilippi, and Tholuck, relerred the
vip to the main thought of the previous verse, to éyxevtpto-
Ojjoovrar.  Yet they should not have taken this yap as purely
co-ordinate with the preceding qp, but—as must always be
done with two such apparently parallel instances of quap—as
crplicatice (see on viil. 6), namely, so that after the briel yround
ussigned for éykevrpiobnoovrar (Suvatos k.TA.), the same is
now yct more fully elveidated in regard to its certainty, and
by this elucidation is still further confirmed.  To this the con-
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firmatory reference to éyxevr. in Hofmann substantially amounts.
— o] Gentile-Christian. — éx Tijs kata ¢vow . . . dypieN.] out
of the wild olive, which s so according to nature, which by nature
has grown a wild olive. — mwapa ¢iaw] for the grafting, as an
artificial proceeding, alters the natural development, and is so
far contrary to nature (1. 26). The interposition of éfexom.
brings out more markedly the contrast between wata ¢iow
and wapa ¢. Very violently the simple words are twisted by
Hofmaun as follows: dypiehalov is in apposition to éx Tis
xata dpvow ; while for the latter there is to be borrowed from
darypeeraiov the more gencral notion of the olive tree, and % xata
¢dvow is the tree, which is so for the branch in a natural
nanner. — els kal\eé).] nto e (not the) noble olive tree.  The
word is also found in Aristotle, Plant. i. 6, in contrast to
ayptéh. — olroi] the Jews who have refused to believe. —
of kata pvaw] sc. Svres)! thosc according to ncture. In what
respect they are so, the context exhibits, namely, as the originel
branches of the holy olive trce, whose root the patriarchs are,
ver. 16. — 77 (8ia é\.] for they have originally grown upon it,
and theu liave been cut off from it ; hence it is still 22edr own
olive tree.

Vv. 256-32. The formal and unconditional promise of the
collective conversion of the Jews, and the confirmatory proof of
this promise, now follow down to ver. 32. — ~ap] introduces
the corroboration of the previous éyrevrpicOnoovrar: “they
shall be grafted in, I say ; for be it not withhdld from you,” etc.
— ov 0é\w vpds dryvoeiv] not a mere formula of announce-
ment generally (Riickert), but always of something important,
which Paul desires to be specially noticed,i. 13; 1 Cor. x. 1,
xii, 1; 2 Cor.1. 8 1 Thess.iv. 13.  That which is addressed,
under the fervent addition of the a8e¢oi embracing el readers,

1 Fritzsche takes of as the relative of : 'ow much more shall these he grafted
into the olive tree, who, according to mnature, shall become grafted into their
own olive tree!  Superfluous in itself,—and what diffuse and unwieldy circum-
stantiality of expression! Hofmann has nevertheless acceded to this reading of
d7, in which case, through the punctuation ofza, of xere @lew (sc. iyxevrpofi-
sovras) Vyxevrpiolivovras Th idiz traiz, nothing is gained. How simply and elearly
would the thought thus artificially made out huve been cxpressed, if Paul had
only left out that alleged relative oi'!
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is the whole chureh, although it stands before the apostle’s eyes
such as it was, namely, in its predominantly Gentile-Chiistian
character. Comp. vv. 13, 28, 30.— 70 uverijprov] has not
in the N. T. the sense in which profane writers speak of
mysteries (something mysterious in itself, comprehensible only
by the initiated, and to be concealed from the profanc). Sce
on pvew and wvemip., Creuzer on Plotin. de Puler. p. 357 {.;
Lennep. Liymol. p. 441 ; comp. Lobeck, Aglaoph. 1. p. 85 ft.
But it signifies that whick, wadiscerned by men themsclees, has
been made nown to them by divine dwordhvirs, and always
refers to the relations and the development of the Messianic
kingdom (Matt. xiii. 11). Thus it frequently denotes with Paul
the divine counsel of redemption through Christ—as a whole,
or in particular parts of it,—Dbecause it was veiled from men
hefore God revealed it (Rom. xvi. 25 ; 1 Cor. ii. 7-10; Eph.
iii. 3—5). Whether the contents of a mystery have already
become known through the preaching of the gospel, may be
cathered from the scope of the particular passages. That,
however, which Paul Zicic means by wverip., is something the
amoxdivyres of which he is conscious of having rcceived by
divine illumination (just asin 1 Cor. xv. 51), aud he declares
it as a prophet év dmorarinfrec (1 Cor. xiv. 6, 30); without pre-
supposing that the chwreh, personally still strange to him, was
already acquainted with the peculiar point of doctrine, as is
evinced by ta uay 7yre v éavrois ppov.  1Ic desires, namely, by
a disclosure of the pvaipeor, to take care that his rcaders, from
their Gentile-Chuistian standpoint, showld not, under & misappre-
henston of the dicine counsel, lold joir trulh {heiv own vicws on
the cxclusion of the Lsraclitish people, and therewith be awctse 7n
Hirinselves (v éavr,, see the eritical notes), <e. in their own
judgment (comyp. Jas. 1i. 4).  What Luther has: “that ye be not
piroud” (comp. Lrasmus, Deza, Calvin, Calovius), is not dircetly
expressed, but is rightly pointed out by Theodoret as a cosuse-
quence.  Comp, Isa. v. 21; Soph. El 1055 f — &r¢ 7))

‘oilents ol the pvarnyp., nawely, the duration of the hardening
of Twxrael, which will not be permanent. — mwpwors] See on
ver. T, — amo pépous] is to be conneeted with yéyover, not, us by
Estius, Semler, Koppe, Tritzsche, contrary to the eonstruction,
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with 7¢ "Topayh.  Hardening has paztially befallen the people,
in so far as o0 wdvres fwicTevoav: oMol qdp EE éxelvov
émwiocrevoay (Theodoret). Comp. xv.15, Itis therefore to be
understood exlensively (comp. ot Aovwrol, ver. 7 ; Twés, ver. 17),
not entensively, as Calvin takes it (attaching it to wopwos):
quodammodo, which was intended to soften the severity of the
notion.  So taken, it would not modify the conception, but
alter it (ver. 7 {f). XKollner finds in amo u. the statement of
« single ground of the divine arrangement, leaving it unde-
cided whether other reasous, and what, were in the mind of
the apostle: on the onc part the hardening had been decreed
by God over Israel only for the end, that first, etc. Dut in
that case dmo p. must have referred to an expressed @wa or the
like.  The temporal view, “jor a whilc” (FHofmann), is here as
contrary to usage as in 2 Cor. 1. 14, ii. 5. Paul would have
known how to express this sense possibly by 7o vlv, or by
the classical Téws. — qéyover] from whom 2 is known from
ver. 8. — dxpes o] usque dum intraverit. Then—when this
shall have taken place—the hardening of Israel shall cease.
Calvin’s 4te ut is intended, in spite of the language, to
remove the idea of a ferminus ad quem; and for the same
reason Calovius and others employ much artifice in order to
bring out the sense, that down to the end of the world the
partial hardening will endure, and therefore, too, the partial
conversion, but only that which is partial.— 70 mAnp. Tév €0vév]
In opposition to Gusset, Wolfburg, and others named by Woll,
also Wolf himself, Michaelis, Olshausen, Philippi, who under-
stand only the complementum cthnicorum scrving to make np
for the unbelieving Jews (* the recruitment fromn the Gentiles,”
Michaelis), the wusus loquendi is not decisive; for according to
usage that, with which something else is made full, might cer-
tainly be expressed by the genitive with mujpopa (Mark viii.
20, and see on Mark vi. 43 ; comp. Lccles. iv. 6). But how
enigmatically, and in a manner how liable to misapprehension,
would Paul have indicated the supposed thousht, instead of
simply and plainly writing 70 wAjpopa avrod 7o ék TEY
€fvaw ! especially as already, in ver. 12, the analogous expres-
sion 70 ™A pwua avTov was used in the scunse of «their full
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number.”  Tritzsche also finds too little : coterve gentilium, so
that only a great maudltitude 1s meant.  Comyp. on Eph. iil. 19,
We must obscrve the correlation of dmo uépovs . . . mhjpwua
... mas: a part of Israel is hardened, until the Gentiles col-
leetively shall have come in, and, when that shall have taken
place, then «all Israel will be saved. The conversion of the
Gentiles ensnes by successive stages; but when their fotnlity
shall be converted, then the conversion of the Jews in
their totality will also ensue; so that Paul sees the latter—
which up to that epoch certainly also advances gradually in
individual cases—ensuing, after the full conversion of the Gen-
tiles, as the event completing the assemblage of the church
and accomplishing itself probably inrapid development.! All
this, therefore, before the Parousia, not by means of it.  Comp.
on Acts iii. 20. The expression 7o TAjpwpa 1. éfvav is there-
fore to be taken nwwmerically : the plena copice of the Gentiles
(of whom in the first instance only a fraction has come and is
coming in), their full number. Rightly Theophylact : wdvres,
but with arbitrary limitation he adds: of mpoeyvwouévor €Bvixol.
Just so, in substance, Augustine, Occumenius, and many others,
including even van Hengel: “plenus numerus gentiliun,
quotquot comprchendebant proposita Dei)” comp. Krummacher :
“only the elect among the Gentiles.”  The eollcctive multitude
of the Gentiles in the striet sense Hofmann seeks to get rild
of, by making 76 m\jpwua serve only to emphasize the fact
that Ta ¢fvn is to be thought of “in the full compass of the
uotion,” so that by 7o mhjp. 7. é6vdv no other full amount
is intended than that which would Dbe expressed by ra
éfvn itself. Thus there would result as the sense: until 2o

1 There would have been no offence taken at the full s~use of the wadpupa v
Wiy, as well as of the correlate oZs "lopasa, ver. 26, and there would have been
no veeasion to seek artificial limitations of the fulness of these notions, had it
heen sutliciently considered that Paul is speaking apoenlyptically, in virtue of
Lis prophetic contemplation of the lust sacred-historical development belore the
Parousia.  The prophet (comp. e.g. Acts ii. 17, xi. 28) contemplates and speaks
af the grand things in the perspective opened to his view in the bulk and sum-
marily, without being answerable for such utterances according to strict mathe-
matical precision. DBy a restrictive explaining away and modification of these

utterances the prophetic character and spirit suflers a violence foreign to it,
against which the simple and clear words do not cease to oller resistance.
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people of the Gentile world is any longer found outside the
church. This is decidedly at variance with ver. 12, and with
the whole context down to its evident concluding verse (ver.
32), according to which not the pcoples as such (in the lump,
as it were), but all persons who compose them, must be the
subjects of the entrance into the church and of the divine
mercy. The above interpretation is a process of rationalizing,
artificial and far-fetched, and contrary to the language and the
context, by interpreting what is said of the ndividuals as
applying to the nations; just as Beyschlag, p. 75, understands
the tiwo great groups of mankind to be thought of lere and in
ver. 26. — eicé\fp] namely, into the: community prefigured by
the holy olive tree, 7.c. into the people of God. There is
not yet mention of the Lingdom of Messtah ; its establishment
is later. The passage Col. i. 13 is wrongly employcd with a
view to supply els 7. Bagih. Oeot. See n loc.

Ver. 26 f. Kal olito] And so, namely, after the mhjpwpa dv
é0vaw shall have come in. The modal character of the oirw
therefore lies in the sucecssion of téme conditioning the emer-
gence of the fact (comp. 1 Cor. xi 28), as it also in the
classics, in the sense of so then, embraces what has been pre-
viously said.! See Schweighiuser, Lcx. Herod. II. p. 167;
Thucyd. iii. 96. 2; Xen. Anebd. iii. 5. 6; Dem. 644. 18, 802. 20.
Theodoret rightly says: Tdv yap é0vav Sefauévwv 1o rijpuyua
TioTeboovot kaxeivar, and that, according to ver. 11, under the
impulse of powerful emulation. We may add that this great
final result is brought into more important prominence, if we
take xai oftw x.7\. independently, than if we make it form
part of the statement dependent on &r¢ (Lachmann, Tischen-
dorf, Fritzsche, Ewald, Hofmann, and others). — was "Iopani]
This notion, so definitely expressed, of the tofality of the people
is in no way to be limited; the wholec of those are intended,
who, at the time that the fulness of the Gentiles shall have

! Hofmann, in connection with his incorrect explanation of &7é gfpevs, ver, 25,
vefers sirw to the temporal limitation of the Jewish hardening ; through the fact
that the latter took place in the first instance only and thus in its fime ceases,
there is given to the people the possibility (?), ete. In this way this definitely

prophetic element, which lies in the xzzi ¢irw joined to what immediately pre-
cedes, is removed, and resolved into something entirely self-evident !
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come in, will compoze Isracl. A7/ Israclites who up to that
time shall be still unconverted, will then be converted to sal-
vation, so that at that term cntire Isracl will obtain the saving
deliverance ; hut comp., as to the quite unlimited expression,
the remark on ver. 25.  Limitations from other interests than
that of exegesis have been suggested : such as that the spiritua/
Tsrael, Gal. vi. 16, is meant (Augustine, Theodoret, Luther,
Calvin,' Grotius, and others, including Krummacher) ; or only
the sdeet portion of the Jews (Calovius, Dengel, and several
others, including Olshausen: “all those members of the
Isvaelitish people who from the heginning belonged to the
true Aetuua’”) ; or that wds is to be taken comparatively only
of the greater number, of the dull: (Occumenius, Wetstein,
Riickert, Iritzsche, Tholuck). To this comes in substance also
Hofmann’s explanation: “that the people, as a pecople, will be

1¢Ego Israclis nomen ad totum Dei populum extendo, hoc sensu: Quum
gentes ingressac fuerint, simul et Judaei ex defectione se ad fidei obedientiam
recipient, atque ita complebitur salus fotius Israelis Dei, quem ex utrisque
colligi oportct.”—The Reformers were induced to depart from the literal sensc
of the apostle, not by exegetical, but by dogmatic considerations, and also by
their bad opinion of Jewish depravity (‘@ Jew or Jewish heart is as hard as
stock, stone, iron, or devil, so as in no way o be moved,” cte., Lutlier, 1543, who
paszed @ milder judgment at an earlier perio).  Still the literal interpretatior
remained predominant amongst the Reformued through the influenee of Beza ; aned
throngl Calixtus and Spener it heeame soagain in the Lutheran Churely, inwhich
it had even al an earlier period asserted its claims, through Hunnins, Balduin, and
others, in spite of Luther’s authority. Melanchthon held simply by the state-
ment (sce his Knarratio, 1556) : ‘futurum esse ut subinde usque ad finem mundi
aliqui ex Judaeis convertantur.” The modest addition which e made at an
carlier period (1540), of a possible universal conversion of the Jews, is not found
in this, his last cxposition of the epistle. Following Luther, Calovius also ex-
plains it only of a successive conversion of the Jews, which is gradually to cnsuc
up to the end of the world, so that there is merely meant amagnus numerus still
to be converted.  So, too, others in Calovius, and now also Philippi (p. 557 1l.)
Jotns them: Istied is pertiarly havdened wntil the eptranee of the ple romnea of the
Gentiles; and in this way, namely, that out of the only partially hardencd people
a great assemblage of believing ones is continually being formed until the end of
the days, will the entire Israel properly aimed at by the O. T. divine word,
according to the prophetic passage, be saved. It is self-cvident that thusall the
Ao < which form the puinis properdy =0 cdlel of this interpretation are foreed
upon the text, and the result is an historical process recognisable by any one,
concerning which it is not easy to sce how Paul could introduce it as a goarrrgov.
—On the history of the exposition of this passage, sce, morcover, Calovius,
P- 190 {l., and Luthaydt,
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converted ;7 but «ds ’Iepair is, in fact, not “ Isred s «
whole,” but rather the entire Isracl, as 1s also meant in 2 Chron.
xil. 1 and in all O. T. passages, in contrast to dmo pépous,
ver. 25. Comp. mds oikos 'Iop., Acts ii. 36, wds 6 Aaos Iop,
and the like. This also against Weiss, bibl, Theol. p. 404, —
cobthjoerar] will be saved, unto Messianic salvation, by their
conversion to Christ. — xafws «éyp.] For mwas 'Iop. cwbis.
Paul finds a Seriptare warrant? not merely a substratum for
his own ideas (Tholuck), in Isa. lix. 20, 21 (not quite closely
after the LXX,, and, from 67ar onwards, with a bringing in of
xxvii. 9; see Surenhus. karadh. p. 503 f); to the prophetic
sense of this passage the future salvation of all Israel corre-
sponds as result. — éx Zudv] for from God will the deliverer
come; the theocratic central-point and dwelling-place of the
divine kingdom is the holy mount of Zion. Comp. Ps. xiv. 7,
liii. 7, ¢ @l. See also ix. 33. The LXX. have, following
the original, évexer Zdv ("S>, ie. jor Zion). Ow ék Sy

U Not, however, as though Paul had derived his prophecy from Isa. Le., for the
$o1 wdpwais . o o xad obrw he could not derivethence.  Rather has he—after having
v &aoxaardeu tecognised the declared wvorspios—mnow also recognised an O. T.
prophecy in reference to that constituent of it which is contained in #&; 'TIogana
cwdsceras ; this, therefore, pertains no longer to the Zmorgavius, by whieh the
poasipos itself was disclosed to him, but is to be ascribed to his own apprehension
of the meaning of Scripture.  The Messianic prophecy of Isa. lix. 20, 21 (also with
the Rabbins a2 solemn Messianie utterance; see Schoettg. Hor. II. pp. 71, 187),
refers merely to the Israclites turning from apostasy, and appears thercfove in-
capable of warranting s 'Iepand cwdiccrar.  Wehave, however, to observe that,
according to the apostle’s view and exposition in ver. 17 {E, it is only those who
reject Christ among the Jews who have [allen away [rom the true theocracy (from
the olive tree) ; consequently, if these are converted, entire Israel is reconciled,
because they who remained and do remain in the theocracy are those who have
accepted and aceept the preaching of Christ—of whom the swrnpiz is therefore
self-evident. This mode ol apprehending the uotation, corresponding to the
contextual view of the state of the matter, exeludes the far-fetehed and artificial
expedient which Trritzsclie offers, when he brings out froni the anarthrous osfsine,
and from =&; &maprizs having the article (aliqua peccata—all sins), the result
that in the first half only the elect Israclites, but in the sceoud the entire people,
are meant.—Following Calvin and others, Gldckler again believes that ver. 27
is borrowed from Jer. xxxi. 31-34; but this must be rejected, beecause xai abrs
. . . Sizdirq stands in Isa. lix. 21, while dray .. A. stands literally in Isa. xxvii.
9. Philippi also thinks that the contents of the passage in Jeremiah floated
before the mind of the apostle. If this were the case, why should he not have
cited this well-known leading passage in reference to the new covenant ¢
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is a variation of memory, ocensioned by the »eminiscence of other
passages (comp. Ps. xiv. 7, liil. 7, ex. 2); for évexer 3. would
have been quite as suitable to the apostle’s purpose (in opposi-
tion to Reiche, ¥ritzsche, van Hengel); hence to discover in-
tentional reasons for this deviation (’hilippi: in order to bring
into stronger relief the c/aim of the people as contrasted with
the Gentiles) is groundless. Nor was this deviation more
convenient (Hofmann) for the apostle, namely, in order to
designate Christ’s place of manifestation; but it involuntarily
on his part found its way into the citation frecly handled.—
o puopevos] ie. mot God (Grotius, van Hengel), who first
emerges in ver. 27, but the Aessiah. In the Heb. we find
5§ia, a deliverer, without the article, by which, however, no
other is intended. The futurc coming of the deliverer which
is here predicted is, in the sense of the fulfilinent of this
proplicey, necessarily that whereby the was "Iopagh cobicerar
will be effected ; consequently not the Parousie, because the
conversion of all Israel must be antecedent to this, but rather
that specially eflicacious self-revelation of Chiist iu the preack-
g of His yospel (comp. Eph. ii. 17), to be expected by the
future, whereby He will bring about that final sacred-historical
epoch of the people, the conversion of its totality. Irro-
veously, however, Augustine, Chrysostom, Theodoret, and Deda
have supposed it predicted that Elijah or Enoch would appear
before the end of the world as converter of the Jews.—
amoatp. ageB. amo 'Tax] He will turn away, 1.c. (comp. Dar,
lii. 7; 1 Mace. iv. 58) remove, do away with impictics from
Jacoh. DBy this, in the sense of the apostle, is meant the
atoning, reconciling work of the Messiah (comp. John 1. 29:
aipov 1. apapr.), which e will accomplish in Isrnel by its
conversion.  Ilence there follows, as the correlative to this in
ver. 27, the forgiveness of sins on the part of God, procured
through ITim, and that as the actually saving essence of the
corenant, which the people possesses from God!  Compare the
ariginal text, which, however, instead of «. amoaTp. doeB. amo
Taxwf has 2p¥2 ped ’;;‘:51, and for those turning from apostasy

! Iow happy a finalresult! Instead of a rejection of the people of God (ver. 1),
thc covenant of God with them now subsists in its entire fultiiment !
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i Jacob. Taul, however, because following generally in this
uotation the LXX., retains also its deviation from the original
text, but not as if this could have been more welcome to him
{or his object, for in that respect he might have just as well
made use of the words of the original. — adrn] points to the
Jollowing (comp. 1 John v. 2), so that the sensc of ver. 27 is:
“ And when I shall have forgiven their sius, thes, this remission
of sins conferred by me, will be my covenant to them, i.c. they
will therein bave from me the execution of my covenant.”
Both in the original and in the LXX. adry points to the
following, in which the words of the covenant (ro mwedua 7o
éuov . . . o0 w3 éxhimy éx Tob orou. x.T) are adduced ; but
instead of them, Paunl, for the object which he has in view,
puts érav apérwpar k..A. from Isa. xxvii. 9, where likewise o
preceding demonstrative (toiTo éoTw 1) edhoyia avTed) points
forward to 6rav. IHence we may not, with others (including
Kollner and Hofmann), refer airn to the preceding, in which
case amoaTp. asefeias amo’ Iaw. is supposed to point to the
anoral conversion, and adek. T. auapt. avT. to the forgiveness, on
the ground of which that conversion takes place (see Hofmann).
According to this view, the essence of the covenant would lie
in sanctification, not in rcconciliation, which would be conceived
rather as anfccedent to the covenant,—a view which runs
counter to the N. T. doctrine (Matt. xxvi. 26 ; Heb. ix. 15 ff,
X. 29, xii. 24, xiil. 20). — 3% wap’ épod Swabnxn] The covcnant
which procceded fromy e, which was mwade on my part. See
Bernhardy, p. 255 f.; Iritzsche, ad Mare. p. 132 £f.; van
Hengel, in loc.

ReMARR—The conversion of cntire Isracl promised by Paul
as a pueripoy Tevealed to him, has not wct taken place; for the
opinion, that the promise had been fulfilled already in the
apostolic age through the conversion of a great part of the
people (comp. Euseb. H. Z. iii. 35; Judaizantcs in Jerome;
Grotius, Limborch, Wetstein), is set aside, notwithstanding Acts
xxi. 20, by the literal meaning of =és "Teparr and of =2%pwpme v
¢oviv.  The fulfilment is to be regarded as still future, as the last
step in the unsversal cxtension of Christianity wpon carth. In
respect of #ime no more special definition can be given, than
that the conversion of the totality of the Gentiles must precede
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it; whenee only 1his iz certain, that it is s/l « #ime vevy
distenf. Paul has coerlainly viewed the wmatter as acur, seeing
that he conceived the Derousir itself to he near (nob merely,
perhiaps, its possible, bl ils aefoal cinergence—in opposition to
Lhilipp),—a coneeption which was shared by hiin with the
whaole apostolical church, although it remained without the
verification of the event, as this was conceived ol DBut the
promise of the conversion of the people of Isracl is not oun
that account itself tu be regarded as one, the lulfilment of
which is no longer to be hoped for,—as though, with the non-
verified coneeption of the fime of the event, the crent ialy
should fall to the ground (Awmmon, Liciche, IX6lner, Fritzsche) s
for it is the fact in itself, and not the cpoch of it, which is
disclosed Dby the apostle as part of the pvssigres which was
revealed to him; and therefore this disclosure rested on the
amerdrodig teceived, not on individual opinion and expecta-
tion. The duration of tise until the Parorsic was not subject-
matter of revelation, Acts 1. 7, and tlie conception of it helonus,
therclfore, not to that in the apostolic teaching which has the
suarantee of divine certainty, but to the domain of subjeclive
hope and expectation, which associated themselves with what
was revealed,—a distinction which even Philippi does not
reject,  The latter, however, endeavours Lo remove from the
category of crror the apostolic expectation of the ncarness
ol the Parouvsia, because it was not cherished with that divine
certainty; but camot thereby prevent if, where it is pre-
supposed so definitely, as cq. xiii. 11, or is expressed so uncon-
ditionally, as . 1 Cor. xv. 51, 52, from being characterized
by an unprejudiced mind as o Jwman crvor, which did not,
however, exclude oceasionally other moods, as in 2 Cor. v. 8,
Phil. 1. 23, Of cuch human mistakes and vacillations, which
lic outside the rauge of revealed trath, that truth is inde-
pendent (against Tloclemann, e Dibelstud. . 232 11, and
others).—We may {urther notice that our passage directly
controverts the Ebionitish view, now renewed in various
quarters (Chr. A, Crusius, Delitzseh, Dawmgarten, Ebrard,
Anlierlen, and others; expositors of the Apocalypse), ol an
actual restoration of Israel to the theoeratic kmgdom in
Canaan, a5 to he expected on the ground ol prophetic predic-
tions (Hos. i1 2,16 If, iii. 4, 5; Isa. xi. 11, xxiv. 16, chap.
Ix.; Jer. xxxiv. 33, ¢ al). Isracl does not take in the
churely, but the church takes in Israel; and whenever this
oceurs, Isracl has in the true sense again its kingdom and its
Canaan,  Comp. Tholuck on ver. 25 ; Kalwis, Doym, L p. 376 15
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Hengstenberg, Christol. I. p. 256 ; and see especially Derthean,
in the Jahrd. f. Deutsche Theol. 1859, p. 353 ff.

Ver. 28 I Yet a final summary gathering up of the sacred-
historical relation of Israel to God, and (vv. 29-32) discussion
of it ; in which, however, the relerence, bearing on the apostle’s
object, to the statement rai olrw was 'Iopayh cwbicerar
does not require the parcnthesizing of xalws yéypamrar k.T.\.
(Tiwald), as in ver. 28 the substantive verh is casily and
obviously supplicd.—The unbelieving Israelites as suck are the
subject (abrov, ver. 27).— kata 1o evayy.] The rclation is
thereby designated, according to which they are éyfpol. The
aospel was preached to them; but they rejected it, in which
rclation they are hated of God. In conformily with the mes-
sage of salvation, which reached them, but was despised by
them (comp. ver. 23), they must nccessarily be éyfpol; since
in fact, not accepting the 6éucatoovvy proffered in the gospel,
they remained under the wrath of God (ver. 7). According
to the context, we mmust think of the amelfera of the Jews,
ver. 30; and therefore meither of their cclusion jfrom the
gospel  (I'ritzsche), nor even of the diffusivn of the latter
(Riickert). — éyfpol] not my cnemics (Theodoret, Luther,
Grotius, Semler, and others), nor yet ciemics of the gospel (Chry-
sostom, Theophylact, Michaelis, Morus, Rosenmiiller). That, on
the contrary, @ew (sce on Gal. iv. 16) is to be supplied, as
Oecob with ayamryrol, is evident generally from the connection
with vv. 27 and 29 ; and that éyfpol is to be explained not
in an active (Olshausen, van Hengel, Ritschl, and older inter-
preters), but in a passive sense (fo whom God s hLostilc), is
shown Dby the contrast of dyamnyrel. Comp. on v. 10.— &/
vuas| for your sake, because you are thereby to attain to
salvation, ver. 11.— kata 77v é\.] is usually taken: as
Tellow-members of the nation elected to be the people of God;
comp. ver. 2. DBut éxhoyj—differently from the mpoéyrw,
ver. 2—has already been clearly defined in vv. 5, 7 as the
clect Aelpua, and hence, with Ewald, is here also to be taken
in this sense. Cousequently: ¢ conformily with the fact,
howerer, that among them is thaé clect remnant,  This be-
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licving éxloyy is the living testimony of the undying love of
God towards the people.  Comp. ver. 5. — 8ta Tovs war.] for
the fathers sake. Calvin aptly remarks: © Quoniam ab illis
propagata fuerat Dei gralia ad posteros, secundum pacti for-
mam : Deus tuus et scminis tui;” comp. ver. 16; Luke i
54, 55.

Ver. 29. Confirmation of the second half of ver. 28 Ly the
axiom: “ Unrepented, and so subjeet to no recall, are the dis-
plays of grace and (especially) the calling of God” The
application to be muade of this general proposition is: Con-
sequently God, who has once made this people the recipient
of the displays of His grace and has called them to the Mes-
sianic salvation, will not, as thongh He had repented of this,
acain withdraw His grace from Isracl, and leave and abandon
His calling of Isracl without realization.—On cuerauerytos,
comp. 2 Cor. vii. 10.

Vv. 30, 31. Tap] not referable to ver. 28 (Hofmann), in-
troduces that, which, according to the economy of salvation
under the divine mercy, will emerge as actual prool ol
the truth of ver. 29.—ymwelyoare] have vfused obedicice,
which ecame to pass throvylh wunbelicf.  Tor the elucidation
of this, see i. 18 fii —vby 8] contrast to the time before
thiey become Christian (woré), Lph. ii. 8. — srer fnre] For
the reception into Cluistianity with its blessings is, as
aencrally, so in particular over-against the preceding smet-
Onaate, on God's part solely the work of mercy. — 74 TobTov
amedd.] throuyh the disobedicnce of these ; for they arve éyfpoi 8¢’
vuds, ver. 28, Cowmp., besides, vv. 11 £, 15, 19 £ The non-
compliance of the Jews with the requirement of faith in the
aospel hrought ahout the reception of the Gentiles. The latter,
the converted Geuntiles, are individualized by the address tu
the Gentile-Christian community of the readers (Suels).—jmel-
Oyoav] namely, through rejection of the gospel—7¢ duerépw
(Méer] s, on account of the parvallelism, to be joined to the
Jullowing (fva 1), aud the dative to be laken in the sensc
of mediate agency, like 75 7our. amed.: W order that thiouyh
{he anerey that befldl yow (which may excite them to emulation
of your faith, ver, 11), increy shorld also accrue to them.
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The position of 7. vu. €é\. before the introductory conjunc-
tion is for the sake of cmphasis; comp. 2 Cor. xil. 7; Gal
iv. 10, ¢t al.; Winer, p. 522 [E. T. 688] Hence the
parallelism is not to be sacrificed by placing a comma after
&der.  Nevertheless such is the course followed—and with
very different views of the dative, arbitrarily departing from
the datival notion in 74 Tovr. dmwetfeila—by the Vulgate (“in
vestram 1nisericordiam”), TPeschito, Erasmus, Luther, Calvin,
Estius, Wolf, Morus, Lachmann, Gléckler, Maier, Ewald (“so
these also became now disobedient alongsidc of [bef] your
mercy”), Buttmann in the Stud. «. Krit. 1860, p. 367 (“n
Javour of yowr mercy, that you might find mercy”), and
others. — tva] the divinely ordained «im of the pmwelfnoav.
On the emphatic duerépe in the objective sense, see Winer,
p- 145 [E. T. 191]; Kiihner, IL 1, p. 486.

Ver. 32. Establishment of ver. 30 f, and that by an
exhibition of the wniversel divine procedure, with the order
of which that which is said in ver. 31 of the now disobedient
Jews and their deliverance is <ncorporated. Thus ver. 32 is
at once the grand summary and the glorious key-stone—im-
pelling once more to the praise of God (ver. 33 ff.)—of the
whole preceding section of the epistle! — ovyrhelw els: fo
anclude in (2 Mace. v. 5, comp. Lulke v. 6), has, in the later
Greek (Diod. Sic. xix. 19, comp. xx. 74, frequently in Poly-
bius), and in the LXX. (after the Heb. 7407 with 9), also
the metaphorical sense: to hand over wunfo or wnder & power
which holds as it were in ward. Comp. on Gal. iii. 22, 23.
Correspondent, as regards the notion, is wapédwne, i. 24. The
compound expression strengthens the meaning ; it does not de-
note simul (Bengel and others).—The ¢ffective sense is not to
be changed, which has been attempted by taking it sometimes
as declarative (Chrysostom, Theodoret, Grotius, Zeger, Glass,
Wolf, Carpzov, Wetstein, Ch. Schmidt), sometimes as permis-
sive (Origen, Cornelius a Lapide, Estius, and many others,
including Flatt and Tholuck). — els amelf.] towards God ; sce

1 ¢ Note this prime saying, which condemns all the world and man’s
righteousness, and alone exalts God's mercy, to be obtained through faith”
(Luther’s gloss).

ROM. IL Q
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vv. 30, 31. —7ovs mavras] Of Gentiles (Yueis) and Jews
(odror) Paul has previously spoken; hence of mwdvres now
cemprises the folafify, namely all Jews and Gentiles joinily
and  scecrally,—* cunctos s. waniversos, i ¢. singulos in unum
corpus colligatos,” Ellendt, Lex. Sopk. IL p. 521. Comp. on
the subject-matter, iii. 9, 19; Gal iii. 22. So mnecessarily
also the following Tods wdvras. The view which understands
only the two masses of Jews and Gentiles, these two halves of
mankind in the gross (usmally so taken recently, as by
Tholuck, Fritzsche, Philippi, Ewald, Weiss), canuot suit the
comprehensive 7. wavras (as if it were equal to Tovs augoré-
pous), since it i3 by no means appropriate to the mere numdber
of two, but only to their collcctive subjects. Not even the
Jewish éxhoyy, vv. 7, 28, is to be excepted (Maier, van
Hengel), because its subjects were also before their conversion
sinnetvs (iii. 23), and therefore subjected to the power of dis-
obedience towards God ; for the cuvénheioe . . . dmefelav points
back, in the case of cach single member of the collective
whole, to the time defore conversion and watil conversion. If
we should desire to refer of wdvres muicly to the Jaes (van
Hengel by way of a suguestion, and Hofmain), who are meant
as « people in their collective shepe (consequently not in all in-
dividuals ; see Hofmann), the close relatiouship between ver. 50
and ver. 31 would be opposed to it, since the reference of yep
merely to the apodosis in ver. 31 is quite arbitrary ; and, indeed,
the bold concluding thought in ver. 32 possesses its great
sigaificance and its suitableness to the following outburst of
praise, simply and solely thronghits «ll-comprchensive contents.
And even apart from this, Tobs wdvras in fact never denotes:
them as « collective whole, as @ people} but, as universally (in
1 Cor. ix. 22, x. 17; 2 Cor. v. 14; Dhil. 1. 21; comp. K.
iv. 18; 2 Mace. xi. 11, xii. 40, ¢t ¢Z, and in all the classical
writers) «ll of them, as also only in ¢his sense does the suitable
anphesis [all on the repelition in the apodosis.— va = .
éxerjan) in order thet Ileanay have wciey upon «ll. This divine
purpose Paul saw to be already in part attained,—namely, n

1 o! mdves has, as is well known, the sense of i all in the case of numbcrs,
See Kriiger, § 50. 11. 13 ; Kiihner, 11, 1, p. 545.
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the case of all already converted ; but its general {ulfilment
lay, to his view, in the development of ihe future on to the
great ferminus expressed in ver. 25 f. 'We may observe that
our passage is at variance not merely with the decretum repro-
bationis (“hane particulam universalem opponamus tentationi
de particularitate . ..; non fingamus in Deo contradictorias
voluntates,” Melanchthon), but also with the view (Olshausen,
Krummacher, and older expositors) that Paul means the collective
body of the clect.  See rather ver. 25 £ The awoxardicrasts
is not, however, to be based on our passage for this reason, that
the universality of the divine purposc of redemption (comp.
1 Tim. ii. 4), as well as the work of redemption having taken
Place for the justification of all (ver. 18), does not exclude its
final non-realization in part through the fault of the indivi-
duals concerned,’ and cannot do away with either the appli-
cability of the purpose-clanse exhibited in prineciple and
summarily in prophetic fashion (comp. remark on ver. 25), nor
with the divine judgment on final conerete self-frustrations of
the connsel of salvation. And this the less, because such mis-
interpretations of the universalistic axiom are opposed by the
apostle’s doctrine of election as a sure corrective. There has
been incorrectly discovered in such general expressions a want
of consistency on the part of Paul, nawmely, “ undeveloped out-
lines of a liberal conception” (Georgii in the Thcol. Jahii.
1845, I. p. 25).

Ver. 33. The great and holy truth containing the who!~
divine procedure in preparing bliss (ver. 32),—with which
Paul now arrives at the close of his entire development of doc-
triiie in the epistle—compels fixst an enraptured expression
of praise to God from his deeply-moved heart, before he can
commence the cxhortations, which he then (chap. xii.) purposes
to subjoin. — & Bdfos] bavudlovrés éotw 4 piioes, ok €ldovos
70 mav, Clirysostom. — The depth is an expression of grcat
Julness and  superabundance, according to the very prevalent
niode of expressing also in the classies greatness of riches by
BdbBos mhovTou (Soph. Aj. 130, and Lobeck, 4n loc. ; but comp.

1 Comp. Gerlach, d. letzten Dinge, p. 154 fl. ; Schmid, in the Jalrb. 5, D.
Th. 1870, p. 133.
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with Ellendt, I. p. 2806), Babis mrobros (Ael V. H. iiil. 18),
Babd miovreiv (Tyrt. ill. 6), Babvmhovros, very rich (Acesch.
Suppl. p. 549, Crinag. 17), Babvmiodoies (Loll. iii. 109).
Comp Dorville, ad Charit. p. 232 ; Blomfield, Gloss. ad Acsch.
Pers. 471, Dy this sense we are here to abide, just because
mAovTov is added, and without deriving the expression from the
conception of subterrancan treasure-chambers (van Hengel');
and we are not to find in it the sense of wnscarchabicicss
(Philippi), which is not expressed cven in 1 Cor. il 10,
Judith viii. 14, and is not required by the following ws avek.
kA, since this rather characterizes the Bdfos zopias xai
yvwoews from the point of view of human knowledge, to which
it mmnst necessarily be unfathomable, but in a peculiar relation.
In 1ts vcference to godias «. yrdoews, namely, Babdos is the
depth of wisdom, <.c. the fulness of wisdom, whicl is acquainted
with the nature and the connection of its objects not super-
ficially, but exhaustively and fundamentally, and is therefore
incomprehensible by human judgment. Sec on Bdfos and
Babis, as :11)1)1)'in" to mental depth (Plat. Z%hcect. p. 183 I
Polybms xxvil. 10. 3, vi. 24. 9, xxi. 5. §), Dlssen ad Puzﬂ
Nem. iv, 7, p. 396 ; Blomfield, ad Acsch. Sept. 578 ; Jacobs,
ad Anthol. XL p. 252.  Comp. Babféppwv, Pind. Nem. vii. 1;
Dlut. Sul. 14 ; BabbBovros, Aesch. Lers. 138, — wAobrov] is
cither regarded as opening the series of genitival definitions of
Bdbos: O depth (1) of riches, and (2) of wisdom, and (3) of
lnowledge of God (so Origen, Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theo-
phylact, Grotius, Bengel, Semler, I'latt, Tholuck, Kollner, de
Wette, Olshausen, Fritzsche, Thilippi, Iwald, Hofmaun, Man-
gold, and others) ; or the two other genitives are swbordinated
to arhovrov (Augustine, Ambrosiaster, Luther, Calvin, Deza,
Wolf, Koppe, Reiche, van Hengel, and others), in which ease,
liowever, B¢f. whovT. is not to he resolved into decp riches,
but is to be taken: O depth of wiches n wisdom as wddl «s
in lnowledge of God ; comp. Col. ii. 2; Rom. ii. 4. The deci-
sion between these two suppositions is given by what follows,
of which @ Bdfos ... Ocob is the theme. As vv. 33, 34

! This idea might have been precluded by the fact that tho expression Bdédes
xaxav (Bur. {fcl, 310) and the like are uscd.
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describe the codpia and wpacis, and vv. 35, 36 the mhodros
Ocov, the former view, which also primarily and most naturally
presents itself, is to be preferred. IIhodros, however, is usually
understood of the divine #ickhes of grace (comp. il 4, x. 12;
Eph.i 7,ii. 7); see ver. 32. To this ver. 35 aptly corresponds ;
and see x. 12. DBut since no genitival definition is appended,
we must content ourselves simply with the sense of the word
itself ; how superabundantly sick is God! Phil. iv. 19. Comp.
Riickert, Fritzsche, Philippi, Hofmann. — Jopia and wyraos
are certainly to be distinguished (comp. on Col. ii. 3), but
popularly, so that the former, the more general, is the wisdom
of God (comp. xvi. 27 ; Eph. iii. 10), ruling everything in the
best way for the best end ; while the latéer, the more special, is
the Inowledge pertaining to it of all rclations, and thus espe-
cially of the means which He therein employs, of the methods
which He has therein to take. To the latter—the yrvaois—are
to be referred ai 6doi avrod, i.c. His measures, modes of procedure,
a: oixovopiar, Chrysostom (comp. Heb. iii. 10, Acts xiii. 10,
according to the Heb. 727, and also to classical usage); to the
former—the codia—~Delong 7a xpipata adrod, i.c. decisions, re-
solves formed, according to which His action proceeds (comp.
Zeph. iii. 8 ; Wisd. xii. 12), as He, ey., has decided, according to
ver. 32, that all should be disobedient, in order that all might
find mercy. On account of the deep codia of God His xpiuara
arc unsearchable for men, ete. — avefepedvnyros, unscarchable, is
found only in Heraclitus as quoted in Clement and Symmachus,
Prov. xxv. 3, Jer. xvil. 9, Suidas; avefeyviaoros, untraccable
(Epl. iii. 8), oD und iyves éativ elpelv (Suidas), corresponds
to the metaphorical 68of. Comp. Job v. 9, ix. 10, xxxiv. 24;
Manass. 6 ; Clement, ad Cor. i. 20.

Ver. 34. Paul, by way of confirming his entire exclamation
in ver. 33 (not merely the second half), continuing by wdp,
adopts the words of Isa. x1. 13 (almost quite exactly after the
LXX.) as his own. Comp. 1 Cor, ii. 16; Judith vii, 18,
14; Wisd. ix, 17; Ecclus. xviii. 2 ff.—The first half has been
referred to gyvdots, the second to the cogpia (Theodoret, Theo-
phylact, Wetstein, Fritzsche), and rightly so. DPaul goes bac
with his three questions upon the qv@ors, to which the vois, the
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divine reason as the organ of absolute Lnowledge and truth,
corresponds ;' upon the sodia, which has no ovpBovros; and
(ver. 55) upon the mrodros, from which results the negation
of 7ls wpoedwrev k1. X.  Thilippi is opposed to this view, but
can at the same time (<imilarly van Hengel and Hofmann) only
Liring out in o very far-fetched and indirect manner the resul,
that ver. 35 also sets forth the divine wisdom and knowledge
(so [ar, namely, as the latter is not hound from without). —
vis oupB. adrob éyév.] Who has become Ilis adviser, Ilis coun-
sel-uiving helper?  “ Scriptura ubique subsistit in eo, quod
Dominus voluit et dixit et fecit; rationes rerum universalinmn
singulariumve non pandit ; de iis, quae nostram superant in-
fantiam, ad aeternitatem vemittit fideles, 1 Cor., xiii. 9 ss.,”
Bengel.  For parallels in Greek writers, see Spiess, Logos
spermat. P. 240,

Ver. 35, Description of the Bdfos wiodrov by words
which are moulded after Job xli. 3, according to the Hebrew,
not according to the LXX. (xli. 11), whose translation is quite
erroncons.” — kai avramod. abrd] and will 4t be recompensid
cqgedin to Ilm 2 With whom does the case oceur, that he has
previously made a gilt to God, and that a recompense will
lLe made to him in return for it ? Change of coustruction
iy xai...adrd, lere occasioned by the Ileb. 2.  Dul
for the Greek usage, comp. Dernhardy, p. 504, Kithmer, I1 2,
p- 9356,

Ver 56 does net apply to all the three foregoing questions
{Iofinann), but simply the Zost of them is established by the
conueelive éte (for fruly) as regards its negative contents: “ No
one has beforehand given to God,” ete.—All things are from
God ( primal couse), in so far as all things have proceeded
from God’s creative power; trongh God (qrovad. of moliale
ageney), in so far as nothing exists without God's continuous
operation ; for God (final eons), In so far as all things serve
the ends of God (uot merely: the honour of God, as many

! Comp. Kluge in the Jahed. f. D. Theol. 1871, p. 324 1L

2In the LXX. Isa. xI. 14, Cod. A, as also &, has our words, but certainly
throuch interpolation from the present passage.  According to Iiwald, Paul
probably found them in his copy of the LXX. just after Isu. xI. 13.
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think). Comp. 1 Cor. viil, 6; Col 1. 16 ; Heb. ii. 10. These
passages speak quite «gainst the opinion, that in the present
passage the relation of Fathcr, Son, and Spirit (Olshausen,
Philippi, Thomasius, Jatho, Krummacher, following Am-
brosiaster, Hilary, Toletus, Estius, Calovius, and others) is
expressed—a view which is also quite remote from the con-
nection The context speaks simply of God (the TFather),
to whom no one can have given anything beforehand, etc,
because He, as Bengel aptly expresses it, is Origo ot Cursus ct
Terminus rerum omntum. This may be recognised by the
exegesis that has the deepest faith in Secripture without any
rationalistic idiosyncrasy, as the example of Bengel himsell
shows. With rcason neither Chrysostom, nor Oecumenius, nor
Theophylact,” ncither Erasmus, nor Melanchthon, nor Calvin,
nor Beza have expressed any reference to the Trinity in their
explanations ; but Augustine has this reference, against which
also Tholuck, Hofinaun, and Gess (v. d. Pers. Chr. p. 158)
Lave Leen sufficiently unbiassed to declare themselves. — &0
avroi] God is mediate cause of all things by His upholding
and ruling. Comp. Heb. ii. 20. To refer, with others, this
statement to creation (Theophylact : o wouTis wdvTwy; comp.
Oecuinenius, Riickert, Fritzsche), would fail to bring out at
least any popular distinction from €£ adrod, and—which is
decisive against such reference—that wouldd be affirmed of the
FLiather which pertains to the Son (Col. i. 16; 1 Cor. viil. 6 ;
John i 2). Theodoret rightly remarks: adres Ta eyovora

1 1Vith the same warrant, or, in other words, with the same arbitrariness, the
Trinity might be fonnd, with Origen, in ver. 33 ; and in particular, #Asdrov might
bhe referred to the Father, sopizs to the Son (Lulke xi. 49), and yvdeiws to the
Holy Spirit (1 Cor. ii. 10, 11); in consistency with which, moreover, the ddes,
belonging to all three elements, might have been explained of the mystery of
the Trinitarian relation. This observation is not meant to sound like *“ Qnostic
mockery ” (Philippi) ; such is far from my intention. That the doctrine
of the Trinity (that of the New Testament, namely, which is Subordinatian)
was vividly before the consciousness of the apostle, no unprejudiced person
denies ; but Zere he has neither stafed not hinted at it, as the third element eis
abrsv shows sufficiently in and by itsel, for all things can have their felic
reference to mone other than to the Lather or (Col. i. 16) to the Sos.

2 Theodoret argues from the first two statements the equality of the Father
and the Son ; he says nothing concerning the Spirit.
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Statenel kvBepriw. — els abrér] All things scrve Him (comp.
Heb, il 10) as their ultimate end.  This is explained by
Occumenius, Theophylact, and Iritzsche of the wpholding
(ovvéyovrar émeoTpappéva wpos adrov). On the whole, comp.
what Marcus Antoninus, iv. 23, says of ¢ioes: éx oob wdva,
€y agol wdvTa, eis aé¢ wavta, aud Gataker in loc. — 1) oka)
sc. ely; as at xvio 27: the befitting glory. Gal 1 5; Eph.
ii. 21,
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CHAPTER XIL

Ver. 2. Instead of the imperatives, which Tisch. also defends,
Laclhim. has, swhat Griesb. already approved : svoynuusifeades and
perapopgovodus, according to A B** D I G, min. Theoph. The pre-
ponderating evidence of the codd. is in favour of the nfinitives,
while that of the vss. (Vulg. It. Syr. etc.) and Fathers is in favour
of the émperatives. But,siuce the frequent practical use of the pre-
cept in the direet paracnctic form of expression at any rate sug-
cested—especially considering the closely similar pronunciation
ot the infinitives and tmperatives—the writing of the latter rather
than the former, the infinitive reading is to preferred, which 8
also supports by reading perauoppedodas, although it has cvayruwa-
ritsofs. — opdv] is wanting in A B D* F G, 47, 67* Copt.
Clem. Cypr. Omitted by Lachm. and Tisch. The preponderance
of evidence, as well as the circumstance that jzav very readily
suggested itself to mechanical copyists for repetition from ver.
1, justifies the omission. — Ver. 5. Lachm. and Tisch. 8: =3,
according to A BD* I' G P §, 47%, Antioch. Damasc. Rightly ;
7o 3 =ad ¢fs, not being understood, was exchanged with ¢ &
ze0’ ez, a3 the antithesis of of morrei. — Ver. 11, #5 xaspi] So
Griesb., after Erasm. 2, Steph. 3, Mill, and others. DBut Erasm. 1,
Beza, Flz., Matth.,, Lachm., Scholz, Tisch., and Rinck have @
zvpiw.  The former is found in D* F G, 5, and Latin Fathers;
the latter in ADD** E L Px, and most min. vss. and Greek
Fathers. See the accurate examination of the evidence in
Reiche, Comm. crit. p. 70 ff., who decides for xvpiw, and in Tisch.
8 Kuwpiw is certainly the oldest and most diffused reading.
Nevertheless, if it were original, we cannot well see why zaspg
should have been substituted for it; for devr. +@ nvpiw is a very
usual Pauline thought (Acts xx. 19; Eph. vi. 7; Rom. xiv. 18,
xvi. 18; Col. iil. 24, ¢f al.), and would suit cur passage very well.
It would be far easier to take exception to xurp than to xvpiw (as
in xiil. 11, instead of xarpéy, the reading =zipiov is already found
in Clement), especially as the principle itself, =g zeip@ Sovredam,
might readily seem somewhat offensive to a prejudiced moral
feeling. Hardly can zvpiw, considering its great diffusion, be a
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mere copyist’s error (in opposition to Fritzsche). — Ver. 13.
vesions] D* I' G, Clar. Boern. codd. Lat., in Rufinns and some
Latin Fathers: meciosz (defended hy Jill).  Its origin is due to
the reverence for martyrs: “lectio liturgiea pro tempore ficta,”
Matth. — Ver. 17, édimov] A¥* has dvdmiov 7ob Otl, zeed dvizior. F
G, Avm. Goth. Vulg. and scveral Fatliers : o5 péser 2amimw = @203,
arne zel ddme. Ascetic amplilieation, after Prov. 1ii. 4 2 Cor.
viil. 21.—TInstead ol wdrray Lachwm. has =3y, uccording to A#**
D* IF G, min. It. Harl. Guelph. Tol. Tert. Lucif.  Probably,
Lowever, this was connected with that amplification. — Ver.
20. éevodv] A D P &, min. Copt. Arm. Vulg. Clar. Bas. Dam. :
erre iow (so Lachm. and Tisch. 8). D* I G, min. Goth.: :dy,
which is to he preferred, with Griesb. ; the other readings aim
at furnishing a connection.

TIIE SECOND, OR PRACTICAL PART OF THE EPISTLE.!

Ver. 1 £ Graerel cxhortation to senclification. — odv] draw-
ing an inference, not from the whole dogmatic purt of the
cpistle, beginning with 1. 16 (Calvin, Dengel, and many others,
including Reiche, Kolluer, de Wette, Philippi, Hofmann),—as
also in Eph. iv. 1 and 1 Thess. iv. 1, the oy which introdnces
the practical portion is not to be taken so vaguely,—Dbut from xi.
53, 86, where the riches of God were deseribed as, and shown
to De, imparted apart from merit. This connection is, on
account of i TéHY otkripp. 7. Oeod, more readily suguested
and simpler than that with ver. 32 (Rtiickert, Iritzsche, and
several others). — 8ea 7@ olkt. 7. O€ob] Ty means of the com-
pussion of God, reminding you of it.  Just so & in xv. 30,
1 Cor. i. 10, 2 Cor. x, 1. The exhortation, pointing to the
compassion of God, contains the molive of thanlfulness for
compliance with it.  “ Qui misericordin Dei recte movetur, in
omment Dei cofuntalon ingreditur)” Dengel. — On olxTippor,

1Sce Pet. Abr. Borger, Dissertatio de parte epistolac ad Rom. paraenetica,
Lugd. Bat. 1840.—The subdivision of what follows into #4xé (chap. xii.),
Todizizd (chap. xiii.), and iyemné (chap. xiv. f.) is, considering the miscella-
neous character of the contents, an untenable formal scheme (in opposition to

Melanchthon, Beza, and others). I’aul procceds from the geuncral to the par-
ticular, and wvice versd.
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see Tittmann, Synon. p. 68 ff.  On the singular, comp. Pind.
Pyth. i, 85; Ecclus. v. 6; Bar. ii. 27 ; 1 Macc. iii. 44. The
plural conforms, indeed, to oM, but is conceived according to
thie Greek plural usage of abstract nouns (see Kiithner, II. 1,
p. 15 £; Maetzner, ad Lycurg. p. 144 £): the compassions, i.c.
the stirrings and manifestations of compassion. — mrapacTij-
cat] sclected as the set expression for the presenting of sacri-
Jicial animals at the altar ; Xen. Anab. vi. 1. 22 ; Lucian, de
sacrif. 13 ; and see Wetstein and Loesner, p. 262. Paul is
clancing at the thank-offering (8ea 7. olkripp. 7. ©.), and raises
the notion of sacrifice to the highest moral idea of self-
surrender to God; comp. Umbreit, p. 343 ff — 1¢ cwpara
vumv] not, on account of the figure of sacrifice, instead of suds
a?drols (so usually ; still also Philippi), as if e@uae might denote
the entire person, consisting of body and soul (but comp. on
vi. 12). On the contrary, the apostle means quite strictly:
your bodics, reserving the sanctification of the wois for ver. 2,
s0 that the two verses Zogctlicr contain the sanctification of the
whole man distributed into its parts,—that of the outer man
(set forth as the offering of a sacrifice), and that of the inner
(as a renewing transformation). Fritzsche also talkes the
correct view ;! comp. Hofmann. Other peculiar references of
7. odp. Uu. (Kollner: “the scaswous nature of man, which
draws him to sin;” Olshausen: “in order to extend the idea
of Christian sanctification down even to the lowest potency of
human nature”) are not indicated by the text. The following
7. Aoywc. AaTp. is not opposed to our view ; for, in truth, bodily
self-sacrifice 1s also an cfhicel act, 1 Cor. vi. 20. Comp. on
the sulject-matter, vi. 13, 19. — Oveilav Ldaav] as « sacrific
which lives. Tor the moral self-offering of the hody is the
antitypical mAjpwoes of the ritual sacrificial-service, in which

1 The ordinary objection brought against this view in its literal fidelity,
that the body counld not be sacrificed to God withont the soul, is just in itself,
but does not exclude the supposition that Paul might formally separate the
bodily self-sacrifice and the spiritual renewal. He passes from the organism
of the bodily life, in which the inner is made manifest, over to the latter; comp.
1 Cor. vii. 34, In passages also of the Greek writers, in which egp« is apparvently
used for the personal pronoun (as Eur. A4lc. 647 ; see Brunck in loc.), sduw is
simply body. Comp. also Soph. 0. C. 355, et al.
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the sacrifice dics; whereas that cthical sacrifice is no doubt
also comnected with dying, as to sin namely, in the sense of
vi. 2, vil. 4 ff, Col ii. 20, iii. 5, Gal. iil. 19, but it is pre-
ciscly out of this death that the being «lice here meant pro-
ceeds, which has vanquished death (Gal. i 20, £ «l.).  Such
a sacrifice is also, in the eminent sense of antitypical fullilinent,
ayla (as pure and belonging to God in an cthical rclation)
and evapeaTos 7@ Oew (comp. Eph. v. 2).  That . Oe@ is not,
with Lstius, Bengel, and Xoppe, to be connected with wapaor.,
is shown by its very position, as well as by the superfluons
character of a 7. @ed with wapaor. — Passages from Lorphyry,
Ilierocles, Philo, Josephus, and the Rabbins, in which likewise
moral devotion to God i1s set forth as sclf-sacrifice, sce in
Wetstein and Koppe.  On the asyndeton, as strengthening the
force of the predicative notion, in dy., eddap. 7. ©., comp. Niigels-
bacly, z. Zlias, p. 50, ed. 3. — 79v Aoy. Aatp. vu.] accusalive of
cpexegesis,—an appositional definition, and that, indeed, not to
the mere fuoiav (to the notion of which the wider notion of
AaTpeiav does not correspond), but to the whole wapastijcar
x.7.\., containing, respecting this whole act of presenting ofiering,
the judgment, what it ovght to be; see Winer, p. 496 [E. T. 6o4};
Kilmer, II. 1, p. 243 £ Luther aptly remarks: “the whick
78 your rcasonable service.” Comp. Lobeck, Puralip. p. 519 ;
Nigelsbach, 2 Il iii. 51; Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 134 —
AaTpeia] service of worship, as im Jolm xvi. 2. See on that
passage.  Comp.ix. 4. Noyeos, rational (1 Tet. ii. 2; Tlato,
Locr. p. 99 15, 102 E; Polyb. xxv. 9. 2), is not in contrast to
tda aroya (Theodoret, Grotius, Koppe, and many others),
which at most would only be to be asswmed il Aarpeie were
¢quivalent to fvaia, but generally to the ceremonial charac-
ter of the Jewish and heathen worship,—designating the
AaTpela hicre meant «s « spirilual service, fulfilling tself in mordd
vutional activity,—of which nature the opus operatim of the
Jewish and heathen cultus was not.  The Test. X1IL Datr. p. 547
calls the saerifice of the angels Aoyuoyw «. avaipaxroy wposdopar.
On the idea, comp. John iv. 24; Ronw. 1. 9; Philiii. 3; 1 Pet.
ii. 5 ; Athenag. Leg. 13, NMelanehthon: “ Cultus anentis, in
quo mens fide aut coram intuctur Deun, cb vere sentit timorem
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et laetitiam in Deo.” The opposite is the character of mechani-
cel action, the dhoyos Tpi3y) kai éumerpia (Plat, Gorg. p. 501 A).

Ver. 2, Injinitives (see the eritical notes) : oveynuarilesfar,
to become Uike-shaped, and perapopdovaBar, to become trans-
formed. The two verbs stand in contrast only through the
picpositions, without any difference of sense in the stem-words.
Comp. the interchange of wopds and oyipa in Phil ii. 7,
also the Greek usage of oynuarifeww and popgoiy, which
denote any kind of conformation according to the context
(Plut. Mor. p. 719 B: 70 pepopdwpévoy ral éoynuatiouévo,
Eur. Iph. T. 292 : popdis oxjuara). Iere of moral confor-
mation, without requiring us to distinguish popdsy and oyijua
as <uner and outer (Bengel, Philippi), or as appearance to
others and one's own state in itself (FHofmann).! On the inter-
change of the infinitive of the aorist (rapacticar) and prescu,
comp. on vi. 12. — 7¢ aildwve TovTw] to the present age, vunning
on to the Parowusic, MN n’gﬁv (seec on Matt. xii. 32), the charac-
ter (cthical mould) of which is that of immorality (Eph. ii. 2;
Gal. i. 4; 2 Cor. iv. 4, ct al). avoynpatilesfas is also found
in rhetoricians with the dative (as also 1 Pet. i 14), instead
of with 7pos or els. — 7§ dvakaiw. T. voos] whereby the pera-
popa. is to be effected : through the rencwal of the thinking power
(vobs here, according to its practical side, the reason in its moral
quality and activity ; see on vii. 23 ; Iph. iv. 23). It needs
this renewal in order to become the sphere of operation for
the divine truth of salvation, when it, under the ascendency
of duapria in the odpf, has become darkened, wealk, unfree,
and transformed into the &déwypos wods (1. 28), the wods Tijs
capros (Col. ii. 18). Comp. on vii. 23. And this renewal,
which the regenerate man also needs on account of the conflict
of flesh and spirit which exists in him (viii, 4 ff.; Gal v.
16 1if) through daily penitence (Col. iii. 10; 2 Cor. vii. 10;
1 Thess. v. 22, 23), is ¢ffected by means of the life-clement
of faith (Phil. iii. 9 ff)), transforming the inner man (Eph. iii

I According to the latter supposed distinction, Hofmann hits upon the arbi.
trary definition of the relation of ver. 1 to ver. 2, that ver. 1 contains how the
Christian should stand towards God, and ver. 2 how he should present himself
{o those who surround him.



254 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO TIIE ROMANS.

16, 1'7; 2 Cor. v. 17), under the influcuce of the Holy Spirit,
Epl. iv. 23, 24; Tit. iil. 5. This influence restores the har-
mony in which the »ods onght to stand with the divine mrveiua ;
not, however, annulling the moral freedom of the believer,
but, on the contrary, presupposing it; hence the cahiortation :
{0 be transformed (passive). As to the ava in dvaxaw., sce on Col.
iil. 10. — els 70 Soxepr.] belongs not merely to drvaraivwsis T
voos Up. as its dercetion (Hofmanm), but (comp. Thil. i 10 and
on Rom. i. 20) specifies the aim of the perapopd. +. avax. 7.
v. buow. To the man who is not transformed by the renewal
of his intellect this proving—which is no merely theoreti-
cal business of reflection, but is the critical practice of the
whole imner life—forms no part of the activity of con-
science. Comp. Eph, v. 10. The sensc: to le alle to prove
(Liickert, IKolner), is as arbitrarily introduced as in ii. 18.
IIc who is transformed by that renewal not merely can do, but
—which Paul has here in view as the immediate object of the
petapopdovobar k. h—actuclly docs the Soxipdafew, and has
therchy the foundation for a further moral development; he
‘does it by means of the judgment of his conscience, stirred and
illuminated by the Spirit (2 Cor. 1. 12).  On 7o @érnua Ocod,
whel 4s willed by God, comp. Matt. vi. 105 Epl. v, 17, vi 6
Col. i. 9; 1 Thess. iv. 3. — 70 ayafov «. ebip. k. TEN] is, by
the Peschito, the Vulgate, Chrysostom, and most of the older
interpreters, also by Itickert and Reciche, united adjectivally
with 76 8én.  Dut as edap. would thus be unsuilable to this,
we must rather (with Erasmus, Castalio, and others, includ-
ing Tholuck, Flatt, I{olner, de Wette, Iritzsche, Iieithmayy,
Philippi, van Iengel, Hofmann) approve the swbstandival ren-
dering (as apposition to 70 GéN. 7. Ocod): that awhich s yood and
well-plrasing (1o God) and perfeet. The repetition of the article
was the less necessary, as the three adjectives used substan-
tivally exhaust onrc notion (that of moral good), and that
climactically.  Comp. Winer, p. 121 [I. T. 139]; Dissen, ¢d
Dem. de cor. p. 8373 f£.; Kiilmer, IL 1, p. 528.

Ver 3. The exhortation now passes on fo scagle dufics, amongss
which that of Zwadlity and awodesty, aenerally (vv. 5-3), and
in respeet ol the individual yaplepara in particular (vv. 6-8),
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is the first—the first, too, compliance with which was indis-
peusable to a prosperous life of the church, And Paul must
have known how very necessary this same injunction was in
the Roman community. — rydp] for. The spccial requirement
which he is now to make serves in fact by way of confirma-
tion to the general exhortation of ver. 2. As to Aéyw in the
sense of enjoining, see on il. 22.— &ta Tis ydp. Tis Sob. poi]
Paul does not command 8 éavrod, but Dy means of, 4.c. 1 virtie
of the divine grace bestowed on kvm. It is thus that he charac-
terizes—and how at once truly and humbly! (1 Cor. xv. 10)—
his anostieship.  Comp. xv. 15; 1 Cor. iil. 10 ; Eph. iii. 7, 8.
This xapis was given to Zim (uor), not in common with
Cluistians generally (Duiv, ver. 6). — mavti . . . Duiv] to cvery
onc @ your community ; none among you is to be exempt from
this exhortation; not: to every one who thinks himself to be
somcthing among you (Koppe, Bawmgarten-Crusius). — un
Umepppov. k.1 N] wot loftely-manded onght the Christian to be,
going beyond the standard-rule of that disposition wlich 1s
conformable to duty (map’ 0 & ¢p.); but his disposition
should be such as to have wisc discretion (1 Pet. iv. 7) jfor s
avm (comp. Hom. 77, xxiil. 305: eis dyafa ¢povéwy, Eur.
Phocn. 1135 : eis paynv dpovelv). Paronomastie. Comp. Plat.
Legy. x. p. 906 B: cwdpocivy pera ¢povicews, Eur. Heracl.
388 : Tdv ¢povijpatev ... T4y dyav Umepdpivoy; and see
Wetstein. — éxdoTe ds] érxdoTe depends on éuépioe (comp.
1 Cor. iii 5, vii. 17, and on Rom. xi. 31), not on Aéyw
(Estius, Kollner)—which view makes the already said wavri
... Uuiv to be once more repeated, and, on the other land,
deprives éuépioe of its esscntial definition. “f2s designates thic
seale according to which each one ought ¢poveiv els To cwdpo-
veiy, and this scale is different in persons differently furnished
with gifts, so that for one the houndary, beyond wlhich his
¢poveiv ceases to be els 70 cwdpovely, is otherwise drawn than
it is for another. The #eyulative standard, however, Paul
expressly calls the measurce of fuith, which God has assigned.
This is the suljective condition (the objective is the divine
xdpis) of that which every one can and ought to do in the
Christian life of the church. According, namely, as faith in
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the case of individual Christians is more or less living, practical,
energetic, cflicacious in this or that direction,—whether con-
templative, or manifesting itself in the outer life, in eloquence
and action, ete,—they have withal to measure their ap-
pointed position and task in the church.  He, thevefore, who
covets a higher or another standpoint and sphere of activity
in the community, and is not contented with that which
corresponds to the mcasure of faith Dbestowed on him, evinces
a wilful self-exaltation, which is without measwe and not
of God—not that spirit whercin the Christian perprodpo-
oty consists, the ¢povety els T0 cwppovely, éxdoTe ds KT
The wigris is thercfore to he taken throughout in no other
sense than the ordinary ome: juith in Christ, of which the
essence indeed is alike in all, but the individually different
degrees of strength (comp. 1 Cor. xiil. 2), and peculiaritics of
character In other vespeets (vv. 4 {f), constitute for indivi-
duals the pérpoy migrews in quantitative and qualitative rela-
tion. Comp. Eph. iv. 7. Tlis likewise holds in opposition to
Hofmann, who with violence separates pérp. wioTews from
éuépioe, and takes it as an accusalive of apposition, like Tow
Aovyee. Aavpeiay vudy, ver. 1; holding wiorews to be the geni-
tive of quality, which distinguishies the measure within which
the thinking of the Christian is confined, from that which
the natural man sets up for himsclf. Comp., in opposition
to this strange separation, 2 Cor. x. 13, aud in opposition
to this artificial explanation of the genitive, 2 Cor. x. 13
Eph. iv. 7, xiil. 16 ; Plat. Zheaet. p. 161 E: pérpw . .. 735
alTob copilas. Soph. Ll 220 : pérpov xaxétyros. Ewr. Ion,
354 : 5Bns pérpor. Pind. Isthm. i. 87 : kepbéwv p.

Vv. 4, 5 {. Motive for compliance with the previous
exhortation—Tor the prevalence of the parallel hetween a
human body and a corpus soricds (1 Cor. xil) also among the
ancients, see Grotius and Wetstein, — e 6é péhn wdvra £.7.\.]
.0, bud the members, el of thom, have A rent activity ; hus, ey,
the ¢yes another than the cars, the feet another than the mouth.
Wronaly van Hengel takes the expression, as though ob wdvra
were the readine, so that oely smae—namely, those we possess
in pairs—would be meant, not «ll. —oi mwoAXol] the many,



CHAP. XII 6-§. 257

1.¢. the multiplicity of Christians taken together, in opposition
{o the unity of the body which they compose. Comp. v. 15,
— év Xpiorp] The comunon element in which the union con-
sists; out of Clist we should not be & odua, but this we
arve 7 Him, in the fellowship of faith and life with Christ.
He s the Head (Eph. 1. 22, 23, iv. 15; Col. i. 18, ii. 19),—a
relation which is understood of itself by the consciousness of
faith, but is not denoted by év Xpiored (as if this meant on
Christ), as Koppe, losenmitller, and older interpreters hold. —
70 8¢ kal els] but W what concerns the tndividual relation. In
cood Greek it would be 76 8¢ «xaf’ éva (see on Mark xiv. 19,
and Bernhardy, p. 329 ; Kithner, IL 1, p. 414); but a8’ €ls,
in which xara has quite lost its regimen, is a very frequent
solecism in the later Greek writers (Mark, Le ; John viil, 9;
3 Mace. v. 34). See Lucian, Solocc. 9, and Graev. in loc. ;
Thom. Mag. p. 483; Wetstein on Mark, le.; Winer, p. 23
[E. T. 312) To xaf ebs is groundlessly condemned by
Fritzsche as “commentitia formula.” If xaf’ eis and o xaf
els were in use (and this was the case), it follows that 7o
kaf’ els might be just as well said as 70 «xaf’ éva (comp. To
xal éavrov and the like, Matthiac, § 283 ; Kiihner, IT. 1, p.
272). See also Duttmann, ncut. Gr. p. 26 f.

Vv.-6-8. In the poscession, however, of different gifts.  This
éyovres 0¢ yapiopuara x.T.\. corvesponds to Td 8¢ wé\n wavra
ov Ty abryw Exye mpafw, ver. 4.—As regards the construetion,
the view adopted by Leiche, de Wette, and Lachmann malkes
éyovres a participial definition of éoper, ver. 5; accordingly,
eite wpopnreiav and elte Siaxoviav depend on Eyovres as a
speciflying apposition to yapiouara ; whilst the limiting defini-
tions kard Ty dvak. T. wioT., év 75 buax., év T Sidack., év T
mwapax\. k.1 ave parallel to the kara v ydpw 8ob. fuiv, and
with €i7e 0 Sddorwr the discourse varies, without however
Lecoming  directly hortatory.  Comp. also Riickert.  But
usually xara Ty dvak. T. mioT, év 75 biax. x.T\., are regarded
as elliptical hortatory sentences, whilst €yovres is by some like-
wise attached to the foregoing (Theodoret, Erasmus, Luther,
Castalio, Calvin, Estius, and others, including Flatt, Tholuck,
Reithmayr), and with others éyovres begins a new sentence (so

ROM. IL R
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Olshausen, Fritzsche, Dawmaarten - Crusius, DPhilippi, van
ITengel, Ilofmann, following DLeza).  The wsval construction
is the only correct oune (in which, most suitably to the pro-
gressive 8¢, a new sentence commences with éyovres), he-
cause, under the mode followed by Reiche and de Wette,
the alleced limitations év 3 ouak., év 7 &dack., and év 1)
mapax. cither express nothing, or must be taken arbitravily
in a varvicty of meaning different from that of the words with
which tlicy stand; and hecause év dmhoryTy, v amovds, and
€v (AaporyTe, ver. §, arc obvivusly of a hortatory character,
and thercfore the previous expressions with év inay not be
taken otherwise. By way of jilling up the concise maxims
thrown out clliptically, and only as it were in outline, it is suffi-
cient after kata v avaroy. 1. wioT. to supply : wpopnTevwuey,
after éy 7§ Staxovia : duev, after év 1§ Sidackalia : €éotw, the
same  after év 15 waparhjoe; and lastly, after the three
following particulars, év amioTyre k.7 A, the imperatives of the
corresponding verbs (perabidorw xr.A).  Comp. the similar
mode of expression it 1 Pet.iv. 10,11, — yapiopara] denotes
the different peculiar aptitudes for the furtherance of Christian
life in the church and of its external welfare, imparted by God's
grace through the principle of the Moly Spirit working in the
Christian communion (hence mwevpariea, 1 Cor. xii. 1).  On
their creat variety, amidst the specilic unity of their origin
from the eflicacy of this Spirit, sce esp. 1 Cor, xii. 4 {f—Tanl
here mentions by way of cxumpde (for more, sce 1 Cor. Nil.),
in the first instance, fowr of such yapiopara, namely : (1)
mpopyreia, the yift of theopneustic discourse, which presupposes
amoraivyres, and the form of which, appearing in dilferent
ways (henee also in the plurel i 1 Cor. xill 85 1 Thess. v.
20), was not cestatie, like the speaking with tongues, but
was an activity ol the vods enlizhtened and filled with the con-
sceration of the Spirit’'s power, disclosing hidden things, and
profonndly scizing, chastening, clevating, earrying away wmen =
hiearts, held in peculiar esteem by the apustle (1 Cor. xiv. 1).
Comp. on 1 Cor. xii. 10. TFurther, (2) éarovia: the giff of
aduinistration of the celeraal officirs of the chareh, particularly
the cove of the pogr, the sick, el slraagees ; comp. 1 Cor, Xl
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28, where the functions of the dizconia arc termed dvridjres.
Acts vi. 1 ff,; Phil i 1; 1 Tim. iii. 8, 12; 1 Pet. iv. 11;
om. xvi. 1. The scrvice of the diaconate in the chureh,
which grew out of that of the seven men of Acts vi, is
really of apostolic origin: Clem. Cor. 1. 42, 44; Ritschl,
althatl. Kivche, p. 859 ; Jul. Miiller, dogmat. .Abk. p. 560 fi.
(3) The 8dacralia, the gift of instruction in the usual form
of teaching directed to the understanding (€€ olkelas Siavolas,
Chrysostom, ad 1 Cor. xii. 28), see on Acts xiii. 1; Eph. iv.11;
1 Cor. xiv. 26. It was not yet limited to a particular office;
see Ritschl, p. 350 f.  (4) wmapdurnots, the gift of hortalory
and cncovraging address operating on the heayt and will, the
possessor of which probably connected his discourses, in the
assemblies after the custom of the synagogue (see on Acts xiii.
15), with a portion of Scripture read before the pcople. Comp.
Acts iv. 36, xi. 23, 24; Justin, Apol. 1. ¢. 67. — xara T
avax. 7. wiot.] Conformably to the proportion of their faith the
prophets have to use their prophetic gift, <.c. (comp. ver. 3):
they are not to depart from the proportional measure which
their faith has, neither wishing to exceed it nor falling short
of it, but are to guide themselves by it, and are therefore so
to announce and interpret the veceived dmoxdAwris, as the
peculiar position in respect of faith bestowed on them, according
to the strength, clearness, fervour, and other qualities of that
faith, suggests—so that the character and mode of their speaking
is conformed to the rules and limits, which are implied in thc
proportion of their individual degree of faith. In the con-
frary case they fall, in respect of contents and of form, into
a mode of prophetic utterance, either excessive and over-
strained, or on the other hand insufficient and defective (not
corresponding to the level of their faith). The same revelation
may in fact—according to the difference in the proportion of
faith with which it, objectively given, subjectively connects
itsclf—be very differently expressed and delivered. dvaloyia,
proportio, very current (also as a mathematical expression)
in the clagsics (comp. esp. on xara 7. dvahoy. Plato, Polut.
P. 257 B, Locr. p. 95 B; Dem. 262. 5), is here in substance
not different from wérpoy, ver. 3; comp. Plato, Zim. p. 69 B:
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avahoya kai Edpperpa. Hofmann groundlessly denies this
(in consequence of his incorrect view of uérpor wioTews, ver,
3), yet likewise arrives at the sense, that propletic utterance
must keep cqueel pace with the life of faith. Daul might, in
fact, have written cvpuérpws 74 miarer, and would have thereby
substautially expressed the same thing as kara 7. dvak. 7.
mioT. or avakoyws 7. w.  The old dogmatic interpretation! (still
unknown, however, to the Greek Ifathers, who rightly take
7. wigtews subjectively, of the fides gque creditur) of the
vequle fidel (wioTis in the objective scnse, fides quae creditur),
1.c. of the conformitas docirinac in scripturis (see esp. Colovins),
departs arbitrarily from the thought contained in ver. 3, and
from the immediate context (xata 7. ydp. 7. Sof. Wuiv), and
cannot in itself be justified Ly linguistic usage (sce on i. 5).
It reappears, however, substantially in Flatt, Klee, Glockler,
IKollner, Philippi (“to remain subject to the norma et regula
fidei Clristianae”), Umbreit, Bisping, althongh they do not,
like many of the older commentators, take prophecy to refer
to the coplanation of Scripture.— éy 73 Staxovia] If it e the
case that we have diaconia (ns yapiopa), It us be in our
diaconia.  The emphasis lies on év.  He who las the gift of
the diaconie should mnot desire to have a position in the life
of the church outsude of the sphere of service which is assigned
to him by this endowment, but shonld be active within that
spheve.  Thot by Stakovia is not intended any ceclesiastical office
guitcrally (Chrysostom, Luther, Reithmayr, Hofmann), is shown
by the charismatic clements of the entire context.  On elvae év,
versard <, comp. 1 Tim, iv. 15 ; Plato, Prot. p. 317 C, Phacd.
P 59 A; Demosth. 301, 6, ¢ ol ; Kruger, ad Dion. Iist. p.
269, 70. — eite 0 8idiiorwr] Synmetrically, Paul should have
continued with eite Sibacraliav (sc. €xovres), as i\ actually
rcads.  Instead of this, however, he proceeds in such a way as
now to introduce the dificrent possessors of gifts in the third
person, and therefore no longer dependent on the we tmplied
in éyovres. The change of conception and construction may

! Comp. Luther’s gloss : ¢ A1l propheey, which leads to work and not simply

to Christ as the only consolation, however valuable it is, is nevertheless not like
taith.”
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accordingly be thus cxhibited: “ While, however, we have
different gifts, we should, be it prophecy that we have, make
use of it according to the proportion of our faith,—he it diaconia
that we have, labour within the diaconia—7be ¢ that it s the
teacher, (he should) be active within the sphere of teaching,
etc.” After o &bdakwy, simply éar( is to be supplied: if 4,
viz. one charismatically gifted, ¢s the teacher. The apostle, in
the urgent fulness of ideas which are yet to be only con-
cisely expressed, has lost sight of the grammatical connection ;
comp. Buttmann, next. Gr. p. 331. Hofmaunn's expedient,
that here elre ... efte are subordinated to the preceding év
4 Swakovig, and ¢ 8tddokwy and 6 wapakakdy are to be taken
as a parenthetical apposition to the subject of the verb to be
supplied (“be¢ <t that he, the teacher, handles tcaching,” etc.),
is an artificial scheme forced upon him by his incorrect view
of Swarovia, and at variance with the co-ordinated relation of
the first two cases of eiTe.

Ver. 8. ‘O ueradidovs k.1 1] The detailed exposition with
eite ceases as the discourse flows onward more vehemently,
but the scries of thosc charismatically endowed is continuced, yet
in such a way that now there are no longer mentioned such as
possess a xdptopa for a definite function in the church, but
such as possess it generally for the activity of public uscfulness
an the social Christian life.  Hence, because with év amiorpte
x.T.A. the continuance of the exhortations is indicated, we are
to place before o peradidods not a full stop, but a comma, or,
better, a colon. The reference of these last three points to
definite ministerial functions (such as that o peraded. is the
dicconus who distributes the gifts of love; o mpoiordp. the
president of the community, bishop or presbyter; o énedv ke
who takes charge of the siek) is refuted, fivst, by the fact that
the assumed references of peradid. (according to Acts iv. 35,
we should at least expect 8:adidovs) are quite incapable of
proof, and indeed improbable in themselves; secondly, by the
consideration that such an analysis of the diaconal gift would
be out of due place, after mention had been alveady made of
the éwaxovia as a whole; and thirdly, by the consideration that
the position of the mpoioTduevos, as the preshyter, between two



262 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS.

diaconal functions, and almost at the end of the series, would
be unsuitable. Dut if we should wish to explain wpoicrdp.
as quardien of the strangers (my first edition; Dorger), there is
an utter want of proof Loth for this particular feature of the
diaconie and for its designation Ly wpoicrdu. (for the mpo-
aratns at Athens, the patron of the mefoccz, was something
quite different; Hermann, Staatsalicrth. § 115, 4). — o pera-
8ibovs] he who dmparts, who exercises the charisme of
charitableness by imparting of his nicans to the poor. Eph.
iv. 28; Luke iii. 11. To understand the imparting of
spiritual good (Dawmgarten-Crusius), or this «long with the
other (Hofmann), receives no support from the context, espe-
cially seeing that the spiritual imparting has already Deen
previously disposed of in its distinctive forms. — év dmhér.] in
simplicity, therefore without any sclfishness, without boasting,
secondary designs, cte., hut in plain sincerity of disposition.
Comp. 2 Cor. viii. 2, ix. 11, 13, and the classical collocations
of amhois kai akyljs, amXh. . yevvaios k.7 A.  On the subject-
matter, comp. Matt. vi. 2 . — ¢ mpoioTauevos) the president,
he who ecxcrcises the ydpiopa of presiding over others as
leader, of directing affaivs and the like (comp. wpoisTacfar
Tov mpaypdtwy, Herodian, vii. 10. 16), consequently one who
through spiritual endowment is 7jyepovios kai dpyexos (Plato,
Prot. p. 352 B). This ydptopa wposratikéy had to be
possessed by the preshyter or émioromos for hehoof of his work
(comp. 1 Cor, xii. 28); but we are not to understand it as
applying to him exclusively, or to explain it specially of the
office of presbyter, as Rothe and Thilippi acain do! in spite
of the general nature of the context, while Ifofmann like-
wise thinks that the presbyter is nicant, not as respects his
affice, but as respects his weftvity.  What is meant is the
ceeligury of charismatic endowment, under which the work des-
tined for the presbyter fulls to he acloded. — €v omovdy] with
zal ;o 1t is the earnest, strenuous attention to the Tulfilment ol
duty, the opposite of ¢aviorns. — o €xcaw] ke who s mcreiful
towards the suffering and unfortunate, to whom it is his
yapiopa to adninister comfort, counscl, help. — év \apor.]
! So also Jul. Miiller, Dogmat. ALk, p. 5S2.
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with cheerful, friendly demeanour, 2 Cor. ix. 7, the opposite of
a rcluctant and sullen carriage.  Comp. Xeu. Mem, ii, 7, 12
(\apai 8¢ dvrl oxvbpwmdy. — Observe, further, that év dahér.,
év omovdij, and év Mapor. do not denote, like the preceding
definitions with €év, the sphcre of service within which the
activity is to exert itself, but the qualsty, with which those who
are gifted are to do their work; and all these three qualities
characterize, in like manner, the nature of true cwpoveiv,
ver. 3.

Vv. 9-21. Exhortations for all withovt distinction, headed
by love !

Ver. 9. ‘H dyamn dvvmorp.] sc. éoto. The supplying of
the imperative (comp. ver. 7), which is rare in the classical
writers (Bernhardy, p. 331 ; Kiihner, II. 1, p. 37), cannot
accasion any scruple in this so briefly sketching hortatory
address. dvvrorpetos is mot found in classical Greek, but it
occurs in Wisd, v. 19, xviii. 16, 2 Cor. vi, 6, 1 Tim. i. 5,
2 Tim. i 5, Jas. iii. 12, 1 Pet. i. 22. Antoninus, viii. 5, has
the adverh, like Clem. Cor, IL 12.— The absolute 7 dydmn
is always love towards others (see esp. 1 Cor. xiil.), of which
Praderdia is the special form having reference to Christian
fellowship, ver. 10. As love must be, so must be also faith,
its root, 1 Tim. i. 5; 2 Tim. i. 5. — The following participles
and adjectives may be taken either together as preparing for
the edhoyeire Tovs dude. in ver. 14, and as dependent on this
(Lachm. ¢d. min.); or, as corresponding to the personal subject
of % é&ydmy dvvmdkp. (so Fritzsche), sce on 2 Cor. 1. 7; o,
finally, by the supplying of éoré as mere precepts, so that after
avvmrokp. there should be placed a full stop, and another after
Sunkovres in ver. 13, So usually; also by Lachmann, ed.
maj., and Tischendorf. The latter view alone, after 9 dydmn
dvumrorp. has been supplemented by the imperative of the
substantive verb, is the natural one, and correspondent in its
concise mode of expression to the whole character stamped on
the passage ; the two former modes of counection exhibit a for-
mal interdependence on the part of elements that are heterogene-
ous in substance. — awoorvyodvres] albhorring. The strengthen-
iy significance of the compound, already noted by Chrysostom,
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Theodoret, Occumenius, and Theophylact, has heen ground-
lessly denied by Fritzsche; it is quite appropriate in passages
like Hervod. ii. 47, vi. 129 ; Soph. Ocd. €. 186, 691 ; Eur. Jon.
488 ; Parthen. Erot. 8.— 76 wornpov and 76 ayabfe are to be
taken generally of wmoral cxil and good ; abhorrence of the one
and adherence to the other form the fundamental moral
character of unfeigned love. The evil and good which are
found n the olject of love (Hofmann) are included, but not
specielly meant. Comp. 1 Cor. xiii. G.

Ver. 10. Tj ¢penaderd.] In vespect of (in point of) Lrotherly
love (love towards fellow-Christians, 1 Thess, iv. 9; 1leh.
xiii. 1; 1 Tet. 1. 22; 2 Pet. i 7).  On its relation to aydmy,
comp. generally Gal. vi. 10. — deoaTopyor] fondly affectionate;
an expression purposely chosen, because Christians are brothers
and sisters, as the word is also in classical Greek the usual one
for family affection.  Comp. also Cicero, ad Att. xv. 17. — 75
7epd] in the point of moral respect aud high estimation. —
arporyotpevor] not: ecacelling (Chrysostom, Morus, Kollner), nor
vet: anticipating (Vulgate, Theophylact, Luther, Castalio, Wolf,
Flatt), but, in correspoudence with the signification of the word :
going before, as guides, namely, with the conduct that incites
others to follow. Without the support of usage Trasmus,
Grotius, Heumann, Koppe, and Iofinaun take wponyetafar s
equivalent to syyelofar vmrepéyovras (Phil. ii. 3), se ipso potiores
ducere alios, which would be denoted by sjyeiofas wpo éavraw
axn. (Phil. i1 3). In Greck it does not elsewliere occur
with the «cewsotive, but only with the dative (Nen. Cyr.
ii. 1. 1; Avist. Plut. 1195 ; Polyb. xii. 5. 10) or genitive of
the person (Nen. Hipp. 4. 5 ; Herodian, vi. 8. 6.; Polyb. xii.
13. 11); with the accusative only, as in Xen. Aaab. vi. 5. 10,
wponry. 686v.

Ver. 11, T§ omovdsj] in respect of =al, namely, for the
interests of the Christian life in whatever relation. — 5@ 7v.
tovres] secthing, bailing in spivit, the opposite of oxvnpol Ti
omoudf) ; hence 7¢ wvedp. is not to be understood of the Holy
Spirit (Occumenius and many others, including Holsten,
Weiss), but of the Awman spirit.  Comp. Acts xviil 25.
That this ferveut excitement of the activity ot thought,
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feeling, and will for Christian aims is stirred up by the Holy
Spirit, is obvious of itself, but is not of itself expressed by ¢
mrevpate.  Zéw of the mental aestuare is also frequent in the
classics ; Plato, Rep. iv. p. 440 C, Phacdr. p. 251 B; Soph.
Ocd. €. 435 ; Eur. Hec. 1055 ; and Plugk in loc. See also
Jacobs, ad Anthol. 1X. p. 203 ; Dorville, ad Charit. p. 233. —
76 kawp@ Sov.] consigns—without, in view of the whole laying
out of the discourse as dependent on 7 dydmn dvvmoxp., ver. 9,
requiring a connective &é (against van Hengel)—the fervour
of spirit to the limits of Christian prudence, which, amidst its
most lively activity, yet in conformity with true love, accom-
modates tisclf to the circumstances of the ‘ime! with moral
discretion does not aim at placing itself in independence of
them or oppose them with headlong stubbornness, but submits
to them with a wise self-denial (1 Cor. xiii. 4-8). Comp. on
the 8ovh, 76 xawpd ({empori servire, Cicero, ad Div. ix. 17,
Tuscul. iil. 27. 66) and synonymous expressions (xacpcd
AaTpedew, Tois kaip. dxohoufeiv), which are used in a good or
bad sense according to the context, Wetstein and Iritzsche in
loc.; Jacobs, ad Anthol. X. p. 261. On the thing itself, see
Cic. ad Div. iv. 6: “ad novos casus temporuin novorum con-
siliorum rationes accommodare.”

Ver. 12. In virtue of hope (of the future Sofa, v. 2) joyful.
The dative denotes the moflize (Kithner, II. 1. p. 580). — 775 6.
vmop.] in the presence of tribulation holding ouf, remaining con-
stant in it. On the dative, comp. Kiihner, /.c. p. 385. Paul
might have written 73w OAiw dmop. (1 Cor. xiil. 7; 2 Tim. ii.
19; Heb. x. 32, ¢t al, and according to the classical nse); he
writes, however, in the line of formal symmetry with the other
expressions, the dative and then the absolutc Omopév. (Matt. x.
22; 2 Tim. ii. 12; Jas. v. 11; 1 Pet.ii. 20). — 7. mwpocevyd
wpoax.] perscveringly applying to prayer, Col. iv. 2; Actsi. 14.

Ver. 13. Having fellowship in the necessitics® of the saints

1 How much was Paul himself in this matter, with all his fervour of spirit, a
shining model! 1 Cor. ix. 19 fi.; Phil. iv. 12, 13; 1 Cor. iv. 11 ff,, viii. 13;
Acts xx. 35, xvi. 8, xxi. 23 f. To the JdevAtierw 74 xawwm, in the noble sense
Liecre meant, belongs also the having as thougl one had not, etc., in 1 Cor. vii.

29 ff.
* The reading preizs; yiclds no semse, although Hofmann commends it and
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(comp. xv. 27), 1.c. s0 conducting yoursclees thet the necessities
of your fellow-Christians may be also your own, sceking there-
fore just so to satisfy them. Comp. on Phil iv. 14. The
transidive sense: communicealing (still held by Rickert and
Fritzsche, following many of the older interpreters), finds no-
where, at least in the N. T., any confirmation (not even in Gal.
vi. 6). The dyeor ave the Chistians in general, not specially
those of Jerusalem (Hofmann), who are indicated in xv. 25,
but not here, by the context. — v pehok.] studying hospitality.
Comp. Ieb. xiil. 3; 1 Pet. iv. 9. A virtue highly important
at that time, especially in the case of travelling, perhaps
banished and persecuted, Clristian Dbrethren. Comp. also
1 Tim. v. 10; Tit. i. 8. That those in need of shelter should
not merely be received, but also sought ouwf, belongs, under
certain circumstances, to the fulfilment of this duty, but is not
capressed by Sudrovres (as Origen and Bengel hold).  Cowmp.
ix. 30; apemyv 8wirew, Plato, Theact. p. 176 B; 70 avabov
Sworery and the like, Ecclus. xxvil. 8, ¢t «l.; dbuclay Sidrewy,
Plat. Rep. p. 545 B.

Ver. 14. Touvs Swor. Op.] who persecute you (in any respect
whatever). The saying of Christ, Matt. v. 44, was perhaps
lknown to the apostle and here came to his recollection, with-
out lis having read lhowever, as Reiche here again assumces
(comp. on ii. 19), the Gospels.

Ver. 15. Xaipew] e yaipew vpas 86, <nfinitive, as a
briefly interjected expression of the necessary behaviowr de-
sired.  See on Dhil. iii. 16. On the subject-matter, comp.
Ecclus. vii. 34, ightly Chrysostom brings into prominence
the fact that shaleew xTN, yewrvalas ododpa Seirar Yrvyis,
dare 79 cbdokipobvTe pa) povor pi Plovelv, dANa xai ocuri)-
decBac,

Ver. 16. These participles are also to he understood impera-
tively by supplying éoecfle (comp. on ver. 9), and not to he
joined to ver. 15, nor yet to py viveale ppiv. wap’ éavr. — 70

secks to acquire for it, by a comparison of Gal. ii. 10 and Phil. i. 4, the sense of
renderings of assistance, which is a linguistic impossibility. Yet even Theodore
ol Mopsuestia wished to assign to this reading, which is found in some copies,
the sense; o+ dixaiov DpEs pynpovedtiy TEVTOTE cay dyiwy
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abrd els G\ dpovoivres] characterizes the loving harmony,
when each, in respect to his neighbour (els, not év as in xv. ),
las one and the same thought and endeavour. Comp. gene-
rally xv. 5; Phil ii. 2, iv. 2; 2 Cor. xiil. 11. According to
Fritzsche, 70 adTd refers to what jollows, so that modesty is
meant as that towards which their mind should be mutually
directed. But tlus this clause of the discourse would not
be independent, which is contrary to the analogy of the rest.
— py Ta Ymha ppovodvres] not atming at high things—a
warning against ambitious self-seeking. Comp. xi. 20; 1 Tim.
vi. 7.— 7ots Tamewvais] is ncuter (Fritzsche, Reiche, Kollner,
Glockler, de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Borger, Reithmayr,
Philippi, Maier, Bisping, following Beza and Calvin): being
draen omward by the lowly; 1.c. instead of following the impulse
to high things, rather yielding to that which is humble, to the
claims and tasks which are presented to you by the humbler
relations of life, entering into this impulse towards the lower
strata and spheres of life, which lays claim to you, and follow-
ing it. The Tamewa ought to have for the Christian a force
of attraction, in virtue of which he yields himself to fellow-
ship with them (owr), and allows himself to be guided by
them in the determination of his conduct. Thus the Chris-
tian lolds intercourse, sympathetically and effectively, in the
lower circles, with the poor, sick, persecuted, ete. ; thus Paul
felt himself compelled to enter into humble situations, to work
as a handicraftsman, to sufler nced and nakedness, to be weak
with the wealk, ete. With less probability, on account of
the contrast of Ta infrpAd, others have taken 7ols Tamew. as
masculine,~—some of them understanding ramewds of inferior
rank, some of humble disposition, some blending both meanings
—with very different definitions of the sense of the whole, c.g.
Chrys.: els T ékelvov edtéetav katdfBnbi, auumepipépov, uy
amhis T dpovipate cuvtamewad, aAka kal PBonfec xai yeipa
opéyov k.T.\.; similarly Erasmus, Luther, Estius, and others;
Grotius (comp. Ewald) : “modestissimorum exempla sec-
tantes;” Riickert (comp. van Ifengel): “let it please you to
rcmain in fellowship with the lowly ;” Olshausen : Christianity
cnjoins intercourse with publicans and sinners in order to
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cain them for the kingdom of Christ;! Ilofmann: “to be
drawn into the host of those who occupy an inferior station and
desire nothing else, and, as their equals, disappearing amongst
thew, to move with them along the way in which they gn.”
— ovvamary.] has not in itself, nor has it here, the bad sense:
to be led astray along awith, which it acquires in Gal. ii. 13,
2 Pet. 1il. 17, through the contewt. — ¢povipor map' éavr.] wise
arccording to your own judgment. Comp. Prov. iii. 7; Bern-
hardy, p. 256 £ One must not fall into that conceited s/7/-
sufliciency of moral perecption, whereby brotherly respect for the
perception of others would be excluded. Similar, but not
cquivalent, is év éavr., xi. 25.

Vv. 17-19. The participles—to be supplemented here as in
ver. 16—are not to be connected with puy yiveae ¢pov. wap’
éavr. — pndevi] be he Christian or non-Christian.  Opposite :
wavrey avfpomwyr. The maxim itself tausht also by Greck
sages, how opposed it was to the awwelv 7¢ abucobvre of
common Hellenism (Hermann, ad Soph. Phdoct. 679 ; Jacobs,
ad Delect. Epigr. p. 144 ; Stallbaun, ad Plat. Crit. p. 49 B,
ad Philcd. p. 49 D) and to Pharisaism (see on Matt. v. 48)!
— wrpovoovpevor] reminiscence from the LXX., Prov. iii. 4. For
this very reason, but especially because otherwise an entirely
unsuitable limitation of the ahsolute moral notion of xa)a
would result, évomor .7\ is not to be joined to ware (Ewald,
Ilofmann) ; it belongs to mpovoovu. Comp. 2 Cor. viii. 21;
Yolycarp, ad Phil. 6.  Dcforc the eyes of all scn—so that it
lies Lefore the judgment of all—taking care for what 4s good
(morality and deceney in behaviour).  Verbs of caring are
used botl with the genttive (1 Tim. v. 8) and with the accusi-
{ive (Bernhardy, p. 176), which in the classics also is very
frequently found with mpovoetefar.  Rightly Theophylact re-
marks on évor. wavtev avfp. that Paul does not thereby exhort
us to live mpos xevodofiav, but wa uy wapéywpev xald' Hudv
ddopuas Tols Bovhopévors, he recommends that which is
aoravdahaTov K. ampocrotTor. — €l Svvatow, To €€ Vudy pera
«TA.] to be so punctuated. For if the two were to be

! Certainly not here, for the discourse concerns the relations of Christians (o
onc cnother (not to those who are without).
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joined together (“as much as it is possible for you,” Glockler),
the injunction would lose all moral character. Still less are
we to suppose that €/ Suvardy belongs to the preceding (Eras-
mus, Cajetanus, Bengel), which indeed admits of no condition,
Grotius’ view is the correct one: “omnium amicl este, si fieri
potest; si non potest utrimque, certe ex vestra parte amici
cste,” so that e Suwarov allows the case of objective impossi-
bLility ¢o crail (how often had Pawl himself experienced this {);
70 éE Jpav (adverbially: as fo what conccrns yowr part, that
which proceeds from you; see generally oni 15, and Ellendt,
Lez. Soph. 1L p. 225) annnls any limitation in « suljective
respect, and does not contaiin o subjective limitation (Iteiche),
since we for our part are supposed to be always and in any
casc peaceably disposed, so that only the opposite disposition
and mode of behaviour of the enemy can frustrate our sub-
jective peaceableness. — dyamproc] urgent and persuasive.
Comp. 1 Cor. x. 14, xv. 58; Phil. ii. 1, iv. 1.— dAAa 8é7e
k7] The construction changes, giving place to a stronger
(independent) designation of duty. See Winer, p. 535 [E. T.
720} Comp. lhere especially Viger. ed. Herm. p. 469, Give
place to wrath (ka7 éEoxrjv, that of God), i.c. forestall it not by
personal revenge, but lct it have its course and its swey!  The
morality of this precept is based on the Zolincss of God; lence,
go far as wrath and love are the two poles of haliness, it docs
not exclude the blessing of our adversaries (ver. 14) and inter-
cession for them. The view, according to which 7§ opy# is
referred to the divéne wrath (comp. v. 9; 1 Thess. ii. 16)—as
the absolute 57 ydpes is the divine favour and grace (com). v.
9; 1 Thess. 1. 10, ii. 16)—is rightly preferred by most inter-
preters {rom the time of Chrysostom down to van Hengel,
Ilofmann, Delitzschh; for, on the one hand, it corresponds
cutirely to the profane (Gataker, ad Anton. p. 104 ; Wetstein
it loc.) and Pauline (Eph. iv. 27) use of Témov (or y@pav) Si8ovas
—which primarily denotes to make place for any one (Luke

! Quite analogous to the sense and sequence of thought of our verse is Synops.
Sohar, p. 95: ¢ Homo non debet properare, ut vindictam suma¢ (comp. wu
tauTals ixdixobyres) ; melius est, si vindictam committit alii'' (Deo), comp. &rrez
diTe Tom. 77 bpyi.
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xiv. 9), then to give any onc jfull play, time and opportunily
Jor activily (Eph. le., comp. Ecclus. xiii. 21, xix. 17, xxxviii.
12, xvi. 14; Thilo in Locsner, p. 263); and on the other
Liand it is most appropriate to the following seviptural proof.!
Non-compliance with the precept oceasions the épyifecfar kai
apapravew, Lph. iv. 26.  Comyp. on the thonght 1 Pet. ii. 23 ;
1 Sam. xxiv. 13, 16.  Others interpret it of onc’s own wrath,?
which is not 1o be allowed to break jforth. So de Dieu, Dos,
Semler, Cranier, and Reiche : “ Wrath produces terrible elfects
in the moment of its ebullition; give it time, and it passes
away.”  The Latin use® of irac speatium dare agrces indeed
with this interpretation, but not the Greel use of Towov Sidovar
—not even in the well-known expression in Plutarch (de ire
colitd. p. 462) that we should not even iu sport 8ibovar Tomov
to anaer, i.c. give i full ploy, allow it {rec course.  Since this
“ giving way to wralk” (justly repudiated by Plutarch as highly
dangerous) eannot be enjoined by Paul, he must have meant
by 7. dpy7 the divine wrath. For the interpretation given by
others of the wrath of an c¢nemy, which one is to give place to,
to go out of the way of (Schoettgen, Morus, Ammon), must he
rejected, since this, although it may be linguistically justified
(Luke xiv. 9; Juda. xx. 306), and may be compared with Soph.
Ant. T18 (see Schueidewin 2n loc) and with the Ilomerie
efrew Buug, yet would yield a precept, which would be only a
rule of prudence and not a command of Christian morals.
This applies also in opposition to Ewald: fo allow the wrath
of the other 2o cupend dtsclf, which, as opposed to personal

1 Yet it must he admitied, that either of the two olhier explanations (see helow)
would not be opposed to the sense of the following passage of Scripture, if
only one of them were otherwise decidedly correct.

2 So Zyro in a peculiar manner in the Stud. ». Krit. 1843, p. 891 {. : «“ Give
place 1o wrath, when it comes and sveks 1o goel possession of your mind, and go
fvom it (burn your back wpon it).”  This would be psychologically inappropriate
(for wratli is iz man, an cmotion which indeed is stirred up from without, but
docs not come thence, comp. Eph. iv. 31 ; Col. iii. 8 ; John xi. 33, 38), and at
thie same time how strange in point of expression !

3 Livy ii. 56, viil. 32 ; Secneea, de ira, iil. 39, Comp. cspeeially Lactantius,
de Ira, 18 : “ Eqo vero laudarem, si, cum fuisset iralus, dedisset irac suac
spatium, ut, residentc per intervallum temporis animi tumore, haberet modum
castigatio.”
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revenge, has no positive moral character (it is otherwise with
Matt. v. 39); not to mention that the injury, the personal
avenging of which is forbidden, by uo means neccessarily
supposes a wrathful offender. — yéyp. ydp] Deut. xxxii. 35,
frecly as regards the sense, from the Hebrew (fo mc belongs
revenge and vequital), but with use of the words of the LXX,,
which depart from the original (év juépa éxdikijoews dvra-
modwow), and with the addition of Néyer xvpios. The form
of this citation, quite similar to that here used, which is found
in Ieb. x. 30, cannot be accidental, especially as the charac-
teristic éyw dvramod. recurs also in the paraphrase of Onkelos
(D§?§ NNY).  Dut there are no traces elsewhere to malke us
assume that Paul made use of Onkelos ; and just as little has
the view any support clsewhere, that the writer of the Epistle
to the Hebrews followed the citation of Paul (Bleck, Delitzscl).
Hence the only hypothesis which we can form without arbi-
trariness is, that the form of the saying as it is found in Paul
and in Heb. x. 30 had at that time acquired currency in the
wanner of a formula of warning which had become proverbial,
and had influenced the rendering in the paraphrase of Onlkelos.
The Aéyer xbpos Paul has simply added, as was frequently
done (comp. xiv. 11) with divine utterances; in Heb. x. 30
these words are not genuine.

Ver. 20. Without odv (see the critical notes), but thus the
more in conformity with the mode of expression throughout
the whole chapter, which proceeds for the most part without
connectives, there now follows what the Christian—seecing that
he 1s not to avenge himself, but to let God’s wrath have its
way—Dhas rather to do in respect of his encmy.—The whole
verse is borrowed from Prov. xxv. 21, 22, which words Paul
adopts as his own, closely from the LXX., — Yropefe] fecd him,
give him to eat. See on 1 Cor. xiii. 1; Grimm on Wisd. xvi.
20. The expression is aflectionate. Comp. 2 Sam. xiil. 5 ;
Bengel: “manu tua”  Eeclus. vil. 32 — dvfpaxas mupos
cwpelo. émi Tyv ked. adrod] figurative expression of the
thought : painful shame and remorse wilt thow preparc for
him. 8o, in substance, Origen, Augustine, Jerome, Ambro-
siaster, Pelagius, Erasmus, Luther, Wolf, Bengel, and others,
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including Tholuck, DBaumgarten-Crusius, Riickert, Reiche,
IKollner, de Wette, Olshausen, Iritzsche, Philippi, Reithanayr,
Bisping, Dorger, van Ilengel, Holmann; comyp. Linder in the
Stud. w. Krit. 1862, p. 568 f.  Glowing coals are to the
Oriental a figure for pain that penctiates and cleaves to one)!
and in particnlar, according to the context, for the pain of
remorse, as here, where magnanimous beneficence heaps up
the coals of fire.  Comp. on the subject-matter, 1 Sam. xxiv.
17 {f.  Sce the Arabic parallels in Gesenius in Rosenmitller's
Lepert. 1. p. 140, and generally Tholuck <n loc.; Gesenius,
Thesaur. I p. 280.  Another view was already prevalent in
the time of Jerome,” and is adopted by Chrysostom, Theodoret,
Oecmmenius, Theophylact, Photius, Deza, Camerarius, Estius,
Girotius, Wetstein, and others, including Koppe, Bohme, Heng-
stenberg (Aduthent. d. Peatat. I1. p. 406 £),—namely, that the
seuse is: Thouw wilt bring wpon him severe divine punishment.
Certainly at 4 Esr. xvi. 54 the burning of fiery coals on the head
is an image of painful divine punishment; but there this view
is just as certainly suggested Ly the conteat, as lhiere (sce esp.
ver. 21) and in Prov. Ze, the context is opposed fo b, For the
condition aesi wesipisead would have, in the first place, to be
quite arbitrarily supplied ; and how could Paul have conceived
and expressed so unchiristion ¢ motice for beneficence towards
enemies t* The saving clauses of expositors regarding this
point are fanciful and quite unsatisfactory.

Ver. 21, Comprehensive sammary of vv. 19, 20.— Be nof
ovcreome (canried away to revenge and retaliation) by crd (which
is committed agaiust thee), dut overcome by the yood (which thou
showest to thine enemy) the eril,” bringing about the result

! Not for softening (from the custom of softening hard meats Dy laying coals
upon the vessel), as Glockler, following Vorstius and others, thinks, nor for
inflaming to love (Calovius and others). The Jesuit Sanctius (see Cornelius n
Lapide in loc.) cven found in the figure an indication of the blusk of shame. So
again Umbreit, p. 353 ; comp. also van Ilengel.

¥ «“Carbones igitur congregabis super caput ¢jus, non in maledictum ct con-
demnationem, ut plerique existimant, sed in corrcctionem ct poenitudinem,”
Jerome.

3 Augustine, Propos. 71: *“ Quomodo quisquam diligit cum, cui propterea
cibum ct potum dat, ut carbones ignis congerat super caput ejus, si carboues
iguis hoc loco aliquctn gravem pocnam significant?”
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that the enemy, put to shame by thy noble spirit, ceases to
act malignantly against thee and becomes thy friend. ¢ Vin-
¢it malos pertinax bonitas,” Seneca, de benef. vii. 31.  Comp.
dc zre, il. 32 ; Valer. Max. iv. 2, 4. On the other hand,
Soph. El. 308 f.: év Tols xakols | IIoAM] "o1’ dvdryrn kémern-
Sevewv kaxd. 'We may add the appropriate remark of Erasmus
on the style of expression throughout the chapter: « Comparibus
membris ¢t incisis, ssmaliter cadentibus ac desinentibus sic totus
scrmo modulatus est, ut nulla cantio possit esse jucundior.”

ROM. TL S
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CHAPTER XIIL

Ver. 1. é=¢] Lachwm. and Tiscln. §: iz¢, which Griesh. also
approved, according to preponderant. evidence. But a=¢ also
retains considerable attestation (D* I¥ I¥ G, win., Or. Theodoret,
Dan.), and may casily have been displaced by a $o¢ written on
the margin from the following. After «ioes Elz. has sZcuvsios,
which, according to a preponderance of evidence, hag been justly
omitted since Griesh. as a supplenmcent ; and e also before the
following @z is too feehly attested. —Ver. 3. oG ayudy feyw,
érra 7o xazy] commended Dby Griesh., adopted by Laclin,
Tisch,, Fritzsche, according to ADD*FG I N, 6. 67%%, several
vss, and Fathers. Dut Elz, Matth, Scholz have =&y dyadis
Sevay, @ wiv zands A prestined emendation in case and num-
ber. — Ver. 5. dvdyzn dmerdoszedws] D I I° G, Goth, It. Guelph.
Ir. have merely dmerdos:cd:. Commended by Griesh. A marginal
aloss, as the reading dadyzy (or adyzz) imerdee:al: (Leet. 7, &
Aug., Beda, Vulg. : seecessctele svledile eslule; so Luther) plainly
shows. — Ver. 7. ¢iv] is wanting in A B D* 8%, 67#* Copt. Sahid.
Vulg. ms. Tol. Damage, Cypr. Ang. Ituf. Cassiod. Owitted by
Lachm., Tisch.,, Tritzsche. Iightly; for theve was no ground
for its omission, whereas by its inscrtion the logical connection
was established. — Ver. 9. Aflter z2.:i01wz Elz has oo brvoeuep-
suprous, against decixive evidence.  Inserted with a view to
completeness.—iv #&] bracketed by Lachny, is wanting in LI,
Vulg, It. and Latin Fothers.  DBut its striking appearance
of superftuousness might go readily prompt its omission, that
this evidence is tao wealk. — Ver. 11. The ovder 76n 7uéz 1s de-
¢isively supported.  So rightly Lachin and Tisch. 8. Yt the
lIatter has instead of #usé&s: dués, according to A B C L &% min.
Clen., which, however, appeared more suitable to eivsrsz and
more worthy of the apostle. — Ver. 12, zai &dve] Lachm. and
Tisch.: fiwe of, which also Criesh. approved, aceording to -
portant witnesses; but it would he very readily suggested by
the preceding adversative connection.
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Vv. 1-5.! The proud love of freedom of the Jews (see on
John viil. 33; Matt. xxii. 17), and their tumultuary spirit
thereby excited, which was peculiarly ardent from the time of
Judas Gaulonites (see Acts v. 37 ; Josephus, Anf. xviii. 1. 1)
and had shortly hefore broken out in Rome itself (Suetonius,
Claud. 25 ; Dio Cassius, Ix. 6; see Introd. § 2, and on Acts
xviii. 2), redoubled for the Christians—among whoin, indeed,
even the Gentile-Christians might easily enough be led astray
by the Messianic ideas (theocracy, kingdom of Christ, freedom
and «Anpovoula of believers, etc.) into perverted thoughts of
freedom and desires for emancipation (comp. 1 Cor. vi. 1 ff)—
the necessity of civil obedience, seeing that they, as confess-
ing the Messiah (Acts xvii. 6, 7), and regarded by the Gen-
tiles as a Jewish sect, were much exposed to the suspicion
of revolutionary enterprise. The danger thus lay, not indeed
exclusively (Mangold, Beyschlag), but prinarily and mnostly, on
the side of the Jewish-Christians, not on that of the Gentile-
Christians, as Th. Schott, in the interest of the view that Paul
desired to prepare the Roman church to be the base of opera-
tions of his western mission to the Gentiles, unhistorically
assumes. And was not Rome, the very seat of the government
of the world, just the place above all others where that danger
was greatest, and where nevertheless the whole Clristian body,
of the Jewish as well as of the Gentile section, had to distin-
guish itself by exemplary civil order? IIence we have here
the—in the Pauline epistles unique—dctatled and emphatic
inculeation of obedicnee towards the magistracy, introduced with-
out link of conmncction with what precedes as a new subject.”

! For good practical observations on this passage, sec Harless, Staatu. Kirche,
1870.

2 1t is vain to scek for connections, when Paul himself indicates none. Thus,
¢.¢., we are not to say that the mention of private injuries leads him to speak of
behaviour towards the heathen magistracy (Tholuck and older expositors). He
does mot in fact represent the latter as hostile.  Arbitrarily also Th. Schott
(comp. Dorger) thinks that the disconrse passes from subordination under God,
to whoin belongs vengeance, to subordination under the executors of the divine
txdinamiz. As though I'aul in xii. 19 could have thought of such an izéixnsis | Just
as arbitrary, without any hint in ihe text, is the view of Hofmann : Paul makes
the transition from the social life of men in general to their conduct in political
organization, whick also Uefongs to the good, wherewith one is to ovcrcome the evil.
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Daur, I. p. 384 £, thinks that T’aul is here combating Ebionitic
dualism, which regarded the sccular magistrate as of non-divine,
devilish origin.  As if Paul could not, without any such
antithesis, have held it to be necessary to inculcate upon the
tomans the divine right of the state-anthority ! Morcover, he
would certainly not merely have kept his eye upon that dualism
in regard to its practical manifestations (DBaw’s subterfuge),
but would have combated it in prénciple, and thereby have
arasped it at the root.—The partial resemblance, moreover,
which exists hetween vv. 1-4 and 1 Tet. 1. 13, 14 is not
suflicient to enable us to assmane that Peter made use of our
passage, or that T'aul made use of TPeter's epistle; a view,
which has heen lately maintained especially by Weiss, LPetrin.
Lelirbeyr. p. 416 ff, and in the Stud. w. Krit. 1865, 45 sec, on
the other hand, Huther on 1 Pet. Introd. § 2. Paul doubtless
frequently preachied a similar doctrine omlly respecting duty
towards the heathen magistracy. And the power of his
preaching was sufficiently influential in monlding the earliest
ccclesiastical language, to lead even a Deter, especially on so
peenliar a subject, involuntarily to ccho the words of Tanl
which had vibrated through the whole church. Compare the
creative influence of Luther upon the language of the church.
Ver. 1. Iaca Yuxn] In the sense of cvery maa, but (comy.
on ii. 9) of man conceived in reference to his soul-nature, in
virtue of which he consciously fecels pleasure and displeasure
(rejoices, is troubled, ctc.), and cherishes corresponding im-
pulses.  There lies a certain pathos in the significant: erery
soul, which at once brings into prominence the universalily of
the duty. Comp. Actsii. 43,1ii. 23 ; Rev. xvi. 3. — éfovoiats
vmepey. ] mayisirates high in standing  (without the article).
vmrepey. (sce Wisd. vi. 5; 1 Pet. ii. 13; 1 Tim. ii. 2; 2 Mace.
iil. 11) is added, in order to sct forth the vwordoa. — vmép and
vmo being correlative—as corresponding to the standpoint of
the magistracy itself (comp. the German: Zohe Obrigheitcn);
the wotire of obedience follows.— Zheie is no meyistracy apurt
Jrom (ud expresses in general the proceeding of «ll magistrary
whatever from God, and then this relation is still more preciwly
defined, @ vespect of these mayistracies which exist in conerelo 43
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a divine institution, by vmo Ocod Terayp. elolv ; comp. om. 77,
i, 204 If, ix. 38, 98; Soph. Phil. 140, ¢t al.; Xen. Bep. Lac.
15. 2. Thus Paul has certainly expressed the divinc »ight of
magistracy, which Christian princes especially designate by
the expression “ by the grace of God ™ (since the time of Louis
the Pious). And ai 8¢ odaga, the cxtant, actually extsting, allows
no exception, such as that possibly of tyrants or usurpers (in
opposition to Reiche). The Christian, according to Paul, ought
to regard any magistracy whatever, provided its rule over him
subsists de¢ facto, as divinely ordained, since it hias not come
into existence without the operation of God’s will; and this
applies also to tyrannical or usurped power, although such a
power, in the counsel of God, is perhaps destined merely to be
temporary and transitional. TIrom this point of view, the
Christian obeys not the human caprice and injustice, but the
will of God, who—in connection with His plan of government
inaccessible to Luman insight—has presented cven the un-
worthy and unrighteous ruler as the otiga éfove 2, and has made
him the instrument of His measures. Questions as to special
cases—such as how the Christian is to conduct himself in
political catastrophes, what magistracy he is to look upon in
such tiines as the otga éfovaia, as also, how he, if the com-
mand of the magistrate is against the command of God, is at
any rate to obey God rather than men (Acts v. 29), etc.—Paul
here leaves unnoticed, and only gives the main injunction of
obedience, which he does not make contingent on this or that
form of constitution! By no means, however, are we to think
only of the magisterial oficc as instituted by God (Chrysostom,
Occumenius, and others), but rather of the magistracy in its
concrete persons and members as the bearers of the divinely-
ordained office. Comp. oi &pyovres, ver. 3, and vv. 4, 6, 7;
Dion, Hal. dngt. xi. 32; Plut. Philop. 17; Tit. iii. 1; also
Murtyr. Polye. 10.—Qbserve, morcover, that Paul has in view
Gentile magistrates 4n concrcto; consequently he could not
speak more specially of that which Cliristian magistrates have
on thetr part to do, and which Christian subjects in their duty
of obedience for God and right’s sake are to cxpect and to
! Comp. Jul, Miiller, dogmat. Abh. p. 651.
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requive from them, although he expresses in general—Dby re-
peatedly bringing forward the fact that magistrates are the
servants of Gud (vv. 3, 4), indeed ministering scrvaats of God
(ver. 6)—the point of view from which the distinctively
Clristian judgment as to the duties and vights of magistrate
and subject respectively must proceed.

Ver. 2. "f2q7¢c] Since it is instituted by God. — ¢ @vrirace.]
Note the correlation of avritaso., Imorass., and retayp.  The
latter stands in the middle.— éavrois| Dativus incommod: : their
resistance to the divinely-ordained magistracy will issue in theii
o sclf-destructivn ; comp. ii. 55 1 Cor. xi. 29.  According to
Hofmanu (who in his Schriftbar. 11 2, p. 443, even imported
a contrast to 7¢ wvpiw, as in xiv. 6, 7), éavrols is to be viewed
as in contrast to the Christian body as such; the punishment
to be suffered is a judgment which lights on the doers
personally, and is not put to the account of their Christian
standing.  This explanation (“thcy have to aseribe the punish-
ment (o themselres solely ) 1s ineorreet, because it obtrudes on
the text a purely fictitious antithesis, and because the apostle
lays down the relation to the magistracy quite generally, not
from the spceific point of vicw of Chrislien standing, according
to which his rcaders micht perhaps have supposed that they
had hecome foreign to the political commnionwealth.  Had this
compreliensive error in principle been liere in Paul's view, in
how entirely different o way must hie have expressed what he
intended than by the single expression éavrols, into which,
moreover, that alleged thought wounld have first to be imported !
— «pipal @ judgpacnt, is understood of itself, according to the
counection, as a penal yudyment. Comp. il 2, 3, iii. 8; 1 Cor.
xi. 29; Gal. v. 10; Mark xii. 40.  From whom they will re-
ceive it, is decided by the fact that with of 8¢ avBeatyroes,
according to the context, 73 Tob Ocod Starayj is again to be sup-
plied. It is therefore a penal judgment of God, as the cxccutois
of which, however, the dpyovTes are conceived, as ver. 3 proves.
Consequently the passage does not relate to eZernal punishment
(Reiche and others), but to the temporal punishment which God
causes Lo be inflicted by means of the magistrales.  Philippt
prefers to leave wptpa without more special delinition (comp,
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also Riickert) ; hut against this is the consideration, that ver. 3
can only arbitrarily be taken otherwise than as assigning the
ground of what immediately precedes.

Ver. 3. Ot wyap . . . rake] Ground assigned for éavrols rpiuc
Mpjrovrart — 76 ayabp épyew] The good worl and the evil worl:?
are personified. We are not here to compare ii. 7 orii. 15
(Reiche, de Wette). — ¢oBos] « tervor, Le. formidandi, TFor
examples of the same use, see Kypke, IL. p. 183. Comp.
Lobeck, Paralip. p. 513 ; just so the Latin ¢imor, ¢.g. Propert.
i, 5. 40.— &] the simple peraBarwcov. The proposition
itself may be either <nfcrrogatory (Deza, Calvin, and others,
including Lachmann, Tischendorf, Ewald, Hofmann), or as
protasis in eategorical form (see on 1 Cor. vii. 18, and Pflugk,
ad Fur. Med. 386).  So Luther and others, including Tholuck
ond Philippi. The former is more lively, the latter more
appropriate and emphatic, and thus more in keeping with
the whole character of the adjoining context. — ématvor]
pradse, testimony of approbation (which the magistrate is wont
to bestow ; see also Philo, P M. i, p. 626 C); not any
more tban in ii. 29,1 Cor. iv. 5, reward (Calvin, Locsner,
and others). Grotius rightly remarks: “ Cum haec scriberet
Paulus, non saeviebatur RRomae in Christianos.” It was still
the Detter time of Nero’s rule. But the proposition has a
general validity, which is based on the divinely-ordained
position of the magistracy, and is not annulled by their injus-
tices in practice, which Paul had himself so copiously experi-
cuced. Comp. 1 Pet. ii. 14.

Ver. 4. Oeod . . . dyabfov] Establishment of the preceding

! For if resistance to the éZsus/z were not to draw the divine punishment after
it, the relative position of rulers and subjects would necessarily be such, that in
goud behaviour people would have to stand in fear of them (which wounld in fact
annul the divine ordinance) ; the converse, however, is the case with them, viz.,
they are a terror to evil decds. The 94p comsequently establishes neither,
«cnerally, the duty of obedience to the magistracy (Philippi), nor the sense im-
ported by Hofmann into tawzers. If the Learers of magisterial power were a terror
to good works, the maxim of resistance (to obey God rather than wmen) woull
assert its right, and we should have to say with Neoptolemus in Soph. Philoct.
1235 (1251) : Eov @ Sizaie ziv odv ob capBu Pifov.

? Beyond the work, and to the intention, the prerogative of the magistrate
docs not extend. Comp. Ilarless /.c.
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thought—that the well-doer has not to fear the magistrate,
but to expect praise from him—Dy indicating the relation of
the magistracy to God, whose servant (Suwixovos, fuininine, as
in xvi. 1; Dem. 762, 4, and {requently) it is, and to the
subjects, for whose bencelit (defence, protection, blessing) it is so.
The oot is the ethical relation of the Oeod Suikop. éate, and
eis 10 ayaboy adds the more precise delinition. — od qap
elkip] for not without corresponding veason (Irequently so in
classical Greek), but in order actually to use it, should the casc
require. — 7w pdyatp. poper] What is meant is not the dagyer,
which the Rloman emperors and the governing oflicials next
to them were accustomed to wear as the token of their jus
vitae ¢t necis (Aurel. Viet. 13; Grotius and Wetstein in loc);
for pdyatpa, although deunoting dugyer = wapakidos in the
classics (see Spitzner on Hom. J7. xviii. 597 ; Duncan, Les.
cd. Rost, p. 713), means in the N. T. always sword, viii. 35,
according to Nen. 7. eq. xii. 11 (but comp. Kriiger, Xen, Anad.
i. 8. 7), differing by its curved form from the straight Eios ;
and also among the Greeks the bearing of the siword (Philostr.
Vit. dp. vii. 16) is expressly used to represent that power of
the magistrates. They bore it themselves, and in solemn pro-
cessions it was borne before them.  See Wolf, Cur. On the
distinction between dopew (the continued habit of bearing) and
dépow, sce Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 585. — Ocob yap Suax. x.7.\.]
around assigned for the assurance ovx elxi} 7. p. ¢., in which
the previously expressed proposition is repeated with emphasix,
and now its penal reference is appended. — éxdixos els opynw
.t A] arcaging (L Thess. iv. 6; Wisd, xii. 12; Eeelus. xxx.
G ; Ilevodian, vil. 4. 10; Axistacnet. 1. 27) 1n bekadf of wiaih
(for the exccution of wrath) furr him who docs cvil. This dative
of reference is ncither dependent on eoriv, the position of
which is here diflerent from the previous one (in opposition
to ITofmann), nor on els opyijv (Ilatt); it helongs to éxdixos
els opy.  Eis dpypjp is not “ superfluous and cumbrous ” (de
Wette),! but strengthens the idea.—We may add that our
passage proves (comp. Acts xxv. 11} that the abolition of the

1 The same opinion gave rise to the omission of ¢ &y. in D*F G, 177. ¢t al.
Clar. Beern.  And the fact that it is found in EN* 1. 2. 4. ¢t al. Chrys. Theo-
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right of capital punishment deprives the magistracy of a power
which is not merely given to it in the O. T, but is also
dccisively confirmed in the N. T., and which it (herein lies
the sacred limitation aud responsibility of this power) possesses
as God’s minister ; on which account its application is to be
upleld as a principle with reference to those cases in law,
where the actual satisfaction of the divine Nemesis absolutely
demands it, while at the same time the right of pardon is still
to be kept open for all concrete cases. The character of being
unchristian, of barbarism, etc., does not adhere to the right
itsclf, but to its abuse in legislation and praetice.

Ver. 5. The nceessity of obedience is of such a character, that
it is not merely cxlernally suggested (Ly reason of the punish-
ment to be avoided), but is based also on moral grounds ; and
these two considerations are exhibited by 8o as the result of
all that has been litherto said (vv. 1-4). It is clear, accord-
ingly, that dvdyxn is not specially the moral necessity, but is
to be taken generally, as it is only with the second & that
the moral side of the notion is brought forward. — 8 o
dpyijv] on account of the magistrate’s wrath, ver. 4. — &g T
auveld.] on account of one’s own conscicnee, Sua TO TARpody TA
mpoaiixovra, Theadoret. It iswith the Christian the Chaistian
conscience, which as such is bound by God’s ordinance. Hence
1 Pet. ii. 13: 8z 7ov wlpov. Aptly Melanchthon : “ Nulla
potentia humana, nulli exercitus magis muniunt imperia, quam
lLiaec severissima lex Dei: necesse est obedire propter conscien-
tiam.” DBoth definitions given with &d belong, however, to
avdrykn (sc. éori), which bears the emphasis, like Heb. ix. 23.

Ver. 6. For on this account you pay taxes—this is the con-
Sfirmation of ver. b, from the actually subsisting payment of
taxes; wdp Tetains its sense assigning a reason, and the
emphatic &a Tovro (from this ground) is exactly in accordance
with the context: &1¢ ob povoy Sia Tiv dpyny, A kal S
T cuveldnaw dvdyky éoTw Umordooesfar, At the basis of
the argument lies the view, that the existing relation of tax-
paying is @ result of the ncecssily indicated in ver. 5, and con-

doret, before €xdixes, which Rinck approves, is to be explained by an incorrect
restoration of the dropped-out word.
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sequently the confirmation of it. If &wt TodTo he referred to
vv. 1-4: “ut magistratus Dei mandatu homines maleficos
puniant, proboruwm saluti prospiciant,” Fritzsche (comp. Calvin,
Tholuck, de Wette, BDorger), ver. 5 is arbitrarily passed over.
It follows, morcover, from our passage, that the sofusal of taxes
is the practical rejection of the nccessity stated in ver. 5.
Others take Texeire as <mperative (Heumann, Morus, Tholuck,
Klee, Reiche, Kollner, Hofmann). Against this the vap,
which might certainly be taken with the imperative (see on
vi. 19), is not indeed decisive; but Paul himself gives by his
oty, ver, 7, the plain indication that he is passing for the first
Lime in ver. 7 to the language of summons, which lie now also
introduces, not with the present, bhut with the aorist. — xaf]
«Is0 denotes the ration correspondiing to ver. 5. It is not “&
dowward climax” (Hofmann: “cven this most cxicrnal per-
formance of subjection”), of which there is no indication at
all either in the text or in the thing itsclf. The latter is, on
the contrary, the immediate practical voucher most accordant
with the experience of every subject. — 7eheire] Paul does
not in this appeal to his readers’ own rccognition of what was
said in ver. 5 (the summons in ver. 7 is opposed to this), but
to what subsisls as malter of fact. — Aettovpyol yap Oeod
xa.)] justifies the fundamental statement, expressed by éia
ToTo, of the actual bearing of the payment of taxes: jfor they
are mainastering servants of God, perscvering in aetivity on 1his
very behalf (on no other). The thought in ver. 4, that the
magistracy is Oeot 8udrovos, is here by way of climaz more
precisely defined through Aecrovpyor (which is therefore prefiaed
with emphasis) according to the oficial sucredness of this rela-
tion of service, and that conformably to the Christian view of
the magisterial calling. Accordingly, those who rule, in so
far as they serve the divine counsel and will, and employ
their strength and activity to this cud, are to be regarded as
persons whose administration has the character of a divinely

conscerated sacrificial service, a pricstly nature (xv. 16 ; Phil
ii. 17, et «l). This renders the proposition the more appro-
priate for confirmation of the &we 7obro x.7X\., which is «a
specilically religious one. — Aeerovpyot @eod] is predicate, and
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the subject is understood of itself from the context: they,
namely magisterial persons (of dpyovres),  Incorrectly as
repards linguistic usage, Reiche, Kollner, Olshausen take
wpogxapt. to be the subject, in which case certainly the article
before the participle would be quite indispensable (Reiche
crroneously appeals to Matt. xx. 16, xxil. 14). — els adro
roito] Tclic direction not of Aerovpy. (Hofmann), but of
wpoorapt.: for this very object, by which is meant not the
administration of tax-paying (Olshausen, Philippi, and older
interpreters), but the just mentioned Aetrovpyely 76 @ed, in
which vocation, so characteristically saered, the magistracy is
continually and assiduously active, and the subject gives to
it the means of being so, namely, taxes. Thus tlie payment
of taxes is placed by Paul under the highest point of view
of a religious conscientious duty, so that by means of it the
divine vocation of tlie magistracy to provide a constantly active
sacrificial culfus of God is promoted and facilitated. If els adto
TobTo was to be referred to the administration of taxes, this
would not indeed be “nonsensical” (Hofmann), but the emphatic
mode of expression adro Todre would be without due motive,
aor could we easily perceive why Paul should have selected the
verb mwpookapt., which expresses the moral notion perscverare.
The reference of it to the nearest great thought, Aecrovpyol
x.1 ., excludes, the more weighty and appropriate that it is,
any other reference, even that of Hofmann, that aimo Tobro
points back to the same proposition as &ia TodTo.—Instead of
efs alro Tov7o, Paul might have said alréd Tob7e (xil 12); he
Lias, however, conceived wpoorapt. absolutely, and given with
ets the definition of its aim. Comp. on the absolute 7pos-
kaprepety, Num. xiii. 20 ; Xen. Hell. vii. 5, 14.

Ver. 7. Hortatory application of the actual state of the
case contained in vv. 5, 6: perform therefore your dutics to
all (comp. on 1 Cor. vii. 3), etc.—a brief summary (dmodore

. ogech.) and distributive indication of that which is Zo e
rendered to all magisterial persons genmerally (wdo:), and to
individuals in particular (tax officers, customs officers, judicial
and other functionaries), both really (¢pdpos, Téhos) and person-
ally (poBos, Tepr)). — wdae] to be referred to magistrates, not
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to all wnen gencially (Istius, Klee, Reiche, Glockler, comp. also
Ewald); this is manifestly, from the whole connection—and
especially from the following specification, as also from the
fact that the language only becomes general at ver. §—the only
reference in confority with the text.— 76 Tov Pdpov] sc.
aratrooyre, Which flows logiclly from dwobore waoe 7. of.
(Winer, p. 548 [E. T. 737]; Buttmaun, p. 338), and is also
suitable to 7. ¢oBov aud 7. Tywiy; for, in fact, the discourse
Is concerning magistretes, who—and that not merely as respeets
the notions of that time—do certainly, in accordance with
thieir respective positions of power and performances of service,
demand fear and honour. — ¢popos and Téhes are distinguished
as taxcs (on persons and property) and custons (on goods). See
on Luke xx. 22. — ¢6@os, Tiusj, fear (not merely reverence),
veneration.  The higher and more powerful the magisterial
personages, the more they laid claim, as a rule, to be fewicd ;
otherwise and lower in the scale, at least to be Zonrourcd with
the respect attaching to their office.

Vv. 8-14. General cxhortation, to love (vv. 8-10), and to
a Christian walle gencrally (vv. 11-14).

Ver. 8. Mydeve undev ogeirere] negatively the same thing,
only generally refeired to the velulion to cecrybody—and there-
with Paul returns to the general duty of Christians—which
was before said positively in ver. 7: amobote mwige Tas odec-
Ads. Dy this very parallel, and decisively by the subjective
nceations, ogpeikere is determined to be wmperative: “ Leare
toward no one any obligation unfulfilled, reciprocdd loce exeepted,”
wherein you ueither can, nor morcover are expected, cver
fully to discharge your obligation. The tncrheustibility of
the duty of love, the claims of which are not discharged,
but renewed and accumulated with fulfilment, is expressed.
Comp. Origen, Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecumenius, Theophy-
lact, Augustine, Deza, Grotius, Wetstein, Dengel (“witaic
debitunt inmmortale ), and many others, including Tholuck,
Tiickert, Reithmayr, de Wette, Philippi, Lwald, Umbreit, Heol-
mann.  The point lics in the fact that, while opeirere applics
to those culernal performances to which one is bound (* obliga-
tio civilis,” Melanchthon), in the casc of the ayawav it means
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the higher moral obligation, in virfue of which with the
quotidic solverc is connected the semper debere (Origen).  The
objections of Reiche to the imperative rendering quite over-
ook the fact, that with el gy 70 dANJA. dvy. the odeikere again
to be supplied is to be taken not objectively (remain owing
mutual love !), but sudjectively, namely, from the consciousness of
the impossibility of discharging the debt of love. Dut Reiche's
own view (so also Schrader, following Heumann, Semler,
Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Bohme, Tlatt, and by way of suggestion,
Erasmus), that ¢¢. is indicative: “all your obligations come
back to love,” is decidedly incorrect, for o¥ must then have been
used, as ¢.g. in Plato’s testament (Diogenes Laert. iii. 43): opeiw
& oldevi ovdéy. The passages adduced on the other hand by
Teiche from Wetstein are not in point, because they have ui}
with a participle or infinitive.  Fritzsche (comp. Baumgarten-
Crusius and Krehl): Be owing no one anything; only “ mutunm
amorem  vos lhominibus deberc censete.” Thereby the whole
thoughtfulness, the delicate enamel of the passage, is oblite-
rated, and withal there is imported an idea (censete) which is
not there. — o «qdp dyaw. x.7A.] A summons to unceasing
compliance with the command of love having been contained
in the preceding e py 70 dAMjAovs ayamdv, Paul now gives
the ground of this summons by setting forth the high moral
dignity and significance of love, which is nothing less than the
fulfilment of the law. Comp. Gal. v. 14 ; Matt. xxii. 34 ff. —
Tov étepov] belongs to dyawdv: the other, with whom the loving
subject has to do (comp. ii. 1, 21; 1 Cor. iv. 6, vi. 1, xiv. 17 ;
Jas. iv. 12, ¢t al). Incorrectly Hofmann' holds that it belongs
to vopov : the further, the remaining law. For the usage of
érepos and dX\os in the sense of ofherwise existing (see thereon
Kuritger, Xen. Anad. 1. 4. 2 ; Nigelsbach, =. flias, p. 250 f) is
here quite inapplicable; Paul must at least have written xai
Tas érepas €vtohds (comp. also Luke xxiil. 32; Plato, Rep.

1 Who objects with singular erroneousness to the ordinary conncction with
ayer., that Paul would surely (!) have written s yap 7oy tripov cyamay wiv viuor
aeradp, As though the very order ¢ dyaxay ov Erepor Were not the most common
of all (viii, 38, 37 ; 1 Cor. ii. 9 ; Gal. ii. 20; Eph. v. 28, e¢al.)! Quite as common

is the use of véues without the article for the (comp. ver. 10) Mosaic law ; see on
ii. 12,
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p- 357 C, and Stallbawm 4z lor). DBut most intellicibly and
simply lie would have written mov wdvra vopor, as in Gal. v,
14. It is impossible to explain the singular o érepos collec-
tively (with an irrelevant appeal to Rost, § 98, B. 3. 5);
érepos vouos could only be annther (second) law (comp. Do,
vil. 23), and o érepos »., thereflore, the definite offer of fiwo;
Kithner, IT 1, p. 548. — memjpwre] present of the completed
action, as in ii. 25 ; in and with the loving 7here has falvi
place (eomp. on Gal. v. 14) what the Mosaic law prescribes
(namely, in respect of duties towards one’s neighbour, sce vv.
9, 10; inasmuch as he who loves does not commit adultery,
does not kill, does not steal, does not covet, etc.). DBut though
love is the fulfilment of the law, it is nevertheless not the
subjective cause of justification, because all human fulfilment
of the law, cven love, is incomplete, and only the complete
fulfilment of the law would be our righteousmness. Richtly
Melanchithon : “Dilectio est impletio legis, itent est justitia, si
id intelligatur de <dce, non de tali dilectione, qualis est in
bac vita.”

Ver. 9. "Avareparatoizar] cwwropws «al €v Ppeyei 7o mav
amaptiferar Tov évrordy 7o épyov, Chrysostom. Dut ava is
not to be neglected (is agatn comprised; sce on Lph. i 10),
and is to Dbe referred to the fact that Lev. xix. 18 recapitu-
{at<, summavrily repeats, the other previously adduced com-
mands in reference to one’s neighbour. Comp. Thilo, ad Cod.
Apoer. p. 223.— The arrangement which makes the fifih'!
comamandncnt follow the sicth is also found in Mark x. 19,
Luke xviii. 20 (not in Matt. xix. 18), Jas. ii. 11, in Philo, =
deceel,, and Clement of Alexandria, Stiom. vi. 16, The LXX.
have, according to Cod. A, the order of the Masoretic original
text; but in Cod. B the sixth commandment stands innne-
diately after the fourth, then the seventh, and afterwards the
filth ; whereas at Deut. v. 17, according to Cod. B, the order of
the series 1s : sie, five, sceen in the LXX,, as here in Paul. The
Tatter fullowsed eapies of the LXX. which had the same order.
The devintions of the LXX. from the original text in such o
case can only be derived from a diversity of 7rdition in de-

! [Reckoning according to the Lutheran mode of division. ]



CIIAP. XIII. 10, 11, 287

termining the order of succession in the decalogue, not from
speerdaiive reasons for such a determination, for which there
is no historical basis.! — On dvarm. és éavror’® see on Matt.
xxii. 39.

Ver. 10. Since all, that the law forbids us to do to our
neighbour, is morally cvil, Paul may now summarily conclude
his grounding of the commandment of love, as he here does.
— épydlecfar with T 7¢ instead of Twa 7¢ is also found,
though not frequently, in the Greek writers; comp. 2 Mace.
xiv, 40; Eur. Hee. 1085 and Pflugk <n loc.; Kiihner, IT. 1,
p. 277. — m\ijpopa vopov % dydmn) o yap dyamwdy Tov érepoy
vopov memMjpwke, ver. S.  Other interpretations of m\jpwuc
(“id quod in lege summum est,” Ch. Schmidt, Rosenmiiller;
“plus enim continet quam lex, est everriculum omnis injus-
titiae,” Grotius; see on the other hand Calovius) are opposed
to the context. Comp. Gal. v. 14, where the point of view of
the fulfilment of the law by love is still more comprehensive.
Observe, moreover, that mAjpwue is not equivalent to wisj-
pwas, but in the love of one’s neighbour that whereby the law
is fulfilled has Zaken place and is rcalized—The commentary
on this point, how love works no ill to one’s neighbour, is given
by Paul in 1 Cor. xiii. 4-7.

Ver. 11. Tor compliance with the preceding exhortation to
love, closing with ver. 10, Paul now presents a further weighty
motive to be pondered, and then draws in turn from this (vv.
12 ff)) other cxhortations to a Christian walk generally. — «at
ToUT0] our and that, v.c. and indeed, cspecially as you, ete. It
adds something peculiarly worthy of remark—here a further
motive particularly to be noted—to the preceding. See on
this usage, prevalent also in the classics (which, however, more

' This also against Hofmann, who thinks that the order of succession in our
passage might be founded on the fact that the relation of mean and woinas
according o the order of creation is cavlier than that of man and man, cte. An
arbitrarily invented reason, which indeed must have occasioned the transposition
of the fourth commandment to a place after the sixth.

2 Of the reading e:wvréz (Lachm., Tisch.), although preponderantly attested,
we must judge as in Gal. v. 4. In the Greek writers also the emendation sav=.
is very frequently found in the codd. instead of izur., where by the latter the
second person is meant. Sec especially Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 4. 9.
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frequently use wai tadra), Hartung, L p. 146 ; Daeumleir,
Partik. p. 147. Comp. 1 Cor. vi. 6, 8; Eph. ii. §; Phil. i
28 ; Heb. xi. 12, That to which here Todo points back is the
injunction expressed in ver. 8, and more preciscly clucidated
in vv. 8-10, undevi undeév oerrere, €l py x7\.  The repeti-
tion of it is represented Wy Tod7o, so that thus etdéTes attaches
itself to the injunction which is again present in the writer's
coneeption, and hence all supplements (Dengel and several
others, wocetre; Tholuck, woiwuer) are dispensed with. The
connection of Todro with eldores (Luther, Glickler) compli-
cates the quite simple language, as is also done by Hofmann,
who makes Tov xkatpéy the object of ToiTo eldores, and brinus
out the following sense: “and having this Inowledge of the
time, that, or, and so knowing the time, that” Even in Soph,
0. T. 37" kai 7adr is simply and indeed; the use of Toiro
as absolute object is irrelevant here (see Bernhardy, p. 106 ;
Kiihner, I1. 1, p. 266), because Tovro in the sense of 7n such
« munuer would necessarily derive its nore precise contents
from what precedes.  That which Hofinann means, Paul might
have expressed by w. Todro €8. 700 xatpod; Kihner, IL. 1, p.
238. — eldoves] not considerantes (Grotius and others), but:
stnee you know the (present) period, namely, in rezpect of its
awakening character (sce what follows). — 671t dpa x7\.]
Tpexcaesis of eldor. Tov rawpov: that, namely, it s Ligh time
{hat we finally (without waiting longer, sce Klotz, ad Derar.
p. 600) should wake out of slerp.  418n does not helong to dpa,
but to nuds €€ fmvov éy., and by Umvos is denoted figuratively
the condibion in which the truc morad activity of life 1s bound.
down and hindered by the power of sia. In this we must
observe with what right Paul requires this éyepfijvar €€ dmvoy
of the regenrrate (he even includes himself).  He means, for-
sooth, the full moral awakening, the ethical clevation of life
in that finnl deavee, which is requisite in order to stand
worthily before the approaching Son of man (sce immediately
below, viv yap ke \); and o compearison awith {his the pre-
vious moral condition, in which much of a siuful element was

! Hofmann (citing ver. 42) professes to have compared Wunder in loc., who,
Lowever, makes no remark upon the xui czv=' of the passage, p. 18, ed. 3.
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always hindering the full expression of life, appears to him
still as Umwos, which one must finally lay aside as on
awakening out of morning slumber. The Christian life has
its new epochs of awakening, like faith (see on John ii. 11),
and love to the Lord (John xiv. 28), and the putting on of
Christ (ver. 14). This applies also in opposition to Reiche, who,
because Christians were already awakened from the ethical
sleep, explains Fmvos as an dmage of the state of the Christian on
carth, i so far as he only at first forecasts and hopes for blessed-
sess,—quite, however, against the Pauline mode of conception
elsewhere (Ilph. v. 14; 1 Thess. v. 6 f[. ; comp. also 1 Cor. xv.
34). — vy yap k.T\.] Proof of the preceding dpa w7 The
vor is related to #6n not as the line to the point (Hofmann,
following Hartung), but as the oljcctive Now to the subjective
(present in consciousness); comp. on the latter, Daeumlein,
Puartil. p. 140 £ viv is rclated to &pre (comp. on Gal. 1. 10)
as line to point. — #udv] Does this belong to the adverb éyyd-
Tepov (Deza, Castalio, and others, including Philippi, Hof-
mann), or to 5 cwrypia (Luther, Calvin, and others, following
the Vulgate) ? The former is most naturally suggested by the
position of the words; the latter would allow an emphasis, for
which no motive is assigned, to fall upon Hudy. — 7} cwrnpia]
the Messionic salvetion, namely, in its completion, as intro-
duced by the Parousia, which Paul, along with the whole
apostoliml church, regarded as near, always drawing nearer, and
sctling in even before the decease of the generation,  Comp. Phil.
iv. 55 1 Pet. iv. 7; sce also Weiss, 4ibl. Theol. p. 426. Not
recognising the latter fact,—notwithstanding that Paul brings
emphatically into account the short time from his conversion up
to the present time of his writing (viv),)—commentators have

vy, as well as tyydrepoy Apav and 4 cwrnple, the latter in the final-historical
sense, is to be lelt textually in the clear and definite literal meaning, in contra-
distinction te which inexact and vacillating generalizations of the concrete
relation expressed by Taul, which mix up thc nearness of time with the ethical
approach, appear inadmissible. This applies also against Hofinann, aceording
to whom the expectation of the near return of Christ is not found at all in the
Epistle to the Romans (sce Hofmann on Col. p. 181); and Paul is Liere supposed
to say that salvation came near lo them, at the time when they became believers,

through the very fuct of their becoming believers (2), but that now, after that they
are believers (?), it stands so much (2) the nearer to them,

ROM. II, T
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been forced to very perverted inlerpretations; cg. that de-
liverance by death was meant (Photius and others), or the
destruction of Jerusalem, a fortunate event for Christianity
(Michaelis, following older interpreters), or the preaching
among the Gentiles (Melanchthon), or the <haner coTgpia, the
spiritual sZeation of Cluistianity (Flacius, Caloviug, Morus,
Flatt, Benecke, Sehrader, comp. Glackler).  Rightly and eleandy
Chrysostom says: émi Ovpats wap, ¢yoiv, 0 Tijs kplocws
éomyke katpos.  Comp. Theodore of Mopsuestin: cwrppiar 8¢
NGV Kalel THY dvdoTacw, ¢weldy Tote Tis arnBuwis dwo-
Aavopsy cwrypplas. Dut the neaver the blessed goal, the move
wakeful and vigilant we should be. —9) é7e ¢mior.] then whei
we became believers;* 1 Cor. iil. 5, xv. 2; Gal ii. 16; Mark
xvi. 16; Acts xix. 2, and frequently.

Ver. 12. To vmvos corresponds here as correlate ) wd€, i
the time b forc the Parovsiv, which ceases, when with (he
Parovsia the day avrives,  vof and sjuépa are accordingly fisures
for the alov odros and wéwy, and Juépa is not cqricalint to
cotypia (e Wette), but the day brings the cotypla.  Comp.
Ileh. x. 25, — The image is appiroprinte ; for in recard to the
Lknowledge, richteousness, and clory which will have a place in
the {uture aiwp, this approaching blessed time will be related
to the imperfect present time as day to night.  Theodore of
Mopsuestia aptly remarks: fuépav xakel 1oy awo Tis ToD
XnioTob mapovaius kaipoy . . . vikTa 8¢ Tov wpd ToUTOU YpovOY.
— wpoékovrer] not: s pust (Luther), but: Jos meide proyreoss,
processit (see Gal. 1 145 Luke 1. 62 2 Time i 46 ; Lucian,
Soloce. 65 Joseph, D/l iv. 4. G), so that the day is no longer
distant. It is very possible that Paul coneceived to himscli
the tinte of the approach of the Leroesia as the time of tusll!,
with which conception hoth the preceding dpa ruds 46y 7.
sl the tollowing amofwucba aptly acree. — amollouefal as
one puts off g ats. This way of conceiving it (in opprsi-
tion 1o Fritzzche and TTofinanun) COI‘I('w]mll(ls to the emrelate
évduoducta, comp. on Eph. iv. 22, The épya 7od groTovs, (.

2 Incorreetly Luther: ¢ than when we believed it.” e appears, with Erasmus,
to have thought of the belicf, that salvation was to be obtained under the law,
by works.
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the works, whose clement, wherein they are accomplished, s
darkness (comp. Eph. v, 11), the condition of spiritual want of
knowledge and of the dominion of sin, are regarded as night-
clothes, which the sleeper has had on, and which he who has
risen is now to puf off — évduowueba] of the putting on of
arms (6mha, as vi. 13), which in part are drawn on like
garments.  Comp. Eph. vi. 11; 1 Thess. v. 8.— 700 ¢wTos]
not glitfering arms (Grotius, Wetstein), but in contrast to +od
oxoTovs: arms (i.c. dispositions, principles, modes of action)
which belonsy to the clement of (spivitual) light, which one has as
medawTiouévos by virtue of his existence and life in the divine
truth of salvation. 7ob ¢wrds has the spirifual sense, as also
previously Tod oxdrovs, as beins in the applicalion of that
which was said of the »dE and sjuépa; but the metaphorical
expressions are sclecfed as the correlates of »9€ and 7uépa. —
The Christian is a warrior in the service of God and Christ
against the kingdom of darkness. Cowmp. Eph. vi 11, 12;
2 Cor. vi. 7, x. 4; 1 Thess. v. 8; 1 Tim. i. 18 ; Rom. vi. 13.
For profane analogies, see Gataker, ad Auton. p. 58.

Ver. 131 “N2s év nuépa) as onc walls in the day (when
one avoids everything unbecoming). This in a moral sense,
Paul desires, should be the ruling principlc of the Christian,
who sces the day already dawning (ver. 12). — edoynuoves)
becomingly, 1 Thess. iv. 12; 1 Cor. vil. 35, xiv. 40. It is
moral decorwm of conduct. — x@pors x1.h] The datives are
explained from the notion of the way and manner in which
the mwepimarelv, ¢.c. the inner and outward conduct of lile,
ought not to take place (I{iihner, IT. 1, p. 382), namely, not
with vevellings (kwpots ; see respecting this, on Gal. v. 21
Welker in Jaecobs, Philosir. 1. 2, p. 202 ff) end carousals
(comp. Gal. v. 21), ete. The local view (Philippi) is less in
keeping with the particulars mentioned, and that of datives
commodi (Fritzsche, comp. van Hengel) less befits the figurative
verh. — kofrats) congressibus venercis (comp. on ix. 10), Wisd.

* This verse, which once struck Augustine’s eyc and heart on his opening
the Bible, decided him, alrcady prepared by the preaching of Ambrose, to finel
repentance and to baptism. Confess. viii. 12, 28 f. Sec Bindemann, d. Acil.
Augustinus, 1. p. 281 £
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iil. 18, and see Kypke, I1. p. 185. — doeryelars] wantonnrsses
(especially of Iust). See Tittmann, Swaon. p. 151, On the
sense of the plurel, sec Lucian, Awmor. 21 : {va undev dyvoj
pépos acgeyeias. — Enhw] jerlarsy (1 Cor. i 11,11l 3); neither
enger (Fritzsche, Philippi, and others), which is not denoted
by &iros (not even in 1 Cor iii. 2; 2 Cor. xii. 20 ; Gal. v.
20y, nor eary (Photius, Luther, and others), which is less in
accordance with the preceding (koir. x. doery), whilst strifle
and jealousy follow in the train of the practice of lust.—The
three particulars adduced stand in the internal counection of
cause and effect.

Ver. 14. 'Evovoacte 7. xip. 'I. Xp.] This is the specifically
Chiistian natwre of the edoynudvws wepim.  But the expression
is figurative, simnifying the idea: Unite yourselres in the closest
fellowship of life with Chvist, so that you may wholly present
the mind and lfe of Christ in your condwet.  In classical Greek
also évdveaBal Twa denotes fo «dopt any ond’s mode of sendimrnt
and action. See Wetstein and Kypke. DBut the pracsens
cfficacin Chyisti (see Melanchthon) is that which distinguishes
the having put on Christ {from the adoption of other exemplars.
Comp. Gal. iii. 27 ; Eph. iv. 24; Col iii. 12; and on the
subject-matter, viii. 9; 1 Cor. vi. 17; Photius in Occu-
menius: wos 8¢ avrov evduréor; € mdvta Yuiv adros el
éowbey kai éEwbev év uiv dawopevos. Observe further, that
the having put on Christ 2 bapidisin was the entrance into the
sonship of God (Gal. iii. 27), but that in the further deir-
lopincit of the baptized one each new advance of his moral life
(comp. on ver. 11) iz to be a new putting on of Christ ; there-
fore it, like the putting on of the new man, is always cujoinsd
alresh.  Comp. Lipsius, Retfivtiyuagsl. p. 186 {. — kai 7is
capkos T\ and make not care of the flesh unto lusts, ie.
talke not cove for the flesh to suel a degree, thot Lusts ave therely
cxcited. DBy py the wpovoiav motetobar els émb. togcther
is forbidden, not (as Luther and many) merely the els €m0,
according to which the whole sentence would resolve itself
into the two members: 7ijs ¢. wporoav piv woielole, \\a
uy els émf. In that case w)p must have stood after
mawetale (see xiv. 1) for a {raisposition of the negation 1s not
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to be assumed in any passage of the N. T. — 7ijs capris] is
emphatically prefixed, adding to the putting on of the Lord
previously required, which is the spiritual mode of life, that
which is to be done dodily. The oapf is here not equivalent
to adua (as is frequently assumed; see on the otlier hand
Calovius and Reiche), but is that which composes thie material
substance of man, as tlie source and seat of sensuous and sinful
desires, in contrast to the mrevua of man with the vods. Paul
purposely close the expression, because in respect of care for
the body he wishes to present the point of view that this care
pourishes and attends to the odpf, and onc must thercfore
be on one’s gnard against caring for the latter in sueh measure
that the lusts, which have their seat in the adpf, are excited
and strengthened. According to Fritzsche, Panl absoluicly
forbids the taking care for the gdapf (he urges that adpf must
be lUbidinosa caro). But to this the expression wpévoiay
Tateiale is not at all suitable. The flesh, so understood, is to
be crucificd (Gal. v. 24), the body as determined by it is to be
put off (Col. ii. 11), its mwpakes are to be pui to dealh (Rom.
viil. 13), because its ¢ppovnua is enmity against God and pro-
ductive of death (viil. 6, 7). The adpf is here rather the living
suatter of the caua, which, as the scat of the émBuuilae, in
order to guard against the excitement of the latter, ought to
experience a care that is to be sestricted accordingly, and to
be subordinated to the moral end (comp. on edp§, 1 Cor. vii.
28, xv. 50; 2 Cor. iv. 10, 11, vii. 1, 5, xii. 7; Gal ii. 20,
iv. 13, 14). In substance and in moral principle, the adedia
cwuaros (Col. ii. 23) is different from this.  Chrysostom
aptly observes: domep yap ob 70 mivew éxdhucey, aAhd 7O
pebbew, obdé To yauely, AL TO doelyely, olTws oUBE TO
mpovoely THS capros, dA\a To eis émibuulas, ofov TO T
xpeiav imepPaivery.  Moreover it is clear in itself, that Paul
has added the second half of ver. 14 in view of what is to be
handled in chap. xiv., and has thereby prepared the way for o
transition to the latter.
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CHAPTER XIV.

Ver. 3. zai¢] Lachm. and Tisch. : ¢ 8¢, according to ADCD*n*
5. Clar. Goth. Clem, Damasc.  Mechanical repetition irom ver.
2. — Ver. 4. dvvaris ydp s’ar/v] ABCD*FG«~ have duvarer ydp
(comnended by Griesh, adopted by Lachm. and Tiscly); D***
Das. Chirys.: obaros ydp, (so Iritzsche).  The original is certainly
bazel yas; for dwerie is found clsewhere in the N.T. only in
2 Cor. xiil. 3, and was there also in codd. exchanged [or mune
current and better known expressions. — ¢ ©:z] A D C* P
Copt. Sahid. Arm, Goth. Aeth. Aug. ¢f al.: ¢ zipnz (so Lachm.
and Tiscl.), the origin of which, iowever, is Letrayed by domines
jes in Syr. Eyp. It was here (at ver. 3 the connection furnished
no oceasion lor ity written on the marsin as a wloss, aud sup-
plauted the 01‘i cinal ¢ @5 — Ver. 5.] Instead of & ACTD»

Vule, codd. of It Goth, and some Fathiers have 85 b ydp: s
Laci. (hracketing ydp, howeyv cr) and Tiscl 8. DBut the wesu-
wony in favour of the merc s wivis older, stronger, and non:
diffused ; as is fregquently the case, ydp was here awkwndly
inserted to connect the thought. — Ver. 6. zal ¢ w4 gpovav =4
huépav, zupiw oo ppover] 1S wanting in ABC*DEF Gy, 23.
57. 67.%% Copt. Acth. Vulg. It. Raf. dnbrosiast. Pel. Aug.
Jer. al. Lat.; Chrys. and Theodoret have it 4n the text. Con-
dened by ALIL owitted by Lachm. and Tisch.  Richtly,
since the evidence for omission is so deeisive, and sinee the
interpolation was so very readily sugeested by the sense of a
wiant ol completeness in the passage, in view of the lollowing
contrast, that the explanation of the omission from Zomocole-
leaton (Ritckert, Leiche, de Wette, Iritzsche, Tholuck, Phitippi,
Tischendorl, and several others)—however casily it might have
been oceasioned therehy (especially as zei hefove ¢ dediay, which
Elz. has not, is undoubtedly genuine)—appears nevertheless
insullicient.  Among the oldest witnesses, Syr. is too solitary
In its support of the words not (o sugaest the suspiLiuu ol an
interpolation in the text of the Peschito, — Ver. 8. g faram: +]
Lachin. hoth times has asedigszons, according to ADLEYV GP
min,  But Paul has in 2o uther place idv with pres. indic. (in
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Gal. i. 8 only KX and min. have the indic.), and how easily
might a slip of the pen take place here!— Ver. 9. BDefore
a=édave Elz. and  cholz have zai, against decisive testimony.—
Aftcr émtdave Elz. has z«! éviorn (which is wanting in A B C &7,
Copt. Arm. Acth. and Fathers), and afterwards, instead of #zse,
avélnoev (against largely preponderating evidence). Iurther,
T G, Vulg. Boern. Or. Cyr. (twice) Pel. Ambr. Fulgent. have
not ¢¥noev at all, although they have dvéery (therefore amidars zai
dvéern) ; D E, Clar. Germ. Ir. Gand. have even #Z7e: = dmédovs
z. wéern, but D** LP &** Syr. p. and several Fathers: daidoy:
. avéory = i{r0e.  The origin of all these variations is readily ex-
plained from a=idavs xai i{xneev (Lachim. and Tisch.), the Dbest at-
tested, and for that very reason, among the mauy differences, to
he set down as original.  First, {{se:v was glossed by cvéern, comp.
1 Thess. iv. 14.  Thus there arose, through the adoption of the
gloss instead of the original word, the reading deédure zai avéory;
and by the adoption of the gloss «long with the original word,
in some cases dwédavs . E{nos . dvicry, IN some cascs dxéduve .
avigry % £{noev (50 Matth.)—whence there then arose, by an
accidental or designed repetition of the AN, the axéd. = diiory =
&vilmeev of the Recepta (very feebly attested, and diffused by
Erasmus). Finally, the transposition ¢{xe: = daélave x. dvéory
was formed, after a=édave = dviory was already read, by mistaken
criticism, inasmuch as there was a desive to restore the original
§770e, but the non-genuineness of aviern was as little known as
the proper place for #{xe:, and hence the latter, explained of the
earthly life of Jesus, was placed before ¢=fd. — Ver. 10. Xpiorod]
ABC*DEF Gu* and sceveral vss. and Fathers: @wi. So
Lachm. and Tisch,, also Fritzsche. Richtly; Xpiorot was intro-
duced from the preceding, and perhaps also (comp. Rufinus)
through comparison of 2 Cor. v. 10. — Ver. 12. ddeer] Lachny :
amodia, according to B D* I G 39. Chrys.  But this compound
is the wsual expression with Adyor. — Ver. 14. adroi]| Elz.:
tavred, instead of «dred (sce exegetical notes).  So again Tisch. §,
but only according to B €, Chrys. Dam. Theophyl. A re-
flexive more precise definition. — Ver. 15. d¢] Lachm. and
Tiscl.: ydp, which Griesb. also commended, according to deci-
sive testimony. — Ver. 18. Instead of the Rec. & modrorg, Lachm,
and Tisch. have & relry, according to A D CD*F G I’N¥, 5,
Vulg. It. Copt. Sahid. Ruf. Aug. Dut the Rec., suiliciently
attested by D**¥ E L ¥** and almost all min, Syr. utr. Goth.
Chrys. Theodoret, Tert., is the more to be defended, since ¢
rodrw might very easily have intruded through the immediately
preceding & svebuusr ayiw. It was less likely that codre should
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be converted into rebzers on account of the plurality of the par-
ticulars contained in ver. 17. The latter is rightly retained by
Beng. Aatth. Reiche, Iritzsche, van Hengel, and various others.
— Ver. 19, aizapss] The reading érazensy, adopted by Tisch. §,
although in A DI GG L P ¥, is an old error ol the pen, attested
by no version, abandoned rightly also by Lachm. «d. e, (in the
ed.andn. he had adopted 1t, written ag«, and taken the sentence
interrogatively). — Alter &724n D EF G, Vula. It. and a few
Fathers have gundfwueo. A supplement. — Ver. 21, % eza:d.
# aod.] omitted by Tisch. 8,is wanting in A C 67.7* Syr. Erp.
Copt. Acth. and some Fathers, including Origen.  The former
is suspicions as an addition from ver. 13, the latter as a gloss.
IHowever, in the case of synonyms, one or the other was often
omitted, as eg., in ver. 13, spisxouue (and therewith 7) is want-
ing in B, and the evidence in favour of omission is not here
sulficiently strong to condemn the words. Instead of =posz. 7
orwd. 4 ol 8% llas merely rumerras, a gloss in itself correct
according to ver. 15. — Ver. 22. After sisrw Lachm. and Tisch.
8 have 7y, according to A B CxN, Copt. Ruf. Aug. Pel. A double
writing of IN, or explanatory resolution, to which the weight
of evidence of almost all vss. and Greek Fathers espectally is
opposed. — On the doxology, xvi. 25-27, not bhelonging to the
eund of chap. xiv,, sce critical notes on chap. xvi.

As elsewhere (Acts xv. 1, 5; Gal. iii. 1 fI.; Col. ii. 16 ff),
so there were cven in the predominantly Gentile-Christinn
community at Ilome, among the Jeowish-Christinn minority*
belonging to it, persons who sought still to retain the stand-
point of pre-Christian legalism.  Dut these Jewish-Christians
in Ilome had not, as elsewhere, come forward as the defenders of
circumeision, or generally in an aggressive anti-Pauline attitude.
Ilence Taul speaks of thewmn in so forbearing and mild a way,
and keeps direet polemies entirely in the backaround.  They
were nien not of hostile, but ouly of prejudiced minds, whese
noral eonsciousness lacked the vigour to regard as unessentinl
a peeuliar asceticism, according to which they ale wto flesh (ver.
D, wwd draal: no wine (ver. 21), and sl held to the obsrvaine
of the Jowish feast-drys (ver. 5), passing judgment withal, as is
usually the case with men of a separatist bias, on those who
were more free, but only carning the contempt of these in

! Comp. Beysehlag in the Stud. w. Krit. 1867, p. 615,
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return. TIn presence of this asceticism, and in respect of its
main feature, namely, abstinence from flesh and wine, the
question arises: Was it based generally (Origen, Chrysostom,
Theodoret, Jerome, Calovius, and many others, including Reiche
and Kollner) on the Jdfuswic-Jewish ordinances respecting
meat and drink? or, in particular (Clement of Alexandria,
Ambrosiaster, Augustine, Michaelis, Aam., Flatt, Neander,
Reithmayr, Tholuck, Philippi), on the dread of heathen sacri-
fictal flesh and sacrificial wine (comp. the apostolic decrees,
Acts xv.)? or on both (Erasmus, Toletus, and others, including
Liiickert, Borger, de Wette) 2 Against the first of these thrce
possibilities it may be urged that vv. 2 and 21 do not allow us
to assume any limitation of the abstinence at all, but require
it to be understood of flesh and wine generally; while, on the
other hand, the law does not forbid all flesh and does not
forbid wine at all, and the Rabbins forbid ounly the flesh
slaughtered by the Goyim and the wine of the Goyim (sce
Bisenmenger, entdeck?. Judenth. I1. pp. 616 {f, 620 {£). To
assume now, with Chrysostom, Oecumenius, and Theophylact,
that those persons had abstained from all flesh jfor the reason
that they might not be blamed by the others on account of
their despising swine’s flesh, or from contempt towards the
Gentiles (7twés in Theodoret), would be completely arbitrary,
indeed opposed to the text; for they themsclves were on one
side the censurers, on the other the despised, ver. 3.  Against
the sccond opinion, that the abstinence in question referred
only to the flesh offered < sacrifice to idols (Acts xv.) and the
wine of Gbalion (see Mischn, Swrenh. IV. pp. 369, 384;
Fisenmenger, lc. p. 621), it may be urged that the whole sce-
tion contains not a word on the sacrificial character of the
flesh and wine, while yet we are bound to conclude from
1 Cor. viii. and x. that Paul would not have passed by this
essential aspect of the matter without touching on it and
turning it to account. Henee also the third view, which com-
bines these, cannot be approved. In fact, the Jewish-Chris-
tian abstinence in question appears rather to be a supra-legal
anxiety, such as was nothing rare in Judaism at that time
(Philo, in Eusebius, Praep. ev. viil. jfin.; Josephus, Vit 2, 3 ;
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Grotius on ver. 2; Ritsehl, in the tkeol. Jahrd. 1855, p. 353),
under the influence of Esscuic prineciples (sec Ritschl, altatl.
I pp. 184, 187). It appears certainly as an é0enofpnokeia,
brought over from Judaism into Christianity by persons of
Essenic tendencies, and fostered by the ethies of Cliistianity,
which combated the flesh.' By its adlicrents, however, among
the Jewish-Christians of Rome at that time, it was not main-
tained in opposition to justification by faith, but was so practised
without pretentiousness and polemies (and in particular with-
out separation {rom a common table with the Gentile Clis-
tiaus), that the wisdom of the apostolic teaching deemed it
inappropriate to enter into special conllict with such a remnant
of an Essenic Tovéailew, or to speak of it otherwise than with
the most cautious forbearance. Baur, I. p. 381 ff, declares
those persons to be Lbionife Christians (according to Epiphanius,
Hacr. xxx. 15, the Lbionites abstained from all use of flesh,
Decause flesh originated from generation ; sec Ritschl, p. 203).
Dut against this view it may at once be ureed,? that complete
abstinence from wiae on the part of the Ebionites is nowherc
cxpressly attested; and further, that, if the weak hrethren at
Rome had been persons who recarded the nse of jlish as on
principle and absolutely sinful, as was the case with Libioniti<m,
Taul would not have expressed himself so mildly and tolerautly
respeeting an crror which would have been fundamental, dual-
istic as it was and opposed to justification by faith. More-
over, thie Ebiouites date only frum the destruction of Jerusalem
(sec Ullhorn, d. Homil. w. Breogn. d. Clem. p. 387 L) ; hence
the Roman weak hrethren conld only he termed Ebionitie in so
fur as their abstinence had the same root with the asceticism
of the Lbionites, viz. Essenism.  That among the numcerous
Roman Jews, who had anived as puisoners of war from
Lalestine, there were various LEssenes who thereafter heeame

T Respeeting the Apastle Matthew, Clement of Alexamdria, Peedog. i 1,
P. 174 Dott., informs us that he ate only vegetables, no flesh; and of James,
the brother of the Lord, Augustine, ad Faust. xxii. 3, relates that he had used
neither flesh nor wine. Comp. Hegesippus in luscbius ii. 23, But sce Ritschl,
p- 224 [ The Peter of the Clementines also practises this abstinence.

2 Whether the Ebionites of Epiphanius may be derived from Esscnism (the
crdivary view, ubkly deleuded by Ritschl in oppusition to Schilivinann) vt not,
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Clristians, cannot be subject to any well-founded doubt (eomp.
Ritschil, p. 235 £).  And the less reason is there to call in
question not merely the Ebionitic, but also the Essente, root of
the phenomenon (Th. Schott). To refer it to the general
intevest of world - denying holiness does mot suffice for the
explanation of the several passages, and in particular docs not
explain the obscrrance of duys and the tmpure character which
was attributed to the use of flesh (ver. 14). Hence, too, we
are not, with Hofmann, to abide by the mere general conclu-
sion, that doubt prevailed as to whether it was compatible with
the holiness of the church of God to use such food as man had
not assigned to him from the beginning, and as the Christian
should for this very reason rather dispense with than enjoy for
the sake of good cheer. Thus the matter would amount to an
odd theoretic reflection, without any counection with histori-
cal concrete antecedent relations,—a view with which we can
the less be content, since the observance of days cannot cxegeti-
cally be got rid of as a point which had likewise occasioncd
dispute (see on ver. 5). Eichhorn takes the weak brethren to
be carlicr, mostly Gentile-Chiistian adherents of ascctico-philo-
soplic, chicfly Nco-Pythagorean principles. There was certainly
at that time diftused among the Gentiles, throngh the influence
of the Neo-Pythagorean philosoply, an abstinence quite analo-
oous to that Jewish one, as we know from Senec. Lp. 108,
Porphyr. De abstin., and others (see Grotius on ver. 2, and
Reiche, II. p. 463 £); but, on the other hand, that vicw is
at variance partly with ver. 5 (comp. Col. ii. 16, 17), partly
with xv. §, 9, where Paul sedulously rings into view the
theocratic dignity of the Jews, while he bids the Gentiles
praise God on account of grace—which is most in harmony with
the view that the despised weak ones arc to be sought among
the former. It may be also conjectured « priori that our
asceties, if they had arrived at their habit by the path of philo-
sophy, would hardly have behaved themsclves in so passive
and unpretentious a manner and have been merely regarded
by Paul just as weak oncs' We may add that vv. 5, 6 do

! Against Eichhorn’s view also, as it scems to me, the passage in Origen
militates Z'pz 3t xal v Elz@ap&r Tov aziziov s Tav E‘ll.tl«y'xuv évrax;;; TLy &ws Ter
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not justify ns in assuming fwo paitics among the Roman weak
brethren, so that the xpivovres fuépay mwap’ juépav, ver. 5, are
to be distinguished {from the Acyava éobiovres, ver., 2,—the
former as the stricter and probably Palestinian, the latter as
the freer and probably Hellenistic, Jewish - Christians (so
Philippi). As the observance of the feast days, especially
of the Sabbaths, was essentially bound up with the Essenic
tendency, the assumption of such a separation cannot be justi-
fied exegetically (from the «pivew). Just as little is there
exegetical ground for the view that the community addresscl
and instructed in xiv. 1 {f is notified as being Jewish-Christinn
in its main composition; whereas xv. 1 ff betrays a Gentile-
Chyistian minority, which had been more exclusive and in-
tolerant towards the wealk than the great body of the churel,
the relation of whom to the weak the apostle has in view in
chap. xiv. (Mangold, p. 60 ff)

Vv. 1-12. Summons o brotherliness towards the weak oncs
(ver. 1).  First point of difference between the 1o partics, and
encouragement in relation to i (vv. 2-4). Sccond point of
difference, and encouraycinent in velation to @ (ver. b). The
slyht point of wicw for both i their diffcrcnees (ver. G), and
reason asstgned for it (vv. T=-0); veproof and disullveance of
the opposite conduct (vv. 10-12).

Ver. 1. 4€] passing over from the due limitation of care
for the flesh (xiii. 14) to those who, in the wmatter ol this
limitation, pursue not the right course, but one springing
from weakness of faith. — 7ov aofevotvta 7} mioTer] That
mioTts here also denotes fuith in Christ, is sell-evident; the
2nfirmity, however, is not coneeived of —according to the general
wavra Svyara t6 movevorte (Mark ix. 23 ; 1 Cor. xiil. 2)—in
a general sense and without any more precise character, but,
in conformity with the context (sce vv. 2, 14, 22,23}, as a
Mulzyipov zai civ iv apiv oxariv. "Extiva geiy ydp diz wiv mepi oy ns previow-
parovpivas pbbov ipldsguv drixovrar . . . Apids 0 xav 70 TosbTo wpdTTwpty, THIIEY
abrs, imt) drwmidlopwy 75 copa xal dovraywyoipv x. 7. A, (c. Cels. 4), where Origen
distingnishes expressly the Pythagorean abstinence as something funlinentally
(ideally) dillerent from the Christian, and traces the latter to an idea, which

quile merited the lenient treatment of the apostle and makes the continuance
of this asceticism in the Christian Church very readily intelligible.
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want of that ctiical strength of faith, in virtue of which one
may and should have, along with his faith, the »equlative prin-
ciple of moral conviction and certainly corresponding to its
nature and contents. In this more definite and precise sense
those asceties weve weal: 7 faith. Had they not been so, the
discernment of conscience and assurance of consclence, analo-
gous to faith, would have enabled them to be free from doulit
and scruple in respect to that which, in the life of faith, was
right or wrong, allowable or not allowable, and to act accord-
ingly; and consequently, in particular, to raise theinselves
ahove the adiaplora as such, without prejudice and ethical
narrowness. It is therefore evident that the dobéveia T3
mioTer carries with it defectiveiness of moral yvoots, but this
docs not justify the explaining of wioTis as equivalent to yvdais
(Grotius and others), or as equivalent to doctrine Delieved
(Beza, Calvin). — wpoohapfdveade] tale to you, namely, to the
intercourse of Christian brotherly fellowship. The opposite
would be an éxwheloar Oérew (comp. Gal iv. 17), whereby
they, instead of being attracted, might be forced to scparation.
So in substance, Erasmus, Grotius, Estius, Semler, Reiche,
Kollner, Fritzsche, Riickert, de Wette, Tholuck, Philippi, Hof-
mann, cte.  But others take it as: <nfcrest yoursclves @ him,
“of furthering, helpful support” (Olshausen, comp. Chrysostom),
which, however, wpocAapBdvesfar Tiva does not mean. Acts
xxviil, 2 is appealed to, where, however, srpoo). is o takc o
oneself—a meaning which is here also required by wpocera-
Bero, ver. 3, as well as by xv. 7, comp. also xi. 15. — uy els
Swarpioets Suadoy.] not to judyings of thowghts. Siakpicers
diahoy. is a result, which in the case of the enjoined mposAauf.
must 2ot Le come to, so that thus p els Siarp. ta). contains
a ncgative more precise defindtion of wpoohauBdveate, in the
sense, namely: not in such @ manncr that the mpeorapBdvecfar,
which you bestow on the wealk, ¢ssucs @n judgments passcd on the
thoughts. Those persons formed their ideas under the influence
of conscience; such scruples should be indulgently treated by
the stronger, and criticisms passing judgments on them should
not be instituted, whereby the wpoorapBdvesfar would be
abuscd. Thus dwakpears, dijudicatio, retains its usual signi-
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fication (Heb. v. 4; 1 Cor. xii. 10 ; Plato, Zeyy. viop. 765 A,
xi. p. 937 B Lucian, feim. 69); and Siadoyiopos likewise
(Alatt. xv. 19; Mark vii. 21 ; Lukeix. 46, ¢f /. ; Rom.1i. 21;
1 Cor. iii. 20). Nothing is to be supplied, bnt els is shaply to
be taken in the sense of the result (as just previously els émif.,
xili. 14), not even as wusgre «d (Reiche). Substantially in
agreement with this view of Swaxple. Stakey. arc Chrysestom,
Grotius, and others, including Kollner, de Wette, Baumgarten-
Crusius, Reithmayr, Iritzsche, Krell, Tholuck, Hofmann, like-
wise liciche, who, however, makes the prohibition apply to
both partics, which is opposed to the text, since the exhorted
subject is the chureh, n contiwdistinetion to its weak members,
while the weak alone are the object of the exhortation, Augus-
tine aptly, Propes. 78: “mnon dijudicemus cogitationes infir-
meruin, quasi ferre audeamus sententiam de alieno corde, quod
non videtur.”  Others take Staxpioers as dondts, which are not
to be cxeifed in the thoughts of the weak.  So Luther, Deungel,
Cramer, Ernesti, Alorus, Bohme, Annnon, Flatt, Klee, Olshausen,
Philippi, Umbreit.  But Swikpiors w1 ver means doubt! and
therefore is not to be explained with Ewald, who takes the
words as an addition by way of exelamation: “meay i wof
come from doubls to houghis ! may such an one not become
wicertain in his conscience !”  Followino the Vulgate, Bezn,
Cawerarius, Er. Schmid, Toletus, Estius, Glockler, and others,
Cuiep. has also heen explained as disprte, which is not
unlrequently its caning in the classies (Plato, Legg. vi. p.
T3 A\ Polybins, xviii 11, 3).  But dispute concerning
thouchts wonld he at least far from clearly expressed by the
mere cenitive (instead of wept Staroy.); and the notion diseep-
lalin (OyTnos, sulyryes) is nowhere denoted in the N. T. by
Swrpiois.  Tiickert takes it as sepevation: “ Dut he on your
cuard lest the consequence thereof may possihly be this, thet
Hraaghts and sealdients are sceered, hecome more abruptly
puted”  duwikpiors may certainly bear this meaning (Job
xuxvil 165 Plato, Phel. p. 82 A); but in that case the article

! Neither in the N. T. nor elsewhere in Greck. Theodoret on ver. 22 L. is

apoealed to, but there Si4xpzi; is to be taken as distinction; as also in Oecumnenius
on ver, 20
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nmust have stood before Stahory., and the climactic sense (uore
abruiptly) would be gratuitously imported.

Ver. 2. More particular discussion of the subject, and in
the first place, cxhibition of the first point of diffeirnce belicen
the two partics. — os pév] without o corresponding ds &, in-
stead of which there is at once put the definite o 6¢ dof.:
the one (i.c. the strong) belicves, ete. ; but the weak, cte.  Comp.
Kithner, ad Acn. Ancd. ii. 3. 15 ; Fritzsche, ad Mare. p. 507.
—rioTeber payelw wavta may mean: he 1s convineed that lc
may cat all things, so that the notion éfetwac is implied in
the relation of the verbal nction to the infinitive (Lobeck, ad
Phyyn. p. 753 £ ; Buttmann, next. Gr. p. 235); so Tholuck,
Borger, and older interpreters. But more agrecable to the
™ wioTe, ver, 1, and to the contrast o dofer, is the render-
ing: ke has the confidence, the assurance of faith, to cat all
things; Winer, p. 302 [E. T. 405]. Comp. Dem. 866. 1,
and generally Kriiger, § 61. 6. 8. To supply dore (van
Hengel) is in accordance with the sense, but nunecessary. —
AMdyava] excludes, according to the connection, all usc of flesh,
not merely that of Levitically unclean animals, or of flesh sacri-
ficed to idols, or on feast and fast days,—limitations of which
nature are introduced by most interpreters (including Reiche,
Kollner, Neander, Tholuck, Philippi). The weak in faith cats
s0 flesh, but wegetables are his food. Comp. Wieseler in
Herzog's Encyklop. XX. p. 595.

Ver. 3. Prohibition for cach of the two parties. The self-
consciousness of strength misleads into looking down with
contcmpt on the weak ; the narrowness of weakness is unable
to comprehend the free thinking of the strong one, and judyes
it. — kpwérw] defined by the connection as a condemniag
judgment, pronouncing against the true Christian character, as
in ii. 1 and frequently. — 6 @eos yap x.7.A.] ground assigned
for u9 kpwérw ; hence adrov is to be referred to Tov éobiovra
(fe. him who eats all things), not with Reiche (following
Calvin and others) to both, the strong and the wealk, against
which ver. 4 is also decisive. — wpogeraBero] has taken him
to Himsclf, namely, into Ilis fellowship (comp. ver. 1) through
Christ ; not: into Ilis housc as servant (see on ver. 4), as
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Vatablus, Reiche, and Hofmann hold. — Tn ¢ O¢os yap e\ is
contained the confrurity to God of this rpwver, and its conse-
quent #mpicty ; and

a «piveww 1. In this the emotion rizes to an animated apos-
trophe, addressed to the wenk <n fuifh who passes judumscns,
not to Do/l parties, as Liciche and Tholuck think; for «pirey
‘corresponds to the xpiérw of ver. 3. — v 7is €] comp. ix. 20.
It discloses the presumnption, without however standing in the
relation of apodosis to the preceding o Ocos abrov wpogeld-
Bevo (Hofmann), which is nowise indicated and is forbidden
by the fact that the following relation of domestic slave
points to Christ as Master. — aANorpiov oikérny] who is not
in ¢y domestic service,! but in that of «aother.  This other is
Chvist (see ver. G), not God, who is rather distinguished from
the master by duv. ydp x7A — 76 8lw kupip] to his own
wmester.  The dative denotes the relativi of subordinativie tv
the wnterest of the {dos wvpros (Bernbardy, p. 85).  IIis own
master, and no other,1s inferested therein ; whence the inconi-
petence of the kpivew is ohvious.—The figurative standing ¢ad
Jalling is cither explained of standing firin (Ps. i. 4; Luke xxi.
36), and of being condentned (cansa cadere) in the divine judy-
st (Calvin, Cornelius a Lapide, Grotins, Estins, Wolf, anud
others, including Reiche, Kdllner, Borger, Tholuck, Thilippi),
or, as in 1 Cor. x. 12, of continuance and non-continvance in
the state of lrae Christinn faith and ljfe. So in substance,
Erasmus, Deza, Vatablus, Toletus, Bengel, Semler, and others,
including Flatt, de Wette, Fritzschie, Rickert, Maier, Daum-
oarten-Crusing, Umbreit, van Hengel, ITofmann.  The use ol
aimrew would not tell against the former (Ilofinann), for it
would have its warraut as contrast to the cwfesfar in the

v eixérag is nowhere clse found in P’aul ; in the N. T. it occurs in Luke xvi.
13, Actsx. 7, 1 Pet. ii. 18. It i3 a more restricted notion than 3ooaes ; the
sixitns 1s o house.servant (Dem. 1359 ull. ; oixtzxs Jidrovss), more closcly bound
to the family than other slaves; hence: eixzicas =¢ xai Ssixow;, Plat. Legy,
vi. p. 763 A, comp. ix. p. 833 I} so, too, sixiri;, housemaid ; Doth together,
eineriiz, domestics. ‘The fact that these words are used in the classics also of
the members of the family themselves (as Xen. Anab. iv, 5. 35, vi. 1), is here
irrclevant ; but see Wesseling, ad Jlerod. p. 621.
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divine judgment figuratively set forth by the standing (Soph.
Trach. 84, and see Ellendt, Lez. Soph. IL p. 568); but the
sccond explanation is to be preferred, partly because the un-
warranted xpiverw denied to the more free the possession of
a right Christian frame of life, partly because of the following
duvatet yap x.TX. For to make to stand in the judgment, 7.c.
without figure, to acquit and pronounce wightcous! is not the
work of divine power, but of grace.  But according to His power
(against Reiche’s objection to this, see Eph. iil. 20) God effects
an inner strengthening, so that the Christian sfends in that
which is good, and even he who thinks more freely does not
succumb to the dangers to which the nature of his Christian
faith and life is exposed by the very fact of his freer principles,
but perseveres in the true Christian state. Tor this Paul
looks to God’s power, and promiscs it.  When Tholuck, ou the
ground of the reading o «dpuwos, finds the thought, that the
Judge will cven find out sufficicnt veasons for caculpation, this
is a pure importation into the text. — dvwvarei] See on 2 Cor.
xiii. 3. Comp. Clem. Hom. i. 6.

Ver. 5. Sccond point of difference, as is evident from the
contents themselves, and in particular from the general lay-
ing out of the rcpresentation, which is quite similar in form
to ver. 2. Hence we are not here to find, with Hofmann
(who defends the veading 0s pév rydp), merely the first member
of a chain of thought which is intended to make good the cor-
rectness of the proposition dvvatel yap «.1\., —so that Paul
does not pass over to another controverted point. The fact
that he does not thereupon enter at length on the question
of days, but returns Immediately in ver. 6 to the question
of food, indicates that the latter formed in the church the
controversy most proiinent and {#hreatcning in an  ascetic

! Not, according to the mediate turn, departing from the preceding and hence
unwarranted, which Philippi now gives to the sense of the figurative expres-
sion : to uphold in judgment, so far as God upholds in that whick is good, which
alone subsists in the judgment.

2 This was in fact only an auxiliary sentence, which, as obvious in itself,
might have been omitted. Were the veading &5 wiv ydp correet, Paul would be
introducing that which lie has to say of the sccond matter of controversy, in the
form of a confirmation of that which is just adduced respecting the first.

EOM, 1L U



306 TIIE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO TIIE ROMANS.

point of view! Morcover, what lie had said on the point
ol jood might so readily of itself find its application in an
analopous manner to the question of iy, that an entering
into equal detail in regard to hoth points was 1ot required.
— kplver Y. wap’ ju.] he sets his judygient on duy before din,
.. lic is fov pircferring one day to another, so that he esteens
one lwlicr than another.  This refers to the Jewish feast and
fast days® still observed by the weak in faith. The classical
nuépa map’ Nuépav, in the sense alicrnis didbus (Bernhindy,
p. 258 ; Lobeck, ad 4j. 475), does not apply here (in opposi-
tion to Fritzsche, who imports into our passage the notiun
that the people had ascetically observed, in addition to the
Sabhath, the second and fifth days of the week). Of so sur-
prising a (pharisaical, Luke xviil. 12) selection of days there
is no single trace in the Epistles to the Galatians (not cven
nuépas, iv. 10) aud Colossians, and hardly would ¢ have met
with such lenient treatment at Paul’s hands. Dut the Jewish
obscrvance of days, continued under Christianity, so naturally
agrees with the Iissenic-Jewish character of the weak in faith
gencrally, that there is no sufficient ground for thinking, with
Ewald, of the observance of Sunday (at that time not yet gene-
rally established), and for seeing in vv. 5 and 6 only an commpls
tllustrating the preceding, and not a real point of difference
(comp. Hofmann). On xplvery 7¢, in the sense of to declee
oneslf for someiliding, Lo, vliguid  probare, cligose, comp. Aescli,
Agem. 171 (kplve & ddpfovor SNBov), Suppl. 393 (kpive aéBas
10 mpos Oeow); Llat. Rep. p. 399 E; Xen JTIIL 1 7. 11;
Is.cr. Py, 16, On mwapa, in the sense ol preference, Nen.
Mowe i b 14, and Kithner o2 loe. ; hut in Soph. 4. 475, wap’
Hrap nueépa is (I opposition to Valekenaer, Siof. I1. p. 153 1))
w be otherwise understoud ; see Lobeek ad loe. — kpiver wioay
guépav] not omacn dicw jodicat dici (Bengel, Philippi). but
corresponding to the fivst Tiall of the verse: ke declaies Iivisclf
SJor cack dey, so that he would have cack cstecrned  oyradly

! 1t must have been a matter of practical oflence, especially at the agapae.

® Comp. Col. ii. 16; Gal. iv. 10. To think merely of fast days (Blangold,
comp. Welss, 6ibl. Theol. p. 414) 1s i arbitrary Ihoitation, without auy ground
in the {ext.
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lLoly, not certain days lcfore others. — ékacrtos x.7.\] Here
too, as in the case of an adiaplhorvn, no more than in ver, 2,
an objective decision, who is or is not in the right ; but rather
for both parties only the requisite dujunction, namely, that each
should have a complcte assurance of fuith as to the nghtness of
his conduct, without which persuasion the consciousness of the
fulfilment of duty is lacking, and consequently the adiaploron
becomes sinful (vv. 20, 25). — mAgpo¢.] Comp. iv. 21. —év
7. i8lw voi] Z.c. in the moral consciousness of lis own reason
(vil. 23), therefore, independently of others’ judgment, assured
in himself of the motives of action.

Ver. 6. The right point of view, according to which each
must have his own full persuasion, expressed not imperatively,
but indicatively, as the Christian axiore in these matters,
which conditions and regulates that mAnpodopia. — o ppovirw
Ty juépav k.rN] he who divccls his carcfulncss to the day,
exercises this carefulness in ks tnicrest for the Lord, namely, in
order thereby to respond to his relation of belonging to the
Lord. Twv 7uép. with the article denotes textually the day
concerned, that which comes into consideration conformably
to the kpiveww nuépav map’ nuépav, not the day as it happens
(Hofmann). DBy xuptes most understand God, others (as Iistius,
Rickert, Kollner, Fritzsche, Philippi) Christ. The former «p-
pears to be correct,on account of evyap. yap 7. @eg; but the latter
1s correct, on account of ver. 9. The absence of the article is
not at variance with this. See Winer, de sensu vocum xipeos et
o «vp., Erl. 1828 ; Gramm. p. 118 [E. T. p. 154]; Fritzsche,
ad Mare. p. 5'73. — rvplow éobied] using his Christian freedom
in regard to the use of flesh in the interest of the Lord, which
definite ethical dirvection of his éoflewr he attests by his
evyapotery 7@ Oe therein. This refers to the prayer at
table, and, as is also the case with the subsequent edy. 7. ©.,
not to that offered «ftcr the meal (Hofmann), but to that before
it ; comp. Matt. xv. 36, xxvi. 26 ; Acts xxvii. 35; 1 Cor. x. 30,
xi. 24; 1 Tim, iv. 4. The thanksyiving to God consecrating
the partaking of food presupposes the conviction that one does
the éofiew in the capacity of belonging to C7rist, and conforia-
ably to this specific relation ; for anything that is opposed o
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Christ the Christian cannot thank the Father of Chitst. —
kai o 1y €cb. kT\] The opposite of the preceding point (the
observance of days) Paul has not added (see critical notes),
because he has not at the beginning of ver. 6 planned his lan-
cuage antithetically ; and it is only on the mention of the
second more important point that the conception of the oppo-
site occurs to hin:, and he takes it up also. To append the
antithesis also to the first clause of the verse, was indeed
not neeessery (Philippi) ; but neither would it have been con-
Sfusing (Hofmann), especially as the selecting of days and its
opposite, as well as the eating and not-eating, were for those
respectively concerned equally matters of conscicnce. — xvpio
odx éabiec] for the Lord he wefrains from the cating (of flesh),
persuaded that this abstinence tends to serve the interest of
Christ. — «ai evyap. T7® @ew] That which was previously con-
ceived as the reason (ydp) is heve conceived as the conscquceitce
(kai); and so he wtters his thanksyiving table-prayer to God,
namely, for the other, vegetable food, which forms the neal to
be enjoyed by hin..  He is enabled to do so by the convietion
that his edx éobiew has its holy cthical reference to the Lord.

Vv. 7-9. Proof for the threefold xuvplw, ver. G, and that
generally from the whole subjective divection of the lije of
Christiens towards Clhrist.  Paul does not mean the objective
dependence on Christ (Riickert, Reiche, Xrnesti, Uispr. d.
Sitnde, TL p. 19), because it would not prove what was said
in ver. 6, but would only establish the oblization thereto. —
éavtd &7] so that he believes that lus life belongs to himscly,
that he lives for his own interest and aims. 2 Cor. v. 15.
Comp. the passages in Wetstein and Fritzsche. The dative is
thus to be taken in the ethically telic sense, and so, too, in
éavrey amobfviorer; for also the dying of the Christina—in
so ideal a manner is Paul conscious of the moral power aud
consecration of fellowship of life with Christ—is a more! act
(Bengel: “cadem ars moriendi, quae vivendi”) in the relation
of belonging to Christ, in whicli the Christian at «death feels
and knows that he has stood with his life, and is now also to
stind in his dying.  Such is the conscious év wuplp d@mo-
Ovijorew, Rev. xiv. 13.  Comp. Phil. i. 20; Rom. viii. 38. —
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Ver. 8 contains the positive counterpart, proving the negative
contents of ver. 7, and is likewise to be understood as.a sul-
jective relation. — On 7¢ wyap . .. 7€, for as well . . . as also, see
Hartung, Partilell. 1. pp. 88, 115 ; Baeumlein, Part. p. 219.
— Tob xupiov éopev] the Lord’s property are we. This now
derives the swm of the entire specifically Christian conscious-
ness from its previously addueced factors.—In the threefold
emphatic 7 xvpip (Tod wxupiov) observe the “divina Christi
majestas et potestas” (Bengel), to which the Cliistian knows
Liimself to be completely surrendered.

Ver. 9. Objective historical relation, on which this subjec-
tive attitude towards Christ, ver. 8 (éav Te odv xTA), is
founded. — é&¢noe] became alive, to be understood of the resui-
rectton ife.  Comp. Rev. ii. 8, xx. 4, 5; Rom. v. 10; 2 Cor.
iv. 10. The aorist denotes the sctting in of the state ; Kiihner,
ad Xen. Mem. 1. 1. 18, Wrongly Olshausen (so also Schrader)
thinks that the carthly life of Jesus is meant, so that there occurs
a hysteron proteron; in which view he overlooks, first, that the
mutual reference of the two elements in protasis and apodosis
is only formal! and secondly, that it was not Jesus’ life and
deatl, but rather His death and life (resurrection), which led to
His attainmeut of the heavenly xvpeérns. Comp. viii. 34, vi.
9,10; Phil ii. 8, 9; Luke xxiv. 26; Matt. xxviii. 18 —
{va] destination in the divine counsel. This aimed, in the
death and resurrection of Christ, at the establishment of His
s regium, and that over the dead (in Scheol, Thil. ii. 10)
and living; hence Christians are conscious of belonging to
Him in living and dying (ver. 8). TUnsuitably to é{noey,
since the raising up of the Lord is certainly, in the apostle’s
view, the work of God (i. 4, iv. 24, vi. 4, vili, 11, and many

! Paul, namely, does not say: Christ dicd, in order that He might be Lord
over the dcad, and lived, in order that He might be Lord over the living,; but
He dicd ol becrine alive (both fogether had the end in view), in order that He
suight ruls over dead and living (both togetlier).  Fritzsche also, although rightly
understanding iZxes of the resurrection lile, urges the mutual reference of Zzidzve
and vexzay, and of {¥ae: and Ldvrwy: By the death of Jesus, God desired to make
known that He was Lord over the dead, and by the new life of Christ, that He
was Lord over the living. But this mercly declarative view is quite arbitrary;
moreover, the w# in iXnee would be quite another than the ux of the Zavrwr.
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other passages), Hofmann sces in iva Chiisl's own puipose
expressed.

Ver. 10. 3V 8] discloses the contrast to the xvpiérys of
Jesus. — The fitst ov addresses the wccaler, the second the
Jreer Christian, as is clear from ver. 3. —«dp] justifies the
censure of presumption which lies in the preceding questions:
Joirr all, ete., and therelore in hoth cases thou as well as he. —
TapacTne., we shall stand before; < stare solent, quorum causa
tractatur,” Grotius; Acts xxvi. 6 ; Matt. xxv. 33. — 16 Byjp. 7.
feot (sec critical notes): for God will cause the judgment to
be held (John v. 22) by Christ (il. 16; Acts x. 42, xvii. 31).
So the judgment-seat upon which Christ will sit (2 Cor. v. 10;
Polycarp, ad Phil. 6; Matt. xxv. 31) is God's.— Note how
dlecisive is the testimony of such passaces against any limita-
tion of the universality of the final judoment.!

Ver. 11. Scripture proof for the wdvres mapacTnciueba
e, ver. 10.  The poiif of its bearing on the matter lies in
the wnieersality, as is clear from the reference of wav and wdaoa,
ver. 11, to mdvres above, ver. 10. Thus the proposition of
ver. 10, mavres yap orh—althouch in ad by itelf it veguirer!
no seriptural proof—receives, nevertheless, a hallowed conlir-
mation, which makes the injustice of the previously eensnved
judging and despising the more apparent, beeause it encroaches
on the universal final judement of God.—The citation is Isa.
xlv. 23, quoted very freely with deviations, partly of memory,
partly intentional, from the LXX, and abbreviated.  In Isaiah,
(xod certifies npon His oath that all men (including the Gen-
tiles) shall render to Ilim adoring homage.  This - divine
utterance—Messianic, because promising the universal trivanph
ol the theocracy—is liere taken by Taul in the light of that
hichest fiaal Risturical fallilment which will take place at the
judgment of the worlll. — &@ éyow] Instead of xar’ éuavvod
oprvo, as the LXX. following the Tlelrew have it, Iaul uses,
by a vaviation of wmemory, u frequently-oceirring verhal for-
nuda of the divine rath: B 0 (Num. xiv. 21, 285 Dent.
xxxil. 40, of ¢f.; Dan, xii. 7; Ruth iii. 13 ; Judith il 12).—

! This applies also in opposition to Gerlach, d. letsten Dinge, p. 108 [I.  Comp,
i, 6, 16, iii. G; 2 Cor. v. 10; Gal, vi. 7 {I.; Acts xvii, 31.
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Aéyee xipros] is added by Paul according to the elsewhere
familiar O. T. formula. Cowmp. xii. 19. — 67¢] that, because in
Y@ éyd is involved the assurance on oath, #hat, ete. Comp.
2 Chron. xviii 13; 1 Sam. xiv. 44; Judith xi. 7 and
Fritzsche in loc. — éuoi] to me, as the Judge (so in the sensc
of the apostle), for homage and submission. — éfoporoy. 7. Ceid]
departing from the LXX., which, following the Hebrew, has
duelrar waoga y\. Tov Ocoy, for the reading of Cod. A of the
LXX. (also & on the margin), éfoporoyrjrerar instead of oueirar,
was probably—seeing that the Septuagint has very frequently
undergone similar alterations of the text from N.T. citations—
lirst introdnced from our passage, and not a reading which Paul
found in his copy of the LXX. (Fritzsche), as is too rashly
inferred from TPhil. ii. 11. The variation itself is—as was
allowed by the freedom in the handling of Messianic proof-
passages—intentional, because Paul required, instead of the
oath of God, a more general conception, which, however, lies
at the hasis of that speeial conception ; for the swearing is the
actual acknowledgment and glorification of God as the Jud«e.
The correct explanation is: and cvery tonguc shall praise God
(as the Judge), and therewith submit to His judicial authority
—parallel in sense to éuoi xdurer wav yovv. éEoporoyeiofar
with the dative always denotes to praisc (xv. 9; Matt. xi. 25 ;
Luke x. 21 ; frequently in the LXX. and Apoerypha, see Biel
and Schleusner, sv.): it only denotes to comfess, as in later
Greek, with the accusative of the object, Matt. iii. 6: Jas. v.
16; Tob. xii. 22, Hence the cxplanation of Er. Schinid,
Reiche, Kollner, following Chrysoston, Oecumenius, Theophy-
lact, is erroncous: to eonfrss sins, which would only then be
admissible if the parallelism obviously suggested the supply-
ing of ras dpaprias.— With the reading 7é Bijuate Tob
Xotarol, ver. 10, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theodoret, Oecu-
wenius, Luther, Calvin, and many others, including Philippi,
have found in & ©ep a proof for the divinity of Christ.
There would rather be implied the idea, that it is God, whose
judgment Christ is entrusted by the Father to hold; and this
thought is contained also in the reading 7. 8. v. @eov, ver. 10,

Ver. 12. What follows {rom the preceding (from wdvres
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vap . . . onward). — The emphasis is neither on wept éavrob (so
usually) nor on 7@ @ew (Philippi), hut on the ékacros for that
purpose prefixed, which corresponds to the emphatic srdvres,
wav, waca, vv. 10, 11; henee it «one bears the siress, not
sharing it with mept éavr. and 76 Oe (Holfmann).  Euch of
s, none excepted, widl vespeeting himself, cle.  How at vari-
ance with this, therefore, to judge or to despise, as thoueh one
were not included in the sulbjection to this owr wnirerse/
destiny of having to give a personal account to God | — dwoe:]
purely future in sense, like the preceding futures.

Vv. 15-23. Christians ought wot, thercfore, nadually to con-
denn one another, but vather to have the principle of giring ao
offenice, ver. 13. Further clucidation of this principle, and
czhortations to compliance with 1.

Ver. 13, Maxere (wo more, as hitherto) dAAjrovs xpivwpuev
is deduced (ovw) from ékacTos Nuov xTh. ; bt xplvouer here
refers, as dAMA. shows, to both partics. — kplvare] antuna-
elasis: the same word, in order to malke the contrast striking
(for to the wpiverw which is against onc’s duty that which is 7a
accordance wah dety is opposed), is repeated, but with the
modification of reference and of sense, that it addresses the
Jfreer Christians (for it was they who gave the offence), and
means in geueral : Lot this be your judginent, vonr moral maxim
in this point.  On the infinitive with the article after a pre-
pavatory demonstrative, comp. 2 Cor. ii. 1; Nen. de fiep. Lar.
3.1, and sce Haase 2o loe. ; Breitenbach, ad Xea, Oce. 141 10,
— mpooroppa and grdvdaroy: hoth quite synonyimous in the
metaphorteal sensce : wmoral steinld Lny-block, an oceasion for act-
ing contrary to conscience.  Dut Tefévar vefers to the original
proper sense of the two words. Comp. on ix. 32, 33, xi. 9;
LXX. Lev. xix. 14; Judith v. 1. The twofold designation
15 an earnest and exhaustive expression of the ideun; henee to
atlempt a real distinetion between the synonyims, which difller
only fiswatively (stone . . . trap), is arbitrary.

Ver. 14, Discussion of the preceding injunction, giving
information vewarding it.  Taul srants, nawely, 40 principle,
that the [reer brethren ave »/ghd, Dut immediately adds an
coceplion which avises (n peoetice, and, i assioning the reason
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for this addition, declares (ver. 15) the mnot attending to the
exception a proof of want of love. — «xai méretcuar év xvp.’1.]
More precise definition of the preceding oida. — év xup.] w.c.
div ey fellowship with the Lord ; ok dpa avBpwmivys Suavolas
% Yrijpos, Chrysostom. — kowor] corresponding to the BéBniov
of the Greeks: profanc, arxdbaprov (Chrysostom), Acts x. 14,
28, xi. 8; Ieb. x. 29.  Thus the eating of flesh was held to
be unholy and unclean, and thevefore a thing at variance with
the holiness of a Clvistian’s position. Comp. Ezek. xlii. 20 ;
1 Mace. 1. 47, 62. — &8/ al7rod] Since the reflexive adrod (with
the rough breathing) is generally doubtful in the N. T. (comp.
Buttmann, aent. Gr. p. 97 L), and here the personal adrod
(with the soft breathing) is quite sufficient and appropriate
it sense, the latter is to be preferred (Bengel, Matthaei,
Lachmann, Tischendorf, 7, Iofinann); not, however, to Dle
referred to Christ (Theodoret, Bisping, Jatho, and others), but
to be explained : through itsclf, i.c. through its nature. In 8¢
avrov is thus implied the oljcctively existing uncleanness, in
contrast (sece below) to that which subjectively accrues per
accidens.  On account of the laws relating to food of the
0. T, Olshausen thinks that the thought of the apostle is
intended to aflivm that “through Christ and His sanctifying
influcnce the creation has again become pure and holy.”  This
arbitrary importation of a meaning (followed by Bisping) is
overthrown by the very circumstance that the abstinence of
the Roman ascetics was by uo means founded on the law—
which did not in fact forbid the usc of flesh gencrally—Dbut was
of o supra-legal Essenic character. Morcover, Paul was clear
and certain, so far as concerns the O. T. laws of food, that
they had outlived the time of obligatoriness appointed for
them by God, and were abolished by God Himself, inasmuch
as in Clrist the end of the law had come, and the temporaiy
divine institute had given place to the cternel one of the
gospel as its fulfilment, Matt. v. 17. Comp. on x. 4; Col. ii.
16 {f.; also on Acts x. 15, 16.— el u7] not equivalent to
axka, but acsy, which, without taking 8/ adred also into
account, applies merely to oddév wowov. Comp. on Matt. xii.
4; Gal ii. 16. — érxeive xowov] éx. with emphasis, as in 2 Cor.
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x. 18, Mark vii. 15, 20, and very frequently in John.  The
uncleanness is in such a casc suljrrfive, coming into existence
and subsisting actually for the individual through the fettered
condition of his own conscience.

Ver. 15. T'dp] According to this reading ecritieally beyond
doubt (see the eritical notes),—which, however, Philippi, on
account of the sense, regards as “ absolutely untenable,”—the
apostle specifies the veason, why he les cepressly added the
exception e wy 1@ Aoyl k1N The ydp belonging to the
principal sentence is, according to a very prevalent usace (sce
Baewmlein, Partik. p. 85), taken into the prefixed accessory
sentence, so that the argumentative thought is: “not without
«ood moral ground do I say: el u7 . . . kowov; for it indicates
a want of love, if the stronger one has not regard to this rela-
tion towards the weaker.” — &ia Bpdua] on «ccovint of food, i.c.
beeause of a kind of food, which he holds to be unclean and
sees thee eat. — Avmelrac] nob: 4s <ijured, which would con-
sist in the dmoaivebac (Philippi, contrary to N. T. usace), but
of moral «afilicfion, 7.c. vexation of consciciee, which is ocea-
sioned by the giving of a ordvdaror (ver. 13). Analogous
1s Eph. iv. 30.  To understand it of the meling reproeches o
aeconnt of nerrow-nuaded ness (Groting, Rosenmitller, Fwald), is
aratuitously to import the substance of the thought, and does
not correspond to the comnection (vv. 13, 14, 20, 21).—
oVxéTe kata Qydm. wepumraTels] t.e. U that case thow hast ccused
to bear thysclf conforinally to love,  This is the actual state of
things which subsists, when what is expressed in the protasis
veeurs ; the Avmerrae, nawcely, is conceived as the faelt of the
subject addressed)  On € . . . odrére, comp. vii. 20, xi. 6; Gal.
iii. 18. To take the apodasis 7nterrogutively (Hofmann), is—
considering the definite character, quite in keeping with the
context, of the Avwetrar which is occasioned hy the olfence
viven—qaite unwarrauted, and does not suit the words? —

1 Note that the presents Avmeizas and wepirareis coineide in time, as indeed the
two regarded practically coineide in 7cality. For that, which causes to the weak
onc distress of conscience ore fydua, is simply the unsparing conduct of the
strong one no longer under the guidance of love.

2 According to Hofmann, coxim x. =2, is designed simply to submit to the per-
son addressed the question whether ke really allows himself to be induccd—
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The amor\ve is the possible result of the Avmelrar: destroy
Iiin not, bring him not into destruction, namely, through his
heing seduced by thy example to disregard his conscience, and
to fall out of the moral element of the life of faith into the sin-
ful element of variance with conscience. That we are to explain
it. of the cternal dmoewa, is clear from vmép od X. dméfave ;
for in order to redemption from ¢his Christ offered up His life
—therefore thou ougltest not to thrust back into awwieta thy
(so dearly Dought) brother through the loveless exercise of
thy free principles. Comp. 1 Cor. viii. 11, 12. “Ne pluris
feceris tuum cibum, quam Christus vitam suam,” Bengel.

Ver. 16. My Bracnueicfo] namely (comp. 2 Thess. ii. 3 ;
1 Tim. iv. 12), through your fuult. — duov To dyabov] your
q00d kat éEoxny, 1.c. ) Basinela Tob Ocol, ver. 17. So also
Lwald and Umbreit. It is the sum of the pé\hovra dyafd,
Heb. ix. 11, x. 1. How easily it might come to pass that a
schism, kept up by means of condemnation and contempt,
on account of eating and drinking, might draw down on that
jewel of Christinns—-the object of their whole endeavour,
hope, and boast—ecalumniouns judgments at the hands of unbe-
lievers, as if maxims respecting eating and drinking formed
that on which the Christian was dependent for attaining the
blessing of the kingdom! In opposition to the context in ver.
17, following the Fathers (in Suicer, Thes. I p. 14), de Wette
holds that fast’, is meant ;' Luther, Calovius, and others,
including Philippi: the gospcl; Origen, Pelagius, Beza, Calvin,
Grotius, Bengel, and many others, including Flatt, Borger,
Fritzsche, Tholuck, Nielsen, Baumgarten-Crusius, Reithmayr,
Maier, Bisping, with irrelevant appeal to 1 Cor. x. 30: Chris-
fian freedom ; van Hengel generally: quod in wobis Romanis

through the weakness of his fellow-Christian in falling into concern on account of
« particular food—to alter his conduct so as to behave with @ want of love. In
that case, the apostle must at least have expressed himself by the future mep-
raracus (Wilt thou then no longer behave in conformity with love?), or by fiac;
wepwateiy, or, most clearly, because implying a negative answer: w» odxirs x.
dy. wepmacions (thou wilt not thus cease, ete. ?); comp. x. 18; 1 Cor. ix. 4.

1 Among the Fathers, Chrysostom’s view is very vacillating and indefinite ; # +3v
cicTiv Qnaiv, 7 Thy wéddevomy iAmide Tov twddiwy, § Tay aanpTicpivay eboifeiaye pn
XFO xaxds Teduirari cov, pndt woiu swizny fracPuusicbas, Theodoret explains
definitely of faith; so also Photius.
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Lo est; hetter Hofmann : that which, as their essential good,
gives Christinns the adeantnge over non-Christians—a view,
Lowever, which leaves the precise delinition of the mnotion
unscttled.  ‘With vudy, Paul, after having previously addressed
a single party in the singular, turns to «//; hence we arc not,
with I'ritzsche, to think in du. of the strong believers only
(and in Bhac¢. of the weak Dbelicvers). Note, further, the
cmphasis of the preficed dudv (comp. Phil. iii. 20): the
possession helonging o yow, to you Christians, whicl vou must
therefore all the more guard against slander from without.
Ver. 17. Motive for complying with the uy Bracdnp. x.T\,
with reference to the contents of the possible slander. —
7 Baoih. 7. Oeo] is not anywhere (comp. on Matt. iil. 2, vi.
10; 1 Cor. iv. 20; Col. i. 13), and so is not here, anything
clse than the Messial's Lingdom, the erection of which begins
with the Parousia,' belonging not to the alwy odros, but to the
aloy péMwy (1 Cor. vi. 9, 10, xv. 24, 50; Gal. v. 21; Eph
v.5; Col. iv. 11; 1 Thess. ii. 12; 2 Thess. i. 5); not there-
fore the (invisible) churck, the regivum gratice, or the earthly
«thical Lingdom of God (Reiche, de Wette, Philippi, Lipsius,
following older expositors), res ehristiane (Banmgarten-Crusius),
and the like. “ The Messianic ingdom s not cating and
drinking ;e the essential characteristic of this kingdom docs
not consist in the principle that a man, in order to lbecome a
member of it, should eat and drink this or that or everything
without distinclion, but in the principle that one should be
upright, cte. TLess accurate, and, although not missing the
approximate sense, readily liable to be misunderstood (see
Calovius), is the view ol the Greck Fathers, Grotius, and
many others: the kingdom of God is not obtained through,
etc. Comp. on John xvii. 3.— Bpdows, cating, e aclus
cdendi, dilferent from Bpéwua, food, ver. 15 (comp. Tittmann,
Synoi. p. 159), which distinction Taul always observes (in
opposition Lo Fritzsehe); see on Col. ii. 16. — Swwatogivy «.
elpywn] can, according to the cntire context (comp. esp. ver.
15), and speeially according to ver. 18 (Sovdevwr 7 X.) and
ver. 19 (7@ 7is elprirns), be taken only in the mored seuse, and

Vwire iy dvigreow, Theodore of Mopsuestia.
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thercfore as cthical uprightivess and peace (concord) with the
brethren ; not in the dogmatic sense: rightcousncss and peace
(of reconciliation) with God (Calvin, Calovius, and many others,
including Riickert, Tholuck, and Philippi; de Wette blends
the two meanings). But that these virtues presuppose faith
in Christ as the soil from which they sprang, and as the
fundamental principrum cssende of the kingdom, is self-evident
from the whole connection. — yapa év mvedu. dy.] forms onc
phrase. Comp. 1 Thess. i. 6. It is the Zoly joyfulness, the
morally glad frame of heart whick has s causal basis and sub-
ststenee in the Holy Spirit, who rules in the Christian; comp.
Gal. v. 22, also Phil. iv. 4. It 1s present even in tribulation,
2 Cor. vi. 10, and does not yield to death, TPhil. ii. 17. The
transitive explanation of the joy wwhich the Christion diffuses
over others (Grotius, Koppe, Reiche, and others) is supported
neither by the simple word nor by N. T. usage elsewhere.

Ver. 18. Not an explanation, why lic huas mentioned by name
these three particulars, as those in which the kingdom consists
(Hofmann), but a confirmation of the contents of wer. 17; aud
how greatly must this confirmation have conduced to the re-
commendation and support of the precept uy Bracdnu. £.7.A.
of ver. 16 as established by ver. 17 !— év Todraws] (see the
critical notes) refers to the just mentioned three great moral
elements. He who <n these (not therefore possibly in Bpaos
and moss, and the like unspiritual things) serves Clrist, cte.
On év with SovAevew, denoting its moral life-sphere, comyp.
vil. 6. — ebapear. 7. Oew] “ testimonium, quod expresse ad-
firmat bona opera renatorum placere Deo,” Melanchthon, —
Soxepos Tals dvbp.] approved® by wen; such is the relation
according fo its moral nafure—a fact not annulled by abnor-
mal manifestations, in which misapprelension, perversion of
the moral judgment, and the like are at work. “ Paulus hic
de sticero judicio loquitur,” Calvin.

Ver. 19. Eshortetion, inferred from the doctrinal proposi-
tion, ver. 17 ; not a question (Buttmann), — 7a 7ijs elp.] what

! So Joxspes in all N. T. passages (not: worthy, esteemed, and the like) ; sce

Buttmann, in the Stud. u. Krit. 1860, p. 368, who however prefers the reading
doripois in B G* 77 (@ copyist’s error).
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lelongs to peace, composes the substaire of proce, not dillerent
in matter of fact rom wyw elpppyr.  Sce Bernliardy, p. 325 £
Kiilmer, I1. 1, p. 230. — 7i}s olkoBoui}s] jigurative designation
of perfecting (here awetivd) in the Christiva {ife.  Comp. 2 Cor.
Xx. 8, xiii. 10; 1 Cor. xiv. 4. According to the context in
cach case, the individual, as here, or the church, or the whole
Christian body, is a building of God (of which Christ is the
foundation, 1 Cor, iii. 11; Eph. ii. 20, 21), on which the
work of huilding is to proceed wntil the Pervusic.—els aAMA.]
olxodoueite els Tov éva, 1 Thess. v. 11.

Ver. 20. Prohibition of the opposite of 7a Tis olxoSous)s
Tis els aAMN. — raTaive] pull dvwn,  Comp. 2 Cor. v. 1;
(ial. ii. 18; DMatt. xxvi. 61.— 70 épyov 7ot Oeod] here,
according to the context, the bu/ding of God, by which, how-
cver, is represented not what is mentioned in ver. 17 (the
dixaroatyn k..., so Fritzsche, Bawngarten-Crusius) ; nor yet
the fuith of one’s fellow-Clristian (Theodorcet, Reiche), or his
cternal saleation (Chrysvstom, Occumenius, Theophylact) ; nox
all Vlessings vouchsafed through Chaist (IXoluer, comp. Dorger) ;
but, according to ver. 15, the Clristian as such, in so far as his
Clwistian life, is Christicn personality, is God's work (viil.
29, 30; 2 Cor. v. 17; LEph ii 10). Aptly Estius says:
“{ratrem, quem Deus fecit fidelem.”  Accordingly, what was
expressed in ver. 15 by py) éweivov dmwolve, vmep o X.
améBave, is hiere expressed by uy &kaTdive 10 épyov 7. Ocod ;
but it is differently conceived and presented, in such a way
that the hrother is thought of there in his relation ol redenip-
tion to Christ, here in his relation of spiritual origin to God.
The <mportance of the Iatter coneeption is rightly pointed out
by Calovius: “non levis est culpy, sed honibilis Geopayia,
opus Dei destrucre.” — wavra pév kalapa 7] the same
thonzht as in ver. 14, repeated in order to enter further into
the py &verev Bpwuares.  “ All (Wl lood) <ndeed s clean (not
Immoral tu eujoy i and by itsell), bul it s sinful for the mon
wihe cols amddst affenee,” who nevertheless uses o food, althouyh
Ie coperionees smordd offiace in the using it—so that Ire thus
ageinst his conselrpes imitates the fveer Christian.  Comp.
1 Cor. viil. 9, 10. This rclerence of the ethical dative ¢
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avfpdme 16 Sia wpook. éaf. to the wealk in fuill (Chrysostom,
Luther, Deza, Carpzov, Semler, and others, ineluding Liickert,
Kollner, Philippi, Tholuck, Holmann) is coulirmed by the
parallel in vv. 13, 14, and admirably suits the counection, in-
asmuch as dAAg 7.\ unfolds the way and manner in which
évexev Bpwpatos destruction may befall the work of God. Hence
we must reject the explanation (Pelagius, Grotius, Lengel,
and others, including Reiche, de Wette, Nielsen, Danmgarter:-
Crusius, Iritzsche, Reithnayr, Krehl, Umbreit, van Hengel,
of the strong in fwith, who acts wrongly in cating uadcr offence
given, ¢ althongh to the offence of the weak. Tor in that
case we should have here no reference at all relevant to the
xatdlvows of the épyov 7. Oeod, but only the vague remark
that it is wrong to eat to the offence of others. — dAAa] after
wév; sce Vigerus, ed. Herm. p. 536 ; Hartung, Puriilecll. 1L
p. 403 £ ; Baeumlein, p. 170. — xaxdév] not Lurtful (Liickert),
nor yet bad in the seuse of what s 10 good jor lisn (Hofinann),
but sinful, the cthical contrast of waflapa. The subject (it) is
to Le understood of itself from what precedes, namely 7o
wafapéy, the pure in itself.  Others supply wav (Reiche), 7o
Bpopa (Grotivs), 7o éoflew (Riickert), 70 wdavra dayely
(Tritzsche, Philippi). Hofmanm also renders incorrectly, as
though it ran, kaxov 7@ avfpwme T Si TposropuaToes éabiciy.
— &ud] as in ii. 27.

Ver. 21. Maxim for the strong in faith, which results from
the preceding aAha rakov w.Th.: “ It 4s cxccllent, morally right
and good, to eat no flesh, and to drink no wine, and (geperally)
to do aothing wherchy thy brother takes offence)” cte.  Cowmp.
1 Cor. viii. 13.  Ou w3y, as joined to the infinitive with the
article, see Bacwmlein, p. 296. The article belongs ouly to
py ¢ay. kp.  With the second wunéé, the general moreiv is
simply to be supplied! (Winer, p. 542 [E. T. p. 729]; Butt-
manu, p. 3306), and év ¢ also refers back to the eating of flesh
and drinking of wine. Riickert and Koéllner (following Luther,

* The zeuymatic brevilequence, which leaves the reader to supply, after special
notions (such as geysiv and =<v here), a more general word, is found also from
Homer onward among the Greek writers (see Niigelsbach, & Jlias, p. 179, ed. 3).
Comp. generally, Kriiger, § 62. 3.
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Grotius, Flatt) are mistaken in holding that xaXov is to be
taken comparatively, and that the comparison lics in év @
k.7 in which case we should have very arbitrarily to assume
that the apostle, instead of {ollowing it up with an 7 =7\
(sce on Matt. xviil, 8), had been led away from the construe-
tion. According to Hofmann, we should read pnde €. Duu
this would in fact denote, not, as Hofmann thinks, woer yt
anything «t all, but neque wnwm, or we v quiden (see on
1 Cor vi. 5; John i 3), which would be unsuitable lLere.
Quite unfounded withal is the ohjeciion against the reading
év &, that mpooromrew with év is not elsewhere found; for
mpoaromTer is to be taken by itself (absolutely), and év o
means whercby, as €v is also to be understood in Eeclus. xxx.
13; see Fritzsche on Eeelus. p. 167.  On the absolute =poo-
xorrr. comp. Ecclus. xxxiv. 17, xiii. 23, also John xi. 9, 10.
— The following threcfold desicnation of the same thing,
namely, of the giving occasion for conduct opposed to con-
science (comyp. ver. 13), 13 explained by the wryracy of the sor-
rowful thonght. —dafever] not : brecomes weak, but, as it always
denotes : ¢ wealk, 7.e. morally powerless to withstand temypta-
tion and to follow his moral conviction,—mnot diffcrent m sub-
stance from the two preceding fiyurative designations already
cuployed in ver. 13.—Turther, that in ver. 21 not a merely
problematic extension of abstinence is expressed, as those sup-
pose who hold the abstinence on the part of the weak not to
refer to all flesh, and to refer to wine either not at all, or only
to the wine of libation (see introd. to the chapter, and on
ver., 2), is evident from ver. 2, where abstinence from «// flesh
is expressed ; and hence here, alongside ol the us) dayeiv xpéa,
the pnde meely otvov admits of no other conclusion than that
the weak in faith deank @n wine, but held the use of it like-
wise (see ver. 14) to be defiling.

Vv. 22, 23. 3V mwiorw &yeas] may be viewed cither coit-
essieely (Luther, Deza, and many others, ineluding Scholz,
Tischendorf, Fritzsche, Tholuck, Holmann) or inlerrogulicdy
(Calvin, Grotius, Calovius, and most moderns).  Comp. on
xiil. 3. The latter (already in Occumeniug, and prohably alxo
Chrysostom) corresponds better to the inereasing animation «f
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the discourse. Taul hears, as it were, how the strong in faith
opposes him with an éye micTw éyw, and he replies thereto:
Thow hast faith 2 Thou partakest of the confidence of faith
grounded on Christ, respecting the allowableness of the eating
and drinking (vv. 2, 21), which 1s here in question 2—Huve it
Jor thysclf (apkeirw gov 16 gvvedis, Chrysostom) before God, so
that God is the witness of thy faith, and thou dost not make a
parade of it before men to the offence of the weak. “ Funda-
mentum verae prudentiae et dissimulationis,” Dengel. — éye]
not : ¢how nvayest have it (Reichie), which deprives the <mpe-
rative expression of its force. — wata oeavrév] jfor thysclf
alone; sce Kithner, IL 1, p. 414.  Comp. Heliodorus, vii. 16 :
rata cavtov Eye rai umdevi Ppale, also the classical adros éye,
keep it for thyself. — pardptos . . . kararxékpiras forms a two-
fold consideration, which ust influence the strong one not to
abuse his strong faith to the prejudice of the weaker; namely,
(1) he has in truth on his side the high advantage, which is
expressed by pardpios . . . Soxepdaber; on the other hand, (2)
the danger is great for the weak one, if lic through the ex-
ample of the strong one is tempted to a partaking contrary to
his conscience (o 3¢ Saxpwouevos x.7.\.).  How shouldest thou
not content thyself with that privilege, and spare this peril to
the weak! On the formal mutual relation of «piv., Stakpiv.,
and waraxpiv., comp. 1 Cor. xi. 31, 32, where, however, the
definition of the sense is not as here. — paxdpios] for the
Messianic blessedness, which has been acquired for him through
Clirist, does not bcecome lost to him through conscientious
doubts in the determining of his action. — xpivwr] not equiva-
lent to xaraxpivor, as, since Chrysostom, most interpreters
think ; against which the climax xplvwv, Siaxpivopevos, kata-
kéxprrar is decisive. It means: he who does not hold judgment
upon himsclf, i.c. he who is so certain of his conviction, that his
decision for this or that course is liable to no self-judgment ; he
does not institute any such judgment, as the anxious and un-
certain one does. — év & Soxpaler] in that which e approves,
z.c. “agendum eligit " (Estius). Luther aptly renders: en that
which he aceepts.  Comp. 2 Mace. iv. 3 ; Dem. 1381, 6; Plato,
Lcgg. p. 579 C; Diod. Sic. iv. 7.— Ver. 23: But he who
ROM. II. X



322 TIIE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO TIE ROMANS.

warers (Starpiv., que dulivs hacrl, see on iv. 20), as to whetlier,
nawely, the cating is really allowed ov not, ¢, {f ke sJodll Jiue
catcn, coadannad, co 1pso (comp. on xiil. 8; Johm 1ii 18) liudle
o the dicine peacl judygment, the opposite of paxdpios; comp.
amoMive, ver. 15, The matter is apprehended from the point
of view of wmorally ideal strictness.  Actual s/f-coideninu-
tioir (Chrysoston, Theodoret, Grotius, and others, including
Hofinann) would have required a more precise designation.
— 87 ok éx mioTews] sc. épaye. — wav 8¢ x.TA] may be
still connected with &ve: bervwse he atfe ol froin foo5h, bul ol
thatl eomes ot frow feillh, 46 sen. If it 1s taken il poadindly,
however, the sense is wore cmphatic. In the conclusion,
which proves the xaTaxéxperas, wav &¢ . . . duapr éotiv is the
major, and ovk €k wTioTews se. éhaye the minor promiss.—mioTes
is here also none other than fuith according to its mored
quality (¢ consecicitiam informans et confirmaus,” Tenecel), Z.c.
faith in Christ, so far as it brings with it the moral coulidence
as to what in general, and under viven circmstances, is the
right Christian mode of action.  Rlespecting the conduct of the
Chriting, Paul lays down the axiom which regulates it wone-
rally, and more especially in adivpliore, that all which does
not proceed from that conlidence of fuith as the moral spring
of aclion is sin; to express a moral fundawmental law Gyod
the Christian sphere of life, is forcicn to his intenlion.
Henee it was an alien procceding to draw from th-~ ares
expression, indireetly or direetly,—in disregard of tl ¢ 1€ Nty
lave of conscience (ii. 14, 15),—the infwcnce g that
works and even the virtues of unbelievers were 8 /7 of t]
sins (Augustine, ¢ Jolion. v, 3, £ «l; Luther; .ln/ez,‘l'”"""- {
p- 7005 Caloviug, and others).  Very correctly (g, ="1sm:
radra 8¢ wdvra wept Ths wporeuévns Imobicews of  CPUTTEH
ITadm, o0 wept mavrwv.  But against the abuse Of thinyg.
saze, s though it made all accountability deper o *1E onan
subjective moral eomviction,' see Jul. Miillergj” ok do8q,
L p 285, ed. 5; comp. also Delitzseh, DPsychol,yy ™ p-13¢

be the slrra,y of

UIn Ahis view, the objective will of Gad woulld veace o Dt s

accountbiity,  The blouwdy deed of Sand, cg., would have”
responsibility. i

Huplppein
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CHAPTER XV!

Various writers formerly, from the days of Semler,”® disputed,
not that Paul \ms the author of chap. xv. and xvi. (as to the
doxology, xvi. 25-27, see, however, the critical noles on chap.
xvi), but et c7zap. xv. and xvi. alony wwith chap. i-xiv. com-
pose one cpistle.  Semler himself thought that Paul had given
to the bearers of the letter—of which Phoebe was not the
hearer—a list, which they might exhibit, of the teachers whom
they were to visit on their journey by way of Cenchreae (where
Phocbe dwelt) and Ephesus (where Aquila dwelt), and to whom
they were to hand a copy of the letter. This list was in his
view chap. xvi, of whicly, however, vv. 25-27 had their original
place after xiv. 23 (\\luch also I’aulus Grieshach, Flatt, Eich-
horn assumed) ; nnd chap. xv. was an open letter to those same
teachers, with whom the travellers were to confer respecting
the contents.—Paulus (de origini. cp. ad Rom., Jen. 1801, and
in his Kommentasr z. Gal. w. Romn. 1831, Introd.) held chap. xv.
to be an appended letter for those who were enlightcned, and
chap. xvi. to have been a separate leaf for the lieaver of the
letters, with commendations to the overseers of the church and
commissions to those whom they were particularly to greet
from Paul.  Grieshach (curac in hist. text. Gi. cpp. P. D. 45, and
in his Opuse. ed. Gabl. vol. ii. p. 63; comp. m opposition to
him, Gabler himself in the Preface, p. \_\1\') whom in the main
Flatt followed, saw in chap. xv. an appeud-ix for the further dis-
cussion of the last subject, subjoined after the conclusion of the
letter, while chap. xvi. consisted originally of various appended
leaflets. A similar hypothesis was counstructed by Eichlhorn
(Linlett. TIL. p. 232 ff), who, however, regarded xvi. 1-20 as not
belonging to Rome at all, but as a letter of commendation for
TPhocbe, probably destined [vr Corinth, but taken along with

! Comp. Lucht, #b. . beiden letzt. Kap. d. Rimerbriess, cine Lrit. Unlers.,
Berlin 1871.

* Keggemann, praes. Semler de duplici ep. ad Rom. appendice, Hal, 1767,
and alterwards in Semler’s Paraploase, 17G9. Sce in opposition to him, Koppe,
Exc, 1L p. 400 Y., ed. Ammon, Flatt, and Reich-.
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her to Rome.  Among all the giosids by which these varied
assumptions have been supported, there are none which are
valid, not cven those which appear the least to rest on arbitrary
asswnption.  Tor the statement that Marcion did not rcad
chap. xv. and xvi. amounts to this, that he, according to his
fashion (sec Hahm, d. Ev. Marcion’s, p. 50 1), ercised them!
See, besides, Nitzzch in the Zeischi, f. histor. Theol. 1860, 1. p.
285 1. Twrther, that Tertullian, ¢. Mare. v. 14, designates the
passage xiv. 10 as to be found i cluusule of the epistle, is
sufliciently explained from the fact that he is arguing against
Marcion and hence refers to Azs copy. Comp. also Ionsch, d.
N T. Tertulliaw’s, p. 350. Again, the repeated formulae of con-
clusion before the tinal close of the letter (xvi. 20, 24; xv. 33 is
werely the concluding wish of a section) are most readily and
naturally understood from the repeated intention of the apostle
actnally to conclude; which was to be done first of all at xvi. 16,
but was frustrated throngh the intrnsion of the further observa-
tion ver. 17 {1, and was deferred till ver. 20, after which, however,
souie further commissions of greeting were introduced (vv. 21-
23), so that not until ver. 24 did the last wish of blessing—and
now, for the complete conclusion of the whole, the ample doxo-
logy, vv. 25-27—finish the epistle. DMost plausible are the two
difliculties felt inreference to chap. xvi.; namely, (1) that Paul
would probably not have had so many acquaintances in Rome,
where he had not yet been at all, as he greets in chap. xvi, espe-
cially seeing that, in the epistles subsequently written froin
Tlome, he mentions none ol them ; and (2) that Aquila and Pris-
cilla could hardly at that-time have been in Rome(xvi. 3),because
they not long before were still dwelling in Bphesus (1 Cor. xvi.
19), and were at o later period likewise in Iphesus (2 Tim. iv.
19). This has been regarded as the most serious difliculty by
Ammon (LPracfut. p. 24)—who held chap. xvi. to be a letter of

! Origen on xvi. 25 : ““Caput hoe (viz. xvi. 25-27) Marcion, a quo serip-
turae evangelicac ct apestolicac interpolatac sunt, de hac epistola penitus
abstulit ; ¢t non solum hoc, sed et ab co loco, ubi scriptum est (xiv. 23): omme
autem, quod non cx fide est, peccatumn est, usque ad fincm cuncta dissecuit,”—
which disseewid cannot denote a mere muwtidation (Reiche and others), but must
Lie eipuivalent in sense to the preceding adsfalit,. The validily of this testimony
cannot be overthrown by the silence of Epiplhunius on this omission of Marcion,
as a merely negative reason against il. - Marcion’s stumbling-blocks, as reganls
chap. xv., were probably vv. 4 and 8 in particular. Altogether Marcion allowed
Linsell Lo use great violences to this epistle, as he, for example, extruded x. 5-
xi. 32 Tertullian, ¢, Mere. v. 14, Comp, generally, Hilgeafeld, in the Zeitschr.
J. hist. Theol. 1855, iii. p. 426 I
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commendation written by the apostle for Phoebe to Corinth
after the imprisonment at Rome—and recently by Dav. Schulz
(in the Stud. . Krit. 1829, p. 609 {I.), Schott (Isag. p. 249 ff),
Reuss (Gesch. d. k. Schwift. § 111), Ewald, Laurent, Lucht.
Schulz regards chap. xvi. as written from Rome to Ephesus;
while Schott’s judgment is as follows: “ Totum cap. xvi. com-
positum est fragmentis diversis' alius cujusdam epistolac bre-
vioris (maximam partem amissae), quam Paunlus Corinthi ad
coetum quendam Christianum in Asia Minori versantem dederat,
ita ut, qui schedulas singulas haec fragmenta exhibentes sensim
sensimque deprehendisset, continua serie unum adjiceret alteri.”
Reuss (so also Hausrath and Sabatier) sees in xvi. 1-20 a letier
with which Phoebe, who was travelling to Eplcsus, was en-
trusted to the church there; while Ewald (comp. Mangold,
also Ritschl in the Jakrd. f. D. Theol. 1866, p. 352) cuts out
only vv. 3-20, but likewise regards this portion as having ori-
cinally pertained to an cpistle of the apostle to the Epliesians,
which, according to ver. 7, was written from the Roman cap-
tivity ; as, indeed, also Laurent (iecutest. Stud. p. 31 ff.) extracts
from vv. 1-24 a special commendatory letter for TPhoebe,
written by the apostle’s own hand to the Eplesians, assuming
at the same time marginal remarks ;* and Lucht assigns the
commendation of Phoebe, and the greetings by name in vv. 3-6,
to a letter to the Ephesians, but the greetings following in ver.
7 {f. to the editor of the Epistle to the Romans. Dut (1) just
in the case of Rome it is readily conceivable that Paul had
many acquaintances there, some of whom had come from Asia
and Greece, and had settled in Rome, whether permanently or
temporarily (several perhaps as missionaries) ; while others, like
Aquila, had been banished as Jews under Clandius, and then
had returned as Pauline Christians. (2) It is by no means
nceessary that Paul should have known the whole of those
saluted by sisht ; how many micht, tlrough personally unknown,
he saluted by him! (3) The fact that Paul at a later period,
when he himself was a prisoner in IRRome and wrote thence (in
my judgment, the Epistle to the Philippians here aloie comes
into consideration; sce Introd. to IEph. and Col. ; the Pastoral
Epistics, as non-apostolic, must be disregarded), docs not again
mention any one of those here saluted, may have arisen from the

! These being vv. 1-16, vv. 17-20, vv. 21-24, vv. 25-27.

? And that to such an extent, that of the 16th chapler nothing further is sup-
posed to have been written by Paul for the Romans than vv. 21, 23, 24,  See,
in opposition, Ritschl, lc., and Lucht, p. 22 f.—-Weisse would have chap. xvi.
together with chap. ix.-xi. directed to Ephesus,



326 TIIE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO TIHE ROMANS.

altered circrunstances of the tinwe; for between the composition
of the epistle o Itome and the apostle’s sojourn 47 Rome there
lies an interval of three years, during which the majority
of those referred to might have obtained other places of desti-
nation. Besides, the salwlafivie which Paul in the Epistle to the
Philippians offers to others (iv. 22) 1s merely a quite summary
one. (1) There exists no ground at all for denying that Aqmll
and Priscilla might, after the writing of our Firit ¥ istle 1o
the Corinthians (1 Cor. xvi. 19), have retwrned from Fphesus
to Rome and have informed the apostle of their sojowrn and
activity there. (%) The grecting from «/l churches in ver. 16 i«
suitable enough for an clnstle addressed to the chureh of the
cupital city of The cmpire ; and the first-firuils of Asie, ver. 5, was
ceerywhere a distinguishing predicate, so that it does not pre-
suppose one living preeisely in Ephesus.?  (6) Were vv. 3-20 a
portion cast adritt of an ecpistle to the Ephesians, or even a
separate small Jetter to the Lphesians, it would not be casy to
sce liow it should have come precisely fo this place; it must
have from the outsct lost every trace ol the tradition of its ovici-
nal destination to such an extent, that no ocecasion was fowd
even afterwards, when an epistle to the Ephesians was alveady
in ccelesiastical use, to subjoin it Lo t2q/ epistle. From all this
there just as Little remains any sullicient around {or severing,
In apposition to all testimony, chap. xvi,, as there is for severing:
chap. xv,, having otherwise so close an external and interid
conucction with chap. xiv,, from the Ipistle to the Lomans,
and giving up the wnity of the latter as handed down.

It was reserved at last for the criticism of Dawr to con-
test the aposiolic origin ol chap. xv. xvi. (in the Tib. Zeitsehr,
1836, 3, and Paulus, 1. p. 394 ff, ed. 2; comp. also in the
Teol. fulnb 1849, 4, p. 493 1.5 .dn\cg]er, nnchapostol. Zeitoll,
p. 125 10 Vn]]\mm, i the ﬂzrul. Juhvb, 1856, p. 321 L, and
Ldin. ]\'1"1'/'/11‘, 1857, . 3).  Daur finds in the last {wo chapters
i maling of adeanees (orards the Jeieish Christions? such »z
does not suit the {enor of the rest of 1he epistle.  In this view
he oljeets particudarly to vy, 3, 8, 14 in chap. xv.; vy, 9-12 s
A mere aceimulation of Bible passages Lo pacily the Jewish

Christians; ver, 15 is irvelevant, ver. 20 no less so; {he state-

1 Comp. besides, on the arguments numbered 1-5, van Ilengel, II. p. 783 1.

 The two chapters are supposed, forsooth, to belong to a Pauline writer, ** who,
in the spirit of the author of the book of Acts, wished to oppose to the sharp anti-
Judaism of the apostic a softening and soothing counterpoise in favour of the
Judaistz, and in the inlerests of unity.” The 15th chapter is supposed to have
its original in 2 Cor. x. 15-18.—1ilgenfeld has not adhered to Daur’s view.
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ment of ver. 19: from Jerusalem to Ilyricum, is unhistorical,
derived from a later interest; vv. 22, 23 do not agree with
i 10-13; vv. 24, 28, intimating that Paul intended to visit the
Romans only on his route to Spain, are surprising; vv. 25, 26
hiave been taken by the writer from the epistles to the Coriu-
thians for his own purpose, in order to win over the Jewish
Clistians ; the long sevies of persons saluted in chap. xvi—a
list of notabilities in the carly Roman church—iwvas intended to
afford proof that Paul already stood in confidential relations
to the Dbest known members of the church, in conneetion
with which several names, among them the ovyyeveiz of the
apostle as well as Aquila and Priscilla, and their characteriza-
tion are suspicious; vv. 17-20 are unsuitably placed, and with-
out characteristic colouring; the position of the final doxology
is uncertain ; the entire complaisance towards the Jewish
Christians conflicts with Gal. 1. and i, DBut this same (so-
called) complaisance (according to Volkmar, “with all manner
of excuses and half compliments”) is assumed utterly without
ground, especially seeing that Paul had already in an earlier
Passage expressed so much of decp and true sympathy for his
people (comp.ix. 11f, x. 1, 2,xi. 1, 2, 11 ff, et «l); and what-
ever else is discovered to be irrelevant, unsuitable, and wnhis-
toric in the two chapters is simply and solely placed in this
wrong licht through the interest of suspicion; while, on the
other hand, the whole language and mode of representation are
so distinctively Pauline, that an interpolation so comprehensive
would in fact stand wnigque, and how sungular, at the same time,
in being furnished with such different conclusions and fresh
starts ! See, further, Kling in the Stud. «. Krit. 1837, p. 308 if.;
Delitzsch in the ZLuther. Zcitschr, 1849, p. 609 ff.; Th. Schott,
P- 119 ff.; Wiescler in Herzog’s Encyllop. XX. p. 598 £.; Man-
gold, p. 67 ff. ; Riggenbach in the Luther. Zeitschr. 1868, p. 41 1.
—Nevertheless Lucht, Z.c., has once more come into very close
countact with Baur, in proposing the hypotliesis that the genuine
epistle of Paul, extending to xiv. 23, existed in an incomplete
state ; that thercupon, one hand, summing up the main points of
the epistle in the (un-Pauline) doxology, added the latter after
xiv. 23; while another further continued the theme broken
off at xiv. 23, and subjoined an epilogue, along with greetings,
to the Romans. In this way two editions arvose, of which one
(A) contained chap. i—xiv. and xvi. 25-27; while the other
(B) contained chap. i-xiv. and xv. 1-16, 24; A and B were
then supplemented from one another. That which Paul him-
self had appeuded after xiv. 23, was removed from it by the
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Tloman clergy, and laid up in their archives (out of considera-
tion for the ascctics, namely); but subsequently it, along with
fragments of an epistle to the Ephesians, which had also been
Ilaced in the archives, had been worked in by the composer of
chap. xv. and xvi. This entire hypothesis turns upon presup-
positions and combinations which are partly arbitrary in them-
selves, and partly without any solid ground or support i the
detailed exegesis.

Ver, 2. After éxasros Elz. has yap, against decisive witnesses.
— Ver. 4. Instead of the second mpeeypags, B C D B F G n%,
G7%% 80, most vss, and several Fathers have iypdesn  Ap-
proved by Griesb, adopted Ly Laclmn, Tisch., Fritzsche.
Rightly; the compound is an intentional or mechanical repe-
tition.— Not so strongly attested (though by A B C* L &) is
the ée repeated before =7%¢ sepuxz. in Griesh, Lachm., Tiscl.
8, which, since the article again follows, became easily added,
— Ver. 7. duic] Elz.: duée against ACD*EF GL N, min,
most vss., and several Fathers. A correct gloss, indicating
the reference of suéz to the Jewish and Gentile Clivistians, —
Ver. 8. ydp] approved by Griesh., adopted also by Lachm. and
Tisch. Dut Elz. and Iritzsche have éf; against which the
evidence 1s decisive.  Movcover, 2¢yw of 1s the customary forn
with Paul for more precise explanation, and heuce alzo slipped
in here. — yeyaiedar) Lachn: yeaiedos, according to Th C¥ D¥ 17 (5,
A Ath.  But how readily one of the two syllables 1E micht
be passed over, and then the familiar (comp. also Gal.iv. 1)
yeiodar would be produced!—Ver, 11, After =¢z Lachm. has
7656, according to B D EF G, 1, and several vss. ; nianilestly an
addition in accordance with ver. 10. — ézunisars] Lachm. and
Tisch.: izansedrucay, according Lo ADCD Ex, 39, Chrys. ms. Dany,
Doth readings are also found in the LXX., and may be borrowed
thence. The circunstance that after aiwerre the form fmcvé-
carz, as more conformable, readily offered itself, speaks in fuvour
of izanzedruoay, — Yor, 15, ao:r.20] 1s wanting indeed in A D C n¥,
Copt. Acth. Cyr. Chrys. Rul. Aug. (omitted by Lachm. and
Tisch. 8), and stands in 3, 108, after mipovs; but why should it
Live been added 2 On the other hand, its omission was readily
sucaested, since 16 had just appeared for the first time in ver,
14, and since it scewed simply to stand in the way of the con-
nection of axh uép.; hence alsu that transposition in 3, 103, —
Ver, 17, zabygen] Richtly Lachm, and Tisch. @ =0 zedyrae,
The reference of the preponderantly attested article was not
unlerstood. — Ver. 19, éyies] So A CD E I G, min, and most
vss.and Fathers,  Adopted also by Griesh, Lachu, and Schelz.
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But Elz. (so also Matth., Iritzsche, Tisch. 8), in accordance with
& and D¥* LP, most min., Syr. Chirys., and others, has @3, In
B, Pel. Vigil. there is merely aveduaros. So Tisch. 7. Since there
is absolutely no reason why &y. or @« should have been omitted
or altered, probably the simple wvweduwros is the original, which
was only variously glossed by ay. and ©:5. — Ver. 20. giuori-
wodwsvov] Laclhin. : prreriueduos, aceording to B D* F G . To faci-
litate the construction.—Ver. 22. r& zo22d] B D E F G: soandue,
so Lachm. An interpretation in accordance with 1. 13.— Ver.
93. woandw] Tisch. 7: ixaviv, according to B C, 37, 59, 71, Dam.
A modifying gloss, according to an expression peculiarly well
known from the Look of Acts.—Ver. 24. After Szwiwv Elz
and Tisch. 7 have ¢nsboopas wpé; butts, which is omitted by
Griesh., Lachm., and Tisch 8. A contrast to ver. 22, written at
the side, and then introduced, but rejected by all uncials except
L n*# and by all vss. except Syr. p. ; attested, however, among
the Ifathers Ly Theodoret, Theophylact, and Oecumenins, and
preserved in mearly all the cursives. This old interpolation
occasioned the insertion of an illustrative ydp after 27w (so
Elz, Tiscl., and also Lachm.), the presence of which also in
principal wituesses (as A B C &), in which &.eds. sp. . 1s want-
ing, does 1ot point to the originality of these words, but only to
a very early addition and diffusion of them, so that in fact
those witnesses represent only a half-completed critical restora-
tion of the original text, whilst those which omit both (as F ()
still contain the original text or a complete purification of the
text.— Instead of up” dméw, Lachm. and Tisch. 7 have @@ dudy,
according to D E ¥ G, min,, which presents itself as genuine,
and is explained by &' fuéy on account of the passive. B has
&b bwév.— Ver. 29, Xpiorod] Elz.: soi ebayyediov vod X., against
decisive evidence. A gloss.— Ver. 31. dxxovix] Lachm: dwpe-
zopiee, according to B D* F G, which, however, Paul, considering
tlie delicacy of designation here throughout ohserved, can hardly
have written; it appears to Le an explanation. — The repeti-
tion of ie before # iz (in Elz) is, according to ABC D*
I & 8%, 80, justly also omitted by Lachm. and Tisch. — Instead
of # <ig Lachm. has 4 &, according to BD* F G, 213. Dot pre-
positions are suitable to the sense; but the omission of the
article in the majority of witnesses enables us to perceive how
# ¢varose. This omission, namely, carried with it the alteration
of <is into ¢ (GG, Chrys. really have merely ¢), and then 5 é&
arose thirough an only partial critical restoration.— Ver. 32,
20w] A Cw¥, Copt. Arm. Ruf.: 20wy with omission of the subse-
quent zai.  Too weakly supported ; an emendation of style, yet
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adopted by Tisch. 8. —Instead of ©:5, B has zupiov "176:5 (so
Lachm); DEFG, It.: Xeomed “Izeed; ®%: “Ize Xp. Dut the
apostle never says die: 744 Xgr67o3, hut always = & @5 (comp.
1103 1 Cor. 1. 1; 2 Cor. i. 1, viil. 5, ¢f wl), ns (hroughout he
uses d:z4pe constantly of God, when there is mention of His
ommipotence or gracions will; where said of Christ, the d:7fue
i3 for him only the morel will (Eph. v. 17).  Hence those
readings are to he regarded as wnsunitable ¢losses after vv. 29,
30. — zai owmenas. 2] has been omitted hy Lachm. on the
authority of I only, in which he is followed hy Duttmanu.
Trom i 12 evurepezigdfier would have been employed as an
addition, and not swsures.; D E have éradiZn p:d duds (2 Tim.
i.16). — Ver. 33. The omission of the ¢usv (nacketed by Lachm)
1s too weakly attested.

Vv, 1-13* More general continuation of the subject pre-
viously treated : Eudortation o the stroay to bear with the weal,
according to Christ's cxample (vv. 1-4) ; @ Ulessing on concord
(vv. 3, 6); and « summons lo veectve oie another as brethren, as
Chwist has veecived them, Jows and Gentiles (vv. 7-12).  Bless-
ing (ver. 13).

Ver, 1. Conueciion: To the preceding exposition of the
pevniciousness of the eating indicated in xiv. 23, Paunl now
subjuins the gencral obliyalivn,? which is to be fullilled Dy the
strong, over against (6¢) that imperilling of the weak. The
contrast of duvwatol and advvaror is just as in chap. xiv.; the
7 wiloree of more precise definition in xiv. 1 is so fully
understood of itsclf after the preceding discussion, that we
have here no right cither to geicre/c: the contrast (Iofmaun :
of the soundness aud {railty of the Christiwin state of the
subjects generally), or to single out the éwvarol as a peerliny

! According to Lucht, p. 160 if., the entire passage vv. 1-3 is post-apostolic,
nol merely in the mede of its pro: ntation, but alsein that of its view.  In come-
parison with chap. xiv., all is delincated too gencrally and abstractly ; the
example of Christ has in no other place been applicd by Paul as it is lere in
vv. 3-7 ; the citations aro after the manner of a later point of view ; the argu-
ment in vv. 9-12 is not free from Jewish-Christian prejudices, cte.  All of
thon gronnds, which do net staml the test of an unprejndicel and wbiassed
cxplanation of details—evil legacies from Baur’s micthod of suspicion.

2 In opposition to ITofmann, who, assigning to the concluding verses of the
epistle (xvi. 25-27) their place after xiv, 23, places é@sizopey in conneetion with
oy 3 dwvapbve %A, Xvi. 25 sce on xvi. 25-27,
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extreme party, which in their opposition to the wealk had gone
further and had demanded more than the remaining members
of the church who did not belong to the weal (Mangold,
employing this interpretation in favour of his view as to the
Jewish-Christian majority of the church, as if the &wvarol
had been a Gentile-Clristian minority). Against this, jueis
is already decisive, whereby Paul, in agreement with xiv. 14,
20, has associated himself with the strong, making his demand
as respects its positive and negative portions the more urgent.
— 1a dobfevijpara] the actual manifestations, which appear as
results of the dofevely 14 micrer (xiv. 1). The word is not
found elsewhere. These émbecillitates are conceived as o burden
(comp. Gal. vi. 2) which the strong falc up and bear from the
weal, inasmuch as they devote to them, in respect to these weak-
nesses, patience and the helpful sympathy (2 Cor. xi. 29) of
ministering love! Thus they, in themselves strong and free,
hecome servants of the weak, as Paul was servant of all, 1 Cor.
ix. 19, 22. — py éavrois apéorew] not to please oxrselves (1 Cor.
x. 33); “ quemadmodum solent, qui proprio judicio contenti
alios secure negligunt,” Calvin. This is moral selfishness.

Ver. 2. els 70 ayal.] for his benefit. Comp. 1 Cor. x. 33 ;
1 Thess. ii. 4 A more special definition thereof is mpos
otxoBouy, 1n order fo build up, to produce Christian perfection
(in him). See on xiv. 19. According to Fritzsche, eis 7o
ayaf. is i respeet of what s good, whereby immoral men-
Pleasing is excluded. Dut its exclusion is understood of itself,
and is also implied in wpos olxoSousfr. On the interchange
of eis and wpos, comp. iii. 25, 26.

Ver. 3. Establishment of this duty by the pattern: jfor
Christ also, ete. — al\a, xabos kT N] but, as 1t is wrilten, the
reproaches of thosc reproaching thee fell on me. After éAAd a
comma only is to be placed, and nothing is to be supplied,
neither si7 displicudt with Erasmus, nor feeit with Grotius and

! arrdfav can the less indicate, as the subjects of the present exhortation,
persons who were distinet from those addressed by wpoeraufdveads, xiv. 1 (Man-
gold), hecause in fact wposrepf. recurs in ver. 7. How frequently does Paul
give diflerent forms to the same injunctions! Mangold also lays an incorrect

stress on the ¥, with which chap. xv. opens, as though, according to our
view, ovv should have been used.
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others, nor éyévero (Borger) and the like. IIad Paul desired
to express himself in purely aarrafire form, he would have
written instead of oé: @eor, und instead of éué: adrov. Dut
he retains the scriptural saying, which he adduces, literally,
enhancing thereby the direct force and vivacity of the dis-
course. Comp. 1 Cor. i. 31 ; Winer, 334, 556 [E. T. pp. 719,
749]1—The passage is Is. Ixix. 10 (literally after the LXX),
where the suflering subject is a type of the Mlessiah (comp.
xi. 9; Johm ii. 17, xv. 25, xix. 28).—T%at the vcproaches of
the cnemies of God fell on Christ, ie. that the cacmics of Gud
zented their fury on Cliist, proves that Christ was bent on
pleasing not Humsclf (for otherwise He would have abstained
from taking these Iis sufferings upon Himself; comp. Heb.
xii. 2, 3, Phil i, 6-8), but meen, inasmuch as He in order to
their redemption swirendered Himself, with full self-renun-
ciation of His adrdprea, to the enmity against God of His
adversaries.  Calvin and others: “ Ita se Domino devovisse,
ut descindervetur animo, quoties sacrunm cjus nomen paterc
impiorum maledicentiae videret,” so that the idea of seli-
denying devotivie {o the cause of God (so also de Wette and
Philippi) is expressed.  Dut according Lo the councelion, 1t is
the devotion of Clirist, not for the cause of God, but for the
saleation of humawity (sce ver. 2), into fellowship of sufreving
with which He entered, that is to be proposed as an example.
Comp. Matt. xx. 28. — dvediouss belongs to later Greek. See
Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 512,

Ver. 4. In 0. 7% words Paulhad just presented the example
of Christ as an cncouragement, and not without reason: jfur
all that was previously written, ete. This reason® might, in
truth, cause the example of Christ set hefore them to appear
all the more inviting and involving the more sacred obligation
to follow it. — mwpoeypd¢n] mpo clearly obtains its delinition

' Even il the closing verses of chap. xvi. had their critieally correct position
at the end of chap. xiv., we slill could not, with Holmann, put the y<p in our
passage inlo relation to the designation of God contained in thos coneluding verse.
This—even apart from the fact that xvi. 25-27 is an independent doxology—
would be impossible on account of the already interposed vv. 2 and 3, and after

the xufd; yiypamsas just preceding (to which every reader must have referred
the wperypdzn, ver. 4),  Comp. 1 Cor. x. 11,
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through the #juerépav in the sccond clause, prefixed with
cmphasis; hence: all that was written before us, before our
#ime,! by which is meant the collective contents of the O. T.
Wrongly, therefore, Reiche and Hofmann think that it refers
to the Messianic oracles written Defore thetr fulfilment. On
diback. comp. 2 Tim. iii. 16 — &a 7fs Umop. «. 7. wapaxh.
= qp.] through the persceerance and the comfort which the Serip-
tures afford to ws. That 7. Umou. is to be connected with 7év
ypag. (in opposition to Melanchthon, Grotins, Ammon, Flatt,
van Hengel, and others), is clcar from the fact, that otherwise
7. Umrop. would stand severed {rom the connection, as well as
from ver. 5 : 6 Oeos Tijs Umop. . 7. wapaxh. The Jmopovy is
here also, according to ver. 3, and conformably to the connec-
tion with wapdérxinaes, self-denying cadurance in all sufferings
(see on v. 3), opposed to éavrd dpéarew ; and the ypagal are
conceived as “ meniséeriui spiritus” (Melanchthon). Incor-
rectly Hofmann understands the dmopory 7. ypad. as the
watting vpon Scriplure (namely, upon that which stands writicn
in 1f), upon its fulfilment. Thus there is substituted for the
notion of Jmouors} that of amorapadokia (viil. 19), or dvapovs)
(Syrnmachus, Ps. xxxviii. 8, Ixx. 6), which even in 2 Thess.
iii. 5 it by no means has (see Liinemann); and how strangely
would the only once used v@v ypa¢. be forced into two entirely
different references of the genitive | — 79w éxmrida éywpev de-
notes having the hope (i.c. the definite and conscious Christian
liope of the Messianic glory); for to promote ke posscssion of
this blessed hope by means of patience and comfort in Chris-
tians, is the object for which the contents of the O. T. were
written for the instruction of Christians. Accordingly neither
is éxwp. to be taken as fencamus, with Beza and others; nor is
énm., with Reiche and others, of the object of hope. Against
the latter (see on Col. i 5) militates the fact that éxmwiSa
éxeww never denotes anything else than the subjective spem
habere.  Acts xxiv, 15; 2 Cor. x. 15; Eph. ii. 12; 1 Thess.
iv. 13 ; 1 John iii. 3, ef «l.; Wisd. iii. 18 ; Xen. Mem. iv. 2.

1 The compound is then followed (see critical notes) by the simple expression,

—a frequent interchange also in the classics ; see Stallbaum, ad Plat. Phaed.
p- 59B.
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28; Tolyb. i. 59. 2. Comp. Lobeek, «Igluoph. 1. p. 70. Dur
that the éxsmis refers to the conecisivi of the world of nutions is
o misunderstanding of Hofmanw's, which is connected with his
crroncous reference of gap, ver. 4 (see on ver. 4). It is the
Lope of derne! silleation which, warranted and losteved by the
influence of Scripture imparting paticuce and conzulation, can
and should merge and reconcile all separate cliorts of adr-
apéorera, which divide men, into the mwual wnanimity «f
Christian sentiment. Comp. Iiph. iv. 3, 4.

Vet 5. 4¢] leading over to the ik that God may wian
them the concord which it was the desicn of the previous
cahorialion, vv. 1-4, {o cstablish.—The characteristic desivna-
tion of God as the authue of the purscecrance and of lhe corsu-
letion," 1s intended not 1aerely to supply an external counceiion
with ver. 4, but stands in an internal relation to the folluwing
70 abro ¢poveir, since this cannot exist if men’s minds are not
patient and consoled, so that they do not allow themselves t
hie disturbed by anything adverse in the like eliort which must
take place in their mutual fellowship (év aAdyr).  Througlh
this identity (t0 adro, comp. on xil. 16) of purpose and
cideavour Lhere exists in a chureh 3) xapéia kai 5 ypvyy pia,
Acts iv. 32—O0n the form 8wy, instead of the older Atiic
dody, sce Lobeek, ad Phiya. p. 546 ; Kihuer, L p. 644 —
eare X. "L) confornably {o Christ,  Either Clnist is con-
ceived as the regulative idial of the frame of mind, according
o which cach is to adjust himsclf for his part in the common
10 avTo ¢poveiv; or: accoding Lo the will of Christ (comp.
John xvii, 21), like #ate Ocor, viil. 27. The fixst is 1o be
prefarred, sinee the weedil of Christ, ver. 3 (comp. ver. 7), is
sUill the conceplion present (o the apostle’s wmind. Comp.
Col. ii. 8; Phil. il §; wave wxvproy, 2 Cor. xi. 17,1s somewlin
different.

Ver 6. "Ev ént groparn] Dy this the preceding opofupadir
is not cxplained (Ieiche)—which is an impossible notion—but
opel. speciiics the source of the év évi o7, and is to be closcly

1 Calvin aptly remarks : ““ Solus sane Deus patientiao et consolationis auctor

est, quia utrumaque cordibus nostris instillat per Spiritum sunm ; verbo tamen
suo velut instruunento ad id ulitur,”
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joined with it : unanimously with onc mouth, not : unanimously,
with one mouth. It is otherwise, ¢g., with Dem, 147, 1:
opoBupador ée wuds yvouns, where the explanatory addition
has a place. If God is so praised, that each is led by the like
disposition to the like utterance of praise, then all dissension
is removed, and the unanimity of the fellowship has found in
this odpdwvos Juvedia (Theodore of Mopsuestia) its lLoliest
expression. On év &l eromars (instrumental), comp. the
classical é€ évos oréparos, Plato, 640 C, p. 364 A; Leyy. 1.
D. 634 E; Rep. Anthol. xi. 159. — 705 rvplov £.7.\.] belongs
simply to martépa, not also to Geor (in opposition to Grotius,
Bengel, and others, including Riickert, Reiche, Tholuck (?),
Fritzsche), and «ai adds epexegetically the specific more precise
definition. So throughount with this deseription of God habi-
tually used by the apostles, as 2 Cor. i. 3, xi. 31; Eph. 1. 3;
Col.1. 3; 1 Pet. i 3. Tlis is clear from tke passages, in which
with 7rar. the genitive (Inood X.) is nof subjoined, as 1 Cor.
xv. 24; Eph. v. 20; Col. iil. 17; Jas. 1. 27,11l 9. Sec on
1 Cor. v. 24 ; 2 Cor. xi. 31; Eph. i. 3. It ought not to have
Leen objected, that the form of expression must ecither have
becn 7o Ocov pdv . warépa 'I. X, or rov Ocdv Tov war. 'I. X.
Either of these would be the expression of anotlci idea. But
as Paul has expressed himself, 7ov binds the counceptions of God
and “ Father of Christ” into wnity, Comp. Dissen, ad Dem. de
cor. p. 373 f; Kihner, ad Xei. Mem. 1. 1. 19, ad Anab. il
2. 8. Rightly Theodoret: Judv Ocov éxdheca Tov Oeov, Tob
3¢ kvplov marépa.

Ver. 7. 4uw] in order, namely, that this object, ver. 6, may
be attained, that its attainment may not be hindered on your
part! — mpoorapB.] See on xiv. 1. That not the strong alone
(Hofmann), but dofk parties, and thus the readers collectivcly,
are addressed, and that subsequently duas refers to both (unot
merely or principally to the Gentile-Christians, as Riickert and
Reiche think), follows from &Aisjhovs; and see vv. 8, 9. —
mpogenafero] “ sibi sociwvit,” Grotius. Comp. xiv. 3.-—eis

1 Hofmann incorrectly (in accordance with his incorrect reference of ver. 1 1.
to xvi. 25-27) renders : ¢¢ for the sake of the hope,” which you may learn from
Scripture.
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S6Eav Oeod] helongs to wpocend3. Duds, heside which it stands,
and to which, in accordauce with vv. 8, 9 If, it is alone suit-
able.  Hence it is not to be conneeted with wpoohauB. dANA.
(Chrysostom, Occumenius, Erasnus, and others); and just as
little with the latter <mmedicdely, but with wpooceraB. duds only
aediatcly (as Holmann splits the reference). But it means:
that God wight be thereby glorified, not: “ut aliquando divinae
¢loriac cum ipso simus (sitis) participes,” Grotius (so also Beza,
Piscator, Calovius, Klee, Denecke, Glockler), which is con-
demned by vv. 8, 9 ff. as opposed to the context. Comp.
Phil. ii. 11 ; Eph. i 12.

Vv. 8, 9. A more precise explanation—which furnislies a
still more definite motive for compliance with the wpochaup.
M. —respecting o Xpioros mpooeiB. Upu. els SoF. Oeod, first
in respect of Jewish-Christians (ver. 8), and theu of Gentile-
Cliristians (ver. 9), and that in such o manner that the conuee-
tion of the former with Christ appears as the fulfilment of their
theocratic claim, but that of the latter as the enjoyment of gracer;
—a distinction so set forth, not from the Jewish-Christian nar-
rowness of the author (Lucht), but designedly and ingeniously
(comp. xi. 28, 29), in order to suggest to the Gentile-Christians
greater esteem for their weaker Jewish brethren,! and humility.
— Néyw iap] I mcan, namely, in order more particularly to
explain mysclf respecting the mpocerdBero tuis «.TA.; other-
wise in xii. 3. But comp. 1 Cor. i. 12; Gal. iv. 1, v. 16.
Trequently thus in the Greek writers. — Stdxovov veyev. meper.]
Stax. has emphasis, in order to bring out the orizinal theo-
cratic dignity of the Jewish-Christians.  Christ has Dbecome
ainisler of the circumcised ; for to devote His activity to the
welfare of the Jewish nation was, according to promise, the
duty of His Messianic oflice. Comp. Matt. xx. 2§, xv. 24. —
vwép aAnf. Ocod] more particularly explained at once by what
follows ; hence: for the salee of the truthfuliess of God, in order

! The contrast of Jewish and Gentile Christiantly is so essentially and radieally
connceted with the diflerence respecting the use of food, that it is wholly
eroundless 1o aseribe the treatment of that eontrast in our passage to the sup-
posed editor of the epistle (Lucht), who has worked up the Pauline portion of

the letter, following xiv. 23, into conformity with a later, entirely altered state
of things.
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to justify and to demonstrate it through the realization of the
hallowed promise given to the fathers; comp. 2 Cor. i. 20.
Thus the mpocer¢Bero vuds in vespect of the Jewish-Cliis-
tians redounded els Sofav Oeob ; but it redounded to this quite
otherwise in respect of the Gentile-Christians, ver. 9. — Imwép
éréous] contrast to dmép aknb. Ocod, ver. 8 : on behalf of mercy,
ie. for mercy, which God has cvinced towards them by His
making them joint partakers in redemption. The references
of vmép in the two cases are thus not alike. — Sofdoae, ordi-
narily understood as dependent on Aéyw, may ucither denote :
Lave praised (namely, at their adoption), as Reiche, Riickert,
de Wette, Bisping would explain it, which not mercly intro-
duces an irrelevant idea, but also runs counter to the usage
of the aorist infinitive (even 2 Cor. vi. 1, sec in loc.); mor:
Live to praise (Tholuck, Philippi, and most), for there is no
mention of a duty according to the parallelism of the two
verses, since Méyw yap has not here the sense of commanding
(see on xii. 3, ii. 22); nor, finally, is it an infinitive without
reference to tine (I say, that the Gentiles praisc), as Winer,
p- 311 £ [E T. p. 417], and Fritzsche, after the Vulgate,
Luther, and others, take it, which would have required the
preseit infinitive, because Aéyw does not here express the
notion of willing, hoping, and the like (see Lobeck, ad Phryn.
p. 749), but simply that of affirming with statement of the
object. Moreover, the aoiest infinitive necessarily leads to 141s,
that dofdoas is parallel to the preceding BeBatdear, and conse-
quently is not governed by Aéyw at all, but is connected with
els To,as Castalio and Beza have rightly perceived ; comp. also
Bengel (“glorificarent”) and van Hengel. Hence: “in order
that He might ratify the promises of the fathers, but ¢hat the
Gentiles, on behalf of ancrey, might praisc God” The former,
namely, dmép ainbelas Oeod els 10 PeBaidoar rk.T.\, Was
the prorimafe design of Christ’s having become minister
of the circumeised ; and the morc remotc design, which was
to be attained through the passing of salvation from the Jews
to the Gentiles (comp. Gal. iii. 14), consisted in this, that
on the other hand the Genliles should praise God on account

of mercy. Incorrectly, Hofmann takes dofdsac as optative :
ROM. IIL Y
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Danl wishes that the Gentiles, cte.  In this way the els Sofav
Ocob, ver, 7, would be something which #+ still only {0 set in,
although it Zed =t 70 long ago (comp. ix. 24, 25, and see xv.
16-24). Without ground, Iofmann imports into the simple
Ta &0vy the idea of “the Gentile world as « whols ;7 it can in
fact according to the context denote only the Gentile portion
of those, whom Christ mwpocendfero els do€av Oeod.—Obscrve,
morcover, how logically correct is the contrast of dmep drgf.
and Uwép éNéovs (in opposition to Olshausen, Tritzsche) ; for
although God had promised the future wpdoAnyrns of the
Gentiles also (in the prophets), He nevertheless cannot have
promised it o the Gentiles themselres, as He has given the
Messianie promise o the Jews themselves and chosen them for
His people, in accordance with which, He, by virtue of His
truthfulness, was bound to His word, and consequently the
Jars, not the Gentiles, were de jure the children in terms of
the covenant and heirs of the kingdom; comp. ix. 4, 5; Acts
iii. 25 ;5 see also Weiss, 0. Theol. p. 397. — rabws yéyp.]
This praising by the Gentiles takes place in conformity with
(as a fulfilment of ) Ps. xviii. 50, which passage is quoted after
the LXX.  The Zustorice] subject of the passage, Deeid, is a
type of Christ ; henee neither the Geadide-Chyistinen (Fritzzehe),
nor the epustle of the Gealiles as the organ of Christ (Holnann,
comp. Reiche), nor any awrsscager of salvalion generally to the
Gentile world (Philippi), is in the sense of the apostle the
subject of the fulfilnent of the prophecy, hut only Chirist can
be so.  The lefter says to God that Ile, as present among the
Gentiles (whom ITe has made Tlis own through their conver-
sion), will magnify Him.  Thig, however, is a plastic repre-
sentation of b pradse of the Gealiles themsres, which in fact
takes place év ovopate kuplov "Incod and 8¢ adrov (Col. iii. 17).
Comp. already Augustine: “tibi per e conlitehantur gentes.”
Bengel aptly says: “ Quod in psalmo Christus dicit se fac-
turim, id Pavlus aentes ait facere; nempe Chiislus foeid in
gratibos, Tleb. ii. 12.” — 8 7od70] included as a constituent
part ol the citation, hut withiout relerence to the matter in hand
in Paul’s text. — év €0vead] to whoni e, throngh tlie Spirit, by
means of the preaching of the gospel has come, and has placed
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them in communion with Himself —As to éfoporoy. with the
dative, comp. on xiv. 11, It presupposes, as well as yYrahid
and the corresponding verbs, vv. 10, 11, the divine é&\eos,
which had been vouchsafed to the Gentiles, as motive.

Ver. 10. IIdirw] Again, namely, in another passage con-
taining the same thing. Comp. 1 Cor. iii. 20; Matt. iv. 7,
v. 33.—N\éyer] sc. 5 ypa¢n, which is to be taken from
Yéypamras, ver. 9. — The passage is Deut. xxxii. 43, closely
following the LXX., who, however, probably following another
reading (WY n¥ in Kenmcott) deviate from the Heblew

Ver. 11, Ds. exvii. 1 (closely following the LXX., but see
the cutlcal notes) contains a twofold para]lel summons to the
praise of God, addressed to all Gentile peoples?  In this case
aivety and émaweiy ave not different in degree (Philippi), but
only in form, like praisc and bepraise [loben and beloben].

Ver. 12. Isa. xi. 10, with omission of éy 9 Huépe ékeivy
after €oras, literally after the LXX., who, however, translate
the original inaccurately. The latter runs: “.And ¢ comes o
pass at that day, that after the root-shoot of Jesse, which stands
as « banncr of peoples (BMY DJ‘P) Gentiles shall inguire;” see
Umbreit in the Sfud. «. Krit. 1835, p. 553, and the explana-
tion in reference thereto, p. 880 f.; Drechsler and Delitzsch,
in loc. DBut the words of the LXX., as Paul has quoted them,
run as follows: “ There shall be the root-shoot of Jesse and (i.c.

T The original, according to the present reading, does not mean: ¢ Rejoice, ye
tribes, Ilis people” (de Wette and others; comyp. Luther: ““all ye who are His
People”), since g% cannot denote the tribes of the Jewish people; Dut, as the

Hiphil 3"73 allows, cither with the Vulgate: ““laudate, gentes, populum ejus” (so

Gesenius, Thes. 1. p. 272, and Umbreit, p. 358 ; comp. Kamphausen, Licd Mos.
p- 219 f.); or: “make to shout for joy, ye Gentiles, His peaple,” which, how-
cver, does not {it the connection; or (with Aquila and Theodotion, comp.
Ilofmann), Shout for joy, ye Gentiles, yc who are fIis people. The latter is to be
preferred, because 19377 in the sense of Kal, in the few passages where it is so
found, is not joined with the accusative, but either is joined with the dative
(‘?)—as Ds. Ixxxi. 2—or stands absoluntely (Ps. xxxii. 11).

"2 The Messianic {ulfilment of this summons is recognised by Paul in the magni-
fying of God on the part of the Gentiles converted to Christ from all nations.
This [ulfilment he looks upon already as present (for sec ver. 7), not merely as a
fact of the future, * when the Gentile world as @ united whole” magnifies God
(Hofmann),
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and tndeed, explanatory) Ile who arises (vaises himselfl) o #ulc
veer Gendiles ; on Him shall Gentiles hope”  This passage and its
entire connection are Messianie, and that indeed in so far as
the idea is therein expressed, that the promised descendant of
David, the ideal of the theocratic king, will extend ITis kingdomn
over Gentiles also, and will be the object of their desire (accord-
ing to the LXX. and Paul: of their believing Zope).  This
prophiecy likewise Taul sees fulfilled through the magnifying
of the divine mercy by the alrcady converted Gentiles (vv. 7,
9). Observe that €fvov and &dvn are without the article, and
hence do not denote “#he Gentile world” (Hofinann). — 5 pidu
is here, according to the Heb. W, the sout-shoot ; comp.
Ecclus, xlvii. 22; Rev. v. 5, xxii. 6; 1 Mace. 1. 10; Ecclus.
xl. 15, He is the root-shoot ¢f Jesse, because Jesse is the root
from which He springs, as the ancestor of the Messianic king,
David, Jesse's son, sprang from it.  Z%¢s descendant of Jesse
is the Messial (comp. Isa. xi. 1, liii. 2), who (according to the
original text) is a banner for peoples, and consequently their
leader and ruler.  Christ has cilcivd oi this dominion at His
ceallation, and He carries it out by successive stages thirough
the conrvcrsion of the Gontiles.— em abrd] of the icsling of
hope wpon Llime (Hemsterh, ad Xen. Eph. p. 128), 1 T
iv. 10, vi. 17; LXX. Isa. xlii. 4. Comp. mioredety ém avre,
ix. 33, x. 11. The contcnts of the hope is the atiainmcnt
of cternal salvation, which will be fulfilled in them at the
Larousia.

Ver. 13. As vv. 1-4 passed into a blessing (vv, 5, 6), so
now the hortatory discowrse, hegun afresh in ver. 7, passes
into a blessing (8¢), which forms, at the same time, the close
of the entire scction (from chap. xiv. onwards). — o @eos 7ijs
éxmibos] Glud, who produccs the hope (of eternal glory), namcly,
througl Mis Spirit; see the closing words ol the verse.  This
description of Gad (comp. on ver. 3) attaches itsell formally to
exmobotw, ver. 121 but rests upon the deeper substantive
reason, that the hecoming filled with joyfulness and peace here
wished for is not possible without having hope as its basis,

! An attachment which, sineo ¢za; then addresses the ckurch, docs not suit”
the view which Lolds the latter to be a Jewish-Christian one (Mangold).
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and that, on the other hand, this becoming filled produces the
rich increase of hope itsclf (els 70 mepioe. r.7.\). — mdo.
xapds wrh) with «ll, ic. with highest joyfulness. Comp.
Theile, ad Jac. p. 8 ; Wunder, ad Soph. Phil. 141 . xapd
and elprfvn (peace through concord), as xiv. 17.—é& 70
wiorevew] @ the belicving, to which without xapd and eipivn
the fruits would be wanting, and without which no yapd and
elpiyn could exist. Comp. xiv. 17. —els 70 meptoo. xTA]
Aim of the wAnpacar w.T N : in order that ye, T virtue of
the power (working in youw) of the Holy Spirit, may be abundant
in hope, may cherish Christian hope in the richest measure
(comp. 1 Cor. xv. 58; 2 Cor. viil. 7; Phil. 1. 9; Col. ii. 7).

Vv. 14-33.* The apostle has now come to an end with all
the instructions and exhortations, which he intended to impart
to the Romans. Hence he now adds, up to ver. 33, an
eptlogue (which, however, he then follows up in chap. xvi. with
comnnendations, greetings, etc.). In this epilogue, which in
substance corresponds to the introduction, i. 8-16, and by no
means applies only to the section respecting the weak in faith
(Melanchthon, Grotius), but to the whole epistle, he testifies
iuis good confidence towards the readers, and justifics his in o
portial degree bold writing by Tis Gentile-apostolic calling (vv.
14-16) and working (vv. 17-21), which latter had also been
wsually the handrance to his coming personally to Eome (ver. 22).
This observation leads him to Zis present plan of trevel, the
exccution of which will bring hiny, in the course of his intended
journey to Spain, to Ilome, after he has been at Jerusalem
(vv. 23-29).  For this tmpending jowrney he finally begs the
prayers of the Romans on his behalf (vv. 30-33), and then
concludes with a blessing (ver. 33).

Ver. 14. Hérewopar 8¢) but I am of the econviction ; viil. 38,
xiv, 14, The & is the simple peraBatixdv, leading over to
the coneluding portion of the epistle. —- xai alTos éyad] cf ipse

1 According to Lucht, vv. 14-33 contain much that is Pauline and various
matters historically correet, but also incorrect statements, and, on the whole, a
non-Pauline tendency. The parallels with passages in the Epistles to the
Corinthians arc to be explained simply by dependence on the latter, ete., p. 185 T

These are self-deceptions of a fanciful criticism, against which it is vain to
contend.
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¢go; comp. on vii, 25. The apostle is, independently of the
general advantageous estimation in which the Roman church
stood with others (1. S), also jor his own personel paré of the
couviction, etc. The emphasis lies on adros. If the thought
were: “ceen I, who have hitherto so unreservedly exhorted
you” (Philippi, comp. de Wette, Tritzsche, and older inter-
preters), éyw would have the emphasis (comp. xdyw abvis,
Acts x. 20) ; but xai avros correspouds entirely to the followine
xai avrol, ct s, t.c. cven without first of all requiring <ulirciee,
crhortation, ete, on the part of ofhcrs.  Comp. afterwands rai
aX\jrovs.  Thus, accordingly, Paul denotes by & avros {yw
the autonomy of his judgment, but with a subtle indication of
the judgment of oflicrs as coinciding therewith. Comp. Iengel :
“ Non modo alii hoc de vobis existimant.”  Paul intends there-
with to obviate the idea as if he for lis part judged less
favourably of the clureh, with reference to the fact, not tha:
he had written this letter generally (Hofmann), but that lie
had written it in part TodpunpoTepor. This is shown Ly the
contrust, ver. 15. — ayafwaivys] goodness, credllciee gencrally
(that you also of yoursclees are very cedlunt pevple), not cquivi-
leut to xpnaTorns (as Thom. Mag. p. 591 states), not even in
Gal. v. 22, Comp. 2 Thess. i. 11; Eph. v. 9; LEccles. ix. 18.
The word is not found in the Greek writcrs.— The thrw
gpiredicates, peotol ., advance in co-ordination from the
ceneral to the particular. — kat @M N.] also (o adinonish yo
wamony on¢ aiother, without having nced for a ihird, whou
should admonish you. On wovbereiy, in which the notion of
its being well-meant, though not involved in the word ol itsell]
is given by the conncetion or (as in Isocr. de pace, 72) hy
express contrast, sce on 1 Cor. xiv. 14, Eph, vi. 4. Paul does
not express in this verse something weore than he strictly
means (Reiche), but that which he wally helieves of the
Tloman churely, alkcr as @ whole; at which lavourable convie-
tion he—apart from the wniversally-diliused good report of
the church (i 8) — has arived by mieans of  expericnees
unknown to ws, and perbaps also in virtue of lis feeling
assured that he might draw from the individuals and influ-
ential persons with whom he was acquainted @ couclusion
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respecting the whole. But the fuct that he docs cxpress it,—this
commendation,—rests on his apostolic ¢ruik, and on that
wisdom of teaching which by good and real confidence attracts
a zeal of compliance.

Ver. 15. More boldly, however (than so good a confidence
appears to imply), I wrotc to you @n part, ete.  “ Quasi dicat:
omeidovta ral abrov Srpdvw,” Grotins. — TolunpdTepor] ad-
verbially, Thue. iv. 126. 3; Polyb. i. 17. 7; Lucian, Tearom.
10. The comparative sensc is not to be obliterated (Bern-
hardy, p. 4533; Winer, p. 228 [E. T. p. 304]), but may not
be derived from #he lesser wight of the apostle’ to write to a
church not founded by him (Hofmann); comp. Bengel, who
introduces the further idea: “cum potius 7psc vendic deberem.”
It must, in fact, especially seeing that the more precise definition
amo uépous is added, be necessarily a specification of the mode,
expressing the how of the &ypaga. The repetition of Aderdol
flows from the earnestness of fecling. Comp. 1 Cor.i. 10,11
Gal. v. 11, 13; Jas. v. 7, 9, 10.—dmo pépovs] belongs
not merely to roAu. (“paulo liberius,” Grotius, following the
Peschito), but, as its position shows, to Tou. €ypade together :
partly, i.c. i particular plaees, T wrote more boldly. This refers
to passages like vi. 12 {f, 19, viii. 9, xi, 17 ff, xii. 8, xiii.
3ff,13, 14, xiv. 3, 4,10,13,15,20,xv. 1, ¢t «l. In émwo
wépous is implied the contrast, that he has not written ToAun-
porepoy all that he has written (comp. xi. 25; 2 Cor. i. 14),
but only a part thereof. Ilofmann has now exchanged his
earlicr incorrect view, “ provisionally and in thc mcantime”
(Sehriftbew. I1. 2, p. 95), for another also incorrect (similarly
Th. Schott), namely piccemeal, in contrast to a compleéc cxposi-
tion of Chwistian truth, thus equivalent to éx pépovs, 1 Cor.
xiil. 10 (not also in 1 Cor. xii. 27). Besides, this arbitrarily
imported contrast would suit no epistle less than the Epistle to

! This lesser right is assumed qguite without warrant. TPaul certainly wrote to
other churches of Gentiles not founded by him (Colossians, Laodiccans); and
how could he, as the apostle of the Gentiles, be of opinion that he thercby was
{aking any special liberty ?  He had to glorify his office (xi. 13), in doing which
his care for el churches (2 Cor. xi. 28) ccrtainly suggested no limitation of
cpistolary intercourse to such as ke himsclf had founded, as if it were a boldness
in him needing excuse, when he also wrote to ofhers,
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the Romans, which treats the wwhole gospel in the most complete
munner.  According to Lucht, the expression in this passage
Is only the product of o post-apostolic elfvrt to wipe ey the
“had impression” of the epistle on the highly esteemed church,
which had in fact been founded by Peter (comp. Theodore
of Mopsucstia). — @s émavap. vpds] as again veminding you!
1. in the way and manner of one who reminds you, cte.  Sce
Bernhardy, p. 476 ; BDuttmann, ncut. Gr. p. 263 ; Kiiluer, II.
2,p. 649 f; 1 Thess. il. 4; Heb, xiii. 17.  émavau. denotes
o memoriam revocare.  See Tlat. Legg. 1. p. 688 A; Dem.
74. 7. Cowmp. émavdpvnos, Dion. Hal. Rhet. x. 18.  Theodore
of Mopsuestia: els imopvnaw dyew v pepabirare. — & Ty
xép.] i.c.in order to comply with the apostolic oflice, with which
God has favoured me. See ver. 16.

Ver. 16. Eis 7o eivac x7)] Specification of the object
aimed at in 7w Sofetody por Imwo T. Ocob. — AevToupyor] Comp.
on xiii. 6. T’aul sets forth the service of his apostolic oflice, in
the consciousuess of its hallowed diznity, not merely as a public
oirovopia (Ewald: “steward of the people”), but as a pricstly
sercice of offering, in which "Ingod X. expresses the Aecrovpyos as
ordained by Christ.  That Christ should e coneeived of as IIe
to whom the offering 2s presented (Reiche), 1s contrary to the con-
ception of offering, which always refers to God as the receiver
of it. Comp. xii. 1; Eph. v. 2; Phil. ii. 17. DBut neither is
Clrist to be conceived of (as by Dengel and Riickert) as Liyh
privst (o conception not of Taul, but rather of the Ipistle tu

1In opposition to Baur's erroncous explanation of iwavap.,  further therein
to remind,” and its reference to what follows, see Mangold, p. 69, who, low-
ever, on his part, in virtue of the assumption of the Jewish-Christian character
of the church, limits the éxé wépows arbitrarily to those portions of the cpistle
(especially chap. ix. and x.) in whicl, in the interest of the Gentile-Christian
apostolate, Jewish-Christian pretensions had been combated. It is just such
cutirely doctrinal discussions as chap. 1x. x. which answer least to the cha-
racter of rolmrpizepor, which presupposes the ready possibility of offence being
given. The exculpation implied in ver. 15 is not calculated for a Jewish-
Clivistian chureh (Mangold, p. 72), but rather for a chureh as yet strange 1o the
apostle and lield in very good repute, towirds which he [elt Timsell not in a like
relation as e.q. to the Galatians and Corinthians, but in onc more delicate and
calling for more forbearance.  Arlfully and gently, too, is the ds dvappr. x.o.4.

added, as if what was written merunpireper was only meant to be a help to their
memory. Avégpwnzis 3 teriv imipien Qpavisew; dmoAnmobons, Plat. Legg. v. p. 732 B.
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the Hebrews, and applying to Christ as the sole Afoner, in which
case the idea of inferior priests is out of place), but as Lord
and Ruler of the church, who has appointed His apostle, i. 5.
Lucht oddly thinks that the writer did not ventwre to call
Paw, in consequence of his disputed position, dméartores, but
only Aecrovpyds. — eis Ta €0un) in refercnce to the Gendiles; Tor
these, as converted Ly the apostle, are to form the offering to
be presented. — In the sequel, iepovpyolvra To edayy. . Ocod
contains the more precise explanation of Aerrovpy. 'I. X, and
&o. yévnrar 7 wpoaopa Tov vy kTN that of eis 1a évy;
hence the latter belongs not to iepovpy. (Th. Schott, Hofmann),
but to what precedes, and is not (with Buttmann) to be omitted
on the authority of B. — iepovpy. 10 edayry. 7. Qeodr] in priestly
Sashion admintstering ihe gospel of God, e “administrans
evang. & Deo missum lominibus, eoque ministerio velut sacer-
dotio fungens,” Estius; comp. Chrysostom, Erasmus, and most
older interpreters, also Riickert, Tholuck, Fritzsche, de Wette,
Philippi.  This usage of ‘epovpy. is confirmed by passages like
Herodian, v. 3. 16 ; Joseph. Aadt. vi. 6. 2; also by 4 Macc.
vil. 8, where (8/w aluartis to be connected with lepovpyotvras
Tov véuov (in opposition to Hofmann, who will not admit the
priestly notion in the word), not with iwepacmilorras (sec
Grimm, Hendb. p. 329 1); comp. Suicer, Thes. s.v.; Kypke
i loc. ; also lepovpyos, Callim. fr. 450 ; lepovpynua, Joseph.
Antt. viil. 4. 5 ; lepovpyia, 4 Macc. iv. 1; Plat. Legy. p. 774 E;
Pollux, 1. 29, Without warrant, IHofinann insists on adher-
ing to the conception of “wudwministering holy scrvice” The
gospel is not indeed the offtring (Luther and others), which
is presented, but the divine gnstitife, which is administered—is
in priestly fashion served—Dby the presenting of the offering.
As to edayy. Ocod, see on i. 1. — % mwpoodopa Tav é0vav] the
offering of the Gentiles, 7.c. the offering which the Gentiles are,
Heb. x. 10 ; Eph. v. 2. The Gentiles converted, aud through
the Spirit consecrated as God’s property, ave the offering which
Paul, as the priest of Jesus Christ, has Lrought to God.
Observe, however, the stress laid on the prefixed gévprac: in
order that there may prosper (see on this use of ~yiveafar
as regards offerings, Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. vi. 4. 9), in
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accordance with which edmpéed. is then allributice (as well-
pleasiig), aud dayacu. € mv. ay. is subordinated to the latter
as its gromnd : scuclified throvgl the Luly Specit, which is
received through the gospel in baptism, Gal. ii. 2, 5; Tit.
iii. 5; Eph v. 26. A contrast to the cercwmonial consecration
of the Levitical offerings. Comp. xii. 1.

Ver. 17. How readily might what was said in ver. 16 carry
with it the appearance of vain self-hoasting!  To obviate tlis,
the apostle proceeds : I heve «ceordingly (in pursnance of the
contents of ver, 16) the boasting (taw kadynotr, sce the critical
notes) in Christ Jesus in vespect of wy velation to Gol 5 dc., my
boasting s somcthing which, by virtue of my conncetioin with
Chirist (whose Aectovpyos I am, ver. 16), i my positiva {owards
God (for I administer God’s gospel as an offering priest, ver.
10), properly belongs {o me.  The éxw is prefixed with emphasis :
it docs nol fail e, like a something which one Zies not really
as a possession hut only ventures to ascribe to himself; then
follows with év X. ’I. and 1a wp. 7. ©., a twolold morc pre-
cisely defined charvacter of this ethical possession, cucluding
ceerylling sclfish!  Accordingly, we are mnot to explain us
though év X. °I. hore the main stress and it ran év Xpierd
oby T kavynow éxw kT (which is TFritzsche’s objection to
the reading Ty xavy.) ; and kavynos is neither Liere nor clse-
where equivalent to kavynua (matcrics gloriaidi), but is gluiiud o
(comp. 1 Cor. xv. 31), and the «rficle marks the definidc self-
boasting concerined, which Paul anekes (vv. 16, 18). Teiche
conncets v X. with 1. kadyyow, so that 70 xkavyisfa év X.
is to he explained as the buasting onself of Chiist (of the aid of
Clrist). Comp. also Ewald. Adcmissible linguistically, since
the construction kavyacfa: év (v. 3,1l 17, 23; Phil iii. 3)
allowed the annexation «without the article ; but at variance with
the sequel, where what is shown is not the »ight to hoast of
the help of Christ (of this there s also in ver. 16 no mention),
but #his, that Paul 2l wever boast limself otherwise than
as simply the instrument of Christ, that he thus has Christ
only to thank for the xavydcUar, only through 1lim is in the

! Not exactly specially ¢ the consciousuess of superior knowledge or singular
spirituality,” Hofmann. Comp. generally 1 Cor. xv. 10,
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position to boast. — 7a mwpos 7. Oeor] Comp. Heb. ii. 17, v. 1.
Scwler and Riickert take the article in a limiting sense: «af
lcast efore God.  But the “at least” is not expressed (7a e
mp. 7. @, or mpos ye 7. O, or Ta mp. 7. O. «e), and Paul has
indeed actually here and elsewhere frequently hoasted before
e, and with ample warrant, of his sacred calling—We may
add that this whole assertion of his calling, vv. 17-21, so
naturally suggested itself to the apostle, when he was on the
point of exteuding his activity to Rome and beyond it to the
extreme west of the Gentile world, that there is no sufficient
ground for seeking the occasion of it in the circumstances and
experiences of the Corinthian church at that time (so cspecially
Riickert, comp. also Tholuck and Philippi); especially since it
is nowhere indicated in owr epistle (not even in xvi. 17), that
ot that time (at a later epoch it was otherwise, Thil. i 15 ff)
anti-Pauline efforts had occurred in Rome, such as had emerged
in Corinth. Sec Introd. § 3.

Ver. 18. Negative confirmation of what is asserted in ver.
17. The correct explanation is determined partly by the con-
ucction, to be carefully observed, of o with xateipy., partly by
the order of the words, according to which od kavetpydoaro
must have the emphasis, not Xpioros (Thecdoret and others,
ineluding Calovius, Olshausen, Fritzsche, Tholuek). Hence:
“for I will not (in any given case) cmbolden mysclf to speal
cbout any of those things (to boast of anything from the
sphere of that) which Christ has ot browught abowt through
me, tiw order to male the Gendeles obedicnt to Him, by means of
word and work.” That is, affirmatively expressed: jfor I will
veutwre o et mysclf be heard only as to such things, the actual
Jalfilinent of which Las talen place by Christ through me, cte.;
I will therefore never pride myself on anything which belongs
to the category of those things, which Lave not becn put dnto
cxccution by Christ through me! This would be an untrue

¥ The objection of Hofmann : *The non-actual Torms no colleetive whole,
as a constituent element of which a single thing might be conceived,” is a
mere empty subtlety. Had Iaul, e.g., boasted that Christ had wrought many
conversions thronugh him when he was in Athens, he would have spoken about

something which would have been a single instance out of the category of the
non-cectual, namely, of that which Chirist has nof wrought. The view of Hofinann
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speaking of results, as if the Lord had browght them abor!
through me—which nevertheless had wot tuken place. — els
Uwak. é0vadv] namely, through the adoption of faith in Him;
comp. 1. 5. — Adéyw «. épyw] applics to xaretpry. . . . 0viw.
Ver. 19. In virtue of what powers Christ, by means of
word and work, has wrought through the apostle as His
organ: (1) év dwwap. onuelwv k. 7ep.,—this refers back to
épyw; (2) év duv. mwedpaTos,—this applies to Néye and épye
together, and is co-ordinated to the above ¢v dvv. onu. k. Tep.,
not subordinated, as Deza, Glockler, and others thinlk, wherehy
the langnage would lose its simplicity and half of its import
(the ddwapuis myedu. would pass into the Lackeround).  Accord-
ing to Hofmann, who reads in ver. 20 ¢oripoduar (sce the
critical notes), & new sentence is meant to begin with Adye
«. &yw, the verb of which would he ¢oriuotuar.  This
yiclds, instead of the simple course of the languace, a compli-
cated structnre of sentence which is in nowise indieated by
Paul himself, as he has not written €v Néye . épye (conform-
ably to the following). Desides, the edayyenileafar by word
and deed (thus the preaching through decds), would he a modern
conception foreign to the N. T. The épya accompany and
accredit the preaching (John x. 3§, xiv. 11), but they do ant
preach. Comp. Luke xxiv. 19; Acts vii. 22 ; 2 Cor. x. 11
Il ¢uroriovpar is to be read, then with Lachmann e ace
senfenee is to be begun with ver. 20, so that all that precedes
remains assigned to the ¢ficicney of Christ, which is not the
case with the view of Tlofinann, although it is only in entire
keeping with the Ianguage of Zaunility which Paul here uses.
The grnitives are those of devivativi: power, which weat forih
Jrom signs and wondrirs (which Pand, as instrument of Christ, has
performed), and powcr, which aveat fortle from the (Iloly) Spiiit
(who was communicated to the apostle through Christ) wpon
the minds of men.  Comp. on év dvw. wredu., 1 Cor. ii. 4, 5. —

himsclf amounts to tlie scnse, that the apostle wishied to set aside all Zis own,
which was not a work of Christ performed through him, with the object of con-
verting the Gentiles.  But thus, through the contrast of his own and the work of
Christ, the emphasis would be transposcd, resting now on Nperag, as if it ran
&v ob Npiori; nave;ydoaro 3 iuov.
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onueia x. Tépata] not different in substance; both miracles,
both also denoting theiy significant aspect. See Iritzsche,
p- 270 £, The collocation corresponds to the Heb. D223 nink,
hence usually (the converse only in Aects ii. 22, 43, vi. §,
vii. 36, comp. ii. 19) onuela staunds first, and where only one
of the two words is used, it 1s alicays anueia, becanse NN was
the striling word giving more immediately the character of the
thing designated. Contrary to the constant usage of the
N. T, Reiche understands not outward miraculous facts, but
mental maracles, which the preaching of the gospel has pro-
duced in the hearts of the newly-converted. Even 2 Cor. xii.
12 is not to be thus understood ; see 4 loc. Miracles belonged
to the onueta o dmoaTohov (2 Cor. Le.), hence there is already
of itself motive enough for their mention in our passage, and
there is no need for the precarious assumption of a reference to
pseudo-apostolic jugglers in Rome (Ewald). — év Svvdp. myedp.
avy.] 1s related, not “awkwardly ” (Hofimann), to @v ov kateipy.
Xpioros; for Christ has, for the sake of His working to be
cllected througl the apostle (8¢ €uob), given to him the Spirit.
Very unnecessarily, and just as inappropriately,—since dore
must comprise «/! the preceding elements,—Hofimann forces év
duv. 7v. ay., by means of an Zypcilbeton, into special connection
with dore. — daTe x.7.\.] Lesult, which this working of Christ
through Paul has had in reference to the extension of Chris-
tianity. — amo ‘Iepovs.] From this spot, where Paul first
entered the apostolical fellowship, Acts ix, 26 ff (he had
already previously worked three years, including the sojourn
in Arabia, at Damascus; see on Gal. i 17, 18), lic defines the
ferminus « quo, because he intends to specily the greatest
extension of his working ¢z spacc (from south-cast to north-
west).! — rat kUkhe] enlavges the range of the terminus @ quo:

1 Yect he does not say *“ from Arabia” (Gal. Ie¢.), because it was very natural
for him significantly to place the beginning at that spot where all the other
apostles had begun their work and the apostolic church itself had arisen—in
doing which, however, he, Dy adding »«i zizaw, does nothing to the prejudice
of history. The less is there to be found in &= ‘Ispove. an inconsisteney with the
statements of the Epistle to the Galatians. This in opposition to Lucht, who
sees also in péixp 7. "Iadvp. an incorrect statement, and attributes to both points
a special design,
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and round about, cmhracing not merely Judaea, hut, in corre-
spondence to the magnitude of the measure of length, Arabia
and Syria also.  Of course, however, #vxim is not included in
the dependence on awo, but stands in ans<wer to the guestion
Where ? inasmuch as it adds to the statewment from whencs
the working toole place, the notice of the luenl sphere, which
hiad been jointly affected by that local beginning as its ficld
of action : jfrom Jerusalem, and in . a circwit round, Paul
has {ulfilled the gospel as far as Illyria.  Flacius, Caloving,
Paulus, Glickler, following Chrysostom, Theodoret, and others,
refer kdshe to the are which Paul described in his jowrney
from Jerusalem by way of Syria, Asia, Troas, Macedonia, and
Greece to Ilyria.  According to this, xdxde would specify
the direction in which he, starting from Jerusalem, moved
forward. So also Hofmann. This direction would he that
of a rvrrve. Dut vl never denotes this, and is never merely
the opposite of ~/rwiyht out, hut always circvmeireea (comp.
Judith 1. 2 ; AMark i, 54, vi. 6,36 ; Lukeix. 12; Rev.iv. 6;
very frequently in the Greel writers) ; and the addition, “mad
i the vee of @ cirele)” would have heen very superlluons and in-
deed like an empty picce of ostentation, seeinyg that in {ruth the
steeight diveetion from Jernzalem to Illyvia pas=es for the most
part through water.  No reagon also would be discoverable for
Paul's adding the xaf, and not merely writing wxAew, in order
to express: from Jerusalem <iv ¢ cacalvr diveetion as far s
Lilyrin.—péypr 7ot "IAawvp.] The idea that Panl, as has recently
heen for the most part assumed, did not get to Nyria #¢ #77, hut
only 7o the fronticr of this western region during a Macedonian
bye-journey, throws upon him an appearance of macnilyving his
deeds, for which the silence of the Aets of the Apos<tles, fur-
nishing, as it decs, no complete narrative, supplies no warrant.
Now, since in ver. 23 Mlyria wmay not, without arbitrari-
ness, be excluded from the regions where lie has already
Inhoured, Deecause this country wonld otherwise have «till
alforded =cope for lahour, we must assume that Panl had really
macde an intermediate journey to IHyria.  Trom what <tuting-
point, cannot indecd be shown ; hardly g0 soon as Acts xviil
11, hut pos<ibly during the journey wmentioned in Aets xx, 1-3
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(see Anger, {emp. vaf. p. 84), so that his short sojourn in Illyria
took place not long before his sojourn in Achaia, where he at
Corinth wrote the Epistle to the Romans. Tit. iii. 12 can
only e employed in confirmation of this by those wlho assunie
the authenticity of the Ipistle to Titus, and its composition
thus carly (see Wiescler, Philippi), — memAnpwrévar 16 edayy.
7. X.| hawe browght {o fulfilment (comp. Col. i 25) the gospel
of Christ. This mAnpoly has taken place in an cxfensive sense
through the fact that the gospel is spread abroad everywhere
from Jerusalem to Illyria, and has met with acceptance.
Analogous is the conception: o Aéyos Tob @cod fiEave, Acts
vi. 7, xil. 24, xix. 20.  So long as the news of salvation has
not yet reached its full and destined diffusion, it is still in the
course of growth and increasc ; but when it has reached every
quarter, so that no place any longer remains for the labour of
the preacher (ver. 23), it has passed from the state of growing
increase into the full mcasurc of iis dimensions. This view of
the sense is alone strictly textual (see ver. 23), while closcly
adhering to the literal signification of edayy., which denotes
the message itself, not tlhie act of proclamation (Th. Schott,
Mangold) ; and hence excludes the many divergent interpre-
tations, namely: (1) That of Beza, Piscator, Grotius, Bengel,
de Wette, Riickert, in substance also Kollner, Tholuck, van
Hengel, and permissively, Reiche, that edayy. is equivalent to
munus pracdicends cvang., which it does not mean; simi-
latly Ewald : the executed commission of preaching. (2) That
of Luther, Flacius, Castalio, and otliers: ¢ that I kave fulfillcd
crerything with the gospel,” <which is opposed to the words as
they stand, although repeated by Baur. (3) That of Theophy-
lact, Erasmus, and others, including Reiche and Olshausen:
wA\p. 70 ebaryy. denotes completcly to proclain the gospel. But
the “completely” would in fact have here no relevant weight
at all (such as at Acts xx, 27); for that Paul had not acom-
pletely preached the gospel, was understood of itself.  Others
arbitrarily take it otherwise still, ¢g. Calvin: “praedicationem
ev. quasi supplendo diffunderc; coeperunt enim alii priores,
sed ipse longius sparsit ;” Krehl: that I have put the gospel
wnto force and validity; Philippi: that I have realized the
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gospel, have introduced it into life (the gospel appearing as
cmply, belore 1t is taught, accepted, understood) ; Hofmann,
with comparison of the not at all analogous expression =hy-
poby Tov vopov : the message of salvation misses its destina-
tion, if it remain wiprocluimed—whercby winpovy would be
reduced simply to the notion of «npveoew.—The whole of the
remark, ver. 19 f, connected with ver. 24, is to be explained,
according to Baur, I p. 307, simply from the intention (of
the later writer) to draw liere, as it were, a geographical line
Letween two apostolic provinces, of which the one must he
left to Peter. In opposition to siuck combinations, although
Lucht still further claborates them, it is suflicient simply to
put into the scale the altogether Paunline character and emo-
tional stamp of the language in vv. 19-33, in its inner truth,
simplicity, and chasteness.

Vv. 20, 21. Dut prosccuting 1t as e point of honovi to precch
i this way, the obrw is now first negatively stated : noé where
Chiist was named, then positively : but, agrecadly to the word of
Seripture, ete. Ilence oty émwov, not dmov ovw, — phoTip.]
dependent on e, ver. 19, On ¢phoripetabac, to prowcule any-
thing so that onc sceks onc’s lonour in 4t, comp. 2 Cor. v. 9 ;
1 Thess. iv. 11; see Wetstein and Kypke. This [ull sianili-
cation (not merely the more general one: zeaiously (o prosceuts)
is to be maintained in all passages, including the classieal ones,
and admirably suits the coutext. The matter was a special
point of hononr with the apostle in his working;' 2 Cor. x.
15, 16. — a@vopdaaln] His name, as the contents of confession,
has beci wecned, naely, by preachiers and confessors,  See ver.
21. — a wy k1N] 4c, inorder not simply to continue the
work of conversion already begun by others.  Comp. 1 Cor.
ii. 10. The rcason why Tanl did not desire this, lay in the high
consciousness of his apostolic destination (Acts xxvio 17, 18),
according to which lie recognised the greatest and most dillicult
work, the founding of the church, as the task of the apostle,
and found his apostolic honour in the solution of this task’

! Luclit here conceives the writer to be dependent even on a mistaken under-

standing of 2 Cor. x. 15, 16.
¢ The objection of Luur, ii. p. 399, that in truth, if this had been really Paul's
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Others, as Teiche, specify as the reason, that he had sought
on account of his freer system of doctrine to avoid polemical
controversies. This would be a principle of practical prudence,
corresponding neither to the apostolical </re, nor to Paul’s
magnanimous character in following it out. — xafaws yéyp.]
Im lii. 15, closely cited after the LXX., who took W in each
case as masculine.  The passage runs accordlnr* to the 0110111'11
“ What was never told to them, they sce; and what they have
acver hearvd, they perecive ;” and the subject is the Zengs, who
become dumb before the glorified Servant of God, not the
antions (Hengstenberg, Cluz,sfol. IL p. 305 ; Philippi). Dut the
actual state of the case—seeing that, along with the kings,
their peoples also must see the glory of the Servant of God—
allowed the apostle here to put the nations as the subject, the
Gendile-peoples, to whom, through him, the Servant of God as
yet unknown to them is made Lknown, 7c. Jesus Christ, in
whom the Messianic fulfilment of that prophetic idea concern-
ing the Servant of God, as the ideal of Isracl, had appeared
realized.! — arepl avrod] addition of the LXX.— éyrovrac]
they shall sce, namely mentally, in knowledge and faith,
(that which the preaching now brings before them). — of odx
axnk.] namely, the news of Him (the gospel). —aurijcovo:]
shall understand 4t (this news).  Cowmp. Matt. xiii. 23, xv. 10.

Ver. 22. A4w] because, namely, my apostolic mode of
working, just deseribed (vv. 20, 21), did not yet pernit me
to depart from the districts mentioned, inasmuch as there was
still work to do in founding. Comp. Beza: “dum huc et
illuc avocor, interpellatus et ita prohibitus.”  Incorrectly
Dengel, Reiche, and others: because in Rome the foundation
was laid by others. Ver. 23 is decisive against this. —7a

principle, the Epistle to the Romans itself would stand in contradiction to it, is
invalid, since that principle referred only to his working as present in person ;
whenee he thonght of visiting the Romans only as Siemopevsusvos (ver. 24), on his
intended journey to Spain. But to address letters to a church of a Pauline
stamp, which had nevertheless been founded by others, such as, in fact, he wrote
to the Colossians and Laodiceans, was not excluded by the above prineciple, the
point of which was rather the personal presence at the founding of churches,
and the oral proclamation of salvation.
! Comp. Schultz, alttestam. Theol. 1. p. 263 ff.

ROM. II z
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woAM] more than moM\dxes, 1. 13 (moA\a): in the most cases
(7Aetora, Plat. Ilipp. waj. p. 281 B), «s « rele, not “ so often”
(Th. Schott). The Vulgate renders correctly : plerumgue.  See
Schaefer, ad Dos. LIl p. 427 ; Ast, ad Plal. Zegy. p. 62 £ Taul
has had ofZicr hindrances also, but sostly such as had their
around in the above regulative principle of his working. Ilol-
mann understands évexom. of caternal hindrances ; so that Paul
means that he, even if liec would, could not come otherwise
than in pursuance of that principle, to Rome (whither that
principle did nof lead him). This is at variance with the {ol-
lowing vvwi 8¢ w7\, which in pnwére Tomov Eywv év 7. KA. 7.
expresses the removal now of the hindrance meant by évexonr.
— 7ob é\fetv] genitive dependent on the verb of hindering.
See Bornemann, ad Xen. Anab. 1. 7. 20 ; Fritzsche, ad AMuith.
p- 845.

Vv. 28, 242 But since I huve now no longer room (scope, z.c.
opportunitatem, see on xii. 19; Kypke, IL p. 190) n thes
regions (from Jerusalem to Illyria, ver. 19). Taul had in all
these countries founded churches, from which Christianity was
now spreading through other teachers, and especially throuch
his own disciples, over the whole; and consequently he con-
siderved his apostolic calling to be fullilled in respeet of the
region mentioned.  His further working was to belong to the
far west, where Christ was not yet named ; hence hie meditated.
in the next instance, transferring his activity in founding
churclies to Spain—a design, indecd, which Lucht denies that
the apostle entertained, and imputes it to a /¢ conception of
Lis task, in accordance with which the plan of a journey to
Spain was dnecided. Probably the comprehensive maxim, that

13Vith the omission of &Asdropesr =pis fuas alter Sxaviev, and of y#p after
iamiZw (sce the critical notes), the course of the passage flows on simply, so that
yovi 3%, ver, 23, is connected with iaxi%w, and all that intervenes is parenthetical.
' iaedo, apés buis only be struck out and the y2p be retained, with Lachmann,
Tofuemn, Tischendorf, 8, a striking interruption of the eonstruction results, 1
parenthesize ixxifw y&p . . . ipxAneés (Lachmann, followed by Buttmann, Le.
1252, conip. also ITofmann) is not suitable to the contents of the contination,
ver. 25, Ewald extends the parcnitheses from iazilw y&p cven to Auroypyiicas
abzoi;, ver. 27. DBut considering the entirely calm tenor of the whole passage,
the probability of such large parentheses, with all their inlermediate clauses, is
jast as slight as the probability of an vracoluthia (Tisch. 8).
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he had no longer a sphere of activity where Christianity
might be planted at the principal places of a district by his
personal cxertions, was connected with the expectation of the
nearness ol the Parousie, bofore which the mMjpwua of the
Gentiles, and in consequence of this also all Isruel, had to
Dbe brought in (xi. 25). — émmofiav] not summum desiderium
(Beza), but see o iv. 11.  The word is not found elsewhere ;

but comp. émmobnais, 2 Cor. vil. 7.— Tob eAfeiv] genitive
dependent on émemol. — amo wohA. €r.] now for many years;
comp. Luke viii. 43. — ds dv] simulatque, so soon as.  See on

1 Cor. xi. 34; Phil. il. 23. It is a more precise definition to
what follows, not to the preceding enfeiv mpos vpas (Holmann),
hecause otherwise Paul must have had in mind the plan of the
Journcy to Spain for wmany years, which cannot be supposed
cither in itself or on account of Acts xvi. 9. This applies
also against Tischendorf in his Sth edition. — Z'mwaviav] The
usual Greek name is 'IBnpia (Herod. i 163; Strabo, iii. <.
17, p. 160), but Z7avia (although in the passages in Athen-
aeus and Diodorus Siculus the variation ‘Iomavia is found)
was probably also not rare, and that as a Greck form (Casau-
bon, ad Athen. p. 574). The Roman form was Iomavia (1
Mace. viil. 3). It is the entire Pyrenaecan peninsule. Sec
Strabo, Le—That this project of a jowrney to Spain was not
executed, see Jatrod. § 1. Primasius aptly remarks: “ Pro-
miserat quidem, sed dispensante Deo non ambulavit.” Already
at Acts xx. 25 a quite different certainty was belore the
apostle’s mind, and in his captivity he no longer entertained
that plan of travel, Philem. 22, Phil. ii. 24. — Swamapevip.]
“quia Romae jam fundata est fides,” Bengel.— a¢’ dudv]
(sce tho critical notes): jfrom you away. — wpormepdf. éxet]
comp. 1 Cor. xvi. 6, 2 Cor. i. 16, and on Acts xv. 3. As
was his wont on his apostolical jowrneys, Paul hoped (¢ quasi
pro jure suo,” Bengel) to obtain an accompaniment on the part
of some belonging to the church from Rome to Spain, by
which we must understand an escort all the way thither, since
Paul would without doubt travel by sca from Italy to Spain,
the shortest and quickest way. éxer, in the sense of éxeloe,
according to a well-known attraction. See John xi. §, et «/,
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and on Matt. ii. 22. — amo ulp] “non guantum vellem, sed
quantum licebit,)” Grotius, It is a lwmitation oef of compli-
wmepf, Comp. Chrysostom.  Dut the reservation of leter coin-
plete enjoyment  (Ifofmann) is an idea imported : wpoTor
denotes in the first place (before T travel further), as Matt. vi
33, vil. 4, vill. 21, and frequently. — éumAnalan] of spivitac!
sl ésfuetion through the enjoyment of the longed-for personal
intercourse (Dudw). Comp. IHom. Il xi. 452; Kypke, IL
- 191.  The commentary on this is given at i. 12.

Ver. 25. Nyt 6¢] is not, like the above suvi 8¢ (ver. 23),
to he regarded as resvmptice, as Duttmamn and Hofwaun, in
consequence of the reading emidw yap, ver. 24, take it,—a view
with which what was previously said of the journey to Spain
by way ol ILlome does not accord,! and the passage itsell as-
swmes a very stifl, contorted form.  Obsecrve, rather, that the
first pupi 8¢, ver. 23, was said in contrast to the pust (évewom-
Topyp w1\, but that the sccond vuvi 8¢, ver. 25, commencing
a new sentence, is said in contrast to the promised fulure
“So I desien and hope to do (as stated in ver. 24): Lol of
proseat a journey to Jerusalem is ineumbent upon me; alter
als accomplishment I shall then carry out that promised onme
by way of Llume to Spain (ver. 28).  This surt 8¢ i3 more
definite than if Paul had said, “but beforchiand” (which 1lof-
mann with this view requires); for he thinks that #ew he is
Just on the poiat of travelling to Jerusalewm, whereas  bol hefore-
Lend” would admit a lafcr term of the wopevopar. — Staxovérw
7oty @y.] 1 service for the saints (Christians in Jerusalem), con-
sequently not delaying the Ronano-Spanish journey in his ovwn
mterest, The preseat participle (not jutere, as Acts xxiv. 17,
and sce Bormemann, ad Xen. Aaad, vii. 7. 17) designates the
very (ravelling itsell as part of the service. Sce ALwrkland
and Matthiae, e¢d Fur. Seppl. 1545 Heindorf, ad Phued. .
249 [.; Dissen, ¢d Pind. p. S1.—The intention, ascribed to
the apostle, of protecting himscll in rear by the collection-

! Hofmann imports the connection : The participial sentence, ver. 23, is in-
tended to express, *‘under what circumstances Paul is now selling out on a
Journcy to Jerusalem,” instead of coming to Rome, whither he would otherwise
at this time sce hims If destined and impdied. This is certainly not expressed.
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journey, before Lie passed into the far west (Th. Schott), is a
purely gratuituous assumption.

Ver. 26. More precise information respecting the Staxovov
Tols dry.: “ Placuit enim Macedonibus,” cte.  On evdox., they
frve beei pleased, com), Luke xil. 825 1 Cor. i. 21; Gal.i. 15;
Col. i. 19 ; 1 Thess. ii. 8. — kowwv. Twwad wouje. x.1.N.] to bring
about a participation, tn veference to the poor, i.c. to make a
collection for them.  The contributor, namely, enters into
fellowship with the person aided, in so far as he xowwvel Tais
xpelaws avrob, xii. 13; rowwria is hence the characteristic
expression for almsgiving, without, however, having changed its
proper seuse communto into the active one of communication ;
“lhonesta et acquitatis plena appellatio,” Bengel. Comp. 2
Cor. ix. 13; Heb. xiii. 16. The added Twa, of some sort or
other, corresponds to the freedom from constraint, and the con-
sequent indefiniteness, of the amount to be aimed at. On the
collection itself, see 1 Cor. xvi. 1 ff.; 2 Cor. viii. 9; Acts
xxiv. 17. — rols wroyods Téw dy.] the poor among the saints
at Jerusalem. These were thus not all of them poor. Comp.
Kihner, II. 1, p. 290. Of the community of goods there is
no longer a trace in Paul. Philippi incorrectly holds that
the mrwyol Tév dylwv are the poor swints gencrally.  Since the
cenitive is in any case partitive (even in the passages in
Matthiae, § 320, p. 791), the expression must at least have
been Tovs (not Tdv) év ‘Iepova.

Ver. 27. Information, why they did so, by way of more
precisely defining the mere edSoxijcav previously expressed.!
“ They have been pleased, namely, to do 2t, and (this 1s the added
element) fhcir debtors they are” — The Gentiles have acquired
a share (ékowwrnear) in the spiritual possession of the Chris-
tians of Jerusalem (adrav), in so far as the mother church of
Christianity was in Jerusalem, so that thus the spiritual
Denefits of Christianity, which in the first Instance were
destined for and communicated to the Jews and subsequently
passed over also to the Gentiles, have Dbeen diffused from
Jerusalem  jforth over the Gentile world (which march of
diffusion so begun continues), as indeed in Auntioch itself the

1 ¢ Est egregia dva@opi simul cum ixavopdiirs,” Grotius.



358 TIIE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO TIIE ROMANS.

first church of Gentile Christianity was founded from Jeru-
salem (Acts xi. 20). — 7ols wwevpatix.] for the Dbenelits of
Christianity (faith, justification, peace, luve, hope, ete.) proceed
from the Iluly Spiril, are +¢ Tob mvebparos Odpa: comp. on
Lph i, 3. — 7ols gaprexois] for the carthly possessions coneern
the maderiad and physical phenomenal aadure of man, which is
his bodily form of existence. Comp. 1 Cor. ix. 11.— The
el ision 15 « wiajort, which they have received, ad sainus, with
which they are under obligation to requite it.  Cowmp. Chry-
sastonn By Netrovpyijoar, Paul places the almsgiving of love
under the sacred point of view of a saerificiol service (see
on xiik 6, xv. 16), which is performed for the benefit of the
recipients. Comp. 2 Cor. ix. 12 ; Phil. ii. 30, ii. 25. — That
farther, as Chrysostom, Calvin, Grotius, and many, including
Ttiickert and Olshiausen, assame, 1'aul intended “ courleously
and  gently” (Luther) to suguest to the Romans that they
should likewise bestow alms on those at Jerusalem, is very
hmprobable, inasmuch as no reason is perccivable why le
should not have ventured on a direct summons, aud sceing,
moreover, that he looked npon the work of eollection as con-
cluded, ver. 25, Without any particular desizn in view (Th
Schott thinkes that he desived to scttle the true relation be-
tween the Gentile Christians and the apostle to the Gentiles),
lie satisfies merely his own evident and warm interest.

Ver. 28, Toiro] This work of service for Jerusalem. — .
adpayea. k7N vad whew I shall have seaded (o Hew Heis fruil,
i shoell lucee confirmed the produe: of e kowwvia, ver. 26, 1y
Hien, scenred 16 as their property.  adpay. in the fiprative
sense: to confirm, to ratify (see on John iii. 33); for by
delivery of the moneys they were, on the part of 1he apostle,
conlirmed o the recipients as the fruit collected jor thom, after
the manner ol the Taw of possession, as with seal inipressed.!

1 The act of handing over itself, namely, was the s@pzyis of the collection for
the recipients.  Before the delivery the moneys were indeed destingd for them,
but not yet de facto assured to them as property on the part of the apostle, the
bearer.  Theodore of Mopsuestia well explains the e@peyisip. DY droxopivas xai
srowrd;, and adds, by way of assigning the rcason: s yap xai o5 yrdpy Tav
3dwrbTwy Tiktios Ay 6 xapris, dAML Tn xpia &Tidus, chrw Siizpivaw dvmip oby ivixty

t2n, Wikhoul any grownd in the text, Holmamn intiodues dodrars appointo!
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The expression chosen has a certain so/emaity ; the apostle is
moved by the thought that with the close of the work of love
to which he refers he was to finish his long and great labours
in the East, and was to take in hand a new field in the far
West. In these circumstances, an unusual thoughtful ex-
pression for the concluding act offers itself naturally. DBut
that which Fritzsche finds in it (rendering of an account and
other formalities) neither lies in the simple figurative word,
nor was it doubtless intended by Paul, considering his apostoli-
cal dignity. Others take odpayio. in the proper scuse, either
thus: “awhen I have brought over the money to them, scaled”
(Erasmus, Cornelius a ILapide, Estius), which, however, the
words do not express at all, and how paltrily unapostolic the
thought would be! or, referring avrois to the Greek Christians
(so alreody Theodoret): “awhen I have made them sceure with
letter and seal respecting the right delivery of their collection”
(Glockler, and so already Michaelis), against which, apart
from the wunsuitableness of the sense, it is decisive that
avTois brooks no other reference than advdv and adrols, ver.
27 (comp. 7ols ayloes, ver. 25).  This also against Reithmayr,
who brings out even a depositing for the almsgivers i God's
treasury !

Ver. 29. Paul is convinced that his advent to the Romans
will not be without rich blessing from Christ; he will Dring
with him a fulness (copia, see on Lph. il 19) of Cluwist’s
blessing. On the matter itself, comp. i. 11. — év is to Le
explained : furnished with. See Bernhardy, p. 209, and on
1 Cor. iv. 21. Quite contrary to the words, Chrysostcm,
Oecumenius, Calvin, and others: “Secio me ... vos inven-
turum repletos omnibus donis spiritualibus,” Estins. — épyo-
pevos with the same verh éiedoouar; see Kiihner, IL 2, p.
656, and ad Xen. Mem. iv. 2. 21, Comp. on 1 Cor. ii. 1;
Phil. ii. 2.
on the part of the church, whom the apostle himsell conducts to Jerusalem,
thereby designating the gift to the recipients as one destined for them with f.g
knowledge and will.  Hofmann’s objection, that the interpretation given above
rather suggests that it should be termed an unsealing than a scaling, is a cavil

tunning counter to the figurative usage clsewhere of o@pzyilew and ogpayis,
and which might just as aptly be applied to Hofmann’s own explanation.
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Vv. 30, 31. Even now (comp. Acts xx. 22, 23, xxi. 10 {f)
Paul anticipates that persccutions await him in Judaca on the
part of the wnbdicving (amelbovvrwy, tnvbedicativm, who refuse
the Vmakoy wioTews; comp. xi. 30, 31; John iii. 36; Acts
xiv. 2); but even on the part of the Palestinian Chiistiuns
(7. ayioss), he is not sure of a good reception for his Euarovia,
because he, the anti-Judaie apostle (comp. x. 21 Acts xxi. 21),
had set on foot and conducted a Geatde-Christian collection.
Hence the addition of the ecxhortution (wapaxadd) to the
readers, subjoined by the continuative 8, and how urgent and
fervent ! — 8uc] belonging to mapax. : by means of a moving
reference to Christ, as xii. 1, 2 Cor. x. 1.— The dydmn 700
wvevp. is the love wronght by the Holy Spirit (Gal. v, 22); 4
Paul calls in specially by way of inciting his readers to com-
pliance. — ovvaywr. pot év Tais wpooevy.] to contend alony with
wie tn the prayers which you make, hence: 7n your prayers. A
very correet closs is vpey (after wpooevy.) in codd. and vss.;
not one disfiguriing the scuse, as Reiche thinks, who explains : <
amy prayer.  So also Ewald.  Paul might certainly, according
to the sympathy of the fellowship of love, claim the joint
striving of the readers in /s prayers; but dmép €uol, whicl
would otherwise be superfluous, poinls most naturally to the
conclusion that the mwpogevyar are those of the rewdeis; comp.
2 Cor. 1. 11; Col. iv. 12. The Umeép éuod mpos Tov Qeov is
closely, and without the article, attached to Tais wpocevyais
(similarly to mpogebyeafar vmép, Col. i. 9, ¢ al): in the
prayers which yow address to God for me (for my welfare).
Fervent yrayer is a s/edring of the inner man against the
Lostile or dangerous powers, which it is souglt to avert or
overcome, and for the aims, which it is sousht to attain.
Comyp. on Col. Le. — lva pvabp awo x=X.] Aim of the joint
striving : in order thal £ oy be delivered from, ete. Sce on
Matt. vi. 13, It did 202 pass into fulfilent; even now the
counsel of his Lord, Acts ix. 16, was to be accomplizhed. —
7 Stax. pov 3 eis Tepove.) wmy vl ring of sorcive distined fur
Jerusalem.  See vv. 25, 26, Comp. 2 Cor. viii. 4, ix. 1.

Vv. 52, 33. “Iva] Aim of ver. 31, and so final aim of ocvva~
qwvicacar k7N, ver. 30, Comp. Gal iv. 5.— €v yaupd] in
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joyfulness? But as e prisoner he came to Rome, whither the
will of God (8ta ehsj. Oeod) led him, nevertheless, otherwise
than it had been Zés desire (comp. 1. 10). — ovravaraicouar]
refresh myself 1wl you, namely, through the mutual communi-
cation of faith, of inward experiences, of love, of lope, ete.
Comp. cvumaparAnfivar, i. 12.— In the closing wish, ver.
33, the-designation of God as ¢ Oeds Tis elprjvns, the God who
brings about peace, was thie more naturally suggested, as the
forebodings of the opposite of elprvy which he was going to
encounter had just been before the apostle’s mind. Hence
we have neither to assume a reference to the differences in
xiv. 1 ff. (Grotius and others), nor to take elprjvy of the peace
of reconciliation, v. 1 (Philippi), or in the wide seuse of salus
(Fritzsche). Comp. rather 1 Cor. xiv. 33; 2 Cor. xiii. 11;
Phil. iv. 9; Rom. xvi. 20; 1 Thess. v. 23.

1 Tt would cven with the reading iaédv (see the critical notes), which Hofmann
follows, Lelong to this word, beside which it stands, uot to sevevas. (Hofmann).
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CHAPTER XVI

Ver. 3. I'Ipfamv] Elz.: Tlpiezdev, aainst decisive evidence.
After Acts xviii. 25 1 Cor. xvi. 19 (Elz). — Ver. 5. Aciag] Elz.
has "Asaive, nwlmst almost equally decisive ev 1deuce but it is
defended by Ammon and de Wette on the tmluuony of the
Poscluto, and because 1 Cor. \\1 15 might COltAlll]) give ocea-
sion for changing “As. into Ae.  Dut the reading *As. mizht
readily also Liave cone into the text through the mere nmnuml
writing of the parallel passage 1 Cor. l.c., especially if it was
considered that I’aul wrole his letter in .\chaia; hence the
ercatly preponderant external attestation in favour of "As retains
its validity. — Ver. 6. dua:] approved by Griesh,, adopted also by
Lachm. and Tisch. &, according to A B C* 8% min. Syr, utr, A
Copt. Acth. Dut Elz, Scholz, Tiscli 7, Fritzsche have zaé:.
Sinee TPaul in the context sends greeting to persons who stood
in a peeuliar relation fo Zimslf, and thereby the alteration of
buaz Into zuds was very easily suggested, the more does the
external evidence turn the seale in favour of juéz, espreially
as the reading év dui In D B F G, Vule. It. ul. Amlbirosiast.
attests the original ez dua: (of which it is an interpretation). —
Ver. 7. of ... yiyor] D E X G: roiz «pd duot.  Gloss, following
on a mistaken reference ol the relative to asserine;. — Ver. 14,
The order of {he nanes : "Eyud, MareiSes, Epuar (so Lachm. and
Tisch., also Fritzsche) is rendered certain by A I'C D1 G N,
min. vss. Ruf. — Ver. 16. sdow] is wanting in Elz., but is
justlv adopted by Griesh, following Mill, and hy later editors
on decisive evidence, and beeause it might casily give ofience.
— Ver. 18, aai shroyiez] is wanling in DEFF G, min. . Owitled
theough the Zestocoteicoioa, -—— Ver, 19, i dui] The ordinary
1("1(11110 of =i before 2" 9ui has the greatest preponderance of
evidence against it. Lachm. and Tisch.: i suiv ofv ywipw, as
ABCLDP g, min. Dam. Rull read. Rightly : the sequence ol
the words in the Recopta (airw otv fivst) ix the ordinary one.
— Afler ver. 20, ¢pzy in Lz is condemmed by decixive testi-
mony. — Ver. 21. aezdforas] Decisive witnesses have dowd-
Livar.  Commended by Griesh., adopted by Lachin, Tiscl, and
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Tritzsche. The plural came to be introduced on account of the
plurality of persons. — Ver. 24 is wanting entirely in ABCN, 5,
137, Copt. Aeth. Vulg. ms. Hurl* Ruf.; it is found after ver.
27 in P, 17, 80, Syr. Arm. Aeth. Erp. Ambrosiast.  Omitted by
Lachm, and Tisch. 8; rejected also by Koppe and Reiche, who
think that it is an interpolated repetition of the Lenediction,
ver. 20, whicly, after the transference of vv. 25-37 to the end of
chap. xiv., was added in order not to leave the epistle without
a conclusion, Dut the witnesses for omission are precisely those
which have the doxology vv. 25-27 in the ordinary place, cither
metely in this place (as B Cy, 137), or likewise also after chap.
xiv. (as A P, 5); and the witnesses for the trausposition of the
verse to the endave likewise not those, which have the doxology
merely after chap. xiv. or not at all. Hence we may with
safety conclude that ver. 24 was omitted or transposed joir the
reason that copyists stumbled partly at the fact that Paul, con-
trary to his manner elsewhere, should have joined a Dblessing
and adoxology together, and partly at least at the circnmstance
that he should have placed the latter after the former (all other
epistles conclude with the blessing).

On the dozology, vv. 25-27. This is found (1) af the end of
chap. xvi, in BCD*Ew, 16, 66, 80, 137, 176, codd. in Ruf.
codd. in Erasm. Syr. Erp. Copt. Aeth. Vulg. ms. and ed. Clar.
Germ. Ruf. Ambrosiast. Pel. and the other Latin TFathers.
(2) It is found at the end of chap. xiv. in L and almost all min.;
further, in the Greelk lectionaries, the Arab. vss, in Poly¢lots,
Syvr p. Goth. (2) Slav. ms. and ed. codd. in Ruf. Chrys. Theo-
doret, Damase. Theophyl. Oecum. Theodul. (3) It is {found a¢
both places in AL, 5, 17,109, lat.  Finally (4), it is not found
at ¢l in D***2 T G (where, however, after chap. xiv, a gap of
six lines is left), codd. in Erasm. codd. in Jerome,? Marcion.
Sce the complete examination of the evidence in Leiche, Comm.
crit., and Tisch. 8, also Lucht, p. 49 fLl—Among the critics and

' A transcript of the first Erasmian edition, which, however, has on the mar-
gin the observation, that &v 7eis cadaios aveiypipas this doxology stands at the
end of chap. xiv.

* In D, namely, the doxotogy from the first hand stands after chap. xvi., but
the einendator indicates it as to be deleted, without assigning it to the end of
chap. xiv. :

3 Jerome on Eph. iii. 5 : ¢ Qui volunt prophetas non intellexisse, quod dixe-
rint . . . illud quoque, quod ad Rom. in plerisque codd. invenitur, ad confirma.
tionem sui dogmatis trahunt legentes : ei autem, qui potest vos roborare, cte.”
But that already before Marcion the doxology was wanting in codd., there is no
certain trace.



364 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO TIIE ROMANS.

cregeles, (1) the ordinary position in chap. xvi has heen main-
tained by the Complut. Evasm. Steph. Deza (ed. 3-5), Calvin,

Jengel, Koppe, Bohme, Rinck, Lachmann, Xolluer, Scholz,
Fritzsche, de Wette, Liickert, Reithmayr, Philippi, Tischendort,
Tholuck, Ewald, van lengel, and others. (2) The position
after xiv. 23 has been approved by Grotius, Mill, Wetstein, and
Scmler, following Deza (ed. 1 and 2); Grieshach and Matthiae re-
moved 1t to that place in their eritical texts; and Morus, Paulus,
Eichhorn, Klee, Schrader, Hofinann, Laurent, and others agree
thereto.  (3) The verses were #vjerted as spuriorns hy Schimidt,
Lial aws N. 1. p. 227, Reiche, Kreh], Lucht.—Now the ques-
tion is: Is the dosology genuine ! and il it is, kas ¢ its oriyinal
position at the elose of chap. xiv. or of chap. xvi. 2 We answer: I
The doxology 1s genuine.  For («) the witnesses for entire omis-
sion are, as against the preponderance of those who have it in
onc of the two passages or in both, much too wealk, especially
as the transposition and double insertion are very capable of
explanation (see below). (b) The language and the entire cha-
racter of it are highly Pauline,—a fact which even opponents
must admit, who accordingly assume its compilation out of
Pauline phrases! (¢) The contents of it admirably suit the
entire contents of the epistle.  (d) The internal reasons adduced
against it Ly its assailauts are completely untenable. 1t is
maintained (see especially Reiche, and comp. Lucht) : () That
at cach place, where the doxology appears, it is unsuitable.
But it appears as disturbing the connection only after xiv, 23,
and it 1s not at all unsuitable after chap. xvi, where 1t rather,
alter the closing wishes more than once repeated, forms with
areat appropriateness and emphasis the main conclusion which
now actually ensues,  (8) That it has not the simplicity of the
Tauline doxologics, is pompous, overloaded, ete. It is certainly
more bulky and laboured than others; but no other Pauline
doxology stands at the end of an entire epistle where the great
power of thought in the writing concentrated itself in feehng—
no other at the end of a scetion, the purport and importance
ol which can be compared with that of the entive Epistle to the
Romans.  1lence it can by no means appear strange that such
a doxology has obtained the character of overllowing fulness
[raim the whole recollection of what liad been written,—a col-
leetive recollection which, so far from heing fitted to beget in a
richrand lively disposition only an ordinary and plain thanksgiv-

! Un-lauline constituent clements and modes of representation, which Lucht
believes are to be found generally in the two last chapters, have no existence in
reality ; the grounds of oflence are disposed of by the exposition.
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ing to God, is fitted rather to produce an outpouring of fervour
and {ulness of thought, under the influence of which the inte-
rest of easy expression and of simple presentation falls into the
backeround. () That the whole conception is uucertain, many
expressions and combinations are obscure, unusual, even quite
unintelligible ; and (8) that the conjunction of dayy. wov xai =
zhpuype L X, is un-Panline and unsuitable; as is in like man-
ner pavepwdéivrog, which verb is never used by Paul of the utter-
ances of the prophets,—groundless occasions of offence, which
are made to disappear by a correct explanation. On such
iuternal grounds Reiche builds the hypothesis, that @ the
public veading the merely epistolary last fwo chapters were omitted ;
that the public veading thus ended at xiv. 235 and the doxology
spolen af the end of that reading was writicn first on the mar-
gin, afterwards also i the text, conscquently after xiv. 23, whenee
copyists, on recoynisting ils unsutlable position, removed vt to the cnd
of the cpistle. 1t 1s thus the work of an anagnostes, who compiled
it clumsily firome Pavline formarlus, and that in imitation of the con-
clusion of the Epistle of Jude In opposition to this whole view,
it is particularly to be borne in mind: (1) that the assumption
that only the doctrinal part of tlie epistle was publicly read is
a pure fancy, and is as much at variance with the high rever-
cuce for what was apostolic, as with the circumstance that,
according to the lectionaries, these very chapters xv. and xvi.
consist wholly of sections for rcading; (2) that at least xv.
1-13 would have been included in the reading, and the doxo-
logy must thus have obtained its place after xv. 13; (3) that
the presumed custom of uttering a doxology when the reading
of an apostolic writing was finished, does not at all admit of
proof; (4) that o Pauline doxology would have been chosen for
imitation more waturally than that of Jude 24, 25, as indeed,
conversely, Jude Ze. would more naturally presuppose an ac-
quaintance with our passage ; (5) that = sbayy. mou was not at all
suitable to the person of an anagnostes ; and indeed an imitative
reader was hardly in the position and mood to pour forth an
expression of praise in so overflowing a gush, and thereby in
anacoluthic construction. But when Lucht refuses a Pauline
character fo the doxology, in respect not merely of form and dic-
tion, but also of the thought which it contains, and recognises in
it a gnosticizing and conciliatory stamp, this judement rests on
misinterpretations in detail and on presuppositions, which lie
altogether outside the range of the N. T., along with a recourse

! In the Comment. crit. p. 116, Reiche is of opinion that it may have been
added ‘‘ a homine privato, qui ingenio suo indulgeret.”
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to the rejection of the genuineness not merely of the Pastoral
epistles, but also of the so-called epistles of the captivity. —IL
The position of the duvology after xvio 24 s 1he erdginnd one.
For («) the external witnesses for this view are preponderant,
not indeed in number, but in value.  See above, and compare
Gabler, Pracf. ud Griesh., Opuse. p. 24, (L) Its position at the
end of chap. xvi. was quite lilted to excite olfence and to ocua-
sion o trausposition, parstly hecanse no other epistle of the
apostle concludes with a doxology; prtly because here even
the wsual formal conclusion of au epistle (the apostolical Texx-
ingy innnediately precedes ; pastly because duds erneifos seemd
specially to refer back to the section respecting the weak in
faith.  The latter point was decisive at the same time as to the
plice to which—the connection between chap. xiv. amd xv.
as o wnity heing far from sufhiciently appreciated—the doxolouy
was referred, namely after xiv. 23, where there is the last direct
mention ol the /el while xv. 1 then turns directly to the strone.
Several other defenders of the ordinary position (see especially
Koppe, Luwe 110 . 4045 Gabler, Le. p. 26 ; Dertholdt, Einlcit.
VI.§ 715; g, Einl I p- 397, with whom l.elthxm)r.lﬂlu 3)
tlnon ans mdeul that the omission of at least chap. xvi. in the

1 uhng of the letter had oceasioned the beaatiful and w elehiy
doxalozy, which it was desired should not be excluded from -
reading, to be placed after chap. xiv.—not alter chap. xv,, ¢ither
(Bertholdt, 1lug) because chap. xv. has already a conchusion,
or heeanse the supposed reference of erzpiZus to the weak in
faith pointed out that place. Dut the whole supposition that an
intesral portion of the epistle was onntted in reading is entively
ieapalle of being established.  Not more plansille is the
theory 1o which Rinck has recourse (comp. already Zeger and
Dohme) : ¢ Iu codd. cx vecensione Maveionls perscr(plis Libraiios,
ipsu furlasse Mareione avetore, dausilain ez fine epistulac assuiss,
et postyuain quod deerat a corveclordhus seppletum esset, alios
heane elwasvlan dterasse, alios hine, alios (e, alios wlrimyie
cfeeiss” (Lueube, erdd. po 135). Aavcion hinsell and his dis-
ciples rejected (Ovigen, duterpr. Lef), indeed, the doxolosy on
ceenunt of 1tz contents (sce espectally ver 26, 6id vs ypagie =g 2y-
- ; but the orthodox certainly did not concern themselves
witll Mareionitic copics ; indewd, Ovizen says 0\1.1(-:4\' that in
s copivs = gure qon sunt ¢ Moveione fomereta,” the doxolozy s
found ditferently placed cither atter chap, xiv. or after chap. xvi.
Fevaddl resarding vy, 3=20 as the fracment of au epistle to the
Ephiesion< helieves that a reader sonmewhere about the bheginning
of the sccond centwry obierved the licterogencous character of
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that portion, but then excised too much, namely chap. xv. and
xvi. Such a copy, in his view, Marcion had; but now that
chap. xiv. was without a proper conclusion, at least the doxo-
logy xvi. 25-27 came to be appended thereto by other copyists.
But apart from the above opinion respecting vv. 3-20 in 1itself
(see, in opposition to it, the critical notes on chap. xv.), it would
not be at all easy to see why they should not have removed
merely vv. 3-20 from the copies, and why, instead of this,
chap. xvi. should have heen entirely excised, and even chap.
xv. 1n addition. To explain this, the smaller importance of this
chapter—which, moreover, is assumed without lhistorical war-
rant—does not suffice—Further, if the genuineness of the doxo-
logy itself, as well as its customary position, is to be esteemed
assured, it follows at the same time from what we have said (1)
in respect of the duplication of the doxology after chap. xiv. and
Xvi. in eritieal authorities, that it proceeds from those who, whilc
aware of the difference as to the place of the words, were not
able or did not venture to decide respecting the original posi-
tion, and hence, taking the certain for the uncertain, inserted
the words in Dotk places; (2) in respect of the entirc omission
in authorities, that it is the work of an old precarious crilicism,
which drew from the uncertain position the conclusion of non-
genuineness, along with which there operated the consideration,
that the doxology was unsuitable after xiv. 23 as interrupting
the connection, and after xvi. 24 as liaving its place even after
the concluding wish.

Vv. 1, 2. Recommendation (ovviornue, comp. 2 Cor, v. 12,
¢t al.; see Jacobs, ad Anthol. IX. p. 438 ; Dornemann, ad Xen.
Symp. iv. 63, p. 154) of Phocbe, who 1s held to be the bearer
of the epistle,—a supposition which there is nothing to con-
tradict. In the twofold predicate, @8eld. Hudv (our, ic. my
and your Christian sister) and odoav Sudk. x.r.\., therc lies a
twofold motive, a more general and a more special one, for
attending to the commendation. — Staxovor] feminine, as Dem.
762. 4: Sudkovov, §j Tis éypiro. The desiguation by the
word Siaxérisoa, not used in classical Greek, is found only
subsequently, as frequently in the Constitutt. apost. See, on
these ministrae, as they are called in Pliny, Ep. x. 97, the
female attendants on the poor, sick, and strangers of the
church, Bingham, Orig. 1. pp. 341-3G6 ; Schoene, Geschichis-
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Jorsch. 7ib. d. Lirchl. Gebr. III. p. 102 f.; Herzog, in his
Encyll, 1L p. 368 £ Very groundlessly Lucht, hecause this
service in the church was of later date (but comp. xii. 7;
Phil. i, 1), pronounces the words odoav . .. Keyyp. not to
belong to I'aul, and aseribes thew to the supposed editor.
Respecting the yfjpar, 1 Tim. v. 9, see Huther 7n loc. —
Keyypeai, castern port of Corinth, on the Saronic Gnll.  See

Wetstein.  Comp. on Acts xviii. 18, — e admyy, k7] Aim of
the conmendation. — év xvpien] characterizes the wpocdéyes-

Bac as Christion ; 1t is to be no connnon service of hospitality,
but to take place @n Christ, 2. so that it is fulfilled in the
fellowship of Clist, in virtue of which one lives and moves
in Christ.  Comp. Phil'ii. 29. — d&iws Tév dyiwv] cither: «s
<t 05 becoming for saiats (Clivistians) fo receive follme-Christions
(so ordinarily), or: “sicut sunctos ceeipt oportet,” Grotius, Chry-
soston.  The former (so also Iritzsche and Ihilippi) is the
correct explanation, hecause most naturally suggesting itsclf,
as modal definition of the action of recciving. — kai yap avmi)
qam ¢t ipse, for she also on her part (not airy, hace). — wpo-
ardars] o divectein, protectress (Lucian, bis acers. 29 5 Dio Cass,
xlii. 39 ; Dindml, Soph. O. . 459, and Lywiy. ad Soph. p. LXT
Lobeck, Paralip. p. 271).  She beeawme (ir. s precstddit, Kithner,
ad Xen, Aaab, 1. 7. 4) a potrone multorem throngh the exir-
cise of her calling. Paul might, indeed, have writlen wapa-
ardtes, corresponding to wapagrire (Xen. Mem. il 1. 32 Soph.
Troch. 801, 0. €. 559 ; com]. év vocois wapagrates, Auso-
nius in Stah. g p. 416, 43); but he selects the word which is
conformable to her oflficial position, and more hononrable.
kal avrob éuob]and of mystlf, my own person (see on vil 257
Ilistorical proof of this cannot he given.  Derhaps Paul had
once been ill during a sojowrn with the chureh of Cenchreac.

Vv. 3-106. The apostle’s salutations.

Vv. 3, b Hpioke (2 Tim. iv. 19) is not dilferent [rom
IIpigrara ; comp. on Acts xviii. 2. — Her lshand® Aquila

1 'That Paul names the wife first, is not to be regarded as accidental. Dro-
bably the preponderant Christinn activity and estimation were on her side.
Hence here, where both are saluted (comp. 2 Tim. iv. 19), the precedence of the
wife,—a distinction for which in 1 Cor. xvi. 19, where both salutc, no oceasion
was piven.  On the precedence given to the wile in Acts xviii. 18, sce n loc.
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was a native of Pontus (Acts xviil. 1), and Reiche incorreetly
conjectures that he was called Pontivs Aquile, which name
Luke crroneously referred to his native country ;' for, looking
to the close connection in which Aquila stood with Paul, and
Taul again with Luke, a correct acquaintance with the matter
must be presumed in the latter. This married couple, expelled
from Rome as Jews under Claudius, had been converted at
Corinth by Paul (see on Acts xviii. 1), had then migrated
to Ephesus (Acts xviii. 18, 26; 1 Cor. xvi. 19), are now
again in Ilome, but, according to 2 Tim iv. 19, were at a later
period once more in Ephesus. — év Xpiwoere "Iyoov] Distine-
tive character of cuwvepyovs; for labour for the gospel lives
and moves in Christ as its very element. Comp. vv. 9, 12.
— Ver, 4. The marks of parenthesis are to be omitted, he-
cause the construction is not interrupted. — ofriwes x.7.1.] Note
the peculiar grounds assigned (quippe qui) for this and several
following greetings. — dmép] not nstcad of, but for, in order
to the saving of my life. — ov éavr. Tpdynh. dmébnrav) have
enbmitted thelr own ncek, namely, under the crecutioner’s axe.
Tn the absence of historical information we can just as little
decide with certainty on the question whether the expression
is to be taken [litcrally, that is, of a moment when they were
to be actually executed but in some way or other were still
saved, or (so the expositors) figuraticely, of the incurring of an
extreme danger to life—as on the question where the incident
referred to took place ¢ whether at Ephesus, Acts xix.? or 2
Cor. 1. 87 or at Corinth, Acts xviii. 6 ff.?2 or elsewhere?
or, genervally, in the midst of labour and tribulation shared
with Paul?  Wetstein, Heumann, and Semler think of dail
(vmébneay would then he: they gave pledge ; see Lobeck, ad
Plryn. p. 468). Tossibly; but the nearest conception which
offers itself as the words stand is that of Tpaynioxomeiv
(Plat. 2or. p. 398 D), whether it be thought of as a reality or
as a flzure.  The latter, however, is, as being said of dotl, the
most probable. The readers Lnucw what was meant. — Téw
€fvv] On account of this sacrifice for me, the apostle of the

! Aquila also, the translator of the Dible, was, as is well known, from Pontus
(Sinope).

ROM. IL 2 A
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Gentiles.  The notiee contemplates the inclusion of the Loman
church, which in fact was also a Genétle church.

Ver. 5. Kat T xat’ olk. adr. éx\.] and the church wlhich
s 1i their Touse,  Considering the size of Rowe, it may be
readily conceived that, besides the full assembly of the collec-
tive church, particular sectional assemblies were also lormed,
which were wont to meet in the houses of prominent meinbers
of the church. Such a house was that of Aquila and Priscilla,
who had also in Ephesus given their dwelling for a similar
objeet, 1 Cor. xvi. 19; Col. iv. 15; Philem. 2. Such house-
churches are rclated therefore to the collective community,
to which, as such, the epistles are directed, simply as the part,
which has in addition its own special greeting, to the whole.
Others (following Origen, Chrysostom, Theophylact, ete., with
Koppe, Flatt, KXlee, Glockler) hold that (he dnmales of ihe house-
Iold are intended.  An arbitrary assumption of an unexampled
hyperbole in the unse of dexinaia. That all the following
saluted persons, up to ver. 12, weve members of the housc-chuieh
of lgvile and Prisce (Hofanm), is an arbitrary assumption,
whicli is rendered very mproballe by the repeated demdoace,
forming in cach case a [resh Dbeginning, — 'Ewmaiveror'] Un-
known like all the following down to ver. 15, Init sce the note
on ‘Podor, ver. 13. The traditions of the Fathers made most
of then Dbishops and martyrs (see Justiniani, Comm., and
Srawm, Sel. seer. 102, 29 [1), and the Synopsis of Dorotheus
vlaces most of them among the seventy disciples.  That
Lpacnetus had come to Tome with Aquila and Drisca (Tlol-
mann), is very precariously conjectured from his being men-
tiomed immediately after that couple. — amapyy 7ijs "Ao. eis
X.] first-fruits of dsin (partitive genitive, sec on viil, 23) /it
referenee Io Chiist, <. that one of the Asialics, who had lirst
been eonverted to Christ.? —’Ado. is the weslern portion of
Asia Minor, as in Acts i1. 9; 1 Cor. xvi. 19; 2 Cor. i 8.

1 On the accentuation of the name, as well as that of "Ejaere;, ver. 22, see
Lipsins, graomm. Uwters. p. 30, The name itsell is also frequendy found in
the Greek writers.

2 With the reading d=apyh «7s "Axalas it was necessary, in order mot to fall
into variance with 1 Cor. xvi. 15, to take émepxs as a firstfruit, one of the
Jirat cone réd, —cerlainly an expluntory makeshill, which weakvns greatly the
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Ver. 6. ow for Mary had toiled much for the Romans (eis
Jpds), was as well kuown to the readers and to the apostle
himself, who awards to her on that account the salutation of
acknowledgment and commendation, as it is unknown to us.
It may have happened abroad (as van Hengel and others
think) or in Rome itself through eminent loving activity,
possibly in a special emergency which was now past (hence
not xomed, but the aorist). Reiche refers éxom. to activity n
tcaching, for which, however, since the text annexes no defini-
tion (as in 1 Tim. v. 17), and since Mary is not more specially
known, there is no reason, and generally, as respects public
teaching (1 Cor. xiv. 34, 35), little probability. On eis, comp.
Gal. iv. 11,

Ver. 7. ’Towiav] is taken by Chrysostom, Grotius, and
others, including Reiche, as feminine (Junia, who is then to
be regcrded probably as the wife or sister of Andronicus);
hut by most of the more recent expositors as a masculine
name, Junias, equivalent to Junianus (therefore to be accented
'"Toumas). No decision can be arrived at, although the follow-
ing description, ver. 7 (in opposition to Fritzsche), commends the
latter supposition. — cvyyeveis] is explained by many (inclnd-
ing Reciche, de Wette, Hofmann) as member of the same race
or people (according to ix. 3). But the explanation Zinsmen is
to be preferred, partly because the word itself, without other
definition in the context, immediately points to this (Mark
vi. 4; Acts x. 24, ¢t al.) ; partly because it is only in this sense
that it has a significance of special commendation ; especially as
in Rome there weve many Jewish-Christians, and lience one
does not see how the epithet was to be somecthing characieristic
in the particular case of those named, if it signified ouly
kindred in the sense of belonging to the same peoplc. We
know too little of the apostle’s kindred (comp. also Acts xxiii.
16), to reject this explanation on account of vv. 11, 21, or
to venture to employ it in throwing suspicion on the genuine-

significance of the notice, and by which 1 Cor. Le. would also be affected. Not
less forced would be ¢he combination, by which we should regard Epacuctus as
an inmate of Stephanas’ house, who had been converted at the same time with
him (Tholuck, yet only permissively, following older interpreters).
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ness of the chapter (Baur). But Reiche’s reason—that Andro-
uicus and Junias are expressly designated as Jews, becanse
it would just be non-Jews who were saluted —is quite
futile, since the nationality of those previously saluted is
unknown to us, and Aquila and Prisca were likewise Jews!
Just as groundlessly, Hofmann thinks that in an epistle to the
Genlilc-Christiau chureh the Linsmen of the apostle would
be Jews. This is purely arbitrary, and yields, besides, for
the designation of the persons intended an element, which, in
the case of the actuel relatives of the Jewish-Christian apostle,
is quite obvious of dfself, and the mention of which, morcover,
in presence of the Gentile-Christians, would have been some-
what indelicate—Where and in what manner they Aed beci
impiisoned with Paul? s, owing to the incompleteness of the
inforniation in the book of Acts (comp. on 2 Cor. vi. J),
entirely unknown. Clement, 1 Cor. v, states that Iaul had
screit tines borne fetters.  Ewald, in connection with his view
that we have here a fragment of an epistle to the Ephesians,
asswmes that Andronicus and Junias, while Paul was impri-
soned in Rome, lay at the same time confined in Ephesus ;
and Lucht perceives only the apachronism of a forser. —
émionpor v 7. amoar.] émicnuoes, like insignis, a vox wedic
(cownp. Matt. xxvii. 16), here in the good sense : distinguished,
1. amost Lonowrably Invwn by the apostles.  Comp. L. T
379 : eémionuos ev Bpotois, Iippol. 103 ; Polyb. x. 5. 3, xv.
34. 3; Lucian, mcere. cond. 28. So DBeza, Grotius, and others,

! Prolully Mary also—the name already paints 1o this—was a Jewess; indeed,
Epacnetus himself appears to have been a Jew (against Hofmann), since he is
characterized generally as the first-frnits of Asia, not as d=apxn vov i8visv of this
couniry, and according to history, the Christian first-ftuits of a country in-
habited also by Jews were, as a rule, Jews. Comp. Acts xviii. 6, xxviii. 24 .

2'The expression itself places the relation of their captivity under the
ficurative conception of captivity in war (vii. 23; 2 Cor. x. §; Eph. iv. 8).
Comp. Lucian, Asin. 27; Photius, Bibl. p. 133, 8. As the Christians, and
peculiarly the teachers and overseers in the serviee of Clwist, their commander-
in-chicf, arc cusrpzridzas amongst one another (see on Phil. ii. 35, Philem. 2), so
also are they, in captivity with one another, svsaiypérwra (sce on Col. iv. 10,
Philem. 23). An arbitrary play of interpretation occurs in Ifofmann: those
whom Christ has won from the world and made His own, just as the apostle
himsell.  Aptly Chrysostom points out the jillowskip of sughiring with Paul,
implicd in ewraigudA., as the most glorious crown of these men.
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including Koppe, Flatt, Reiche, de Wette, Fritzsche, Philippi,
van Hengel, Hofmann, and rightly ; for dmoororos is used
by Paul only in 1 Cor. xv. 7 in the wider sense (comp.
Acts xiv. 4, 14), nevertheless even there with such restriction
that James and the twelve are included in the reference.
Hence we must not, especially considering our entire ignorance
of the two persons, explain, with Origen, Chrysostom, Luther,
Calvin, Estius, Wolf, and many others, including Tholuck,
Kollner, Rickert, Reithmayr, Ewald : distinguished among the
apostles (in other words, distinguished apostles). That Andro-
nicus and Junias were held in peculiar honour by the apostles,
does not exclude their repute with the Christians generally,
but rather points, for their especial comniendation, to closer
relations which they lhad with the apostles. Lucht mis-
interprets the expression oi améar. of the original apostics in
contrast to Panl. — mwpd éuod] That they had been converted
exactly at Pentecost (Grotius, Koppe), is just as little capable
of proof, as that they had been the first preachers of the gospel
in Rome (Wolf). — qeyévacw év X.] not: became apostles in
Christ (Reithmayr, fullowing Origen), but: became Christians,
ctered the fellowship of Christ, attained to the év XpioTd eivat.
They were thus apyator pathyrai (Acts xxi. 16). “ Venerabiles
facit actas, in Christo maxime,” Bengel. On wivesfar v, sce
Nigelsbach, 2. Ilias, p. 295, ed. 3; comp. on Phil. ii. 7.

Vv. 8, 9. "Aumieav] the abbreviated 'AumhedTor, as codd,,
vss., and Tathers actually read, a name which (in form like
Donatus, Fortunatus, etc., see Grotius) was frequent; see Gruter,
Ind. — év kupie] gives to the dyam. p. the specific Christian
character ; comp. on ver. 2.— 7. guvepy, nuav] fudy refers,
since Paul speaks always of himself in the singular lere, fo the
seaders clong with himsclf, comp. ver. 1, not to those named
in vv. 3-8 (van Heugel). He was probably a stranger who
was at this time in Rome, and united his activity with that of
Roman Christians towards the extension and furtherance of
the gospel, whereby he was a fellow-labourer of the apostle
and of the readers. — The name Srdyvs: Inscr. 268.

Ver. 10. A4pclles (comp. Hor. Sat. I. v. 100) is not to be
confounded with the celebrated Apollos (Acts xviii. 24 ; 1 Cor.
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i. 12, iii. 4), as Origen, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Grotius, and
others have done.  Whether he was a freedman remains an
open question, owing to the frequency of the name, which
olso occurs of freedmen. — mov Soripor év X.] i, the trivd
Christien. Christ, the personal oljecl of his believing fidelity,
is conceived as the element wherein he is approved.  Cowmy.
¢ppovipos év X., 1 Cor. iv. 10, and similar passages. — 7ous
ée 7év "AptotoBoidov] thosc of the people (perhiaps: sluces)
of Aristobulus, comp. 1 Cor. i. 11. That Paul means the
Chiistians among them, is self-evident; in the similar saluta-
tion, ver. 11, he adds it redundantly. Aristobalns himscll
was thercfore no Christian; unless he (so Grotius) had been
already dead, in which case he might have been a Christian.

Vv. 11, 12, Nareisses is by Grotius, Michaelis, and Neauder,
held to be the powerful freedinan of Claudius (Suet. Cluud.
28 ; Tacit. Aqn. xi. 29 ff, xil. 57). It is possible, although
Narcissus, according to Tacitus, Ana. xiii, 1, was already dead
(sce Wiecseler, Chronol. p. 371 ff). A decision, however,
cannot be arrived at; but, considering the frequency of the
nawie, the suspicion of an anachronism (Lucht) is groundless.
—The three women, ver. 12, perhaps deaconesses, are other-
wise unkunown. Note how Persis is dislinguished above the
two previously named women ; as also how delicately Paul ha:
not added pov, after Ty dyamnmiv, as with the men’s names,
vv. 8, 9, although he means 7/ sentiment of love towards
Porsis.  Observe, also, the distinction between xomiwaas (pre-
se!) and éeomiager.  The particular circumstances of the ecase
are unknown to us.

Ver. 13. Rulus may be the son of Simon of Cyrene, Mark
xv. 21, Comp. 7n loe.  The fact that in Mar, who probahly
wrote in Rome, the man is assumed to be well known, would
agree with the ewlogy here: 7ov éxhewrov év wupiw, the clect
vite 1 the fllowship of the Lord, e, who 4s distinguished as «
Cheistian!  Torv if these words denoted werely e Christian,

Y On ixasxeis, exquisitus, in the sensc of excellens (comp. 1 Tim. v. 21; 1 Pet.
ii. 4; 2 John i. 13; Wisd. iii. 14; Bar. iii. 30), beeause it is just the sclected that
is wont to be the cminenily qualified, sec Schlcusner, Thes. 11. p. 289. DBut
}ofmann expleins as if it ran =év ixAsxrév wov: who is to me a choice Christian
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“who in fellowship with the Lord is chosen to blessedness”
(Reiclie), they would not—as is, nevertheless, the case with all
the remaining predicates—express a special element of com-
mendation. — xai éuod] pregnant, delicate, and grateful hint
of the peculiar love and care which Paul (where and how, is
entirely unknown') had enjoyed at lier hands. Comp. ver, 2;
1 Cor. xvi. 18; Philem. 11 ; and see on 1 Cor. i. 2.

Vv. 14, 15. Hermas was not, as already Origen declared
him to be, the composer of the book ¢ rorusv,? which, accord-
ing to the Canon Muratorianus, is said to have heen composed
by a brother of the Roman bishop Pius I, and in any case
belongs to no earlier period than the second century. — «. 7.
olv adte adend.] It is possible, but on account of the more
general designation deviating from ver. 5, not probable, that
those named here as well as in ver. 15 were members, well
known to the apostle, of two ékxAnaiar in Rome (so Hofmaun),
according to which view by e brethyen with them would be
meant the remaining persons taking part in these assemblies,
for the most part doubtless unknown to him. It is possible
also that some other Christian associations unknown to us
(Fritzsche and Philippi think of associations of trade and
commerce) arc intended. We have no knowledge on {his
point. Reiche thinks of two mission-socictics. DBut mdvres,
ver. 15, points to a considerable number, and there is no trace
in the Book of Acts of so formal and numerous mission-
societies ; they were doubtless still foreign to that period.
Probably also Paul would have given some thoughtful indica-
tion or other of this important characteristic point.—The
whole of the names in vv. 14, 15 are found in Gruter and

Urother ; he ecalls the ordinary interpretation unapostolic (whereforc?), and
groundlessly appeals to =i dyumasiy, ver. 12. In the ease of the latter the
loving subject is, according to a very common usage, self-evident.

! Hofmann entertains the conjecture, which is in no way capable of proof, that
Rufus lived with his mother in Jernsalem when Paul himsell sojourned there ;
an'l that then Tanl dwelt in the house of the mother, and enjoyed her motherly
care.—If, again, the demonstration of love intended falls in a later period of the
apostle’s life, his expression in our passage is the more courteous; hence it by
no means requires the above precarious combination.

* The critical discussions as to this work, quite recently conducted by Zahn,
and Lipsius in particular, have no bearing here,
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clsewhere.—Julia appears to have been the wife of Thilolasus;
the analogy of the following Niypéa . 7iv adeddyr avred
makes it less probable that the nmne denotes a man (Juliy,
comp. on ver. 7).

Ver. 16. The series of greetings which Taul has to offer
Sfrome kim~cly is concluded.  Dut he now desives that liis readers
should also exchange greetings amony one «iother, veciprorally,
and that with the loving sign of the holy Ziés. The subject
ol this grecting is thus ceery scinder of (he chovel himself, who
kisses another (sce on 1 Cor. xvi. 20), not lww/, so that men
nomine should be supplied (Iengel, Koppe).  This is forbidden
by aManovs. Comp. 1 Cor. le.; 2 Cor. xiii. 12; Justin,
Ap. i 65. The case is otherwisec with 1 Thess. v. 26 (sec
Lunemann dn loc.)—The ancient custom, especially in the
Tust, and particularly among the Jews, of uniting a greeting
with a kiss, cave birth to the Christian practice of the dvyiov
¢Agua (1 Det. v. 14 pajua dyamns; Consl. ap. il 57. 12,
Viil. 3. 5: 70 dv xvple pi\gua, Tertullian, de crat. L: osculvin
porets), termed dyeop, because 1t was no profane thing, hut lhad
Christian consccration, expressing the holy Christian fellow-
ship of love! —mwacar] From wany churches grectings had
been doubtless entrusted to the apostle for the Lomans, sinee
he had certainly not previously withheld from them his project
of travelling to Itome (perhaps also, of writing thither hefore-
hand).  Concerning the 7esf, what Erasmus says holds good :
“ Quoniam cognovit omminm crga Romanos studium, omnium
nouine salutat.”  The wade el shape of the utterance by no
mecans justilics us in pronouncing this greeting not to be the
apostle’s, and deriving it from 1 Cor. xvi. 19, 20 (Lucht);
it rathier correspends cntirely to that eordial and huoyant
con~civustess of fellowship, in which he did not feel Immsgelf
prompted wocruedy to examine his svamnery expression.  Others
arbittarily limit waeae to the Greck churches (Grotius), or
simply to the churehes in Curdnth and its ports (Michaclis,

! That Paul actually desires that the reciproeal greeting by a kiss on the part
of all should take place after the reading of the epistle, ought not to have been
disputed (Calvin, Philippi). A ccremony indeed he does not desire ; but he
suwmons not crely to love, but to the Liss of Jove.
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Olshausen, and others), or at least to those in which Paul had
been (Bengel).

Vv. 17-20. A warning, added by way of supplement, against
the crroncous teachers who were then at work. This very sup-
plementary position given to the warning, as well as its
hrevity, hardly entering at all into the subject itself (comp. on
the other hand, the detailed treatment in ¢hap. xiv. xv. of a less
important contrast), evinces that Paul is not here speaking, as
Wieseler, following older interproters, holds, against such as
already were wctudly making divisions @n Rome. He would
have treated so dangerous an cvil in the doctrinal connection
of the epistle and at length, not in such a manner as to show
that it only occurred to him at the close to add a warning
word. Henee this is to be regarded as directed against an evil
possibly sctting ir.  Doubtless he was apprehensive from the
manifold experience acquired by him, that, as elsewhere (comp.
Gal. iil. 6, 11 ff ; Col ii. 8§ ff.; Phil. iii. 2 1,18, 19; 2 Cor.
x1. 13 f), so also in Rome, Jewish zcalols for the luw' might
arise and cause divisions in their controversy with Pauline
Christianity. This occasioned his warning, from which his
readers kunew to what kind of persons it referred,—a warning,
therefore, against danger, such as he gave subsequently to the
Philippians also (Phil. iii.), to whom the evil must have been
all the nearer. Paul might, however, the more readily consider
it enough to bring in this warning only supplementarily and
bricfly, since in Rome the Gentile-Christian element was the
preponderant ome, and the mind of the chuvell in general
was so strongly in favour of the Pauline gospel (vv. 19, 20,
vi. 17), that a permanent Judaistic influence was at present
not yet to be apprehended. How, notwithstanding, an anti-

! The brief indications, vv. 17, 18, do not suggest philosophical Gentile-
Christians (Hammond, Clericus), but (sce on ver. 18) Judaizers, against whom
Paul oflters his warning. Hofmann prefers to abide by the generality of the
warning, whether the troubles might be of Gentile origin or might arise from
doctrines of Jewish legalism. DBut this view does not satisfy the concrete traits
in vv. 17, 18, 20. See the correct interpretation already in Chrysostom and
Theodore of Mopsuestia. The latter says: rfyu 3t o vdv &ord 'Tovdaiwy, o
Eravra)ice Tepriovets Tobs awe thiy TieTvovTas Tis vepixis Eageofu TapaTaph-
asws Teibuy irapoire,
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Pauline doctrinal agitation took place later in Rome, see Phil.
i. 15 ff.  DMorcover, the precauiinaury destination of our pas-
sage, and that in presence of the greatness of the damger, is
suflicient to make us understand its contents and expression
as well as its isolated position at the close. At least there
does not appear any necessity for setting it down as an oricinal
constituent portion of an epistle addressed to a cliurel founded
by Paul himself, namely, to the church of the Ephesians
(Ewald, Lucht).

Ver. 17. Skowetv] to have in vicw, in order, namely, to guard
against; comp. Shémere, Phil. iii. 2; but owxowely, speculari, is
stronger, comp. also Phil. iii. 17. — 7as 8eyoor.] comp. Gal.
v. 20; 1 Mace. ili. 29 ; Dem. 423. 4 ; Tlat. Legy. i p. 630 2
Dion. Hal. viii. 72. The article denotes thosc anti-Pauline
divisions and offcaces, eravdara,—i.c. temptations to departure
from the true Christian faith and life, 2ell Znocwn to the
readers,—which at that time arosc in so many quaters in
Pauline churches, and might readily threaten the Iomuns
also. — éxkrlivare ar adrov] luri cwey from thein, shun them,
go out of their way. Comp. 1 Pet. iii. 11; Ps. exix. 103;
Tieelus, xxiio 11; Thueyd. v. 73, 3; more usually with the
accusative.  Grotius rashly concludes: “ non fuisse tunc con-
ventus communes aut presbyterinm Romae ; alioguin voluisset
tales excommunicari.”  Paul rather counsels a rule of conduet
for cach individual member of the churel, leaving the measures
to be adopted on the part of the church, in case of necessity,
to the church-govermment there (which was one regularly
organized, in opposition to Dengel, see xil. 6 ). The dis-
turbers, besides, against whom they are warned, are in fact
viewed not as members of the church, but as intruders {rom
without. Comp. Acts xv. 1; Gal. ii. 4—The reference to
the doetiine reecived certainly implies a chareh having Pauline
instruction, but not exactly onc founded by Taul himsclf
(Lwald), like that at Ephesus.  Comp. vi. 17 ; Col. 1. 23.

Ver, 18. Leason assigned for the injunction of ver. 17.
— of TowobTor] “hi teles; notatur substantia eum sua quali-
tate,” Denzel — o0 douN.] Note the poesition of the negation ;
the thought is: v the LZucd they cefuse sercice, bul thedr oien
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belly they serve. Thereby they blelonged to the category of
the éxfpol Tob aravpod 7. Xp., Phil. iil. 18.—On 74 rkothig
Sovhevew, TH yaoTpl Sovhevew, abdomini servive (Sencca, de
henef. vil. 206), as a designation of selfishness, hent only on
aood cheer in eating and drinking, comp. on Ihil iii. 19;
Jacobs, ad Anthol. IX. p. 416. Tor this object the sectaries
sought to make use of the influence and following which they
obtained. Comp. Lucian, de moréc Peregr. 11 ff.  Behind their
teaching, although this was not itself of an Epicurean nature
(Hofmann), there lurked, hypoeritically concealed, the {endency
to epicurean practice. — 8ia Tijs ypnoTol. k. evhoy.] by means of
the Tind (having a good-natured sonnd) and fair-scd lanyuage,
which they hold.  On ypnoTor. comp. Jul. Capitol. vit. Pertin.
13; Eustath. p. 1437, 53, and the classical Aéryor ypnaTol, Méyew
XPnoTé kTN ; on evloyia, language finely expressed (here:
fine phrases), Plat. Bep. p. 400 D ; Lucian, Lexiph. 1; Acsop.
229. The two words characterize contcnts (xpnoroN.) and form
(ed\)); hence it is preferable to take eddoy. in the above
signification than in the ordinary one of praise, cxfolling (Phi-
lippi). Comp. Luther: statclylangnage. — 7av dredkwy] of the
guileless (Heb. vil. 26), who themselves have nothing evil in
their mind, and are prepared for nothing evil. Sec Wetstein
in loc.; Ruhnken, ad Z%m. p. 56; Schaefer, ad Greg. Cor.
p. 342.—The assertion that Paul appears too severe in the
accusation of his opponents (Riickert) cannot be made good.
He writes from long and ample experience. '

Ver, 19. Not a second ground assigned for, or justification
of, the warning of ver. 17 (Tholuck, de Wette, Philippi;
comp. also Reithmayr and Hofmann); for this use of a second
really co-ordinated ydg is nowhere to be assumed in the N. T.
See on the contrary, on viii. 6. Nor is it to be taken, with
Fritzsche : “ nam vos ¢nnocentibus qui facile decipiuntur homi-
nibus annumerandos esse, ex eo intelligitur, quod vos Christo
obedicntes esse nemo ignorat;” for the latter is exactly the
opposite of ready liahility to seduction. Nor with Riickert:
for the general diffusion of the mews that you are such good
Cliristians will soon bring those men to Rome, that they may
sow their tares ; which is not expressed. Nor yet again with
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Calvin and others, Reielie, and Kollner: for you are indeed
good Clristians, whereat I rejoice; hut I desire, cte.—against
which the expression, espeeially the want of upev and the pre-
sence of odw, 1s decisive.  In order to a correct understanding,
one should note the cmphatically prefixed vuov, which stands
in corrclation—and that antithetic—with 7év drdrov. Ilence
(as also Thilippi admits, comp. van ITenzel): “ not without
reason do I say: the hearts of the guilcless; for you they will
not lead astray, beeause zow do not belong to such as the
mere dxaxot, but distingnish yourselves so much by obedicnee
(towards the gospel), that this has hecome universally known;
sespretiing you therefore (here, too, €9’ uiv stands first empha-
tically ; see the critical notes) I rejoice,' yet desire that you
may be wisc and pure,”—a delicate combination of werniny
with the expression of firm confidencc.  Strangely, Lucht, com-
paring Acts xx. 29, assigns ver. 19 to an epistle to the

Lphesians. — eis 7a ayaf.] in vefeicncee o the good, which you
have to do. Dy this general expression Paul means specially
fidelity {owards the pure gospel. — drepaiovs els 70 xaxdv]

pure in reference o cvil, so that you keep yourselves wanvin d
with it, {free from it. Comp. Ihil. ii. 15, Matt. x. 16; and
sce respecting axepatos generally, Iinlinken, «d Tin. p. 18.
Ver. 20. Encowraging promise; hence cvwrpifer is not
with Flatt to be taken as optative, contrary to lincuistic usage
uor is the erroncous gloss of the reading cvrrpifrac (W, 6777,
Theodoret, Oce., Jer,, Ambros, Rup.) to be approved.—TPaul
recards the seetavies, becanse they are servants not of Christ,
but of their belly (ver. 18), as organs of Sutai (comp. 2 Cor.
xi. 15); henee his fignrative expression of the thought, founded
on Gen. iil. 15: ¢ The God of peace will grant you (when the
authors of division appear amongst you) shorlly the complite
ciclury over them"—As Ocos Tis elpajrns (pacificus) God appears

1 In the reading of the Recepta defended by Hofmann, xaiw odv o3 ip’ duiv,
safpuv would not have to be supplied after 75 (as Hofmann very oddly thinks) ;
hut =5 9’ fuiv sc. & would, according to 2 well-known usage (sce Bernhardy,
p. 329 ; Kriiger, § 63. 41. 9; Schacfer, ad Bos. Lil. p. 277 ; Kithner, II. 1,
p. 434), be a more precise definition to xefw : 1 rcjoice, as to what concerns you.
In this case, 19" duiv would be by no means dependent on the notion yazipw, but
the latter would stand absolutely.
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in contrast to those wowodvres Tas Seyoorasias (ver. 17).
Comp. on xv. 33.—The bruising of Satan and treading him
under feet takes place @ God's power; hence o Oeos x.T.A.
Comyp. 1 Mace. iii. 22 (and Grimm 2 foc.), iv. 10, ¢t ¢l.— 9
yapes £t N] The grace of our Lovd, etc.; therewith, as with
the usual concluding blessing of his epistles, Paul would close.
DBut he has as yet delivered no special greetings from those
around him at Corinth, whether it be that they are now for the
first time entrusted to him, or that he now for the first time
observes that he has not yet mentioned them in what precedes
(as after ver. 16). This induces him now further to add
vv, 21-23 after the conclusion already written down in ver.
20 ; then to repeat the above blessing in ver. 24 ; and finally,
after recalling anew all which he had delivered to the Romans,
in a full outburst of deeply moved piety to make the doxology,
vv. 25-27, the final close of the entire letter.

Ver. 21. Twwdf.] It may surprise us that he is not brought
forward at the head of the epistle as its joint writer (as in 2 Cor.
1, 1; Phil. i. 1; Col. i 1; 1 Thess. i. 1; 2 Thess. i. 1), since
he was at that time with Panl. Dut it is possible that he
was absent just when Paul began to compose the epistle, and
hence the apostle availed himself in the writing of it of tie
hand of a more subordinate person, who had no place in the
superscription (ver. 22); it is possible also that the matter
took this shape for the inward reason, that Paul deemed it
suitable to appear with his epistle before the Iloman church,
to which he was still so strange, in