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PREFATORY NOTE.

HE Commentary on the Epistle to the I’hilippians
hod| was translated from the third edition of the
,% German by the late Mr. G. H. Venables; but, as
it became necessary to incorporate the numerous
alterations and additions made by Dr. Meyer for the fourth
edition, the work of revising and completing the version of
Mr. Venables has been entrusted to the Rev. John C. Moore,
who has also executed independently the greater portion of the
translation, from the fourth German edition, of the Commen-
tary on the Epistle to the Colossians. I have myself trans-
lated a small portion of the latter, and, as in previous volumes,

2P|

have revised the whole with some care, and carried it through
the press.

It is stated by Dr. Meyer's son, in the I'reface to the new
edition of this volume, that his father had, before his fatal
illness, despatched the one half of the manuscript of his
revision to the printers, and that the other half was found
labelled “ ready for the press.”” The book, therefore, although
issued subsequently to the author’s death, is entirely his own
work. I have reserved the biographical sketch of Dr. Meyer
given by his son for the first volume of the series. The Com-
mentary on the Epistle to Philemon, which in the German
accompanies those now issued, will also appear subsequently.

It is scarcely necessary to say that the explanations given
in preceding volumes as to the principles on which this
translation is issued, and the caveat inserted regarding the
views or opinions occasionally expressed by Dr. Meyer, are

equally applicable to the present.
W. P. D

GrasGow COLLEGE,
October 1875.
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THE

EPISTLE TO THE PHILIPPIANS,

INTRODUCTION.
§ 1. THE PHILIPPIAN COMMUNITY.!

HE foitified city of Philippi® was situated in Mace-
donia, on the borders of Thrace; in earlicr times,
as a Thasian colony, it was called, from its site
abounding in springs, Kpnvides (Diodor. S. xvi.

3. 8 ; Strabo, vil. p. 490), but it changed this name for that

of its enlarger aud fortifier, Philip, the son of Amyntas. It

was rich in gold miues (Herod. vi. 46 ; Appian. Bell. civ. iv.

15; Strabo, vil. p. 511); and the victory over Brutus and

Cassius made it a landmark in the history of the world.

Through this overtlirow of Roman freedom it acquired a high

rank as a Roman colony with the Jus Iftalicum (see on Acts

xvi. 11); but it obtained another and higher historical interest,

attended by a greater gain for the Roman Empire, through the

fact that it was the first city in Europe in which Panl, under

the divine direction in a nocturnal vision (see on Acts xvi.

! Sce generally, Mynster, Zinleit. in d. Br. an d. Philipper, in his K. theol.
Sehriften, p. 169 . ; Hoog, de coetus Christ. Philipp. conditione, ctc., Lugd.
Jat. 1825 ; Rettig, Quaest. Philipp., Giess. 1831 ; Schinz, d. christl. Gem. z.
Phil., Ziirich, 1833 ; J. B. Lightloot, St. Paul's Ep. to the Philippians, Lond.
1868, p. 46 ff.

* Now the village of Felibak. On the sile and the ruins, see Consinéry, Foyage
dans la Macéd., Paris, 1831, 1I. cl. x. p. 1 I ; Perrot in the Revue archéolog.
1860, II. pp. 44 1., 67 L.

PHIL. A
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9 f), and amid ill-treatment and persccution (Acts xvi. 16 1f. ;
1 Thess. ii. 2), planted Christianity. Thus did the eity vindi-
cate its original name, in a higher sense, for the entire West.
This event took place in the ycar 53, during the second
missionary journey of the apostle, who also, in his third
journey, laboured among the Macedonian churches (Aets xx.
1 f), and especially in Philippi (lets xx. 6). With what
rich success lhe there established Clristianity is best shown
by our epistle itself, which exhibits a more cordial, affectionate,
and undisturbed relation between the church and the apostle,
and bears a more unalloyed testimony to the distinction of the
church (comp. especially iv. 1), than we find in any other
apostolic letter. This peculiar mutual affection also explains
the fact that Paul, contrary to his usual custom, accepted aid
on more than one occasion from the Philippians (iv. 10 ff.;
2 Cor. xi. 9); from which, however, on account of this very
love, we are not entitled to infer that they were specially
wealthy. The Jews were so few in number that they had
only a mpocevys} (see on Acts xvi. 13), and the Clristian
church was one consisting mostly of those who had been
Gentiles. The view which discovers a Judaizing faction
(iii. 2) in it (Storr, Flatt, Bertholdt, Eichhorn, Rheinwald,
Guericke, and others), seems all the more unwarrantable, when
we cousider how deeply the apostle was concerned to ward off
from his beloved Philippians the danger, at that time every-
where so imminent, of the intrusion of Judaistic disturbance,
and how susceptible the Philippians themselves were to such
a danger, owing to a certain spiritual conceit® which had
already impaired their unanimity (i. 12-ii. 16, iv. 2). Comp.
i. 28. See, against the view of heretical partisanship, Schinz,
p. 48 ff.; Rilliet, Commentaire, Geneva, 1841, p. 352 fi;
Weiss, Introduction to his Ausley., Berl. 1859 ; compare,
however, Huther in the Meckicnd. theoloy. Zcitsehrift, 1862,
p- 623 ff. '

T Credner, § 158 t., represents the conceit of the Philippians as apparent also
in ““the servile courting of the rank of a mpdrn winss.”  Dut the statement in
Acts xvi. 12, which, besides, is purely historieal, gives no warrant for the charge
of any arbitrary assumption of rank.
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§ 2. PLACE AXD TIME OF COMPOSITION, OCCASION, AND
CONTENTS.

Tt is justly the universal tradition (Chrysostom; Euthalius,
in Zacagui, Coll. vct. mon. pp. 547, 642, 648 ; Synopsis of
Athanasius, Syrian Chureh, the subsecriptions), and the almost
unanimous view of modern writers, that the epistle was written
in Rome. We arc pointed to Rome by the olxia Kaizapos
(iv. 22), and by the crisis between life and death in which
Paul was placed,—a crisis which presupposes his appeal to the
emperor as the ultimate legal resort (1. 20 ff, ii. 17)—as
well as by the entire conformity of his position and work
(i. 12 ff)) to what we find recorded in Acts xxviii. 16 {ff The
cpistle must, moreover, have been written during the lafer
period of the Roman captivity ; for the passages, 1. 12 ff, ii
26 ff, hetoken that a somewhat lengthened course of impri-
sonment had elapsed, and the apostle was already abandoned
by all his more intinate companions (ii. 20), except Ticothy
(i. 1). A more precise specification, such as Hofmann in
particular gives (that the apostle had then been transferred
from his hired dwelling to the prison-house), is not deducible
cither from i. 12 ff, or from the mention of the Praetorium
and the imperial house. We must reject the isolated attempts
to transfer its composition to Corinth (Acts xviii. 12; Oeder,
Progr., Onold. 1731) or to Caesarea (Acts xxiil. 25—xxvi. 32;
Paulus, Progr, Jen. 1799; and Bottger, Beitr. I p. 47 ff.;
favoured also by Rilliet, aud Thiersch, Kirche tm apost. Zeitalt.
p- 212). Concerning and agaiust these views, see particularly
Hoelemann, Commentar, 1839, p. iii. ff.; Neander, Gesch. d
Pflanzung, ete., p. 498 £.

We are to asswme, therefore, as the date of corhposition, not
indeed the full capiration of the Sweria 6An of Acts xxviii. 30
(Hofmann), but the latter portion of that period,—in the year
63 possibly, or the beginning of 64. See on Acts, Introd. § 4.

The occasion of the eplstle was the fact that the Philippians
had sent Epaphroditus with pecuniary «id to Paul, who, on

¥ Marcion properly assigned to our cpistle the last place, in point of time,
among his ten Pauline epistles.
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the return of the former after his recovery from “ a sickness
nigh unto death,” made him the bearer of the letter (ii. 25-28).
In the utterances of the epistle, however, there is nothing to
suggest any special change in the situation of the apostle as
having afforded a motive for this gift on the part of the
church; and it is an uncertain reading between the lines to
assume, with Hofmann, not merely that the apostle was trans-
ferred to the prison-liouse, but that with that transference
the process had reached the stage of its judicial discussion,
in which the Philippians believed that they could not but
discern a change to the worse for Paul, whom they regarded
as suffering privations in prison, Those traces, also, which
Hofmann has discovered of a letter of the churck brought to
Paul by Epaphroditus along with the contribution, and ex-
pressing not only the concern of the Philippians for the apostle,
but also their need of instruction regarding the assaults to
which their Clhristianity was exposed, and regarding various
other matters of theirs that required to be settled and arranged,
are so far from being warranted by the exegesis of the passages
in question, that there is neither direct occasion nor any other
sufficient reason for going beyond the oral communications of
Epaphroditus in order to account for the apostle’s acquaintance
with the circumstances of the Thilippians. And just as the
aid tendered by the careful love of the church had furnished
the occasion for this letter to them, so also does its entire
tenor breatlic forth the heartfelt and touching love, which the
captive apostle cherished towards his Philippians. Not one
of his epistles is so rich as this in hearty effusions of affection
and in tender references; and not one of them is so charac-
teristically epistolary, without any rigid arrangement, almost
without dogmatic discussion, as also witliout quotations from the
Old Testanient or dialectic chains of reasoning. Not one is so
eminently an epistle of the feclings, an outburst of the monent,
springing from the deepest inward necd of loving fellowship
amidst outward abandonment and tribulation ; a model, withal,
of the union of tender love, and at times an almost elegiac
impress of courageous resignation in the prospect of death,
with high apostolic dignity and unbroken holy joy, hope, and
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victory over the world. “Summa ecpistolae : Gaudeo, gaudcte,”
Bengel ; comp. Grotius:  laetior alacriorque et Dblandior
ceteris.”

After the apostolic salutation (i. 1 f), Paul, with heart-
winning fervour, expresses thanks, intercession, and confidence
as regards his readers (i. 3-11), and then enlarges on his
present position, with his hope of a speedy return (i. 12-26);
after which he exhorts them te unanimity and humility, and
generally to the Christian life (i. 27-ii. 18). He promises to
send Timothy to them soon, yet trusts that he himself shall
also soon come to them (ii. 19-24); in the meantime he
sends away to them Epaphroditus, their messenger, who is
delicately and touchingly commended to them (il 25-30).
On the point, apparently, of passing on to a conclusion (iii. 1),
he proceeds to deal with his Jewish opponents, with whom he
compares himself at some length, thereby inciting his readers
to be like-minded with him, to keep in view the future salva-
tion, and so to maintain their Christian standing (iii. 2-iv. 1),
After a special exhortation to, and commendation of, two
women (iv. 2, 3), the apostle subjoins the concluding words of
encouragement (iv. 4-9), to which he had already set himself
in iii. 1, adds yet another grateful effusion of his heart on
account of the aid given to him (iv. 10-20), and ends with a
salutation and a blessing (iv. 21-23).

§ 3. GENUINENESS AND UNITY.

The genuincness of this epistle is established externedly by
the continuous testimonies of the ancient church from Polycarp,
tii. 11, onwards; see Marcion in Epiph. Hacr. 42; Canon Murat.;
Tertull. e. Mare. v. 19, de pracser. 36; literal use made of it, as
early as the epistle from Vienne and Lyons, in Eus. v. 2 ; direct
quotations from it in Iren.iv. 18. 4, v. 13. §; Cypr. Zest. iil. 39;
Clem. Pacd. i. 107 ; Tert. de resurr, 23, 4'7,—in the presence
of which testimonies it is unnecessary to adduce uncertain
allusions from apostolic Fathers and Apologists.  Tafernally it
bears the seal of genuineness in the thoroughly Pauline cha-
racter of its contents, of its spirit, of its emotions, of its delicate
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turns and references, of its whole diction and form, and
in the comparative absence, moreover, of doctrinal definition
properly so called, as well as in the prominence throughout
of the features characteristic of its origin as a cordial and fresh
occasional letter. Nevertheless, Baur, after repeated threats
(see dic sogen. Pastoralbr. pp. 79, 86, and Tub. Zeitschr. 1836,
3, p. 196), has directed his bold attacks against this epistle
also (sce his Paulus der Ap. Jesw Christi, 1845, p. 458 ff,
and second ed. II. p. 50 ff.; also in the tkeol. Jakrb. 1849,
p- 501 ff, 1852, p. 133 ff'); and Schwegler, nachapostol.
Zetalt. II p. 133 ff, has adopted the same views. See,
against these attacks, now hardly worth the trouble of refuta-
tion, besides the Commentaries and Introductions, Liinemann,
Pouli ad Phil. epist. contra Bawrum defend, Gott. 1847,
Briickner, Ep. ad PlLil. Pawlo auctort vindicata contre Daur.,
Lips. 1848; Ernesti in the Stud. w. Krit. 1848, p. 858 1f,
1851, p. 595 ff.; Grimm in the Zd Bl of the Allg. K.Z.
1850, No. 149 {f,, 1851, No. 6 ff.; Hilgenfeld in his Zeitschr.
1871, p. 309 ff According to the opinion of Baur, the
epistle moves in the circle of Guostic ideas and expressions, to
which it attaches itself; but the only passage adduced as a
proof is ii. 5 ff,, and this entirely under mistaken explanations
or arbitrary references of the several elements of that passage.
Comp. the commentary on this passage, and the remark after
ii. 11. The further charges—that the epistle labours under
feeble repetitions (copies of passages in other epistles, as iil. 4 {f.
from 2 Cor. x. 18, ¢t al), under a want of connection, and
poverty of ideas (in proof of which stress is laid on iil 1, as
the author’s own confession)—rest entirely on uncritical pre-
supposition, and on a mistaken judgment as to the distinctive
epistolary peenliarity of the letter, and as to the special Zonc of
Jecling on the part of the apostle in his present position gene-
rally and towards his Philippians.  Lastly, we must reckon as
wholly fanciful the doubt thrown upon what is said at i. 12,
for which a combination of this passage with iv. 22 is alleged
to furnish ground, and to which the mention of Clement,iv. 3,

! Compare also Plank in the same, 1847, p. 451 £ ; Kostlin in the same, 1850,
p. 263 fI.
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who is taken to be Clement of Rome, and is supposed to weave
the bond of unity round Paul and Peter, 1hust supply the key ;
while the supposed anachronism in the mention of the bishops
and deacons in i 1, the Euodia and Syntyche in iv. 2,and the
aifuyes qmjotos in iv. 3, are likewise wrongly adduced against
the Pauline authorship. Indeed, even the historical oceasion
of the epistle—the aid sent to Paul—is made to appear as a
fictitious incident at variance with 1 Cor. ix. 15. The spe-
cial arguments of Baur are set aside by an impartial interpre-
tation of the passages to which they refer, and the same may
be said with regard to the latest attacks of Hitzig (zus Kritik
d. paulin. Brigfe, 1870) and of Hinsch (in Hilgenfeld’s Zeit~
schrift, 1873, p. 59 {f) on the genuineness. The latter,
thoush independent in his movement, stands on the ground
occupied by DBaur; the former has no ground whatever.
Against Hinsch, see Hilgenfeld in his Zeitschr. 1873, p. 178 ff.

Heinrichs, with whom Paulus in the main concurred, Heidclb.
Jahwb. 1817, 7, has sought to do away with the unity of the
epistle by the asswunption that there were originally two epistles,
—onc exoferic, addressed to the whole church, consisting of
i. 1-iil. 1, yaipere év xvpie, and the salutations, iv. 21-23 ; the
other esotcric, to the apostle’s more intimate friends, which con-
tained from iii. 1, 7@ adra ypddew, down to iv. 20.!  But this
idea is nothing hut a consequence of misconceiving the free
epistolary movement, which, especially in a letter like this called
forth by a special occasion, and addressed to a community so
dear to him, might naturally be most unfettered (see on iii. 1);
aud in this case, the distinction of exoteric and esoteric
clements is a mistake, which 1s no less unhistorical than con-
trary to all psychological probability.

From iil. 1 we must, moreover, asswmne that, prior to our
epistle, Paul had addressed another letter to the Philippians,
which 1s not now extant; and this is confirmed by Polycarp
(Phil. 3). See on il 1, remark.

1 Without any grounds whatever, Weisse (see his Beitriige z. Krit. d. paulin.
Driefe, edited by Sulze, 1867) has found himself forced, in accordance with his
criticism based on style, to regard the portion from chap. iii. onwards as the
fragment of a second Epistle to the Philippians,
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CHAPTER L

Ver. 1. 'I5005 Xpiorei] Lachm. and Tisch. read Xpiorod Inool.
The same in vv. 6 and 3. This is to be preferred on account of
the strong attestation of BD E& (the latter, however, only in
vv. 1 and 8), which is reinforced in ver. 8 by A ; it was readily
supplanted by the more usual ’1. X. — Ver. 7. Elz. has merely
e aworey. without é.  Lachimn. has &, which Griesb., Matth,,
Schiolz, and Tisch. adopt, in brackets. It is found in B D#**
EXLYP» min. Syr. Copt. Arr. Vulg. It. and some Fathers.
Looking at this indecisive attestation, and seeing that & might
more readily be supplementarily or mechanically added than
omitted, it should be deleted. — Ver. 8. éoriv] after pev is de-
fended by Griesb., bracketed by Lachm., omitted by Tisch., fol-
lowing B I GN*, min. Vulg. It. Aeth. Chrys. An addition
made from o reminiscence of Rom. i. 9.— Ver. 9. =spio:is]
B D E have =proostor.  So Lachm., who has placed wepigastn in
the margin, and Tisch. 7. With the considerable testimony
which exists in favour of the Zceepte, restored also by Tisch. §,
it should be retained, as aeproc:don might very easily originate in
the similarity of sound in the following final syllables: imnw=EI,
mueSHI, and «isd7SEL The Recepte is also supported by the
readings =spisosisr and wepissetor. — Ver. 11, Elz. has zep=iy . . .
e, against decisive testimony. An emendation. — Ver. 14.
Lach. and Tisch. 8 have =5 @:5 after 2syer, although, according
to testimony of somme weight (such as A B, Clem.), only an
explanatory addition, which some Codd. give in a different
position, while others change it into rod zvpiow.— Vv. 16, 17.
Elz. reverses their position: of wev £ épibeins . . . pou of 8% :E
dydans . . . zsiuas, against decisive testimony. A transposition
intended to produce uniformity with ver. 10.— Instead of
éyeipav (Griesh., Lachm., Tisch.) Elz. has smigépen, which is de-
fended by Matth. and Scholz, and vindicated by Reiche. Dut

! The Philippians are also called ®irszaicier by Steph. Byz., duximzaies Ly
Polyb. (according to Steph. Byz.), #:xixasis in the Corp. Inscript.
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éyeip. 1s decisively attested by the preponderance of uncials
(including ¥) and vss.; émgépen, instead of which Theophyl. ms.
has =pocgépen, is an ancient gloss. — Ver. 18. =74y B has érr;
AFGPN min. some vss. and Fathers: =24y ém. So Lachm.
and Tisch. 8. DBut the reference of the =24 not being under-
stood, it was explained by the &= written on the margin, which
has in some cases (B) supplanted the =nzy, and in others passed
into the text along with it.— Ver 21. Xpisris] yproriv was so
isolated and weak in attestation (Ar. pol), that it should not
have been recommended by Griesh., following earlier anthority.
— Ver. 23. Elz has ydp instead of &, against decisive testimony.
The yeap after zo2A@ is neither critically nor exegetically to be
rejected. See Ileiche, Comm. erit. — Ver. 24, &v of aapzi] &v is
wanting in A CP &, min. Clem. Or. Petr. alex. Cyr. Chrysost.
Wrongly condemned by Griesb. and Tisch. 8; for s might casily
be absorbed by the final syllable of imiuéver, especially as it is
frequently used elsewhere with the simple dative. — Ver. 25.
ovpmapenss] Lachm. and Tisch. 8 read supauevs, which Griesb.
also approved of, following A B CD*FG N, min. A neglect of
the doubly compound verb, attested certainly more weakly, but
yet by D**#* EX L P, Chrys. al. and many min., which took place
all the more readily, because the word docs not occur elsewhere
in the N. T., and even its meaning might be offensive. — Ver. 27.
Instead of axobew, Lach. and Tisch. 8 read &zedw, but without a
preponderance of testimony in its favour. — Ver. 28, feriv abroi:]
Elz. has «irois wév doriv, against decisive testimony. — ]
ADC* @, min. vss. Aug. read oudv. So Laclm. and Tisch.
Rightly ; the dative is a mechanical alteration in accordance
with the preceding «ireiz and the tollowing vunv. — Ver. 30. Elz,
has 7oere. But ¢fder: is attested by A CD* E* 8, min. and
Fathers, and was supplanted by 73¢re through Itacism.

CoxtexTs.—After the greeting to his readers (vv. 1, 2), Paul
assures them of his gratitude towards God on account of their
condition as Cliristians (vv. 3-5), while as regards the future
also he has confidence, in accordance with his hearttelt love
towards them, as to the continued work of God in their case
(vv. 6-8). His prayer is, that their love may increase yet more
and more on behalf of Christian perfection to the glory of God
(vv. 9-11). IHethen declares how his present position redounds
to the {urtherance of the gospel, to which even the preaching
of those who are actuated by impure motives contributes



CIIAP. L. 1, 2, 11

(vv. 12-18), because Christ in fact is preached, which must
tend to his—the apostle’s—salvation, since now nothing else hut
the glorifieation of Christ in his case will be the result, whether
he remains alive in the body or not (vv. 19-21).  Which of the
two he should prefer, he knows not ; since, however, the former
is more needful for the sake of his readers, he is convinced that
it will be the case for their furtherance and joy (vv. 22-26).
Only their conduct should be in conformity with the gospel,
in order that he, if he should come again to them, or should
be absent, might learn their Christian unity and fearlessness
(vv. 27-30).

Vv. 1, 2. Kai Twof.] not as amanucnsis, although he may
Lave been so (comp. 1 Cor. xvi. 21; 2 Thess. iii. 17; Col. iv.
18 ; and sce on Gal. vi. 11), for from Rom. xvi. 22 we must
assume that the amanuensis as such is not included in the
superscription; nor yet merely as taking part in the grecting
(Estius, Weiss), for ver. 1 is the addicss of the epistle, and
as such names thosc from whom i cmanates ; but as subordi-
nate joint-writer of the letter (comp. on 1 Cori. 1; 2 Cor.i. 1;
Col. 1. 1; Philem. 1), who, as a distinguished helper of the
apostle, and well known to the readers, adopts the teachings,
exhortations, etc. of the letter, which the apostle had pre-
viously discussed with him, as his own. At the same time,
the apostle himself remains so completely the proper aund
principal writer of the epistle, that so early as ver. 3 he
begins to speak solely in his own person, and in ii. 19 speaks
of Timothy, who was to Dbe sent to them, as a third person.
Nevertheless this joint mention of Timothy must have been
as accordant with the personal relation existing between the
Iatter and the readers (Acts xvi. 10 fi, xix. 22), as it was
serviceable in preparing the way for the intended sending of
Timothy (ii. 19), and genemlly edifying and encouraging as a
testimony of the intimate fellowship between the apostle and
his subordinate fellow-labourer.! — 8otror X. "I] The fact that

!Tn general, when Paul names others besides himself in the address, the
ground for it must be sought for in the relation in which those named—who
were then present with Paul—stood to the churches concerned, and not in any
wish on his part to give by that means to the epistles an official and public cha-
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Paul does not expressly assert his «postolic dignity by the side
of Timothy {as in 2 Cor. i. 1, Col. 1. 1), may be explained by
the intimate and cordial relation in which he stood to the
Philippians ; for in regard to them he saw no external canse,
and felt no internal need, for making this assertion; and we
may assume the same thing in Philem. 1. The non-mention
of his apostolic dignity in the First and Second Epistles to the
Thessalonians is, considering the early date at which they were
composed, to be similarly explained (see Liinemann on 1 Thess.
i 1). In their joint designation as Sotho: 'I. X. (see on
Rom. 1. 1),—a designation resulting from the decep conscions-
ness of the specific vocation of their lives (1 Cor. iv. 1),—hoth
the apostleship of Parl and the official position of Timothy
(comp. Rom. xvi. 21: Twudf. o cuvepyss pov; Col. iv. 12)
are included. Compare odvdovdos, Col. 1. 7, iv. 7. — 7ois
dryiots év X. L] sce on Rom i. 7, and on #ytacuéves év X. I,
1 Cor. 1. 2. — olv émox. k. Swaxov.] along with overseers and
deacons.  Paul writes to «ll' the Christians at Philippi (comp.
Rom. i. 7), bishops and deacons being expressly included (odv,

racter (Huther on Col. p. 45, with whom Corn. Miiller agrees, Commentat. de
loc. quibusd. ep. ad Phil., Hamb. 1843, p. 5); for in that case the Epistles to
the Romans and Eplesians would least of all bear the apostle’s naune alone.
To him, too, with his personal consciousness of his high apostolic standing
(Gal. i. 1), the need of any confirmation or corroboration Dby otlhers must have
been an idea utterly foreign.  Lastly, this very Epistle to the Philippians bears
less of the ~fficiel and more of the fwmiliar character than any of the olhers.
—The fact, morcover, that in almost all the epistles, in the superseription of
which Paul docs not mame himself alone, Timothy is mentioned with him
(Silvanus Leing named with the latter in 1 and 2 Thessalonians), is a proof that
Timothy was the apostle’s most intimate companion, and was Lkighly estcemed
among the churches. In 1 Corinthians only, Sosthenes, and unot Timothy, is
mentioned along with Paul in the address.

! For elf had, in fact, by their commmon readiness in cflering given occasion to
the apostolic letter.  Thus the decornm of reply naturally gave rise to the inser-
tion of the otherwise superlluous =2, without its implying any special design of
not putting te shame those who possibly had not contributed (van IHengel). And
when Paul still further in this Epistle makes mention repeatedly and earnestly of
all his readers (i. 4, 7 f., 25, ii. 17, 26, iv. 25), the simple and natural explana-
tion is to be sought in the feeling of special all-embracing love, by which he was
attached to this well-constituted church not divided by any factions. Ience
there is no ground for secking further explanation, as e.g. de Wetle does, by sug-
gesting erroneously that ¢ Paul wished to mauifest his émpartiality with regard
to the dissension in the church.”
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comp. Acts xiv. 5).  As official designations, the words did not
require the article (Kihner, ad. Xen. Anab. iii. 5. 7: orpary-
oi 8¢ kai Aoyaryot), although particular persons are meant (in
opposition to Iofimann), who arve regarded, however, just as
oflice-bearers.  The reason why the latter are specially men-
tioned in the salutation, in a way not found in any other epistle,
must be sought in the special occasion of the letter, as the
aid which had been conveyed to Paul could not have been
collected without the guidance, and co-operation otherwise, of
these office-beavers! They might even have transmitted to
Lim the money by means of an accompanying letter in the
name of the chureh (Ewald; compare Iofmann); there is,
however, no trace elsewhere of this. Arbitrary suggestions are
made by Cornelins a Lapide and Grotius: that he thus
arranged the salutation with wcference to Epaplvoditus, who
was one of the émioromor; by Matthias: that the émioromor
and Suirovor had specially distinguished themselves among the
Philippians by their zeal and energy; by Rilliet and Corn.
Muller: that the intention was to describe the church as a
seqpularly constituted one, or as an undivided whole (Rheinwald),
a collective body organized into wnity (Hofmaun) (which,
in fact, other churches to whom Iaul wrote were also); or
that, with the view of preventing disunion, Paul wished to
suggest to them the recognition of the olfice as an antidote to
self-exaltation (Wiesinger). Other expositors have given yet
other explanations—The writing of the words as one: our-
emaromos (B** D¥#* K Chrysost. Theophyl. min.) is to be re-
jected, because avw would be without appropriate reference, and
the epistle is addressed to the wlole community. See already
Theodore of Mopsuestia.—As to the bishops, called from their
official duty émiocromor (Acts xx. 28; 1 Tim. iil. 2; Tit. 1. 7),
or figuratively motuéves (Eph. iv. 11), and after the Jewish-
theocratic analogy wpecBirepor, see on Acts xx. 28, Iph.
iv. 11. And how much the plural is at variance with the

! There is therefore the less ground for Baur bringing forward the mention
of bishops and deacons in this passage to help the proof of a post-apostolic com-
position of the epistle, as is also done by Iinsch in the passage specified. See,
against this, Hilgenfeld in his Zeitschr. 1873, p. 178 {.
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Catholic doctrine of the episcopate, see in Calovius. The
absence also of any mention of presbyfers® strikingly shows
that the latter were still at that time identical with the
bishops.  Comp. particularly Acts xx. 17, 28; and see
Ritschl, althkath. Kirche, p. 400 ff.; also J. B. Lightfoot, p.
93 ff, and Jul. Miiller, dogmat. Abh. p. 581. Mistaken view in
Déllinger's Christenthum w. Kivche, p. 308, ed. 2, who malkes
out of ovlvye qvijoie the Lishop xar’ éfoysv. As to the
Siaxovia, the care of the poor, sick, and strangers, comp. on
Rom. xii. 7, xvi. 1; 1 Cor. xii. 28. We may add that the
placing of the officials after the church generally, which is not
logically requisite, and the mere subjoining of them by oiw,
are characteristic of the relation between the two, which
had not yet undergone hierarchical dislocation. Comp. Acts
xv. 4; Heb. xiil. 24. Cornelius a Lapide, following Thomas
Aquinas, sagely observes, that “the shepherd who rules gocs
behind the flock I” — ydpus Ypiv k7X] See on Rom. i. 7.

Ver. 3 f. Comp. Rom. i. 9; 1 Cor. i. 4; Eph. i. 16; 1
Thess. 1. 2; Philem. 4; Col. i 3. — éwi waoy T pveia vu.]
not: in ezery recollection, but, as the article requires: in my
wholc recollection of you, so that the sense is not: as often as
I remember you (so usually, following Chrysostom aud Luther),
but : my remembrance of you 4 s cutive tenor and compass is
mingled with thankfulness towards God. On éwi with the
dative, comp. ii. 17. Maldonatus, Homberg, Peirce, Michuclis,
Bretschneider, Hofmann, are mistaken in making vpdv geni-
tive of the subjcct (and éwi as stating the ground, 1 Cor. i. 4):
“that ye arc constantly mindful of mc,” or “ on account of your
collective remembrance” (Hofmann), which is supposed to imply
and include the «id transmitted to him as a single pyvela. That
Jor which Paul thanks God—and it is here, as in the openings
of the other epistles, something of a far higher and more
ceneral nature—does not follow until ver. 5. — pveig] is to
be rendered in the usual sense of remembrance (comp. 1 Thess.

11n the Epistle of Polycarp to the Philippians, wpeofirepa and 3idxova ave
spoken of as existing in Philippi, but no imizxemes, Sce especially chap. v. 6.
Therefore even at this later period bishops and presbyters were identicul in
Philippi.
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iii. 6; 2 Tim. i. 8), and not, as by van Hengel, in that of
mention, which it only obtains in the passages—certainly
otherwise corresponding—ZRom. i. 9, Eph. 1. 16, 1 Thess. i
2, DPhilem. 4, by the addition of 7oweiofar. In this case it is
the pvelav &yew (1 Thess. iil. 6; 2 Tim. i. 3 ; Plat. Legyg. vil. p.
798 A), and not the uv. woelobar, that is thought of. — wdv-
tote] cannot belong to edyapiord in such a way that the
following év mday Seraer .7\ should be separated from it and
joined to the participial clause, as Hofmann' desires. It is
true that mdvrore down to vudv is closely linked with what
precedes; but the connection is of such a character that
wdvrote already finds the befitting limitation through éwi
mday 7. pvela Updy, and now by mdvrore s\ can be
announced, when the ebyapiord 7. O. p. émi . 7. pv. Up. takes
place, namely, “ at all times, wn cvery request whick I malke for
yow «ll, thanksgiving towards my God is joined with my entire
remembrance of you.” Negatively expressed, the sense up to
this point therefore is: “ 7 never (wdvrore) male my interces-
sory prayer for you all, without aliways (wdvrote, as in Rom. i.
10, Col. i. 4) in 4t associaling thanlks towards my God will
my entire remembrance of you” This does mot render the
wavrev inappropriate, as Hofmanun objects, the fact being that
the apostle constantly bears a/! his Philippians upon his heart,
and cannot help praying for tliem «ll; he fecls this, and ce-
-resses i, If we should, with Castalio, Beza, and many
others, including Weiss, connect as follows: “whilst I at «all
times i all my praying for you all make the prayer with joy,”
the expression év waoy dences Ty dénow mowovpevos, as thus
linked together, would be only a burdensome tautology. In-
stead of wera yap. 7. 8. wowovu., Paul would have simply and
naturally written the mere yaipwv. This applies also to the
view of Huther, who (in the Afecllend. Zeitschr. 1863, p.
400) substantially agrees with Weiss. Hoelemann incorrectly

1 According to whom Paul is supposed to say that ¢ ke thanks his God for
their collective remembrance at all times, in cach of his intercessory prayers
making the request for them all with joy.” Thus, however, the apostle would in
fact have expressed himsell in a manner eztravagant even to falsehood, becaunse
implying an impossibility.



16 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE PHILIPPIANS.

connects vmép mwavr. Uu. with edyapiord (Rom. i. 8; Eph. i
16; 1 Thess. i. 2; 2 Thess. i. 3). Against this it wmay be
urged, that the otherwise too general év wdaon Sefoer pov
atceds’ an addition more precisely defining it; and the words
peta xap. T Oéna. mowovu. which follow, show that the
thought is still occupied with the prayer, and has ¢ as yet in
prospect to express the object of the thanks. Lastly, the article
in 79y éénow points back to a more preciscly defincd 3énos,
the specification of which is contained in this very Um. = Ju.
Comp. Col. i. 3. — As to the distinction between 8énais and
mpoaevys) (ver. 9, iv. 6), see on Eplh. vi. 18.—On the empha-
tic sequence of waon, wavrore, mden, wavrwy, comp. Lobeck,
PLaral. p. 56. Taul does not aim at such accumulations, but
the fulness of his heart snggests them to him; comp. 2 Cor.
ix. 8. — pera xapds «.7A] His heart urges him, while men-
tioning his prayer for them all, to add: “ when I make w2
joy the (mentioned) prayer (rnv 8.),"—a feature which is
met with in the opening of this epistle only. Ver. 4 is not
to be placed in a parenthesis (as by Luther), nor yet from
peta xap. onwards, for mowoUu. is connected with edyapiord
(in opposition to Heinrichs), as containing the characteristic
definition of mode for 8énaes V. mwavr. vu.

Yer. 5 £ "Emt 7 kowwv. vp. els 10 evayy.] is to be taken
together with edyapiord, ver. 3 (1 Cor. i. 4), and not with
peta yap. «.7.\ (Calvin, Grotius, van Hengel, de Wette, Ewald,
Weiss, Hofmann) ; for in that case, with the right explanation
of émi waon 7. uv. Hu., the specification of the ground for thanks
would be entirely wanting, or would at all events result only
indirectly, namely, as object of the joy. On account of yous
Jellowship in sespect of the gospel; by this Paul means the
common brotherly ecoherence (Acts 1. 42) which united the
Philippians together for the gospel (as the aim to which the
wowwvia s reference), that is, for its furtherance and efficiency.
The great cause of the gospel was the end at which, in their
mutual coherence, they aimed ; and this, thercfore, gave to their

1 This applies also in opposition to Ewald, who attaches irip wdvray spdy, and
to Hofmann, who at the same time joins iv #deon 3:dee, fo the participial clause.
The participial clause only begins with the emphatically prefixed psré xapa;.
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fellowship with one another its specific character of a holy
destination. The correctness of this interpretation is con-
firmed by the context in ver. 9, where that which is here
expressed by % xowwvia vudy is characterized, under the cate-
gory of the disposition on which this xowwyia is based, as 7
aydwy Opdy.  As this view is in full harmony with both words
and sense, and is not dependent on anything to be supplied,
it excludes divergent interpretations. We must therefore
reject nmot only the explanation which refers xowwvia to the
aid sent to Paul (Zeger, Cornelius a Lapide, Estius, Wetstein,
Michaelis, Bisping, and others), so that it is to be taken
actively as communication (see I'ritzsche, ad Rom. IIL p. 81,
287), although it is never so used in the N. T. (comp. on
TRom, xv, 26 ; Gal, vi. 6 ; Thilem. G), but also the view of Theo-
doret, Luther, Beza, Calvin, Grotius, Heinrichs, and others:
“quod cvangeliv participes fucti cstis” as if it ran Tob eday-
vexiov (Theodoret: xowwviav 8¢ Tol evayyeliov Tov wioTiv
éxdAreoe). Chrysostom and Theophylact, who are followed by
most of the recent interpreters (including Schinz, Weiss,
Schenkel, Huther, Ellicott, J. B. Lightfoot, Hofmann), under-
stand the fellowship of the Philippians with the apostlc, that
is, 67¢ xowwvol pov yiveale k. cuppepioTal TOY éwi TG edaryy.
wovwy, Theophylact ; consequently, their co-operation with him
in spreading the gospel, in which case also a reference to the aid
rendered is included. In this case, since the text says nothing
about a “ serviec” devoted to the gospel (Hofmann), an addition
like per’ éuov (1 Jolm i. 3, ¢f «l.), ov some other more precise
definition, like that in ver. 7, would be an essential element—
not arising (as in Gal. ii. 9) out of the context—-vhich there-
fore must lhave been cxpressed, as indeed Paul must have swid
so, had he wished to be understood as referring to fellowship
with «ll who had the cause of the gospel «at heart (Wiesinger).
The absolute “ your fellowship,” if mo arbitrary supplement is
allowable, can only mean ke mutual fellowship of the sembers
of the church themsclves—The article is not repeated after
vudv, because xowwvia els 76 ebayy. is conceived as forming a
single notion (comp. on xowwveiv eis, iv. 15; Plato, Rep. p.
453 A), — dmo mporns u. dxpe Tob viv] is usually connected
PHIL. B



18 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE PHILIPPIANS.

with 75 kowevia k. This connection is the ¢ruc one, for
the constancy of the xowewvia, that has been attested hitherto,
is the very thing which not only supplies the motive for the
apostle’s thankfulness, but forms also the ground of his just
confidence for the future. The connective article (+5 before
amo) is not requisite, as émi 74§ xowwviz Judy was coustrued as
émi 76 rowwvely Yuas (Winer, p. 128 [E.T.171]). It cannot
be connected with 7. &énow mowodp. (Weiss), unless émi 7.
xoway. k7. is also made to Delong hereto. If joined with
memrotfws (Rilliet, following Lachmann, ed. min), it would
convey an emphatically prefixed definition of the apostle’s
confidence, whereas the whole context concerns the previous
conduct of the readers, which by the connection with sewoif.
would be but indirectly indicated. If connected with elya-
ptat (Deza, Wolf, Bengel), the words—seeing that the expres-
sion mwdvToTe év wion Serjoer has already been used, and then
in émi 5 xowwvig kT a transition has already been made
tc the object of the thanks — would contain a definition
awkwardly postponed.—The first day is that in which he first
preached the gospel to them, which was followed by immediate
and decided results, Acts xvi. 13 fff Comp. Col. i. 6.—
memoifws] confidence by which Paul knows his edyapiorely,
vv. 3-5, to be accompanied. Without due ground, Hofmann
confuses the matter by making a new prolonged paragraph
begin with memoifws.! — adro Todro] if taken according to the
common usage as the accusative of the objcct (comp. ver. 25),
would not point to what follows, as if it were Tofro mercly
(Weiss), but would mean, being coufident of this very thing,
which is being spoken of (ii. 18; Gal i1 10; 2 Cor. i1
3). But nothing has been yet said of the contents of the
confidence, which are to follow. It is therefore to he taken

1 He makes ver. 6, namely, constitute a protasis, whose apodosis is again divided
into the protasis xadds iewiv Sixasy tuo/ and the apodosis corresponding thereto.
Dut this apodosis of ¢ apodosis begins with S =3 xuv g, ver. 7, and yet is only
continued after the words gdszvs y. 5 ©165, di imimols duzs, whichare a parcnthesis,
in vv. 8, 9. Such a dialectically involved and complicated, long-winded period
would be most of all out of place in this epistle ; and what reader would have
been able, without Hofmann's guidance, to detect it and adjust its several
parts?
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as ob id ipsum,}! for this very reason (2 Pet. i 5; Plato, Symp.
p. 204 A, and Stallb. ad loc. ; Prot. p. 310 E; Xen. Anad. i.
9. 21, and Kiihner 2 loc, also his Gramm. IL. 1, p. 267 ; sec
also Winer, p. 135 [E. T. 178], and comp. on Gal. ii. 10),
namely, because your xowwvia els 7o ebayy., from the first day
until now, is that which alone can warrant and justify my
confidence for the future, 67¢ 0 évapEduevos w.TX. — o évapki-
uevos k1 N] God. Comp. ii. 13. That which He has begun
He will complete, namely, by the further opervations of His
arace. The idea of resistance to this grace, as a human possi-
bility, is not thereby excluded ; but Paul has not to fear this
on the part of his Philippian converts, as he formerly had in
the case of the Galatians, Gal. i 6, iii. 3. — év Ypiv] That Paul
did not intend to say witoiy yow (as Hoelemann holds), but
<n you, in animis vestris (comp. il. 13; 1 Cor. xii. 6), is shown
by Umép mdvrev Uudy following, by which the language
o évapk. év Dww k. expresses a coifidence felt in respect
to all individuals.— &pyov ayafov] without article, hence :
en ceecllent awvork, Dby which is meant, in conformity with
the context, the xowwvia Tu. els 76 edayy. — dypis Huépas
'I. X.] corresponding to the dmo wpwrys juép. dypt Tob viv,
ver. 5, presupposes the ancarncss of the wapoveia (in oppo-
sition to Wiesinger, Hofmann, and others), as everywhere in
the N. T, and especially in Paul's writings (Weiss, bibl. Theol.
D 297, ed. 2). Comp. ver. 10, ili. 20. The device by
which the older expositors (see even Pelagius) gratuitously in-
troduce qualifying statements, ¢ Perseverat autem in illum usque
diem, quicunque perseverat usgic ad sortem suam” (Estius),
whereby is meant not  continuttas usque ad illum dicm,” but
“levininus cf complementum perfectionds, quod habiturt isto die
crtmus’” (Calovius), is just as un-Pauline as Calvin’s malkeshift,
“that the dead are still <n profceti, because they have not yet
reached the goal,” and as Matthies’ philosophical perverting of
it into the continual and cfernal Parousia.

Ver. 7. Subjective justification of the confidence expressed
in ver. 6. How should he otherwise than cherish it, and
that on the ground of his objective experience (alTo 7Toi70),

1 Hofmann also adopts this explanation of aizs wsure.
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since 1t was to him, through his love to his readérs, a duiy
and obligation !  Not to cherish it would be wrong. “ Caritas
enim omnia sperat,” Pclagius—As to #abws, whicl, in the
conception of the corresponding rclation, states the ground,
comp, on iil. 17; 1 Cor. i 6; Eph i 4; Matt. vi. 11,
—On &ikatoy, comp. Acts iv. 19; Eph. vii 1; Phil. iv. §;
Col. iv. 1; 2 Pet. 1. 12, A classical author would have
written : 8ixatov éué TodTo ¢povelv (Herod. 1. 39 ; Dem. 198.
8; Plat. Symp. p. 214 C), or: 8ixaios elut Tovro pp. (Herod.
1 32; Dem. 1469. 18, and frequently; Thuc. i. 40. 3). —
TouTo ¢povetv] to have this feeling, this practical bent of mind
in favour of you, by which is meant the confidence expressed
in ver. 6, and not hus striving in prayer for the perfecting of
Ais readers salvation (ver. 4), which the sense of the word
¢poveiv does not admit of (in opposition to Weiss), as it is
not equivalent to {npreiv (comp. on Col. iii. 2). See Dbesides,
Huther, l.c. p. 405 £—On dwep, comp. iv. 10 ; 2 Macc. xiv. 8 ;
Eur. drehel. fr. xxv. 2 f.; Plut. PRil. ¢. Flam. 3 ; on TotTo ¢p.,
Gal. v. 10, od8év éAro ¢pp. The special reference of the sense
of ¢povetv : to be mindful about somcthing, must have been sug-
gested by the context, as in iv. 10; but is here insisted on by
Hofmann, and tbat in connection with the error, that with
xafos the protasis of an apodosis is introduced. The ¢ppoveiv
is here perfectly general, cogitare ac sentire, but is characterized
Ly TobTo as a ev ¢povety, which Paul feels himself bound to
cherish in the interest of the salvation of all lis readers (fmép
mavtey Vudv). — &1d 0 Eyew pe €v 19 kapdla Uuds] An ex-
pression of hearffelt love (comp. 2 Cor. vil 3) on the part of
the apostle towards Iis readers, not on the pavt of his readers
towards Zim (Oeder, Michaelis, Storr, Roscnmiiller, am Ende,
Flatt), thus making vudas the subject; although the sing.
xapdia (comp. Eph. iv. 18, v. 19, vi. 5; Rom. i. 21; 2 Cor.
iii, 13, and elsewhere) is not against this view, the position of
the words is opposed to it, as is also the context, see ver. S.
The readers are present to the apostle in his loving heart. —
é& Te 7Tois Seopois w7 so that, accordingly, this state of
suffering, and the great task which is incumbent on me in it,
cannot dislodge you from my heart. See already Chrysostom
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and Delagius.  These words, év Te Tols decpois w.T.\, sct
forth the faithful and abiding love, which even his heavy
misfortunes cannot change into concern for himself alone.
They contain, however, the two points, co-ordinated by 7é . . .
wai (as well . . . as also): (1) The position of the apostle, and
(2) his employment in this position. The latter, which, through
the non-repetition of the article before BeB, is taken as a whole
(Buttinann, acut. Gr. p. 294 [E. T. 342]), is both antithetical,
the drfence of the gospel, and also thetical, the confirmation of it,
that is, the corroboration of its truth by proof, testimony, etc.,
its verification ; comp. Heb. vi. 16 ; Rom. xv. §; Mark xvi.
20 ; Thueyd. i 140. 6, iv. 87. 1; Plat. Pulit. p. 309 C;
Wisd. v. 18. Tor an instance of this kind of BeBalwois
during the earliest period of the apostle’s captivity at Ilome,
see Acts xxviil. 23. Hofmann, taking a groundless objection
to our explanation from the use of 7é ... kai (see, however,
Baeumlein, Portil. p. 225), refuses to connect the 7é with the
following xai; he prefers to connect with the one é&yetr, namely
with the éyew év 7)) xkapdia, another, namely an éyew ovykor-
vovods. This i1s an artificial conjunction of very different
references of the &yew, yielding the illogical formalisin: I have
you (1) in my heart, and (2) for my companions, etc. The
latter would indeed De only a more precise qualitative defini-
tion of the former. The question, moreover, whether in 75
amo\. k. BeB. Tob edayy. Paul intended to speak of his judiciul
examination (Heinrichs, van Hengel), or of his extra-judicial
action and ministry during his captivity, cannot be answered
without arbitrariness, except by allowing that doth were meant.
For the words do not justify us in excluding the judicial
defence (Wieseler, Clironol. d. apostol. Zeitalt. p. 430), since the
awohoyia might be addressed not merely to Jews and Judaists,
but also to Gentile judges.—rot edayy.] belongs to 77 amol. «.
BeBawaet, and not to BeB. only; the latter view would male
th amoA. denote the personal vindication (Chrysostom, Estius,
and others), but is decisively opposed by the non-repetition
—closely coupling the two words—of the article before Bef.
But to interpret &mohoyia and BeBaiwas as synonymous (Rhein-
wald), or to assume an & &t Svolv for amoheyia els BeBaiwoy
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(Heinrichs), is logically incorrect, and without warrant in the
connection. It is also contrary to the context (on account of
9 dmwoloyia) to understand the BeBaiwais 7. edayy. as the
actual confirmation afforded by the apostle’s sufferings (Chry-
sostom, Theodoret, Erasmus, and others). — ovyxowwvols uou
«7\.] characterizes the Upas, and supplies a motive lor the
éxew e év ) xapdia Uuds kT : since you, etc.  This love to
you, unalterable even in my affliction, is based on the real
sympathy, which results from «ll of you being joint-partakers
with me in the grace. The emphasis is laid, primarily on cvy«.
and then on dvras, which is correlative with the previous
wavroy. The idea of the grace which the apostlc had received
(this xdpiTos) is defined solely from the connection, and that
indeed by the two points immediately preceding, é& Te Tois
Seaqpots pov and 1) amoh. «. BeB. Tob ebayy., nawely, as God's
cift of grace enabling them to suffer for the gospel (comp.
ver. 29 f.; see also Acts v. 41; 1 Pet. ii. 19), and therewith
to defend and confirm instead of falling away from and denying
it. “Magnus in hac re lonos, magna praemia” (Grotius).
Paul knew that the experience of this grace—for the sctting
forth of which the coutext itself amply suffices, without the
need of any retrospective ravtys (as is Hofmann’s objection)—
had been vouchsafed not only to himself, but also to all
his Philippian converts, who like him had had to suffer for
Christ (ver. 29 f£); and thus, in his bonds, and whilst vin-
dicating and confirming the gospel, conscious of the holy
similarity in this respect between his and their experience,
sympathetically and lovingly he bore them, as his fellow-
sharers of this grace, in his heart. He Lknew that, whilst lie
was suffering, and defending and confirming the gospel, he
had all his readers as cuumdayovTes, cuvamohoyoUuevol, Giu-
BeBawodvres TO edayyénor, and that in virtue of the above-
named grace of God, as a manifestation of which he lad
recognised his bonds, and his activity for the gospel in
these bonds. Others interpret it much too generally and
vaguely, looking at the tender and special references of the
context, as the “gratiosa evangelit donatio” (Hoelemann, comp.
Wolf, Heinrichs, de Wette, and others). Likewise without any
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more immediate reference to the context, and inappropriate, is
its explanation of the apostolic office (Rom. i. 5, ¢t al), the
Philippians being said to be active promoters of this through
their faith (see Theodore of Mopsuestia); along with which
a reference is Introduced to the assistance rendered (Storr,
am Ende, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Hofmann; comp. also Weiss)—
which assistance has come to be regarded as a xowwvia eis To
ebayyénoy (but see on ver. 5), as Hofmann expresses it.
Those who feel dissatisfied that Paul does not mention at the
very Deginning of the epistle the assistance rendered to him,
prescribe a certain line for the apostle ; which, however, he does
not follow, but gives expression first of all to his love for the
Philippians in subjects of a higher and more general interest,
and puts off his expression of thanks, properly so called, to
the end of the epistle. Lastly, the translation gaudii (Vulgate,
Itala, Ambrosiaster, Pelagius, Primasius, Sedulius) is derived
from another reading (yapis).—The oy in cvyrowwvovs refers
to pov, my joinl-partakers (iv. 14) of the grace, thus com-
bining owyk. with a double genitive of the person and the
thing, of the subject and the object (Kiihner, II. 1, p. 288 ;
Winer, p. 180 [E. T. 239]), and placing it first with emphasis;
for this joint fellowship is the point of the love in question.
—As to the repetition of vuas, see Matthiae, p. 1031, and on
Col. ii. 13 ; comp. Soph. 0. €. 1278, and Reisig in loc.

REMARK.—Wlether & = =03 eopols . . . eduyy. should be con-
nected with the preceding i w6 e us & 77 zapéiq buis (Chry-
soston1, Erasmus, Castalio, Luther, and many ; also Huther),
or with evyx z7A. which follows (Beza, Calvin, Calovius, Cor-
nelius a Lapide, Storr, Flatt, Lachmann, van Hengel, Tischendorf,
Wiesinger, Ewald, Weiss, Hofinann, and others), cannot be
determined. Still the former, as of a less periodic character,
is more in harmony with the fervent tone of feeling. Besides,
the repetition of Ju&s betrays a break in the ilow of thought
after «. ebayy.

Ver. 8. A solemn confirmation of the preceding assurance,
that he had his readers in his heart, etc. Comp., on the
connection, Rom. i 9. Theophylact, moreover, strikingly
observes: ovy s dwioToUuevos pdpTupa kahel Tov Oeov, AANa
Ty ToAN Sudbeaiy olk Exwy TapacTiiocar Sia Aiyov, — s
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émeroln «.T.N] how much I long after you «ll, cte., which
would not be the case if I did not bear you in my heart
(yap), as announced more precisely in ver. 7. On émimofd),
comp. Rlom. i. 11; Phil ii. 26 ; 1 Thess. iii. 6; 2 Tim. i. 4.
The compound denotes the divection (Plat. Leyg. ix. p. 855 It
Herod. v. 93 ; Diod. Sie. xvii. 101 ; Ecclus. xxv. 20), not the
strength of the arofleiv (comp. on 2 Cor. v. 2), which is conveyed
by @s; comp. Rom. i. 9; 1 Thess. ii. 10. — év amAdyyvois
Xpiorod "Ingoi] is not, with Hofmann,' to be connected with
what follows (see on ver. 9); it is an expression of the
Jwartiness and truth of his longing, uttered in the strongest
possible terms. €y, on account of the sensnous expression
which follows (amAdyyva, like DM, as seat of the affections,
especially of heartfelt love, ii. 1; Col. iii. 12; Philem. 7,
12, 20; also in classical autliors), is to be taken locally :
i the heart of Jesus Christ; that is, so that this longing of
mine is not my own individual emotion, but « longing which
I feel in virtue of the dwelling and worling of Christ in me.
Paul speaks thus from the consciousness that his inmost life
is not that of his hwman personality, of himself, but that
Chaist, through the medium of the Holy Spirit, is the personal
principle and agent of lhis thoughts, desires, and feelings.
Comp. on Gal ii. 20. Filled with the fceling of this holy
fellowship of life, which threw his own individuality into the
background, he could, sceing that his whole spiritual fwy was
thus the life of Clhrist in him, represent the circumstances
of his émumobelv, as if the wviscera Christ? were moved in him,
as if Christ's heart throbbed <n ham for his Philippians. Dengel
aptly says: “ In Paulo non Paulus vivit sed Jesus Christus ;
quare Paulus non in Pauli, sed Jesu Christi movetur vis-
ceribus.”  Comyp. Theodoret: odx dvfpwmwor 70 PilTpov,
Tvevpatucor.  Not doing justice to the Pauline consciousness
of the undo mystice which gives rise to this expression, some
have rendered €v in an instrumental sense, as in Luke 1. 78
(Hofmann) ; others have taken it of the norma : “according

' According to Hofmann, namely, ir exd. X. I asserts with reference to the

following xai sevro mportiy. that Christ's heart towards those who are Iis pro-
duces such prayer in the apostle, and manilests itself therein.
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to the pattern of Christ’s love to His people” (Rosenmiiller,
2dlliet) ; and some have found the sense of the norma in the
geittival relation : “in animo penitus aflecto ut animus fuit
Christi” (van Heogel). So also Wetstein, Heinrichs, and
carlier expositors; whilst Storr refers €v omh. 'I. X. even
to the readers (sc. 6vras). TFor many other interpretations,
see Hoelemann and Weiss. The merely approximate state-
ment of the sense, given by Grotius and others: “amore non
illo communi, sed zere Christiano,” is in substance correct, but
fails to give its {ull development to the consciousness of the
Xpioros €v yuiv (Gal. il 20, iv. 19; Tom. viii. 10; 2 Cor.
xiii. 5; Eph. iii. 17); notwithstanding which Hofmann regards
the identification of Paul's own heart with the heart of Christ
as simply @mpossible ; thus, however, applying to the mysti-
cism of deep pious feeling, and the living immediate plastic
form in which it finds expression, a criterion alien to its
chavacter, aud drawing around it a literal boundary which
it cannot bear.

Ver. 9. After having stated and discussed, in vv. 3-8,
the reason why he ¢hanks God with respect to his readers,
Paul now, till the end of ver. 11, sets forth what it is that he
asks tn prayer for them. “IRedit ad precationem, quam obiter
tantum uno verbo attigerat (namely, ver. 4); exponit igitur
summam eorum, quae illis petebat a Deo” (Calvin).—«ai] the
simple aad, introducing the new part of! and thus continuing,
the discourse: And this (which follows) 4s what I pray,~—so
that the objcet is placed first in the progress of the discourse;
Lence it is xal TodTo wpogedyopar, and not x. wpooely. TovTo.
Hofmann’s explanation of the xai in the sense of also, and his
attaching év omr. X. 'I. to ver. 9, are the necessary result of

1 The word wpsrsvzouas, which now oceurs, points to a new topie, the thanks-
giving and its grounds having been previously spoken of. Therefore x. .
mpersix. is not to be attached, with Rillict and Ewald, to the preceding verse :
and (how I) pray this. Two different things would thus be joined. The
former portion is concluded Dy the fervent and solemn ver. 8.  Jatho also
(Br. an d. Phil., Hildesh. 1857, p. 8) connects it with &5, namely thus : and
how 1 pray for this, namely, to come to you, in order that I may edify you.
But to extract for =oizs, out of imirefs Suzs, the notion : ““my presence with
you,” is much too harsh and arbitrary ; for Paul's words are not even imirods
i3¢iv bpdz, as in Rom. 1. 11.
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his perverse metamorphosis of the simple discourse, running
on from wemwoflos in ver. 6, into & lengthened protasis and
apodosis,—a construction in which the apodosis of the apodosis
is supposed to begin with év omwA. X.'I.; comp. on ver. 6.—
{va] introduces the contents of the prayer conceived of under
the form of its design (Col. i. 9; 1 Thess. 1. 11; Matt. xxiv.
20), and thus explains the preparatory Tofro. Comp. on John
vi. 29.  “This I pray, that your love should more and worc,”
etc. — 7 aydmn Tudv], not love to Pawl (van Hengel, follow-
ing Chrysostom, Theophylact, Grotius, Bengel, and others),—a
veference which, especially in connection with ére uadov «.
parov, would be all the more unsuitable on account of the
apostle having just received a practical proof of the love of
the Philippians. It would also be entirely inappropriate to
the context which follows (év émvyvager xrX). Nor is it
their love generally, without specification of an object for it, as
a proof of faith (Ilofmann); but it is, in accordance with the
context, the brotheily love of the Philippians one to anotlcr,
the common disposition and feeling at the bottom of that
xowwyia els To ebayy., for which Paul has given thanks in
ver. 5! This previous thanksyizing of his was based on the
confidence, 81¢ o évapkduevos k.1, ver. 6, and the contenls of
his prayer now is in full harmony with that confidence. The
connection is misapprehended by Calovius and Rheinwald,
who explain it as love to God and Christ; also by Matthies
(comp. Rilliet), who takes it as love to everything, that is truly
Christian ; comp. Wiesinger : love to the Lord, and to all that
belongs to and serves Him ; Weiss: zeal of love for the cause
of the gospel,—an interpretation which fails to define the
necessary personal object of the daydmn, and to do justice to
the idea of co-operative fellowship which is implied in the
kowwvla in ver. 5. — ére w@\ov] quite our: still more. Comp.
Homer, Od4.1. 322, xvill. 22 ; Herod. i. 94 ; Pind. Pyth. x. 88,
Olymp. 1. 1'15; Plat. Euthyd. p. 285 C; Xen. dnad. vi. 0.

1 The idea that ““your love’ means the readers themselves (Bullinger), or
that this passage gave rise to the mode of addressing the hearers that has
obtained since the Fathers (very frequently, e. g. in Augustine) in the language
of the church (Bengel), is purely fanciful.
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35; Diog. L. ix. 10. 2. See instances of pd\hov kai padiov
in Kypke, IL p. 307. With the reading mweptooely note the
sense of progressive development. — év émiypvaraer k. wioy alo-
Oijoed] constitutes that in which—i.e. respecting which—the love
of his readers is to become more and more abundant. Comp.
Tom. xv. 13; 2 Cor. iii. 9 (FI:), viii. 7; Col. ii. T; Ecclus.
xix. 20 (24). Others take the év as instrumental: through
(Heinrichs, Flatt, Schinz, and others); or as local: un, e
in association with (Oecumenius, Calvin, Rheinwald, Hoele-
mann, and others),—meptoe. being supposed to stand adsolutely
(may be abundant). DBut the sequel, which refers to the
emiyvwois and alaBnais, and not to the love, shows that Paunl
had in view not the growth in love, but the increase in émwi-
yrwois and aiefneis, which the love of the Philippians was
more and more to attain. The less the love is deficient in
knowledge and alofnois, it is the more deeply felt, more
moral, effective, and lasting. If éméyvwois is the penetrating
(see on 1 Cor. xiii. 12; Eph. i 17) cognition of divine truth,
both theoretical and practical, the true knowledge of salvation,!
which is the source, motive power, and regulator of love
(1 John iv. 71f); alofnois (only occurring here in the New
Testament), which denotes perception or feeling operating eithier
throuch the bodily senses® (Xen. dem. i. 4. 5, Anad. iv. 6. 13,
and Kriiger ¢n loc.; Plat. Zheact. p. 156 B), which are also
called aioc@joes (Plat. Theact. p. 156 B), or spiritually * (Plat.
Tim. p. 43 C; Dem. 411. 19, 1417, 5), must be, according
to the context which follows, the pereeption which takes place
with the cthice! senscs,—an activity of moral perception which
apprehends and makes conscious of good and evil as such
(comp. Heb. v. 14). The opposite of this is the dulness and
maction of the inward sense of ethical feeling (Itom. xi. §;
Matt. xiii. 15, ef «l.), the stagnation of the aioOnmijpia tis
xapdilas (Jer. iv. 19), whereby a moral unsusceptibility, in-

1 Not a mere knowledge of the divine will (Rheinwald), which leads to the
right objects, aimns, means, and proofs of love (Weiss ; comp. Hofmann). This,
as in Col. i. 9, would have been expressed by Panl. Necither can iz, be
limited to the knowledge of men (Chrysostom, Erasmus, and others).

* «Nam ctiam spiritualiter datur visus, auditus, olfactus, gustus, tactus,
i. e. sensus investigativi et fruitivi” (Bengel).
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capacity of judgment, and indifference are brought about.
Comp. LXX. Prov. i. 7; Ex. xxviii. 5; Ecclus. xx. 17, Rec.
(aloOnos opBif) ; 4 Mace. ii. 21,  Paul desires for his readers
cvery (mdop) aiclnais, because their inner sense is in no given
relation to remain without the corresponding moral activity
of feeling, which may be very diversified according to the
circumstances which forin its ethical conditions. The relation
between émiypwots and alobfpois is that of spontaneity to
receptivity, and the former is the sjyemovikoy for the efficacy
of the latter. In the contrast, however, mistaking and mis-
appreliending are not correlative to the former, and deception
to the latter (Hofmann); both contrast with both.

Vv. 10, 11. Els 10 Soxipalew x.7.\] states the atm of the
weptoa. €v émuyy. k. . alof, and in lva Te eilikp. kTN We
have the wltimate design.  Soxpdaleww Ta Siadépovra is to
be understood, as in Rom. ii. 18: in order to approve that
which 4s (morally) cxecllent.  So the Vulgate, Clirysostom,
Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theophylact, Erasmus, Castalio,
Grotius, Calovius, Estius, Bengel, Michaelis, Flatt, Rheinwald,
Rilliet, Ewald, and others. See on Sadépew, pracstantiorem
esse (Dem. 1466. 22; Polyb. iii. 87. 1; Matt. x. 31), and
Ta Stadépovra, pracsiantiora (Xen. Hier. 1. 3 ; Dio Cass. xliv.
25), Sturz, Lea. Xen. L p. 711 £ Comp. Siapepovres, czimic
(Plat. Prot. p. 349 D, and frequently). Tor dowepal., comp.
Rom. xiv. 22, ¢¢ al.  Others understand it as « festing of
things which are morally diffirent (Theodoret, Deza, Grotius,
Wolf, and others; also Matthies, Hoelemann, van Hengel, de
Wette, Corn. DMiiller, Wiesinger, Weiss, Huther). In point
of usage, this is equally correct; see on Soxipal, in Dboth
senses, 1 Thess. il. 4. Bat in our view the sense which yields
a definition of the aim of the words mepioo. év émvyy. k. m. alcl,
as well as the anteccdent of the elhekpivesa which jfollows,
seems more consistent with the context. The testing of good
and evil is not the aim, but the expression and function, of
the émiyvwoes and alobyos. Looking at the stage of Christian
life which must be assumed from vv. 5 and 7 (different in
Rom. xii. 2), the former, as an aim, does not go far enough;
and the eihipivera is the result not of that testing, but of tie
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approbation of the good. Hofmann’s view is therefore unsuit-
able, that it means the proving of that which s otherwise ;
otherwise, namely, than that towards which the Christian’s
love is directed. This would amount merely to the thought
of testing what is wwworthy of being loved (=Ta érepa)—a
thiought quite out of keeping with the #clic mode of expression.
— eihikpuvels], pure, sincere = kabapés ; Plat. Plil. p. 52 D.
Comp., on its cthical use, Plat. Phaedr. p. 66 A, and Stall-
baum 7n foc., 81 C; 2 Pet. 11i, 1; 1 Cor. v. 8; 2 Cor. i. 12,
il 17; Wisd, vii. 25, and Grimm < loc. — émwpéoxomor]
practical proof of the elhixplvera in reference to intercourse
with others (2 Cor. vi. 3): giving no offence; 1 Cor. x. 32;
Ignat. Trall. interpol. '7; Suicer, Thes. s.v.  As Paul decidedly
uses this word in an actize sense in 1 Cor, Lc. (comp. Ecclus.
xxxv. 21), this meaning is here also to be preferred to the
in itself admissible ntransitive,—viz. not offending (Acts xxiv.
16 ; comp. John xi. 9),—in opposition to Ambrosiaster, Beza,
Calvin, Hoclemann, de Wette, Weiss, Huther, Hofmann, and
others. — eis Juép. X.], to, ie. for, the day of Clrist, when
ye are to appear pure and blameless before the judgment-
secat. Comp. ii. 16; Eph. iv. 30; Col. i. 22; 2 Pet. ii. 9, iii.
7; 2 Tim. 1. 12; also Jude 24 f. These passages show that
the expression is not equivalent to the &ypis Huépas X. in
ver. 6 (Luther, Erasmus, and others), but places what is said
in relation to the decision, unveiling, and the like of the day
of thie Parousia, which is, however, here also looked upon as
near.— Ver. 11. mem\. kapmor 8ix.] modal definition of the
elepw. k. ampéok., and that from the positive side of these
attributes, which are manifested and tested in this fruitful-
ness—-.¢. in this rich fulness of Christian virtue in their pos-
sessors.  xapwos Sueatos, is the fruit which s the product of
rightecousness, which proceeds from a righteous moral state.
Comp. «apm. Tob mvedparos, Gal. v. 22; «. Tod ¢wros, Eph.
v. 9; & Swcatoolyys, Jas. iil. 18, Heb. xii. 11, Rowm. vi. 21 f,
Prov. xi. 30. In o instance is the genitive with xapwos
that of apposition (Hofmann). The &ikatootyn lere meant,
liowever, is not justitic fidet (justificatio), as many, even
Rilliet and Hoelemann, would make it, but, in conformity
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with ver. 10, a righteous moral condition, which is the
moral consequence, because the necessary vital capression, of
the righteousness of faith, in which man now xapmedopet T
Oed év kawornTe wvebparos, Rom. vii. 5f; comp. vi 2,
viil. 2; Col. 1. 10. We must observe that the cmphasis is
laid not on &wkatosivys, but on xapmév,—which therefore
obtains more precise definition afterwards,—so that Sikatoavvns
conveys no new idea, but only represents the idea, already
conzeyed in ver, 10, of the right moral condition. Comp. on
Sweatoatvny, Eph, v. 9; Rom. vi. 13, 18, 20, xiv. 17, ¢t al.
—On the accusalive of the rcmolc olject, comp. Ps. cv. 40,
cxlvii. 14; Ecelus, xvii. 6; Col. 1. 9 (not 2 Thess. i. 11);
Winer, p. 215 [E. T. 287]. A classical author would have
used the genitive (Elz) or the dative.— 7or e 'I. X.] sc.
ovta, tlie more exact specific definition of this fruit, the peculiar
sacred essence and dignity of which are made apparent, seeing
that it is produced, not through observance of the law, or
generally by human power, but through Christ, who Dbrings it
about by virtue of the efficacy of the Holy Spirit (Gal. ii. 20,
iil. 22; Epl. iv. 7 £, 17; John xv. 14, ¢t al).—els Séfav
&.7\.] belonas to memhnp. x.T.\., not specially to Tov &a’l. X.
How far this fruitfulness tends to the honour of God (comp.
Joln xv. 8), sece Eph. i 6-14. God’s Sofa is His majesty n
dtself; €mawwos is the praise of that majesty. Comp. Eph. i 6,
12, 14. This émrawos is bascd on matter of fact (its opposite
is drudbew . Oedy, Rom. ii. 23), in so far as in the Christian
moral perfection of believers God’s work of salvation in them,
and consequently His glory, by means of which it is elfected,
arc manifested. Comp. 1 Cor. vi. 20. The whole work of re-
demption is the manifestation of the divine 8dfa. Sce John
xii. 27 f The glory of God is, however, the ultimate aim
and constant refrain of all Christian perfection, ii. 11; 1 Cor.
x. 31; Eph. iii. 31; 1 Pet. iv. 11; Rom. xi. 36.

Ver. 12. See, on vv. 12-26, Huther in the Mecklend.
Zeitschr. 1864, p. 558 ff.—DPaul now proceeds by the & of
continuation to depict his own position down to ver. 26. See
the summary of contents.—The element of transition in the
train of thought is that of the notification which Paul now
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desires to bring before them; wywdokew is thercfore placed
first: but ye arc to know. It is otherwise in 2 Tim. iil 1,
also 1 Cor. xi. 3, Col ii. 1. — 7a xat’ éué] my circumstances,
my position, as in Eph. vi. 21; Col. iv. 7; Tob. x. 9; 2 Mace.
iii. 40, ¢t al. ; Xen. Cyr. vil. 1. 16 ; Acl. 7. H.ii. 20. — padhor]
not fo the hindranec, but much 2he contrary., See Winer, p. 228
[E. T. 304] He points in this to the apprehension assumed
to cexist, and certainly confirmed to him by Epaphroditus as
existing, on the part of his readers, which, before going further,
he wishes to relieve. There is no trace even here of a letier
received from them with the contribution (Hofmann; comp.
Wiesinger) ; comyp. on ver. 1. IHoelemann : “ magis, quam antca
contigerat ;" but this meaning must have been intimated by a
vy or 1jén. — mpokormy] progress, i.c. success.  Comp. ver. 25 ;
1 Tim. iv. 15. As to the later Greek character of this word,
see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 85. In consequence of the apostle’s
fate, the gospel had cxcited more attention, and the courage
of its preachers had increased ; see ver. 13 f. As to whether
a change had taken place <n his condition, which the readers
regarded as a change for the worse, as Hofinann requires us to
assume, we have no specific hint whatever. The situation of
the apostle generally, and in itself, abundantly justified their
concern, especially since it had alveady lasted so long. — énsj-
Mfev] cventt, d.c. has vedounded. Comp. Acts xix. 27; Wisd.
xv. 5; Herod. i. 120; Soph. 4j. 1117 (1138); Plat. Gory.
p- 487 B. So the matter stands; note the perfect.

Ver. 13. “Rore k.7.M] so that my bonds became manifest in
Christ, etc. This dore introduces the actual result of that
mpoxorr}, and consequently a more precise statement of s
aatvre! "Eyv Xpiord does not belong to Tods Seopots wov,
alongside of whicli it does not stand; but ¢avepots év Xpior.
i¢ to be taken together, and the emphasis is laid on ¢avepods,
so that the deouot did not remain xpvmrol or dwoxpior év
Xpearg, as would have been the case, if their relation to Christ

! ¢Tem, qualis sit, addita rci consequentis significatione definit,” Ellendt,
Lex. Soph. IL. p. 1012, Tlofinann’s view, thatit stands in the sense of els zeio
4=z, also amounts to this. Dut Hoelemann is in error in making it assert the
greatness of the =pexomwi.  Not the greatness, but the salutary effect, is indicated.
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had continued unknown, and if people had been compelled to
look upon the apostle as nothing but an ordinary prisoner
detained for examination. This ignorance, however, did not
cxist ; on the contrary, his bonds became Anown tn Christ, in so
far, namely, that in (heir causai relation to Christ—in this their
specific peculiarity—was found information and elucidation with
respect to lis condition of bondage, and thus the specialty of
the case of the prisoner, became notorious. If Paul had been
only known generally as 8éoputos, his bonds would have been
ovx éudaveis év Xpiord ; but now that, as Séouwos év xuplp
or tob xupiov (Eph. iv. 1, iii. 1; Philem. 9), as wdoywr @s
Xpioriavos (1 Pet. iv. 16), he had become the object of public
notice, the ¢avépwors of his state of bondage, as resting év
Xpio7@, was thereby brought about,—a ¢pavepor yivesfar, con-
secuently, which had its distinctive characteristic quality in the
év Xpiore. It is avbitrary to supply évras with év Xpioro
(Hofmann). Ewald takes it as: *shining in Christ,” Z.c. much
sought after and honoured as Christian.  Comy. also Calvin, and
Wieseler, Clronol. d. apost. Zeitalt. p. 457. Dut, according to
New Testament usage, ¢pavepos does not convey so much as this ;
in classical usage (Thue. i.17. 2, iv. 11. 3 ; Xen. Cys. vil. 5. 58,
Aunab. vii. 7. 22 and Kriiger n loc.) it may mean conspicuons,
cninel. — €v GAp TG mwpartwple] wpattwpiov is not the im-
perial palece in Rome (Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecumenius,
Theophylact, Erasmus, Luther, Beza, Calvin, Estius, Cornelius
a Lapide, Grotins, Bengel, and many others, also Mynster,
Rheinwald, and Schneckenburger in the Deutsch. Zcitschi,
1855, p. 300), which is denoted in iv. 22 by % Kaisapos
oixla, but was never called practoriwm.! It could not well,
indeed, be so called, as 76 wpatredpeov is the standing appellation
for the palaces of the chiet governors of proviices (Matt. xxvii.
27 ; John xviil. 28, xix. 9; Acts xxiii. 35); hence it might
and must have been explained as the Procurator’s palace in

v Act. Thom. § 3, 17, 18, 19, in Tischendorl, Aet. apocr. pp. 192, 204 f,,
eannot be ciied in favour of this designation (in opposition to Rheinwald) ; the
aperdpa Bucirind there spoken of (§ 3) are royal castles, so designated after the
analogy of the residences of the Roman provincial rulers. Comp. Sueton. 4ug.
72; T'ib. 39, et al. ; Juvenal, x. 161,
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Cuesaree, if our epistle had been written there (see espeecially
Bottger, Bedtr. I p. 51 £).  But it is the Roman castrum
practorianorumn, the barracks of the imperial body-guard (Came-
rarius, Perizonius, Clericus, Elsner, Michaelis, Storr, Heinrichs,
Flatt, Matthies, Hoelemann, van Hengel, de Wette, Rilliet,
Wiesinger, Ewald, Weiss, J. B. Lightfoot, and others), whose
chief was the pracfectus practorio, the orTpatomédwv Emapyos,
to whom Paul was given in charge on his arrival in Llome
(Acts xxviil. 16). It was built by Sejanus, and was situated
not far from the Porta Viminalis, on the eastern side of the
city.! See Suet. 7%0. 37 ; Tac. Aan. iv. 2; Ditiscus, Thesaur.
antig. 111. 174 ; and especially Perizonius, de oriy., signif.
wsw rvoce. practoris et preetortd, Franeq. 1687, as also his
Disquisitio de practorio ac wvero sensw verborum Phil. 1. 13,
Franeq. 1690 ; also Hoelemann, p. 45, and J. B. Lightfoot,
P 97 {f. 70 wpairopior does not mean the troop of practorian
cohorts (Hofmann), which would make it equivalent to oc
mpartwpavol (Herodian, viil. 8. 1.4)>—The becoming known
i the whole practorium is explained by the fact, that a
practorian was always present with Paul as his guard (Acts
xxvili. 16), and Paul, even in lis captivity, continued his
preaching without hindrance (Acts xxviii. 30 f.).— kai 7ols
Aovmrots maoi] not in the sense of locality, dependent on év
(Chrysostom, Theodoret, Calvin), but: and to all the others,
besides the praetorians. It is a popular and inexact way of
putting the fact of its becoming still more widely known
among the (non-Christian) Romans, and therefore it must be
left without any more specific definition. This extensive pro-

! Doubtless there was a praetorian guard stationed in the imperial palace
itself, on the Mons Palatinus, as in the time of Augustus (Dio. Cass. liii. 16).
Sce Wieseler, Chronol. d. apost. Zeitalt. p. 404, who understands the station of
this palace-guard to be here referred to. Dut it cannot be proved that after
the times of Tiberius, in whose reign the castra praetoriana were built in front
of the Viminal gate (only three cohorts having previously been stationed in the
city, and that sinc castris, Suetonius, Octar, 49), anything else than these castra
is to be understood Ly the wonted term praetorium, srparémsdor, when mentioned
without any further definition (as Joseph. Anit. xviii. 6. 7: s 7o Basirsiov).

2 Not cven in such passages as Tacitus, Hist. ii. 24, iv. 46 ; Suctonius, Ner.
7; Plin. H. V. xxv. 2, 6, e¢ al., where the prepositional expression (in prae-
torium, cx praetorio) is always local.

PHIL. C
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clamation of the matter took place in part directly through
Paul himself, since any one might visit him, and in part
indirectly, through the praetorians, officers of justice, dis-
ciples, and friends of the apostle, and the like! Van
Hengel, moreover, understands it incorrectly, as if of Aouwor
were specially “homines exters,” “ Geatiles,”—a limitation
which could only be suggested by the context, and thercfore
cannot be established by the use of the word in Eph. ii. 3,
iv. 17; 1 Thess. iv. 13. Equally arbitrary is the limitation of
Hofmann : that it refers to those, who already know about him.

Ver. 14. 7ovs mAelovas] the majority, 1 Cor. x. 5, xv. 6, ¢t
al. It is not to be more precisely specified or limited. — év
kvplw] belongs not to ddeAgar (Luther, Castalio, Grotius,
Cornclius a Lapide, Heinrichs, van Hengel, de Wette, Ewald,
Weiss, and others)—in which case it would not indeed liave
needed a connecting article (Col. i. 2, iv. 7), yet would have
been entirely superfluous—but to wemoforas, along with which,
however, it is not to be rendered: rclying upon the Lord with
respect to my bonds (Rheinwald, Flatt, Rilliet, comp. Schnecken-
burger, p. 301). It means rather: in the Lord trusting my
bonds, so that év wxuplo is the specific modal definition of
memol. Tols 8. w., which trust is based and depends on Christ,
Comp. ii. 24 ; Gal. v.10; Rom. xiv. 14; 2 Thess.iii. 4. On
the dative, comp. 2 Cor. x. 7 ; Philem. 21, and the ordinary
usage in the classics; in the New Testament mostly with émi
or év. ’Ev xvpiw is placed first as the correlative of the év
Xpior, ver. 13, As the apostle’s bonds had become gencrally

1 This suflices fully to explain the situation set forth in ver. 13. The words
therefore afford no ground for the historical combination which Hofmann here
makes: that during the two years, Acts xxviii. 30, the apostle’s case was held
in abeyance ; and that only now had it been brought up for judicial discussion,
whereby first it had become manifest that his captivity was caused, not by his
having committed any crime against the state, but by his having preached Christ,
which might not be challenged (?) on the state’s account.  As if what is expressly
reported in Acts xxviii. 31 were not suilicient to have made the matter known, and
as if that dieriz v Biw irldper precluded the judicial preparation of the case
(ver. 7)! As if the increased courage of the wacionss, ver. 14, were intelligible
only on the above assumption ! As if, finally, it were admissible to understand,
with Hofiann, among these waeioves all those who *‘even now before the con-
clusion of the trial were inspired with such courage by it" !
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known as 4 Chorist, so also in Clhrist (who will not abandon
the work of His prisoner that had thus become so manifest)
may be found the just ground of the confidence which encou-
rages the brethren, Paul's fellow-Christians in Rome, dpoBuws
7. A haretv.  They trust #hc bonds of the apostle, inasmuch as
these bonds exhibit to them not only an encouraging example
of patience (Grotius), but also (comp. iii. 8; Col. i 24 f;
2 Tim. ii. 8§ £ ; Matt. v. 11 £, and many other passages) a
praciical guarantee, highly honourable to Christ and Iis gospel,
of the complete truth and justice, power and glory of the word!
Jfor the sale of which Paul is in bonds; thereby, instead of
losing their courage, they are only made all the holder in virtue
of the eclevating influence of moral sympathy with this sitnation
of the apostle in bonds. Weiss explains as if the passage ran
™ davepwoer T@v Seaudy pov (which would tend to the recom-
mendation of the gospel) ; while Hofmann thinks that, to guard
themselves against the danger of being eriminally prosccuted on
account of their preaching, they relied on the apostle’s imprison-
ment, in so far as the latter had now shown itself, in the
Judicial process that had at length been commenced, to be solely
on account of Christ, and not jfor anything culpable. The
cssential elements, forsooth, are thus introduced in consequence
of the way in which Hofmann has construed for himself the
situation (see on ver. 13). — meptaoor.] .. in a higher degree
than they had formerly ventured upon, before I lay here in
bonds. Their agoBia in preaching had inereased.  This, how-
ever, is explained by Hofmann, in accordance with the above
hypothesis, by the fact that the political guiltlessness of preach-
ing Christ had now been established,—thus referring, in fact,
the increase of their fearless boldness to a sense of legal sceurity.
But the reason of the increased dpoBia lay decper, in the sphere
of the moral idea, which manifested itself in the apostle’s
bonds, and in accordance with which they trusted those bonds
in the Lord, sceing them borne for the Lord’s sake. They
animated the brethren fo boldncss through that holy confidence,
vooted in Christ, with which they imbued them.—7éy Aoyoy

! Qecumenius well says: i yap wn fifev 3y, @nei, 7o xApuyua, obx dv o Mabies
netixero oxip avrov dedicéas, Comp, ver. 16,
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AaXeiv] ie to let the gospel hecome known, to preach, Acts
xi. 19, and frequently. On dgoBws, comp. Acts iv. 31.

Ver. 15. This is not indeed the case with «ll, that they
év kuply memolbiTes Tois Seap. pov weplagoT. ToAp. K.TA.  No,
some in Rome preach with an improper feeling and design;
but some also with a good intention. (Both parties are de-
scribed in further detail in vv. 16, 17.) In either case—Christ
is preached, wherein I rejoice and will rejoice (ver. 18). —
Twes pév kai Sta pbovoy k. épw] These do not form a part of
those described in ver. 14 (Ambrosiaster, Iirasmus, Calvin, and
others, also Weiss, Hofmann, and Hinsch), for these latter are
characterized by év xupie memoib. Tois Seop. pov quite otherwise,
and indeed in a way which excludes the idea of envy and con-
tention (comp. also Huther, i.c.), and appear as the meajority to
which these 7wés stand in contrast as exeeplions ; but they ave
the anti-Pawline party, Judaizing preachers, who must have
pursued their practices in Rome, as in Asia aud Greece, and
exercised an immoral, hostile opposition to the apostle and
his gospel’ We have no details on the subject, but from
Rom. xiv. we see that there was a fruitful field on whiclh
this tendency might find a footing and extend its influence
in Rome. The idea that it refers to certain members of the
Pauline school, who nevertheless hated the apostle personally
(Wiesinger, comp. Flatt), or were envious of his high reputa-
tion, and impugned his mode of action (Weiss), is at variance
with the previous év xupie, assumes a state of things which is
in itself improbable, and is not required by the utterance of
ver, 18 (see the remark after ver. 18). See also Sclmecken-
burger, p. 301 f. — «ai] indicates that, whilst the majority were
actuated by a good disposition (ver. 14), an evil motive also
existed in several,—expresses, therefore, the accession of some-
thing clse in other subjects, but certainly not the accession of a
subordinate co-operating motive in a portion of the same persons

! For the person to whom individually their ¢ives and s (as likewise the
subscquent eddoxiz) had reference was self-cvident to the readers, and Paul, more-
over, announces it to them inver. 16 f.  Without due reason Hinsch finds in this
the mark of a later period, when the guarding of the apostle’s personal position
alone was concerned.  See against this, Hilgenfeld in his Zeitschr, 1873, p. 180 f.
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designated in ver. 14 (Hofmann). — &z ¢pfovor «. épw] on
account of cury and strifc, that is, for the sake of satisfying
the strivings of their jealousy in respect to my influence, and
of their contentious disposition towards me. Comp. ver, 17,
On 8w ¢pfovoy, comp. Matt, xxvii. 18; Mark xv. 10; Dlat.
Rep. p. 586 D: ¢pBove S duhoripiav. — Tives 8¢ wai] Bui
some also; theve also arc not wanting such as, ete.  Qbserve
that the 8¢ xal joins itself with Tewés, whereas in pév xaf pre-
viously the «af is attached to the following &z dfovov. The
Tewes here arve they who in ver. 14 were described as mAeloves,
but are now brought forward as, in contrast to the Twés uév,
the other portion of the preachers, without any renewed refer-
ence to their preponderance in numbers, which had been already
intimated! — 8 edboxlav] on «ccount of goodwill, that is,
because they entertain a feeling of goodwill towards me. This
interpretation is demanded by the context, both in the anti-
thesis 6wa plovov k. €pw, and also in ver. 16: €€ dydmns.
As to the linguistic use of eddoxiz in this sense (il. 13), see
Fritzsche, ad Rom. I1. p. 372. Comp. on Rom. x. 1. Others
take it, contrary to the context, as: “ex benevolentia, qua desi-
derant hominum salutem” (Estius, comp. already Pelagius) ; or,
“guod ipst id probarent,” from conviction (Grotius, Heinrichs, and
othiers), from taking delight in the matter generally (Huther),or in
the cause of the apostle (de Wette), or in his preaching (Weiss).

1 YVan Hengel has not taken this into account, when he assumes that in =g
ot zai Paul had in view only a portion of those designated in ver. 14. Itis an
abjection: to this idea, that what is said subsequently in ver. 16 of the ssis ot
zzi completely harmouizes with that, whereby the wieisves generally, and not
merely a portion of them, were characterized in ver. 14 (iv xvp. mior, =, 3tope.). This
applies also in opposition to Hofmann, according to whom the fico suis, ver.
15 f., Lelong to the wielaves of ver, 14, whowm they divide into two classes. Hofl-
mann’s ohjection to our view, viz. that the apostle does not say that the one
party preach solely out of envy and strife, and the other solely out of goodwill,
is irrelevant. e could not, indeed, have desired to say this, and dors not say
it ; but he could describe in general, as he has done, the ethical antitheses which
characterized the twopartics.  Moreover, ¥+ means everywhere in the N. T., and
especially here in its conjunction with @ééves (comp. Rom. i. 29; 1 Tim, vi. 4),
not rivalry—the weaker sense assigned to it here, without a shadow of justifica-
tion from the context, by Hofmann (**they wish to outdo him'")—but strife, con-
tention.  Just as little is tpfeiz to Le reduced to the general notion of egotism, as
is done by Hofmanu ; see on ver, 17.
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Vv. 16, 17. We have here 2 more detailed deseription of
both parties in respect to the motives which actuated them in
relation to the deocpol of the apostle. — of pév ... ol 8] cor-
responds to the two parties of ver. 15, but—and that indeed
without any particular purpose—in an <neeried order (see the
critical remarks), as in 2 Cor. ii. 16, and {requently in classical
authors (Thuec. i. 68. 4.; Xen. Anad. 1. 10. 4). In ver. 18
the order adopted in ver. 15 is again reverted to.—oi €
aydms] sc. dvres, a genetic description of the ethical condition of
these people : those who are of love, ie. of loving nature and
action; comp. Rlom. ii. 8 ; Gal. iii. 7; John xviil. 3%, ¢f al.
We must supply what immediately precedes: ror Xpiorov
knpbaaovaw, of which eldotes ..\ thew contains the particular
moving cause (Rom. v. 3,6, 9; Gal il 16; Eph. vi. 8 £, ¢t al).
We might also take oi wpév (and then of &) absolutely: ke
one, and then bring up immediately, for €§ dydmans, the subse-
quent 7. XpioTov karayyéAovoiw (so Hofmann and others).
But this would be less appropriate, because the progress of
the discourse does not turn on the saying that the one preach
out of love, and the other out of contention (for this has been
said in substance previously), but on the internal determining
motives which are expressed by el8ores x7A. and olduevoc
w2\ ; besides, oby ayeds would then follow as merely a weak
and disturbing auxiliary clause to ¢§ épifelns. — 67¢ els dmwo.
Tob ebayy. elpar] that I am destined, am ordained of God jfor
(nothing else than) ke defence of the gospel—a destination
which they on their parts, in consequence of their love to me,
feel themselves Impelled to subserve. They labour sympa-
thetically hand in hand with me.—«etuae] as in Luke ii. 34 ;
1 Thess. iii. 3 ; comp. Plat. Leyy. x. p. 909 ; Thue. iil. 45,
2, 47, 2 ; Ecclus. xxxviil. 29, and other passages in which
“ kelofar tanquam passivim verbi wocelofar vel Tifévar vide-
tur,” Ellendt, Zcx. Sopk. I p. 943. Others rvender: I lic 4n
prison {Luther, Piscator, Estius, Wolf, am Ende, Huther, and
others); but the idea of Ilying under fetters, which xetuac
would thus convey (comp. Eur. Phocn. 1633; Aesch. Ag. 1492),
does not harmonize with the position of the apostle any more
than the reference of its meaning thereby introduced: they
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know that T am Aindered @n my preacking, and iherefore they
“ supplent hoe meum impedimentum sua pracdicatione,” Lstius.
See, on the contrary, Acts xxviii. 30, 31; Phil. i. 7. Van
Hengel also imports (comp. Weiss) : “ me ad causam rei Clris-
tianae, ubi urgeat necessitas, coram judice defendendam hic vn
miseria jacere”  Comp. Hom. Od. 1. 46 ; Soph. 4j. 316 (323);
Pflugk, ad Euwr. Hee. 496. — ot 8¢ é§ épif.] sc. dvres, the faetious,
the cabal-makers. See on Rom. ii. §; 2 Cor. xil. 20; Gal
v. 20. So also Ignatius, ad Pliladclph. 8. It corresponds
with the ¢pfovor k. &pw, ver. 15. — Tov X. katayy. oby dyvis]
belong together. karayy. is, in substance, the same as «npio-
cew, but more precisely defining it as the announcement of the
Messiah (Acts xvii. 3, 23 ; Col. i. 28, ¢t al.). The words .
XpioTov rarayyéAhovow might have been left ont, following
the analogy of ver. 10, but are inserted to bring out the {ragic
contrast which is implied in preaching Christ, and yet doing
50 oUy ayvs, non caste, not in purity of fecling and purpose.
kabapas is synonymous (Hom. H. in Apoll. 121), also with a
mental reference (Hesiod. épya, 339). Comp. Plat. Legy. viii.
p. 840 D; 2 Cor, vii. 11, xi. 2; Phil. iv. 8, ¢t al.; 2 Cor
Vi 6. — olduevor k.TN] thinking to stir wp afliction for my
bonds, to make my captivity full of sorrow. This they infcnd
to do, and that is the immoral moving spring of their unworthy
conduct; but (observe the distinction between olouevor and
€ibores in ver. 16) Paul hints by this purposely-chosen word
(which is nowhere else used by him), that what they imagine
jails to happen. On olpar with the present infinitive, see
Plugk, ad Eur. Hee. 283. The future infinitive would not
convey that what is meant is cven now occurring. See gene-
rally Stallbawm, ad Plat. Crit. p. 52 C; comp. Phacd. p. 116 E.
How far they thought that they could effect that injurious
result by their preaching, follows from ver. 15 and from é§
épibeias; in so far, namely, that they doubtless, rendered the
more unscrupulous through the captivity of the apostle, sought
by their preaching to prejudice his authority, and to stir up
controversial and partisan interests of a Judaistic character
against him, and thus thought thoroughly to embitter the
prisoner’s lot by exciting opponents to vex and wrong him.
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This was the cabal in the backsround of their dishonest preach-
ing. That by the spread of the gospel they desired to provoke
the hostility of the heathen, especially of Nero, against Paul,
and thus to render lis captivity more severe, is a groundless
conjecture imported (Erasmus, Cornelins a Lapide, Grotius, and
others; comp. already Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theoplhylact,
Pelagius). — On éyeiperr (sce the critical remarks) comp. éy.
wbivas, Plat. Theaet. p. 149 C, and similar passages,

Ver. 18. On 7 ydp, scil. éore, comp. on Ltom, iil. 3, where,
however, ydp is not, as here, conclusive (see on 1 Cor. x1. 221);
comp. also Klotz, ad Devar. p. 245. It is rendered necessary
by the #M\ajv that the mark of iuterrogation should not Le
placed (as it usually is) after 7¢ ydp, but the question goes on
to warayyéAherar (comp. Hofmann); and it is to be observed
that through @\ the 7¢ ydp receives the sense of ¢ yap dA\o
(see Heindorf, ad Plat. Soph. p. 232 C). 1Ilence: what clsc
takes place therefore (in such a state of the case) caeept that, ete.,
2.e. what clsc than that by crery sort of preaching, whether 1t s
donc in pretence or in truth, Chiist is proclaimed 2 and therein,
that it is always C%rist whom they preach, I s¢joice, etc. Iow
magnanimous is this liberality of judgment as to the existing
civcumstances in their reference to Christ ! Dy mpogdae: and
aryfeia is indicated the characteristic difference in the two
Kkinds of preachers, vv. 15-17, and thus wavri Tpome receives
the more precise definition of its respective parts.  As regards
the first class, the preaching of Christ was mot a matter of
sincerity and truth—wlcrein they, in accordance with their
sentiments, were really concerned about Christ, aud 1le was the
real altia of their workine (see on the contrast between aivia
and mpopacts, Polyb. iii. 6. 6 ff)—but a matter of pictence,
under the cloak of which they entertained in their hearts
cuvy, strife, and cabal, as the real objects of their endeavours.
For instances of the antithesis between wpodacis and a\ij-

! According to Weiss, ydp is intended to cstablish the oliuever x.7.2., so far as
the latter is only an empty imagination. Dut this is an unneccessary secking
afler a very obscure reference. The = ¢dp draws, as it were, the result from
vv. 15-17. Hence also we cannot, with Huther, adopt as the senso: ““JIs it
then so, as they think ?”
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Oeta or TdAnbés, sce Raphel, Polyd.; Loesner and Wetstein.
To take wpodacis as opportunity, occasion (Herod. i. 29,
30, iv. 145, vi. 94; Dem. xx. 26 ; Antiph. v. 21; Hero-
dian, i. 8. 16, v. 2. 14)~=as, following the Vulgate, Luther,
Estius, Grotius (“ nam occasione illi Judaei, dum nocere Paulo
student, multos pertrahebant ad evang.”), and others under-
stand it,—is opposed to the context in vv. 15-17, in which
the want of honest disposition is set forth as the characteristic
mark of these persons. On #Asjv in the sense of #, comp.
Kiihmer, II. 2, p. 842.— év 7odre] the neuter: thercin, in
accordance with the conception of that < which the feeling
Las ats basts.  Comp. Col. 1. 24 ; Plat. Rep. x. p. 603 C; Soph.
Tr. 1118 ; Kihner, IL 1, p. 403. In the Xpioros xaray-
+éA\etar lies the apostle’s joy.—dAla xai yapioouat] sur-
passing the simple yaipw Ly a plus, and therefore added in a
corrective antithetical form (imo ctiem) ; comp. on 1 Cor. iii, 2
2 Cor. xi. 1. To begin a new sentence with éxa (Laclimaun,
Tischendorf), and to sever yapjoopar from its connection
with év Toire (Hofmann, who malkes the apostle only assert
generally that e will continuc lo vejoice also in the juture),
interrupts, without sufficient reason, the flow of the animated
discourse, and is also opposed by the proper reference of oida
wap in ver. 19.  This applies also in opposition to Hinsch,
p. 64 f.

REMARK.—Of course this rejoicing does not refer to the
impure intention of the preachers, but to the objective result.
See, already, Augustine, ¢. Fueust. xxii. 48; ¢. Ep. Pari. 1. 11.
Nor does muiri rpézw apply to the doctrinal purport of the
preaching (Gal. 1. 8), but to its cthical natwre and method, to
disposition and purpose. See Chrysostom and those who follow
him.  Nevertheless the apostle’s judgment may excite surprise
by its mildness (comp. iil. 2), since these opponents must have
taught what in substance was anti-Pauline. But we must con-
sider, first, the fone of lofty resignation in general which prevails
in this passage, and which might be fitted to raise him more
than elsewlhere above antagonisuis; secondly, that in this case
the danger did not affect, as it did in Asia and Greece, In Galatia
and Corinth, his personal sphere of apostolical ministry; thivdly,
that Rome was the very place in which the preaching of Chuist
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might appear to him n <tself of such preponderating import-
ance as to induce him in the meantime, while his own ministry
was impeded and in fact threatened with an imminent end,
to allow—in generous tolerance, the lofty philosoplical spirit of
which Chrysostom has admired—of even un-Pauline adinixtures
of doctrine, in reliance on the discriminating power of the
truth ; lastly, that a comparison of iii. 2 permits the assumption,
as regards the teachers referred to in the present passage, of a
less tmportant grade of anti-Pauline doctrine,! and especially of
a tenor of teaching which did not.fundamentally overthrow
that of Paul. Comp. also on iii. 2. All the less, thercfore, can
the stamp of mildness and forbearance which our passage bears
be used, as Baur and Hitzig * employ it, as a weapon of attack
against the genuineness of the epistle. Comp. the appropriate
remarks of Hilgenfeld in his Zeitschr. 1871, p. 314 . ; in oppo-
sition to Hinsch, see on ver. 15. Calvin, morcover, well says:
“ Quamquam autem gaudebat Paulus evangelii inerementis,
nunquam tamen, si fuisset in ejus manu, tales ordinasset
1ninistros.”

Ver. 19. Reason assigned not only for the a\\a xai yapi-
aouat, but for the entire conjoint assertion: év Tolre yaipw,
d\\a k. xap. For both, for his present joy and for his future
joy, the apostle finds the subjective ground in the certainty
now to be expressed. — rovre] the same thing that was con-
veyed by év Tolre in ver. 18, this fact of Christ's being
preached, from whatever different motives it may be done,—
not: my preseat, Ta kar éué (Hofmaun). — els cornpilav] is,
in conformity with the context, not to be explained of the
deliverance from eaptivity (Chrysostom, Theophylact, Musculus,
Heinrichs), or of the piescrvation of the apostle's life (Oecu-
wmenius), or of the triwmph over his cnemics (Michaelis), or of
the salvation multorum hominum (Grotins); nor is it to be
more precisely defined as the eternal Messivnic redemption (van
Hengel, Weiss ; comp. Matthies and Hoelemann), or as speritual
salvation (Rheinwald, de Wette). On the contrary, the expres-
sion: “it will turn out o my salvation” {comp. Job xiii. 16),
will be salutary for e, is, without anticipating the sequel,

! Comp. Lechler, apost. Zeitall. p. 388.
* Who thinks that he recognises here an indistinct shadow of Tacitus, Agric.
41 : ¢ Optimus quisque amore et fide, pessimi malignitate et livore.”
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to be left without any more precisc modal definition; for Paul
himself only announces, as the discourse proceeds (ver. 20),
how far he expects salutary results for himself to arise out of
the state of things in question. DBengel aptly remarks: * non
modo non tn pressuram,’ ver. 17.  On dwoBioerar, will turn
oul, 1ssuc, comp. Luke xxi. 13 ; Job xiii. 16; 2 Mace. ix. 24;
Plat. Lys. p. 206 A; de virt. p. 379 C; Rep. p. 425 C; Dem.
1412, 10.—Through the entreaty of his Philippians, Paul knows,
it will be salutary for him (comp. 2 Cor. i 11; Rom. xv.
31; 2 Thess. iil. 12 ; Philem. 22), and through supply of thr
Spirit of Choist, that is, through the Spirit of Christ supply-
ing him with help, strength, courage, light, etc. (comp. on
émuyopny., Eph. iv. 16). The words 8ia tis dudv Sejoews
... Xpiorod, embrace, therefore, fwo elements whick work to-
gether and bring about the dmoBije. els cwrnp., one of these
ou the part of the readers themsclves (hence vuav is placed
first), the other on the part of the Holy Spirit. After rai,
8ud 1s to be again understood ; the article, however, is not
repeated before émiyop., not because the entveaty and the
émuyopnyla are to be taken together as one category, which
in this passage would be illogical,! but because Paul conceived
the second member of the clause without the article: supply
(not the supply) of the Spirit. 7ol mwveduaTos is the genitive
of the subjeet; as genitive of the object (Wiesinger, in accord-
ance with Gal. iii. §) the expression would be inappropriate,
since Paul already has the Spirit (1 Cor. vii. 40), and does
not merely expect it to be supplied, though in his present
position he does expect the elp, comfort, ete., which the Spirit
supplics.  Comp. Theodoret: wob felov por mrveduaros xopn-
~obwros Ty xdpww. Respecting the srvedua XpioTod, see on
Ttom. viil. 9; Gal iv. 6; 2 Cor. iii. 17. Paul here designates
the Holy Spirit thus, because Jesus Christ forms, in the
inmost consciousness of the apostle, the main interest and aim
of his entire discourse, ver. 18 ff.

! Bengel well says: *‘ precationem in coelum ascendentem ; exhibitionem de
coelo venientem.” 1f, however, imsyopnyias is still to be included in dependence
on +%; cuiy (so Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 87 [E. T. p. 100]), the readers would at all
events appear as those communicating, which would yield au incongruous idea.
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Ver. 20. It will prove salutary for me in conformily with
my carnest cxpectation (see, regarding dwoxapadoxia, on Lom.
viil. 19) and sy hope, that I, ete. (object of the earnest expee-
tation and hope). Others take dr¢ as argumentative (Vatablus,
Estius, Matthies) ; but by this interpretation the xara 7. dwox.
k. €. p. scems, after the olda already expressed, to be an
addition for which there is no motive, and the flow of the
discourse is interrupted. No, when DPaul says with 87e xr\.
what 1t 7s that he earnestly cexpects and hopes (comp. Ion:.
viil. 20 £), he thereby supplies the precise definition of the
former merely general expression eis gwTnpiav.—This is neither
clumsy nor unsuited to the meaning of dwoxapad., as Hofmann
thinks, who goes Dback with 87¢ to the far distant oida, and
finds it convenient to co-ordinate it with the first 6re.  Iaul
would have made this alleged conjunction convenient and at
the same time intelligible, only in the event of his having
written xai 6Te. — év o¥deri aloyvvbicopar] that I shall
i no point (2 . Cor. vi. 3, vil. 9; Jas. i. 4), in no respect,
be put to shame; that is, in no respect will a result cnsue
tending to my shame, —a result which would expose me
to the reproach of having failed to accomplish my destiny
(comp. the sequel). Comp. on aloyiveafar, 2 Cor. x. 8,
1 John ii. 28, and the passages of the LXX. in Schleusner,
L p. 98 f; also Xen. Cyr. vi. 4. 6; Dlut. Mor. p. 1118 L.
Matthies understands it differently : “in nothing shall I show
myself shamefaced and fearful ;” comp. van Ilengel: «pudore
confusus ab officio deflectam.”  DBut the context, in which Panl
desires to explain more in detail (comp. ver. 21) the words
pot amofnaerar els swrypiav, ver. 19, will not harmonize with
any other than the above-named purcly passive interpretation;
not even with the sense that I'aul would wot “stand dis-
graced” (Weiss, comp. Huther), that is, be found unfaithiul
to his office, or deficient .in the discharge of its duties to the
glorifying of Christ. The connection requires a description,
not of Paul’s behaviour, but of the fefe in which the 7ovro of
ver. 19 would issue for him. Hoelemann takes év oleri as
wnasculine, of the preachers deseribed in ver. 15 ff, who in
their ministry, though actuated Ly such various motives, “ ita



CIIAP, I. 20. 45

esse versaturos, ut inde non oriatur, de quo erubescat et doleat
quumn ipse, tum etiam in re sna quasi Christus.””  This inter-
pretation is opposed both by the context, whicl from ver. 18
ouwards brings forward 50 persons at all; and also by the seuse
itself, becanse Taul, thus understood, would be made to express
a coafidenee in the labours of those teachers which, as regards
the malicious portion of them (ver. 17, comp. ver. 135), would
not be befitting. The aloybveafac of the apostle was indeed
the very object which they had in view; but, he means to say,
ovk aloybvopal, TovtéaTw ob mepiéaovtar, Chrysostom,— AN’
év maon wappnoie kT.] the contrast to év oldevi aloyvwli-
gopar; for the apostle can receive no greater honowr and
triumph (the opposite to the aloyivesfar) than to be made
the instrument of glorifving Christ (iii. 7 f): dut with «ll
Jreeness, as aliways, so also now, Chiist will be magnfiecd in my
hody.—év waen wappno.] év waan corresponds to the previous
év ovdevi, so that cvery Lind of freeness, which is no way re-
strained or limited (comp Aets iv. 29, xxviil. 31; 2 Cor. ili. 12),
1s nieant, which amounts substentially to the idea, “ une pleine
liherté¢ ” (Rilliet and older expositors) ; comp. Wunder, ad Sopi.
Phil. 141 £ The svbject of the freeness is Paul hinself, inas-
much as it was in his dody that the fearless glorifying of Christ
was to e manifested (see below); but he expresses himself in
the passive (peyadvvthoerar) and not in the aetive, because, in
the feeling of his being the organ of divine working, the uot
dmofnoertar els cwrypiav (ver. 19) governs his conceptions and
determines his expression. Hofmann’s view, that év 7. wagpno.
means “in full publicity,” as an unmistakeable fact before the
eyes of all, is linguistically erroneous. See, in opposition to
it, on Col. ii. 15. — @s wavrore xai viv] so that the present
circumstances, however inimical they are in part towards me
(vv. 15-18), will therefore bring about uo other result than this
most happy one for me, which has always taken place.—év 7
oopati pov] instead of saying: év éuoi, he says: in my body,
because the decision was now close at hand, whetlier his body
should remain alive or be put to deatl. But whichever of these
possible alternatives should come to pass, he earnestly expected
and hoped that the glory of Christ would be thereby secured
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(elre Sua Lwhs elre O BavaTov), in so far, namely, as through
his remaining in the body his apostolic labours would be con-
tinued to the glory of Christ, aud by the slaying of his body
there would take place, not the mere closing of his witness
for Christ, as Hofmann, in opposition to the text (vv. 21-23),
refines away this point, but his union with Christ. Thus,
therefore, lie will not be put to shame even by his death ; but,
on the contrary, Christ will he freely glorified by it, namely,
practically glorified, inasmuch as Paul, conscious of the great
gain which he shall acquare through death (ver. 21), will with
wwavering joyfulness—with the frank joyful courage of the
martyr who is being perfected—dic to the glorifying of Christ.
Comp. Joln xxi. 19. In any case, accordingly, the result
must ensue, that ¢ his body, just as it has always bitherto
been the living personal instrument of Christ’s glory, now
also the free glorification of Christ shall be made manifest,
whether this result be secured through its being preserved alive
or being slain; “nam et corpus loguitur et corpus moritwr,”
Grotius, Hoelemann erroneously refers év waop mapp. to the
bold preaching of the various tcachers described in vv. 15-18,
from which now, as always, the glory of Christ shall result;
and that indeed, through the influence which such a fearless
working would have on the fate of the apostle, in his Lody,
whether Christ grant to him a longer course of life or death,
in either of which cases the Lord will manifest Himself to
him as augustissimum availictorem. DBut against this view it
may be urged, that év oddev{ does not refer to the teachers
(see above); that wagpnola is the contrast to aloyvvfnooua,
so that the subject of the latter must be also the subject of
the former; and lastly, that Paul would thus be made to say
that the fearless working of othiers had always shown forth
Christ’s honour #n %is Lody,—an expression which, as regards
the last point, might be suited to the prescnt position of the
apostle, but not to the ds wdvrore. Rilliet takes weyarvvfn-
gerar not in the sense of praising (Luke 1. 46 ; Acts v. 13,
x. 46, xix. 17 ; Thue. viil. 81 ; Xen. Hell. vii. 1. 13), but in the
material signification of grandir (Matt. xxiii. 5 ; Luke i. 58; 2
Cor. x. 15), making it apply to the mental sndwelling of Christ
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(Gal. ii. 20 ; Rom. viii. 10 ; Gal.iv. 19); so that Paul is made
to hope that Christ may grow ever more and more in him,
that is, may more and more reveal Himself as the principle
of his life, and that this growth will be perfected whether he
Limself live or die. DBut év wdop wappnele would be an
inappropriale definition of this idea; and év ¢ copari pov
would also be inappropriate, as if Christ would have, even by
the apostle’s death, to grow in his body ; lastly, neither the
foregoing nor the subsequent context points to the peculiar
mystical idea of a growth of Christ in the human body ; while
the similar idea in Gal. iv. 19 is there very peculiarly and
clearly suggested by the context.

Ver. 21. Justification not of the joy, ver. 18 (Weiss), which
lhas already been justified in ver. 19 f,, but of the eiTe dia Swijs
eite Swa avarov just expressed : For to me the living s Christ,
that is, if T remain alive, my prolonged life will be nothing
but a life of which the whole esseutial clement and real
tenor is Christ (“ quicquid vivo, vita naturali, Christum vivo,”
Bengel), as the One to whom the whole destination and
activity of my life bear reference (comp. on Gal ii. 20); and
the dying' is gain, inasmuch as by death I attain to Christ;
see ver. 23.  TFhichever, therefore, of the two may come to
pass, will tend to the {ree glorification of Christ; the jformer,
inasmuch as I continue to labour freely for Clrist’s glory;
the lattcr, inasmuch as in the certainty of that gain I shall
suffer death with joyful courage. Comp. Corn. Miiller, who,
however, assumes that in the second clause Paul lLad the
thought : ¢t si mihd moriendum est, moriar Christo, ita ctiam
mortc mcee Christus celebratur,” but that in the emotion of
the discourse he has not expressed this, allowing himself to
be cauried away hy the conception of the gain involved in
the matter. This assumption is altogether superfluous; for,
to the consciousness of the Christian reader, the reference of

1 Not the beiny dead (Huther, Schenkel). On the combination of the Inf.
pres. (continuing) and aor. (momentary), comp. Xen. Mem. iv. 4. 4 1 xpotinero
BEANY wois vépos tppivav Loobavely 3 wapavoply Ly, Eur. Or. 308 : sdv o0} xaréux.
viiv zipioopas xai Loy, Epictet. Enchir. 12; 2 Cor. vii. 3. See generally Blitzn.

ad Antiph. p. 133 f. ; Kiihner, II. 1, p. 159. The being dead would have Leen
expressed, as in Herod. i, 31, by refdras,
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the wépdos to Clirist must of itself have Leen clear and certain,
But the idea of #épdos, which connects itself in the apostle’s
mind with the thought of death, prevents us from assuming
that he meant to say that it was a matter of no moment
to him personally whether he lived or died (Wiesinger); for
on account of the xépdos in death, his own personal wish
must have given the preference to the dying (see ver. 23).
Others (Calvin, Beza, Musculus, LEr. Schmid, Raphel, Xnatch-
bull, ¢f «l.) have, moreover, by the non-mention of Christ in
the second clause, been led to the still more erroncous
assumption, in opposition botlt to the words and linguistic
usage, that in both clauses Clnist is the subject and xépdos
the predicate, and that the infinitives with the article arve to
be explained Ly mpos or «atd, so that Christ “tam in vite
quane 1 morte lucrum esse pracdicatur.”  Lastly, in opposition
to the context, Rheinwald and Lilliet take 7o &jw as meaning
life in the higher, spiritual sense, and xaf as: and consequently,
which latter interpretation does mot harmonize with the pre-
ceding alternative eite . . . efTe. This explanation is refuted
by the very 70 &y év capri which follows in ver. 22, since
év gapxi contains not an antithesis to the absolute 1o &y, but
on the contrary a more precise definition of it. Although
the da favdrov and 7o amofavely contrasted with the &,
as also ver. 20 generally, afford decisive evidence against the
view that takes 76 & in the Zigher cthical sense, that view
has still been adopted by Hofmann, who, notwithstanding the
correlation and parallelism of 70 &ijy and 7o amofavely, oddly
supposes that, while 7o amofaveiv is the subject in the second
clause, 7o {ijw is yet predicate in the first.  Like 1o amofavely,
70 Ly must Le subject also. — fuol] is emphatically placed
first : fo mie, as regards my own person, though it may be
different with ethers. Comp. the cmphatic fudv, iil. 20.—
TFor profane parallels to the idea, though of course not to
the Christian import, of 76 dmofaveiv xe’pBoc,' see Wetstein.
Comp. Aclian. V. IL iv. 7; Soph. Ant. 464 f; Eur JMed.
145.

Ver. 22. 4é] carrying onward the discourse to the compairi-

! Compare also Spiess, Loyos Spermaticos, 1871, p. 830 f.
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sen between the two cases as regards their desirability. Weiss
understands 8¢ as antithetic, namely to 70 amoBaveiv xépdos, and
Hofmann as in contrast also to the éuoi 10 Ly Xprovos, but
both proceed on an erroneous view of what follows; as does
also Huther.—According to the To dmofavety xépdos just ex-
pressed, the amofavetv was put as the case more desirable for
Paul personally ; but because the &y, in which indeed Christ
is his one and all, conditioned the continuance of his oficiul
labours, lie expresses this now in the hypothetical protasis and,
as consequence thereof, in the apodosis, that thus he s in
doulbt respecting a choice between the tiwo.—The structure of the
sentence is accordingly this, that the apodosis sets in with
xai 7i aipyjoopar, and nothing is to be supplied: “ But if the
remarnang tiv my bodily life, and just this, avails for my work,
I refravn from « making known what I should choose” We
have to remark in detail: (1) that e/ does not render proble-
matical that which was said of the &y év gapxi, but in
accordance with the well-known and, especially in Paul's
writings, frequent (Rom. v. 17, vi. 15, and often) syllegistic
usage (Herbst and IKithner, ad Xen. Mem. i 5. 1), posits the
undoubted certainty (Wilke, Ehetor. p. 258), which would take
Place in the event of a continuance of life; (2) that Paul was
the more naturally led to add here the specially defining év gapxi
to 7o iy (comp. Gal. il. 20; 2 Cor. x. 3), because, in the pre-
viously mentioned «épdos, the idea of life apart from the body
(comp. 2 Cor. v. 8) must have been floating in his mind; (3)
that rovTo again sums up with the emphasis of emotion (comyp.
Tom. vii. 10) the 7o &y év oaprl which had just been said,
and calls attention to it (Bernhardy, p. 283; Kiihner, II. 1,
p. 968 f.; Fritzsche, ad Matth. p. 219), for it was the remain-
ing in life, just this, this and nothing else (in contrast to the
amoflaveiv), which was necessarily to the apostle xapmos épyou;
(4) that xapmos is correlative to the preceding #épdos, and
cmbodies the idea cmolwmentum (Rom. i 13, vi. 21, ¢t al. ;
Wisd. iil. 13), which is more precisely defined by &pyov: worl-
Jruit, gain of work, ie. advantage which accries to my apos-
tolical worl; ; comp. on the idea, Rom. i. 13; (5) that «al, at
the commencement of the apodosis, is the subjoining «lso,
PHIL. D
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showing that if the one thing takes place, the other also sets
in; see Hartung, Partikcll. 1. p. 130 f.; Bacwmlein, Partik.
p- 146 ; Niigelsbach, = Ilias, p. 164, ed. 3; comp. on 2 Cor.
ii. 2; (6) that 7¢ stands in the place of the more accurate
worepov (Xen. Cyrop. 1. 3. 17 ; Stallbaum, ad Prilcd. p. 168;
Jacobs, ad Del. cpigr. p. 219 ; Winer, p. 159 [E. T. 211]), and
that the future alpricopar (what I should prefer) is quite in order
(see Eur. Hel. 631, and Plugk ¢n loc.; and Winer, p. 280
[E. T. 374]), while also the sense of the middle, to choose jor
limscelf, to prefer for himself, is not to be overlooked ; comp. 2
Thess. ii. 13 ; Xen. Mem. iv. 2. 29 : of 8¢ u7 eldores & Tt moiovae,
rards 8¢ aipovpevor, Soph. Ant. 551 : av pév yap elhov Giw; (7)
that o¥ yvwpifw is not to be taken, as it usually has been, ac-
cording to the common Greck usage with the Vulgate, in the
rense of 7gnoro, but, following the invariable usage of the N. T.
{comp. also 3 Mace. ii. 6; 3 Esr. vi. 12; Aesch. Prom. 487;
Athen. xii. p. 539 B; Diod. Sic. 1. G), as : I do not malc ¢ known,
I do not cxplain myself on the point, give no information upon
it! Comp. van Hengel, Ewald, Huther, Schenkel, also Bengel,
who, however, without any ground, adds miki. Paul refrains
from making and declaring snch a choice, because (see ver.
23 f) his desire is so situated between the two alternatives,
that it clashes with that which lic is compelled to regard as
the better.—The conformity to words and coutext, and the
simplicity, which characterize the whole of this explanation
(so, in substance, also Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecunenius,
Theophylact, Evasmus, Luther, Calvin, and many others, in-
cluding Heinrichs, Rheinwald, van Hengel, de¢ Wette, Wies-
inger, Ewald, Ellicott, Hilgenfeld),—in which, however, xapm.
épyov is mot to be taken as opcrac pretium (Calvin, Grotius,
and others), nor «ai as superfluous (Casaubon, Heinrichs, and
others), nor ov yrwpifw as equivalent to ovx oida (sce above),
—exclude decisively all other interpretations, in which ToiTo

I Not as if Paul intended to say that “ ke kept it to himself,” a sense which
Hofmann wrongly ascribes to this declaration. ¢ intends to say rather that he
refrains from a decision regarding what he should choose. The dilemma in which
he found himselt (comp. ver. 23) caused him o waive the yiving of suck a deci-
sion, in order not to cnticipate in any way the divine purposc by kis own choice.
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and the xai of the apodosis have been the special stumbling-
blocks. Among these other cxplanations are («) that of
Pelagius, Estius, Dengel, Matthies, and others (comp. Lach-
maun, who places a stop after €pyov), that éori is to be under-
stood with év oapxi, that the apodosis begins with TodTo, and
that xal 7¢ aip. x.7.\. 1s a proposition by itself: “f the living
in the flesh is appointed fo mc, then this has no other aim for me
thaw by contimuous labour to bring jorth fruit)” ete. (Huther, Le.
p- 581 f). But how arbitrarily is the simple éori, thus sup-
plied, interpreted (mike constitutum cst)! The words TodT6 por
xapmos €pyou, taken as an apodosis, are—immediately after the
statement éuol yap 7o &y Xpiaros, in which the idea of xap-
wos épryou is substantially conveyed already—adapted less for
anew emphatic inference than for a supposition that has been
established ; and the discourse loses both in flow and force.
Nevertheless Hofmann has in substance followed this explana-
tion'! () Beza’s view, that € is to be taken as whether: “an
2er0 Tivere in carne miky operac prelivin sit, et quid cligam ignoro.”
This is linguistically incorrect (kapmos épyov), awkward (el . . .
xat 7{), and in the first member of the sentence un-Pauline
(vv. 24-26). (¢) The assumption of an aposiopesis after épyov:
if life, etc., is to me wapmos Epyov, “ non repugno, non acyre jfero”
(s0 Corn. Miiller), or, “jec ne dois pas déstrer la mort” (Rilliet).
See Winer, p. 557 f. [E. T. 751]; Mecineke, Menand. p. 238.
This is quite arbitrary, and finds no support in the emotional
character of the passage, which is in fact very calm. (d) Hoele-
mann’s explanation—which supplies xapmos from the sequel
after &ijy, takes Totro, which applies to the dmofavely, as the
beginning of the apodosis, and understands xapmos €pyov as
an actuel frait: “out if Ife is e fruit in the flesh (an carthly
Sinit), this (death) is also a fruit of (in) fact (& substantial,
veal fruit)”—Iis involved, artificial, and contrary to the genius

1 Js it be life in the flesh, namely, which 1 hagre to expect instead of dying (?),
then this, namely the life in the flesh, is to me produce of labour, in so far as by
living I produce fruit, and thus then (x«i) it is to me unknown, ctc. This inter-
pretation of Hofmann's also is lialle to the oljection that, if Paul intended to
say that he produced fruit by his life, logically he must have predicated of his

Liv iv gupxi, not that it was to him zepmés #you, but rather that it was fpyer xap-
mov, 2 work (2 working) which produces fruit.
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of the language (xapm. &pyov!). (¢) The explanation of Weiss
is that, after év capxi, képbos is to be again supplied as a pre-
dicate, so that Tolro, which is made to apply to the entire
protasis, begins the apodosis: “but if life is a gain, that is a
fruit of his labour, because the successes of his apostolic
ministry can alone make his life worth having to him” (ver.
2.4).  This supplying of «épos, which was predicated of the
antithesis of the {7y, is as arbitrary as it is intolerably
forced ; and, indeed, according to ver. 21, not xépfos mercly
would have to be supplied, but éuol xépdos; and, since xépdos
is not to be taken from amofaveiv, of which it is predicate, we
should have to expect an also before 7o &fy, so that Paul
would have written: e 8¢ (or dAN’ €) kai 10 &ijv év gapki
éuol wépdos kTN,

Ver. 23. Respecting the 7 aiprjoopar o yrwpilw, Paul ex-
presses himself nore fully in vv. 23, 24, proceeding with the
explicative 8¢; for 8¢ is not aentithctical (Hofmaun: “on the
contrary™), but, in fact, the reading 4dp is a correct gloss,
since the situation now follows, which #nccessitates that relin-
quishment of a choice. Dut I am held in a strait (comp.
Luke xii. 50 ; Acts xviii. 5; 2 Cor. v. 14; Wisd. xvii. 11;
Dem. 396. 22, 1484, 23; Plat. Legy. vil. p. 791 B, Theact.
- 165 B; Heind. ad Plat. Soph. 4G) of the tivo points, namely
the amofaveiv and the &ijp,! of which le has just said, 7{ aip.
oV qrwp. These 8o are not conceived in an instrumental
sense, which is expressed with ouvéy., by the dative (Matt.
iv. 24; Luke viii. 37; Acts xviii. 5; Plat. Soph. p. 250
D; Eur. Heracl. 634), but as that from which the cuveyéofar
proceeds and orviginates (Bernhardy, p. 227 f.; Schoem. «d Is.
p. 348; Miitzner, ad Antiph. p. 167). — i émbuu. éxwy
x.T\] sinee my longing 1s to die. The article denotes, not
“yotum jam commemoratum” (Hoelemann), for Paul has not

11t is therefore more in harmony with the context to refer ix «av 3o to what
precedes than to what follows (Luther, Rheinwald, Corn. Miiller, and others).
Note that the emphasis is laid on evviyouas, which is the new climactic point in
the continvation ol the discoursc. The word sesex. itself is rightly rendered by
the Vulgate : coarctor. The mere tenear (Weiss and carlier expositors) is not
sufficient according to the context. Paul feels himself in a dilemma between two
opposite alternatives,
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indeed as yet expressed an ém:Bupety, but doubtless the desire,
which Pavl has. He says that his desire tends towards dying,
etc.! but that life is more necessary ; and therefore he knows that
not that for which he longs, but that which is the more neces-
sary, will come to pass, and that he will remain alive (ver. 25).
Augustine aptly observes: “ Non patienter moritur, sed patien-
ter vivit et delectabiliter moritur.” — avaifoar] comp. 2 Tim.
iv. 6; Isa. xxxviil 12. Dying is conceived as a breaking up
(a figure taken from the camp) for the departure, namely, from
this temporal life to Christ (comp. vmrayerw, Matt. xxvi. 24;
éxdnuety, 2 Cor. v. 8 f.; aud similar passages); hence the xai
ov Xpiotd eivar immediately added? — moANG . parh.
rpetoaov] by much in « higher degrec Detter ; a cumulative ex-
pression in the strength and vividness of feeling. As to p@\nov
with the comparative, see on Mark vil. 36; 2 Cor. vii. 13
and Kithner, IL. 2, p. 24 f, aud «d Xen. Mem. dii. 13. 5;
Bornemann, ad Cyrop. p. 137, Goth. If here interpreted as
aotius (ver. 12), it would glance at the preference usually given
to {ifc; but nothing in the context leads to this. The pre-
dicate xpetogov (a much better, t.c. happicr lot) refers to fhe
apostlc himself ; comp. below, 8 dpas. Eur. Hee 214: Bavelv
pov Evvtvyia kpeloowy éxlpnoey.

Ver. 24, 'Empéverr involves the idea: to remain stifl
(still further), to stey on, comp. Rom. vi. 1.— év 74 aapwi] 1it
my flesh. Not quite equivalent to the idea involved in év
aapwc without the article (ver. 22). The reading without the év
(see the critical remarks) would yield an efhical sense herve
unsuitable (Rom. vi. 1, xi. 22 ; Col. i. 23).—avayrator.] namely,
than the for me far happier alternative of the dvaiica: . o.
X. elvar. The nceessity for that is only a subjective want

1Tt is thus explained why Paul did not write =05 dvarveas (2s Origen reads).
s is not dependent on 3y imid. (imd. is never so construed; comp. Corn.
Miiller) ; but =zv iw. is absolute, and «s 75 &vea. expresses the direction of =av
imd. $xwv @ having my longing towards dying. Comp. Thue. vi. 15. 2.

? Bengel : ** Dccedera sanctis nungquam non optabile fuit, sed cum Christo esse
ex novo testamento est.’” This Christian longing, therefore, has in view any-
thing rather than a “having emerged from the limitation of personality "
(Sehleiermacher).—The translation dissolvi (Vulgate, Hilary) is to Le rcferred to
another reading (&razavénvas).
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felt by the pious mind. DBut the objective neccessity of the
other alternative has precedence as the greater; it is more
precisely defined by &' duds, regarded from the standpoint of
love. “Vitae suae adjici nihil desiderat sua causa, sed eorum,
quibus utilis est.” Senceca, cp. 98 ; comp. ¢p. 104, — & Juds)
applies to the Philippians, who would naturally understand,
however, that Paul did not intend to refer this point of
nceessity to them caclusively. It is the endividualizing mode
of expression adopted by special love.

Vv. 25, 26. Toiro memorf.] Tobro does not belong to oida,
but to wewocf, and refers to the case of necessity just ex-
pressed ; having which is the object of his confidence, Paul
knows that, ctc,, so that &re is dependent on oida alone,—
in opposition to Theophylact, Erasmus, Calovius, Heinrichs,
Flatt, and others, under whose view the 0ida would lack the
specification of « reason, which is given in this very Tobr
memoid., as it was practically necessary. On the accusative of the
object with memocd., comp. Bernhardy, p. 106 ; Kiihner, IL. 1,
p- 267; also Wunder, ad Soph. 0. T. 259 f. Observe that
we may say: wemwolfnow mwémofa, 2 Kings xviii. 19.  Cowp.
on ii. 18. — pevw] I shall remeain ; contrast to the avaivecar,
which was before expressed by émuévew év 1. oapxi.  Comp.
John xii. 34, xxi. 22f.; 1 Cor. xv. 6. The loving cwotion
of the apostle (ver. 8) leads Lim to add to the absolute wevéd :
kal ocvumapapevd mwacw vply, and I shall continue togyether
with all of you ; I shall with you all be preserved in temporal
life. From vv. 6 and 10 there can be no doubt as to the Zer-
minus ad quem which Paul had in view ; and the 7dow (comp.
1 Cor. xv. 51; Row. xiii. 11) shows how ncar he conceived
that goal to be (iv. 5). Notwithstanding, Hofinann terms this
view, which is both verbally and textunally consistent, quixotic,
and invents instead one which makes Paul mean by uevd the
remaining alive without his co-opcration, and by wapapevd,
which should (according to Hofmann) be read (see the critical
renmarks), his remaining willingly, and which assumes that
the apostle did not conceive the xai wapapevd maow vulv as
dependent on 67e, but conveys in these words a prouise to
remain with those, “from whom he could withdraw himself.”
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What a rationalistic, artificial distinction of ideas and separa-
tion of things that belong together ! and what a singular pro-
mise from the apostle’s lips to a church so dear to lim: that
hie will not withdraw himself, but will remain faithful to them
(Schueider and Kriiger, ad JXen. Anad. ii. 6. 2)!  If mapapevd
is the true reading, Paul says quite simply: I Lnow that I
shall remain (shall not be deprived of lile), and continuc with
you all, 7.c. and that I shall be preserved to you all; comp.
Heb. vii. 23 ; Ecclus. xii. 15 ; Hom. 77 xii. 402 ; Plat. Mcenez.
P 235 B; Lucian. Negr. 30 ; Herodian. vi. 2. 19.—mapauerad,
o continue there, just like peve in the sense of in vite mancre,
Herod. i. 30. Hence ovumapapévew (Thuc. vi. §9. 3; Men.
in Stob, Ixix. 4, 5), to continue there with, fo remain alive
along with. Thus LXX. Ps. lxxii. §; Basil, L p. 49 ; Gregory
of Nazianzus, L. p. 74 (joined with cwéiawwvilew). — eis v
Uuav . . . mwior.] udv, as the personal subject of the mpoxorms)
and yapa Tijs wioTews, is placed first, with the emphasis of
loving interest ; the latter genitive, however, which is the real
genitive of the subject, belongs to both words, mpoxemiv «.
xapav. Heunce: for your faith—jfurtherance and joy. Doth
points are to be advanced Dy the renewed labours of the apostle
among them (ver. 26). The blending of them together by an
€v Owa Svoiv (Heinrichs, Flait) is erroneous. Weiss, Liowever,
is also in error in urging that 77s mwier. cannot Dbelong to
mpokorijv also, because it would be in that case the genitive of
the object ; the faith also is to Le an increasing and progressive
thing, 2 Cor. x. 15.— Ver. 20. va 70 xadynua x1\] the
spectal and concrele aim of the general proposition els Ty tudy
wpox, k. K. 7. wioT, which is consequently represented as the
ultinate aim of the upevd kai ocvumapap. was. vp. Comp.
ver. 10.  The kavynua, because dudw is placed along with it
(comp. 1 Cor. v. 6, ix. 15; 2 Cor. ii. 14, ix. 3), is that of the
vcaders and not of the apostlc (Chrysostom: pefovws Eyw
kavydofar vpdv émbovrwr, Ewald: my pride in yow at the
last day) ; nor is it equivalent to katynots, gloriatio (Flatt and
many others), but it denotes, as it invariably does,' materics

! This applics also against Huther, Le. p. 585, who, in support of the
signification yluriatio, appeals to Pind. Jsth. v, 651 xavynua xavdfpiyc oiyd, Lut
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gloriandi (Rom. iv. 2; 1 Cor. v. 6, ix. 151{; 2 Cor. i 14,
v. 12; Gal. vi. 4). Hence: that the matter @ whiclk you have to
glory, i.e. the bliss as Christians in which you rejoice (compare
previously the yapa Tis wioTews), may increasc abunduantly
(comp. previously the wpoxomy tijs wiotews). The év XpioTe
’Inood that is added expresses the sphere wn which the wepio-
aevew is to take place, and characterizes the latter, therefore,
as something which only develops itself in Christ as the
elewent, in which Dboth the joyful consciousness and the
ethical activity of life subsist. If the weptooevew took place
otherwise, it would be an egotistical, foreign, generally ab-
normal and aberrant thing; as was the case, for example,
with some of the Corinthians and with Judaistic Christians,
whose xavydofar was based and grew upon works of the law.
The normal mepiooedew of the radvymua of the Philippians,
however, namely, its mwepioaedew év Xpiord 'Insad, shall take
place—and this is specially added as the concrete position of
the matter—év éuol Sta Tis éuijs mwapovoias . wpos Uuas,
that is, ¢ shall have wn me by my coming again to yow s pro-
curiing causc; inasmuch as through this return in itself, and
in virtue of my renewed ministry among you, I shall be the
occasion, impulse, and furtherance of that rich increase in your
kavynpa, and thus the wepiooevew will rest @n me.  Conse-
quently the év in év X, °L, and the évin év épol, ave differently
couceived ; the former is the specific, essential definition of
mepiooevy, the latter the statement of the personal procuring
ground for the mepioa. év 'I. X, which the apostle has in
view in reference to the wavynua of his readers,—a statement
of the ground, which is not surprising for the service of an
instrument of Clirist (Hofinann), and which quite accords
with the concrete species fucti here contemplated, the personal
return and the apostolic position and ministry. The inter-
pretation of Hofimanu is thus all the more erroneous, viz. that
the increase of their glorying is given to the readers in the
person of the apostle, in so far as the having him again anony

in this passage also xasynpe means that in which one glories, as the Scholiast
Las appropriately explained it : & xai cnhixuira dsi adv Alywnrdy & xaropfd-
para, fpixs xai ixixdAvrTs 75 CiwTh
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them would be a malter of Christian joy and pride to {hem.
Thus would the apostle make himself in fact the olject and
contents of the rkavyaofar, which would neither e cousistent
with the logical relation of the fva to the preceding els 7. vpu.
mpokomyy K., nor with Paul's own deep humility (1 Cor.
iii. 21, xv. 9; Epl. iii. 8), which he satisfies also in 2 Cor. i.
14 by the mutual nature of the kavynua between himself and
his friends, and in view of the day of Christ. By many (see
Calvin, Ileinrichs, Rheinwald, Rilliet, and others) év X. 'L,
aud by some even év éuof (Storr, Flatt, Huther), are referred,
contrary to the position of the words, to 70 ravynua Uudy,
with various arbitrary definitions of the sense, e Flatt: “so
that ye shall have still more reason, in reference to me, to
glorify Jesus Clrist (who hath given me again to you);”
Rheinwald: “If I shall be delivered by the power of Clrist,
ye will find abundant cause for praising the ILord, who has
done such great things for me.” — wdMw] is connected, as an
adjectival definition, with wapove. Sce on 2 Cor. xi. 23;
Gal 1. 13; 1 Cor. viil. 7.

Remark—From vv. 20-26 we are not to conclude that
Paul at that time was in doubt whether he should live to see
thie Parousia (Usteri, Leirbegr. p. 355, and others). For in ver.
20 he only supposcs the case of his death, and that indeed, in
ver. 21, as the case which would be profitadle for himself, and
for which, therefore, he protests in ver. 23 that ke longs. But
on account of the need for his life being prolonged (ver. 24), he
Inows (ver. 25) that that case will not come to pass. This
ofée (ver. 25) is not to be weakened into a probabilitcr sperare
or the like (Beza, Calvin, Estius, and many others, also Hein-
richs, Rheinwald; comp. Matthies, van Hengel, Rilliet), with
which Grotius, from connecting ofée =e7oid, even brings out
the sense, “scio me hace sperare,ie. malle ;" whilst others fall
back upon the arqumentum « silentio, viz. that IPaul says
nothing here of any rcvclation (see Estius, Matthies, and
others), but only expresses an tnfcrence in itself liable to error
(Weiss). No, although he has supposed the possibility (comp.
ii. 17) of his being put to death, Lie nevertheless Ancw that
Le should remain alive; and it must withal be confessed
that. the result did nof correspond to this definite ofde, which
Bengel even goes so far as to refer to a dictamen pro-
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pheticum. DBy no means, however, is an tmayinary stiuation?
to be suspected here (Baur), and just as little can a sccond
imprisonment at Rome be founded on this passage (Chrysostom,
Oecumenius, Theodoret, Bullinger, Piscator, Calovius, Estius,
Dengel, and many others, also Wiesinger); as to the relation of
this passage to Acts xx. 25, sce on Acts.——We have further to
notice that Paul, according to ver. 23, assumes that, in case he
should be put to death, he would go not <nto Ilades, but into
heaven to Christ,—a conviction of the bliss attending martyr-
dom which is found in 2 Cor. v. § and in the history of Stephen,
Acts vii. 59, and therefore does not oceur for the first time in
the Apocalypse (vi. 9 ff,, vil. 9 {[).* Wetstein’s idea is a mere
empty evasion, that by @e?fews 1s doubtless meant the dying,
but by e X. ehves only the time following the resurrection
(comp. also Weitzel, Stud. w. Krit. 1836, p. 954 ff); as also is
that of Grotius, that eiv X. efveer means : < 2n Christi custodia esse,”
and “nill hine de loco definirt polest.” It is also altogether at
variance with the context (see vv. 20, 21), if, with Kaeuffer, we
interpret dvurioas as the change that takes place at the Parousia
(“ut quasi eximeretur carne”). Comp. on the contrary, Poly-
carp: ad Phil. 9, i1 els viv peihéuevoy abdrois simoy elol wupt i

! Hinsch even assigns, Le. p. 71, to the passage with its vivid emotion the
character of a listorico-critical reflection. He represents the anthor of the
cpistle as having in view the various opinions current in his age regarding the
close of the apostle's life, in other words, the question, whether his captivity
at that time en:led in his being put to death, or in his being set at liberty and
beginning a new course of labour. The author adduces the grounds of both
views, putting them in the mouth of the apostle, and in ver. 24 decides in favour
of the secomd ; the original, of which the present passage is an inmitation, is to
be found (as Baur also thinks) in 2 Cor. v. 8, Rom. xiv. 8. See Hilgenfeld,
in opposition to Baur and Hinsch.

2 All we can gather from Rom. viii. 10 f. is merely that the life of believers
remains unaffected by the death of the Lody ; as at John xi. 25f. They re-
main in fellowship with Christ ; but as to the mode and place of this fellowship,
of wliich they might indecd be partakers even in Hades (Paradise, Luke xvi.
22 (1., xxiii. 43 ; Phil. ii. 10), as little is said in that passage as in viii. 38, xiv. 8.
But in the passage we are considering, the words siv Xpirrd eivas point to an
actual being with the Lord in heaven (comp. 1 Thess. iv. 14, 17 ; Acts vii. 59 ;
2 Cor. Lec.), and do not therefore apply to the state in Ilades (in opposition to
Giider, Erschein. Chr. unt. d. T'odten, p. 111, and others) ; see also 2 Cor. v. 8.
This union with Christ, however, is not the 3« as the ultimate goal of hope ;
sce iil. 20 . ; Col. iil. 3. To #he latier belongs also the bodily trausliguration,
whiclh can only take place at the Parousia, 1 Cor. xv. 23. This applies also in
opposition to Gerlach, . letst. Dinge, p. 79 (., whose distinction between
corporeality and materiality [Leiblichkeit und Kirperlichkeit] is not in harmony
with the New Testament, wlich distinguishes rather between eope and o,
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npiw, & zai oviswdoy, Clem. Rom. 1 Cor. 5, of Peler: puprupico:
izopedln sis oy bpendpnioy wimwv i 06Enz, and of LPaul: s wiv
Gyrov wémey imopeddn, Martyr. Ignat. 26. It is an intermediate
stafe, not yet the fully perfected glory, but in heaven, where
Christ is (iil. 20 f). Georgii, in Zeller's theolog. Jalirb. 1845,
I p. 22, tollowing Usteri, Lehrbegr. p. 368, erroncously dis-
covers in our pussage a modification of the New Testameunt
view, developed ouly when the hope of a speedy Parousia fell
into the background. Comp. Neander and Baumgarten Crusins
(whose view amounts to an incounsistency of the conceptions).
Opposed to these views, even apart from 2 Cor. v. 8 and Acts
vil. 59, is the fact that the speedy Parousia appears still to
be very distinctly expected in this epistle. Sce particularly
iii. 20f But we find nothing said in the New Testament as
to an dntermediate body between death and resurrection. See
remark on & Cor. v. 3. There is a vague fanciful idea in
Delitzsch, Psychol. p. 443 £, who in p. 419 ff,, however, forcibly
shows the incorrectuess of the doctrine of the slcep of the soul.

Ver. 27. To these accounts regarding his own present
position Paul now subjoins certain exhortations to right con-
duct for his readers. — pévor] without connecting particle, as
mm Gal ii. 10, v. 13. With the above assurance, namely,
that he shall continue alive, etc,, he, in order that the object
of this preserving of his life (ver. 25) may be accomplished in
them, needs only to summon them ¢o bc¢ in a way worthy of
the gospel members of the Christian community (wokerebesle);
nothing furthcr is needed. Hofmann, in consequence of his
finding previously a promsise, finds here, equally erroneously,
the only counter-demand made for it. — 100 Xpiarod] of Christ.
See on Mark i 1.— moheredeabfe] comp. on Acts xxiii. 1.
See also 2 Mace. vi 1, xi. 25; 3 Mace. iil. 4 ; Joseph. Antt.
iii. 5. 8, Vit. 2 ; Wetstein «d loc., and Suicer, Thes. I1. p. 709 ff.
The word, which is not used elsewhere by Paul in the epistles
to express the conduct of life, is here purposcly chosen, becanse
he has in view the moral life, internal aud external, of the Cliis-
tian commonwealth, corresponding to the purport of the gospel
(mohireveabac, to be citizen of a state, {o live as citizen). See
the sequel. Tt is also selected in Acts xxiii. 1, where the idea
of the official relation of service is involved (mohitevesfar, to
administer an office tn the statc). Comp. 2 Mace. vi. 1, xi. 25
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5 Mace. iii. 4. In the absence of such references as these,
Paul says wepimarelv (Eph. iv. 1; Col. i. 10, with afiws).
Comp. however, Clement, Cor. i. 3: wohirevesfar xata 70
kalijkov 16 Xpiord, and ch. 54: wohtTevopevos THv dAuera-
pélnToy wohitelay Tob Oeob, ch. 21: ¢flws adrod mwohiTevo-
pevor. — eite énbwv x.TA\.] a parenthetic definition as far as
amdv, so that dxodow then depends on fa: in order that I
—awhether it be when I have come and scen you, or during my
absence from you—may hear, ete.  The two cases elte . . . eite
do not refer to the liberation and non-liberation of the apostle ;
but they assume the certainty of the liberation (ver. 25 f.), alter
which Paul desired to continue his apostolic journeys and to
come again to the Philippians; and indeed trusted that he
should come (il 24), but yet, according to the circumstances,
might be led elsewhere and be far away from them (eive
awwv). In either event it is his earnest desire and wish that
he may come lo lcarn the affairs of the church in their ex-
cellence as deseribed by 87¢ arijrere T A It cannot surprisc
us to find the notion of learning expressed by the common
form of the zeugma,' corresponding to the eire amww; and
from the dxobow accordingly employed there naturally sug-
gests itself a word of kindred import to correspond with ei7
exfav w1\, such as qvd.  The rash opinion, repeated even
by Hofimann, that axedoe only refers to the second case, does
the apostle the injustice of making his discourse “hunlea”
(Calvin), and even grammaticelly foulty (Hofmann), it being
supposed that he intended to write either: “ut sive veniens
videam vos, sive absens audiam,” or: “sive quum venero ct
videro vos, sive absens audiam de statu vestro, nlclligam
atroque modo,” ete. Calvin allows a choice between these
two interpretations; the latter is approved of Ly de Welte
and Weiss (comp. Rilliet and J. B. Lightfoot). Hofmann also
accuses the apostle of the confusion of having written ei7e

' Tt is & mistake (notwithstanding Winer, p. 578 [E. T. 777]) to suppose that
in a zeugma the dircctly appropriate verb must be joined to the first member.
It can also be joined with the second, as here. Comp. Xen. Anab. vii. 8. 12,
and Kiihner in loc. ; Plat. Rep. p. 589 C, and Stallbaum in loc. ; Hom. JL

iii. 327, and Faesi in loc. ; generally Niigelsbach, z. flias, p. 179, ed. 3 ; Bremi,
ad Lys. p. 43 {1, ; Kiilner, IL. 2, p. 1075 f.
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dmwy drovow Ta wepl vpdv (which words are to be taken
together), as if he lad previously put eive éxfov éyrouar
duds; but of having left <t to the reader mentally to supply
the verbs that should have depended on iva, and of which
two! would have been needed! The passage employed for
comparison, Rom. iv. 16, with its close, concise, and clear
dialectic, is utterly a stranger to such awkwardness. Hoele-
mann finally interprets the passage in a perfectly arbitrary
way, as if Paul had written: iva, eite éNBav «. oy uas, eTe
dmav Kal arovoas Ta wepl Uudy, oTiknTe KT, thus making
the participles absolute nominatives. — ta wepl vudv] the object
of arolow, so that ire arixere x.r.\, that, namely, yc stand, ete.,
is a more precise definttion arising out of the loving confidence
of the apostle, analogous to the familiar attraction oiéu ae Tés
i, and the like; Winer, p. 581 [E. T. 781] It has been
awkwardly explained as absolute : “ guod attinct ad res vestras”
(Heinrichs, Rheinwald, Matthies, and others), while van Hengel
not more skilfully, taking eire drov dxovow T. 7. Uu. together,
alterwards supplies dxolow again. Grotius, Estius, and am
Ende take 72 even for ratre, and Hoelemann makes Paul ex-
press himself here also by an anakoluthon (comp. above on eite
ébov k1)), so that either 67¢ should have been omitted and
TTikyTe written, or 7d should not have been inserted. — év évi
myedpaTe] is to be joined with orixere, alongside of which it
stands, although Hofmann, without any reason, takes it abso-
lutely (2 Thess. ii. 15). It is the common element, 7n which
they are to stand, ic. to remain stedfast (Rom. v. 2; 1 Cor.
xv. 1, xvi. 13); wveduar, however, refers not to the Holy
Spirit (Erasmus, Beza, and others, also Heinrichs, Rheinwald,
Matthies, van Hengel, Weiss), but, as the context shows by
ped Yoy, to the hwman spirit; comp. 1 Thess. v. 23. The
perfect accord of their minds in conviction, volition, and
fecling, presents the appearance of one spirit which the various
persons have in common. De Wette well says: “the practical

1 But why fiwo 2 He would only have needed to insert zaéz or 4va before
&r1. This would have suited bolh halves ot the alternative discourse, in the con-
fused form in which Holmann makes it run ; and there would be no necessity
whatever for {wo verbs,
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community of spirit.” Comp. Actsiv. 32. It is, as a matter of
course, plain to the Clristian consciousness that this unity of
the human spirit is brought about by the Holy Spirit (see on
Eph. iv. 3 £, 23), but évi mvedpu. docs not say so. Morcover
the cmphasis is on this év évi mv, and therefore wed . is
subsequently placed first.—The special mode, which this stand-
ing fast in one spirit desired by the apostle is to assume, is
contained in the sequel down to avrirei. — uia Yrvy7 avvadi.
«A] The Yuxs, as distinguished from the mvedua, is the
principle of the individual personal life, which receives its
impressions on the one hand from the 7rvedua as the principle
of the higher divine fw#, and on the other hand from the
outer world, and is the scat of the activity of feeling and
emotion, the sympathetic wnity of which in the church is here
described (comp. on Luke i. 46 f). Comp. looyruyos, ii. 20;
alpdrvyor, ii. 2; Herodian. viil. 5. 15: m@ 7e yroun «ai
Yoy, Rom. xv. 6, duofuuador, 4 Mace. xiv. 20, ouoyruyos,
1 DPet. iil. 8, ouodpwr. But wed . does not also belong to
amijxere (Chrysostom, Theophylact, Luther, Er. Schmid, and
others), for gwwaf\. requires n modal definition in harmony
with the context. — aquva@holvres] in kecping with omijxere,
according to the conception of a confest (comp. ver. 30), under
which the activity of Christian faitifulness is presented in
relation to all hostile powers. Comp. Col. ii. 1; 1 Thess. ii. 2
1 Tim. vi. 12; 2 Tim. iv. 7, ¢t al.; also Soplh. 0. C. 564 ; Eur.
Suppl. 317 ; Aesch. Prom. 95. The compound, striving toycther
(comp. iv. 3, and owaywrileolar, Rom. xv. 30), is not to be
overlooked, as if ovwafA., with the dative of the thing ex-
pressed merely the enfering or stepping nto the lists Tor it
(Hofmann). It docs not refer, however, to the fellowship of
the Philippians themselves (“ quasi facto agmine contra hostes
evang.,” Grotius; comp. Hoclemaun, Rilliet, de Wette, Wie-
singer, Weiss, and others, following Chrysostom, Theodoret,
Theophylact, Occunienius). Taul looks upon hkimsclf as a
combatant (ver. 30, comp. ver. 7), and the Philippians as
striving with him, and affording him assistance (Diod. iii. 4)
as his givafror in defeuding the faith (objectively viewed),
protecting it and rendering it victorious. That they were to
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do this with onc accord, is stated emphatically by ped vy,
but is not conveyed by gwvwabA. in itself. If, however, Puwl
is the combatant, the passage cannot be understood in the
sense : “ adjuvantes deccrtenteny adversus impios evangelii
fidem,” Evasmus, Paraphyr. ; comp. Castalio, Michaelis, Mynster,
Tlatt, Lightfoot,—even apart from the fact that sueh a per-
sonification of wioTs is unprecedented, and must have been
suggested Dby the text, as in the case of 7 dinfeiq, 1 Cor.
xiil. 6.—§) wioTes is the dative commodi (comp. Jude 3), not
nstrumenti (Beza, Calvin, Grotius, Calovius, Loesner, Rhein-
wald, and others), which w@ vy was. As to the genitive
of the object with mia7es, see on Rom. iii. 22.

Ver. 28. On wripecBac, to become frightened (of horses,
Diod. ii. 19, xvii. 34; Plut. Fud. 3; Marc. 6), to be thrown
into consternation (Diod. xvii. 37 f; Plat. 4w p. 370 A;
Plut. 2for. p. 800 C), sce Kypke, IL. p. 312. In Gen. xli. 8
Aquila has xarawtipesbar. — v undevi] in no point, nulla
ratione, ver. 20; 2 Cor. vi. 8, vil. 9; Jas. i. 4. — The dvre-
xeipevor (comp. 1 Cor. xvi. 9) are the non-Christian opponcnts
of the gospel among Jews and Gentiles, and not the Judaizers
and their adherents (Flatt), or the malevolent falsc tcachers
(Matthies). This follows from ver. 30, since the whole
position and ministry of the apostle was a conflict with
such adversaries, comp. ver. 7.—idjmis éorly alrols x.TN.]
which is indeed, etc., vefers to the preceding uy mripecfar
Umo 7@y avmixep., to which Paul desires to encourage them.
This undecuntedness in the svwarfely, and not the latter itself
(Hofmann), is now the leading idea, with which what has
further to be said connects itself; hence #mis is not to hbe
taken as referring to the sufferings, as it is by Ewald (comp,
2 Thess. i. 5), who subsequently, although without critical
proof, would read amwhelas Vudy, Juiv 8¢ — adrois] Tois avre-
keypévors is to be taken simply as dative of r¢ference : which
1s to them an indication of perdition. "Otav yap Swow, 6T
pupla Texvalouevor oUd¢ wrlpar Juas Svvavrar, ob Selyua TodTO
gagpés Efovoiy, 6TL Ta pév alTdy dmohobyrar, Ta 8¢ Juérepa
loyvpa kai avdlwTa kal avTofey Exovta THv cwtnplav; Theo-
pliylact. The #res involving a reason is just as in Eph. iii. 13,
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See on that passage. This would be still more emphatically
expressed by amis e (Klotz, ad Devar. p. 305). DBut the
fact that the dvrixeipevor do not recognise in the undauntedness
of those persecuted a proof (not: causa, as in the Vadgate;
but comp. Rom. 1ii. 25 {.; 2 Cor. viii. 24; Plat. Ep. vil. p.
341 E; Leyy. xit. p. 966 C) of their own perdition, and on
the other hand of the salvation of the persecuted (Sudv &é
cwTnplas), does not alter the state of the case in itself, that the
pn wripecfar is in realily objectively such an &defis to them.
It is, indeed, the enuetor of the righteous divine cause, and of
its necessary final victory. Lerdition and salvation : hoth with-
out more precise definition; but the reader Ancw what reference
to assign to each, viz. the Messianie perdition and salvation.
Comp. on the matter, 2 Thess. i. 5 ff.; Rom. viii. 17; 2 Tim.
il. 12 ; Luke xii. 32, ¢t «l. — kai Tob70 amo Ocob] and that
(see on Rom. xiii. 11) ¢f God, thus certain, therefore, and
infallible. It adds force to the euncouragement conveyed by
Dudy 8¢ cwTnpias; for the context shows by the duiy which
is emphatically placed first in ver. 29,—without making the
reading dpiv necessary, however, in ver. 28 (Hofmann); see
the critical remarks,—that TotTo refers only to this second and
main part of 7jres k.7 A (Calvin, Piscator, Calovius, Flatt, and
others, also Ewald and Hofmann), aud not to botl halves of
ijres (Beza, Grotius, and many others, also Wiesinger, Weiss,
and Ellicott). Entirely forcign to the connection is any purpose
of hamiliation (Hoelemann and older expositors, following the
Greek Fathers). Nor are the words to be attached to awhat
Sfollows (67e, that) (Clemens Alex., Chrysostom, Theodoret,
Erasmus, aud others, and recently Rilliet); in which case the
(preparative) Todro would receive an uncalled-for importance,
and yet amo O@eot would be obviously intelligible through
éxapicbn. '
Ver. 29. "O7e is argumentative.  “ Kai 7ofto amo Ocod,” 1
say, “since ndeed to you it was granted,” etc. This grant
distinguishing »ow is the practical proof, that the just ex-
pressed dmo @eod is indubitably right, and that consequently
the &befis of your final salvation which is afforded to the
adversaries in your undauntedness is a duwine évlefis, «
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Lol given by God? Hofmann’s view, that 67¢ specifies the reason
why God imparts to them what has been before stated, is hased
upon the erroneous reading vuiv in ver. 28 ; and is itself erro-
neous, because dr¢ would introduce merely the self-evident
thought that they had not sought out their suffering wilfully,
but had had it given to them by God, and because, for the pur-
pose of marking the alleged contrast to the wilfulness, not uty,
but amo @eod again would have been emphatically prefixed, and
consequently Paul must have written : 671 amo Oeod buiv éxap-
{gfn wrx. Hofmann curiously explains the emphasized duiv,
as if Paul meant to say that with respect to their sufferings
the case stood cxactly as with his own. In that case he must at
least have written, in prospect of ver. 30, kai vuty, to you also.
~— vuiv] emphatically put first, corresponding to the previous
vudv 8¢ cwrnplas. — éyapichn] donatum cst ; by whon, is self-
evident. 1 Cor. ii. 12. — 70 vmép Xpiarod] as if the wdoyew
was immediately to follow. The apostle does not leave this
unwritten purposely, in order to bring into prominence in the
first place the idea of Jwép, as Hofmann artificially explains.
But here his full heart interposes, after 7. vmwép Xpiarod, and
Lefore he writes wdoyew, the fresh thought od uévor 76 els adr.
iaTevew, so that éAia xai must now be also added ; and, on
account of the different prepositional relation (ess) introduced,
the 7o vmép Xpiarob already expressed is again taken up by
70 Umép adrob. Thus od povov ... dmép adrod appears as a
parenthesis of more special definition, after which the wdoyew,
which had been prepared for by 76 vmép Xpiorod, but is only
now introduced, is to be dwelt upon with emphasis: “fo yow
the gift of grace is granted, in behalf of Christ—not only to
believe on Him, but also for Him—io suffer.” DPlat. Legy. x.
D. 802 C: e 3¢ pavijoerar Yruys) wpdTov, ob Tip 0l8e dnp, Yuxy
8¢ év wpdTois yeyernuévn.  Sce also Dissen, ad Dem. de cor. P.
431 ; Fritzsche, ad Matth.p. 501, Ttis an awkward construc-
tion, to take 7o vmép X.absolutely and (notwithstanding the subse-
quent vrrép avTod) in the sense: as fo what concerns Christ (Beza,

! At the same time it is to be observed here also (comp. on ver. 28) that this

divine pointing to the final salvation of Lelievers was in fact before the adversarics,
and that their non-recognition of it altered nothing in this objective relation.

PHIL, E
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Camerarius, Calovius,and others,including Matthies and Rilliet).
For the conception of suffering for Christ as a high divine distine-
tion,seealready Actsv. 41; comp. Matt. v.11{. Comp. on ver.7.

Ver. 30. So that ye havethe same conflict, ete., serves to cha-
racterize the vuiv éyap. 70 vmép X. waoxew just asserted ; and
Paul’s intention in thus speaking, is to bring home to them the
high dignity and distinction of suffering for Christ, which is in-
volved in thie consciousness of fellowship in conflict with the
apostle. It is impossible, in accordance with tle true explana-
tion of what goes before (see on ver. 29), to find in Tov avTév,
that they have themselves sought their conflict of suffering as
little as the apostle had sought his, but, on the contrary, have
received it as a gift of grace from God (Hofmann). The par-
ticiple might have been put by Paul in the nominative (instead
of the dative), because vuels was floating before his mind as the
logical subject of the preceding clause. Comp. on Eph. iii. 18,
iv.2; 2 Cor.i. 7; Col.ii. 2,3ii. 16 ; Phil. iii. 19 ; Kihner, II.
2, p- 661 f. There is therefore neither a logical nor a gram-
matical reason, with Bengel, Michaelis, Lachmann, Ewald (comp.
also Buttmann, Newt. Gr. p. 256 [E. T. 2997), to treat sjres . . .
wdayeiy as a parenthesis,—a construction which would be only
an iujurious interruption to the flow of the discourse. — 7ov
avTov] namely, in respect of the olject ; it is the conflict jor
Christ (ver. 29) and His gospel (ver. 7). — olov eibete w7 N] as
¢ hewe scen 1t 4n my person (viz. whilst T was still with you in
Philippi ; see scenes of this conflict in Acts xvi. 16 {I.; comyp.
1 Thess. ii. 2), and now (from my epistle which is read out to
you) we hear wn my person.  Paul, in lis epistle, speaks to the
Philippians as if they were listening to him in person; thus
they hear @n him his confliet, which is made known to them in
the statements of the apostle. This explanation is all the less
unfitting, as Hofmann terms it (comparing the év suiv in
1 Cor. iv. ), since Paul must necessarily have assmned that
the statements in the epistle regarding his snfferings would not
fail to reccive more detailed description in Philippi on the
part of Epaphroditus. The rendering de me for the second
év éuof, adopted by Peschito, Vulgate, Erasmus, Deza, Calvin,
Grotius, and others, including Flatt, is erroneous.
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CHAPTET IL

VER. 1. Instead of ¢/ &/ sopan., D* 1, min. have: 7 ric sepanu.
Approved by Griesb, adopted by Matth. It is nothing hut a
mechanical repetition of the preceding ¢/ =z The same judg-
ment must be passed on the reading: ¢ ¢ e=)dyy«, although
this =i; (instead of which the Zecepta wnva is to be restored) has the
arcatly preponderant attestation f ABCDEF G K LT®, win,
Bas. Chrys. () Damasc. Oec. Theoph, and is adopted by Griesb.
AMatth. Scholz, Lachm. and Tisch. Tre (as early as Clem. Al
Strom. iv. p. 604, Pott. ; also Theodoret) is, notwithstanding its
small amount of cursive attestation, we do not say absolutely
necessary,! but requisite for such an understanding of the entire
verse as naturally olfers itself to the reader; see the exegetical
remarks. — Ver. 3. #] Lachm. and Tisch. read, and Griesb. also
recommended: pné: zerd, following A B CN, min. vss. and
Fathers. An attempt atinterpretation, as are also the readings
W roca, zoi zavd, proy zerd.— Ver. 4. Elz. Scholz, have §xusros
in both places, which is defended also by Reiche. But fxasro,
which is confirmed by preponderating testimony even before
ozemolvres (In opposition to Hofmann), was supplanted by the
singular, as only the latter occurs elsewhere in the N. T. —Elz
has ezemsive instead of ezomelires, against decisive testimony, —
Ver. 5. =ciro ydp] A B C* N*%, min. vss. Fathers, Lachm. and
Tisch. 8 have 7o370 only. But what led to the omission of ydp
was, that, ppescive being subsequently read, the preceding €xeszor
was looked upon as the beginning of the new sentence (A C v).
Moreover, the commencement of a lesson at sobro favoured the
omission. — gposeicdw] The reading gporeizs appears to have deci-
sive attestation from the uncials, of which only C*** K L P
favour the Reeepte gposictn.  But it is incredible, if the well-
known and very common imperative form gpeveire was the original
reading, that it should have been exchanged for the otherwise

1 Reiche, Comment. crit. p. 213, would read = instead of =we ; hut {he former
is found only in min., and is scarcely susceptible of aforced explanation (*“«i qua
est vobis,” or ““ s quid valet”).—The old Latin versions, with their i que or si
quid, leave us uncertain as to their reading. DBut the Vulz, Lachm, has: sf
quas.
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unusual passive form gpovzicde, merely for the reason that it was
sought to gain a passive form to be supplied with the following
words ¢ zui ¢ X. 'L (where the supplying of 4v would have heen
sufficient). And as the very ancient testimony of most Greek
authorities since Origen, also of the Goth. Copt. Arm. and
nearly all min,, is in favour of epusicdm, wemust retain it as the
original, which has been made to give way to the more curent
gpoveire.  The latter, however, is adopted by Tisch. 8, following
Lachmann. — Ver. 9. Elz. Scholz, Tisch. 7 have &wue alone
instead of b fiozw, in opposition to A B C ¥, 17, aud several
Fathers. The article has beer suppressed by the preceding
syllable. — Instead of éZouor.oyorres the future éfoueroyiceras is
decisively attested. — Ver. 13. The article bLefore @:s (Elz.
Scholz) is condemned by preponderating testimony. — Ver. 15,
vémads] A D* E* F G, Vulg. It. Cypr. have 47s. So also Lachm.
But the testimony is not decisive, and there is the more reason
for defending the Recepte, because yévgeds might be more readily
glossed by 7r¢ than the converse, both in itself, and also here
on account of the following & o5 gancols zr2 — duiugre]
Lachm. Tisch. 8 have duuuw, following A B C &, min. Clew.
Cyr. DBut the latter is the prevailing form in the N. T, and
readily crept in (comp. var. 2 Pet. iil. 14). — & péiow] A B C D*
T G &, min. Clem. lhave wpfoor. Approved by Griesb., and
adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. Rightly; the Recepla is ex-
planatory. — Ver. 19. zuvpiw] Lachmann reads Xpiorg, upon
too weak authority. — Ver, 21, Elz.: ra o3 Xpiowel 'Ino03.  Dut
=& 'Ineed X. (Tiscl.: sé& Xpierod 'I5ee3) has the preponderance of
evidence in its favour. — Ver. 26. After juie, A C D E 8* min.
vss. and some later Fathers have 7ée% which Lachm. places in
brackets. To be adopted; because, after i. 8, its omission wounld
be very probable, and there is no reason why it should have
got in as a gloss here and not at 1. 8. — Ver. 27. Elz.: ixi 2.0ay,
against decisive testimony in favour of éi 7dz7v. — Ver. 30, =
#pyov 706 Xpsoroi | Tisch. 7 reads =6 épyor merely ; following, indeed,
only C, but correctly, for the bare 5 fpyov appeared to need
some defining addition, which was given to it by =i Xpieros or
Xpioroh (Tiscl. 8), or even by zupiow (A 8). — mapeBovr.] The form
apaBor. has preponderant attestation, and is to be preferred.
See the exegetical remarks.

Ver. 1. O3] infers from i 30 what is, under these circum-
stances, the most urgent duty of the readers. If they are
engaged in the same conflict as Paul, it is all the more im-
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peratively required of them by the relation of cordial affec-
tiou, which wmust bind them to the apostle in this fellowship
that thiey should fulfil his joy, ete. Consequently, although,
conneeting what he is about to say with what goes imme-
diately before (in opposition to Hofmann), he certainly, after
the digression contained from 4res in ver. 28 onwards, leads
then back to the exhortation to unanimity already given in
ver. 27, to which is then subjoined in ver. 3 f the sum-
mons to mutual hwmility. — el Tis kTA] fowr stimulative
clements, the existence of which, assumed by € (comp on Col.
iil. 1), could not bLut forcibly bring home to the readers the
fulfilment of the apostle’s joy, ver. 2! With each éori simply
is to be supplied (comyp. iv. 8): If there be any cncouragement
i Christ, if any coinfort of love, ete. It must be noticed that
these elements fall into two parallel scctions, in each of which
the fivst element refers to the ofjcctive principle of the Christian
life (¢v Xpiore and mveduaros), and the second to the siljective
principle, to the specific disposition of the Christian (ayamns
and omhdyyva xai oixtippol). Thus the inducements to
action, involved in these four elements, are, in equal measure,
at once objectively binding and inwardly affecting (mwas
adodpds, mas pera ovumabelas mworNijs ! Chrysostom). —
wapash év X.] év X. defines the wapax. as specifically Chris-
tian, having its essence and activity in Christ; so that it
issues from living [ellowship with Him, being rooted in it, and
sustained and determined by it. Thus it is <n Chorist, that
brother cxhortcth brother.  wapdknows means cxhorlation
(1 Cor. xiv. 3; Rom. xii. 8; Acts iv. 36, ix. 31, xiil. 15,
xv. 31), ¢ persuasive and edifying address; the more special
interpretation consolatio, admissible in itself, anticipates the
correct rendering of the mapauifiov which follows (in opposi-
tion to Vulgate, Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecumenius, Erasmus,
Beza, Calvin, Estius, Grotius, Heinrichs, and many others;
and recently Hoelemann and Ewald). — e 7¢ wapay. aydr.]

! Hitzig, =. Krit. Paul. Bricfe, p. 18, very erroncously opines that there is
liere a made excitement, an emphasis in which not so mueh is felt as is put
into the words ; and the four times repeated if is to cover the deleet,—in con-
nection with which an utterly alien parallel is adduced from Tacit. Agric. 46.
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rapauvdiov (see generally Schacfer ad Bos. p. 492; Lobeck
ad Phryn. p. 517 ; Jacobs ad ch. Tut. p. 708) corresponds
to the fourth clause (emAdyyva «. oikt.), and for this reason,
as well as because it must be different from the preceding
element,! cammot be taken generally with Calovius, Flatt,
Matthies, de Wette, Hoelemann, van Hengel, Ewald, Weiss, J.
B. Lightfoot, and Hofmann as addicss, exhortation (Plat. Legy.
vi. p. 773 E, xi. p. 880 A), but delinitely as comforé (Thuc. v.
103 ; Theocr. xxiii. 7; Anth. Pal. vii. 195, 1; Wisd. iii. 18;
Esth. viii. 15; comp. wapauvfia, Plat. Azxioch. p. 375 A;
Luc. Nigr. T; Ps. Ixv. 12; Wisd xix. 12; 1 Cor. xiv. 3).
"A~ndmys is the genitive of the sulject: a consolation, which
love gives, which flows from the brotherly love of Christians.
In order to make out an allusion to the 7»ini/y in the three
first points, dogmatic expositors like Calovius, and also Wolf,
have understood dydmns of the love of God (to us). — el 15
xowwv. mv.] if any fellowship of the Spiret (i.c. participation in
the Spirit) exists; comp. on 2 Cor. xiil. 13. This is to be
cxplained of the Holy Spirit, not of the animorum conjunctio
(Michaelis, Rosenmiiller, am Ende, Baumgarten-Crusius, de
Wette, Hoelemann, Wiesinger, Hofinaun, and others; Usteri
and Rilliet mix up the two), which is inconsistent with the
relation of this third clause to the first (év Xpiare), and also
with the sequel, in which (ver. 2) Taul encowrages them to
Jellowship of mind, and cannot therefore place it in ver. 1 as a
motive. — € Twa amh. k. 0ikT.] if there be any heart and com-
passion. The former used, as in i. 8, as the seat of cordial
loving affections generally; the latter, specially as misericordic
(sce on Rom. ix. 15), which has its seat and life in the heart.
See also on Col. iii. 12; comp. Luke i. 28 ; Tittmann, Synon.
p- 68 f—TIt must further he remarked, with regard to all jour
points, that the context, by virtue of the exhortation based
upon them mAnpdaaTé pov v yapdy in ver. 2, certainly pre-
supposes their existence in the Philippiaus, but that the

! Hofmann erroncously makes the quite arbitrary distinction that =epaxa.
refers to the will, and wapap. to the feelings. The will, feelings, and intellect
arc called into exercise by both.  Comp., especially on majupdd., Stallbaum, ad
Plat. Rep. p. 476 E ; Phaed. p. 70 B ; Euthyd. p. 272 B ; Thue. viii. 86, 1.
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gencral expression (if there 4s) forms a more moving appeal,
and is not to be limited by the addition of a2 yow (Luther,
Calvin, and others). Hence theidea is: “ If there is cxhorta-
tion tin Christ, wherewith one Drother animates and incites
another to a right tone and attitude ; if there is comjfort of love,
whereby one refresheth the other; if there s fellowship in the
Spirit, which inspires right feelings, and confers the consecra-
tion of power; if there is a heart and compassion, issuing. in
sympathy with, and compassion for, the afflicted,—manifest
all these towards me, in that yc make jfull my joy (mov 7w
xapdav).” Then, namely, I experience practically {rom you that
Christian-brotherly cahortation,' and share in your comfort of
love, and so ye put to proof, in my case, the fellowship in the
Spirit and the cordial sympathy, which malkes me not distressed,
but glad in my painful position.—There is much that is mis-
taken in the views of tliose who defend the reading 7is before
o). (see van Hengel and Reiche), which cannot be got rid
of Ly the assumption of a consiructio ad synesin (in opposi-
tion to Buttmann, Newt. Gr p. 71 [E.T. 81]). Hofmann is
driven Dby this reading, which he maintains, to the strange
misinterpretation of the whole verse as if it contained only
protascs and apodoses, to be thus divided: e Tes olv wapd-
xk\nos, év Xpiorar el 7v mapautfioy, dydmns € Tis rowwvia
wveUparos, €l Tis, GTAdyyva k. olxtippol; this last e Tis being
a wepelition of the previous one with an emphasizing of the el.
Accordingly the verse is supposed to mean: “If exhortation,
let it be exhortation in Clrist; if consolation, let it be a con-
solation of love; if fellowship of the Spirit, if any, let it be
cordiality and compassion.” A new sentence would then begin
with 7m\jpwoare’ Artifices such as this can ouly serve to
recommend the reading € Twa.

U In the application of the gencral ¢f =5 wapdxiness iv X., the subjcets of this
wapixsazis must, following the rule of the other clements, be the Philippians ;
Paul (Wiesinger, comp. Ewald) cannot be conceived as the rapaxaair,

2 From this interpretation of the whole passage Lie should have been deterred by
the forlorn position which is assigned to the ¢ 745 Lefore sxAdyxva as the stone
of stumbling, as well as by the purposelessness and even inappropriateness of
an oddly emphasized problematical sense of this «f 15 — If it e thought that
the veading < 7is e=2, miust be admitted, I would simply suggest the following
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Ver. 2. The joy which Paul already feels in respect to the
Philippians (i. 4), they are o make full to him, like a measure
(comp. John iii. 29, xv. 11, xvii. 13; 1 John i. 4; 2 John
12; 2 Cor. x. 6). For the circumstances of the case, comp.
i. 9. The wpov represents, as it very often does in the N. T.
(cg. iv. 14; Col. iv. 18; DPhilem. 20), and in Greek authors,
the dative of intervest. — fva] The mode in which they are to
make his joy full is conceived in fclic form, as that which is
fo be striven for in the action of making full; and in this aim
of the mAnpoty the regulative standard for this activity was
to consist. IT’aul might quite as fitly have put the 7o ad7o
¢poveiv in the imperative, and the wAnpody Ty yapdv in the
telic form; but the immediate relation fo Zimself, in which he
had conceived the whole exhortation, induced him to place the
aAnpodw 7. . in the foreground. — 70 adro ¢povijre] denotes
generally harmony, and that, indeed, more closely defined by
the sequel here as dentity of sentiment.  See Tittmann, Synon.
p. 67 ; Tritzsche, ad Rom. IIL p. 87 f.; comp. Herod. i. GO,
ix. 54, and the passages in Wetstein. The opposite: dugis
¢p., Hom. Il xiii. 345 ; aAlg ¢p., hymn. Ap. 469 ; Suyodppo-
vely, Plut. Aor. p. 763 E; Suxounmis, Nonn. cv. Joh. xx. 29 ;
aud similar forms.  Hoelemann iuterprets 7o adré as 4llud
ipsuan, that, namely, which was said in ver. 1, the wapasiyois év
X. down to oixrepuoi.  This is at variance with the context (see

by way of necessary explanation of the passage :—1st, Let the verse be regarded
as consisting of a scries of four profases, on which the apodosis then follows in
ver, 2; 24, Let bv Xpord, dydrns, avidparos and eaddyyva x, osixrippoi be taken
uniformly as predicative specifications ; 3d, Let xovwvia be again understood with
the last ¢ =z Paul would accordingly say : *“ If any exhortation is exhortation
in Claist, if any comfort is comfort of love, if any fellowship is fellowship of the
Kpirity if any (lellowship) is cordiality and compassion (1hat is, {ull of cordiality
and compassion) fulfil ye,” cte.  The apostle would thus give to the clement of
the zomwvie, hesides the objective definition of its nature (wveduarss, referring to
the IHoly Spirit), also a subjective one (sxA. x. oixsipp.), and mark the latter
specially by the repetition of «f 7«5 sc. xonvwvie, as well as designate it the more
foreibly by the nominative expression (srAdyyrva x. sixr., not another genitive),
inasmuch as the Iatter would set forth the ethical nature of such a xonwviz (comy.
such passages as Rom. vii. 7, viii. 10, xiv. 17) in the form of a direct predicate.
The ¢, morcover, would remain uniformly the syllogistic «i in all the four clauses,
amd not, as in Hofnann's view, suddenly change into the problematic sense in
the fourth clause.
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the following 7. adr. dydm. and év ¢pov.), and contrary to the
wonted use of the expression elsewhere (Itom. xii. 16, xv. 5;
2 Cor. xiii. 11 ; Phil. iv. 2).— v admpy ay. &, ovuy. T0
& ¢pov.] Two more precise definitions of that like-minded-
ness, so far as it is ddentity of (mutual) love, and agrcement of
Jeeling and active impulse, sympathy (ovuyrvyor, only found
lLicre in the N. T.; but sce Polemo, ii. 54, and comp. on 1. 27,
also on {ooyruyoy, ver. 20).  This accumulation of definitions
indicates carncstuess; PPaul cannot sever himself from the
thought, of which his heart is so full. Comp. Chrysostom :
BaBai, woodris To avto Méyer awo diabécews moAAris! He
also well remarks on 7. abr. aydm. €y.: TouréaTi duolws peheiv
kal ¢pretobac.  The following 7o &v ¢povelvres is to be closely
connected with odpy, so that evpdrvyor has the emphasis
and adds the more precise definition of the previously men-
tioned unity of mind : with harmoiy of soul cherishing the one
seatiment.  There ave thevefore only tiwo, and not thice, special
explanations of the 7o a¥ro ppovijre; aud év with the article
points back to the previous 7o adrd, which is now represented
by 7o é without any essential difference in sense. Lxposi-
tors, not attending to this close connection of eduyr. with 7o
&v ¢pov. (which Wiesinger, Weiss, Ellicott, and Schenkel have
acknowledged), have either made the apostle say the very same
thing twice over (Occunienius: Semhacdfer 7o opodpoveiv), or
Lave drawn entirely arbitrary distinctions between 70 airo and
70 & ¢pov.—cy. Bengel, who makes the former refer to the
same oljects of the sentiment, and the latter to the same senfi-
ment dself ; Tittmann, Le, that the former is idem sentire, velle
ct quacrere, and the latter 4n wno copetendo consentire ; Beza and
others, that the former means the agreement of will, the latter
the agreement in doctrine ; while others put it inversely ; Hof-
mann thinks that & with the article means the one thing, on
which a Christian must imwcardly be bent (comp. Luke x. 42).
It means, on the contrary, the one thing which has just heen
designated by To adro ¢poviite (as in iv. 2; Rom. xii. 16;
and other passages) ; the context affords no other reference for
the article. — It is usual, even in classical authors, for the
participle of a verl to stand by the side of the verh itself, in
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such a way that one of the two conveys a more precise
specification. See Stallb. ad Plat. Hipp. m. p. 292 A ; Dorne-
mann, ad Cyrop. viil. 4. 9; Lobeck, Paral. p. 532 f.
Ver. 3 . Mndeév xata épif. 3} xevodof.] sc. dpovodvres (not
Tatovvtes, Erasmus, Luther, Deza, Camerarius, Storr, am Ende,
theinwald, Flatt, van IHengel, and others); so that, accord-
ingly, what was cxcluded by the previous requirement 76 adro
Ppovipre . . . PpovoiuTes, is here deseribed.  To tale, as in Gal.
v. 13, jim8év . . . kevobofiav as a prohibition by dtself, without
dependenuce on ¢povoivres (sece oun Gal. l.c), as J. B. Lightfoot
does, is inappropriate, because the following participial anti-
thesis discloses the dependence of the undér xr. on the
previous participle ; hence also Hofmann’s view, that there is an
intentional leaving the verb open, cannot be admitted.  Hocle-
mann combines it with syodu., and takes undév as neutiquam ;
but incorrectly, for #yovp. k.7 A, affirms the esteeming others
better than oncself, which, therefore, cannot take place in a
factious (kata éplfeiav, see on i. 17) or in a vainglorious (3 xevo-
dofiav) way. The rara denotes that which s requlative of the
state of mind, and consequently its character, and is exchanged
in the autithetic parallel for the dative of the instrument: by
means of Lumility, the latter being by the article set down as a
generic idea (by nieans of the virtue of humility). The mutual
brotherly humility (Eph. iv. 2; Col. iii. 12; Acts xx. 19) is
the determining prineiple, by which, for cxample, Caius is
noved to regard Lucius as standing higher, in a moral point
of view, than himself, and, on the other hand, Lucius to pro-
nounce Caius to be of a higher moral rank than himself (Z.c.
a\Mjous . .. éavt@y). Hoelemann erroncously refers 74 ramew-
ogp. to Umepéy., so that it “caccllentiac designet pracsidium,”
a view which the very position of the words should have
warned him not to adopt. — xevodofia] ostentation, only here
in the N. T. Comp. Wisd. xiv. 14 ; Dolyb. iii. 81. 9; Lucian,
D. Mort. x. 8, xx. 4; and see on Gal. v. 26.— Ver. 4. u7 7a
éavTdv €kaortor oxorm.] The humble mind just indicated cannot
exist together with selfishness, which has its own interests in
view. See instances of gxomelv Ta Twos, to be mindful of
any one’s interests, in Herod. i. §; Dlat. Phacdr. p. 232 D
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Thue. vi. 12. 2; Eur. Supp. 302.  Comp. Lucian, Prom. 14:
Tépavrop pova owowd. The opposite of Ta éavtdv ok. may be
seen in 2 Mace. iv. 5: 70 8¢ guudépor kowq . . . okomwdv.
Comp. {nrely Ta éavrod, 1 Cor. x. 24, 33, xiii. §; Phil. ii. 21,
where {prelv presents no essential difference in sense.  Others
consider that the having regard to gifts and merits is intended
(Calvin, Hammond, Raphel, Keil, Commentat. 1803, in his
Opuse. p. 172 ff, Hoelemann, Corn. Miiller), which, after the
comprehensive 73 Tamwewopp. k.7, would yicld a very insipid
limitation, and one not justified by the context. — &xaoror] It
is usually, and in other passages of the N. T. invariably, the
stngular that is used in this distributive apposition ; the plural,
howerver, is not unfrequently found in classical authors. Hom.
Od. ix. 164; Thue. 1. 7. 1; Xen. Hell. ii. 4, 38 ; Herodian,
iil. 13, 14.—aX\\a «ai £7N] @ weaker contrast than we
should have expected from the absolute negation in the first
clause :! a softening modification of the idea. I strict con-
sistency the xal must have been omitted (1 Cor. x. 24).
Comp. Soph. 4j. 1292 (1313): dpa py Toduov dAAa xal To
gov; and sce Fritzsche, ad Mare. p. 788; Winer, p. 463 f.
[E. T. 624]. The second éxacror might have been dispensed
with; it is, however, an carnest vepetition.— The influcnces
disturbing wnity in Philippi, disclosed in vv. 2-4, are not,
according to thesc exnortations, of a doctrinal kind, nor do
they refer to the strength and weakness of the knowledge and
conviction of individuals, as was the case in Rome (Rom. xiv.)
and Corinth (1 Cor. viii. and x.)—in opposition to Rheinwald
and Schinz ;—but they were based upon the jealowsy of moral
selfecstimation, in which Christian perfection was respectively
ascribed aud denied to one another (comp. ver. 12, iii. 12 ff).
Although this necessarily implies a certain difference of opinion
as to the cthical theory, the epistle shows no trace either of
any actual division nto factions, or of ascctic jealousy (which

1 In which, in fact, it is not merely the limitation (Hlofmann) to one’s own that
is forbidden, as if géver stood along with it. What Hofmann at the same time
deduces from the reading {xasrss (before srsmodvres), which he follows, as dis-
tinguished from the subsequent {xesrs (with a here wholly irrelevant compari-

son of Plat. dpol. p. 39 A), is sophistical, and falls, moreover, with the reading
itself.
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de Wette assnmes as co-operating). But the exhortations to
unity are too frequent (i. 27, 1i. 2 £, iii. 15, iv. 2 f) and too
urgent to justify us in questioning generally the existence
(Weiss) of those disturbouces of harmony, or in regarding
them as mere <! humour and solation disturbing the cordial
fellowship of life (Hofmann). Cowmp, Huther, in the Aeclklend.
Zeitschr. 1862, p. 640 ff.

Ver. 5. Enforcement of the precept contained in ver. 3 f
by the example of Jesus (comp. Rom. xv. 3; 1 Pet. ii. 21;
Clem. Cor. 1. 16), who, full of lnunility, kept not His own intc-
rest in view, but in sclf-renuneciation and self-huniliation sacri-
ficed it, even to the endurance of the death of the cross, and
was therefore exalted by God to the highest glory ;' this ex-
tends to ver. 12.  Sec on this passage Iesler in Thes. nor. ez
mus. Has. et Then. IL p. 947 f.; Schultens, Disscrtatt. philol.
L p. 445 {f; Keil, two Commentat. 1803 (Opusc. p. 172 f);
Martini, in Gabler's Journ. f. auserl. theol. Lit. IV, p. 34 [, ; von
Ammon, Mageaz. f. Pred. IL 1, p. 7 . ; Kraussold in the Anaal.
d. gesammt. Theol. 1835, I1. p. 273 {f.; Stein in the Stud. .
Kt 1837, p. 165 ff.; Philippi, d. thdatige Gehors. Chr. Berl.
1841, p. 1 ff.; Tholuck, Disp. C(lristol. de l. Phil. ii. 6-9, Halle
1848 ; Ernesti in the Stud. «. Arit. 1848, p. 858 ff.. and 1851,
p- 595 {f; Baur in the theol. Jakrd. 1849, . 502 {f, and
1852, p. 133 ff, and in his Peanlus, IL. p. 51 1f. ed. 2 ; Liebner,
Christol. p. 325 ff.; Raebiger, Christol. Pavlin. p. 76 ff.;
Lechler, Apost. w. nachapost. Zeitalt. p. 58 ff.; Schnecken-
Lurger in the Deutsch. Zeilschr. 1855, p. 333 {I.; Wetzel in
the Monatschr. f. d. Luth. Kirche Preuss. 1857 ; Kithler in the
Stud. w. Krit, 1857, p. 99 ff.; Beyschlag in the Stud. w. Krit.
1860, p. 431 ff, and his Christol. d. N. 1. 186G, p. 233 ff.;
Rich. Schmidt, Paul. Christol. 1870, p. 163 T.; J. B. Light-
foot’s Excwrsus, p. 125 ff.; Pfleiderer in Hilgenfeld's Zeitschr.

' Clrist’s example, therefore, in this passage is one of self-denial, and not of
obedience to God (Ernesti), in which, in truth, the self-denial only manifested
itscll along with other things. It is, however, shown by the very addition of xi,
that Paul really intended to adduce the ccample of Christ (in opposition to Hol-
mann’s view) ; comp. Rom. xv. 3. Christ's example is the moral, ideal, histori-

cally realized. Comp. Wuttke, Sittenl. 1I. § 224 ; Schmid, Sittenl. p. 355 1L ;
and as carly as Chrysostom.
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1871, p. 519 {L; Grimm in the same Zeitschr. 1873, p. 33 1L,
Awmong the more recent dogmatic writers, Thomasius, II. p.
148 ft.; Thilippi, IV. 1, p. 469 ff.; Kahnis, I. p. 458 ff.
— ¢povelaOw év Uu.] sontiatur in animis vestris. The parallelism
with the év which follows prohibits our interpreting it ntre
vestivm cactwin (Hoclemann, comp. Matthies). The passive
mode of expression is unusunal elsewhere, though lpgically
unassailable.  Hofmann, rejecting the passive reading, as also
the passive supplement afterwards, has sadly misunderstood
the entire passage! — b «ai év X. 1] sc. éppowijfly. On év,
comp. the Homeric éni ¢peal, evi Buud, which often occurs
with ¢povety, Od. xiv. 82, vi. 313 ; IL xxiv. 173.  kai is not
cum mazine, but the simple also of the comparison (in opposi-
tion to van Hengel), namely, of the pattern of Christ.

Ver. 6. The classical passage which now follows is like an
Lpos in calm majestic objectivity ; nor does it lack an epic
minuteness of detail. — 65] epexegctical ; subject of what
follows ; consequently Christ Jesus, but in the pre-human state,
in which He, the Son of God, and therefore according to the
Johannine expression as the Aoyos doapkos, was with God.?

¥ Reading @poveimy, and subsequently explaining the v Xpio7d 11007 as a frequent
expression with Paul for the ethical Christian quality (like s xupiw in iv. 2),
Hofmann makes the apostle say that the readers ave to have their mind so directed
within themn, thut it shall not be lacking in this definile quality which makes it
Christian. Thus there would be evolved, when expressed in simple words,
nierely the thought: ‘“Have in you the mind which is also the Christian
one.” Asif the grand onutburst, which immediately follows, would be in harmony
with such o general idea! This outburst has its very ground in: the lofty
erample of the Lord.  And what, according to Hofmann's view, is the purpose of
the significant »«i? It would be entirely without correlation in the text ; forin iy
ey the & wonld have to be taken as loca/, and in the ¢ Xpirrg, according to that
misinterpretation, it would have to be taken in the sense of cthical fellowship,
and thus relations not at all analogous would be marked.

2 That Christ in His Trinitarian pre-existence was. alrcady the eternal Prin-
ciple and Prototype of hwmanity (as is urged by Beyschlag), is sell-evident ; for
otlierwise He would have been one essentially different from Ilim who in the
fulness of time appearcd in the flesh. But this does not entitle us to refer the
pre-existence to His whole divine-human person, and to speak of an efernal
humanity,—paradoxes which cannot exegetically Le justified by our passage and
other expressions such as 1 Cor. xv. 47; Rom. v. 12 fl., viii. 29; Col. i. 15.
The Logos pre-existed as the divine principle and divine prototype of humanity ;
©id; Av 6 Adyos, and this, apart from the form of expression, is also the teaching
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The Zuwman state is first introduced Dby the words éavrov
éxévwae in ver. 7. So Chrysostom and his successors, Beza,
Zanchius, Vatablus, Castalio, Estius, Clarius, Calixtus, Semler,
Storr, Keil, Usteri, Kraussold, Hoelemann, Rilliet, Corn. Miiller,
and most expositors, including Linemann, Tholuck, Liehner,
Wiesinger, Ernesti, Thomasius, Raebiger, Ewald, Weiss, Kahnis,
Beyschlag (1860), Schmid, Bibl. Theol. II. p. 306, Messner,
Lehre d. Ap. 233 f, Lechler, Gess, Person Chr. p. 80 f,
Ricli. Schmidt, Le., J. B. Lightfoot, Grimm ; comp. also Iof-
mann and Diisterdieck, Apoloy. Beitr. III. p. 65 ff. It has
been objected (see especially de Wette and Philippi, also
Beyschlag, 1866, and Dorner in Jahsd. f. D. Th. 1856, p.
394 f), that the name Christ Jesus is opposed to this view;
also, that in vv. 8-11 it is the cxaltation of the carthly Christ
that is spolken of (and not the return of the Logos to the divine
doka) ; and that the carthly Christ only could be held up as a
pattern. Dut Xpuoros "Inoods, as subject, is all the more justly
used (comp. 2 Cor. viil. 9; 1 Cor. viit. 6; Col. 1. 14 {f; 1 Cor.
x. 4), since the subject not of the pre-human glory alone, hut
at the same time also of the human abasement® and of the
subsequent exaltation, was to be named. Paul joins on to 65
the whole summary of the history of our Lord, including IIis
pre-human state (comp. 2 Cor. viil. 9: érTwyevoe mAovaios Bv) ;
therefore vv. 8—11 cannot by themselves regulate our view as
regards the definition of the subject; and the force of the
cxample, whicl eertainly comes firsé 2o light in the historical
Christ, has at once historically and ethically its deepest root in,
and derives its highest, hecause divine (comp. Matt. v. 48 ;
Eph. v. 1), obligation from, just what is said in ver. 6 of His
state beforc His human appearance.  Morcover, as the context
introduces the incarnation only at ver. 7, and introduces it as
that by which the subject divested Himself of His divine
appearance, and as the earthly Jesus never was in the form of

of Paul.  Only i time could IIc enter upon the human cxistence; the notion of
elernal humanity would refute itsell.

! Tence Philippi's objection, that @paveiv is elsewhere applied to man only,
and not to God, is devoid of significance. Unfounded is also Beyschlag's objec-
tion (1866) drawn from the word eysuar: ; see below.
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God (comp. Gess, p. 295), it is incorrect, because at variance
with the text and illogical, though in harmony with Lutlieran
orthodoxy and its antagonisin to the Kenosis of the Logos!
to rezard the incarnate historical Christ, the Aoyos évoapros, as
the subject meant by &s (Novatian, de Trin. 17, Ambrosiaster,
Pelagius, Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, Cameron, Piscator, Hunnius,
Grotius, Calovius, Clericus, Dengel, Zachariae, Kesler, and
others, including Heinrichs, Baumgarten-Crusius, van Hengel,
de Wette, Schneckenburger, Philippi, Beyschlag (1866), Dor-
ner, and others; see the listorical details in Tholuck, p. 2 ff,
and J. B. Lightfoot). Liebner aptly observes that our passage
is “the Pauline 6 Néyos gapk éyévero;” comp. on Col. 1. 15, —
év popdn Ocod Umdpywy] not to be resolved, as usually, into
“ although, etc.,” which could only be done in accordance with
the context, if the dpmayuov syetobfar w7 could be pre-
supposed as something proper or natural to the being in the
form of God; nor does it indicate the possibility of His divest-
ing Himself of His divine appearance (Hofmann), which was
self-evident ; but it simply aerrates the former divinely glorious
position which He afterwards gave up : when He found Himscdf
i the form of God, by which is characterized Clhrist’s pre-
luman form of existence. Then IIe was forsooth, and that
objectively, not merely in God’s self-consciousness—as the not
yet incarnate Son (Rom. L. 3, 4, vill. 3; Gal. iv. 4), according
to John as Aoyos—with God, in the fellowship of the glory
of God (comp. John xvii. 5). It is this divine glory, in which
He found Himself as {ca Oed wr and also elwwr Oeob—as such
also the instrunent and aim of the creation of the world, Col.
i 15 f—and into which, by means of His exaltation, e again
returned ; so that this divine 8¢fa, as the possessor of which
before the incarnation He had, without a body and invisille to

! According to which Christ had the full divine majesty ‘“statim in sua con-
ceptione, ctiam in utero matris” (Form. Conc. p. 767). DBut He had it in 1lis
state of humiliation sccrefo, and only manilested it occasionally, quotics ipsi
viswm Juerit. In opposition to this, Licbner rightly obscrves, p. 334 : ““This is
altogether inadequate to express the powerful N. T. fecling of the depth and
areatoess of our Lord’s humiliation. This fecling unmistakeably extends to the
unique personal essence of the God-man, and in conformity with this, to the
very heart of the act of incarnation itsclf.”



§0 TIIE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE PIIILIPPIAXNS.

the eye of man (comp. Philo, de¢ Somn. I. p. 655), the form of
God, is now by means of His glorified body and His divine-
human perfection visibly possessed by ITim, that He may appeas
at the wapoveia, not again without it,but in and with it (iil. 201£.).
Comp. 2 Cor. iv. 4; Col. 1 15, iii. 4. Mopds;, therefore, which
is an appropriate concrete expression for the divine &ofa
(comp. Justin, Apol. 1. 9), as the glory visible at the throne
of God, and not a “fanciful expression” (Iirnesti), is necither
equivalent to ¢dows or oveia (Chrysostom, Theodoret, Occu-
menius, Theophylact, Augustine, Chenmitz, and many others;
comp. also Rheinwald and Corn, Muller); nor to status (Calo-
vius, Storr, and others); nor is it the godlike capacity for
possible cquality with God (Beyschlag), an interpretation which
ought to have been precluded botl by the literal notion of the
word popghj, and by the contrast of popdsy Sovrov in ver. 7. Dut
the poppy Oeod presupposes’ the divine $pvois as opooTolos
popdis (Aesch. Suppl. 496), and more preciscly defines the
divine status, namely, as form of being, corresponding to the
essence, consequently to the homoousia, and rahiditing the con-
dition, so that popdsy @eot finds its exhaustive explanation in
Ieb. i. 3: amavyacua Tijs S6fns k. yapaxTip Tis UTooTICEWS
700 Ocod, this, however, being here conceived as predieated
of the pre-cxistent Christ.  In Plat. Rep. il p. 381 C, popds)
is also to be talen strictly in its literal signification, and not
‘less so in Eur. DBuacch. 54; Ael. H. A. iii. 24; Jos. ¢. Ap. ii
16, 22.  Comp. also Eur. Ducch. 4: popdyr dueiras éx Oeod
Bpotnaiav, Xen. Cyr. 1. 2. 2: Plow uév &) 7is Yuyis . Tis
poppiis.  What is here called popdy Oeob is elbos Oeobd
in John v. 37 (comp. Plat. Zep. p. 380 D; Plut. Mor. p.
1013 C), which the Son also essentially possessed in His pre-
hwan Sofa (John xvil. 5). The explanation of ¢vois was
promoted among the IFathers by the opposition to Arius and a

1 Dengel well says: ¢‘Ipsa natura divina decorem habebat infinitum, in se,
ctiaan sine ulla ercatura illum decorem intuente.”—What Paul here designates
simply by iv wopp7 Otov owdpywy is pompously expressed by Clement, Cor. 1. 16:
ré exnrTpov Thg pryudwelvas sob Owod,  The forma mentis aeterna, Lowever, in
Tacitus, Agric. 46, is a conception ntterly foreign to our passage (although

adduced here by Hitzig), and of similar import with Propertius, iii. 1, 64:
‘‘ingenio stat sine morte decus.”
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number of other heretics, as Chrysostom adduces them in
triumph ; hence, also, there is much polemical matter in them.
For the later controversy with the Socinians, see Calovius. —
Umdpywv] designating more expressly than @v the relation of
the subsisting stale (11i. 20 ; Luke vil. 23, xvi, 23; 2 Pet.
il 11); and henece not at all werely i the deeice of God, or in
the divine self-consciousncss (Schenkel). The fime is that of
the pre-humen existence.  See above on 8.  Those who under-
stand it as referring to His human existence (comp. Johni. 14)
think of the divine majesty, which Jesus manifested both by
word and deed (Ambrosiaster, Luther, Erasmus, Heinrichs,
Krause, Opuse. p. 33, and others), especially by His miracles
(Grotius, Clericus) ; while Wetstein and Michaelis even suggest
that the transfiguration on the mount is intended. It would
Lie more in harmony with the coutext to understand the pos-
session of the cowplete divine image (without arbitrarily
limiting this, by preference possibly, to the moral attributes
alone, as de Wette and Schneckenburger do}—a possession
which Jesus (“as the God-pervaded man,” Philippi) had (poten-
Licditer) from the very beginnting of His earthly life, but in a
latent manner, without manifesting it. This view, however,
would land them in difficulty with regard to the following
éavt. ékévwoe k.7, and expose them to the risk of insert-
ing limiting clauses at variance with the literal import of
the passage; see below. — oly dpmraypov fyicate 70 elvas
ioa ©Oew] In order to the right explination, it is to be ob-
served : (1) that the emplasis is placed on dpmrayuoy, and
thercfore (2) that 7o €ivar {oa @ep cannot be something essen-
tially different from év popds Ocot Vrapyerv, but must in sub-
stance denote the same thing, namely, the divine Aabitus of
Cluist, which is expressed, as to its jform of appearance, by €v
- popdi @eol mapy., and, as to its internal nature, by 7o elvac
{oa Ocs ;' (3) lastly, that dpmayués does not mean pracde, or
1 An entirely groundless objection lias been made (even by Liinemann) against
the view which takes <4 divas ize ©:d as not essentially dillerent (rom v wop7 €eov
cvai, viz. that Paul would, instead of =3 chas iz 6:d, have written mercly
za67o, or even nothing at all.  He wmight have done so, but there was no neces-
sity for his taking that course, least of all for Paul’ He, on the contrary,
distinguishes very preciscly and suitably belween the two ideas representing
PUIL, F
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that achich is seized on (which would be dpmdayiuor, Callim.
Cer. 9; Pallad. ¢p. 87; Philop. 79; or dpraypa or dpracpua,
and might also be apmay), or that which onc forcily snatches
to himsclf (Hofmann and older expositors); but actively:
robbing, makinyg booty. In this sense, which is & priort probable
from the termination of the word which wsually serves to
indicate an action, it is used, beyond doubt, in the only profane
passage in which it is extant, Plut. de¢ prcior, edue. 15 {dlor.
P- 12 A): xai Tovs pév ©1Bnot kai Tods 'HAO:L dpeveréor Epwras
kal Tov éx Kpijrns kakobpevoy apmrayuéy, where it denotes the
Cretan kidnapping of children. Tt is aceordingly to be ex-
plained : Not os « robbing did He consider® the being equal with
God, i.c. He did not place it under the point of view of making
booty, as if it was, with respect to its exertion of activity, to
consist ¢ His scizing what did not belong to Him. In opposi-
tion to Hofmaunn’s earlier logical objection (Schriftbew. I
p. 149) that one cannot cousider the being as a doing, comp.
1 Tim. vi. 5; and see Hofmann himself, who has now recog-
nised the linguistically corrcct explanation of dpmayuss, but
leaves the object of the dpmafew indefinite, thongh the latter
must necessarily be something that belongs to ofhers, con-
sequently a foreign possession. Not otherwise than in the
active sense, namely rapfues, can we explain Cyril, de edorat. 1.
o . T obetmd > v A9 \ A ¢ 14
P. 25 (in Wetstein): ody dpmrayuov® myv mwapairmow es €E
abpavols rai Udapeotépas émoteito ¢pevos; [urther, Eus. in
Lue. vi. in Mai's Nor. Bibl. patr. iv. p. 165, and the passage
in Possini Ceaf. in Mare. x. 42, p. 233, {rom the Anonym,
Tolos.: 87t ovk éoTw dpmayuds 7 Tewy;’ as also the entirely
synonymous form ¢pmraouss in Plut. Jor. p. 644 A, and Ayiopos
the same state, by saying that Christ, in His divine pre-huwman form of life,
did not venture to use this Ilis Gol-cqual being for making hooty. Doth, there-
fore, express the very same divine Zabitus; but the cvar ire ©:4 is the general®
clement, which presents itsell in the divine wepps as its substratum and lies at
its basis, so that the two designations celaust the idea of divinity. Comp.
also Liebner, p. 328. .

! On #ysisdas, in this sense of the mode of regarding, which places the
object under the point of view of a qualitative category, comp. Kriiger on 7.
ii. 44. 3.

? Lot did not let the refusal of the angels be a making of profit to himself.

3 Where, according to the connection, the sense is: Not a scizing to onescly
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in Dyzantine writers; also ckvhevpos in Lustathius ; comp.
Phryn. «pp. 36, where dpmayuos is quoted as equivalent to
dpraces.  The passages which are adduced for dpmrayua
Fvetobar or woelcfal ¢ (Heliod. vii. 11. 20, viil. 7; Eus. H.
E ~iii. 12 Vit. .11 31)—comp. the Latin pracdam duecre (Cic.
Verr. v. 15; Justin, ii. 5. 9, xiii. 1. §)—do not fall under the
same mode of conception, as they represent the relation in ques-
tion as something made & booty of, and not as the act of malking
booty. We have still to notice (1) that this oy dpmayuov
fyjoaTo corresponds exactly to uy Ta éavrdv oxomodyres
(ver. 4), as well as to its contrast éavtov éxévwoe in ver. 7 (see
on ver. 7); and (2) that the aorist syypjearo, indicating a definite
point of time, undoubtedly, according to the connection (see the
contrast, AN’ éavTov éxévwoe x.7.\.), transports the reader to that
moment, when the pre-caisting Christ was on the point of coming
tuto the woirld with the being cqual to God. Had He then thought :
“When I shall have come into the world, I will seize to myself,
by means of my cquality with God, power and dominion,
riclies, pleasure, worldly glory,” then e would have acted the
part of dpmayuov fyeiodar 10 eivar loa Oed ; to which, however,
He did uot consent, but consented, on the contrary, to self-
venuuciation, ete. It is accordingly self-evident that the sup-
posed case of the ¢pmayuos is not conceived as an action of the
pre-existing Christ (as Richard Schmidt objects), but is put as
connecting itself with His appearance on earth.  The »¢flcction,
of which the pre-existent Christ is, according to our passage,
represented as capable, even in presence of the will of God
(sce below, yevou. Umixoos), although the apostle has only con-
ceived it as an abstract possibility and expressed it in an
authropopathic mode of presentation, is decisive in favour of
the personal pre-existence ; but in this pre-existence the Son
appears as subordinate to the Father, as He does throughout
the entire New Testament, although this is not (as Beyschlag
abjects) at vaviance with the Trinitarian equality of essence in
the Biblical sense. By the dpmrayuov yeiobar A, if it had
takeu place, He would have wished to relicve Himself from this

is the position of honour, as among the keathen, but a renouncing and serving
after the example of Churist.
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subordination.—The linguistic corrcctness and exact apposite
correlation of the whole of this explanation, which harmonizes
with 2 Cor. viii. 9! completely exclude the interpretation,
which is traditional but in a linguistic point of view is quite
incapable of "proof, that dpwayuos, either in itself or by
metonyniy (in which van Hengel again appeals quite inap-
propriately to the analogy of Jas. i 2, 2 Pet. iii. 15), means
praeda or res rapienda.  With this interpretation of dpmrayuds,
the idea of elvar loga Oed has cither been rightly taken as
practically identical with év popd Ocod vmapyew,or not. (A)
In the former case, the point of comparison of the figurative
pracde has been very dilferently defined : ¢ither, that Christ

regarded the existence equal with God, not as a something
usmped and illegitimate, but as something natural to Him, 'md
that, thercfore, Ile did not fear to lose it tluolwh His humilia-
tion (Chrysostom, Occumenius, Theophylact, Augustine, and
other Fathers; sce Wetstein and J. B. Lwhtfoot), comp. DBeza,
Calvin, Estms, and others, who, however, give to the conception
a different tuin;® or, that He did not desire pertinaciously to
retain for Himself this equality with God, as a robber his booty,
or as an unexpected gain (Ambrosiaster, Castalio, Vatablus,
Kesler, and others; and recently, IToelemann, Tholucl, Reuss,

¥ Ribiger and Wetzel, and also Plleiderer, l.c., have lately adopted this view ;
likewise Kolbe in the Luther. Zeitschr. 1873, p. 311f Holmann also now
explains the passage in a way not substantially different. DBut Grimm, {.c.
p. 38, very unjustly describes the retention of aprzypss in the sense which it has
in Plutarch, as petty grammatical pedantry. The ideas, spoil, booty, cccur in
countless instances in all Greek authors, and in the LXX., and arce very variously
expressed (dpzays, dpraypa, dpraopa, 1nis, exbrtvpa, ooy, Asiz), but never by
épmaypis, or any other form of word endiug with wss, It is truc that various
substantives ending in wo; may denote the result of the action ; not, however,
as we may be pleased to assume, but solely in accordance with evidence of
empirical usage, and this is just what is wanting for this sense in the case of
demaypss.  Its rejection, therefore, in our passage, is not pedantic, but is simply
linguwistically demanded.  Weiss, Libl. Theol. p. 426, cl. 2, crroncously objects
to our view of dpraypus;, that, in that case, it would be impossible to conceive of
any ohject, and that thus an utlerly empty antithesis to the giving up of Christ’s
own possession is the result. As if there were not given in the very notion of
dprayuss its olject, viz. that which does not belong to the subject of the action,
and this, indeed, in its unrestricted and full compass, just because nothing special
is added as an object.

2 Beza: ‘“ Non ignoravit, se in ca re (i.c. quod Deo Patri coacqualis esset)
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Liebner, Schmid, Wiesinger, Gess, Messner, Grimm ; comp. also
Usteri, p. 314);" or, that He did not conceal it, as a prey
(Matthies) ; or, that He did not desire o display it trivmphantly,
as a conqueror his spoils (Luther, Erasmus, Cameron, Vatablus,
Discator, Grotius, Calovius, Quenstedt, Wolf, and many others,
including Michaelis, Zachariae, Rosenmiiller, Heinrichs, Flatt,
Theinwald) ;* whilst others (Wetstein the most strangely, but
also Usteri and several) muix upveryvarious points of comparison.
The very circumstance, however, that there exists so much
2 ’

divercence in these attempts at explanation, shows low arbi-
travily men have endeavoured to supply a model definition for
dpm. o, which is not at all suggested by the text.—(B) In
the second case, in which o distiuction 1s made between 7o elvas
Y] - 3 - P , . N .

{ca Ocd and év popdii Ocod imapyew, it is explained: non
rapinam duxtt, 1.e. non rapicndum stbi duxtt, or directly, non
rapuit (Museulus, Er. Schmidt, Elsner, Clericus, Bengel, and
many others, including am Ende, Mattini, Krause, Opuse. p. 31,
Schirader, Stein, Rilliet, van Hengel, Daumgarten-Crusius, de
Wette, Ernesti, Raebiger, Schneckenburger, Ewald, Weiss, Schen-
Ieel, Philippi, Thomasius, Beyschlag, Kahnis, Rich. Schinidt, and
others) ; that Christ, namely, though being év popgsi Geod, did
not desire to seize to Himself the elva: loa Oed, to grasp eagerly
nullam injuriam cuigquam facere, sed suo jure uti ; nikilominus tamen quasi jure
suo cessit,”  So also Calvin, substantially, only that he erroncously interprets
fydoero as arhifratus esscty, ** Non fuisset injuria, siaequalis Deo apparuisset.”
Estius : ““that He had not rccognised the equality with God as an usurped
possession, and therefvre possibly desired to lay it aside, but had renounced
Himself,” ctc.

' In this class we must reckon the interpretation of Theodoret (comp.
Origen, ad Pom. v. 2, x. 7, Eusebius, and others) : that Christ, being God by
nature, did not hold Iis cquality with God as somcthing specially great, as
tliose do who attain to honours xap’ zk/ay ; but that He, =5v aEizy xaraxpidas,
chose humiliation. To this comes aiso the view of Theodore of Mopsuestia :
popPny yap Jodrov rafav Thy LEim ixcivay &xinpuley, TouTo Tois bpwaiv tivat vopilopaves,
éazp tpaivito.—Tholuck compares the German expression : als cin gefundenes
Essen (einen guten Fund) anschen.  According to him, the idea of the whole
passage is, *‘ Tantum aberat, ut Christus, quatenus aéyes est, in gloria atque
beatitate sua acquiescere sibique soli placere vellet, ut amove crga wmortales
ductus servi formam induere ac vel infimam sortem subire sine ulla haesitatione
sustineret.”

? To this belongs also Pelagius, *“Quod erat, humilitate eelavit, dans nobis
exemplum, nein his gloriemur, quae forsitan non habemus."
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the possession of it.! In this view expositors have understood
the loa elvar Oed as the divine plenitudinem et altitudinem
(Bengel) ; the scssionem ad dextram (L. Bos) ; the divine Zonowr
(Cocceius, Stein, de Wette, Graw) ; the vitam vitae Dei acqualem
(van Hengel); the existend? modwin cum Deo acqualem (Liine-
mann) ; the colt ct beate vivere ut Deus (Iraunse) ; the dominion
on carth as o visible God (Ewald); the divine autonomy
(Ernesti) ; the keavenly dignity and glory entered on after the
ascension (Raebiger, comp. Thomasius, Philippi, Deyschlag,
Weiss), corresponding to the dvopa 70 Imép mév dropa in
ver. 9 (Rich. Schmidt); the nove jure divina, consisting in
the «vpiorns mdvrwy (Briickner); the divine 8ofa of universal
adoration (Schuneckenburger, Lechler, comp. Messner); the
ortginal blessedness of the Father (Kahnis); indeed, even the
identity with the TFather consisting in <uwisibility (Rilliet),
and the like, which is to sustain to the popdsn @eod the relation
of a plus, or something separablc, ov only to be obtained at some
Jfuture time by humiliation and suffering® (ver. 9). So, also,
Sabatier, I apdtre Ped, 1870, p. 223 (£ In order to meet
the ody apm. 4#y. (comparing Matt. iv. 8 ff), de Wette (comp.

1 So also Liinemann, who, in the sensc of the divine pre-existence of Clurist,
paraphrases thus : ¢ Christus, etsi al acterno inde dignitate crealoris et domini
rerum omnium frueretur, ideoque divina indutus magnificentia coram patre con-
sideret, nihilo tamen minus hand arripiendum sibi esse autumabat existendi
modum cum Deco aequalem, sed ultrose exinanivit.” In a sense opposed to the
divine pre-existence, however, Beyschlag says, Christol. p. 236 f, : ¢ Churist
possessed the wapph ©:oi (that is, ‘the inmer form of God'); He might have
but stretched out His hand towards the ire €:a chvas ; He disdained, however,
to scize it for Himself, and chose quite the opposite ; therefore it was given Him
as the reward of His obedience, cte.” Hilgenfeld, in his Zeitschrift, 1871,
p- 197 £, says: the Pauline Christ is indeed the heavenly man, but no divine
being ; the equality with God was attained by Him only through the renuneia-
tion, etc.

2 The lead in this mode of considering the passage was taken by Arius,
whose party, on the ground of the proposition ixsive &pmdles 7is, & oin ¥xu,
declared : o1 683 oy iAdTTwy oby Apmact T4 slvar lva TF O ThE pmiydiw x.
weilavi. See Chrysostom,

3 1Ic thinks that the divine gepps of Christ stands to the ive eivas 055 in the
rclation of potentice to cctus. *‘ Christ était des T'origine en puissance ce qu’ 2
la fin il devint en réalité ;" the wspeh Bcoi denotes the general form of being of
Chuist, but ““unc forme vide, qui doit étré remplie, ¢’est-d-dire spiritucllement
réalisée.””  This higher position He had not wished to usurp, but had attained to
it ¢ réellement par le libre développenent de sa vie morale.”
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Hofmann, Sckritbar. p. 151) makes the thought be supplied,
that it was uot in the aim of the work of redemptlion Dbe-
fitting that Christ should at the very outset receive divine
honour, and that, if He had taken it to Himself, it would Lave
Leen a sezzure, an usurpation.  But as év popdfi Oeod U already
involves the divine csscunce,! and as ioca elvar @ed las no
distinetive more special definition in any manner climactic
(comp. Pfleiderer), Chrysostom lhas estimated this whole mode
of explanation very justly: el 7jv Ocds, wos elyev apmdoas ; kal
whs obk amepwonToy TohTo; Tis fyap Av eimoi, 6Tt o Selva
dvlpwmos dv oly ijprace To elvar dvfpwTos; wAS yap dv Tis
dmep éativ, dpmacerey. Moreover, in harmony with the
thought and the state of the case, Paul must have expressed
Limself conversely : o5 {oa Oed imdpywr ovy apm. 7jry. TO elvas
€v popdii Oeod, so as to add to the idea of the equality of nature
(ioa), by way of climax, that of the same form of appearance
(nopgn), of the divine 80fa also.—With respect to o efvar ioa
Oc¢g, it is to be observed, (1) that iea is adverbial : in like manner,
as we find it, although less frequently, in Attic writers (Thue.
iii. 14 ; Eur. Or. 880¢l. ; comp. opota, Lennep. ad Phalar. 108),
and often in the later Greek, and in the LXX, (Jobv. 14, x. 10,
xi. 12, xiil. 12; Wisd. vil. 3, according to the usual reading).
This adverbial use has arisen from the frequent employment,
even so early as Homer (ZZ. v. 71, xv. 439; Od. xi. 304, xv.
519al), of ica as the case of 1he object or predicate (see Ellendt,
Lex. Soph. L. p. 847 ; Kriiger, IL. § xlvi. 6. 8). DBut as eivay,
as the abstract substantive verb, does not suit the adverbial
{oa, part ratione, therefore (2) 70 elvac must be taken in the
sense of cxistere; so that 7o elvar loa Oed does mot mean the
being cquel to God (which would be 70 elvar loor @cg), but
the God-cquul cxistence, existence in the way of parity with
God®  Paul might have written iocov (as mascul) Oed
(John v. 18), or {oéfeov; but, as it stands, he las more dis-
tiuctly expressed the mecfaphysical relation, the divine mode of

! Not merely the similarity, from which is there distingunished the equality by
ehas fzz (in opposition to Martini and others).

2 [The German is : nicht duas Gotte gleick sein, sondern das gollgleiche Scin, das
Sein auf gottgleiche Weise, die gottgleiche Existenz.]
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cxistence,! of the pre-human Christ.  (3) The arficle points
back to év popd7 Ocot vmapywy, denoling the God-cqual exist-
ence manifesting iself i that popdy; for the popdy Oeob is the
appearance, the adequate subsisting form, of the God-equal
caistence.  (4) Ernesti (in controversy with Bawr), who is fol-
lowed by Kiihler, Kahnis, Beyschlag, and Hilgenfeld, entertains
the groundless opinion that our passage alludes to Gen. ii. f,
the {ca etvar Oep pointing in particular to Gen. iii. 5. In the
text there is no trace® of any comparison of Christ with the
first hwinan beings, not even an ccho of like expression; how
different from the equality with God in our passage is the éeeafe
s Beol in Gen, iil. 5! Certainly, any such comparison lay
very remote fron: the sublime idea of the divine glory of the
pre-existent Christ, whieh was something quite different from
the image of God in the first hwman beings. Comp. also
Rich. Schmidt, p. 172 ; Grimm, p. 42 £

Ver. 7. "AAN éavrov éxévwoe] The cmphatically prefixed
éavréy is corrclative to the likewise emphatic demayuor in
ver. 6. Instead of the d@pmalew, by which he would have
entered upon a joreign domain, IHe has, on the contrary, emptied
Himsclf, and that, as the context places beyond doubt, of the
divine popdij, which He possessed but now exchanged for a
popdn ovrov; He renounced the divine glorious form which,
prior to His incarnation, was the form ol appearance of Ilis
God-equal existence, took instead of it the form of a servant,
and became as 2 man. Those who have already taken ver. 6

1 Which, thercfore, was not essentially diflerent from that of the Father.
The isa cives ©:s is the Pauline 8¢5 #v 6 Asyes.  Holmann erroncously, although
approved by Thomasius, makes the objeetion (Schrifthaw. p. 160) that an exist-
ence equal to divine existence can only be predicated of Him, who is not God.
Tt may be predicated also of Him who is not the very snme person, but of equal
divine nature. Thus it might also be asserted of the Holy sSpirit.  The appeal
by Hofmann to Thue. iii. 14 is here without any bearing whatever.

* Ritschl indeed also, Altkath. Kirche, p. 80, requires, for the understanding
of our passage, a rccognition that Christ, as v wo@s @sb ¢mdpywy, is put in
comparison with the carthly Adam. But why should Paul, if this comparison
was before his mind, not have written, in accordance with Gen. i. 26, xav
tizésa ©., OT xaf' dusiwew @,, instead of iv wopp7 6, 7 This would have been most
natural for himself, and would alse have been a hint to guide the readers.—The

passages quoted by Ililgenfeld from the Clementine IHomilies aflirm the poppn
©:05 of the body of man, and are therefore irrclevant.
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as refcrring to the dncainate Christ (see on &g, ver. G) are at
once placed in a difficulty by érévwaoe, and explain away its
simple and distinet literal meaning; as, for instance, Calvin:
“sepprimendo . . . deposuit ;7 Calovius (comp. Form. Conc.
pp. 608, 767): « veluti (7) deposuit, quatenus eam (gloriam div.)
swon perpetue mantfestavit atque cascivid ;7 Clericus : “ non magis
ea usus ¢st, quasiy st ea destitutus fuisset;” comp. Quenstedt,
Dos, Wolf, Bengel, Rheinwald, and many others. Deyschlag
also finds expressed here merely the idea of the sclf-denial exer-
cised on principle by Clnist in His earthly life, consequently
substituting the N. T. idea of awapretafar éavroy. De Wette,
in accordance with his distinction Letween popes) Oeod and etvar
ica Oe (comp. Schneckenburger, p. 336), referring it only to
the latter (so also Corn, Miiller, Philippi, Devschlag, and others),
would have this eivar fga Oepn meaut mercly wn so fur as it
would have sfood in Jesus’ power, not tn so fur as He actually
posscssed it, so that the éavr. éwév. amounts only to a renun-
clation of the elvas {oa Oep, which He niiight have appropriated
to Himself ; while others, like Grotius, alter the signification of
revody itsclf, some making it mean: Jie led « life of poverty
(Grotius, Daumgarten - Crusius), and others: depressit (van
Hengel, Corn. Miiller, following Tittmann, Opuse. p. 642 f,
Keil, comp. Chirysostom, Theodoret, and others). Augustine:
“ Non amittens quod erat, sed accipiens quod non erat; forma
servi aceessit, non forma Dei discessit”  Dut éwévwoe means
nothing but crinanivit (Vulgate) (see Llom. iv. 14; 1 Cor,
i 17,ix. 15; 2 Cor ix. 3; and the passages in the LXX.
cited by Schleusner; Plat. Conv. p. 197 C, Rep. p. 560 D,
LPlal. p. 35 E; Soph. 0. E. 29; Eur. Rhes. 914 ; Thue. viii.
37.1; Xen. Oce. 8. 7),} and is heve purposcly sclecled, because
it corresponds with the idea of the dpmayuos (ver. G) all the
more, that the latter also falls under the conception of «evody
(as cmptying of that which is affected by the dpmayués; comp.

v Comp. Ilasse in the Jalkrd. f. Deutsche Theol. 1838, p. 394 1. (in opposition
to Dorner's reference of the idea to that of i%swéwev). Dorner, in the same
Juhrdb, 1856, p. 395, is likewise driven to reduce the idea of the xivwess merely to
that of the renunciation of the appearance of majesty, which would have been

belitting the divine form and parity, this inner greatness and dignity of Jesus
Christ.
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IXX. Jer. xv. 9; Plat. Rep. p. 560 D; ILeclus. xiil. 5, 7).
The specific reference of the meaning to maling poor (Grotius)
must have been suggested by the context (comp. 2 Cor. viii. 9
Ecclus. L.¢.), as if some such expression as év mhovre Ocod vmrdapy.
had been previously used. Figurafivcly, the renunciation of
the divine popgj might have been described as a putting it off
(éxdbeafar).—The more precise, positive definition of the mode
in which He emptied Himself, is supplied by popdpnr Sodrov
AaBwvy, and the latter then receives through év ou. dvfp. yevo-
pevos kal oxu. €Up. ws dvfp. its specification of mode, correla-
tive to elvar loa Oe. This specification is not co-ordinate (de
Wette, Daumgarten-Crusius, Weiss, Schenkel), but subordinate
to popdyy Sovh. AaBwy, hence no connecting particle is placed
before év ou., and no punctuation is to be placed before xai
oxpate, but a new topic is to be entered upon with érameivo-
oevin ver. § (comp. Luther). The division, by which a stop is
placed before «ai oyiuare . . . avfpwmos, and these words are
joined to érameivwcev x.7.\. (Castalio, Beza, Dengel, and others;
including Hoelemann, Rilliet, van Hengel, Lachmann, Wicsin-
ger, Bwald, Rich. Schmidt, J. B. Lightfoot, Grimin), is at variance
with the purposely-chosen expressions oyijuare and evpebeis,
both of which correspond to the idea of popg, and thereby show
that . oy. eVp. ds avfp. is still a portion of the modal defini-
tion of wopdiy dovhov AaBdv. Nor is the ayju. edp. os avbp.
something following the xévwos (Grimm), but the empiricul
appearance, which was an integral part of the manner in
which the act of sclf-emptying was completed. DBesides,
éramelvwaey éavrov has its own more precise definition follow-
ing; hence by the proposed conunection the symmetry of
strtucture in the two statements, governed respectively by
éavTov éxévwoe and éramelvwoey éavTor, would be unnecessarily
disturbed.  This applies also in opposition to Hofmann, who
(comp. Grotius) even connects év ouotdpare Gvfp. yevop. with
éramelvocey éavtéy, whereby mo less than three participial
definitions are Lieaped upon the latter. And when Hofmann
discovers in év cduotdmaTe .7\ o second half of the relutive
sentence attached to Xpiord "Incod, 1t is at variance with the
fact, that Paul does not by the intervention of a particle (or
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by s xal, or even by the bare dés) supply any warrant for such
a division, which is made, therefore, abruptly and arbitrarily,
simply to support the scheme of thought which ITofmann
groundlessly assumes: (1) that Jesus, when He was in the
divine popes), cmplicd Himself; and (2) when He had become
man, humdled Himself.  Comp. in opposition to this, Grimm,
p. 46, and Kolbe in the Luther. Zeitschr. 1873, p. 314 —
popeny Sovhov AaBwv] so that He took: slave-form, now making
this lowly form of existence and condition His own, instead of
the divine form, which He had hitherto possessed. How this
was donge, 1s stated in the sequel. The aorist participle de-
notes, not what was previous to the éavr. éxép., but what was
contemporancous with it.  See on Eph. i 9. So also do the
two following participles, which are, however, subordinated to
the wopdny Sovhov AaBwv, as definitions of manner. That
Paul, in the word Sodrov, thought not of the relation of one
scrving @i generel (with reference to God and men, Matthies,
Rheinwald, Rilliet, de Wette, comp. Calvin and otlers), or
that of a servant of others, as in Matt. xx. 28 (Schnecken-
burger, Beyschlag, Christol. p. 236, following Luther and
others), or, indefinitely, that of one subject to the will of
another (ITofmann), but of a slave of God (comp. Acts iil. 13
Isa. lil.), as 1s self-evident from the relation to God described
in ver. 6, is plain, partly from the fact that subsequently the
assumption of the slave-formy is more precisely defined by év
opoidp. avlp. yevop. (which, regarded in itself, puts Jesus only
on the same line with men, but in the relation of scrvice towards
God), and partly from dmijkoos in ver. 8. To gencralize the
definite expression, and one whicl corresponds so well to the
connection, into “ miseram sortem, qualis essc servorum solct”
(Heinrichs, comp.-Hoelemann; and already, Beza, Piscator,
Calovius, Wolf, Wetstein, and others), is pure caprice, which
Erasmus, following Ambrosiaster (comp. Beyschlag, 1860, p.
471), carries further by the arbitravy paraphrase: “servi noeentis,
cum ipsa esset innocentia,” comp. Rom. viil. 3. — év opowdu.
avBp. yevop. kv \.] the manner of this popd. Sovhov AaBeiv: so
that He came i the likencess of man, that is, so that He entered
wnto a form of cxistence, which was not different from that which
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siten have.  In opposition to Hofmann, who connects év cpotw-
pate kT with éramelvwser kT, see above. On yivesOas ¢v,
in the sense, to come into @ position, into a statc, comp. 2 Cor.
1. 7; 1 Tim. ii. 14; Luke xxii. 44; Actsxxii. 17; 1 Mace. 1. 27;
2 Mace. vii. 9; Eeclus. xliv. 20; and frequently in Greek authors
after Homer (Nen. Aned. 1. 9. 1; Herodiay, iii. 7. 19,1i. 13, 21);
see Nigelshach, zur Hias, p. 295 {. ed. 3. This entrance into
an existence like that of men was certainly brought about by
hwman b7rth ; still it would not be appropriate to explain yevop.
by natus (Gal.iv. 4; Rilliet ; comp. Gess, p. 295 ; Lechler, p. 66).
or as an expression for the “beyinning of caistence” (Holmann),
since this fact, in connection with which the miraculous eon-
eeption is, notwithstanding Rom. 1. 3, also thought to be
zielueded, was really human, as it is also described in Gal. iv. 4.
Paul justly says: év oporwpaTe avfp., hecause, in fact, Christ,
although certainly perfect man (Rom. v. 15; 1 Cor. xv. 21;
1 Tim. ii. 5), was, by reason of the divine natwre (the ica
eivar Ocp) present in Him, not simply and merely man, not
a purus putus homo, but the tncarnaie Son of God (comp. Rom.
1. 3; Gal. iv. 4; and the Johannine o Aoyos gapf éyévero), bs
épavepwltn év capxi (1 Tim. iii. 16), so that the power of the
Ligher divine nature was united in Iim with the human ap-
pearance, which was not the case in other men. The nature of
Him who had beconie man was, so far, not fully ddentical with,
but substantially conform (v opotwp.) to, that which belongs
to man! Comp. on Rom. viii. 3,1 3f, and respecting the
idea of opolwua, which does not convey merely the conception

Our passage contains no trace of Docetism, even if Paul had, instead of
&vé;drav, used the singular, which he might just as well have written here as
&i dvlpwro; in the sequel, in place of which he might also have used &5 dvépweror.
‘I'his applies in opposition to Lange, apost. Zeitalt. 1. p. 131, and Lecehler, p. 66.
Even Philippi, Glaubensl. 1V. 1, . 472, is of opinion that the above-named in-
terpretation amounts to Docetism.  But Christ was in fact, although perfeet
man, nevertheless something so much more exalted, that the phrase iv dpadpe.
avfp. must have vindicated itself to the believing conscionsness of the readers
without any miscenception, and especially without that of Docetism, which Baur
introduces into it (neutest. Theol. p. 269), particularly when we consider the
thoroughly ethical occasion and basis of the passage as an exhibition of the
Toftiest example of Lumility (comp. Ricli. Schmidt, p. 178). Nevertheless,
Beyschlag has repeated that objection.
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of anclogy, see on Rom. 1. 23, v. 14, vi. 5, viil. 3. The expres-
sion is based, not upon the conception of a quasi-rien, hut upon
the fact that in the man Jesus Christ (Rom. v. 13) there was
the superhuman life-basis of divine {gorys, the eivar loa Oed
not indwelling 1n other men. Justice, however, is not done to
the intentionally used opowwpate (comp. alterwards oyrjpase),
i, with de Wette, we find merely the sense that He (not
appearing as divine Ruler) was found in a human condition,—
o consequence of the fact that even ver. 6 was referred to the
time «ffcr the incarnation. This drove also the ancient dog-
matic expositors to adopt the gloss, which is liere out of place,
that Christ assumed the accidentales infirmitates corporis (yet
without sin), not cx nrturae accessitate, but ¢z olxovopias
libertate- (Calovius).! By others, the characteristic of dcbile ¢t
aljectum (Hoelemann, following older expositors) is obtruded
upon the word dvfpumey, which is here to e taken in a purely
generic sense ; while Grotius understood davfp. as referring to
the first human beings, and belicved that the sinlessness of
Jesus was meant. It is not at all specially ¢Lis (in opposi-
tion also to Castalio, Liinemaun, Schenkel, and others), but
the whole dicine nature of Jesus, the popdsj of which He laid
aside at His incarnation, which constitutes the point of diffr-
cnee that lies at the Dottom of the expression év opowuare (Sia
7o un Yrovov dvbpemov elvar, Theophylact, comp. Chrysostom),
and gives to it the definite reference of its meaning. The
explanation of the expression by the unique position of Christ
as the second Adam (Weiss) is alien from the context, which
preseuts to us the relation, not of the second man to the first
man, but of the God-nan to vidinary humanity. — xal ayijp.
elp. ds avfpom.] to be closely connected with the preceding
participial allirmation, the thought of which is emphaticnlly
cihausted : “and in fushion was found as ¢ man,” so that the
divine nature {the Logos-nature) was not perceived in Him.

! To this also amounts the not so precisely and methodically expressed
explanation of Philippi: Since Cluist remained in the divine form, His
assumption of the slave-form consisted ““in the withdrawal of the rays of the
divine glory which continued to dwell in His flesh, and whick Il only veiled and

subdued with the curtain of the flesh.” Thus also does Calvin depict it : the
carnis humilitas was instar veli, quo divina majestas tegebatur,
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ayiipa, habitus, which receives its more precise reference from
the context (Plugk, ad Eur. Hee. 619), denotes here the entire
outwardly perceptible mode and form, the whole shape of the
plhienomenon apparent to the senses, 1 Cor. vii. 31 ; comp. 70 77;s
Ocob oxfua . dyarpa, Plat. Crit. p. 110 B; 7dpavvor axijua,
Soph. Aat. 1154; Eur. Med. 1039 ; Plat. Polit. p. 267 C:
oxipa Bacihiroy, p. 290D : Tdv iepéwv oxiua; Dem. 690.
21: dmypérov ayijua; Lucian, Cyn. 17: 76 éuov oxijua To &
Uuérepov; also, in the plural, Xen. Mem. iii. 10. 7; Lucian,
D. AL xx. 5. DMen saw in Clrist a human form, bearing,
language, action, mode of life, wants and their satisfacticu,
cte., in general the state and relations of a human being, so that
in the entire mode of His appearance He made Himself known
and was recognised (evpef.) «s « man. In Ilis external
character, after He had laid aside the divine jform which e
had previously had,! there was observed no difference between
His appearance and that of « man, although the subject of His
appearance was at the same time essentially divine, The og
with @vfp. does not simply indicate what He was recognised
to be (Weiss); this would have been expressed Ly dvfp. alone;
but He was found as a man, not invested with other qualitics.
The Vulgate well renders it, “inventus ¢ homo.” This
included, in particular, that Ie presented and manifested in
Himself the human od¢pg, human weakness and susceptibility
of death (2 Cor. xiii. 4; Rom. vi. 9; Acts xxvi. 23).

Ver. 8. ’Eramelvwoer] is placed with great emphasis at the
head of a new sentence (sce on ver. 7), and without any con-
necting particle: He las Awmbled Himself. ‘Eavrov is not
prefixed as in ver. 7 ; for in ver. 7 the stress, according to the
object in view, was laid on the refleaive reference of the action,
but hiere on the reflexive action itself. The relation to éxévwae
is climactic, not, however, as if Paul did not regard the self-
renunciation (ver. 7) as being also self-humiliation, but in s0
far as the former manifested in the most extreme way the cha-

L Comp. Test. XII. Patr. p. 644 f. : deobs Ocov iy oxhpars dvlpdrow. Comp.
D- 744 7oy Paciriz vay al'lfzw;v, Toy ii A5 Pavivrw by pop@n a"vl’fu'ﬂ'au TRTEVbo WS,
ITow these passages agree with the Nazaraic character of the book, is not a point
for discussion here.
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racter of Tawelvwors in the shameful death of Jesus. Ttisa
climactic parallclism (comp. on iv. 9) in which the two pre-
dicates, although the former in the nature of the case alrcady
includes the latter (in opposition to Hofmann), are kept
apart as respects the essentinl points of their appearance in
historical development. Dengel well remarks: “ Status exin-
anitionis gradatim profundior.” Hoelemann, mistaking this,
says: “ He humbled Himself cven below His dignily as man.”
— yevou. Umijkoos] The aorist participle is quite, like the
participles in ver. 7, simultaneous with the governing verb:
so that He becwme obedient. This Umijkeos is, however, not to
be defined by “ capicntibus se, damnantibus ct interficiontibus”
(Grotius) ; nor is it to De referred to the law, Gal. iv. 4
(Olshausen), but to fod (Rom. v. 19; Ieh. v. 8 f), whose
will and counsel (comp. c.g. Matb. xxvi. 42) formed the ground
determining the obedience. Comp. ver. 9: 86 xai 6 Oeos
«r\.  The expression itself glances back to popd. Sovdov;
“ obedientia servum decet,” Bengel. — uéype Bavarov] belongs
to Umijk. vyevop., not to éram. éavr. (Bengel, Hoclemann)—
which latter connection is arbitrarily assumed, dismembers the
discourse, and would leave a too vague and feeble definition
for éram. éavr. in the mere v7mijx. yevou. DBy péxpe death is
pointed out as the culminating poinf, as the highest degree,
up to which He obeyed, not merely as the Zemporal goal (van
Hengel). Comp. 2 Tim. ii. 9; Heb. xii. 4; Acts xxil. 4;
AMatt. xxvi. 38, This extreme height reached by His obedi-
ence was, however, just the extreme depé of the humiliation,
and thereby at the same time its cnd; comp. Aects viil. 33;
Isa. liii. 8. Hofmaun groundlessly takes ¢mijx. givecfar in
the sense of showing obedience (comp. on Gal iv. 12). The
obedience of Christ was an ethical becoming (Heb. v. 8). —
favatov 8¢ ctavp.] TovréoTi Tob émikarapdrtov (comp. Gal.
iii. 13; Heb. xii. 2), 70D Tols dvopars ddpwptouévov, Theophy-
lact. The &, with the repetition of the same word (comp.
Rom. 11, 22, ix. 30), presents, just like the German al-r,
the more precisely defined idea in contradistinction to the
idea which is previously left without this special definition:
unto death, but what kind of death ? unto the most shameful
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and most painful, unto the de«th of the cross; see Klotz, ad
Decar. p. 361, and DBaeumlein, Parttk. p. 97; and the
examples in Hartung, Pastilell. 1. p. 168 f.; Ellends, ZLca.
Saph. 1. p. 388.

ReMARK 1.—According to our cxplanation, vv. 6-8 may be
thus paraphrased : Jesus Choist, when He found Himsclf in the
heavenly mode of existenee of divine glory, did not permit Him-
self the thought of using His equality with God jfor the purpose of
sewzing possessions and honowr jfor Himself on carth: No, Hc
cmpticd Huomself of the divine glory, inasmach as, notwithstand-
ang His Qod-cqual natwre, He tool: wpon Him the mode of caistence
of a slave of God, so that He cntered into the Lilencss of men, and
wn His outicard bearing and appearance meanifestcd Himself not
otherwise than as a man.  He humdled Himsclf, so that He be-
came obedicnt unto God, etc.  According to the explanation of
our dogmatic writers, who reler vv. 6-8 to the carthiy lile of
Cluist, the seuse comes to this: * Cloistimn jam inde « premo con-
ceplioids monento divinam glortam ct magestatem sibi sceundum
humanam naduram communicatem plene uswrpadione cesercre ct
tanquain Dewin se gerere potuisse, sed abdicasse se plenario ¢jus
wsw ¢t hwmalem se cxhibuisse, patrigue suo coclesty obedientein
Juctum esse usque ad mortem eructs” (Quenstedt). The most
thorough exposition of the passage and demonstration in this
sense, thongh mixed with much polemical matter against the

teformed and the Socinians, are given by Calovius. The point
ol the orthodox view, in the interest of the full Deity of the God-
man, lies in the fact that Paul is disconrsing, not de hamilintione
INCARNATIONIS, but dc Ahwiniliatione INCARNATL — Among the

eformed theologians, Calvin and Piscator substantially agrecd
with our [Lutheran] orthodox expositors.

ReyArK 2.—O0n o difference in the dogmatic nnderstanding of
vv. 6=8, when men sought to explain more precisely the doctrine
of the Church (Form. Cone. §), was based the well-kuown con-
troversy carried on since 1616 between ihe theologians of
Tibingen and those of Gicssen.  The latter (Feuerborn and
Menzer) assigned to Jesus Chiist in His state of humiliation
the #7750z of the divine attributes, but denied to Him their
~eiarz, thus making the zéwer: a renunciation of the ypierz. The
Tiibingen school, on the other hand (Thummius, Lue. Osiander,
and Nicolai), not separating the zsfmg and sefarg, arrived at
the conclusion of a hidden and imperceptible use of the divine
attributes, and consequently made the zéwmg a #pinbis siig
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opiainz. Sce the account of all the points of controversy in
Dormer, IL 2, p. 661 1f,, and especially Thomasius, Christi Pers.
aw. Werk, IL p. 429 fl.  The Saxon Decisio, 1624, taking part
with the Giessen divines, rejected the zpinlus, without thoroughly
refuting it, and even without avoiding unnecessary concessions
to it according to the Formula Concordiae (pp. 608, 767), so
that the disputed questions remained open and the controversy
itselt only came to a close through final weariness. Among
the dogmatic writers of the present day, Philippi is decidedly on
the side of the Giessen school. See his Glaubensl. IV. 1, p. 279 ff.
ed. 2. It is certain that, according to our passage, the idea of
the zévaere is clearly and decidedly to be maintained, and the re-
ducing of it to a zpiig rejected.  Dut, since Paul expressly refers
the tauriv ézivwe: to the pmepps O3, and consequently to the divine
mode of appearance, while he makes the efias fsee ©:5 to subsist
with the assumption of the wopps dsuod, just as subsequently the
Ticarnate One appears only as & ¢morwmass avlp. and as sy apuss
as dudp.; and since, further, in the case of the zrjez of the
divine attributes thus laid down, the non-use of them—Dbecause
as divine they necessarily eannot remain dormant (John v. 17,
ix. 4)—is in itself inconceivable and incompatible with the
Gospel history ; the zrjers and the wp7ias must therefore be in-
separably kept together. Dut, setting aside the conception of
the zpi~biz as foreign to the N. T, this possession and use of the
diviue attributes are to be conceived as having, by the renun-
ciation of the peppn ©:5 in virtue of the incarnation, entered
upon a human development, consequently as conditioned, not
as absolute, but as theanthropic. At the same time, the sel/-
conselousness of Jesus Christ necessarily remained the self-con-
sciousness of the Son of God developing Himself humanly, or
(according to the Johannine phrase) of the Logos that had
beeowe tlesl, who was the ueoyesds supe sarpis; see the nume-
rous testimonies in John's Gospel, as 1, 13, viil. 58, xvii. 5,
v. 26. “Considered from a purely exegetical point of view,
therc is no clearer and more certain result of the interpretation
of Seripture than tlie proposition, that the Zgo of Jesus on earth
was 1dentical with the Ego which was previously in glory with
the Father; any division of the Son speaking on earth into two
Egos, one of whom was the cternally glorious Logos, the other
the humanly humble Jesus, is rejected by clear testimonies of
Scripture, however intimate we may seek to conceive the mar-
riage of the two during the carthly life of Jesus;” Liebner
in the Jakrd. f. Deutsche Theol. 1858, p. 362. That which the
divine Logos laid aside in the incarnation was, according to
PHIL. G
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our passage, the ueppi @:03, that is, the divine 6iZe as a form of
existence, and not the ¢or Jse @5 cssentially and necessarily
constituting His nature, which He retained! and to which
belonged, just as essentially and necessarily, the divine—and
consequently in Iim who had become man the divine-human—
self-consciousness.?  Dut as this cannot find its adequate ex-
planation either in the absolute consciousiess of God, or in the
archelypal character which Schleiermacher assigned to Clist, or
in the idea of the »cliyious yenius (Al Schweizer), or in that of
the sccond Adan created free from original sin, wlhose personal
development proceeds as a gradual incarnation of God and deifi-
cation of man (Itothe), so we must by no means say, with Gess,
v. d. Pers. Chr. p. 304 £, that in becoming incarnate the Logos had
laid aside His scll-consciousness, in order to get it baclk again only
in the gradual comrse of development of a human soul, and that
merely in the form of a human sclf-consciousness. See, in op-
position to this, Thomasius, Christe Pers. w. Werk, 11 p. 198 £
Schoeberlein in the Jaked. f. D. Th. 1871, p. 471 ff., comp. the
latter’s Gcheimnisse des Gleanbens, 1872, 3. The various views
whicl have been adopted on the part of tlie more recent Lutheran
Christologists,® diverging from the doctrine of the Formula Con-
cordiac in setting forth Clirist’s humiliation (Dorner: a gradual
ethical biending into onc aiother of the divine and human life
in immanent development; Thomasius: sclf-limitation, ..

1 Comp. Diisterdieck, Apolog. Abk. 111. p. 67 L.

? Paul agrees in substance with the Logos doctrine of John, but has not
adopted the form of Alcxandrine speculation.  That the latter was known to
Lim in its application to the Christology, may at least be regarded as probable
from his frequent and long intercourse with Asia, and also from lis rclation to
Apollos.  His conecption, however, is just aslittle Apollinarian asthat of Joln ;
comp. en Rom. i. 3 f. ; Col. i. 15,

3 Schenkel’s ideal transference of Christ’s pre-existence simply into the seff-
consciousness of God, which in the person of Christ found a perfect self-manifes-
tation like to humanity, boldly renonnees all the resulls of historical exewesis
during a whole generation, and goes back to the standpoint of Lofter and others,
and also further, to that of the Socinians. Comp. or John xvii. 5. Yet even
Deyschlag’s Christology leads no further than to an ideal pre-existence of Christ
as archetype ot humanity, and that not as a person, but merely as the principle
of a person ;—while Keerl (d. Gottmensch. das Ebcnbild Qottes, 1866), in uuper-
ceived direct opposition to our passage and to the entire N. T., puts the Son of
God already as Son of man in absolute (not carthly) corporeality as pre-existent
into the glory of heaven. From 1 Cor. xv. 47 the conception of the pre-vxist-
ence of Clrist as a heavenly, pnewmatic mian and archetype of humanity
(olsten, Bicdermann, and others) can only be obtained through misapprelien-
sion of the meaning. See on 1 Cor. lc., and Grinm, p. 51 {L.
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partial self-renunciation of the divine Logos; Lichuer: the
entrance of the Logos 1ito v process of becominng, that is, into
a divine-human development), do not fall to be examined
liere in detail ; they belong to the provmce of Dogmatics.
Sce the discussions on the sub]cub by Dorner, in the Jehib. f.
Decutsche Theol. 1856, 2, 1857, 2, 18538, 3; Broemel, in the
Kirehl. Zeitschr. of Kliefoth and Mejer, 1857, p.- 144 {105 Liebner,
in the Jalkib. f. Deutsche Theol. 1858, p. 349 ff.; Hasse, id.
p- 336 fl.; Schoeberlein, Zc. p. 459 ff.; Thomasius, Cr. Peis. .
Werk, IL pp. 192 f, 542 {i.; Philippi, Dogmat. IV. 1, p. 364 ff.
—According to Schoeberlein, the Son of God, when He hecame
man, did not give up His operation in governing the world in
conjunction with the Father and the Holy Spirit, but continued
to exercise it witl diriie consciousness n hicaven. Thus the
dilemma cannot be avoided, either of supposing a dual person-
ﬂhtJ of Clrist, or of assuming, with Schoeberlein, that Zceven
is not local. Not only the fonnel, however, but the latter view
also, would be opposed to the entire N. T.

Ver. 9. The exaltation of Clrist,—Dby the description of
which, grand in its simplicity, His cxample becowmes all the
more cncourcying and animating. — 8u0] for « recompense, on
account of this self-denying renunciation and humiliation in
obedience to God (xai, also, denotes the accession of the cor-
responding consequencc, Luke i. 35; Acts x. ‘79; Rom. 1. 24,
iv. 22; Heb. xiii. 12). Comp. M’ttt xxiil. 12; Luke xxiv. 26.
Nothing but a dogmatic, anti-herctical qssumption could have
reeourse to the interpretation whicl is at variance with linguistic
usage: guo facto (Calvin, Calovius, Glass, Wolt, and others).
The conception of zccompense (comp. Heb. ii. 9, xii. 2) is
justified by the voluntariness of what Christ did, vv. 6=38, as
well as by the ethical nature of the obedicnce with which He
did it, and only excites offence if we misunderstand the
Subordinatianism in the Christology of the apostle. Augus-
tine well says: “ Humilitas claritatis est smcritum, claritas
huwmilitatis pracmium.”  Thus Christ’s saying in Matt. xxiii. 12
was gloriously fulfilled in His own case. — Umepirwoe] comp.
Song of Three Child. 28 ff.; LXX. Ps. xxxvi. 87, xevi. 10;
Dan. iv. 34; Synes. Ep. p. 225 A ; it is not found elsewhere
among Greek authors, by whom, however, Jmepiyrahos, cucced-
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dagly Nigh, is used.  He made Him very high, cxceedingly
cealted, said by way of superlative contrast to the previous
éramelvwgey, of the exaltation to the fellowship of the hiyhest
glory and domindion, Rom. viii. 17; 2 Tim. ii. 12; Eph. i 21,
al.; John xii. 32, xvil, 5.' This exaltation has faken place
by means of the ascension (Epl. iv. 10), by which Jesus
Christ attained to the right hand of God (Mark xvi 19;
Acts vil. 55 f; Rom. viii. 34; Eph. i. 20 f.; Col. iii 1;
Heb. i. 3, viii. 1, x. 12, xii. 2; 1 Tim.iii. 16; 1 Pet. iii. 22),
although it is not this loce! mode, but the exaltation viewed
as @ state which is, according to the context, expressed by
dmepvyr. 1t is quite unbiblical (John xvil. 5), and without
lexical authority, to take dmép as intimating: more than pre-
viously (Grotius, Beyschlag). — éxapicaTo] He granted (1. 29),
said from the point of view of the subordination, on which also
what follows (kUptos . . . els Sofav Ocob waTpos) is based. Even
Christ receives the recompense as God's gift of grace, and
hence also He prays Him for it, John xvii. 5. The glory of
the cxaltation did not stand to that possessed before the tncarna-
tion in the relation of a plus, hut it affected the entire divine-
humean person, that entered on the regnum gloriac. -——- 10 Svopa)
is here, as in Epl. i. 21, Heb. 1. 4, to be taken in the strictly
literal sense, not as dignitas or gloric (Heinrichs, Hoclemann,
and many others), a sense which it might have cxz adfuncto
(see the passages in Wetstein and Hoelemann), but against:
which here the following év 7@ dvopar: 'Incoed is decisive,
The honour and dignity of the name of Jesus are expressed
by 70 dmép wav Svopa, but are not implied in 7o dvopa of
itself. Nor is it to be understood of an eppellative name, as
some have referred it to «0peos in ver. 11 (Michaelis, Keil, Baum-
garten-Crusius, van Hengel, Schneckenburger, Weiss, Hofmann,
Grimin) ; others to vios @eod (Theophylact, Pelagius, Estius);
and some even to @cos (Ambrosiaster, Occumenius, and again

1 In the conception of the *eaalfation™ Paul agrees with John, but does not
convey expressly the notion of the 7cfurn to the Ifather, This is not an incon-
sistency in relation to the doclrine of pre-existence (in opposition to Plleiderer,
Lec. p. 517), but a consequence of the more dialectically acute distinction of ideas

in Paul, since that echange ol condition allccted the entire Christ, the God-man,
whereas {he subject of the pre-existence was the Logos.
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Schultz; but sece on Rom. ix. 5). In accordance with the
context—ver, 11, comp. with ver. 6—the thought is: “ God
has, by His exaltation, granted to Him that the name ¢ Jesus
Clorist’ surpasses «ll names in yloiry.”  The expression of this
thought in the form: God hus granied to Him the nrume, cte.,
cannot seem strange, when we take into account the highly
poetic strain of the passage.

Ver. 10 f. “Iva] This exaltation, ver. 9, was to have, in
accordance with the divine purpose, general adoration and
confession as its result,—a continuation of the contrast with
the previous state of self-renunciation and hwmiliation. In
the mode of expression there may be detected a reminiscence
of Tsa. xIv. 23 (Rom. xiv. 11). — The év 76 évou. 'I., cmpha-
tically prefixed, affirms that, in the neme of Jesus, 7.e. in what
is involved in that most glorious name “Jesus Christ,” and
is present to the conception of the subjects as they bend their
knees, is to be found the moving ground of this latter action
(comp. Ps. Ixiii. 5; 1 Kings xviii. 24; 1 Chron. xvi. 10, «l.;
1 Cor. vi. 11; Eph. v. 20; Col. iii. 17; 1 Dect. iv. 14, 16;
Jas. v. 14). The bowing of the Lnce represents adoration,
of which it is the symbol (Isa. xlv. 23; Romu. xiv. 11, xi. &;
Eph. iii. 14; 3 Esdr. viii. 73; 3 Macc. ii. 1; and in Greek
writers from Homer onward), and the subject to be adored
is, according to the context (év ¢ évop. °I., and comp. ver. 11),
none other than Jesus, the adoring worship of whom las ils
warrant in the fellowship of the divine government and of the
divine 8ofa to which He is exalted (comp. the habitual émiva-
Aeiolar 16 Svoua xvplov, Rom. x. 12 f; 1 Cor. 1. 2; 2 Tim.
1. 22; Acts vil. 59, ix. 14, 21, xxii. 16), but has also at the
same time its peculiar character, not absolute, but rclative, 7.c.
conditioned by the relation of the exalted Son to the Father
(see Licke, de turocat. Jes. Ch. Gott. 1843, p. 7 £; comp.
Ernesti, Urspr. d. Siinde, 1. p. 218),—a peculiarity which did
not cscape the observation of Pliny (£p. x. 97: “ Christo
gnast Deo”), and was, although only very casually and im-
perfectly, cxpressed by him.  This adoration (comp. ver. 11,
els Sofav Oeob matpos) does not infringe that strict mono-
theism, which could ascribe absolute deity to the Father only
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(John xvii. 3; Eph. iv. 5; 1 Cor. xii. 6, viii, 6; 1 Tim,
vi. 15 f); the Father only is o &v émi wdvrwv Oeds, Rom.
ix. 5 (comp. Tagnat. Tars. interpol. 5), o Oeos absclutely, God
also of Christ (see on Eph. i. 17), the Oeos o mavrorpdrwp
(2 Cor. vi. 18; Rev. 1. 8,1v. §, al); and the Son, although of
like nature, ns avusfpovos and partaker of His 8¢fa, is subor-
dinate to Mim (1 Cor. xi. 3, xv. 27 f), as in turn the Spirit
is to the Son (2 Cor. 1ii. 18); the honour which is to be paid
to the Son (Itev. v. 8 {f.) has its principle (John v. 22 {) and
aim (ver. 11) in the Father, and theretore the former is to e
honoured s the IFather, and God 7n Christ fills and moves
the consciousness of him who prays to Clrist. According to
van Hengel, it is not the adoration ¢f Jesws which is here in-
tended, hut that of God under application of the name of Jesus;
and de Wette also thinks it probable that Paul only intended
to state that every prayer should be made in the name of
Jesus as the Mediator (kvpros). Comp. also Ilofmann: “the
praying fo God, determined in the person praying by (he con-
sciousness of his relation to Jesus as regulating his action.”
Instead of this we should rather say: the praying fo Jesus,
determined by the consciousness of the relation of Jrsus to
God (of the Son to the Father), as regulating the action of
the person praying. All modes of explaining away the
adoration as offered to Jesus Himself are at variance not onl
with the context generally, which has to do with the Lonour
of Jesus, making Him the object of the adoration, Lut also with
the word émovpaviwy which follows, becanse the medivctorship
of Jesus, which is imyplied in the afoncment, does not affect
the angels as its objects (comp., on the coutrary, Ileb. i. 4, 0).
The two sentences may not be separated from one another (in
opposition to Hofmann); but, on the contrary, it must be
maintained that the personal object, to whom the bowing of
the knee as well as the conlession with the tongue applies,
is Jrsus.  Linguistically erroneous is the view whiclh makes €v
T¢ ovou. equivalent to els 7o dvoua, for the glorvification of
Ihis diguity (Heinrichs, TFlatt, and others), or as @ paraphras:
Jor év 'Ingob (Istius; Rheinwald leaves either of the two to
be chosen) ; while others, by the interpretation “ quotics auditur
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noincn,! brought out a sense which is altogether without
analouy in the N. T.  See, in opposition to this, Calvin: “ quasi
vox (the word Jesus) esset magica, quac totam in sono vim
haberet inclusam.” — émovpaviwy x.7.\.] every kuee of Lcavenly
beings {those to be found in heaven), and thosc on carth, and
those uader the earth, is to bow, none is to remain unbent ; that
is, every one from these three classes shall bow his knees
(plural). émovp. includes the angels (Eph. i. 20 f, iii. 10;
Heb. i 4, 6; 1 Pet. i 12,1ii. 22); émey. the human beings on
carth {comp. Plat. da. p. 368 B: émiyeros avfpwmos); and
katayf. the drad in Hades (comp. Hom. Il ix. 457: Zevs
karayfovios, Dluto: xatayBovior daipoves, the Manes, Anthol.
vii. 333). Comp. Rev. v. 13; Ignat. Trall. 9, and the
similar classical use of Jmoybfovios, vmo yaiav (Lur. Hee. 149,
and Pilngk 4n loc). The adoration on the part of the latter,
whick Grotins and Hofmann misinterpret, presupposes the
deseensus Ch. ad inferos? Eph. iv. 9, in which He presented
Himself to the spirits in Hades as the «dpws.  Our passage,
however, does not yield any further particulars regarding the
so-called descent into hell, which Schiweizer has far too rashly
conlemued as “a wyth without any foundalion in Seripture”
Chrysostom, Theophylact, Oecumenius, Erasmus, and many
others, including Daumgarten-Crusius and Wiesinger, have

! Erasmus, Castalio, Beza, Dretschncider, and others, arrived at this inter-
pretation simply by understanding & =4 dvig. as ad nomen (comp. Grotius:
‘“auncupato nomine ') ; but IToelemann, with forced subtilty, by the analysis :
‘¢ quasi circumsonitum appellatione nominis.”

2 To transfer, with Grotius, Hofmann, and Grimm, the genuflexion of the dead
to the peviod afferr the resurrection, so that, according to Ilofmann, the zare-
so€iua Cxluep below and awail their resurrection and shell then adore and confess,”
would be entirely erroncous, mixing up with the direct, poctically plastic
deseription of the apostle a remotely suggested reflection.  He views the bowing
of the knee, as it has been done and is continuously being done, and mnot as it
22l be done by an entire class only in the future, aftcr the Parousia.  Wiesinger,
howerver, has also placed the realization of the vz #Zv gévw xdpn 2.+, at the
end of the world, when the knees, which hitherto had not willingly bent, would
be forced to do so (1 Cor. xv. 25 f.). On this point he appeals to Rom. xiv. 11,
where, however, the whole text is dealing with the last judgment, which is
not the case heve.  Desides, iv 78 dvépar is far from leading us to the idea of an
adoration partially forerd ; it rather presupposes the fuwith, of which the bowing
of the knee and the conlession which follows are the free living action ; comp.
Rom. x. 9.
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incorrectly understood by xarayf. the Dacmoncs, which is an
erroneous view, because Paul does not regard the Daemones
as being in Hades (see, on the contrary, at Eph. ii. 2, vi. 12),
There is an arbitrary rationalizing in Heinriclis, who takes the
words as ncuters: “omncs rerum crcaterum complezus ” (comp.
Nésselt and J. B. Lightfoot), and already in Beza: ¢ quaccun-
gue et supra mundun sunt et in mundo.”  We meet with the
right view as carly as Theodoret. The Catholics referred xaray®.
to those who are in purgatory ; so Bisping still, and Dollinger,
Clristenth. w. Kirche, p. 262, ed. 2.—As regards the realization
of the divine purpose expressed in fva .7\, respecting the
émreyelww, it was still in progress of devclopment, but its comple-
tion (Ltom. xi. 25) could not but appear to the apostle near at
hand, in keeping with his expectation of the near end of the
alwy odros. Observe, moreover, how he emphasizes the wui-
cersality of the divine purpose (iva) with regard to the bowing
the knees and confession with the tongue so strongly by mav
yovw and waca yAdgoa, that the arbitrary limitation which
nmakes him mean only thosc who desive to give God the glory
(Hofmann) is out of the question.

Ver. 11 appends the cxpress conjfession combined with the
adoration in ver. 10, in doing which the concrctc form of repre-
sentation is continued, comp. Rom. xiv. 11; Isa. xIv. 23;
hence yAdooa is longue, correlative to the previous eovw, not
language (Theodoret, Deza, and others). — éfopor.] a strengthen-
ing compound. Comp. on Matt. iii. 6. Tlespecling the fulvre
(sce the eritical remarks) depending on iva, sce on Gal. ii. 4;
Eph. vi. 3; 1 Cor ix. 18. — «dpios] predicate, placed first
with strong emphasis: that Lord is Jesus Christ.  This is the
specific confession of the apostolic church (Rom. x. 95 2 Cor.
iv. 5; Acts il. 3G), whose antithesis is: dvdfepa 'Incobs

(a3

1 Cor. xii. 3.  The «Upiov eivas refers to the fellowship of the
divine dominion (comp. on Eph. i. 22 f,iv. 10 ; 1 Cor. xv. 27 1);
hence it 1s not to be limited to the rational crcatures (1loele-
mann, following Flatt and others), or to the churcle (Rheinwald,
Schenkel). — els 8. Oeot watp.] may be attached to the
entire bipartite clause of purpose (Hofiaun).  Since, however,

in the sccond part a modification of the expression is iutro-
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duced by the future, it is more probably to be joined to this
portion, of which the {felic destination, e, the flial couse, is
specified. It is not to be connceted merely with xdpeos I, X,
as Bengel wished: “J. Ch. esse dominum, quijye qui sit in
lorie Dol palris” making eis stand for év, for which the
Vulgate, Pelagius, Estius, and others also took it.  Schnecken-
burger also, p. 341 (comp. Calvin, Rheinwald, DMatthies,
Hoclemann), joins it with xdpeos, but takes els Sofav rightly :
to the honour. Bat, in accordance with ver. 9, it was self-
evident that the «upiorns of the Son tends to the honour of the
Father ; and the point of importance for the full conclusion
was not this, but to bring into prominence that the universal
confessing recognition of the xvpiorns of Jesus Christ glorifies
the Father {(whose will and work Christ’s entire work of sal-
vation is; see especially Eph. i.; Rom. xv. 7=9; 2 Cor. i. 20),
wherehy aloue the exaltation, which Christ has received as a
recompense fromn the Father, appears in its fullest splendour.
Comp. Johu xii. 2§, xvii. 1. The whole contents of ver. 9 f.
is parallel to the év popgii @eot, namely, as the recompensing
re-elevation to this original estute, now accorded to the divine-
lavnan person after the completicn of the work of humiliation.
Complicated and at variance with the words is the view of van
Hengel, that éfopoh. els Sofav Qeob is equivalent to éfouon.
Oca, to praise God (Gen. xxix. 34, al.; Rom. xv. 9 ; Matt. xi. 23;
Luke x. 21), and that 67 is quod ; hence : “laudibus celebrarent,
quod hunc filium suum principem fecerit regni divini.”

ReMatk.—TFrom vv. 6-11, Baur, whom Schwegler follows,
derives his arguments for the assertion that our epistle moves
in the cirele of (Fnostic ideas and expressions,! and must therclore
helong to the post-apostolic period of Guostic speculation. But
with the true explanation of the various points these arguments?®
fall to pieces of themselves. For (1) if b ehve foe @25 be related

! Its idea is, that Christ *‘divests Himsell of that which He already is, in
order to reeeive back that of which He has divested Himself, with the ull reality
of the idea filled with its absolute contents,” Baur, Neutest. Theol. . 265.

* Hinsch, Le. p. 76, does not adopt them, but yet thinks it un-Pauline that
the incarnation of Christ is represented detached from its reference (o humanity.
Thix, however, is not the case, as may be gathered (rom the connection of the
passage in its practical bearing with ver. 4 (=& izipwr).
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to &v moppn Ocd shvas as the essence to its adequate manifestation,
and if our explanation of arrayuis be the linguistically correct
one, then must the Gnostic coneeption of the Aeon Sophia—
which veliemently desired to penctrate into the essence of the
original Father (Iren. Hacr. 1. 2. 2),and thus before the close of
the world’s course (Theol. Jalrb. 1349, p. 507 L) wished to usurp
forcibly something not de jusre belonging to it (Preadus, 11 p. 511i)
—De one entively alien and dissimilar to the 1dea of our passage.
But this conception is just as inconsistent with the orthodox
explanation of our passage,as with the one which takes the ehas
foa ©:5 as something future and greater than the zopgs ©<05; since
in the case of the wergs, as well as in that of the Jea, the full
fellowship in the divine nature is alrcady the relation assumed
as cxisting.  Consequently (2) the ievriv éxbvwse cannot be ex-
plained by the idea, according to which the Gnostics made that
Aeon, which desired to place itself in unwarranted union with
the Absolute, fall from the Pleroma to the zéivwua—as to which
Baur, in this alleged basis for the representation of our passage,
lays down merely the distinction, that Paul gives a moral turn to
what, with the Gnostics, had a purely speculative signification
(“ Whilst, therefore, in the Gnostic view, that aprayuis indeed
actually takes place, but as an unnatural enterprise neutralizes
itsell, and has, as its result, mevely something negative, in this
case, in virtue of a moral self-determmiuation, matters cannot
come to any suclt &prayuic; and the negative, which even 7
this case oceurs, not in consequence of an act that has failed,
but of one whichh has not taken place at all, is the voluntary
self-renunciation and self-denial by an act of the will, an éavriv
zevoy instead of the yevéeder #v zevipar”). (3) That even the
notion of the wmoped ©:05 arose from the language used by the
Gnostics, among whom the expressions mopgs, moppody, pirpusis,
were very customary, is all the morve arbitrarily assumed by
Baur, since these expressions were very prevalent geacrally, and
are not specifically Gnostic designations; indeed, popgn ©:of is
not once used by the Gmostics, although it is current among
other authors, including philosophers (e.g. Plat. Zep. p. 381 C:
fséver sl amhag iv w7 abrel wopp7, comp. p. 381 D : vues dv corris
woppas iayor 6 ©zig).  Turther, (4) the erroneousness of the view,
wlich in the phrases & ipordnar dvipumav and exduars sbpedels ds
&vép. discovers a Gnostic Docetism, 1s self-evident from the ex-
planation of these expressions in accordance with the context
(see on the passage); and Chrysostom and his successors have
rightly brought out the essential difference between what the
apostle says in ver. 7 and the Docetic conceptions (Theophylact :
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oix 7 68 7h @euviueroy wroy, NAMeEly, man, dl.d.g zel iz, odx v bt
Gilpmmon,  Aud rodTo GRSV bpmotu e avdpuor® STy iy ap s
nei Ghue, insios 8¢ buyd xol soun zed Oz zea. Theodoret: mepi
705 niyou Tavre phew, br1 Ocls oy ol fwplivo Osig Ty aviporeiay sipigei-
wuoz phow xw7.). Comp. on Rom. viii. 3. Lastly, (3) even the
three categories dzavpaviuy zai iiy. zal zesuy0., and also the notion
of the descensus ad tuferos which the latter recalls, are alleged
v Bauv to be genninely Gnostic.  But the idea of the descent
to Hades is not distinctively Guostic; it belongs to the N. T, and
is a necessary presupposition lying at the root of many passages
(see on Lulke xxiil. 43; Matt. xii. 40; Acts il. 27ff.; Rom. x.
6 115 Iph. iv. 8 1) ; it is, in fact, the premiss of the entire belief
in Clhrist's resurrection ¢z vexpZv. That threefold division of
all angels and men (see also Rev. v. 13) was, moreover, so
appropriate and natural in the connection of the passage (comp.
the twofold division, xai vexzpav zai dvrev, Rom, xiv. 9, Acts
X. 42,1 Pet. iv. 51, where only men are in question), that its
derivation from Guosticism could only be justified in the event
of the Gnostic character of our passage being demonstrated on
other grounds. The whole liypothesis is engrafted on isolated
expressions, which only become violently perverted into concep-
tions of this kind by the preswpposition of a Gnostic atmosphere.
According to the Gnostic view, it would perhaps have beeu said
of the Aeon Sophia: &5 ¢v mopeh Ocol bmdpyraw ob Fpod? heslus 57 0ar0
iz oh ardpuwma oy @b A The apostlds expressions agree
eutirely with the Christolozy of his other epistles; it is from
these and from his own gennine Gnosis laid down in them, that
his words are to he understood fully and rightly, and not from the
theosophic phantasmagoria of any subsequent Gnosis whatever.

ey

Ver. 121 To this great example of Jesus Paul now annexes
another general admonition, which essentially corresponds with
that given in i 27, with which he began all this lhortatory
portion of the epistle (i. 27-ii. 18). — dore] 1lague, draws an

! Linden, in the Stud. u. Krit. 1860, p. 750, attempted a new explanation of
vv. 12-14. According to this, 2 ds is to stand for &s w4, xerepyé. to be indica-
tive, px s . . . xavipy. to belong to the protasis, ver. 13 to be treated as a paren-
thesis, and, finally, the apodosis to follow in #dsrz x.7.A. Against this view
may e simply urged the fact, that @n &5 (2 Thess. iii. 15 ; Philem. 14; 2 Cor.
ix. 5) cannot be equivalent to &7 g4, and that there must have been used not even
&5 w#, but, on accountof the negation of a purely actual relation, &5 oix ; to say
nothing of the involved construction, and of the so special tenor of the alloge’d
apodosis after a preparation of so grand and gencral a nature by the alleged
protasis.
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inference from the example of Christ (vv. 6-11), who by the
path of self-renunciation attained to so glorious a recompense.
Tollowing this example, the readers are, just as they had always
been obedient, etc., to work out their own salvation with the
utmost solicitude. Uwmrovoate is not, indeed, correlative with
yevop. Umijkoos in ver. 8 (Theophylact, Calovius, Bengel, and
others), as the latter was in what preceded only an accessory
definition ; but the swrypia is correlative with the exaitation
of Clirist described in ver. 9, of which the future salvation of
Clristians is the analogue, and, in fact, the joint participation
(Rom. viil. 17; Eph.ii 6; Col.ii. 121, iii. 3f). Since, therefore,
date has its logical basis in what immediately precedes, it must
not be looked npon as an inference from all the previous admoni-
tions,i. 20 ff., from which it draws the general result (de Wette).
It certainly introduces the recapitulation of all the previous
exhortations, and winds them up (on account of the new exhor-
tation which follows, see on ver. 14) as in iv. 1; 1 Thess.
iv. 18; Rom. vii, 12; 1 Cor. 1ii. 21,1v. 5, v. §, xi. 33, xiv. 39,
xv. 58, but in such a way that it joins on to what was last
discussed. It is least of all adinissible to make, with Hofinann,
dae point backwards to mAnmpeoaré pov T. yapdv in ver. 2,
so that this prayer “4s repeated in « definitive manner” by
the exhortation introduced with dore. In that case the
apostle, in ovder to be understood, must at least have inserted
a resumptive odv after dore, and in the following exhortation
must have again indicated, in some way or other, the clement
ot the making joy. — wabws wdvrore Umnroboate] whom ? is
ueither a question to be lelt unanswered (Matthies), nor one
which does not require an answer (Hofiuann). The context
yields the supplement here, as well as in Rom. vi. 16, T’hilem.
21, 1 DPet. i. 14; and the right supplement is the wusual one,
viz. mihi, or, more definitely, mco crangelio, as is plain, both
from the words which follow wy) &s . . . dmovoie pov, and also
from the whole close personal relation, in which I’aul Lrings
home to the hearts of his readers his admonitions (from i 27
down till ii. 18) as their teacher and friend. On wdvrore,
comp. 4wo mwpaTns Nuépas dxpe Tob viy (i. 5). We cannot
infer from it a reference to carlicr ¢pistles wiich have been lost
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(Ewald). — u# s . . . dwovala pov] belongs not to Umyrovaare
(Luther, Wolf, Henmann, Heinrichs, and others), as is evident
from py @s and viv, but to rarepydbeate, so that the comma
belore pera ¢poBov is, with Lachmann, to be deleted. Comp.
Crotius—os had to bLe inserted, because Paul would not and
could not give an admonition for a time wheu he would be
present. Not perceiving this, B, min, vss,, and Fathers have
omitted it. If @s were not inserted, Paul would say : that they
should not merely in his presence work out their salvation.
But with ws he says: that they are not to work out their own
salvation in such a way as if they were dolng it in Iis
piesencet merely (neglecting it, therefore, in His absence); nay,
much more now, during His abscnce from them, they ave to work 1t
out with fear and trembling.  There is nothing to be supplied
along with ds, which is the simple modal as, since pz @s is
conunected with the governing verb that follows in the anti-
thesis (1. éavr. cwr. katepydlecfe) as its prefixed negative
modal definition: nof as in my presence only (not as hlmiting
it to this only) work out your salvation. And the aiid
is the antithetic much more, on the conbrary, nay.  Irasmus,
IZstius, Hoclemann, Weiss, Hofmann, and others, incorrectly
join wovov with s, and take s in the sense of the degrec:
20t merely so0, as ye have done it, or would do it, in my absence ;
comp. de Wette, who assnmes a blending of two comparisons,
as does also J. B. Lightfoot. It is arbitrary not to make
povov belong to év 7. wap. pov, beside which it stands; comp.
also Rom. iv. 16 (where 7¢ éx Tod womov forms onc idea),
iv. 23 ; 1 Thess. i. 5. Still more arbitrary is it to hamper
the {flow of the whole, and to break it up in such a way as to
insert the imperative dmaxovete after Ymayrovoaze, and then
to make mera ¢poBov x.TA. a sentence by itsclf (Hofmann).
Moreover, in such a case the arrangement of the words in the
alleged apodosis would be illogical ; »dv (or, more clearly, xat
vov) must have begun it, and povoy must have stood imme-
diately after p. — 7oAA@ paidoy] than if I were present; for

! The word wapovsia does mot contain, any more than in i. 26, a reference to
the Parousia of Christ, which Kiihler (‘* y¢ know what this word would properly
tell us ") reads between the lines.
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now (vow), when they were deprived of the personal teaching,
stimulus, guidance, and gwudianship of the apostle, moral
diligence and zealous solicitude were necessary for them 7n «
Jar higher measure, in order to fulfil the great personal duty of
working out their own salvation. That éavrdw, therefore, cannot
be equivalent to aAMjrov (Flatt, Matthies, and older expositors),
is sclf-evident. — perd ¢poBov k. Tpduov] that 1s, with such
earnest solicitude, that ye shall have a lively fear of not doing
enough in the matter. Comp. on 1 Cor.il. 3; 2 Cor. vii. 15 ;
Eph. vi. 5. Adet yap poBeicar ic. Tpéuew év 76 épycleabar Ty
{dlay cwtnplav €kagTov, wi wote Umocrkeholels éxméoy TavTys,
Oecumenius. Awc before (he picscnce of God (Chrysostow,
Theophylact, Occumenius), before the future Judye (Weiss),
the feeling of dependence on God (de Wette), a reverential
devotion to God (Matthies, comp. van Hengel), and similar ideas,
must be implied in the case, but do not constitute the scnse of the
expression, in which also, according to the context, we are not
to seck a contrast to spiritual pride (Schinz, Rilliet, Hoelemann,
Wiesinger), as Augustine, Calvin, Bengel, and others have
done. — ratepyateabe] bring about, peragite (Grotius), “ usquc
ad melamn” (Bengel), expressing, therefore, more than the
simple verb (comp. Eph. vi. 13; Dem. 1121. 19; Plat. Leyy.
vii. p. 791 A; Ewr. Herael. 1046 : woker ownplav xatepyd-
gacfar; and see on Itom. i. 26). The summons wsclf is not
at variance with the principle that salvation is God’s gift of
grace, and is prepared for, predestined, and certain to believers ;
but it justly claims the exercise of the new moral power bestowed
on the regenerate man, without the exertion of which he
would fall away again from the state of grace to which
e lhad attained in faith, and would not actually Decome
partaker of the salvation appropriated to him by faith, so that
the final reception of salvation is so far the result of his
moral activity of faith in the xaworns fwijs. See especially
Rom. vi. 8, 12 ff, and 2 Cor. vi. 1. Our passage stands
in contrast, mot to the certifudo salulis, but to the moral
sccuritas, into which the converted person might relapse, if he
do not stand fast (iv. 1; 1 Cor. x. 12), and labour at his
sanctification (1 Thess. iv. 3, 7; 2 Cor. vii. 1; 1 Tim. ii. 15),
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ete. Comp. Wuttke, Sittenl. IL § 266. The demand is
expressed all the wuwre carnestly, the more that the readers have
conflict and suffering to endure (i. 27-30).

Yer. 13. Grouad of encouwragement to the fulfilment of this
precept, in whicli 1t is not their own, but God’s power, which
works in them, ete.  Here @eds is placed first as the subject,
not as the predicate (Hohnann): God is the agent. It is
Lowever, unnecessary and arbitrary to assume before gdp (with
Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Erasmus, and others)
an uncxpressed thought (“ be not terrified at my having said :
with fear and trembling”).  Bengel gratuitously supplies with
Becos the thought : “ pracsens vobis ctiam absente me” (cowmp.
also vau Hengel), while others, as Calvin, Beza, Hoclemann,
Tilliet, Wiesinger, who found in pera ¢48. x. Tp. the anti-
thesis of pride (see on ver. 12), see in ver. 13 the motive to
lwndlity ; and de Wette is of opinion that what was expressed
in ver. 12 under the aspect of fear is here expressed under
the aspeet of coitfidence.  In accordance with the wnity of the
sense we ought rather to say: that the great moral demand
HeTa $OB. k. Tp. T éavtdy cwr. kaTepydfeafar, containing as
it did the utmost incentive to personal activity, nceded for the
readers the support of a confidcitce which should be founded
agt on their own, but on the divine working  According to
Ewald, the perd ¢poBov x. Tpopov is to Le made good by
pointing to the fact that they work before God, who'is even
already producing in them the right tendency of will. But
the idea of the évamioy Tob Geot was so familiar to the apostle,
that he would doubtless have here also directly capressed it.
Kithler (comp. Weiss) imports a hint of the divine punishincnt,
of which, however, nothing is contained in the text. So also
Hofmann : with fear < presence of Him who 1s « decouring
Jire (Heb. xii. 28 f), who will not leave unpunished him who
does not subordinate his own will and working to the divine.
As if Poul had hinted at such thoughts, and had not, on
the contrary, himsclf excluded them by the vmwép Tijs edSokias
which is added! The thought is rather “ duleissiie sententia
omnibus piis mentibus,” Form. Cone. p. 658.—Calvin (comp.
Calovius) rightly observes on the sulject-matter: intelligo
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gratiom supernaduralon, quae provenit ex spiritu regenerationis ;
nam quatenus sumus lomines, jam in Deo sumus et vivimus
et movemur, verum hic de alio motu disputat Paulus, quam
illo wniversali.”  Augustine has justly (in opposition to the
Telagian rationalizing interpretation of a mediate working:
“velle operatur suadendo of pracmia promiticndo™), in con-
formity with the words, wged the eficaciter operari, which
Origen, de¢ Prine. 11l 1, had obliterated, and the Grecks who
followed qualified with synergistic reservations.— év Duiv]
not utre coctum vestrum (Hoelemann), but n cwimis vestris
(1 Cor. xii. 6; 2 Cor. iv. 12; Eph il 2; Col. i, 29;
1 Thess. il. 13), in which He produces the sell-determination.
divected to the xatepydleafas of their own cwrypia, and the
activitv in carrying out this Christian-moral volition.! This
activity, the eévepyelv, is the <nner moral one, which has the
katepyalesbar as its consequence, and therefore is not to be
talken as equivalent to the latter (Vulgate, Luther, and others,
including Matthies and Hoelemann). Note, on the contrary,
the climactic sclection of the two cognate verbs. The regene-
rate man brings about his own salvation (katepyalferar) when
he does not resist the divine working (evepyor) of the willing
aud the working (évepyeir) in his soul, but yields steady obedi-
cnee to it in continual conflict with the opposing powers (Iph.
vi. 10 ff.; Gal v.16; 1 Thess.v. 8, al); so that he wepimaret,
not xara cdpra, but xara mwvetpa (Rom. viii. 4), is con-
sequently the child of God, and as child becomes Zedir (Ilom.
viii. 14,17, 23).  According, therefore, as the matter is viewed
from the standpoint of the Zwnan activity, which yiclds
oledience to the divine working of the férew and evepyeiv, or
from that of the dizine activity, which works the 6éxew and
évepyelv, we may say with equal justice, either that God
accomplizhes the good which IIe has begun in man, up to the
day of Christ; or, that man hrings about his own salvation.
“ Nos ergo volumus, sed Deus in nobis operatur et velle; nos
ereo operamur, sed Deus in nobis operatur et operari,” Augus-

U« Velle quidem, quatenus cst aclus voluntatis, nostrmn est ex creatione :
bene velle ctin nostrum est, sed quatenus volentes fucti per conversioncin beue
volumus,” Calovius.
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tine. How wholly is it otherwise with the unregenerate in
Iom. vii. ! — The repetition by Paul of the sume word, évepydv
. To évepryeiv, has its ground in the encouraging design which
Lie has of making God’s agency felt distinctly and cmphatically;
Lience, also, lie specifies the fiwo elements of all morality, not
merely the évepyeiv, but also its premiss, the féxew, and keeps
them apart by using xal twice: God is the worker in you,
as of the willing, so of the working. From His working
comes man’s working, just as already his willing! — dmrep Tijs
ebdokias] for the salke of goodwill, in order to satisfy His own
Lenignant disposition.  On the causal dmép, which is not
sceundum, comp. Itom. xv. 8; INiihmer, II. 1, p. 421; Winer,
p- 359 [E. T. p. 480]; and on eddokia, which is not, with
Ewald, to be taken in a deterninistic sense, comp. i. 15;
Rom. x. 1. Theodoret aptly says: eddoxiav 8¢ 70 dyabov Tod
O¢cod mpoonyopevae Béxnua Oékee &¢ mavras dvfpwmous
cwlijvar k.7 A. The explanation: “for the sake of the good
pleasure, which He has in such willing and working” (Weiss),
would amount to something self-cvident. Hofmann erroneously
makes Umép 7. eddok. belong to wdvra woweire, and convey the
sense, that they are to do everything for the suke of the divine
youd pleasure, about which they must necessarily be concerned,
ete. In opposition to this view, which is connected with the
misunderstanding of the previous words, the fact is decisive,
that tfis eddoxias only obtains its reference to God through its
belonging to ¢ évepydv k7\.; but if it be joined with what
follows, this refercnce must have Leen marked? and that, on
account of the cinphasized position which . 1. €dox. would
have, with emphasis (as possibly by dmép Tis adrot eddoxias).
Ver, 14, With ver. 13 Paul has closed his exhortations, so
far as the matter is concerned.  He now adds a requisition in
respeet to the mode of carrying out these admonitions, namely,
that they shall do cverything (which, according to the admoni-
tions previously given, and summarily comprised in ver. 12,
! This is God’s creative moral action in salvation, Epl. ii. 10. Comp.
Thomasius, Chr. Pers. w. Werk, 1. p. 287, Incorrectly, however, the Reformed
theologians add : *¢ quac prokiberi non potest.”
* Hofmann groundlessly compares Luke ii. 14 (but sec on that passage) and
even Ecclus. xv. 15, where Fritzsehie, andb. p. 74 [, gives the right view,
PHIL, H
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they have to do, 1 Cor. x. 31) willingly and without hesitation,
—an injunction for which, amidst the temptations of the pre-
sent (i. 27-30), there was sufficient cause. — ywplis yoyyvop. ]
without (far removed from) murmuring. The qoyyvouos
(Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 358), that fault already prevalent in
ancient Israel (Ex. xvi. 7 ff.; Num. xiv. 2), is to De con-
ceived as dirccted against God, namely, on account of what He
imposed upon them both to do and to suffer, as follows from
the context in vv. 13 and 15; hence it is not to be referred
to their fellow-Christians (Calvin, Wiesinger, Schnecken-
burger), or to their superiors (Iistins), as Hoelemann also
thinks. Cowp. on 1 Cor. x. 10. — &ahoyioudv] not: with-
out dispules (Erasmus, Beza, and many others, including
Schneckenburger), de imperatis cum mperatoribus (Hoelemann,
comp. Estius), or amony themsclves (Calvin, Wiesinger), and
that wpon drrelecvant questions (Grotius), and similar interpreta-
tions, which, although not repugnant to Greek usage generally
(Plut. Mor. p. 180 C; Ecelus. ix. 15, xiii. 35), are at variance
with that of the N. T. (even 1 Timw. ii. 8), and unsuitable to
the reference of yoyyvop. to God. It means: without hesita-
tion, without your first entering upon scrupulous considerings
as to whether you are under any obligation thereto, whether
it is not too difficult, whether it is pradent, and the like.
Comp. Luke xxiv. 38, and on Rom. xiv. 1; Plat. A p. 367 A:
dpovTides . . . kai Swahoyiouol, Tim. p. 59 C: oldév moiirov
ért Stahoyloacfar. Ecclus. x1. 2. The Vulgate renders it
rightly, according to the essential sense: “ laesitafionibus.”
The yoyyvouol would presuppose aversion towards God; the
Suahoyiapol, uncertainly in the consciousncss of duty.

Ver. 15. If to their obedience of the admonitions given
down to ver. 13 there is added the manncr of obedience
prescribed in ver. 14, they shall be blameless, ete.  This, there-
fore, must e the high aim, which they are to have in view in
conncetion with what is required in ver. 14. — duepnror «.
axépaior] blameless and sincere; the former represents moral
intecrity as manifesting ilsclf to the judgment of others; the
latter represents the same as respects its inner nadwre (comp. on
Matt. x. 16 and Rom. xvi. 19). — téxva Oeod duwp.] com-
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prehending epexegetically the zio former predicates.  Children
of God (in virtue of the viofesia that took place in Christ,
lom, viil. 13, 23; Gal iv. 5; Eph. i 5) they wre (Rom.
viii. 16, ix. 8). They are o beconic such children of God, as
have nothing with which fault can be found ; which in children
of God presupposes the inward moral daxepatorns, since they
are led by the Spirit of God (lRom. viii. 14). This cthical view
of the viofeaia, prominent throughout the N. T., and already
implied in the mode of contemplating Israel as the people of
adoption (Rom. ix. 4) in the O. T. and Apocrypha, necessarily
involves, in virtue of the 7dcal character of the relation, the
moral dezelopment towards the lofty aim—implies, therefore, in
the Dbeing the constant task of the becoming; and hence the
sense of showing themselves is as little to be given, with Hof-
mann, to the «évnafe here as in Matt. x. 16, John xv. 8, ¢f al. ;
comp. also on Gal. iv. 12. ’AuwunTos, qui vitupcrart non potest,
occurring elsewhere in the N. T. only at 2 Pet. iii. 14 (not
equivalent to duwuos or dueumros), but see Hom. 7. xii. 109 ;
Herod. iii. 82 frequently in the Anthol. Its opposite is:
rékva pwunra, Deut. xxxii. 5; the recollection of this latter
passage lias suggested the subsequent words, which serve as a
recommendation of the condition to be striven for by contrast-
ing it widlk the state of things around. — uéoov (see the critical
remarks) is adverbial, en the midst of (Hom. IU. xii. 167 ; Od.
xiv. 300; Eur. Rhes. 531 (uéoa); LXX. Num. xxxv. 5). —
oroMas k. SueaTpaup.] crooked and perrerted, a graphic figura-
tive representation of the great moral abnormity of the genera-
tion. Comp. on orohds, Acts ii. 40; 1 Pet. ii. 18 ; Prov. iv.
24; Wisd. 1. 3; Plat. Legy. xii. p. 945 B, Gorg. p. 525 A;
and on Swearp., Matt. xvii. 17; Deut. xxxii. 20; Polyb. viil
24. 3, v. 41. 1,1l 21. 8; also Sudorpogpos, Soph. Aj. 442. —
év ols] 4.c. among the people of this ceved; sec Buttmann,
Neut, Gr. p. 242 [E. T. p. 282]; Bremi, ad Isocr. L. p. 213 £.;
Kithner, IL 1, p. 49 £ — ¢awesfle] not 2mperative (Cyprian,
Pelagius, Ambrosiaster, Theophylact, Erasmus, Vatablus, Calvin,
Grotius, and others, including Storr, Flatt, Rheinwald, Baum-
carten-Crusius), but the cxisting relation, which constitutes the
essential distinctive character of the Chiistian state as con-
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trasted with the non-Christian, Eph. v. 8, al. The aim of the
év ois ¢aiveale k.T\. is, by means of an appeal to the true
Clristian sensc of honowur (the consciousness of their high
Christian position towards them that are without), to assist
the attainment of the end in view; this is misunderstood
by Bengel, when he suggests the addition of “servate hae
adionitione,” a view in which he is followed by Hofmann.
The meaning is not lucetis (so usually), but (comp. also
Weiss, Schenkel, and J. B. Lightfoot) : ye appcar,! come into
view, apparctts (Matt. ii. 7, xxiv. 27; Jas. iv. 14; Rev,
xviil. 23; Hom. 71 1. 477, xxiv. 785, 78S, 0J4. 1i. 1, 1. ix.
707; Hes. Opcr. 600 ; Plat. Rep. p. 517 B; Xen. Hll. iv. 3.
10; Polyb. ix. 15. 7; Lucian, D. D. iv. 3; also Xen. Symyp. i.
9, Anab. vii. 4. 16 ; henee 1a patwopeva, the hewvenly appeer-
ances).  Luectis (Vulgate) would be ¢aivere, John 1. 5, v. 35
1 John ii. 8; 2 Pet. i. 19; Rev. i. 16, xxi. 23 ; 1 Macec. iv.
40; Plat. Tim. p. 39 B; Arist. Nub. 586 ; Hes. Oper. 528 ;
Theoc. 1i. 11. — @waTijpes] light-givers (Rev. xxi. 11), here
a designation, not of torches (DBeza, Cornelius a Lapide) or
lamps (Hofmann), which would be too weak for év 76 rxooue,
and without support of linguistic usage; but, in accordance
with the usage familiar to the apostle in the LXX,, Gen. 1. 14,
16, of the shining heavenly bodics; Wisd. xiii. 2 ; Ecclus. xliil,
7; Heliod. 87 ; Anthol. xv. 17; Constant. Rhod. ¢p. in Lare-
Uip. 205.—év wéopw] is to be taken in reference to the
physical world, and closely connected with ¢war.  As light-
bearcis in the world (which shine in the world, by day the sun,
Dy night the moon and stars), the Christians «ppear in the
midst of « perverted generation. Comp. Matt. v. 14; also
classical expressions like wdrpas ¢éyyea (Anthol. vi. 614, 2),
cte. If ¢aivesfe be rightly interpreted, év xdope caunot be
joined with it (de Wette, Weiss, who takes xooue in the
ethical sense), or be supplemented by ¢aivorrar (Hoclemamn,

! So also Homer, JL i. 200, which Hofmann compares and brings out for onr
passage the sense : ““ stand in the light proper to them.” Comp., however, {1,
xix. 16, xxii. 28, and lc.; Duncan, Lex. ed. Rost. p. 1148 {. In the {former
passage, 1. 200, the sense is: her eyes (Athene's) appeared terrible. Comp.

Niigelsbach, p. 87, ed. 3.  The same sense, according to another explanation, is
found in Faesi.
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Rilliet, van Hengel). It is erroneous, further, to make év
kiouw mean in heaven (Clericus, Rheinwald'), and also
erroncous to attach a pregnant force to €év, making it mean
“aithin the world,” in contrast to the lights of lieaven shining
JSrom abore ; thus Hofmann, connecting it with Aoyor {wijs éméy.
and Dringing out with emphasis something quite sclf-evident.
On xoapos without the article, sec Winer, p. 117 [E. T.p. 153).
On the whole passage, comyp. Zest. XTI Patr. p. 577 ¢ vuels ol
PwaTiipes Tob ovpavod-ds 0 fhios Kal 7 GENJYY TiL WOL]TOVTL
wavta T €0vn, éav Vpels oroticbijgecle év aceBela kTN
Paul, however, has put ¢werripes without the article, because
lie has conceived it qualitatively.

Ver. 16. Aoyor fwiis éméyortes] a definition giving the
reason for ¢aiveafe ds pwar. €v k. : since yc possess the word of
lige.  This is the Gospel, émeidy v aloviov wpofevel Lwiv,
Theodoret.  Sec Rom. 1. 16 ; comp. John vi. 68 ; Acts v. 20;
it is the divinely efficacious vehicle of the wvetua Tijs Lwis
which frees from sin and death (see on Rom. viii. 2), and
therefore not merely “ the word concerning life” (Weiss). Christ
Himself is the esscitial Aoyos tis {wijs (1 John i. 1), His
servants are ooy fwijs eis Lwnr (2 Cor. il. 16), therefore the
word preached by them must he Adyos fwijs in the sense in-
dicated. Paul does not clsewhere use the expression. As to
Lwij without the article, of eternal life in the Messiah's king-
dom (iv. 3), see Kaeuller, de {wis al. not. p. 73 f.  As pos-
sessors of this word, the Christians appear like ¢weotiipes in a
world otherwise dark; without this possession they would not
so present themselves, but would be homogeneous with the
perverted generation, since the essence of the gospel is light
(Eph. v. §; Col. 1. 12; 1 Thess. v. 5; 1 Pet. ii. 9; Luke
xvL 8; Acts xxvi. 18, «l), just as Christ Himself is the prin-
cipal light (John i. 4, 3, iii. 19, viii. 12, xii. 35, «l); but the
clement of the unbelieving ryeved, whose image is the «oopos
in itself devoid of light, is darkness (2 Cor.iv. 6, vi. 14 ; Epl. v.
§,vi.12; Col. 1. 13 ; John i. 5, iii. 19). ’Eméyew, to possess,’

! The designation of the heavens by xiape;, first used by Pythagoras (see Bremi,

ad Isoc. Paneg. p. 90), did not enter into the Biblical usus logquendi.
* Hofmann crroncously pronounces against this, representing that ixéxger could
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to have in possession, at disposal, and the like; see Herod. i.
104, viii. 35 ; Xen. Symp. viil. 1; Thue. 1. 48. 2,ii. 101. 5;
Anth. Pal, vil, 297. 4; Polyb, iii. 37. 6,112, 8, v. 5, 6;
Lucian, Necyom. 14. Not: holding fast (Luther, Estius, Bengel,
and others, including Heinrichs, Hoelemann, Baumgarten-
Crusius, de Wette, Iiwald, Schoeckenburger); nor yet: sus-
tinentes (Calvin), so that the conception is of a lizht fixed on
a candlestick. Others uuderstand it similarly: holding forth
(Beza, Grotius, and others, including Rbeinwald, Matthies,
Wiesinger, Lightfoot), namely, “ that those, who have a longing
for life, may let it Le the light which shall guide them to life,”
as Hofmann explains more particularly; comp. van Hengel
This would be linguistically correct (Hom. I7. ix. 489, xxii. 43 ;
Plut. Ior. p. 265 A; Pind. OL ii. 98 ; Poll. iii. 10), but not in
harmony with the image, according to which the subjects them-
sclves appear as shining, as self-shindng. Linguistically incorrect
is Theodoret’s view : 7 Aoyw mpoaéyovres (attendentcs), which
would require the datéve of the object (Acts iiil. 5; 1 Tim. iv.
16 ; Ecclus. xxxi. 2; 2 Mace. ix. 25 ; Job xxx. 26 ; Polyb. iii.
43. 2, xviil. 28. 11). Chrysostom, Oceumenius, Theophylact
take éméy. correctly, but understand Aoyor fwijs as equivalent
to amépua §. or évéyvpa &, and iudicate, as the purpose of the
words : épa, wis edbéws Tifnar Ta émabfra (Chrysostom). This
view is without sanction from the wsus logucnd:. Linguis-
tically it would in itself Le acinissible (see the examples in
Wetstein), but at variance with the N.T. mode of expression
and conception, to explain with Michaelis, Storr, Zachariae, and
Flatt: supplying the place of life (in the world otherwise dead),
so that Aéyov éméyew would mean: to hold e reletion. Cowmp.
Syr.—els xavynua x7X] the result which the yiveafar
auéumrovs kT on the part of the readers was to have for
the apostle ; it was to become for him (and what an incitement
this must have been to the Philippians!) a matter of glorying
(i. 26) for the day of Christ (see on i. 10), when he should
liave reason to glory, that he, namely (67¢), had not laboured in
only be thus used in the sense of having under one's control. Compare, in oppo-
sition to this, espeeially such passages as Thuc. jil. 107. 4, where the word is
quite synonymous with the parallel simple Zxer ; also Anth. Pal. vii. 276. G.
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vain, of which the excellent quality of his Lilippian converts
would aflord practical evidence, 6T¢ TotobTovs Vuds éTaldevoa,
Theophylact. Cowp. 1 Thess.ii. 19 f.; 2 Cor.i. 14. Thus they
were to be to him on that day a orépaves kavyrjoews (1 Thess.
lc). Taul cannot mean a preseit kavydotfar in prospect of the
day of Christ (Hofmann), for els kalynua r.r\. caunot be the
1esult aceruing for him from the év olis ¢aiveafe k.T.N. (since
by it the position of the Christians generally is expressed), hut
only the result from the ethical development indicated by iva
yévnobe duepmror k. Hence also 6Te cannot be o statement
of the reason (Hofmann) ; it is caplicative : that. — The twofold!
yet climactic, figurative description of his apostolical exertions
(on &dpaw., comp. Gal. ii. 2; Acts xx. 24; on éromiaga, comp.
1 Cor, xv. 10; Gal. iv. 11), as well as the repetition of els
revor (sce on Gal. il. 2; 2 Cor. vi. 1; Polyc. Piil. 9), is in
keeping with the emotion of joy, of triumph.

Ver. 17. The connection of ideas is this: What D’aul had
said in ver. 106 : eis wavynpua w7\, presupposed, in the first
place, that he Adinself would live to sce the further develop-
ment described in ver. 15: va qévnole dueumror. Now, hiow-
ever, lie puts the opposite case, so as to elevate his readers to
the right point of view for this also, and says: “But cren if 1
showld be put to death in my vocation dedicated to your faith,”
cte. Van Hengel finds in these words the contrast to the
liope of living to sce the Parousia. Dut this hope is not ex-
pressed in what precedes, since the result els xavynua x.TX.
was conditioned, not by the apostle’s living to see the Purousic,
but only by his living to see the described perfection of Iis
seaders ; Inasmucl as, even when arisen at the l’arousia, he
might glory in what lie had lived to see in the Philippians.
Many others are satisfied with making these words express
merely a climax (in relation to éxomiaga) (see especially
Heinrichs and Aatthies) ; but this is erroneous, because éxo-
mriaca in the preceding verse is neither the main idea, nor
specially indicative of tribulation. Arbitrary and entirely
unnccessary is, further, the assumption of an oppouent’s objec-
tion (“at vero fmminent ¢ristissima !”) to which Paul replies;

! Comnp. Anthol. Pal. xi. 56, 2 : un mpixs, ph xewia,
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or the explanation of éA\d by the intervening thought: “non,
7 pat pas travaille en vain, mais au contraire,” etc., Rilliet;
comp. also Erasmus, Paraphr. In a similar but direet way
Hofmann gains for aAid the explanation, but on the contrary, by
connecting it antithetically with the preceding negative clauses
8te obk els kevoy x.rA., which, with the right explanation
of the following words, is impossible.  According to de Wette
(comp. also Storr and Flatt), ver. 17 connects itself with 1. 26,
so that adia forms a contrast to ver. 25, and all that inter-
venes is a digression. * But how could any reader guess at
this? The suggestion is the more groundless, ou account of
the yaipw in ver. 17 corresponding so naturally and appositely
with the xadynpa in ver. 16. — el kal k.7\] 7f I cven (which
I will by no means call in question) should be poured out, ete.
On the concessive sense of e xa/ (1 Cor.iv. 7; 2 Cor. iv
3,10, v. 16, vii. 8, al), see Herm. ad Viger. p. 832; Klotz,
ad Devar. p. 519.  The case supposed is thus rendered more
probable than by the reading of £ G, xai e (cven assuming that
I). Stallbaum, ad Plat. Ap. S. p. 32 A; Gorg. p. 509 A;
Schmalf. Syntex d. Verd. seec. 99 £ The protasis beginning
with @A\ e #xal extends to 7. wioT. vudr. As in ver. 12,
so also here Hofmann makes the violent assumption that the
apodosis already begins at éxi 7. fuoia w7\ with omévbouar
again to be supplied, whilst at the same time there is imputed
to this émi 7. fvaia .7\, In order to give an appropriate turn
to the assumed antithesis for @A\, a tenor of thought which
the words do not bear ; see below.— amévdopar] I become offered
as a lbation, pourcd out as a drink-offering (2 Tim. iv. 6,
frequently in all classical writers; sce also Schleusner, Z%es.
V. p. 79 ; Suicer, Thes. II. p. 993). The scnse stripped of
figure is: if even my blood s shed, if even I shonld be put to
death! Taul represents his apostolic exertions for the faith of
the Philippians as an gffering (comp. Rom. xv. 16); if he is
therein put to death, he is, by means of the shedding of his

! This (since the time of Chrysostom) unanimous interpretation of the figura-
tive expression has been abandoned Ly Otto, Pastoralbr. p. 214 f., who explains
it as referring, not to the shedding of blood, but to the severance of the apostic's
life in his vocation from intercourse with the world by his imprisonment. Au
abortive suggestion, the forced result of incorrect assumptions.



CHAP. II 17, 121

Llood in this sacrifice, made a libation, just as among the Jews
(Nun. xxviil. 7, xv. 4 ff.; Joseph. Anft. iii. 9. 4; see gene-
rally, Ewald, Alterth. p. 46 f.; Saalschiitz, A B. p. 314 {) in
the sacrifices, together with nieat-offerings, libations of wine were
made, which were poured upon the ground from sacred vessels
(amaovdeia) at the altar.  As to the Hellenie sacrificial libations,
sec Hermann, Gotéesd. Alterth. § 25, 15 f. On the figurative
representation of the sheddm0 of blood as a 0'7rov31), comp.
Anthol. ix. 184, 6: Elpos alpa Tvpdvwwy éomeacer, Tgnatius,
Rom. 2; amovdiclivar Oep ws éte Buaiaamipioy étoipov éari.
—The present teuse is used, because Paul has strongly in view
his present danger (i. 20 ff); Kithner, IL 1,p. 119 £ Rilliet
(comp. Wetstein) takes the passive erroneously : I am besprinklcd
(which also does not correspond with the present tense), making
Paul say, “ que la libation préparatoire du sacrifice a coulé sur
sa téte.” Confusion with xaracmévdeabar, Plut. Alex. 50, de
Aef. orae. 46 ; Strabo, iv. p. 197 ; Eur. Or. 1239 ; Antip. Sid.
73 (Anthol. vii. 27). —émi 7. Qua. k. Aer. 7. . Ju] at the
saerifice and pricstly scrvice of your faith, that is, whilst I present
your faith as a sacrifice and perform priestly service in respect
to it; the sense of this, stripped of the figure, is: whilst I,
by furtherance of your jfuith in Christ, scrve God, as by the
offering and priestly ministration of a sacrifice. Tijs mioT.
is the object which is conceived as sacrificed and undergoing
priestly ministration; fuaie and Aeroupyia have one article
in common, and are thereby joined so as to form one concep-
tion. DBut Aeerovpyla (priestly function, comp. Luke i. 23;
Heb. viii. 6, ix. 21, and frequently in the LXX. ; see Schleus-
ner, Thes.; cowp. also Diod. Sic. 1. 21, and, for the figurative
use of the word, Rom. xv. 16, 27) is added by the apostle as
a more preeise definition, because the mere fvaia would leave it
uncertain whether he was to be considered as a priest, whereas
Paul desires expressly to describe himself as such. 6fvaig, as
always in the N. T, is sacrifice, so that the idea is: at the
sacrifice and priestly service of your faith; hence there is no
necessity for taking it as saerificing, or the act of sucrifice
(Herod. iv. 60, viii. 99; Herodian, viil. 3. 5, 1. 36. 12, al.).
The éwi, however, is simply to be taken as «f, as in i, 3 and
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frequently ; not as fo, in addition to (Beza, Raphel, Matthies,
de Wette, Weiss, and many others; comp. also Hofmann), or
with the Vulgate as supre (Heinrichs, IToclemann, van Hengel),
in the sense of the (heathen) modc® of the libation, an interpre-
tation which should have been precluded by the addition
of the abstract x. Aertovpy. Finally, although Taul’s official
activity concerned the faith of all his churches, he says udy
with the same right of ndiridualizing reference as in & Juds
ati. 24 and many other passages. The passage is peculiarly
misunderstood by Hofmann, who holds that éx has the sense
in assoclation with; that 7fs mwioTews Ju. 1s the genitive of
apposition to Buaia and Netroupy.; that the sacrificing and
ministering subject is not the apostle, but the Philippian
church, which, when it became bclicving, had presented its
own sacrificc to God, and has been constantly honowring Him
with its own woik of scrvice.  Accordingly Paul says that, even
though his labours should end in a violent death, yet tke
shedding of Iis blood would not be an isolated drink-offering, but
would associate ilsclf with their sacrifice.  Dut this would only
make him say, with artificial mysteriousness, something which
is perfectly self-evident (namely : after that ye became believers,
and whilst ye are Dbelievers). Morcover, ém¢ would thus be
made to express two very different relations, namely, with 73
Buaia aficr, after that, and with the Aesrovpyla af, during.
And low could a reader discover from the mere émwi x.7.\.
the alleged antithetical reference of an dsolafed drink-offering,
especially as no antithesis of the persons is even indicated
by vudv being placed first (immediately after ém{)? The
entire explanation is a forced artificial expedient in conse-
quence of the mistaken assmmption that an apodosis Dbegins
after omévdopar, and a new scction sets in with yaipw.” —

1 On this mode of libation rests the expression imiexivder, to pour a libation
over something (Herod. ii. 39, iv. 60. 62, vii. 167 ; Aesch. Ag. 1395 ; llut.
Rom. 4).

2 In which xeipw x. evyyeipw wGov ouiv are supposed to serve merely «s an in-
troduction for the exhortation whieh follows ; thus Paul would be made to say,
that cven for ihat supposed case of the sxisdislas he is in a joyful mood, and
he rejoices with any person in the chureh whose heart is joyful (all this is sup-’
posed to be implied in zzsw duivl).
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xaipw] Apodosis down to Jutv: I r¢joice, mot at the fuaia .
ectovpyia Tijs wieT. vp. (Chrysostom, who connects érri 7. Gvo.
1A with yalpw; comp. Occumenius; so also Rillict), for
it is mere arbitrariness to separate the sacrificial expressions
orévdopar and emi 7. Guola . and attach them to different
parts of the sentence, and because yaipw, as the point of the
apodosis, would have been placed before émi 7. Buo. kTN ; but
at the omévdeaBar: 1 rejoice to be employed for so sacred a des-
tination. Theophylact appropriately remarks: ody @s ¢ dwo-
Bavoipevos Avmaduar, dANa kai Yalpw ... 7L owovdy) ylvouar,
and Theodoret : TaiTa 8¢ Aéyer Yruyaywydv adrovs . Sddorwy
Tod paptupiov 7o péyebfos. Comp. Grotins, Heinrichs. The
«round of the apostle’s joy, assumed by many (including Flatt,
Hoelemann, Matthies, de Wette): because my death will tend
{o the advantage of the gospel (i. 20), and also the interpretation
of Weiss: that joy at the progress of the Philippians towards
perfection is intended, are both quite gratuitously imported into
the passaze. The explanation of it as referring gencerally to
inward joyfulness of faith (Wiesinger) or divine screnity (Ewald),
does not correspond with the protasis, according to which it
must be joyfulness in the prospect of death. “Even if T am
compelled to dic in this sacrificial service, I r¢joice therein,”
and that, indeed, now for the case supposed; lience not
Juture. — kai gvyy. maow Uuiv] is wrongly explained by most
commentators: “and I rcjoice with you all” (so Chrysostom,
Theophylact, Luther, Calvin, Heinrichs, Matthies, van Hengel,
Rilliet, de Wette, Wiesinger, Ewald, Schneckenburger, Weiss,
Hofmann, and many others) ; along with which explanation
Clirysostom, Theophylact, and various of the older expositors,
bring forward another ground for this joint joy than for the
xaipw (Chrysostom: yailpo pév, 8¢ omovdy wvivopar ovy-
xaipw 8¢ 6T Buolav mpogeveyxwy; comp. Schneckenburger).
Decisive against this interpretation is the yaipere which follows
in ver. 18,—a summons which would be absurd, if ovyy. vp.
meant: “I regoicc with you” The Vulgate alveady rightly
renders: congratulor (comp. Jerome, Beza, Castalio, Grotius,
Storr, Flatt, Rheinwald, Hoclemann, Bisping, Ellicott, Light-
foot), I congratulate yow all, namely, on the fact that I am
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poured out ¢n the service of your faith. Such a martyrdom,
nawmely, for the sake of their faith, how it must have elcvated and
lonoured the readers, their whole chureh; for such a martyr
death concerned them all! Comp. on Eph. iii. 13; it re-
dounds to their glory, if the apostle sheds his blood on account
of their Christian standing established by him. It is i this
light that Paul wishes his omwévdeafa, should it occur, to be
regarded by his readers, and therefore gracefully and in-
geniously represents it (though Hofmann holds this to he
impossible) as something on which he must congratilate them
all.  Pauline linouistic usage is not to be urged in objection
to this view (Weiss), as Paul employs avyyaipw elsewhere only
i the passages 1 Cor. xii. 206, xiil. 6, and these are balanced
by vv. 17 and 18 here. Van Ilengel and de Wette have
crroncously objected that it would have been ocuyyaipopar
(3 Macc. i. 8). The active as well as the middle may convey
cither meaning, to r¢joice along with, or gratulur? (Polyb. xxix.
7. 4, xxx. 10, 1; Plut. Mor. p. 231 B; 3 Macc. 1. 8). See
Valckenaer, Sehol. 1. p. 54.

Ver. 18. Aand wpon the same (upon my possibly occur-
ring omévdeafar émi 7. Bvo. kTN, ver. 17) njoice ye also
(hecause it takes place for the sake of your faith), aad con-
gratulaie me thercon (on such a sacred destination). The verbs
are imperatives.  “ Postulat enim Paulus parem cvpmwdafear a
Philipp.,” Beza.  The ground of the yaipere may not be arbi-
trarily introduced (Hofmann: whatever untowardness may
occur), but must by logical necessity be the same which, in
ver. 17, suggested the ovyyaipw vutv; and that of the avy-
xaiperé por must be the same as caused Paul to say yaipw in
ver. 171 The expositors, who do not take ovyyaipew as
gratulari, are here placed in the awkward position of making
the apostle summon his readers to a joy which, according to
ver. 17, they would already posscss. Dy this impossibility

' The diffieulty which van Ilengel (comp. Hofmann) urges, that the readers
‘“vix aut ne vix quidem induci potuerunt de hujus viri morte vielenta gaudentes
vel gavisurd,” entirely mistakes the lofty standpoint of the apostle, who looks
deathiin the face with a holy joy (comp. the frequent corresponding sentiments

in the epistles of Ignatius), and also atlributes to his readers a corresponding
mode of looking at the possibility of his death.
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Weiss, in spite of the 7o adro, allows himself to be driven
into taking the joy in ver. 18, not as in ver. 17, but (comy.
also Hofmann) quite gencrally, of a joyful frame of mind, — 7o
avro] i the same (on the accusative, comp. Matt. ii. 10)
r¢joice ye also; see also on i 25. Hence it is not to be taken
as equivalent to @eavrws (Beza, Storr, Flatt, Heinrichs, Rhein-
wald, Rilliet, de Wette, Wiesinger, Weiss, Hofmann) (comp.
on i. 6), in order thereby to avoid identifying it with the joy
mentioned in ver. 17. As to yaipew with the accusative in
classical authors, see generally Lobeck, ad 4j. 131 ; Kiihner,
II. 1, p. 255 £

Ver. 19. The apostle now, down to ver. 24, speaks of send-
ing Timothyl to them, and states that he himself trusted to
visit them shortly. — éawifw 8¢ x.7.\.] The progress of thought
attaching itsell to ver. 17 (not to wver. 12) is: However
threatening, according to ver. 17 f, and dangerous to life my
situation is, nevertheless I hope soon to send Timothy to you,
cte. Ile hopes, therelore, for such a change in his situation,
as would enable him soon to spare that most faithful friend
for such a mission. Here also, as in 1. 21-26, there is an
immediate change from a presentiment of death to a coufidence
of his being preserved in life aud even liberated (ver. 24). The
right view of vv. 17, 18 debars us from construing tlie pro-
aress of the thought thus: for thc enhancement of my joy, how-
cverr, ete. (Weiss).  Others take different views, as ¢ Dengel :
although I can write nothing definate regarding the issue of my
case,—an imported parenthetic thought, which is as little
suggested in ver. 17 f. asis the antithetical relation to yaipere
k. avyyaip. por discovered by Hofmann, viz. that the apostle
is anxious as to whether ol 1s wcll tn the church. — év wvplw]
making the hope causally rest @n Christ.  Comp. on 1 Cor.
xv. 19. — vuiv] not equivalent to the local wpos duds (van
Hengel), nor yet the dative commodi (“vestros in usus,

! Hofmann's hypothesis, that the church hdd expressed a desire that the apostle
would send them one who should aid them, with word and deed, in their affairs,
has no hint of it given at all in the text ; least of all in hiz xdya ciduys x.m.2.
Why should Paul not have mentioned, in some way or’ another, the wish of the
church ’—DBaur and Hinsch find no motire mentioned for the mission of Timothy.
As if the motive of love conveyed by iz xéyd ».7.2, were not enough !
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vestra in gaudia,” Hoclemann, comp. de Wette and Holmann),
whereby too special a sense is introduced ; but the dative
of refercnce (1 Cor. iv. 17; Acts xi. 29), indicating the persons
concerned as those for whom the mission generally is intcnded.
— karyd ] I also, as yc through the accounts’ to Le received of
me, namely, those which ye shall receive through this epistle,
through Lpaphroditus, and through Timothy. — etrvyeiv] to
be of good couraye, occurs here only in the N. T. Sce Poll
iii, 135; Joseph. Adatt. xi. 6. 9. Comp the edydyer in
epitaphs (like yaipe) in Jacobs, ad Anthol. xil. p. 304. —7a
wepl U] the things concerning you, quite generally, your cir-
cumstances. Eph. vi. 22; Col. iv. 8. See Heindorf, ad Plat.
Phaed. p. 58 A.

Ver. 20. Ileason why Timothy is the person sent. Ilol-
mann erroncously takes it as: the reason why he sends no one
at the time.  As if vbv yap or dpre yap oddéva k. were
written. — loojruyov] likc-ininded, namely, with mc; in what
respect, is stated in the sequel. Castalio, Beza, Calvin, Rilliet,
Weiss, J. D. Lightfoot, wrongly interpret it: no one who
would De so minded as Ze¢ (Rheinwald combines the two
references). As adrg is not added, the text gives no other
reference for {oos (in {ooyruy.) than to the subject of éyw (sce
also ver. 22); as, indeed, Pawl could not give a better reason
for the choice of Timothy, and could not more effectively re-
commend him to his readers, than Dby setting forth his like-
mindedness with kimsclf; comp. Deut. xiil. 6: ¢pidos igos 74
Yuyn pov. The word occurs only here in the N. T.; sec
LXX. Ps. lv. 14; Aesch. Agam. 1470. Comp. on the subject-
matter, 1 Cor. xvi. 10. — 8omis «.7.1.] the emphasis is laid on
yumoiws, and GoTes, quippe qui, it comparatum ut, introduces
the character of an iooyruyos, such as is not at his disposal. —

' There is a delicate compliment implicd in this x4« ; for Timothy was to
come back again to the apostle (but not Epaphroditus, ver. 25), and thus he
lLiopes to receive the desired news dbout them which shall make him be of good
courage. Hofmann introduces the comparative sensc: fresher courage, under
the assumption which he reads between the lines, that the apostle is concerned
about various things in the chureh, whick Timothy would succeed in settling and
arranging, Pauls cordial, loving interest in the welfare of the Philippians
is quite suflicicnt to explain the edpuya.
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ymeiws] tn genuine, sincere fushion, with one care withont
guile (Dem. 1482, 14; Polyb. iv. 30. 2; 2 Mace. xiv. 8),
the sclfish contrast to which is described in ver. 21. Comp.
2 Cor. viii. 8.—pepruvijoe] namely, when I shall have sent lim.
The caring is not to be more precisely defined; it necessarily
manifested itself according to the circumstances in watching,
correction, encouragement, counsel, and action. Comp. 1 Cor.
xii. 25; 2 Cor. xi. 28.

Ver. 21. O¢ wavres] all (except Timothy), of those whom
I now have with me and at my disposal for sending; see
ver. 20. 'We have the less warrant to modify this judgment
in any way, expressed, as it is, so very clearly and decidedly
by the absolute antithesis ta éavrév {yrodow, ov Ta 'I. X,
seeing that we are unacquainted with the circle surrounding
the apostle at that particular time, and do not know to what ex-
tent the anti-Pauline tendency, i. 15, 17, had then spread in
the immediate neighbourhood of the apostle. The only limi-
tation of the general expression, which is in accordance with
the text, lies in the fact that Paul does not mean the Chris-
tians generally in Rome, but such assistant feachers as would
otherwise, if they had been pure and honest, have been guali-
fied for such a mission. The trustworthy ones among these
otherwise qualified fellow-labourers must have been absent at
the time, especially Zuke, who could by no means have been
included among of wdvres (in opposition to Wieseler, Chronol.
d. apost. Zeitalt. p. 427) ; hence the Philippians are not saluted
specially either by Luke or by any other, and the omission of
such salutations by name at the end of this epistle receives
in part its explanation from this passage. Consequently, o¢
mavr. caunot be understood as many or the most (Beza, Wolf,
Hammond, Drusius, Estius, Grotius, Cornelius a Lapide, and
others, including Heinrichs, Rheinwald, Flatt); nor is it:
“all, whom I can spare” (Erasmus), or: “who arc Lnown to
you” (van Hengel). Neither is the negation to be taken rcla-
tively : they seek more their own interest, cte. (Erasmus,
Calvin, and many others, also Flatt, Hoelemann, comp. the
reservations of Weiss), to which Hofmann's view! also ulti-

! The latter says: they allow themsclves to be influenced in the direction of
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mately comes; nor is it to be explained by assuming an in-
tention of distinguishing Timothy (dlatthies); nor yet is the
judgment to be restricted, with Chrysostom, Occumenius, and
Theophylact, to the hardships of the long journcy, to which
they preferred their own repose.  Dengel rightly defends the
full seriousness of the utterance, and adds: “subtilissima erat
alofyaes, qua hoc percepit Paulus.” But Baur erroneously
discovers here merely an caaggeration, which arose from the
subjectivity of a later author. What an uncalled-for fiction
that would have been!

Ver. 22. Contrast, not of the person (which would have run
v 8¢ avTod Sox. or alrod 8¢ v Sox.), but of the qualifica-
tion, in order further to rccommend him, whom lLe hopes soon
to be able to send; mot to make up jfor the disadvantage,
that they can in the first instance only hope, ete. (as Hofmann
artificially explains). But the approved character (indoles spec-
tatle, comp. Rom. v. 4; 2 Cor. 1. 9, ix. 13) of kim ye know;
for Timothy had himself been in Ihilippi (Acts xvi. 1, 3,
xvii. 14) ; hence ywoox. is not the imperative (Vulgate, Pela-
gius, Castalio, Cornelius a Lapide, Clericus, Rheinwald, Hoele-
mann). — é7e k.7.N.] that he, namcly, ete. — ds watpi Téxvov]
Comp. 1 Cor. iv. 17. The apostle had liere €Sovrevaer before
his mind, but elters the conception in such a way, that he
thinks upon the service as rendered no longer ¢o him, but with
Iim, in a humble glance at Christ (ver. 21), whom he himself
also serves, so that the apostle’s servant is at the same time
his svvbovros. See Winer, pp. 393, 537 [E. T. pp. 525, 722].
Hofmann labowrs without success to remove the incongruity,
which canunot be got vid of uuless, with Vatablus, we were at
liberty to supply avy before watpl.  DBut, however frequently
the Greeks put the preposition only once in comparisons (see
Bernhardy, p. 204 f.; Kiihoer, IL 1, p. 479), its omission does
not occur in the clause placed first. The poetical use of
such an omission in the case of words which are counected by

their activity, even though it be conseeralcd fo the kingdom of God (), by special
personal aims, instead of devoting thomselves ALWAYS ONLY (? ob 7a 'L X.) to that
which is MosT ADVANTAGEOUS for the cause of Christ (o0 =& 'L X.1).  Thus there
is imported into the passage what is not at all to be found in it,
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wal, Té, or 5} (Dissen, ad Pind. Nem. x. 38; Lobeck, ad 4.
397 fr) does not concern us here. — eis] i respect to the gospel
(comp. 1. 5), the serving in question having reference to the
preaching, defence, etc., thereof.

Ver. 23, Mév olv] oy resumes ver. 19, and to the uév
corresponds the &€ in ver. 24. — s v amibo wrN] when (of
the ti.ne, see Klotz, ad Devar. p. 7359, that is, as soon as, comp.
on 1 Cor. xi. 34; Rom. xv. 24) I anylow (by v the matter is
ieft to capericnee) shall have scen to the end (Jonah iv. 3). The
Iatter, which expresses the perceiving from a distance (Herod.
viil. 37; Dem, 1472, 15; Lucian, D. D. vi. 2), denotes the
Inowlcdge of the final course of matters fo be capeeted,—only
after which could it be decided whether or not he could spare the
faithtul Timothy for a time. The form a¢idw (Lachmann and
Tischendorf) in A B¥ D* F G N is, on account of this weighty
evidence, to he considered not as a copyist’s exrror, but as the
original, and to be derived from the pronunciation of ibeiy
(with the dignmma). Cowmp. on Acts 1v. 29, and see Winer,
p- 44 [E T. p. 48]; J. B. Lightfoot ad loc.; Buttmanu, Neut.
Gr.p. T[E T.p. 7). — 7a wepi éué] the things about me, that is,
the state of my affairs, Substantially not different from +a
wept €uob (ver. 19 £).  See Kithner, ad Xen. Mem. 1. 1. 20;
Winer, p. 379 [E. T. p. 506]}

Ver. 24, Kai adros] also myself personally. TFhat Paul
shall see, therefore, is, as he conlidently trusts (1ot merely
hopes), his Idberation (comp. 1. 25 f); that it will make it pos-
sible {or him to come soon.' The ferminus @ guo of the rayéws
iz, as in ver. 19, the then prescai time, although the sending ol
Timothy and his return (ver. 19) are to precede his own
coming. The rayéws as a rclative definition of the time is not
opposed to this view. But that «al adros includes also the
case of his coming ¢t the same time with Timothy (Hofmann),
is, according to ver. 19 ff., not to be assumed.

Ver. 25 f. About Epuphroditus; the sending him home,

! How conld this confidence, which the result did not justify, have heen put
by any later author iuto the apostle’s mouth? Only Paul himself could have
written in such a way as here and in i. 25 [ Sce, in opposition {o Hinsch,
Hilgenfeld, 1873, p. 185 f.

PHIL. I
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and recommendation of him, down to ver. 30. — dvayx. 8¢
ny.] I have, however, judged it nccessary, although Epaplro-
ditus, namely, according to vv. 19-24, might lhave remained
here still, in order to lLave made his return-journey to you
later, either in company with Timothy, or eventually with
myself.  Tor the special rcason, which Paul had for not
keeping Lim longer with himself in Rome, sce vv. 26, 28,
— Ema¢podirov] otherwise not further known. The name
(signifying Venustus) was a common one (Tac. Ann. xv. 35 ;
Suet. Domit. 14; Josepl. Vit. 76 ; Wetstein 2n loc), also
written *Emadpodectos (Boeckh, Corp. 1nser. 1811, 2562) ; but
to regard the man as identical with *Emagpas (Col. L 7,
iv. 12; Thilem. 23) (Grotius, Paulus, and others) is all the
more arbitrary, since Epaphras was a Colossiaen teacher.—The
grouping together of fize predicates which follows, has arisen
out of loving and grateful rcyard for Epaphroditus, as an
honourable testimony to him in his relation to the apostle as
well as to the church. — d8exg., cuvepy., svoTpar.] a climactic
threefold deseription of companionship, advancing from the
most general category, that of Christian brotherhood (d8eAdos),
to a twofold more special relation. On sverpar., which sets
forth the joint working (ouvepy.) in relation to the lostile
powers, comp. Philem. 2; 2 Tiw. ii. 3. — budr 8¢ dwooT. «.
Aectoupy. 7. xp. pou.] still belonging to 7év ; hence vuav, placed
in contrast to the umov, belongs to Aecrovpy. 7. x. . as well (in
opposition to de Wette and others). ’AmosToros lere means
delegate (2 Cor. viil. 23), and not apostic (Vulgate, Hilarius,
Theodoret, Luther, Erasinus, Calovius, Wetstein : “mei muneris
vicarium apud vos,” am Ende, and others), which would uccessi-
tate the genitive vudy being taken as in Rom. xi. 13, against
which the context, by the union with Aerrovpy. 7. % g, 13
decisive ; as, indeed, Paul uses awoor. as an oflicial designa-
tion only in the sense of the actual apostolic rank, based
upon a direct call by Christ, in its narrower and wider refer-
ence (comp. on Gal. i. 19; Rom. xvi. 7; 1 Cor xv. 7), and
hence there is no necessity to seelt even an allusion to his
“ quasi”-apostolic position towards the Philippians (Matthies).
— K. Netrovpy. T. x. ] the sacrificial minister of my need, ws
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T& Tap avréy dmoctalévra woulcavra xpipara, Theodoret.
By sending aid they had caved for the apostle’s need (iv. 16);
and that gift of love being regarded as a sacrifice offered to
Goad, Epaphroditus, who had Leen entrusted by them with the
conveyinz of it, was the Aectovpyos in the matter, that is, he
who performed the priestly service in the bringing of this
offering (comp. ver. 17). Such is also the conception in
2 Cor. ix. 12. On Tijs xpelas p. comp. iv. 16 ; Rom. xii. 13.—
méurar] as also in Greek authors frequently, in the sense of
dimittere domum, to scnd home! consequently equivalent to
amoméumew or dvaméumery (Philem, 12); Xen. Hdll i 7. 9;
Sop. 0. R 1518; DPolyb. v. 100. 10; and frequently in
Homer. Sce especially Od. xv. 74: xpi Ecivov wapecvra
Perely, 0énovra 8¢ méumew.

Ver. 26. State of mind (w with participle) of Epaphroditus,
which supplied the motive for the dvayx. sypr. 7 A7 — The
impeifect is used (), because Paul transports himself to the
time when the readers shall receive this epistle.  Then is
Epapliroditus again among them ; but he was previously longing,
cte. — adyuovédv] in anxicty. Comp. on Matt. xxvi 37—
ote %ol.] (hat he was sick.  How the Philippians received this
information, remains an open cuestion, as also Zow Epaphro-
ditus learned that they had heard it.

Ver. 27. Confirmation of that jxovaare, 61 90, — kai yap
wrN] for he has also (really, see Havtung, Partilell. T. p. 132
Baeunilein, p. 150) been sick. — mapam\. Bavdte] adds the
specification of the node : tn o way olmost equivalent to deoth.
There is neither an lipsis (de Wette: adirero or some such

¥ That Paul, however, here writes afuxes mpss dpuis, 2and, en the other hand,
. duiv in ver, 19, is an accidental ind undesigned variation.  Hofmann thinks
that by = ¢eiv is meant the sending of a representative of the apostle to the
Church, and by =. =pés spzs the sending of @ representative of the Clurch to the
apostl».  This distinction is involved in the state of the case, but has nothing to
do with the diflference between the fxiv and #pés dpzs. Comp. 1 Cor. iv. 17;
Eph. vi. 22; Col. iv. 8; Tit. iii. 12; 2 Cor. xii. 17.

2 The supposition that Paul, in specifying this ground, wished to prevent the
so speedy return of the man from being interpreted to his disadvantage (MHoi-
mann), assutnes the existenee of a cerfain distrust, for which there is no basis in
ike text, Dusides, Epaphrolitus had in fact accomplished the purpose of Lis
mission.
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word is to be understood before wapawh.; comp. van Hengel)
nor a solecism (van Hengel); mapamh. is adverbial (equi-
valent to mapamhjoiws, see Polyb. iv. 40. 10, iii. 33. 17;
Lucian, Cyn. 17; comp. mapamhnoairepov, Dlat. Polit. p.
275 C), and the dativus congrucntiae (instead of which the
genitive might also have been used, Bernhardy, p. 148) is
governed by it. — Admmp émi Nmgv] gricf upon grief (super-
added). LXX. Ezra vii. 26; Ds. Ixix. 27; Isa. xxviil. 10.
Cowmp. expressions with the dative (as Icelus. xxvi. 13) in
classic Greek, c.g. syxvn émi 8yyrn (ITom. Od. vii. 120), éora ér’
éarots (Pind. 0L viii. 84), ¢ovos émi ¢pove (Eur. Iph. T. 197);
Polyb. i. 57. 1. See also Eur. Hee. 586: Admwn 7is dAAp
Sidboyos rax@y xaxols, Soph. El. 235: drav draws, Ew
Troad. 175 : ém' diyeoe 8 ddywbon. The first My refers to
the dreaded death of his friend; the sccond, to the apostle’s
allliction over the painful position in which he found him-
self, as a prisoner, and also through the doings of the adver-
saries (ver. 20 £, 1. 15, 17, 30), not over the sickness of Epa-
phroditus  (Chrysostom, Occumenius, Theophylact, Erasmus,
Estius, and others, also Weiss), to which would be added that
for his death. 'AlvmoTepos in ver. 28 is fatal to the latter
view, for it appears that, even after Lpaphr. had heen sent
away, a Avrn still remained, which, therefore, could not Dbe
referred to the latter's sickness. Van Hengel eirs in under-
standing the aifliction as pain concerning this sickness, and the
first Nomqr as “ cogitatio anxietatis vestrae”  See, in opposi-
tion, on ver. 28. Calvin’s remark suffices to justify the double
Avmy: “Non jactat Stoicorum amdfear, quasi ferreus esset et
immunis ab humanis affectibus.” Cowmp. John xi. 35 f.—
ox®] not optative. See Winer, p. 270 [E. T. p. 3597

Ver. 28. The more wrgently, therefore (in consequence of
this sickness which he had had and recovered from, of which
ye teceived tidings, vv. 26, 27), I have brought about his
retwrn, which otlierwise I would still have delayed. — wdAew]
belongs to yapire, as Paul usually places it defore the verD, or,
at lcast, makes it follow dmmediately after. See Gersdorf,
Deitr. p. 491 £, and van Hengel. And the context affords no
ground for departing from the usual mode, and for joining it
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with [8ovres adrdv (Beza, Grotius, and others, also Baumgarten-
Crusius and de Wette). — xdy@ dvror. &) "Eav yap Upueis
xapire, xai éyw xaipw, Occumenius. He is not aivwos, for he
is in captivity and surrounded by adversaries; but the joy
which he is aware is already prepared for his beloved T’hilip-
pians by the return of Epaphroditus, lessens his Admn.  This
tender interweaving of his own alleviation with the rejoicing
of his readers is lost, if we refer aAdmor. to the removal of the
vexation of secing the recovered one so full of longing and so un-
casy (Hofmann), whicl;, regarded as Avern, would be sentimental.
According to Weiss, Paul intends to say : still morc divmos,
than I have already become in consequence of Epapliroditus’
recovery. An unsuitable idea, because the comparative neces-
sarily presupposes a certain degree of the Adary still remaining.
In the consciousness of this Paul las written aivmor.; if it
Liad been otherwise, hie would perhaps have used, as in ver. 19,
KdY® €nfUYd OT KAYD Yaipw.

Ver. 29 f. Olv] Let, then, the vceeption which he meets
with among you bein accordance with my purpose in accelerat-
ing his return (iva i0ovres k.7.\.); receive him with all joy. —
év xupi] denotes, as in Rom. xvi. 2, the Christian character of
the mposdéxeabar, the nature and action of which have their
distinetive quality in Christ, in whose {ellowship Christians live
and move. — peta wda. xap.] excludes cyery kind of sullen or
indifferent temper and expression: “with all joyfulness.” — xai
ToUs TotouTovs K.T.N.] and the people of such a sort, ete. "Iva uy
Sofn avTd pove xapileobar, kowds mapawel wdvras Tols Ty
abryy dperyy émdeucvupévovs Tudy, Theophylact. But Lpa-
phroditus is 4n Zis wicwe, as in the given case, the person
belonging to the class thus to be held in honour.!

Ver. 30. &wa 710 épy] emphatically prefixed: on account
of nothing clse than for this great sacred aim. The work (see
the critical remarks) is, according to the context (comp. Acts

1 There is no ground for the reference, which Hofmann discovers here, to an
assumed inclination, on the part of the Philippians, to hold in honour people of
another sort (such as are described in chap. iii.) more than the raeirovs. For
this assumption there would, at the most, be occasion only if Paul had used the

comparative instead of ivrimers. Besides, the emphasis is not on reds raodrovs
(Hofmana), but on ivrigess, correlative to the preceding pira 7de. xapas.
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xv. 38), obvious, namely, that of labour for the gospel; the
addition in the Ree. To0 Xpiotod is a correct gloss, and it is
this &oyoy rat’ éfoxifv (comp. Umép Tod owouaros, Acts v. 41)
in the service of which Epaphroditus incurred so dangerous
an illoess, namely, when he, according to the testimony of
the predicates in ver. 23, as the guvepyss and cvarpatidTns
of the apostle, with devotedness and self-sacrifice, united his
exertions for the gospel and his striving against the move-
ments of its adversaries (i. 15, 17, 30, ii. 20) with a similar
activity on the part of the apostle. The interpretation which
rvefers épyov to lhe business of conveying the bounty (de Wette,
following older expositors, comp. Weiss), does not suffice {or
the more special characteristic description; and the refer-
ence to the enmily of Nero against Paul, the dangers of
which Epaphroditus had shared, in order to reach the apostle
and to serve him, finds no warrant either in the context or in
Acts xxviil. (in opposition to Chrysostom, Occumenius, Theo-
phylact, comp. Theodoret). — uéype fav. fyy.] as in Ps. evil. 18 :
yyicar os TOv TUNGY Tob Bavdrov, Ecclus, i 6: éws fava-
tou, llev. xii. 11, The expression with uéype is more definite
than the dative would be (as in Ps. Ixxxviil. 3: 9 &wn) pov 76
adn spyyae), or els Qavar. (Job xxyiil 22); he came ncar cven
wnto death.— mwapaBovh. 75 Yruy.] Such is the Zext. Ree., which
Bengel, Matthael (veliement in opposition to Wetstein andd
Grieshach), Rinck, van Hengel, Reiche, and others defend,
and Tischendorf still follows in the 7th ed.  Justly, however,
Scaliger, Casanbon, Salmasius, Grotius, Mill, Wetstein, and
others, including Griesbach, Laclinann, Scholz, Tischendorf,
ed. 8, Rheinwald, Matthies, Rilliet, Winer, Ewald, Weiss,
J. D. Lightloot, ITofmann, and others, have preferred mrapaBSoX.
7. . The latter has the authority of ADDEF G x, 177,
178, 179 in its favour, as well as the support of the Itala by
“parabolatus est de antime sua,” and of Vulgate, Aeth., Pelagius,
by “tradens (Ambrosiaster: <n interitum {radens) animam
suam”  Since Boieveafar was unknown to the copyists, whilst
Poviedeafar was very current, instead of the one dmaf Aeyopu.
another crept in, the form of which, on account of the pre-
valence of the simple word, had nothing offensive. mapa-
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Boxeveabar, which is nowhere certainly preserved (in opposition
to Wetstein’s quotations from the Fathers, see Matthiae, ed.
min. p. 341 f, and Reiche, Comment. erit. p. 220 {), is formed
from the very current classical word wapdBotos, pulting at
stulce, venturcsome, and is therefore equivalent to wapaBohov
elvar, to be venturous, to be an adventurer, as mepmepedeafas
equivalent to mépmepov elvar (1 Cor. xiii. 4), dhoyebesbar
equivalent to &Xoyov elvas (Cic. All. vi. 4), amosromede and
émiaromevew (see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 591), kwpwevesfar (Luc.
Philop. 22).  See more such verbs in Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 67,
and comp. generally Kithner, I. p. 695, I1. 1, p. 98. Hence
the wapaBolevodpevos w7\, which is to be regarded as a
modal definition to u. fav. fpyyize, means: so that he was ven-
turcsome with his soud (dative of the more definite reference),
e he hazarded s 1ife}! in order to supply, ete.  In this sense
wapafailesfas is current among Greek authors, and that not
merely with accusative of the object (Hom. Il ix. 322 so
usually, as in 2 Mace. xiv. 38), but also with dative of reference
(Polyh. ii. 26. 6, iil. 94. 4; Diod. Sic. iii. 35: éxpway mapaBa-
Aéabar Tais yruyais), in the sense of pifroxwduveiv (Schol. Thue.
iv. 57) and wapappimrew (Soph. fr. 499. Diud.). Comp. wapa-
BaXropar 17 épavrod kepahs in Phryn. ed. Zob. p. 238. Hence,
also, the name paradolant for those who waited on the sick
(Gieseler, Kirchengesch. 1. 2, p. 178, ed. 4).  Taking the read-
ing of the ZTeat. Rec, wapaBouvhevesflar wounld have to be
explained : male consulcre vitae (Luther aptly renders: since
he thougit light of his life). See especially Reiche. This
verb, also, does not occur in profane Greek authors; but for
instances from the Fathers, especially Chrysostom, and that in
the sense specified, sec Matthiae, l.c.; Hase in Steph. Thes.
VL p. 220. — fva dvamn. w1 \] The object, to attain which
he lazarded his life. We have to notice (1) that duov
belongs to vorépnua; and (2) that Tfs wpds pe Aectovpy. can
denote nothing else but the function,—well known and defined

! The matter is conceived as staking a price or forfeit. Comp. mapzfidiev in
Poll. viii. 63, Phrynicl. p. 238. On the subject-matter comp. also wpoitofas ras
Jux«; (Pausanias, iv. 10. 3); the animae magnae prodiyus of Horace (Od.
i. 12, 37) ; and the vitam profundere pro patria of Ciccro (de Off. i. 24),
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by the context (ver. 235), and conceived of as a sacrificial
service,—with which Epaphroditus had heen commissioned by
the Philippians in respect to Paul (mpos pe). All explana-
tions are therefore to be rejected, which either expressly or
insensibly connect vudy with Aerroupy., and take the latter
in the general sense of rendering service (Siaxovety). We must
reject, consequently, Chrysostom’s explanation (comp. Theo-
phylact, Theodoret, Ielagius, Castalio, Vatablus, and others):
70 olv VoTépypa Tijs UueTépas AetToupylas dvemhijpwaey . . .
dmep éxpiy wavras mafjoar, Tovto émpafer alros;' also the
sunilar view taken Ly Erasmus and many others (comp.
Grotius, Estins, Heinrichs, Rheinwald, van Hengel, Rilliet):
“ quo videlicet pensaret id, quod ob absentiam wvestro erge me
officio videbatui deesse;” the arbitrary explanation of Matthies:
“1in ovder that he might perfect the readiness of scrvice which
you have shown on various occasions;” and several other inter-
pretations. Hoelemann, also, in opposition to the simple
literal sense, takes 7o dudv Vorép. as defectus cui subvenistis,
and s mpos pe Nettoupy. as: rerwin necessariarum ad me sib-
manistrando defercndarum.  Noj; of the two genitives, referring
to different things (comp. ver. 25, and see Winer, p. 180
[E. T. p. 239]), by which 7o doréppua is accompanied, the first
conveys who were wanting (Uudv, y¢ were wanting, ye your-
sclves were not there, comp. 1 Cor. xvi. 17), and the second
to what this want applied. Consequently the passage is to be
explained : in order to compensatc for the circwmstance, that e
have been wanting at the saerificiad scrvice touching me; that is,
Jor the circumstance, that this sacrificial scivice, which has been
made througl your love-gifts in my support, was completed, not
joutly by you, but without you, so that only your messenger
Epaphroditus was here, and not ye yourselves in person.
How delicate and winning, and at the same time how enlist-

! Hofmann substantially reverts to this.  He takes fudy as the subject, which
had allowed something to remain lacking in the service, namely, in so far as
the church had only collected the aid, but not conveyed it.  How indelicate wonld
such a thought have been! DBesides, it was, in fact, an impossibility for the
church to have come personally. Hence the church was wanting, indced, at
the transmission of the Lounty, but it did not thereby allow anything (o be
wanting in the latter.
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ing their grateful sympathy in the fate of Epaphroditus, was
it to represent the absence of the Thilippians as something
that Zad been lacking in that Xettovpyia, and therefore, as
something which TPaul had missed, to supply whicl, as wepre-
scutative of the church, the man had (as his deadly sickness
had actually shown) hazarded his life! He did not there-
fore contract the illuess on kis journey to Iome (de Wette,
Weiss, and older expositors), as Hofmann thinks, who repre-
sents him as arriving there in the kot scason of the year; but
through his exertions & 10 €pyov in Rome itsclf during his
sojourn there, when his sickness showed that le had risked
his life in order to bring the offering of the Ihilippians, and
thus compensate the apostle for the absence of the church.
On dvamh. 70 Uu. VoTép., comp.-1 Cor. xvi. 17. The com-
pound verb is appropriately explained by Erasmus: “accessione
Implere, quod plenitudini perfeetae deerat.” See on Gal. vi. 2.
—Tt was a foolish blunder of Baur to liold the entire pussage
respecting Timothy and Epaphroditus as merely an dmitation of
2 Cor. viii. 23 f.  Hinsch very erroneously, because miscon-
ceiving the delicate cowrtesy of the grateful expression, thinks
that in ver. 30 the aid 1s described as a duty incumbent on
the readers,—which would be un-Pauline ; iv. 10 is far from
favouring this idea.
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CHAPTER IIL

VER. 3. Instead of 0:5 Elz. has ©:, against decisive testi-
mony, although again defended by Rteiche. A clumsy emenda-
tion in order to complete the rurp. — Ver. 6. {72.0v] Lachm. and
Tisch. read Z7noz, following A B D¥ TG 8% A copyist’s error;
comyp. the exeg. remarks on 2 Cor. ix. 2. — Ver. 8 Instead of
wev odv Blz, and Tisch. 8 have wewivye, which, although supported
by A P ¥, is opposcd by very preponderating testimony. — The
second ehver 15 wanting in B D* T G &% 17, Arm. Vulg. It
Lucif, ¢t el. Suspected by Griesb., omitted by Lachm. and
Tisch. 8. But how readily may it, otherwise superfluous, have
been left out lefore the similar #a!— Ver, 10. The second
=7 is wanting in A D &%; omitted by Lachm.; overlooked as
unnecessary.—Instead of svpuepgilauevos (so Lachm. and Tisch.),
which Griesb. approves, Elz. and Scholz have svumoppoiuesos.
Dut the former has in its favour A B D* P &* min. Or. ms.
Das. Macar, as also cugoprilépevos in ¥ G It. Lucif. Ir. The
Lecepta subslitutes an analogous form more familiar. — Ver. 11.
wiw vezp.] A B D E P 8, min, and many vss. and Fathers, have
ey éz vezp, which is recommended Ly Griesh. and adopted by
Scholz, Lachm., and Tisch. DBut Paul always uses avdoras; with
merely the genitive =&y sexpow, or only vszp. The sz was written
on the margin here to explain the word éfwwer., which does
not oceur clsewhere in the N. T., and subsequently the erroneous
insertion of this éx after «iv (so still I G) produced the read-
ing sy éx vexp. — Ver. 12, The Xpieroi alone (Elz gives mof X.
’I4605) has preponderant evidence. — Ver, 14, ¢=7/] Lachm. and
Tisch. read &z, tollowing A B &, min. Clem. Acth. Rightly;
é=i i1s explanatory. — Ver. 16, After eroryei, Elz, Scholz have
zavdn, w6 abrd gpovsd, which is wanting in A B &* min. Copt.
Sahid. Aeth. Hilar. Aug., ¢ al. There are, besides, several
variations, and differences in the arrangement of the words. The
Recerpta has avisen {rom glosses (following Gal. vi. 16 ; Phil
il. 2), and has far too little homogenconsness in a critical point
of view, to enable it to be defended on the ground of homnoio-
teleuton (so Matth. and Rinck). — Ver. 21. After zui, Llz
has ¢i¢ =b yevéadas ads, which (although defended by Matth.) is
omitted by decisive authorities. An ancient supplement, —
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twvr] Following A B D* F G K P 8% min. Eus. Theophyl,, =&
is, with Lachm. and Tisch.,, to be read; éavrg is a more precise
definition.

Iniii. 1 Paul seems already preparing to close his epistle;
but at this point his atlention is directed, perhaps by some
special momentary occasion, to the party of anti-Pauline
teachers, against which he at once breaks forth with veliemence
and irony in ver. 2, warning lis readers against them; and
thereafter, from ver. 4 to 14, lie sets forth in detail his own bear-
ing as contrasted with the character of those false teachers.

Ver. 1. To Aoumév] introduces what is stzll to be done by
the readers in addition to what has been hitherto communi-
cated ; see on Eph. vi. 10. THence it is of frequent occurrence
towards the close of the epistles, as bringing in a further
request, exhortation, etc. Comp. iv. 8; 2 Cor. xiil. 11;
1 Thess. iv. 1; 2 Thess. iii. 1. To the closing address thus
introduced, but at once abandoned again in ver. 2, Paul would
have attached his giving of thanks for the aid sent to him
(comp. iv. 8, 10 ff). This is contrary to the view of Schinz
and van Hengel, who, from the fact that Paul has not yet
expressed his thanks, conclude that he did not at this point
desire to proceed to the closing of the letter. e need not
search for a connection with what precedes (Chrysostom: éyere
"Emadpédetov, 8’ by f\yeire, éxere Tipobeov, Epyopar riyw, ™o
ebaryyéhioy émididwar T( vuly Nelmer Novmwdy ; comp. Occumenius,
Theopliylact, Erasmus, Estius, Cornelius a Lapide, Michacelis,
and others). The preceding topic is elosed, and the exhorta-
tion beginning with To Aoem. which now follows stands by
itself; so that we are not even justified in saying that Paunl
here passes from the particular to the gencral (Sching,
Matthies), but must simply assume that he is proceeding to
the conclusion, which he desired to commenee with this general
encouragement. — yaipere €v kupiw] is a summons to Chislian
joyfulness, which is not xara xéouor (see Chrysostom), but
has its ground 4n Christ, and is thereby specifically defined,
inasmuch as Christ-—through the Holy Spirit—rules in the
believing heart; hence the yapa mveduatos dyiov (1 Thess,
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i. 6) or év mwedpare dylp (Rom. xiv. 17) are in substance not
different from this (comp. Gal v. 22). The subsequent
double repetition of this encouragement (iv. 4) is the result of
the apostle’s special love for his readers, and of the whole
tone of feeling pervading the epistle. Morcover, in év xvply
we are not to scck for a nmew special element, preparing the
way for the transition to the explanations which follow
(Weiss, Hofmann) ; for Paul could not in what went before
mean any other joy, either on his own part (i. 18) or on the
part of his readers (ii. 17 f, 28), and in other passages also
hie does not add to xaipere the self-evident definition év
xvpio (2 Cor, xiil, 11; 1 Thess. v. 16). Another joy in
the Christian life he Zmcw not at all. — 7a avra ypadew)
“Hic incipit de pseudo-apostolis agere,” Calvin.  After yaip.
év k. there is a pause; Paul breaks oft. Ta adra has been
crroncously referred to yadp. év ., and in that case the retro-
spective reference which TPaul had in view is either not
explained at all (Bengel, Zachariae), or is believed to be found
in ii. 18 (van Ilengel, Wiesinger), or in i. 27 f. (Matthies,
Rilliet), or in i. 27-ii. 16 (Storr). This view is at variance,
not indeed with the plural Ta adrd (see, on the coutrary,
Stallbaum, ad Plat. Apol. p. 19 D; Mitzner, ad Antiph. p.
153 ; Kiihner II. 1, p. 60), but with the facts, first, that there is
no express summons whatever to Christian joyfulness generally,
given in the previous portion of the epistle (not even in il
18); secondly, that so simple and natural a summons—whicl,
moreover, occurs again twice in iv. 4—awvould certainly have
least of all given rise to an apology for repetition; and
lastly, that dogarés, in accordance with its idea (without
danger), points not to the repetition of a summons of this Lind,
but to a warning, such as follows immediately in the context.!
The accusation of poverty of thought (Baur) is therefore all the
more groundless here. And as the altogether vague refer-
ence of Theodoret and Erasmus (dnnotat) to the numerous

1 The expedient to which Wiesinger has recourse is gratuitously introduced,
when he connects the yipers iv x. more closcly with the warning that follows by
imagining that, in xe/. iv x., he detects already the idea on which the sequel is
based, namely the ersizire i» xopis, iv, 1.
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exhortations confained tn the epistle generally, or to the funda-
mental tone of the letter hitherto (Weiss), is simply at variance
with the literal import of the words, 7@ adre cannot be inter-
preted as applicable to anything but the subscquent warning
aquinst the fdse teackers.  This warning, however, has not
occurred previously, either at i. 15 £, or indirectly in i. 27, as
Liinemaun thinks, or in i. 27-ii. 18, as Ewald assumes.
Hence many have caught at the explanation: “eadem
repetere, quae praesens dizeram " (Pelagius, Theodore of Mop-
suestia, so also Erasmus, Puraphr., Calvin, Beza, Balduin,
Estius, Calovius, Wolf, Schrader, and others; de Wette unde-
cidedly). But this quae pracsens diveram is quite gratuitously
imported ; it must at least have been indicated by 7a avra
xai yp. Up. or in some other way. The same objection applies
against Wieseler (Chromol. d. apost. Zeilelt. p. £58 f), who
takes Ta avT¢ as contrasted with the oral communications,
which wonld be made to the readers by Epaphroditus and
especially by Tthnothy. The only correct explanation, there-
fore, that remains is the assumption (which, however, is
expressly rejected already by Theodoret) that Paul had already
written what follows i an cailicr epistle fo the Philippians®
which is not preserved, and that he here repeats the same.
So Acgidius Hunnius, Haenlein, Bertholdt, Flatt, Kohler, in
the Annal. d. ges. Theol. 1834, II1. 1, p. 18 f.; Feilmoser,
Bleek, Jatho, Schenkel, Bisping, Hilgenfeld, Hofmann; de
Wette undecidedly. It must remain uncertain, lhowever,
whether this repetition covers ver. 2 only, or ver. 3 also, or a
still larger portion of the sequel; as also, how far the repetition
is a litcral one, which seems to he the case with ver. 2 from
its peculiar charvacter. — dximpov] rksome, matter of scruple
(Dewm. 777. 5; Theoer. xxiv. 35; Pind. Nem. xi. 28; Herodian
vi. 9, 7; Soph. 0. R. 834), comp. odx dxvyréov, Polyb. i. 14.
7, also Plat. Ep. II. 310 D: rainbi} Méyew olre dxmjow obre
aloyvrobpai. — aodalés] safe, so that ye will the more firmly
rely thereon for the determination of your conduct. Comyp.
Acts xxv. 26 ; Heb. vi. 19; Wisd. vii. 23; Plat. Bep. 450 E;
Lhacd. p. 100 DE; Dem. 572, 2, 1460. 15. Hofmann,
! Comp. also Credner, Einl. 1. p. 333,
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without any precedent of usage, assigns to éxvmpov the sense
of indolent cowardice, and takes aoparés as prudent, which
linguistically is admissible (Heind. ad Plat. Soph. p. 231 A),
but would be unsuitable to the vmiv. The apostle wishes to
say, that the repetition is for kimseclf not irksome (8kvos,
haesitatio), and is for Iis rcaders an acdaiés Texpijpov (Eur.
Rhes. 94.) to be attended to.

Nore.—This exegetical result, that, previously to our epistle,
Pawl had alrcady written another to the Philippians! is confirmed
by Polycarp? who, ad Phil. 3, says: rob manapiov = &éiZov
TIadhov, bz yevimsvos v buiv xate wpiowzoy Tow Tirs avlpumuy £0ida ey
Grp1Bas %, PeSaing Thy wepl drybsing Kiyov, bs zal cwev Yuiv fypu~bey
dzieToNdg, el s bdv dyndarare, Suvigeale oixedoucivdes x.m A It is
true that the plur. in this passage (émisrones, sis ds) is usnally
explained as referring to one epistle (see Cotelerius ¢n loc.; and
Fabricius, Cod. Apocr. IL p. 914 f.; Hilgenfeld, Apost. Viiler, p.
210; J. B. Lighttoot, p. 138 £), just as it is well known that
also in profane authors ésisrorwi (comp. literac) is used of one
despatch (Thue. i. 132. 6, viii. 39. 2), sometimes generally in a
generic sense as plural of the category, and sometimes specially
of commissions and orders. See Schaefer, Plut. VI. p. 446;
Blomf. and Stanl. ad Aesck. Prom. 3 ; Rettig, Quaest. Phil. I1.
p- 37 £ Dut there is the less ground for assuming this con-
struction here, since doctrinal cpistics, both in the N. T. and
also in the apostolic Fathers, are always described by the
stngular when only one epistle is intended, and by the plural
(as in 1 Cor. xvi. 3; 2 Cor. x. 9-11; 2 Pet. iii. 16 ; comp. Acts
ix. 2, xxil. 5) if more than one are meant,—a practice from which
there is no exception (not even in 1 Cor. xvi. 3), as, in fuct,
Polycarp, in regard to émierers, elsewhere very definitely distin-

1 Ewald also acknowledges the composition of more than one epistle to the
Philippians, but finds traces of them not lere, but at ii. 12, iii. 18.

2 T cannot at once accept the view that he passages in question, ch. iif. and
xi., are nterpolated (Ritschl, altkath. Kirche, p. 588 fI.). The interpolationus
in the Ignatian epistles are at any rate of another kind. DBesides, we have [rom
Polycarp only the omc epistle; and we have therefore mo sufficicnt objec-
tive standard of comparison, in the absence of which a judgment founded on
taste is very uncertain. But even assuming the interpolation, we should still
have the result that the interpolalor was acquainted with several epistles of Paul
to the Philippians. Otherwise he would have had no reason for using the plural,
especially as it was already distinction enough for the church to have had vne
epistle addressed to it by the apostle.
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guishes between the singular and plural,  See ch. xiii.: za;
friaronds Tyvariov vos meupleioas Aulv be airol zal &Adug Goag
eissousy map Fudy ibubeusy buly zelds fveredacls airmi: imorsray-
péar sial 7% “mierohy rabry  In order to prove that Lolycarp
in ch. iii. did not mean more than one epistle to the Philippians,
an appeal has been made to ch. xi., where, in the Latin ver-
sion, which alone has been prescrved, it is said: “Ego autem
nihil tale sensi in vobis vel audivi, in quibus laboravit Leatus
Paulus, qui estis (non-genuine addition: laudati) in principio
cpistolac ¢jus ; de vobis enim gloriatur in omnibus ecclesiis,
quie Deum solae tunc cognoverant, nos autem nondum nove-
ramus.”  But epistolac ejus cannot here be the epistle to the
Philippians, for the idea: “ye are in the Dbeginning of his
epistle,” would be simply absurd; epistolac is, on the contrary,
the nominative plural, and the sense is: “Ye are originally Ais
epistles,” that is, his letters of recommendation, in which phrase
allusion is made to 2 Cor. 1ii. 1 ff! The correctness of this
explanation, which Wieseler has substantially adopted, is cor-
roborated by the scquel: de wvobis enim gloriatur, ete.—1It is,
moreover, & priort intelligible and likely enough that Paul
should have corresponded with this church—which enjoyed his
most intimate confidence, and the founding of which marked
his entrance on his European labours—at an earlier period
than merely now, almost at the close of his life. And Poly-
carp was sufficiently close to the time of the apostle, not
merely to have inferied such a correspondence from our passage,

! Holmann also explains the expression from 2 Cor. iii. 11I., but errs in taking
epistolae as the genitive ; he makes this epistle to be the whole of the Christians
gathered by Paul, and thus represents Polycarp as declaring, in refercnce to the
Philippian church, that it stands first in this epistle, because it is reckoned among
Lis ewrliest acquisitions.  According to this interpretation, a vast agygreyate of
churclics would be depicted as onc¢ epistle, in which one church would stand
written first, and others after it, each therefore being marked by ncane in the
order ol its date.  What a different picture this would yield from that presented
in 2 Cor. iii., and one, too, delineated singularly enough!  And how unsuitable
would such a precedence, as to time, be for the ¢nwch at Philippi! Dy how
long a period had the establishment of all 1he churches of Asia preceded it!
Ilofmann's ohjection to our view, viz. that the present cstis wowld be unsuit-
able, does not apply, since Polycarp realizes the state of matters as it stood with
the church in principio (3 &px#, i.e. in the carliest times of the gospel), «s present ;
Tience also hie subsequently says gloriatur (not gloriabatur). The coneeption is
this : Paul in all the churches of that early Cliristian age boasts of the excellent
Philippian church, and so this church scrves him as so many letters of recom-
mendation, which by his gloriari he communicates, and as it were rcads before,
those other churches.
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but to have had a Zistorical knowledge of it (in opposition to
Hofmann).

Ver. 2. This is now the 7a adrd which he had previously
written, and probably in the very same words. At least this
seems to be indicated by the peculiar expressions in them-
selves ; and not only so, bub it serves also to explain the rela-
tion of contrast, which this vehement * fervor pii zeli * (Calvin)
presents to the tender and cordial tone of our epistle. That
lost epistle had probably expressed the apostle’s mind at
length, and with all the warmth of controversy, for the
warning of his readers as to the Judaizing false teachers. Ilow
entirely different is the tone in whicl, in the present epistle,
he speaks (i. 15 ff) of teachers likewise of an anti-Pauline
type, and labouring, indeed, at that time in his immediate
ncighbourhood ! Comp., moreover, the remark alter i. 18.
Those who refer Ta adrd to the yaipere év xuvpie, labour in
very different ways to establish a connection of thought with
BA\émere x.T\.; as, for instance, Wiesinger: that Paul wished
to sugqest, as a ground for the reiterated swinmons to joy in
the Lord, the danger which was threatening them from the
men described ; Weiss: that the readers were to learn ¢ con-
trario, on what the true Christian joy was, and on what it was
not, based. — BAémere] mot: be on yowr guard against, ete.
(which would be B\, amdé, Mark viii. 15, xii. 38), but as a
calling atteation to: behold ! (1 Cor. 1. 26, x. 18), with a view,
however, to warn the readers against these men as per-
nicicus, by pointing to the forbidding shape in which they
prescut themselves. — Tovs xdvas] a term of reproach among
the Jews and the Greeks (frequently in IHomer, who, however,
also uses it without any dishonourable reference ; sce Duncan,
Lea. ed. Rost. p. 674); used by the latter specially to denote
impudence, furious boldness (Hom. 77, viil. 289; Od. xvii
248 ; Anth. Pal. ix. 302), snappishness (Pollux, On. v. G5),
low vulgarity (Luciau, Nigr. 22), malice and cunning (Jacobs,
ad Anthol. V1. p. 18), and the like, sce generally Wetstein ;
used also among the Jews in similar special references (Isa.
Ivi. 10 f.; Deut. xxiii. 18; Rev. xxii. 15, ¢t al.), and, beeause
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dogs were wunclean animals, generally to denote the profunc,
ampure, unholy (Matt. vil. 6; Ps. xxii. 17; Rev. xxil. 15 ;
Schocttgen, Hor. 1. p. 1145) ; hence the Gentiles were so desig-
nated (sce on Matt. xv. 26). In this passage also the profunc
nature and demeanouwr of the false teachers, as contrasted
with the holy character of true Christianity, is to be adhered
to as the point of comparison (Chrysostom: odxér: Tékva
"Tovdaior . . . domep ot éOvikol kai Tov Oeod rai Tov XpioTod
dAN(TpLot fioav, obTw xal obTot yeyovaot viv). Any more special
reference of the term—as to shameclessiess (Chrysostom and
many others, including Matthies, Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald),
covctousness (both combined by Grotius), snappishness (Rilliet,
and older expositors, following Ambrosiaster, Augustine, and
Pelagius), cury, and the like; or to the disorderly wandering
about in sclfishness and animosity towards those who were
living peaceably in their Christian calling (Hofmann), to which
Lange fancifully adds « loud howling against Paul,—is not
furnished by the context, which, on the contrary, follows it up
with yet another gencral designation, subjoining, namely, to the
of the low, unholy character (wvwvas) that of the cvil working :
Tovs xakovs épyar. Comp. 2 Cor. xi. 13. The opposite: 2 Tim.
it. 155 Xen. M. i. 2. 57. ’Epyafovtar pév, ¢now, dAN émi
Kak®, Kal apyias wONN® Xepov Epyov, AVATTGYTES TA KANG'S
xeipeva, Chrysostom ; comp. Theodoret, Oecumenius, Theophy-
lact. They, in fact, labowred in opposition to the fundamental
doctrine of justification by faith. — 7w kaTaTouyv] the cutting
e preees (Theophr. H. pl. iv. 8. 12), a word formed after the
analogy of mepetous, and, like the latter in ver. 3§, used in a
concrcle sense @ those who are eut tn picces! A bitter parono-
masice, becanse these men were circumcised merely as reyards
the body, and placed their confidence in this fleshly circum-
cision, but were wanting in the dnaner, spiritual circunicision,
which that of the body typified (see ver. 3; Llom. ii. 28 f.;
Col. 1. 11; Eph. 1i. 11 ; Acts vil. 51). Comp. Gal.v.11{f In
tlie absence of this, their characteristic consisted simply in the
Dbodily wutilation, and that, from the ideal point of view which
Daul here occupies, was not circumeision, but concision ; whilst,
on the other hand, circumeision, as respected its moral idea, was
PHIL, . K
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entirely independent of the corporeal operation, ver. 3. Comp.
Weiss, 0ibl. Theol. p. 439, ed. 2. This qualitative distinction
between meper. and xarar. has been misunderstood by Baur,
who takes the climax as gquantitative, and hence sees in it a
warped and unnatural antithesis, which is only concocted to
give the apostle an opportunity of speaking of his own person.
Chrysostom, Oecumenius, and Theophylact justly lay stress on
the abolition of the legnl circumcision as such Lrought about
through Christ (the end of the law, Rom. x. 4),—a presnp-
position which gives to this antinomistic sarcasm its warrant.!
A description of idolatry, with allusion to Lev. xxi. 5, 1 Kings
xviil. 28, ¢t al. (Storr, Flatt, J. B. Lightfoot; comp. Beza), is
quite foreicn to the context. Itis erroncous also to discover here
any indication of a cutting off of hearts from the fiith (Luther’s
gloss), or a cufting in picces of the church (Theodoret, Calvin,
Beza, Grotius, Hammond, Clericus, Michaelis, Zachariae, and
others), against which the necessary (comp. ver. 3) passive sig-
nification of the word (not cutters in picees, but cut in picces) is
decisive.—The thricc repeated Bhémere belongs simply to the
émpovy of earnest cmotion (Dissen, ad Dem. de cor. p. 315;
Buttmann, Newt. Gr. p. 341 [E. T. 398]), so that it points to
the seme dangerous men, and does not, as van Iengel miscon-
ceives, denote threc different classes of Jewish opponents, viz.
the apostate, the herctical, and the directly inimical. The
passaze quoted by him from Philostr.,, Vit Soph. ii. 1, does not
bear upon the point, beecause in it the three repetitions of
éBreyre are divided by pév ... 8 Weiss also refers the threce
designations to three different categories, namely: (1) the
unconverted Acathen, with their immoral life; (2) the self-
seeking Christian teachers, i. 15-17; and (3) the unbclicring

' Luther’s works abound in sarcastic parenomasice. Thus, for instance, in
the preface to his works, instead of Decret and Decretal, he has written
““Drecket” and ¢ Drecketal ” [Germ. Dreck = dregs, filth]; the Legenden he
calls Liigenden, the Jurisperitos he terms Jurisperditos ; also in proper names,
such as Schwenklfeld, whom he called ** Stenkfeld.” In ancient authors, comp.
what Diog. L. vi. 2, 4 relates of Diogenes: =iy EdxAeidov oyoriy Ereys xodiy,
Tav 3t IIdrwves dizapiPsiv xararpPiv. Thuc. vi. 76. 4: obx &Burrwripoy, rexciv-
verwripov 3t Sce also Ast, ad Plat. Phaedr. p. 276 ; Jacobs, Delect. epigr.
p- 188. For the Latin, sce Kiihner, ad Cic. Tusc. p. 291, ed. 3.
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Jeaws, with their carnal conceit. But the first and third cate-
gories introduce alien elements, and the third camnot be
identified with those mentioned at i 15-1%7, hut must mean
persons much more dangerous. In opposition to the whole
misinterpretation, see Huther in the AMeckiend. Zeilschr. p.
G626 f. All the thrce terins must characterize onc class of
men as in three aspects deserving of detestation, namely the
Judaizing felsc teachers.  As is evident from 7. karaToudy and
ver, 3 ff,, they helonged to the same fundamentally hostile party
against which Paul contends in the Epistle to the Galatians.
At the same time, since the threefold repetition of the article
pointing them out may he founded upon the very nctoricty
of these men, and yet does not of necessity presuppose a
personel acquaintance with them, it must be left an open
question, whether they had already come to PhLilippi itself, or
merely threatened danger from some place in its vicinity.
It is certain, however, thoush Baur still regards it as doubt{ul,
that Paul did not refer to his opponents 4n Lome mentioned
in i. 15 ff. (Heinrichs), because in the passage hefore us a
line of teaching must be thought of which was expressly and
in principle anti-Pauline, leading back into Judaism and to
legal righteousness; and also because the earnest, demonstra-
tive Bhémere, as well as dodalés (ver. 2), can only indicate a
danger which was visibly and closely threatening the readers.
It is also certain that these opponents could not as yet have
succeeded in finding adherents among the Philippians; for if
this had bLeen the case, Paul would not have omitted to cen-
sure the readers themselves (as in the Epistle to the Galatians
and Second Corinthiaus), and he would have given a very dif-
ferent shape generally to his epistle, which betrays nothing but
a church as yet undivided in doctrine. His language directed
against the false teachers is therefore merely warning and
precaviionary, as is also shown in ver. 3.

Ver. 3. Justification of the preceding 7. xaTarowiv; not,
however, “ an cvident copy” of 2 Cor. xi. 18 £ (Bawr), but very
different {rom the latter passage amidst the corresponding
resemblances which the similarity of subject suggested ; in both
cases there is Paunline originality. — 7jueis] with emphasis: e,
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not they. The xararouws} being not the unconverted Jews, but
Christian Judaizers, the contrasted sjuels cannot mean the Chiis-
tions generally (Weiss), but only those who, in the apostle’s
seuse, were truc and right Christians, whose more definite
characterization immediately follows. The nuets are the
Igpayh Tob Oeod of Gal. vi. 15 £, the members of the people
of God in the sense of ¢he Pauline yospel, and not merely Peul
and the true teachers of the gospel (Hofmann),—a restriction
which the exclusiveness of the predicate, especially furnished
as it is with the article, does not befit; in iii. 17 the context
stands otherwise. — 7 weperopa;] If this predicate belongs to s,
not to thosc men, then, in regard to the point of circuumcision,
nothing remains for the latter but the predicate xaraTom) !
As the 7juets, among whomn the readers also were included,
were for the most part wncircumeiscd (Gal. ii. 9, iil.; Epl.
ii. 11), it is clear that Paul here takes weperous) purely in
the antitypical spiritual sense, according to which the cir-
cumcised are those who, since the reception of baptism, are
regenerated by the Holy Spirit, and therefore members of the
true people of God; the investiture with their new moral
condition is typically prefigured by the legal bodily mepirops)
of the Jewish theocracy. Comp. Rom. il 29, iv. 10 f.; Eph.
ii. 11; Col.ii. 11; Acts vii. 51. Whether the bodily circum-
cision wes prescat or not, and whether, therefore, the subjects
were Jewish or Gentile Christians, was in that case matter of in-
difference, 1 Cor. vii. 19; Gal. iii. 28, v. 6. Comp. the further
amplification of the thought in Barnab. Ep. 9.— o mwvevuar:
Ocob w.tN] We who scrve through the Spirit of God, in con-
trast to the external, lesal Aarpeia (Ttom. ix. 4).!  Comp. Heb,
ix. 10, 14 ; Rom. xii. 1 £ With this Aatpela, wrought by
the Holy Spirit} there takes place on the part of man
(comp. Rom. 1. 9), but in virtue of that very working of the
Ioly Spirit, the worship which is required in John iv. 24,

! True Chistianity is, according to Paul also, the true continuation of Judaisi,
and that not mercly of the promise given in it, but also of the law ; the latter,
however, according to the idea of the aadpweris, Matt. v. 17, in which the letter
lias yielded to the spirit,

2 Il we adopt the reading avedpess Oca, mvsduars must be understood as in Rom.
i, 9, See Reiche, Comment. crit, p. 229 {1
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The article of extends also to the two participles which follow ;
and the «arthrous participles (quippe qui colimus, ete) contain
the coperimental proof that the juels are the meperows). The
dative wvelpate denotes neither the standard (van Hengel) nor
the objeet (Hilgenfeld), which latter view would amount to
the conception, foreign to the N. T., of a worship of the Holy
Spirit—Dbut is fnstrumental, expressing the inward agent (Rom.
v. 3, vill. 14 £, ¢t al) : v spiritus divint (Rom. viil. 13, ¢t al).
On the «bsolute Natpedew, to render divine worship, comp. Luke
il. 37; Acts xxvi. 7; Heb. ix. 9, x. 2; Rom. ix. 4; 3 Esdr.
iv. 54. — kavywu. év X.'I] and who glory in Christ Jesus (as
Him through whom alone we have attained righteousness, etc.,
sce ver. 9; comp. Gal. vi. 14), not in our own privileges and
legal performances, as those false teachers do, who place their
confidence in what is feshly, <c. in that which Dbelongs to
material human nature and has nothing in common with the
divine blessings of the Christian (such as cirenmeision, descent,
outward observance of the law, comp. vv. 4-G). Hence the
contrast : kai obx év capxl memafores, with which the disposi-
2ioiv of mind contrary to the wavydefac év X. 'I. (from which
disposition the kavyaobat, opposed to that Christian kavydofac,
of itself results) is negatived; so that this contrast is pregnant,
belonging, however, by way of antithesis, to the second state-
ment, and not containing a separate third one (ITofmamm).
If x. oVx év o. mem. were merely a more precise definition of
purport added to xavy. ev X. 'I. (Weiss), it must have been
added without xal. As to olx in the passage, referring to
concrete persons and a definite fact, and negativing not merely
the év capei (Hofmanu), but the actual position €év o. wemoif.,
see Winer, p. 451 f [E. T. 609]; DBaewmlein, Partd. p.
276 f.

Ver. 4. By the olx év capxi memoed., which he had just
used, Paul finds himself led to Zis own personal position ; for
he was, in fact, the proper organ of the anti-Judaizing ten-
dency expressed in ver. 3, and the real object against which
the whole conflict with it was ultimately directed. Hence, by
the words odx év capal meword. he by no means intends to
concede that lie is destitute of that memoifnaes which was
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founded on externals;' no, in this respect also he has more to
show than others, down to ver. 6> So no one might say
that he was despising what he himself did nof posscss. — The
classical kaémep with the participle (only used here by Paul;
and clsewhere in the N. T. only in Heb. v. 8, ¢f al.; 2 Pet.
i 12), adds to the adversative sentence a limiting concessive
clause (Baewmlein, Partek. p. 201 f), and that in such a way,
that from the collective subject of the former the apostle now
with emphasis singles out partitively his own person (éyw)>
If, following the Homeric usage, he had separaéed the two
particles, e would have written: xai éyd mep.; if le had
expressed himself negatively, he would have said : od8émep éydd
obx éywy. — The confidence also in flesh, d.e. in such circum-
stances as beloug to the sphere of the materially human, is in
éxwv (comp. 2 Cor. iii. 4) conceived as a possession; he has
this confidence, namely, from his personal position as an
Israclite—a standpoint which, laying out of view for the
moment his Christian transformmation, he boldly adopts, in
order to measure himself with his Judaistic opponents on their
own ground of proud confidence, and thereupon in ver. 7 ff.
yet again to abandon this standpoint and to make those
Israclitish advantages vanish into nothing before the light of
his vital position as a Christian. Hence tlie wemoifnas, his
posscsston of which he in the first instance urges, is not fiduciac
arqumcntum (Beza, Calvin, Grotius, Estius, and others, includ-
ing Flatt, Hoelemann, and Weiss); nor is the pessession of it
to be viewed as something which he sight have (Storr, Rilliet,
Matthies, Ewald); nor is it to be referred to the pre-Christian
period of the apostle’s life (van Hengel). The latter is also the
view of Hofmann, who holds &éywr (and then &idxwr also) as the
imperfect participle, and gives to the whole passage the involved
misinterpretation : that kaimep tatroduces a protusis, the apodosis

! xai iv capri, namely, in addition to the higher Christian relations, on which
I place my confidence.

2 Only a comma i3 to be placed after mexadizes in ver. 3 ; but after &v szpx/ in
ver. 4 a full stop; and after duspemros in ver. 6 another full stop. So also
Lachmann and Tischendorf., In oppositiou to Hofmann's confusing construction
of the sentence, sce below.

3 Comp. Kiihner, II. 1, p. 246. 8.
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of which follows with d\\d in ver. 7. In accordance with this
view, ver. 4 is supposed to mean: “ . Although I posscssed e con-
Jidenee, and that, indecd, based on such maticrs as arc flesh, if
any otler ventures to trust in such things, I for my part possessed
counfidence in a hyyher degree”  This is erroneons ; first, because
the familiar dMa of the apodosis is used indeed after xaiTos
(with finite tense; Stallbauwwm, ad Plat. Phaed. p. 68 E; Parm.
p- 128 C), but not after the cominon kacrep with parti-
ciple, attaching itself to a governing verb; secondly, because
xai Lefore év oapki means nothing else than also, which does
not suit the interpretation of Ilolmann, who desires to force
upon it the here inappropriate seuse, and that tndeed ; thirdly,
hecause the present Soxel presupposes the present sense for
éxwv also ; and lastly, because with éya paXhov the present (in
accordance with the preceding Sowxez), and not the imperfect,
again suggests itself as to be supplied. And lLow awkward
would be the whole form of expression for the, after all, very
simple idea ! — Tis. .. d\hos) quite generally : any other person,
but the intended application to the above-mentioned Judaizers
was obvious to the reader. See the sequel. The separation
by Soxei lays all the stronger stress on the 7is. — Soxei] not:
“thanks to be able to conlide” (de Wette and many others);
nor yet: “si quis alius videtur” (Vulgate), since it is a matter
depending not upon the judgment of otliers, but upon his
ow1 jaiey, according to the connection. Hence: if any one
allows himsclf to think, if he preswmes.  Just In the same
way, as in the passage parallel also in substance, Matt. iii. 9.
Comp. 1 Cor. xi. 16. — éyw paiov] sc. Sokd mwem. év oapki,
I for my part presume it still more. This mmode of expression
implies a certain boldness, defiance ; comp. 2 Cor. xi. 21.

Vv. 5, 6. Predicates of the €y, by which that éyw paihov
is juslified.—1f those Judaizers were, as may be inferred from
our passage, partly proselytes (to these the meper. dxrarnu. stands
in contrast), partly persons whose Jewish descent was not so
noble and pure as that implied in éx yévovs. . . . ‘EfBpaiwy, and
if they could not boast of any such law-stricincss, =calous
activity, and rightcousness, as is described in xata vopov...
apepmros ; and if, on the other hand, there were found con-
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joined in the case of Paul the elements here adduced of ancient
theocratic legitimacy and perfection ; the éyw pailov in
ver. 4 was completely made good. — mepiTousi oxTanu.] n
respeet Lo evrewmetsion an cighth-day-one, not older, as were the
proselytes who were only circumeised at a later period of life.
The cighth-day character in the relation specified by mwepirous
is conceived as a quality of the persons concerned, which dis-
tincuishes them from those circumecised later! The reading
wepiTops) as nominative (some min. and Fathers, Erasmus,
Vatablus, Cornelius a Lapide, Mill, Bengel, Matthics, ITeinrvichs,
and others, also Lilz. 1624, 1633, not 16-t1), so that it would
stand in the conerete sense (circumeisus), is erroncous, hecause
this usage occurs only collectively. — ek wyévovs "Iap.] that is, a
descendant of Jacob, not, therefore, possibly of Jdumecan blood.
The ¢heocratic name 'Iop. corresponds entirely with the desian
of the passage. Comp. on Eph. ii. 12. On what follows,
comp. 2 Cor. xi. 22; Rom. xi. 1. — ¢vAsjs Bevap.] thercfore
not, possibly, an Ephraimite (Ezra iv. 1); a climactic more
precise definition of the edyéveia; edyevns yap 1) Piois kaf
etyevoy, Soph. Phil. 862 (874). For its fuller exhibition
Paul finally specifies the last feature of lhis lincage: ‘EBpaios
éE ‘EPBp., that is, a Jlcbrew born of Hebrew parcents, so that his
mother also was a Hebrew woman. His lineage is not carried
further back in respect to both parents, becausc it was not the
custom to trace hack the gencalogy of the wives. Imappro-
priate to the context is the rendering of Michaclis, following
Chrysostom, Occumenius, and Theophylact: “one spealking
Hebrew, born of Hcebrew-speaking parents.”” It is also etro-
neous, following the Greek Fathers, to take é€ “EBp. of the
tota majorum serics (Beza, Grotius, Storr, Matthies, Baum-
garten-Crusius, and others), because this was after the two
previously specified points sclf-evident. If, among his an-
cestors, P’aul had had one who was a non-Hebrew, he would
not have been descended from Jacob and Benjamin, but {rom
the non-Hebrew and his forefathers. For instances of ex-
pressions quite similar to 'EBp. é¢ ‘EBp., used to denote the

! For instances of the personal use of such nomina dialia, see especially
Wetstein on John xi. 39 ; comp. generally Kiihner, IL. 1, p. 234 f,
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identity, as conditioned by birth, of a man’s position with that
of his parents, sce Wetstein and Kypke; they occur very
frequently in classic authors.— xata vépov x7X] After his
Jewish edyévera there now follows his distinguished personal
posttion in Judaism, set forth in a threefold climactic grada-
tion: (1) In vespect of the law (of Moses) ¢ Pharisce.  Comp.
Acts xxvi. 5, xxti. 6. The Pharisees stood in the closest and
strictest relation to the law, as they with their traditions
were regarded as the most orthodox expositors, defenders, and
observers of it. The interpretation of vopov, not in its habitual
historic sense, but generally as rcyular rule (Deza) or dis-
cipline (alpears) (Castalio, Wolf, Grotius, Storr, Heinrichs,
Rheinwald, Hoelemann, and others), is all the more erroneous,
since the validity of the Josaic law in Christianity was the very
priunciple upheld by those Judaizers; sce also below, Siwcatoo.
T. & vopw. {2) Im vespect of zcal (zealous maintenance and
championship of the law-religion, 1 Mace. ii. 58 ; Acts xxi. 20;
Gal. 1. 14), a persecutor of the church. Comp. Gal. i 13 f.
The present participle is used as a substantive, comp. on Gal. i.
23.  What Paul, to his deep grief, Zad been (1 Cor. xv. 8 f.;
1 Tim. i 13), he, with a Dbitter »ccalling of his former dis-
tinction in Judaism, throws, by way of confronting the Jewish
zealots, into the scale, as a characteristic predicate not yet
extinet. And precisely thus, unaccompanied by any moté as in
Gal. 1. 23, it carries from the standpoint to which he has now
attained very strong weight (in opposition to Hofmann, who
lholds the present sense to be impossible here). (3) In respect
to rightcousncss, which s grounded on the law, having become
Vlwiieless (1. 13), having carried 1t so far (not: having borne
nyself so, as Hofmann renders it; comp. on ii. 15), that
human judament finds nothing in me to blame in this respect !
That which is here denoted by &ix. 9 év wope is not substan-
tially different from &wk. %) éx wiuov in ver. 9; comp. Rom.
x. 5. It has its basis <n the laaw, so far as it consists in the
accordance of its nature with the character and the rules of
that institute (Gal. iii. 11, v. 4), and proceeds from the leuw,
so far as it is produced by the precepts of the latter which
man follows. In opposition to the correlation with ver. 9
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de Wette interprets: “the righteousness zalid in the stafe
of law (comp. Rom. ii. 12).” Calvin appropriately observes
that Paul means “{fofem justitiam legis,” but * communt homi-
num caistimatione ;” that it is not, therefore, tlie real moral
Julfilment of the law, but its justitia caterna lifcralis.  Comp.
J. Miiller, ». d. Siinde, I. p. 59, ed. 5.

Ver. 7. Now, with the antithetic ai\d, the apostle comes
again to his real standpoint, far transcending any memoifévas
év gapkt, and says: No! cverything that was gaian to e, ete.
— arwa) quaccunque, the category of the matters specified in
vv. 5 and 6! The emphasis is to Le placed on this word;
comp. Tavra subsequently. — v por wipdn] por is mot the
dative of opinion (Lrasmus, Deza, and many others, including
Heinrichs, Rheinwald, Hoelemann, Matthies, de Wette, ITof-
mann; comp. van Hengel, who takes «épdn as lucra opinaia);
but such things were to the apostle in his pre-Christian state
really gain (kata odpra). By means of them he was within
the old theocracy put upon a path which had alveady brought
him repute and influence, and promised to him yet far greater
honours, power, and wealth in the future; @ carcer rich 7 yain
was opened up to him.  The plural xépéy denotes the various
advantages dependent on such things as have been mentioned.
Frequently used also in the eclassical writers. — rav7a)
emphatically : these very things. — 8w Tov X.] jfor the sake of
Cliist, who had become the Zdglhest intevest of my life.  Daul
explains himself more particulatly in vv. 8§, 9, explanations
which are not to be here anticipated. — §npuiav) as harm, that
is, as déisadvantegeons (the contrast to xépdos; comp. Plat. de
luct cup. p. 226 E, Leg. viii. p. 835 D), because, namely,
they had been impediments to the conversion to Clrist, and
that owing to the false woral judgment and coufidence attach-
ing to them. Comp. Form. Conc. p. 708; Calvin on ver. 8.
This onc disadvantage he has seen in cverything of whiclh he

1 The Iater heretical enemies of the law appealed to this passage, in which also,
in their view, the leaw was meant to be included.  On the other hand, Chryxostom
and his successors asserted that the law was meant only in comparison with
Christ.  Estius, however, justly observes : ““non de ipsa lege loquitur, sed de
Justitia, quae in lege est.”
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is speaking; hence the plural is not again used here as pre-
viously in xépdn. The frynuar (perfect), however, has occurred,
and is an accomplished fact since his conversion, to which the
apostle here glances back. On +jyelofar Enuiav, comp. Sturz,
Lez. Xen. I1 p. 454 ; Lucian, Lewitph. 245 on the relation of
the singular to the plural xépdn, Eur. Cyel. 311: moANoio:
xépdn movnpa Inuiav juelfrato.

Ver. 8. "AM\a is the climactic dut, still, much more, giving a
corrective veference of the sense, signifying that with the pre-
vious dtwa ... tyulav there has not yet been enough said.
Comp. on 2 Cor. vii. 11. In the wév odv it is implied, that
“uév rem praesentem confirmet, oty autem conclusionem ex
rebus ita comparatis couficiat,” Klotz, ad Derar. p. 663.
Hence aM\a pév odv: af quidem iyitur.  The wal belove 7jvyod-
pae (after adha p. odv) serves also to help the e/imactic sense,
outhidding what has been said previously : cfiam, ie. adeo. It
is consequently to be explained : but, eccordingly, I am cren of
opiiion that crerything (not merely what was meant by drwa
in ver. 7) is o disadvantage. It is clear, withal, from the
following 8ia 10 Umepéyov x.T\. that wavra is mcant indeed
without restriction, of all things, goods, honours, ete. (comp.
also Hofmaun), but in so far as they are not made subordinate to
the knowledye of Christ.  The explanation of others, according
to which dAa pév odv is intended to oppose the present jyod-
pae by way of correction to the perfect djynuac (Calvin and
others, including Winer, p. 412 [E. T. 552], and the ex-
planation hitherto given by me), is incorrect, becaunse ynuat,
and not the aorist Jynoduny, was emploved previously, and the
perfect already involves the continuance of the opinion in the
present, so that no contrast of the fenses would logically be
elicited.  The climactic contrast lies rather in the fact that the
second %yetofar Lnpiav is a much more comprehensive one than
the first, in fact, onc without cxccption (wdvra). — e 70
Umrepéxov k.TN.] on account of the surpassingness of the knowledye
of Cliist; that 1s, because this knowledge, to which I have
attained, is a possession which excels in value everything else;
the eminent quality of a possession attained is the ground (8ia)
for estimating other possessions according to their relation to
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that one, and consequently, if they stand to the latter in a rela-
tion hindersome to us, for looking upon them no longer as some-
thing advantageous, but as hurtful.  As to the neuter adjectizve
used as a substantive with the genitive, in order to the more
prominent sctting forth of the attribute, see Bernlhardy, p.
155 f.; Winer, p. 220 [E. T. 294]. — Xpioros 'Incois o xupios
pob; this is the fundamental swm of the whole contents of
Churistian Lknowledge. This saving knowledge is the necessary
autelligence of faith (comp. on John viii. 32), and grows with
the capericice of faith (ver. 10; Eph. iil. 16 ). — &/ év] for
the sake of whom, i.c. for the sake of possessing Him ; comp.
afterwards fva Xpiarov . .. avté. — ta wdvra] the whole, not
general like wdvra previously (Hofmann), but: which I
possessed, vv. 5=7.  This more preeise definition by the article
results from é¢nuidfny, in connection with which the aorist
is to be mnoted, by which Paul denotes that great historieal
turning-point in his life, the eveunt of his conversion; through
that event he Zas lost all his (pre-Christian) valued possessions,
and thenceforth %e has them no more. Luther erroneously
interprets : “constdered as harm ;” and the emotion and force
of the expression are only weakened Dby the frequently given
reflexice sense (see Beza, Calvin, Heinvichs, Flatt, Hoclemann,
van Hengel, and many) : I kave made mysclf lose,—2a meaning,
besides, which cannot be shown to belong to the passive form
of the aorist of this verb (not even in Luke ix 25). The future
passive form Syuwbicouar (see Kilmer, ad Xen. Mem. iii. 9.
12, Thuc. iii. 40. 2) is invariably damno afliciar. — kai sryoduac
x.7.\] not to be taken as independent (de Wette, Banmgarten-
Crusius, Weiss), but, in keeping with the climactic flow of the
discourse, as still in continuous counection with 8¢ dv x.T\.;
hence 87 v . . é{nu. is not, with van Hengel, to be put in a
parenthesis, Paul nad become loser of all these things for
Christ’s sake, and he %olds them as not worthy of possession,

' Obscrve here, also, the shrewdly contrived correspondence of Znuizy in ver.
7L, and ifnuwicfay in ver. 8, in which the former expresses the idea of damnum,
detrimentum, and the latter : I have become loser of. It might be reproduced
in Latin: *‘ ctiam censco omnia detrimentum (i.e. detrimentosa) esse. . . propter

quem omaium detrimentum (i.c. jacturam) passus sum censeoque €3 esse quis-
(uilias,”
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but as rubbish ! axvBalov,! rcfusc (such as sweepings, dung,
husks, and the like) ; Ecclus. xxvii. 4; Plut. Mor. p. 352 D;
and see Wetstein ad loc.; frequently in the Anthol., see Jacobs,
Ach. Tat. p. 522, ad Anthol. VIL p. 173, IX. p. 208. Comp.
the similar ficurative expressions mepiedfapua and weprrijua,
1 Cor. iv. 13. — fva X. xepb.] The design in the pyovpar oxvf.
elvar: in order to gain Christ, not the aim of Ta wdvra éfnuiw-
Onv (Hofmann), there being no reason for such a retrospective
reference. The gaining of Clnist, 7.c. the appropriation of Him
by means of the fellowship brought about through faith, is
that, which for him is to take the place of those former xépdy
which he has lost, and so he looked to this gain in his syodpat
arxVBala elvar; it is present to his view as the one and
highest gain at which he has to aim. It is true that Daul
has Christ already long ago (Gal.ii. 20; Eph. iii. 17; 2 Cor.
xiil. 3); nevertheless, this xepdaivew is from its nature a
development, the completion of which still lies before him.
Comp. ver. 12 ff.

Ver. 9. Kai elpefo év alra] and to be found i Him. The
emphasis, which previously lay upon Xpiaro, is laid not upon
év atrg (Hofmann), but upon the edpefd placed first for that
recason, and introducing a new feature of the relation aimed
at, annexing to the (subjective) gaining of Christ the (objec-
tive) moulding of life corresponding to it. The apostle desires
to be found in Christ, as in the element of his life; Dby this he
means (comp. Ignatius, Eph. 11) the whole perceptible mani-
Jestation of his Clhristian being and nature; so that evp. must
ncither be limited to the judicium Dcv (Deza, comp. Flatt),
nor taken as st (Grotins and others). Calvin erronecously
makes elpedd «clive : Paulun renuntiasse omnibus quae
Labebat, w¢ recuperaret in Christo. — pay éywv k.T.N] Specific
modal definition to ¢Up. év adrd: so (hat I, in accordance with
this design, mey ot have, etec.  Van Ilengel erroneously
connects (Lachmann, also, and Tischendorf have omitted the
comma after alrg) wy Eywv x.TX. immediately with elp. év
avrg et deprehendar in communione ¢Jus non weam qualem-

! Not to be derived from =sis xvei Bdaawy, quod canibus projicitur, but from
oxip (exds). Sce Lobeck, Pathol. p. 92.
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cunque habere probitatem. Thus, indeed, év adrd would be
utterly superfluous! The subjectzve negation pn flows from
the conception of design (iva), see Bacumlein, Partik. p. 295;
Buttmann, Neut. Gr. p. 302 [E T. 351]; and éywr is the
simple habens, possessing, not: holding fast (am Lnde, Rhein-
wald, Baumgarten-Crusius). — éuijy 8ik. Tjv éx vopov] See on
ver. 6; comp. Itom. x. 3. It is the rightconsness acquired as
a self-achievement (éunjv), which proceeds from the law by
means of a justifying compliance with it (Rom. ii. 13). As
to the nature of this righteousness, and the impossibility of
attaining it, comp. Gal 1. 16, iii. 10; Rom. iii. 19 f, iv. 4,
vil. 7 ff, ix. 81, ¢t al. — T &ia wioT. XpioTod] contrast to
v : that procured by faith in Christ' (as the canse appre-
Tendens). The causa cfficicis is God (His grace, see Epl. il 8);
lLence, for the complete exhaustion of the matter, v éx Oeod
ouwe. is added, in which éx ©eod, correlative to the preceding
de vopou, expresses thie causal issuing from God. As to the
wey in which this éx Oeob takes place, namely, by God's
imputing faith as righteousness,’® see Rom. i 17, ii. 24 £,
iv. 31ff; 2 Cor. v. 19; Gal. iii. 6.—ém 75 wioTed] on the
ground of faith (Acts iii. 16), added at the end with solemn
emphasis, and dependent on éywr, which is again to be sup-
plied after éAXd. So also Weiss. The repetition of éyww
alter émi 7. wioter, which Hofmann feels the wanut of in this
explanation, would be simply superfluous and clumsy. "Ewi .
7. is usually attached to Siatoavvny (“ justitiam superstructam
fidei,” Hoelemann, Wiesinger), some having taken éwi as “ in
fide” (Vulgate, Calvin), or 4 fide sitam (Castalio) ; others as
“per fidem” (Beza, Grotius); others, for the salke of faith (de
Wette) ; others, wpon the: condition of faith (Storr, Flatt,
Matthies, Rilliet, van IHengel, J. B. Lightfoot). Dut it may
be urged against this connection, first, that, in accordance with
the previous definitions, we could not but expect the repeti-

! On the genitive of the object with mieri;, comp. i. 27. Agaiust taking it as
tlie genitive anctoris, sce on Rom. ifi. 22.

2 In this passage also, thercelore, justification by jfaith is the basis and presup-
position of further Christian development up to the blessed consummation, ver.
11. Comp. Kostlin, in the Jakrd. f. Deutsche Theol. 1856, p. 121 f.
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tion of the article; secondly, that Sucatobofac with émw! nowhere
occurs in the N. T.; and lastly, that 8icatoabry in its quality
as righteousness of fwith was already distinctly designated by
7w Sud wior. X, so that the same attribute of it would be
expressed fwice, and, on the other hand, the éywr which is
to be repeated after dA\Ad (the basis of which is still émi 7.
) would be without any more precise definition. In oppo-
sition to Hofmann, who makes émi 7. wiorer belong to the
following infinitive clause, see on ver. 10.

Ver. 10. Telic definition of the relation expressed by py
éxwy kM in ver. 9. Paul has not the righteousness of the
law, but the righteousness of faith, <n order to Lnow, ete.  This
knowledge would fail him if, on the contrary, instead of the
righteousness of faith, he had that of the law. So he reverts
to a more detailed illustration of 7o Jmepéyov Tis yrwoews X,
ver. 8, expressing, in the first place, again generally the great
personal contents of the knowledge aceruing from the righteous-
ness of faith (tob yvdvar adTov), and next, more particularly,
the most important—cspecially to the apostle in his position
infinitely important—anntters which were its objects (7w 8dva-
pw k), developing them from his own richest experience,
which had thus brought home to his deepest consciousness the
Umepéyov 175 yrwoews X.  The Tob yvdvac might also be con-
ceived as dependent on ebpefd év avrd (Wiesinger, Schnecken-
burger, Schenlkel); but the more precise definition of this
ebpedd év aldrd by py éxywy k..M. is so important, earnest, and
solemn, that it most naturally carries with it also the state-
ment of aim which follows. Chrysostom joins émi 73 wioTes
to ver. 10: 7( 8¢ éoviv émi Th wioTer ToD yvavar avTov; dpa
Sia wioTews 7 yvdos, kal TioTews dvev yrovar alTov ok EoTu.
So also Theodoret and Erasmus, and recently Hofmann (conp.
also his Sehriftbew. 1. p. 618), who, in doing so, takes € in
and by itself correctly as on ¢he ground of faith. DBut such
cases of emphatic prefixing, while they are certainly found
with va (see on Gal ii. 10; Eph. iii. 18), are not found
before the genitive of the infinitive with the article, which
represents the ecxpression with iva, but in such infinitive
clauses only between article and infinitive; hence Paul would
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have written 7od éwi 15 wioTer yvdvae.  Comp. Rom. viii. 12
1 Cor. xvi. 4. Hofmann improperly appeals, not any longer
indeed to Rev. xii. 7, but, doing violence to the position of the
words in the LXX, to 2 Sam. vi. 2; Isa. x. 32. According
to Castalio, Calvin, Grotius, Bengel, and others, the genitive
Tob yv. is meant to depend on 7§ wioTer; “describit vim cf
naluram fider, quod scilicet sit Christi cognitio” (Calvin). But
mrioTes is never joined with the genitive of the <njfinitive with
the article; and, besides, not the nature, but the object of
the faith (ver. 9) would be denoted by the genitive (Col
il. 12; 2 Thess. il. 13, ¢t el.). Nor is Tob yrévar adtév to be
regarded as parallel with fva X. xepdjow k. edp. év adrd
(Estius, Storr, Heinrichs, and others, including Rheinwald,
Hoclemann, Ililliet, de Wette, Winer), since it is in itself
arbitrary to despise the appropriate dependence on what im-
mediately precedes, and to go back instead to sjyoduar axv-
Bara eivar; and since in va Xpiotov xepd. x. elpeld éy adrd
two elements are given, a subjective and an objective one, so
that thus therc would Dbe presented no parallel corresponding
with the subjective 700 yvovar k.7 X, Moreover, Paul is in the
habit of introducing two parallel clauses of design with o
dovble tva (Rom. vil. 13; Gal. iii. 14; 2 Cor. ix. 3). — The
qvevar, which hoth conditions the faith and also in fuller
development follows it (see on ver. 8), is not the discursive,
or generally theoretical and speculative knowing, but the
inwardly salutary, experimental hecoming - acquainted - with
(“ qui czpertus non fuerit, non <ntelliyet” Ansclm), as is plain
from Tyv Svvauw w1 X Comp.1 Cor. it §, viii. 2; Gal. iv. 9,
¢t al.; frequently so used in Jolim.  Sece also Weiss, bib!l. Theol.
p. 421, ed. 2. —«kal Ty Sbvamw Tis dvacT. abrob kai T.
xowwy. 7. wal. adT.) and (that is, and especinlly) the power of
His vesurrection and the fellowship of His sufferings.  The
Svvap. T. avaot. avr. is not the power by which He has been
raised (Vatablus, Grotius; comp. Matthies), which would be
quite unsuitable to the context, but the power which the resur-
rection of Christ has, its vis et cfficacie in respect to believers.
The special point that Paul has in view, is supplied by the
context through what is said immediately before of the
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righteousness of faith, to which Tob yv@var k7. vefers. He
means the powerful guarantee of justificetion and salvation which
the resurrection of Christ affords to believers; see Rom. iv. 25,
v.10; 1 Cor. xv. 17; Acts xiii. 37, 38. This power of the
resuirection is experienced, not by him that is righteous
throueh the law, but by him that is righteous through faith,
to whom the resurrection of the Lord brings the constant
energetic certainty of his reconciliation procured by Jesus’
death and the completion of eternal life (Rom. viii. 11;
1 Cor. vi. 14; Col. iii. 1 ff.; Phil. iii. 21). Comp. also Rom.
vili. 34, where this dvwauts Tis dvasr. s triumphant in the
apostle.  As a matter of course, this power, in virtue of which
the reswrrection of Christ, according to 1 Cor. xv. 17, Rom.
iv. 25, might be described as “complementum redemtionis”
{Calvin), is already in reseneration experimentally known,
as is Christ generally (atvrov); but Paul speaks from the con-
sciousness that every element of the regenerate life, which
has v éx Oeol Siratoctvmy émi Th wioTe, is an ever now
perception of this power. The view which understands it of
the itoral power of awakeniny (Beza and others, also van
Hengel; comp. Rilliet), according to Rom. vi. 4, Col. ii. 12,
or the living power of wvictory, which lies for the believer in
the resurrection of Christ, according to 2 Cor. iv. 10, Gal
ii. 20, Thil iv. 15,—Dby means of which the Christian,
“through his glorified Lord, himself also possesses an infinite
new power of acquiring victory over the world and death”
(Ewald, comp. de Wette, Schneckenburger, Wiesinger, Schenlkel;
substantially also Hofmann),—does not accord either with the
words themselves (for so understood it would be the powscr of
the risen Christ, not the power of His resurrection), or with the
following x. v rowwviay Tév mwabnu. adrod, which, in a
lozical point of view (comp. 2 Cor. iv. 10-12), must either
have gonc Dbefore, or have been expressed by év T4 roi-
vovia kTN, The certainty of our own vesurrection and alory
(Estius, Cornelius a Lapide, Stor, Heinrichs, Hoelemann, and
others ; comp. Pelagius, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theodoret, and
Theophylact) is necessarily zncluded also in the Svvauss, with-
out, however, being exclusively meant. DBy the scries ser-
PHIL. L
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monis Bengel (comp. Samuel Crell) has allowed himself to be
misled into explaining dvdoTaots, not of the resurrection at
all, but of the cxortus or advenius of the Messiah., IRefer-
cnces of various Linds are mixed up by Rheinwald, Flatt,
Schinz, Usteri, and others. — xai Tyv rxowwy. Tév wadnu.
atrad] In these words Paul intends to express—and lLe does
so by the repetition of the article with a certain solemnity
—a second, highly valuable relation, conditioned by the first,
to the experimental knowledge of which the possession of the
righteousness of faith was destined to lead him, namely, tic
Jellowship of the sufferings of Chist, in which he sees a high
proof of divine grace and distinction (i. 29, ii. 17 £). Comp.
Col. i. 24. Suffering for the sake of Clrist’s cause is a
participation tn Christ's suferings (a ovumaoyew, Rom. viil
17), because, as respects the characteristic kind and way of
suffering, one suffers the same that Christ suffered (accord-
ing to the ethical category, drinks of the same cup which
Clirist drank, Matt. xx. 22). Comp. 1 Pet. iv. 13, and see
on 2 Cor. 1. 5, Col. i. 24; also on Ty vékpwaw Tob 'Ingod,
2 Cor. iv. 10. The explanation which makes it: suffering
with such a disposition of mind as He suffered (as sted-
fastly, etc.), given by Flatt and others, is imported from o
rationalistic poiut of view; and the view which takes it in
the sense of : the belicveng appropiiation of the merit of Christ
(Calovius, Rheinwald, and others), is opposed to the words, and
at variance with the habitual conception of a real cuumdeyew
with Christ, under which the sufferings of Christian maxtyrs were
regarded. Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, have already
in substance the correct view. Observe, moreover, that Paul
has not written Ty Sdvapw Tis xowwvias k.. (Hoelemann :
“vim ac pondus;” de Wette: “all that this fellowship in-
volves;” comp. Corn. a Lapide: “dulcedinem ac sanctita-
tem”); the qvdvae, on the contrary, relates to the maticr
itsclf, to the knowledge of which only those righteous by faith
can attain, whilst to those rightecous by the law it remains an
unknown clement ; the subjectivity for it is wanting to the
latter, though the objective suftering is present. It was other-
wise with the previous element ; for the resurrection of Christ
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in itsclf—the fact as such—is known also Ly him who is
righteous through the law, but not so its Sdwams, of which
only the rightcous through faith is aware. The knowledge of
tliis Svrapes, in virtue of which he experiences in the resur-
rection of Christ the abiding divinely effectual guarantec of
lLis justification and eternal life, makes him capable also of
recognising in his sufferings for the sake of the gospel a
fellowship in the sufferings of Christ; the latter knowledge
is conditioned by the former; he would not have it without
the former, because lie would be driven to look upon his
faith as vain and idle, and upon himself, so far as he suffers,
as eeworepor mavrer avbporev (1 Cor. xv. 14, 17, 19).
The enthusiastic feeling of drinking the cup of Christ is not
possible, unless a mau bears in his heart the mighty assurance
of salvation through the resurrection of the Lord. — ovuuopde-
Copevos 74 Bavare avTob] denotes the corresponding situation
{comp. 2 Cor. iv. 10), in which Paul was couscious that he
should know, as one rightcous by faith, the xowwviay év mab.
Xpiorov: inasmuch as I am made lile to His deatl ; for his
position thien was such that he saw himself threatened with
marlyidoin, consequently (comp. 1. 17) his state of suffering
developed itself into similarity to the death of Christ. This
Present state of dcvelopment of the being made like to Christ is
indicated by the prescnt participle. The interpretation, which
takes it of the fellowship wn suffering guncrally, which is here
more precisely described (Calvin, Estius, and others; also
Wiesinger and Weiss), does not satisfly the progression from
the general mafnucrwy to the definite favatew. And the sense:
“qon dctreetando mortem ejus morti similem” (Vatablus ; comp.
Matthies and de Wette) is impoited into the words, which by
Grotius, van Hengel, Rilliet, Schneckenburger, and others, are
interpreted quite in opposition to the coutext, as referring
to the cthicel dying to the world, its lusts, ete. (Ilom. vi.;
Gal. ii. 19). The nominative ecuvpuope., which is to De ex-
plained as dependent, not in a clumsily complicated fashion on
epebd (Grotius, Hoelemann, Hofmann, and others), but on rod
vavar k.7, refers to its logical subject.  See Epl. iv. 2.
Ver. 11. EI mws] if possibly, designating the aim, the attain-
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ment of which is before the apostle’s mind in the cvupuoppilo-
pevos T Oav. avrob.  In this case, however, the deliberative
form of expression (comp. Rom. i. 10, xi. 14; Kiihner, IL 2,
P- 1034) bears the impress, not of doulbt that he will attain to
the resurrcetion of the dead (in case, namely, he should not live
to see the Parousia), but of Zumility under the conception of
the greatness of the bliss, and of the moral condition to which, on
man’s part, it is subject; o Oappsé ydp, ¢now, olmw oliTws
éramewoppovel, bmep aAhayod Méyer ¢ Soxdy éoTdvai, BreméTw
un méan, Theopliylact : comp. Chrysostom. This suflices also
in opposition to Daw’s doubt (DPewlus, I p. 79 f) whether
>aul could have expressed himself in this way at all.  The
cxpression excludes moral sccurity, but not the certitudo
salutis in itself, as, following Estius and other Catholic cx-
positors, Disping still thinks. The certainty of salvation is
founded on God's decree, calling (Rom. viii. 29 f), promise,
and attestation by the Spirit (Rom:. viii. 10), in faith on
the saving facts of redemption (Rom. viii 32 ff). Comp.
Calovius.—The rcader could not feel any doubt as to what
eEavaoraois Tav vexpéy Paul means, namely, the firs, in which
ol Tob XpioTod év 15 wapoveia adrod (1 Cor. xv. 23) shall
arise!  Comp. 1 Thess. iv. 16. It is the resurrection of the
dead wat EEoxry, not dilferent from the dvdoracis Tdv Sicaiwy,
Sce on Luke xiv. 14. Nevertheless, we must not find this
resurrection denofed by the double compound éfavdort., the
é€ in it conveying the idea éx 7ijs vi)s els Tov aépa (Theophy-
lact). This e£ is simply to De explained by the conception
€& Tis +7s, so that neither in the substantial meaning nor cven
in style (Bengel: “Panlinus enim sfylus Christo adscribit
dvidoracw, éEavdotacw Clristianis ”) is éfavdar. to be dis-

11t is incorrect to ascribe to the apcsile the idea that none but believers will
rise at the resurrcction, an:l that vnlelievers will remain in Hades (Weiss). The
resurrection of all, as Christ Himself unquestionably taught it (scc on Joln
v. 28 f. ; Luke xiv. 14), is also in Peul’s view the necessary premiss of the judy-
meidof all, of Lelievers and also of unliclicvers (of the xiepe;, Nom. iii. 6; 1 Cor.
vi. 2, xi. 32). That view, moreover, is at variance with the apestle’s distinet
declaration in Acts xxiv. 15, comp. xvii. 31. Gerlach rroperly declaves himself
(Letzte Dinge, p. 147 {1.) opposed to Weiss, but still limits the final judgwent,
at p. 101 1F,, as regards the persons subjected to it, in a way that is exegetically
altogetlier unjustifiablc.
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tinauished from dvdor.; but the former is to be explained
solely from the more vividly imaginative view of the event
whicli the apostle has before him.  Comp. on 1 Cor. vi. 1.
The double compound substantive does not occur elsewhere in
the N. T. (the verd, Mark xii. 19; Luke xx. 28 ; Acts xv. 5);
but see Polyb. iii. 55. 4,1ii. 21. 9, ii. 35. 4; Gen. vii. 4,
Compl.  We may add, that while it has been explained, at
variance with the context, as referring to the ethical resurrec-
zion, Rom. vi, 4 f. (Ilacius, Balduin, Coccejus, and others ;
comp. Schrader), it is also erroncous to find in it the sense:
“if perchance I should remain alive wntil the reswrrcction of the
dead” (van Hengel, Hilgenfeld); since, on the contrary,
essentially the same meaning is expressed as in Luke xx. 54
by of katafiwbévres . . . Tijs avacrtdoews, and it is conceived
as a possible case {comp. 1. 20 ff, il. 17) that Paul will not
remain alive until the Parousia.! xatavr. els (comp. Eph.
iv. 13) denotes the attaining to a goal (frequently in Iolybius,
see Schweighanser, Lex p. 332 ; see also the passages from the
LXX. and Apocr. in Schleusner, I1I. p. 234 £), which, how-
ever, is here not a pownt of time, but a bliss which is to be
attained. Comp. Acts xxvi. 7.

Vv. 12-14. Protest, that in what he had said in vv. 7-11
hie had not expressed the faneiful idea of a Christian perfection
already attained; but that, on the contrary, his efforts are
still ever directed forward towards that aim — wherchy a
mirror for self-contemplation is held up before the Philippians
in respect to the moral conceit which disturbed their unity
(ii. 2-4), in order to stir them up to a like humility and
diligence as a condition of Clhristian perfection (ver. 15).

Ver. 12. Ovy 67e] By this I do not mean to say that, ete.
See on 2 Cor. i. 24, iii. 5; John vi. 46. Aken, Lckre 2.
Teinp. w. Mod. p. 91 ff.  He might encounter such a miscon-
ception on the part of his opponents; but “in summo fervore
sobrictatem spiritualem non dimittit apostolus,” Bengel. — 48y
éxaBov] that I have already grasped 6. The olject is not
named by Paul, but left to be understood of itself from the

! This also applies against the view of Otto, Pastoralbr. p. 233, who has
altogether misunderstood vv. 11 and 12.
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context. The latter represents a prize-runner, who at the goal of
the aradiodpouia grasps the BpaBetoy (ver. 14). This BpaBeiov
typifies the bliss of the Messiak’s kingdom (comp. 1 Cor. ix.
24; 2 Tim. iv. 7, 8), which therefore, and that «s BpaBeiov,
is liere to be conceived as the ohject, the attainment of which is
denied to have already taken place. And accordingly, éxaBov
is to be explained of the having attained in 2deal anticipation,
in which the individual is as sure and certain of the future
attainment of the BpaBeioy, as if it were already an accom-
plished fact. What therefore Paul here denies of himself is
the same imagination with whicl he reproaches the Corinthians
in 1 Cor. iv. 8 (see it loc.). The reference to the BpaBeiov (so
Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Erasmus, Bengel, Hein-
richs, Rilliet, and others) is not proleptic;* on the contrary,
it is suggested by the idea of the 7reee just introduced in ver.
12, and is prepared for by the preceding xatavmico els Ty
ékavioTaogw 7. verp., in which the Messianic cwTnpla makes
its appearance, and the grasping of the BpaBeiov is realized ;
hence it is so accordant with the context that all other refer-
ences are cxcluded. Accordingly, we must neither supply
metam generally (Beza, comp. Ewald); nor myw dvdoracw
(Rheinwald) ; nor 7ov Xpiarov (Theodoret ; comp. Weiss) ; nor
worel  perfeetion (Hoelemann, following Ambrosiaster and
others); nor the 2ight of wesurrcetion (Grotius); mor even
“the Tnowledge of Christ which appropriates, imitates, and
strives to follow Him” (de Wette ; comp. Ambrosiaster, Calvin,
Vatablus, van Hengel, Wiesinger) ; nor yet the xatavray of ver.
11 (Matthies). — 9 #8n Tetehelwuar] or—in crder to express
williout a figure that which had heen figwiatively denoted by
%5y éExaLov—rwere alyeady peyfectedd?  Tor only the ethically
perfected Chiislian, who has entirely become and is (observe
the perfeet) what he was intended to become and be, would

! As al:o Holmabn objects, vho finds the notion of the verb alono sufficient
for cxpressing what is to be negatived, but yet likewise ultimately comes to
eteynal life as a supplement ; for that which is not yet attained is cne and the
same with that which is one day to Le stinined.

? This bring perfected is not the resielt of the €rxfer (Wiesinger, Weiss), but
the moral condition of him who can say fazBev, Note that 4 is used, and not
xai ; x«i might have been taken as annexing the resuis,
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be able to say with truth that he had already grasped the
BpaBeiov, however infallibly certain might be to him, looking
at his inward moral frame of life, the future cwtnpla. He
who is not yet perfect has still always fo 7un after it ; see the
sequel. The words 7} %8n Sedikalwpar, introduced in consider-
able authorities before 7, form a correct gloss, wlhen under-
stood in an cthical sense. For instances of Texetovofai—which
is not, with Hofmann, to be lere taken in the indefinite
generality of betng ready—in the sense of spiritual perfection
(comp. Heb. ii. 10, v. 9, xii. 23), see Ast, Lex. Plat. 111 p.
369 ; comp. Philo, dlley. p. 74 C, where the BpaBeia arc
adjudged to the soul, when it is perfected. To be at the goal
(Hommond, Wolf, Loesner, Heinrichs, Flatt, Rilliet, and
others), is a sense, which Tereh. might have according to the
context. In opposition to it, however, we may urge, not that the
figure of the race-contest only comes in distinctly in the sequel,
for it is already introduced in ver. 12, but that Paul would thus
have expressed himself quite tantologically, and that Té\eios
in ver. 13 is correlative with Terehelwpar. — Siwnew &€] but T
pursuc it, 1.c. T strive after it with strenuous running; see ver.
14. The idea of wrgent Zaste is conveyed (Abresch, ad Aesch.
Sept. 90 ; Blomfield, Gloss. Pers. 8§G). The 8¢ has the force
of an d\Ma in the sense of on the other hand; Baeumlein,
Partil. p. 95, and comp. on LEph. iv. 15. We must under-
stand 7o BpaBeiov as object to Suwrw, just as in the case of éxaBov
and xateAdPw; hence Suwwkw is not to be taken absolutcly
(Rilliet ; comp. Rheinwald, de WWette, Hofmann), although
this in itself would be linguistically admissible (in opposition
to van Hengel), see on ver. 14. Phavorinus: Siwxew éviore
70 GTADS KaTa awoudiy éadvew ; also Eustathius, «d J1. xxiii.
344 — el kal kaTardBw] This el is, as in €l wws, ver. 11, delibera-
tive: /'L also, ete., the idea of axomeiv or some similar word being
before his mind; the compound kararaBe is more (in opposition
to Weiss) than éXaBov, and denotes the apprchension which
takes possession; comp. on Rom. ix. 30, 1 Cor. ix. 24, where
we have the same progression from AapB. to xataiauf.;
Herod. 1x. 58: Swrréor eloi és & xataraudfivres; and xal
implies: I not merely grasp (ExaBov), but also actually appie-
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hend!— é¢' & xai kateMjpfny tmo X.] Comp. Plat. Tim. p.
38 D: 80ev katalapBavovei Te ral xatalapBavovras, 1 Cor.
xiil. 12: émvyrwoopar xabws xai émeypwabtny, Ignatius, Rom.
8: Oehsjoate, Wa xal Vpeis Oepbijre, Trall. 5: mwoAha vyap
uiv Nefmet, (va Qcol uy hemdueda : because I was also appre-
hended by Christ.  This is the determining ground of the Swrw,
and of the thought thereto annexed, e xai xararaBw. Theo-
phylact (comp. Chrysostom and Theodoret) aptly remarks:
Sewkvds, 87u opeihn éaTi TO mpaqua, ol SubTi xal xaTehijpd.
vmo X.  Otherwise, in fact, this having been apprehended
would not have been responded to on my part? Respecting
éd' &, on the ground of this, that, ie. propterea quod, see on
Rom. v. 12; 2 Cor. v. 4. The interpretation: jfor which, on
whieh behalf (Oecunenius, Deza, Grotius, Rheinwald, Rilliet,
Weiss, and others), just as in iv. 10, is indeed linguistically
correct and simple; bat it assigns the conversion of Paul,
not to the general object which it had (Gal i 16), but to a
personal object. In this case, moreover, Rilliet, de Wette,
Wiesinger supply TofTo previously, which is not in accordance
with the objectless éxaBov. More attificial are the explana-
tions: whercunto, in the sense of obliyation (Hoelemann);
under which condition (Matthies); in so far as (Castalio,
Ewald); <n the presupposition, that (Baur); which s cortain
Jrom the fact, that (subjective ground of knowledge; so Ernesti,
Urspr. d. Sinde, II. p. 217).  Accordmg to Hofmann, I’aul
desires to give the reason why, and for what purpose, he con-
templates an apprehension. But thus the reference of éd’ @ x.TA.
would be limited to e x. xataleBw, althouglh the positive
leading thought has been introduced in &iwvw 8¢, "E¢’ & x.1.\.
serves this lading thought along with that of its accessory
definition e x. xatahaBw.— kal] also, subjoins to the active
raTtardBw the ingeniously corresponding passive relation
katen)pbny. And by xatedjpfd. Paul expresses what at his

' 2 Tim. iv. 7 does not conflict with our passage, but is the confession at the
end of the course, ‘‘exemplum accipientis jam jamque,” Bengel.

% Paul is conscious that, being apprehended by Christ, he may not and cannot
do otherwise.  Comp., Bengel: quoniam ; scnsus virtutis Christi accendit
Christianum,
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conversion he experienced from Christ (hence the «orist); there
is no mneed for suggesting the idea, foreign to the context, of
an apprehended jugitive (Chrysostom, Theophylact, Theodoret,
and others, including Flatt and van Hengel). The fact that
at that time Christ laid hold of him on his pre-Christian
carcer, and took him into His power and' gracious guidance
as His own, is vividly illustrated by the figure, to which the
context gave occasion, xarejf. vrro X.

Vv. 13, 14. Ouce more, and with loving earncstness
(aderdpor), Paul says what he had already said in ver. 12 with
ovy 67¢. .. karardfw; and in doing so, he brings more into
relief in the first portion the clement of sclf-estimation, which
in his own case he denies; and, in the second part, he sets
forth more in detail the idea: Sudrw 8¢ e x. katah. — éyow
épavrov] cgo me ipsum, an emphatic mode of indicating one’s
own estimation, in which one is both subject and object of the
judgment. Comp. John v. 30 £, vii. 17, viii. 54; Acts xxvi. 9,
¢t «l. A reference to the judgment ot officrs about him (Bengel,
Weiss, and others; comp. also Hofmann) is here out of place.
— Noyitopar] I judye, I am of opinion,' Rom. iii. 28, viii. 18,
xiv. 143 2 Cor. xi. 5, ¢ al.; Xen. Anadb. 1. 2. 13 ; Dem.
Ixiil. 12, — & &é] Comp. Anthol. Pal. vii. 455: & & dwri
mdvtov, also the frequent & wpovorv; see Stallbawm, ad. Plat.
Symp. p. 184 C, Rep. p. 548 C. It is here usually supple-
mented by wotd (Chrysostom appears to have understood wowv).
So also Winer, Buttinann, de Wette, Wiesinger, Ellicott. Dut
how arblitrarily, sceing that the context by what immediately
precedes sugzests simply the supplying of Aeyilopar (110t Aoyl
ratelAnpévar, Occumenius, Weiss), and this is in perfect har-
mony with the sense! IHence we take it thus: “ but one
thing I think, wnum censco.”  This one thing which Paul
thinks regarding the matter in question, in contrast to the
previous negative (8¢, as in ver. 12), is then dircetly expressed
by all that follows from 7a wév émicw to év X.’I.  Nearest to
this contextual supplement comes the Syriac, which has added
o0i8a, and Luther, who has added Aéyo. The supplying of

' 05 belongs to AoyiZouai,  The erroncous reference to zarud.zpéves produced the
reading odrw (A D 8 min. vss. and Fathers), which Tischendorf 8. has adopted.
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Noyilopar is confirmed Dby the cognate ¢povapuer, ver. 15.
Without supplying anything, év &8¢ has either been connected
with Swrw (thus Auvgustine, Serm. de divers. i 6, Pierce,
Storr, van Hengel, and others), or has been taken absolutcly :
“wnum contre I” see Hoelemann, comp. Rheinwald. But the
former is to be vejected, because the subsequent Swdrw carries
its own complete definiteness; and the lutter would render
the discourse abrupt without reason, since it is mnot written
under emotional excitement, and would, withal, require a
supplement, such as Beza gives by éori. Hofmann also comes
at length in substance to this latter supplement, mixing up an
imaginary contrast to that which the adversarics imputed to the
apostle: over-against this, his conduct subsequently described
awas the only thing which was quite right (7). — 18 péy omicw)
what s behind, cannot be referred to what has been mentioned
in vv. 5 and 6 and the category of those pre-Christian advan-
tages generally (so in substance, Pelagius; 7ewes in Theodoret,
Vatablus, Zeger, Wolf, and others, also Ewald and Hofmann);
this would be at variance with the context, for 7a pév omicw
émihavl. corresponds to the negation of the having already at-
tained or being perfect in ver. 12, and must therefore apply to
the precious achicvements of the Christian life, to the degrees
of Christian 1moral perfection already reached, which are
conceived as the spaces already left behind in the stadinum
of the runmer still pressing forward; and not to what had
belonged to his pre-Christian conduct (Hofmann).  Comp.
Chrysostom, Occumenius, Theophylact. — émtavfar.] jorget-
ting, like the runner who dismisses from his niind the space
already traversed, and fixes his thoughts only on what still
lies before him. This is surely no break in the internal con-
nection (as Hofmann objects) ; on the contrary, like the runner
pressing forward, Paul in his continuous restless striving over-
looks the degree of moral perfection already attained, which he
would not do, if he reckoned it already as itself perfection.
émihavfdvecfar is joined with the genitive and accusative;
the simple verb, on the contrary, only with the genitive. See
Kiihmer, IT. 1, p. 313.  On the use of the word in the sense of
intentional forgetting, comp. Ilerod. iii. 75, iv. 43; 1 Mace. i. 49.



CHAP, IIL. 13, 11 171

It thus amounts to the sense of nallom rationem habere (Sturz,
Lex, Xen. 1L p. 294). — 7ols 8¢ éumpoolev émextewon.] but
strctching mysclf out towards that which s before.  The dative
is governed by the verb compounded with émd (Kriiger, § 48.
11. 5; Nagelsbach, zur Ilias, p. 30, ed. 3), the ém{ intimating
the dircction. In the case of such an one running “prono et
quasi praecipiti corpore” (Beza), “ oculus manum, manus pedem
praevertit et trahit,” DBengel. On the verb, comp. Strabo,
xvil. p. 800 ; Aristot. Poct. 21 ; Plut. Mor. p. 1147 A. Ta
éump. vepresent the higher stages of Christian perfection not
yet attained.! — wata orxomov Siwwxw] I hasten towaids the goal,
therefore in a straight comrse towards the prize of victory.
The opposite: amo oxomod, Hom. OJ. xi. 544, xxii. 6; Plat.
Theact. p. 179 C, Tim. p. 25 E; Xen, Conv. ii. 10; Lucian,
Icarom. 2 ; and rapa oxomov, Pind. OL xiii. 144. On Sukw
without an accusative of the object (in opposition to van Hengel),
comp. Xen. Anab. vil. 2. 20, vi. 5. 25 (Spopw Sudkew);
Aesch. Sept. 89 ; Buttmann, Lexil. p. 219 ; Jacobs, ad Anthol.
IX. p. 213. Comp. on ver. 12. The prize of victory (vo
BpaBeioy, see on 1 Cor. ix. 24; Clem. Cor. I 5; Schol. min.
ad Soph. El. 680; Oppian, Cyncy. iv. 196; Lycophr. 1154)
represents the salvation of the Messial’s kingdom (see on ver.
12), to which God has called man. Hence: 77js dve x\Mjoews,
a genitive which is te be taken not as appositional (de Wette,
Schenkel), but as the genitive of the subject: the Spafeiov, to
which the calling relates,  Comp. Luther: « which the Leavenly
calling lholds out” This is therefore the object of the éAmis
Ths xMjoews (Eph. 1. 18, iv. 4; comp. the Platonic xahov 70
abhov kal i é\wis peydn, Phacd. p. 114 C). — 9) dvw xMjais
Tob @cot is the calling which issued from God above in heaven
(on dve, comp. Col. iil. 2, Gal. iv. 26; and on the subject-matter,
Heb. iii. 1), by which He has called us to the cwmnpia of His
kingdom. The general form of expression, not even limited

1 T2 ¥umprofer is thus conceived by the apostle as that which still lies further in
prospect after every advance in the ethical course; not as that which lay before
him in consequence of his conversion (contrasting with his pre-Christian eflorts),
as Hofmann thinks. It is the ever mew, greater, and loftier task which he
sces before him, step after step.
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by a pronoun (such as 7ijs éudjs), does not allow us to think only
of the miraculous calling of the apostle Limsclf; this is rather
included under the general category of the dvew x\ijoiws Tod
Ocod, which in the individual cases may have taken historically
very different forms. The évw, which in itsclf is not neces-
sary, is added, because Paul is thoroughly filled with the con-
sciousness of the divine nature of the xAjjoes in its exaltedness
above everything that is earthly. Lastly, the s\djoes itself is,
as always (even in 2 Thess. 1. 11), the act of calling ; not that
whereto one is called (de Wette), or “le bonheur céleste méme”
(Rilliet) ; and the general currency of the idea and expression
forbids us also, since no indication of the kind is given, to
conceive of God as BpaBevmis or BpaBevs, as the judge of the
contest (Pollux, iii. 145 ; Blomf. @loss. ad desch, Pers. 307),
who through the herald summons the runners to the race
(Grotius, Wolf, Rosenmiiller, am Ende, Hoelemann, van Hengel,
Wiesinger) ; 7ijs dvw x\. 7. O, serves to define more accurately
that which is figuratively denoted by BpaBetov, but does not
itself form a part of the allegory. — év X. °L] is rightly (so0
also Weiss) joined by Chrysostom to Swwxw: év Xpiaré 'Inaod
ToDTO TOLB, Pnaiv. ol yap évi ywpls Tijs éxelvov poriis TocolToY
dteNbelv duagyua. Comp. Theodoret and Oecumenius. This
thought, that the Sidxerr just deseribed is done by lim in
Clirist, as the great upholding and impelling clement of life in
which amidst this activity e moves, is emphatically placed
at the end as that which regulates all his efforts. The wsuel
connection of these words with 7. dvw xMjoews 7. @eot, in
which the calling is understood as brought about through Clirist
(vather : having its cansal ground in Christ), yiclds a superfluous
and sclf-obvious definition of the xMjows already so accu-
rately defined ; although the connecting article would not be
necessary, since, according to the construction xaheiv ev X.
(1 Cor. vii. 22; 1 Pet. v. 10), év X. °I. wight be joined with
rMjoews so as to form one idea; comp. Clem. Cor. I. 46. A
contrast to the calling issued to Zsracl to be God's people on
carth, is groundlessly suggested by Hofmann,

Ver. 15. Application of the passage vv. 12-14 for ilic
benefit of the Philippians, down to ver. 17. — 7é\ecor] denotes
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not perfection, like Teréelwpad in ver. 12, but the moral ripencss
which, with differences of degree in the case of individuals,
belongs to the true Christian state that has advanced beyond
the novitinte—that Christian maturity in which one is no
longer wijmios év Xpiora ; comp. on 1 Cor. ii. G, iii. 1; Epl.
iv. 13. The Terereiwpar is the ideal goal of the development
of this Té\ewov elvai, contradistinguished from the vnmioTys.
The special aspect of this maturity, which Paul had in view in
using Téhetor, is to be regarded, not as theorctical Lnowledye,—
the doctrine of rightcousness by faith being conceived to be spe-
cially referred to (Erasmus, Wolf, 1theinwald, and others),—
but as the morel character and striving of believers, as appears
from ver. 13 f, along with which the corresponding relation
of practical insight is self-evident as a necessary presupposi-
tion (comp. Col. iv. 12,i. 28); although there is no reason
to suppose that particular questions in this domain (such as
those relating to sacrificial flesh, fasts, feasts, and the like) had
arisen in Philippi and occasioned division, of which no trace
exists. The jealousy and partial disunion in the church arose
from a moral conceit, which was prejudicial to mutual humility
(ii. 3 {f) and to personal genuine striving after loliness
(il. 12 ff). In using égoc—with which we are to supply
sumus simply, and not volumus essc—Daul leaves it to the
conscientious judgment of every reader whether le, on his
part, belongs to the number of the Téietor; but by including
himself in this predicate, and yet having previously negatived
the 8y TeTedelwpar in his own case (ver. 12), the apostle
removes all idle misunderstonding and abuse of his words
which might tend to moral pride, and then by TofiTe ¢ppovwuer
leaves room only for the consciousness: s Telelov 70 u7
ropllew éavtov TéNewov elvar, Chrysostom. A tone of 7rony
(Schienkel) is utterly alien to the heartfelt character of the
wlhole discourse, which is, moreover, in this application,
ver. 15, so expressed as to include the apostle in common
with Dhis readers. To the Catholic fictions of a state of perfec-
tiorr the passage is in direct opposition. — Toiiro ¢povdpuer]
1ot vs have this frame of mind, namely, which I, in ver, 13 £,
have just expressed as mine; the frame of humble self-
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estimation, and at the same time incessant pressing forward.
Grotius holds quite arbitrarily that Paul reverts to what he
had said in ver. 3. But it is also wrong to scek the reference
of ToliTo ¢pov. in the passage from ver. 4 onwards: “renun-
ciandum esse splendidis virtutibus Judd. (vv. 4-7), contra in
solo Christo acquicscendum (vv. 8-10) et ad vietricem pal-
mam studio indefesso amnitendum (vv. 12-14),” Hoelemann;
comp. Calvin, Wolf, Heinrichs, and others, including Matthies,
Baumgarten-Crusius, Rilliet, and Reiche; similarly Hofinann,
who makes it refer to the entire presentation—joining on
to ver. 3 —of a frame of mind which is opposed to the
disposition of those against whom they are to be on their
guard. Vv, 4-11 are certainly said by way of warning
against the jfalse teachers, and are opposed Zo these; butb this
opposition is of a dogmatic nature, for the upholding of the
Pauline fundamental doctrine against Judaism, and it is only
ver. 12 that begins what has regard to the moral progress of
the Church in the right way pressing onward to the goal, in
which respect Paul desires to serve for their model (ver. 17),
—as which lhe has sketched himself in ver. 13 f, when he
begins with adendoi and introduces his éyd. Besides, the
Ppovduer, which is correlative with the Aoyifopnar, does not
point back beyond ver. 13 f.  Therefore, not even the appro-
priation of Christ, vv. 8-11, is to Dbe included in the refer-
ence of the TodTo (in opposition to de Wette and Wiesinger).
Van Hengel is inclined to refer Tofro to 70 BpaBeior; but
the readers nceded the exhortation Zo thc right mode of striving
after the BpaBetoy, and not e summons generally, that they
should have the BpaB. in view. This applies also against
the similar, although more exact, interpretation of Fritzsche
(Diss. IT. in 2 Cor. p. 92): “ hac mente simus se. ut 70 Bpap.
Tis dve KMjoews conscctemar.” — kal €l TL éTépws ¢pov.] and
if as to any point (7i, accusative of the object) ye be otherwise
minded, take up another way of thinking, varying, namely,
from that specified in 7TodTo ¢povduer. A man may, for-
sooth, have in general the same frame of mind which Iaul
has represented in himself, and to which he has summoned
his readers; but at the same time an isolated concrete case
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(t}) may occur, which a man cannot fit into the ¢poveiv
in question, and regarding which he is of opinion that he
ought to be differently wminded, so that in such a state of
things he becomes morally inconsistent in his {rame of mind,
inasmuch as he lacks the befitting émriyvwois and aiocfnos els
10 Soxtpdlew kv, i 9, in the moral judgment which deter-
mines the ¢poveiv. ITofmann arbitrarily limits the 7o to some
matter tndependent of the essential disposition of the Christian
Iife. This sense would have required a more precise defini-
tion, in order to Le found. Aud the hope which is uttered in
the apodosis, is in perfect harmony with the prayer in i. 9 f;
hence Hofinann's objection, that the readers must have them-
selves corrceted the fault which according to our view here
emerges, is quite groundless. The sulbject addressed is the
rewders generally (see ver. 17), not the wjmeos (Hunnius, Wolf,
Bengel, Storr, and others, including Flatt, Itheinwald, Hoele-
mann, Rilliet, Reiche), whom several expositors have regarded
as those who had not yet raised themselves to the pure
righteousness of faith excluding the law (see Rheinwald and
Reiche), or who had allowed themselves to be led away by
false teachers (see Hunnius, Grotius, Storr). DBut setting aside
the arbitrariness generally with which this contrast is intro-
duced, it is opposed by the fact, that Paul does not assume
any thorough and essential diversity in the ¢povety, but only
such a variation as might affect some one or other isolated
point (i), and that not in the doctrinal, but in the moral
province of Clristian conduct. Moreover, if persons led
astray were liere in question, nothing would be less in har-
mony with the character of the apostle than the hopeful
tolerance which is expressed in the words xai ToiTo

dmoxahinfee.  Lastly, the change of person (in opposition to
Bengel) was necessary, because Paul, speaking of a partial
érépws Pppovety, could not include himself. — In érépws, other-
wisc (not occurring elsewhere in the N. T.), there is implied,
according to the context, an wnfavouradlc sense, the notion of
incorrectness, scerus quam oportet. Comp. Hom. Od. 1. 234;
Dem. 298. 22, 597. 3; Eustath. ad Od. p. 1448. 2; Soph.
P, 503 ; Valckenaer, Diatr, p. 112; just as érepos (comp.
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on &A\o, Gal. v. 10) may denote even that which is bad or
hostile (Wisd. xix. 3; Dissen. ad Pind. Nem. viil. 3, Pyth,
il. 54; Wyttenbach, ad Plat. Phaed. p. 321). It is here the
érepodofetv (Plat. Theact. pp. 190 E, 193 D), as frame of mind.
This has not been attended to by van Iengel, when he takes
with equal unsuitableness 7i in an emphatic sense, and ¢povetr
as to strive for: “si quid bont per alinm viam capetitis, quam
ego persequor.” — kai TobTo o Oeos Vu. amox.] Lxpression of
the Ziope that such variations will not fail to be rectified, on the
part of God, by Iis revealing operation.  Certainly, therefore,
the variations, which Paul so forbearingly and confidently and
without polemical handling commits to revealing correction
on the part of God, were not on matters of principle or of an
anti-Pauline character. — xat Tov7o] this also, like other things
which He has already revealed unto you; so that in xai is
contained the idea also still (Hartung, Peartikell. 1. p. 135).
Hofinann crroncously says that «ai implies: there, where the
disposition is present, which I requive. It in fact belongs to
Tobro. This Tobro, however, is not: thet ye (Oecumenius,
Grotius, Cornelins a Lapide, Fritzsche, Le. p. 93), but what ye
wrongly think; the frame of mind in question, as it ought to be
instead of the érépws ppoveiv, not: “ whether you are right or
I” (Ewald). Calvin aptly says: “ Nemo ita loqui jure possct,
nisi cul certa constat suae doctrinae ratio et veritas.” The
passage is very far from betraying uncertainty or want of
firmmness (Baur). — The dmoxaAinres, which is to be taken as
purely {uture, is conceived by P’aul as taking place througlk the
Holy Spirit (see Eph.i. 17 ; Col. i. 10), not by hwman instrue-
tion (Beza). He might also have written 8:8dfer (comp. Geodi-
daxtor, 1 Thess. iv. 9; also John vi. 45), by which, however,
the special kind of instruction which he means would not
have been indicated. This is the inward divine unveiling of
ethical truth, which is needed for the practical reason of hzm
who in any rcspect otherwise ¢pover than Iaul has shown
in his own example ; for ol mepi SoyudTwy Tabra elpnTar, aAla
mepi Blov TehelbTnTOS KAl Tob p) vouilew éavrovs Tehelovs eivar,
Chrysostom, Wherever in this moral respect the right frame of
mind is not yet completely present in oue or the other, Paul
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trusts to the disclosing operation of God Himself, whose Spirit
rules and works in the Church and its individual members
(1 Cor. ii. 14, 1ii. 16; Eph. 1. 17, ii. 21 £; Rom. viil. 9, 15,
26; Gal. v. 22, 25, et al.).

Ver. 16. A caution added to the precept given in ver. 15,
and the promise coupled with it: Only let there be no devia-
tion in the prosecution of the deveclopment of your Christian
life from the point to which we have attained! Neither to
the right nor to the left, but forward in the same direction !
This warning Paul expresses briefly and precisely thus: « Only
ahercto awe have atlavined,—according to the sume to direct your
wall I"—that is, “ however ye may be in some point otherwise
minded and, therefore, may have to await further revelation,
at all events yc ought not to deviaie—this must in every case
be your fundamental rule—from that whereto we have already
attained in the Cloistion life ; but, on the contrary, showld let the
Juither divection of your moval walk: be determtied by that same”
Sucel a general precept addressed to the Philippians conveys an
Lionourable testimony to the state of their moral constitution
on the whole, however different in individuals we may con-
ceive the point to be from which Paul says els 6 édf., as is
cevident from the very fact that he includes himself in the eZs
o é¢8., which could not but honour and stimulate the readers.
Ou 7y, nist quod, comp. 1. 18; on ¢Odverr els, to atlain o
anything, comp. Matt. xil. 28; Luke xi. 36 ; 1 Thess. ii. 16
(émi); Rom. ix. 31; Dan. iv. 19; Tob. v. 18; Plut. Aor.
p. 338 A; Apollod. xii. 242, It denotes the having come
Jorward, the having advaneed. Ewald takes it: if we had the
advantage (see 1 Thess. iv. 15, and the common classical usage),
that is: “in what we already possess much better and higher
than Judaism.” Dut this refcrence to Judaism is not given
in the text, which aims to secure generally their further pro-
gress in the development of Christian life.  On orovyely with
the dative of the rule : to adeance (march) according to something,
that is, to direct oueself in one’s constant conduct by some-
thing, sec on Gal. v. 16, 25. The <nfinitive, however, as the
expression of a brielly measured wish or command, without
supplying Aéye, dei, or the like (which Buttmaun requires,

PHIL, M
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Neut. Gr. p. 2833 [T T. 272)), stands in place of the impera-
tive, as in Rom. xii. 15 ; sce Hom, I7. i, 20, and Nigelsbach
 loc. ; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Rep. p. 473 A; Pflugk, ad Eur.
Herael. 314 ; Tritzsche, ad Rom. III. p. 86, TIritzsche, how-
ever, Diss. I1. 2 Cor. p. 93, has erroneously made the infinitive
dependent on dmoxaliner: “ practerca instituet vos, ut, quam
ego consecutus sum 7o BpaBeiw THs dve kK\jcews intentam
mentem, ejusdem participes fieri ipsi annitamini”  Comp.
Occumenius. Decisive against this view is the plural épdd-
cayey, which, according to the context (ver. 15), cannot apply
merely to Paul, as well as the fact that the antithesis of persons
(cqo . . . ipst) is gratuitously introduced. Michaelis, who is
followed by Rilliet, closely umites ver. 16 with the sequel,!
but in such a way that only an awlward arrangement of the
sentences is attained, and the nervous vigour of the councise
command is taken away.—The cls & épfioc.—vhich canuot
in accordauce with the context denote the having attained to
Christianily, to the being Christian (Hofmann's view, which
yields a meaning mmnch too vague and general)—has heen
rightly explained by Chrysostom and Theoplylact as relating
to the attainments in the Christian life, which are to be
maintained, and in the further development of which
constaut progress is to be made (0 vatwpbwoauer, xatéywuey,
Theophylact). Comp. Schinz and van Hengel. This view is
corroborated by the sequel, in which Paul represents himself
as model of the 1wall;; and therclore it is not to be referred
merely to the measure of the right frame of mind attained
(Weiss). DMost expositors understand the words as signifying
thie measure of Christian Lnowledge acquired (so also Heinrichs,
Flatt, Rheinwald, Matthies, Hoelemann, de Wette, Wiesinger),
in conformity with which one onght to live. In conmnection
with this, various arbitrary definitions of the olject of the know-
ledge have becn suggested, as, for instance, by Grotius : “ de cir-

' This is thrown out as a suggestion also by Hofmann, accarding to whom the
infinitive clause ought “ perliaps more correctly” to be coupled with cvppipnral
ze A, and taken as a prefixed designation of that in doing whick they are to
he his imitators and to have their attention divected to those, ete. Thus the

infinitive would come to stand as infinitive of the aim. Dut ceven thus the whole
attempt would be an artificial twisting of the passage without reason or usc.
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cumcisione et ritibus;” Ilcinrichs and de Wette: concerning
the main substance of the Christian faith apart from secondary
matters; Schuneckenburger: “that man is justified by [aith,
and not by the works of the law;” along with which de Wette
lays stress on the point that it is not the individual more or
less perfect knowledge (so usually; see Flatt, Rheinwald,
Alatthies) that is meant, but the collective conviction, the
truths generally recognised.  Dut the whole interpretation
which refers it to Inowledge is not in keeping with the text;
for épbacapev, correlative with ororyeiv, presents togcther
with the latter a wndty of figurative view, the former de-
noting the point of the way already attained, and 76 avre
crovyeiv, perseverance in the direction indicated by that
attainment, Therefore, if by o7ocyelv there is clearly (sce
ver. 17) intended the moral conduct of life, this also must be
denoted by els & €pf. as respects its quality attained up to the
present time. Moreover, if els & €d0. is to be understood as
1eferring to Lnowledge, there would be no motive for the pro-
minence given to the identity by 7@ aireg.

LREMARE.—What Paul means in ver. 16 may be illustrated thus:
y

I
A B C

Heve B is the point of the development of Christian life ¢/ &
é2ddonuey, which, in the case of different individuals, may be more
or less advanced. The ¢d alrdy oromgei takes place, when the
path traversed from A to B is continued in the direction of C.
1f any one should move from B in the direction of either D or
L, e would not 7% «ir® srorysv.  The reproach of wncertainty
which Wiesinger brings agunst this canon, because a éréipwg
gre:v may take place which does not lie in the same direction,
and generally because the power of sin might hinder the follow-
ing out of this direction, would also apply in opposition to every
other explanation of the ¢/; & ¢20., and particularly to that of the
Lnowledge attained ; but it 1s altogether untounded, first, because
the irépws gpach only refers to one or another concrete single
potat (71, so that the whole of moral attainment—the collec-
tive development—iwhich has been reached is not thereby dis-
turbed ; and, secondly, because Paul in this case has to do with a
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church already Zighly advanced in a moral point of view (i. 5 1),
which hie might, at all events generally, enjoin to continue in the
same direction as the path in which they had already travelled.
Very groundless is also the objection weed by Hofmann, that
the ¢/; § ¢20. must necessarily be one and the same for all. This
is simply to be denied ; it is an utterly arbitrary assunption.

Ver. 17. 1In carrying out this command they are to follow
his example, which he has previously lield up to their view,
especially from ver. 12 onwards. — cvppipnTat] co-tmtators,
is a word not clsewhere preserved. Comp., however, cvuput-
pobpevor, Llat. Polit. p. 274 D. adv is neither superfluous
(Heinrichs, comyp. Hofmann), nor does it refer to the imitation
of Christ in common with the apostle (Bengel, Ewald),—a
reference which cannot be derived from the remote 1. 30-ii. 8,
and which would be expressed somewhat as in 1 Cor. xi. 1;
1 Thess. i. 6. Neither does it refer to the obligation of his
readers collectively to imitate him (Deza, Grotius, and others,
including Matthics, Hoelemann, van Hengel, de Wette), so
that “omnes wio consensw et une meate” (Calvin) would be
meant ; but it means, as is required by the context that follows:
“ane cum «lids, qui me imtlentir (Kstius; comp. Erasmus,
Aunot., Vatablus, Cornelius a Lapide, Wiesinger, Weiss, Ellicott,
and others). Theophylact aptly remarks: ocvykoANé adTovs
Tols kaAds mepirraToiat, whereby the weight of the exhortation
is strengthencd. — axomeite] divect your wicw to those who, ete.,
namely, in order to become imitators of me in like manner as
they are. Othcr Christians, not Philippians, are meant, just
as ver. 18 also applies to those of other places. — xafws] does
not correspond to the ofrw, as most expositors think, but is
the argumcntative “as” (see oni. 7), by which the two previous
requirements, cvppipnTal €7\ aud okomeite k.7.\, are estab-
lished : 4 mcasure as ye have ns for au cxample. This
interpretation (which Wiesinger and Weiss adopt) is, notwith-
standing the subtle distinction of thought which Hofmann
suggests, required both by the second person €xere (not éyovor)
and by the plural sjuds (not éué). This Huds refers not to the
apostle alone (so many, and still de Wette; but in this case, as
before, the singular would have Leen used), nor yet gencrally
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to the apostle and his companions (van Hengel, Daumaarten-
Crusius, Lightfoot), especially Timothy (Hofmann), or to all
trivd Christiuns (Matthies); but to Zim and those obrw (in this
manacr, imitalive of me) weprmwatovvras. This view is not at
variance with T0mov in the singular (de Wette); for the several
tvmoe of individuals are conceived collectively as tivmos. Comp.
1 Thess. i. 7 (Lachmann, Liinemann) ; sce also 2 Thess. iii. 9 ;
comp. generally, Bernhardy, p. 58 £ ; Kiihner, IL. 1, p. 12 f.
This predicative tomoy, which is therefore placed before guds,
is emphatic.

Ver. 18. Admonitory confirmation of the injunction in ver.
17. — mepimratoiow] is not to be defined by xaxds (Occume-
nius), or longe aliter (Grotius; comp. Syr); nor is it to
be taken as eireulantur (comp. 1 Pet. v. 8) (Storr, Heiurichs,
Flatt), which is at variance with the context in ver. 17.
Calvin, unnaturally breaking up the plan of the discourse,
makes the connection : “ambulant terrena cogitantes” (which is
prohibited by the very article betore émiy. ¢pov.), and puts in
a parenthesis what intervenes (so also Erasmus, Schmid, and
Wolf) ; whilst Estius quite arbitrarily overleaps the first rela-
tive clause, and takes meperr. along with dv To Téhos k.TA.
Lrasmus (see his Annot) and others, including Rheinwald,
van Hengel, Rilliet, de Wette, Wiesinger, and Weliss, consitder
the discourse as broken off, the introduction of the reclative
clauses indueing the writer to leave out the modal definition
of weper.  Hofmann transforms the simple Aéyerw (comp. Gal.
i. 9) into the idea of naming, and takes Tovs éyfpods as its
objeet - predicate, in which ease, however, the aode of the
mepimately would not be stated. On the contrary, the con-
struction is a genuine Greek mode of attraction (sce Wolf, ad
Dem. Lept. 155 Plugk, nd Euw, Hee. 771 ; Kiihner, IT. 2, . 925;
Buttm. Newt. G p. 68 [E. T. 77]), so framed, that instead
of saying: many wall as the cnemices of the cross, this pre-
dicative definition of mode is drawn into the relative clause ovs
moXhdres k.1 A and assimalaled to the relative; comp. Plat. Zep.

V Hence also the conjecture of Laurent (Neut. Stud. p. 21 f.), that of

ToAddxis . . . aFudus is 2 supplementary marginal note inserted by the apostle,
is unwarranted.



182 TIIE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO TIE PHILIPPIANS.

p- 402 ¢, and Stallbaum 4n loc. It is therefore to be interpreted:
Many, of whom I have said that to you often, and now tell you
cven weeping, wall: as the encmics, ete.  The moAhdeis, emphati-
cally corresponding with the 7oAXol (2 Cor. viii. 22), refers to
the apostle’s presence in Philippi; whether, at an earlier date
i an cpistle (see on iil. 1), he had thus characterized these
eneniies of the cross (Flatt, Ewald), must be left undecided.
But it is incorrect to miake these words include g reference
(Matthies) to ver. 2, as in the two passages different persons

(see below) must be described. — vy 8¢ rat xAaiwv] 8ia 7(;
6te éméTeive TO Kakov, 6t Sarpiwy dfiol ol TowoliTor . . . oUTwWS

éori aupmabnTicss, oiTe ppovtiler mivrwy dvbpémov, Chrysos-
tom. The deterioration of these men, which had in the
meanwhile increased, now extorts fears from the apostle on
account of their own ruin and of their ruinous influence. —
Tols éxBp. 7. a7. 7. X.] The article denotes the class of men
claracteristically defined. "Weo must explain the designation
as referring, not to enemies of the doctrine of the cross (Theo-
doret : s SibdorovTas 67e Siya Tis vouirns molireias advraToy
cotnpias Tuxei, so in substance Luther, Erasmus, Estius,
Calovius, Cornelius a Lapide, Wolf, aud many others; also
Heinrichs, Rheinwald, Matthies), so that passages such as Gal.
v. 11, vi. 12, would have to be compared; but, as required
by the context which follows, to Christians of Epicurcan
tendcncics (év avéoer Eovres k. Tpugf, Chrysostom ; comp. Theo-
phylact and Oeccumenius), who, as such, are hostile to the
fellowship of the cross of Christ (comp.iii. 10), whose maxims
of lile arc opposed to the wabjuara Tob Xpiorod (2 Cor. i. §),
so that it is hateful to thewn to suffer with Christ (Rom.
viii. 17).  Comp. ver. 10, also Gal. vi. 14. In opposition to
the context, Rilliet and Weiss understand non-Christians, who
reject Cliristianity with hostile disdain, because its founder
was crucified (comp. 1 Cor. i. 18, 23), or because the preach-
ing of the cross required the crucifixion of their own lusts
(Weiss) ; Calvin interpreted it generally of hypocritical encmies
of the gospel.  This misunderstanding ought to have been pre-
cluded by the very use of the tragic moAXof, the melancholy
force of which lies in the very fact that they are Christians, but
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Clristians whose conduct is the deterrent contrast to that
wlich is required in ver. 17. See, Dbesides, in opposition to
Weiss, ITuther in the dleckiend. Zeitschr. 1862, p. 630 fl—
We have still to notice that the persons here depicted are
a0 the stome as those who were described in wer. 2 (contrary
to the usual view, whicli is also followed by Schinz and Hil-
cenfeld) ; for those were {cackers, while these moAhoi are Chris-
iians generally.  The former might indeed be characterized
as éxbpoi 7. oravpod 7. X, according to Gal. vi. 12, but their
Juduistic standpoint does uot correspond to the Epicureanism
which is affirmed-of the latfer in the words dv o @eos 7 xoilia,
ver. 19, 1loelemann, de Wette, Liinemann, Wiesinger,
Schenkel, and Hofinann have justly pronounced against the
identity of the two; Weiss, however, following out his wrong
interpretation of xvwes in ver. 2 (of the heathen), waintains the
identity to a certain extent by assuming that the conduct of
those xvves is liere described ; while Baur makes use of the
passage to deny freshness, naturaliess, and objectivity to the
polemic attack liere made on the false teachers.

Ver. 19. A more precise deterrent delineation of these
persons, having the most deferrent element put foremost, and
theu those points by which it was brought about.— @v 7o
T7éhos amwh.] Dy tlis is meant Alessianic perdition, eternal
condemnation (comp. 1. 28), which is the wltimate destiny ap-
pointed (76) for them (Téhos is not: recompense, see Rom. vi. 21 ;
2 Cor. xi. 15; Heb, vi, 8). Tor corresponding RRabbinical
passages, see Wetstein and Schoettgen, Hor. p. 801.— v o
Qeos % roiia] Natpelovar yap ws Oed Talry kai macav Oepa-
arelay wpooaryovas, Theophylact. Comp. Rom. xvi. 18; Eur. Cycl.
334 f.; Senee. de benef. vii. 26 ; and the maxim of those whose
highest good is eating and drinking, 1 Cor. xv. 32. It is the
yaotpipapyia (Plat. Phaed. p. 81 E; Lucian, Amor. 42) in its
godless nature; they were xo\iodaiuoves (Eupolis in Athen. iil.
p. 100 D), 7as vijs yacpos /8ovas Tiléuevor pérpov ebdaipovias
(Lucian, Patr. cue. 10) ; 75 yaoTpi peTpobvres xkai Tois aloyio-
Tows Ty eVdapoviay (Dem. 524, 24).—kat % Sofa x.7.\.] also
dependent on dv: and whose honour is in their shame, tha is,
who find their honour in that which redounds to their shame,
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as for instance, in revelling, haughty behaviour, and the like, in
which the immoral man is fond of making a show. 9 3ofa is sub-
Jeetize, viewed from the opinion of those men, and 73 aloyivy is
objective, viewed according to the reality of the ethical relation.
Comp. Polyb. xv. 23. 5: éd’ ols expiv aloyiveabar xald' irep-
Boaw, émi TovTors ds kahols ceuviesOar kai peyaiavyely, and
also Plat. Zheuct. p. 176 D deyarhovrar yap 76 dvelder. On
etva €y, versari in, to be found in, to be contained in some-
thing, comp. Plat. Gory. p. 470 L : év TovTe 1} waoa ebdatpovia
éatiy, Eur. Phocn. 1310 : odx év aloyvvy ta od. The view,
forcign to the context, which refers the words to ¢ircumeisiva,
making aloy. signily the genitals (Schol. Ar. Epe. 3G4; Aun-
brosiaster; IIilary; Pelasius; Augustine, deverd. apost. xv. 5
Bengel; Michaclis; Storr), is already rejected by Chrysostom
aud his successors.— o¢ Ta émbyeta ppovoivres] who bear the
carthly (that which is on the earth; the opposite in ver 20)
an their mind (as the goal of their interest and elfort). Comp.
Col. iil. 2. Thus Paul closes his delineation with a summary
designation of their fundamental immoral tendency, and he
put this, not in the genitiee (uniformly with the dv), but more
independently and emphatically in the nomiinative, having in
view the logical subject of what precedes (comp. on i 30),
and that with the individualizing (¢, gus) article of apposition.
Comp. Winer, p. 172 [E. T. 228]; Duttmann, Neut. Gr. p. 69
[E. T. 79].

Ver. 20. After Paul has, by way of confirmation and warn-
ing, subjoined to lus exhortation given in ver. 17 the deterrent
example of the enemics of the cross of Christ in ver. 18 £, he
now sketches by the side of that deterrent delineation—in ont-
lines few, but how eclear !—the snviténg picture of those whoin,
in ver. 17, he had proposed as 7imos. — ip] The train of
thought runs thus: ¢ Justly I characterize their whole nature
by the words of 7& émiyeia ¢povolvres; for it is the direct
opposite of ours; our moNiétevua, the goal of our aspiration, is
not on earth, but in heaven.” wdp therefore introduces a con-
Jirmatory reason, but not for his having said that the earthly
mind of the moho! necessarily involecs such a wall (Hof-
mann) ; for he has not said this, and what follows would not
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be a proof of it. The apostle gives, rather, an erperimentul
proof ¢ conlrario, and that for what immediately precedes, not
for the remote Qv 76 Téhos dmdrera (Weiss). — nudv] emphati-
cally placed first; contrast of the persons.  These nuets, how-
ever, are the same as the Juds in ver. 17, consequently I’aunl
himself and the olitw wepimaTotvres. — T0 TohiTevpal the
commonwealth, which may bear the sense either of: the state
(2 Mace. xil. 7; Dolyh.i 13. 12, ii. 41. 6 ; Lucian, Prom. 15 ;
Philo, de opif. p. 33 A, deJes. p. 536 D) ; or the state-adminis-
tiration (Plat. Legg. 12, p. 945 D ; Aristot. Pol. iii. 4 ; Polyb. iv.
23. 9; Lucian, Deia. ene. 10), ov its principles (Dem. 107.
235, 262, 27; Isoer p. 156 A); or the state-constitution
(Plut. Them. 4; Arist. Pol. 1ii. 4. 1; Polyb. v. 9. 9, iv. 25. 7),
see generally Raphel, Polyb. in loc.; Schweigh, ZLex. Polyb.
p- 486 ; Schoemann, ad Plut. Cleom. p. 208. Here, in the
first cense: our commoniwealth, that is, the strete to which e
belong, <s en heaven. Dy this is meant the MMessiad's Lingdom
wliioh had not yet  appeared, which will only at Christ's
Puarousia (comp. €€ od w7\ which follows) come down from
heaven and manifest itself in its glory on carth. It is the state
ol the heavenly Jeruselem (see on Gal. iv. 26 ; comp. Usteri,
Lchavbegr. p. 190 ; Ritsehl, altkath. Kirche, p. 59), of which
true Christians are citizens (Epl. ii. 19) even now before the
Tarousia in a proleptic and ideal sense (én’ éxwide Tijs Gofns,
Rom. v, 2; comp. viil. 24), in order that one day, at the
émipaveia tijs mapovsias Tov xvplov (2 Thess. ii. 8), they may
be so0 in complete reality (comp. Heb. xii. 22 f, xiii. 14), as
Kowwwvol Tis peAlovaons dmoraiimresfar Sofns (1 Pet. v. 1;
Col. iil. 4), nay, as cvpBacirevovres (2 Tim. ii. 12; comp.
Rum. viii. 175 1 Cor. iv. §). Hence, according to the neces-
sary psychological relation, “ where your treasure is, there will
your heart ve also” (Matt. vi. 21), they ¢ppovedow, not 7a
émiyeta, but Ta dvo (Col. 1ii. 1°f), which serves to explain the
logical correctness of the ydp in its relation to of 7a éméy. ¢pov.
Otbers, following the Vulgate (conversatio), render it: our well,
making the sense, “tota vita nostre quasi jam nunc apud
Deum naturasque coclestes puriores versatur, longe remota a
7ols émiyelots eorumque captatione” (Hoelemann). So Luther
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(who up till 1528 rendered it “citizenship”), Castalio, Erasmus,
Calvin, Grotius, and many others, including Matthies, van
Hengel, de Wette; while Rheinwald mixes up interpretations
of various kinds. This rendering is not justified by linguistic
usage, which indeed vouches for mohireveofar (1. 27) in this
sense, and for mohirela (Clem. Cor. 1. 54: worereveafar mokirelay
Ocot, Ep. ad Diogn. 5), but not for mohitevua, not even in Eus.
H.E v. prosem. Nor does linguistic usage even permit the in-
terpretation : eifizenship. So Luther, in the Postil. Epist. D. 3,
post f. pasch.: *“ Here on earth we are in fact not citizens . . .;
our citizenship is with Christ in heaven.. ., there we are to
remain for ever citizens and lords;” comp. Deza, Balduin,
Erasmus Schimid, Zachariae, I'latt, Wiesinger, Ewald, Weiss,
and others. This would be wo\irela, Acts xxii. 28 ; Thuc. vi.
104. 3; Dem. 161. 11 ; Polyb. vi. 2. 12; 3 Mace. iii. 21.
Theophylact’s explanation, 9v warpida (which is used also for
heaven by Anaxagoras in Diog. L. ii. 7), must be referred to
the correct rendering stafe (comp. Hammond, Clericus, and
others’), while Chrysostom gives no decided opinion, but
Theodoret (tov odpavév pavrafouefda) and Oecumeniuvs (oTpa-
revouefa) appear to follow the rendering conversatio. —
€€ ob xal wrX] And what o happy change is Dbefore us,
in conscquence of our thus belonging to the heavenly state!
From the hLeaven (scil. 7jfovra, comp. 1 Thess. i. 10) we
expect, ete.  The neuter of, which is certainly to be taken
in a strictly local sense (in opposition to Calovius), is not to
be referred to mwolir. (Wolfl, Schoettgen, Dengel, Ilofmann);
but is corrcctly rendered by the Vulgate: “wunde” Comp.
on é€ of, Col. ii. 19, and Bornemaun, ad Xen. Anad. 1. 2. 20
Huépas Tpeis, &y &. — kati, also, denotes the relation correspond-
ing to the foregoing (mamely, that our sohirevua is to be
found in heaven), not a sccond onc o be added (IIofmann). —
coTtipa] placed first with great emphasis, and that not as the
accusative of the object (1lofmann), Lut—hence without the
article—as predicative acensative: as Saviowr, namely, from
all the sufferings and conflicts involved in our fellowship with
the cross of Christ (ver. 18), not from the dmerea (Weiss),

! The Gothic Version has: *‘unsara biéudins” (that is, building, dwelling).
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whicl, indeed, the fuets have not at all to fear. Comp. on
the subject - matter, Luke xviii. 7 f, xxi. 28; Tit. ii. 13;
2 Tim. iv. 18. — dmerdey.] comp. 1 Cor. 1. 7; Tit. 1. 13. As
to the signification of the word: perscveranter capecture, see
on Rom. viii. 19; Gal. v. 5.

Ver, 21. As a special feature of the Lord’s saving activity
at His Parousia, Paul mentions the bodily fransfiguration of
the 7uess, in significant relation to what was said in ver
19 of the enemies of the cross. The latter now lead an
Epicurean life, whilst the suels are in a condition of bodily
liumniliation through afiliction and persecution. DBut at the
Parousia—what a change in the state of things! what a glori-
fication of these bodies now so horne down!— uperacynuat.)
shall transform!  What is meant is the d\\dooew of the
body (1 Cor. xv. 51 f) at the Parousia, which in this passage,
just as in 1 Cor. xv. 52, Paul asswmes that the yueis will
live to sce. Tounderstand it at the same time of the reswrection
of the dead (so most expositors, including de Wette, Wiesinger,
Weiss), is inappropriate both to dmexdexouefa and to the
definition of the gquality of the body to be remodelled: 7is
Tamew. Nuov, both these expressions being used under the con-
viction of being still alive in the present state when the change
occurs. DMoreover, the reswrrection is something more than a
uperagynpaTios; it is also an investiture with a new body
out of the germ of the old (1 Cor. xv. 36-38, 42-44 — =i
Tamewwo. judy] Genitive of the sulject, Instead of saying
nudv merely (ovr body), he expresses it with more specific
definition : the body of our humiliation, that is, the body which

! As to the nature of this transformation, see 1 Cor. xv. 53. The older dog-
matic exegetes maintained in it ihe identity of substance. Calovius: ¢“Ille
peraoyruaticuis non substanticlem mutationem, sed accidenfalemn, non ratione
quideditatis corporis noslri, sed ratione qualitatum salva quidditate importat.”
This is correct only so far as the [uture Lody, although an organism without sézg
and «zz, 1 Cor, xv. 50, will not only be again specilically hwmean, but will also
helong to the identity of the persons. See 1 Cor. xv. 35 . Comp. Ernesti,
Urspr. d. Siinde, 1. p. 127 f.  DMore precise definitions, such as those in
Delitzseh’s Psychol, p. 459 (I, lose themselves in the misty region of hypothesis.
The inappropriatencss of the expression employed in the Confession: Resurrec-
tion of the jlesh, has been rightly pointed out Ly Luther in the Larger Catechism,
p. 501.
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is the vehicle of the state of owr humiliation, namely, through
the privations, persecutions, and afllictions which affect the
body and are exhibited in it, thereby reducing us into our pre-
sent oppressed and lowly position ; woAa wdayet viv T0 odua,
Seapcitar, paoTilerar, pupla mdoyer dewd, Chrysostom. This
definite reference of 7. Tamw. #u. is required by the context
through the contrast of the sueis to the éyfpovs Tob oTavpod
7. X, so that the sufferings which are meant by the cross of
Clirist constitute the Tamelvwars of the sjueis (comp. Acts viii.
33); in which case there is no ground for our taking Tamed-
vwars, contrary to Greck usage (Plat. Legg. vii. p. S15 A
Polybl. ix. 33. 10; Jas. i. 10), as equivalent to Tameworss,
lowliness, as in Luke 1. 48 (Hofmann). On this account, and
also because fudv applies to subjects distinctly defined in con-
{formity with the context, it was incorrect to explain Tamew.
generally of the constitution of our life (Hofmanu), of weakness
and jrailty (Luther, Calvin, Grotius, Estius, and many others;
including Rheinwald, Matthies, Hoelemann, Schrader, Rilliet,
Wiesinger, Weiss) ; comparison being made with such passages
as Col. 1. 22; Rom. vii. 24; 1 Cor. xv. 44. The contrast
lies in the stafes, namely, of humiliation on the one hand and
of 8ofa on the other; hence nudr and adrob are neither to be
joined with odpa (in opposition to Hoelemann), nor with 7.
copa 7. Tam. and 7. 0. Tis Sofns as ideas forming an wnity
(Hotmann), which Paul would necessarily have marked by sepa-
rating the genitives in position (Winer, p. 180 [E. T. 2397]). —
oupopdor] Result of the peraoynu., so that the reading efs
70 ryevéabac adTo is a correct gloss. . See on Matt. xii. 13 and
1 Cor. i. §; Tritzsche, Diss. I1. in 2 Cor. p. 159 ; Liibcker,
grammat. Stud. p. 33 £ The thing itself forms a part of the
curdobdleafar, Rom. viii. 17. Comp. also 1 Cor. xv. 48 {.;
Rom. viii. 29. We may add Theodoret’s appropriate re-
mark: o karda THv wocoryTa Tis 80Eys, A& kara T
TototyTa. — Tis 00E. adroli] to Le explained like Tis Tam. Ju. :
in which His heavenly glory is shown forth.  Comp. éyeiperac
év 80ky, 1 Cor. xv. 44. — ka7a 7. évépy. wx.7N.] removes every
doubt as to the possibility ; aecording to the working of Ilis
betng able (comp. Eph. i 19) also to subduc all things unlo
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Himsclf; that is, in consequence of the cacrgetic eficacy which
belongs to His power of also subduing all things to Himself.
Comp. xara 7. évépy. Tijs Svvdp. avrod, Eph. iii. 7, also Eph.
1. 19; as to the subject-matter, comp. 1 Cor. xv. 25 {.; as to
the expression with the genitive of the infinitive, Onosand. 1. ,
12: % Tob Slvagbar oty éfovaia. — xai] adds the general
clement dwordfar alrd T4 m. to the ueracynuar. xTA!
Bengel aptly says: “non modo conforme facere corpus nostrun:
suo.” — 7a wavra] all things collcctively, is not to Le limited ;
#tothing can withstand His power; a statement which to the
Christian consciousness refers, as a matter of course, to ercafed
things and powers, not to God also, from whom Christ has
seecived that power (Matt. xxviil. 18; 1 Cor xv. 27), and to
whom He will ultimately deliver up again the dominion
(1 Cor. xv. 24, 28). Clrysostom and Theophylact have
already with reason noticed the argumentumm « major: ad
HLINUS.

! Hoclemann takes zai as and, so that the sense would be, *‘that Christ can do
all things, and subdues all things to Himsell.” The very aorist émerétzs should

have withheld him from making this heterogencous combination, as it betrays
itself to be dependent on dévacfas,
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CITATPTEDR IV.

VER. 3. Instead of ves Elz, has ze/, against decisive witnesses.—
Instead of abluys gvios, yvioe sufuye should be written, with
Lachm. and Tisch., upon preponderating evidence.—On decisive
testimony, in ver. 12, instead of ofde & rum. (Llz.), 0fde xai ras.
is to Le received. The o¢ has taken its rise from the last syl-
lable of ofée ; hence we also find the reading é zai. — Ver. 13.
After ue Elz. has Xpery, in opposition to A B D* ¥, vss.
(also Vulgate) and Fathers. Defended Dby LReiche, but it is an
addition from 1 Tim. 1. 12, from which passage also are found
the amplifications in Or., X. 'Insed and X. 'L =@ zupiw fuar.— Ver
16. eic] wanting in A D* E*¥ min. vss. and I'athers. Dracketed
by Lachm. Dut after éIs, 15 might the more readily be
onitted, as it seemed superilnous, and might, indeed, on account
of the absence of an object for éxéu-l., appear offensive. — Ver.
19. With Lachm. and Tisch., the form =5 =2¢5r05 is to be adopted
upon decisive testimony. Sece on 2 Cor. viii. 2. —Ver. 23.
~dvray Yuin] ABDEFGP 8% min. Copt. Saliid. Aeth. Arm.
Vulg. It. Damasc. Ambrosiast. Pel. have st aveduaros vuin
So Lachm. and Tisch. Taken from Gal. vi. 18, whence also in
Elz. suav has likewise crept in after xupiov.

Ver. 1. Conclusion drawn from what precedes, from ver.
17 onwards. 'We are not justified in going further back (de
Wette refers it to the whole exhortation, iii. 2 [T, comp. also
Wiesinger, Weiss, ITofmann), because the direct address to the
readers in the second person is only introduced at ver. 17, and
that with adexdol, as in the passage now before us; secondly,
because the predicates dyamyrol . . . orédavés mov place the
summons in that close personal relation to the apostle, which
entirely corresponds with the words cuupiunral pov vyivesfe
in ver. 17; thirdly, because dore finds its logical reference in
that which immediately precedes, and this in its turn is con-
nected with the exhortation cvuupnral k7). in ver. 17 ; and
lastly, because offrw in ver. 1 is correlative to the ofrew in
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iil. 171 — dore] accordingly ; the ethical actual result, which
what has been said of the 7uels in. ili. 20 f ought to have
with the readers. Comp. ii. 12; 1 Cor. xv. 58. — ayamnrol
x7.\.] “Llandis appellationibus in eorum affectus se insinuat,
quae tamen non sunt adulationis, sed sinceri amoris,” Calvin.—
How might they disappoint and grieve such love as this by
non-compliance ! — émimofnroc] longed for, for whom I yearn
(comp. i. 8); not occurring elsewhere in the N. T.; comp.
App. ITisp. 43 ; Eust. Opusc. p. 357. 39; Aq. Ez. xxiii. 11
(émemolnais) ; Ps. cxxxix. 9 (émvmofnua); Ael. N. A. vii 3
(moln7os). ~— orédavos] comp. 1 Thess. ii. 19; Eeclus. i 9,
vi. 31, xv. 6; LEz xvi. 12, xxiii. 42; Prov. xvi. 31, xvii. 6 ;
Job xix. 9. The honour, which accrned to the apostle from
the excellent Christian coundition of the church, is repre-
sented by him under the figure of a crown of victory. Comp.
arédpavov evxhelas péyav, Soph. Aj. 465; Bur. Suppl. 313;
Ipk. A.193, Here, F. 1334 ; Thue. 1i. 46 ; Jacobs, ad Anthol.
IN. p. 30; Lobeck ad Aj. lc.; also eredavody (Wesseling, ad
Diod. Sie. 1. p. 684), oredpdvopa, Pind. Pyth. i 96, xii. 9,
aTedpavnpopeiv, Wisd. iv. 2, and Grimm én loc. The refer-
ence of yapd to the present time, and of o7éd. to the future
judyient (Calvin and others, comp. Pelagius), introduces arbi-
trarily a reflective distinction of ideas, which is not in keeping
with the fervour of the emotion. — ofirw] corresponding to the
Tmos that has just been set forth and recommended to you
(iii. 17 ff). Chrysostom, Theophylact, Occumenius, Erasmus,
Calvin, Bengel, and others, interpret: so, as ye stand, so that
Paul “pracsentem statam laudando ad perseverantiam eos
hortetur,” Calvin. This is at variance with the context, [or
lie has just adduced ofhers as a model for his readers; and the
exhortation would not agree with cuvppp. p. yiveate, iii. 17,
whicli, notwithstanding all the praise of the morally advanced
comumunity, still does not presuppose the existence alrcady of
a normal Christian state. — év xuvpie] Comp. 1 Thess. iii. 8,

! In oppesition to which Hofmann quite groundlessly urges the objection,
that Paul in that ease would have written reprareize instead of erixere.  As if
he must have thought and spoken thus mechanically! The sedxere is in fuct
substantially just & mpirarddy which maintains its ground,
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Clrist is to be the element <n which the standing fast required
of them is to have its specific character, so that in no case can
the moral life ever act «apart from the fellowship of Christ.
— dyamnrol] “ weprmrabys haee vocis hujus avadopd,” Grotius.
In no other epistle so much as in this has P’aul multiplicd
the expressions of love and praise of his readers; a strong
testimony certainly as to the praiseworthy condition of the
church, from which, however, Weiss infers too much. Here, as
always (Ilom. xii. 19; 2 Cor. vii. 1, xii. 19; Phil. ii. 12; 1 Cor.
x. 14; Heb. vi. 9, ¢t «l.), morcover, dyamnrol stands as an
address without auny more precise self-cvident definition, and is
not to be connected (as Hofmann holds) with év xvpie.

Ver. 2 f. After this general exhortation, ver. 1, the apostle,
still deeply concerned for the commnunity that is so dear to
him, finds it requisite to give a special admonition to and for
{wo meritorious women,' through whose disagreement, the
details of which are unknown to us, but which probally
turned on differences of their working in the church, a scandal
had occurred, and the orijxew év rvplo might more or less be
imperilled.  Whetlier they were dcaconcsses in Philippi (as
many conjecture), must remain undecided.  Grotius has
erroncously considered both names, Hammond and Calmet
ouly the sccond, to be masculine? and in that case adrais in
ver. 3 is made to apply to others (viz. alrwes x.r.)).  TFor the
two jemindne nawmes on inscriptions, sece Gruter and Muratori.
With Tischendorf and Lipsius (Graman. Unters. p. 31), Svwrvy}
is to be treated as oxytone. Cowmp. generally Kiihner, I. p.

1 According to Daur, indeed, they are alleged to be two parfies rather than
two women ; and Schwegler (nachupostol. Zeitalt. 11, p. 135) makes out that
Euodia represents the Jewish-Christian, and Syntyche the Gentile-Christian
party, and that yvises ¢68vyes applies to Peter ! On the basis of Constitutt. ap.
vii. 46. 1 (according to which Peter appointed an Euwodius, and Paul Ignatius, as
Bishiop of Antioch), this discovery has been amplified with farther caprice by
Volkmar in the Theol. Jahrb. 1857, p. 147 ff.  Dut exegetical fiction in con-
nection with the two feminine names has been pushed to the utmost by Hitzig,
. Krit. Paulin. Br. p. 5 ff., aceording to whom they are supposcd to have
their origin in Gen. xxx. 9 L ; he represents our author as having changed
Asher and Gad into women in order to represent figuratively two parties, and
both of them Gentile-Christian.

2 Theodore of Mopsuestia quotes the opinion that the two were Zusband and
wife.
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256. The twice used wmapax.: ‘“quasi coram adhortans
seorsum utramvis, idque summa cum aequitate,” Bengel. An
carnestly individualizing émyuor (Bremi, ad Aeschin. p. 400).
— 70 abro Ppor.] see on il 2. — év xvp.] characterizes the
specifically Christian concord, the moral nature and cffort of
whicli are grounded on Christ as their determining vital prin-
ciple. Paul does not desire a union of minds apart from
Christ.—Whether the disunion, which must be assumed, had
its deeper root in moral pride on account of services in the
cause of the gospel (Schinz), is not clear.

Ver. 3. Indeed, I cntreat thee also, etc.  This bringing in
of a third party is a confirmation of the previous admonition
as regards its necessity and urgency ; hence the var; comp.
Philem. 20. See also on Matt. xv. 27. — ad0bvye is erroneously
understood by Clemens Alexaundrinus, Isidorus, Erasmus,
Musculus, Cajetanus, Flacius, and others, as referring to the
wife of the apostle; an idea which, according to 1 Cor. vii. 8,
compared with ix. 5, is at variance with history (see, already,
Chrysostom, Theodoret, Occumenius, Theophylact), and at the
same time at variance with grammar, as the adjective must in
that case have stood in the feminine (Zest. XTI, Patr. p. 526 ;
Lur. Ale. 514, 342, 585). Others understand the Ausband of
one of the two women (so, although with hesitation, Chry-
sostom, also Theophylact, according to whom, however, he
wmight have Dbeen o broficr, and Camerarius ; not disapproved
by DBeza); but what a strangely artificial designation would
“ genuine cojux” Le! Weiss prefers to leave undecided the
nature of the bond which connected the individual in question
with the two women. But if, in general, a relation to the
women were intended, and that apart from the bond of matri-
mony, by the term odfuvye Paul would have expressed himself
very awkwardly ; for the current use of the word odtvyes, and
also of evlvyys (3 Mace. iv. 8) and ovfvE (Eur. dlec. 924), in
the sense of comjux (comp. ovlevyvivar, Xen. Occ. 7. 30;
Herodian, iil. 10. 14), must have been well known to the
reader. The usual mode of interpreting this passage (so
Ilatt, Rheinwald, Hoelemann, Matthies, de Wette, following
Pelagius and Theodoret) has been to refer it to some dis-

PHIL, N
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tinguished fellow - labourer of the apostle, well known, as a
matter of course, to the readers of the epistle, who had his
abode in Thilippi and deserved well of the church there
by special services, Some have arbitrarily fixed on Silas
(Bengel), and others quite unsuitably on ZWmothy (Estius),
and even on FEpaphroditus (Vatablus, Grotius, Calovius,
Michaelis, van Hengel, and Bauwmgarten-Crusius), whom Hof-
mann 2also would have us understand as referred to, inasnmiuch
as he regards him as the amanucusis of the epistle, who had
therefore heard it dictated by the apostle, and then heard it
again when it came to be read in the church, so that Ze Zncw
Fimself to be the person addressed.  What accumulated in-
vention, in order to fasten upon Epaplhroditus the, aiter all,
unsuitable confession before the church that he was himself
the person thus distingnished by the apostle! According to
Luther’s gloss, Paul means “the most distinguished bishop in
Philippi.” Comp. also Ewald, who compares cuumrpeaBurepos,
1 Pet. v. 1. Dut how strange would such a nameless desig-
nation be in itself: How easily might the preferential
designation by yuijoies have seemed even to slight other fellow-
labourers in Philippi! Besides, Paul, in describing his
official colleagues, never makes use of this term, ovvyos,
which does not occur elsewlere in the N. T., and which would
involve the assumption that the unknown individual stood
in quite a special relation to the apostle corresponding to this
purposely-chosen predicate. Laying aside arbitrariness, and
seeing that this address is surrounded by proper names
(vv. 2, 3), we can only find in odfuye a proper name, in
which case the attribute ywijote corresponds in a delicate
and winning way to the appellulive sense of the name (comp.
Philem. 11); genuine Syzyyus, that is, thouw who art in
reality and substantially that which thy name expresses :
“ fellow-tn-yole” i.c. yoke-fellow, fellow-labourer. We may
assume that Syzygus had rendered considerable services to
Chuistianity in Plilippi in joint labour with the apostle, and
that Taul, in his appellative intcrpretation of the name, fol-
lowed the figurative conception of animals in the yoke ploughing
or thrashing (1 Cor. ix. 9; 1 Tim. v. 18), a conception which
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was sugzested to him by the very name dtself. The opposite of
ywjatos would be: ok 8vrews by (comp. Plat. Polit. p. 203 E),
o that the man with his name Syzygus would not be émrdvuuos
(Ew. Phoen. 1500 ; Soph. Aj. 450), Jacobs, ad Del. Epigr.
p. 272 £ He bore this his name, however, as dvopa érjrvuov
(Del. Epigr. v. 42). This view of the word being a proper
name—to which Wiesinger inclines, which Laurent decidedly
defends?® in his Neut. Stud. p. 134 f{. and Grimm approves of
in his ZLexicon, and which Hofmanu, without reason, rejects ?
simply on account of the wsus logucndi of ywjgios not being
proved—mwas already held by twés in Chrysostom; comp.
Niceph. Call. ii. p. 212 D; Occumenius permits a choice
between it and the explanation in the sense of the Ausband of
one of the two women. It is true that the name is not pre-
served elsewhere ; but with how many names is that the case ?
Hence it was unwarranted to assume (Storr) a translation of
the name Kodanyas (Joseph. Bell. vii. 3. 4), in connection with
which, moreover, it would be hard to see why Paul should
have clhosen the word odfvyos clsewhere not msed by him,
and not guvepyds, or the like® To refer the word to Clrist,
who lelps every ome to bear his yoke (Wieseler), was a
wiistake. — ovAhauB. avrais] lay hold along with them, that is,
assist them (Luke v. 7 ; Herod. vi. 125 ; Xen. 4yes. 2. 31 ;
Wunder, ad Soph. Phil. 280 ; Lex. Plat. IIL. p. 294), namely,
for their reconciliation and for restoring their harmonious
action. — airwes| uipotc quac, giving the motive, comp. i, 28 ;

!Tn doing so, Laurent takes the refercnce of sév contained in the name as
general: ““helper of el labour in the vineyard of the Lord.”  More thoughtiul,
Lowever, is the reference to the apostle Limnsely, whose true yoke-fellow is to
supply his place with kis former jemale fcllow-strivers (evvith, pes); comy.
also subscquently suvepyay gov.

2 According to our view, jviries 1s, in fact, taken in no other sense than that
which is eurrent in all Greck authors, viz. &xzéwés, verus, as Hofmann himself
lakes it.  Whether we rvefer it thus to ¢Zvy: as an appcllative word, or as the
appellative contents of a name—is a matter which leaves the linguistic use
of gwizing altogether untonched.  As is well known, vifes has the same general
linguistic usage in the opposite sense (sce e.g. Plat. Rep. p. 536 A ; Jacobs, ad
Del. Epigr. i. 103. 3).

3 This holds at the same time against the view of Pelagius : ¢ Germanus dictus
est nomine, qui erat compar officii.” He is followed by Lyra,
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see on Rom. 1. 25,1i. 15, vi. 2, et al.—év 7 evayy.] the domain,
an which they, ete.  Comp. Rom. i. 9; 1 Thess. iii. 2. It was
among women that the gospel had first struck root in Philippi
(Acts xvi. 13), and it is to De assumed that the two women
named had rendered special service in the spread and con-
firmation of Clistianity among their sex, and therein had
shared the conflict of afiliction and persecution with Paul
(1 Thess. ii. 2). On ocvwjfrnoav, comp. i 27. — pera xai
Ksjuerros kv A] and in what fellowship, so honouradle to them,
have they shared my conilict for Christ’s sake 2 n association
also with Clement and, etc. The reference of the xal is
to poc; their joint-striving with Paul had been a fellowship
in striving also with Clement, cte. ; they had therein stood
side Dy side with these smen also.  On xai . . . kai, the first xai
meaning «lso, comp. Ellendt, Lex. Soph. 1. p. 891 ; on its raver
position, however, between preposition and noun, see Schaefer,
Iud. ad Gregor. Cor. p. 1064 ; Hartung, Partilcll. 1. p. 145 ;
Kiilmer, II. 1,p. 480 £ The connection of pera «. KX, w1\
with cvAXauB. adrais (Coccejus, Michaelis, Storr, Flatt, J. B.
Lightfoot, Hofmaun) is opposed by the facts, that Paul has
committed the scrvice of mediation to an ndiwidual, with
which the general impress now given to this cominission is not
in keeping, and that the subsequent @y T ovépara x.T\., in
the absence of any specification of the churches, would neither
be based on auy motive nor intelligible to the readers, and
would be strangest of all in the event of Paul’s haviag intended,
as IHolmann thinks, to indicate here the presbyters and deacons
mentioned in 1. 1. The Noemoi auvepyol, as well as generally
the more special circumstances of which Paul here reminds his
readers, were—if peta xal k... be joined with avmifAnody pot,
heside which it stands—~7Aistorically known to these readers,
althongh unknown to us.—That Clement was a teacher in
Philippr (so most modern expositors ; according to Grotius, a
presbyler in Philippi, but “ Nomanus aliquis in Macedonia
negotians ™), must be maintained in accordance with the con-
text, seeing that with him those two Fhilippian women laboured
as sharing the couflict of the apostle; and of a travclling com-
panion of this name, who had laboured with the apostle in



CITAP. IV. a. 197

Macedonia, there is no trace to be found; and seeing that the
Aocmrol auvepyor also are to be regarded as Philippians, because
thus only does the laudatory expression dv Ta ovépara x.TA.
appear in its vivid and direct set purpose of bespeaking for
the two women the esteem of the ciurch. The more frequent,
however, in general the name of Clement was, the more
arbitrary is the old view, although not yet known to Irenaeus
(iii. 3. 3), that Clement of Rome is the person meant! So
most Catholic expositors (not Dollinger), following Origen,
ad Joh. i. 29 ; Lusebius, H. E. iii. 15; Epiphanius, Hacr.
xxvil. 6; Jerome, DPelagius, and others; so also Francke, in
the Zeitschr. f. Luth. Theol. 1841, iii. p. 73 ff,, and van Hengel,
who conjectures Euodia and Syntyehe to have been Roman
women who had assisted the apostle ¢ Rome, and had travelled
with Epaphroditus to Ihilippi. See generally, besides Liine-
mann and Briickner, Lipsius, de Clem. Rom. ¢p. p. 167 ff;
J. B. Lightfoot, p. 166 ff.; and Hilgenfeld, Apost. Vitcr, p.
92 I, — dv Ta dvop. k.TA] refers merely to Tov Aoemdv T\,
wlhom Paul does not adduce by name, but instead of this
affirms of their names something so great and honourable.
God has rccorded their names in His book, in which are
written down the future partakers of the everlasting Messianic
life; so surcly and trrevocably s this lifec assigned to them.
What Paul thus expresses by this solemn figure, e Zncw
from their whole Christian character and action, in which he
recoznised by experience “ quast clectionis® absconditac sigilla’

1 Nevertheless, upon this hypothesis Daur builds up a whole fabric of com-
binations, which are intended to transfer the date of our cpistle to the post-
apostolic age, when the Flavius Clemens known in Roman history, who was a
patruelis of Domitian (Suct. Dom. 15), and a Christian (Lami, de erud. apost.
p- 104 ; Baur, 11, p. 68), had already become the well-known Clement of Roman
tradition.  Comp. Volkmar in the Theolog. Jalkrb. 1856, p. 309, according to
whom the Roman Clement is to be hiere already assumed as a martyr.  Indeed,
according to Schwegler and Hitzig, z. Kvit. paulin, DBr. p. 13, a first attempt
is made here to conncet this Clement also with Pcter (for no other in their view
is the scvyes).  Thus, no doubt, {he way is readily prepared for Lringing down
our epistle to the days of Trajan. Round the welcome name of Clement all
possible fictions erystallize.

2 The detailed discussion of the question as to the ground of the divine electio
here portrayed (the Reformed theologians, “the decrctum absolutum ;™ the
Lutherans, ““the praevise fides ;7 the Catholics, *“ the pracvisa opere”) is out of
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(Calvin). See, morcover, on Luke x. 20, and Wetstein on our
passage; it is different in Heb. xii. 23 (see Liinemann n loc).
éori must be supplied, not the optative, as Bengel thinks ;
and it must remain an open question, whether the persons
referred to (among whom Ewald veckons Clement) are to be
regarded as already dead (Bengel, Ewald), which is not to be
inferred from dv T¢ ovopata k7. ; see Luke x. 20 ; Hermas,
Pastor 1. 1. 3. It is at all events certain that this predicate,
which Paul nowhere else uses, is an cspecially honourable one,
and does not simply convey what holds true of all Christicns
(so Hofmann in connection with his erroncous reference of
peta ai x.T)). At Luke x. 20, and Rev. xiii. 8 also, it is a
mark of distinction.

Ver. 4 f. Without any particle of trausition, we have once
more general concluding admonitions, whieh besin by taking
up again the encouraging address broken off in iii. 1, and now
strengthened by wavrore—the key-note of the epistle. They
extend as far as ver. 9; after which Paul again speaks of the
assistance which he had received. — wdvrore] not to be con-
nected with mdiw épd (ITofmann), which would make the
arahy very superfluous, is an essential element of the Chris-
tian yadpew; comp. 1 Thess. v. 16; 2 Cor. vi. 10. Just at
the close of his cpistle thc apostle brings it in significantly.
Paul desives jovfuluess aé «ll times on the part of the believer,
to whom even tribulation is grace (i. 7, 29) and glory (Rom.
v. 3), and in whom the pain of sin is overcome by the cer-
tainty of atonement (Rom. viii. 1); to whom everything must
serve for good (Rom. viii. 28; 1 Cor. iil. 21 f), and nothing
can separate him from the love of God (Rom. viii. 38 f). —
makw épd) once more I will swy. Observe the jfuture, which
exhibits the consideration given to the matter by the writer;
consequently not equivalent to walw Néyw, 2 Cor. xi. 16;
Gal.i. 9. Ka\ds édimhaciager, éreds) Tdv mpaypdrwv 1 ¢lots
Aomqy Erere, did Tob Sumhaciacuod delwvvorv, 6T wdvTWS
8¢t yalpew, Chrysostom. — To emetcés Updv] your mildness
place here.  Flacius, Clav. s.v. ““liber,” justly observes that it is not fatalis

quacdam electio which is pointed to, but ob veram justitiam, qualis Christi cst,
credentes eo referri et inscribi.
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[LZindiglhcit, Luther], that is, your gentle character, as opposed
to undue sternness (Polyb. v. 10. 1: 5 émieiketa rai ¢rav-
Gpwria, Lucian, Phal. pr. 2: émewns k. pérpios, Herodian,
ii. 14. 5, ix. 12; 1 Tim. il 3; Tit. iii 2; Jas. ili. 17;
1 Tet. ii. 18; DPs Ixxxv. 5; Add. to Esth. vi. 8; 2 Mace. ix.
27). Comp. on 2 Cor. x. 1. The opposite: dxptBodixaios,
Avist. Eth. Nic. v. 10. 8, axinpss.  As to the neuter of the
adjective taken as a substantive, see on iii. 8 ; comp. Soph.
0. ¢ 1127, It might also mean: your becoming behaviour;
see ¢g. the passages from DPlato in Ast, Lew. I p. 775. Dut
liow indefinite would be such a requirement as this! The
general duty of the Clristian walk (which Matthies finds in
the words) is not set forth till ver. 8. And in tbe N. T.
émwere. always occurs in the above-named special sense. —
yroothiTw wacw avldp.] let it be known by all wmen, through the
acquaintance of experience with your conduct. Comp. Matt.
v. 16. The undversality of the expression (whicl, moreover, is
to Le taken popidarly: “let no man come to know you in a
harsh, rigorous aspect”) prohibits our referring it to their rela-
tion to the cnemics of the cross of Christ, against whom they
should not be hatefully disposed (Chrysostom, Oecuimenius,
Theophylact), or to the cnemics of Christianity (Pelagius,
Theodoret, Lrasmus, and others), or to the Judaists (Rhein-
wald), although none of these are excluded, and the mofize for
the exliortation is in part to be found in the outward circum-
stances full of tribulation, face to face with an inclination
to moral pride.—The succession of exhortations without any
outward link may be psychologically explained by the fact, that
the disposition of Christian joyfulness must elevate men quite
as much above strict insisting upon rights and claims as above
solicitude (ver. 6). Neither with the former nor with the latter
could the Christian fundamental disposition of the yaipew év
kupiep subsist, in which the heart enlarges itself to yielding
love and casts all care upon God. — o xVpios éyyvs] points to
the stearncss of Christ's Parousie, 1 Cor. xvi. 22.  Comp. on
éyyvs, Matt. xxiv. 32 f.; Luke xxi. 31; Rev. i. 3, xxii. 10;
Row. xiii. 11. The reference to God, by whieh Paul would
bring home to their hearts, as Calvin expresses it, “divinae
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providentiae fiduciom” (comp. Ps. xxxiv. 18, exix. 151, cxlv.
18; so also Pelagius, Luther, Calovius, Zanchius, Wolf, Rhein-
wald, Matthies, Rilliet, Cornelius Miiller, and others), is not
suggested in vv. 1, 2, 4 by the context, which, on the con-
trary, does not refer to Glod until ver. 6. Usually and rightly,
following Chrysostom and Erasmus, the words have been
attached to what precedes*  If the Lord is at hand, who is
coming as the Vindex of every injustice endured and as the
agwtip of the faithful, how should they not, in this prospect
of approaching victory and blessedness (iii. 20), willingly and
cheerfully renounce everytling opposed to Christian émieixeia !
The words therefore convey an enconragement to the latter.
‘What follows has its complete reference, and that to God,
pointed out by the antithesis dAN év wavri .7\

Ver. 6. The pepipvire is not to be limited in an arbitrary
way (as by Grotius, Flatt, Weiss, and others, to anxions care);
about nothing (neither want, nor persecution, nor a threaten-
ing future, ete.) are they at all to give themselves concern, but
on the contrary, ete.; pnééy, which is emphatically prefixed, is
the accusative of the object (1 Cor. vii. 32 ff, xii. 25 ; Phil. ii.
20). Comp. Xen. Cyrop. viil. 7. 12: 70 woA& pepipvav xai
10 py Stvaclar fovyiav éyew. Caring is here, as in Matt.
vi, the contrast to full confidence in God. Comp. 1 Pet. v. 7.
“ Curare et orare plus inter se pugnant quam aqua et ignis,”
Bengel. — év wavr(] opposed to the wpndév; hence: in cvery
case or affuir (comp. Eph. v. 24; 2 Cor. iv. 8§; 1 Thess. v.
18; Plat. Luthyd. p. 301 A), not: «t all tumes (Syriac,
Grotius, Bos, Flatt, Rheinwald). — 7 mpocevy . 19 Serjoel]
by prayer and supplication. On the distinetion between the two
(the former being yeacral, the latter supplicating prayer), see on
Eph. vi. 18. The article indicates the prayer, which ye make;

! They do not belong, by way of intreduction, to what follows, as Ilofmann
thinks, who understands ““ the helpful nearness of the Lord™ (Matt. xxviii. 20 ;
Jas. iv. 8) in the prescnt, and consequently the assurance of Ueing heard in the
individual case.  Com., rather, on the iyyJs habitually used of the future final
coming, in addition to the above passages, Matt. iil. 2, iv. 17, x. 7; Marki. 15;
Luke xxi. 8, 28 ; Rom. xiii. 12 ; Heb. x. 25; Jas. v. 8; 1 Pet. iv. 7; and the
foxomas ways of the Apocalypse. The simply correct rendering is given after
Clrysostom by Erasmus (*“instat enim adventus Christi”), Grotius, and others.
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and the repetition of the article, otherwise not required, puts
forward the two elements the more emphatically (Kiithner, 11. 1,
P- 529). — pera ebyap.] belongs to ypwpel. w1\, which, exclud-
ing all solicitude in the prayer, should never take place (comyp.
1 Thess. v. 18; Col. 1ii. 17) without thenksyiving for the
proofs of divine love already received and continually being
experienced, of which the Christian is consecious wnder «ll cir-
cumstances (Rom. viii. 28). In the thanksgiving of the sup-
pliant there is expressed entire surrender to God’s will, the very
opposite of solicitude. — 1a almjpara vp.] what ye desire (Plat.
Lep. viil. p. 566 B; Dionys. Hal. datt. vi. 74; Luke xxiil.
24), that is, in accordance with the context: your petitions
(1 Johnv. 15; Dan. vi. 7, 13; Ps. xix. 6, xxxvi. 4, et al.;
Sehleusner, Zhes. I p. 100). — qrwpifécfo mpos 7. Oeov] must
be made nown towards God; mwpos, versus; it is the coram
of the direction. Comp. Bernhardy, p. 265; Schoem. «d Is.
. 25. The expression is more graphic than the mere dative
would be; and the conception itself (yvewpel) is popularly
anthiropopathic ; Matt. vi. 8. Tengel, morcover, aptly remarks
on the subject-matter: “qui desideria sua praepostero pudore
ac diffidenti modestia . . . velant, suffocant ac retinent, curis
anguntur; qui filiali et liberali fiducia erga Deum expromunt,
expediuntur.  Confessionibus ejusmodi scatent Psalmi.”

Ver, 7. The blessed #esult, which the compliance with
ver. 6 will have for the inner man. How independent is this
blessing of the concrete granting or non-granting of what is
prayed for!— 7 eprivn 7. Ocod] the peace of soul produced by
God (through the Holy Spirit; comp. yapa év wvedpart ayip,
Rom. xiv. 17), the repose and satisfaction of the mind in God's
counsel and love, whereby all inward discord, doubt, and
variance are excluded, such as it is expressed cg. in Rlom,
viii. 18, 28. So in substance most expositors, including
Rheinwald, Flatt, Baumgarten-Crusius, Hoelemann, Rillict, de
Wette, Wiesinger, Ewald, Weiss, Hofmann, and Winer. This
view—and not (in opposition to Theodoret and Pelagins) that
explanation of peace in the sense of harmony with the brethren
(Rom. xv. 33, xvi. 20; 2 Cor. xiii. 11; 1 Thess. v. 23;
2 Thess. 1ii. 16), which corresponds to the ordinary use of the
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correlative 0 Oeds Ths elprjrns in ver. 9—is here required on
the part of the context, both by the contrast of umepipvar
in ver. 6, and Ly the predicate 7 dmepéyovea wavra wvoby.
The latter, if applicable to the peace of harmony, would express
too much and too general an idea; it is, on the other hand,
admirably adapted to the holy peace of the soul which God
produces, as contrasted with the uépipra, to which the feeble
vovs by itself is liable; as, indecd, in the classical authors
also (Plat. Rep. p. 329 C, p. 372 D), and elsewhere (Wisd.
iii. 3), elprjrn denotes the franquillitas and sccuritas, the mental
gyahiry (Plat. Zegg. vil. p. 791 A) and sjovyla—a rest, which
here is invested by o0 @cob with the consecration of divine
life. Comp. elpiivn ot XpioTob, Col. iii. 15; John xiv. 33;
and, on the other hand, the false elpijvn . dogdrea, 1 Thess.
v. 3. It is therefore not to be understood, according to Rom.
v. 1, as “pax, qua reconciliaty cstis Deo™ (Erasmus, Laraphr. ;
so Chirysostom, 9 karaXiayy), 9 ayamrn 7. Ocov; and Theophy-
lact, Occumenins, Beza, Estins, Wetstein, and others, including
Storr, Matthies, and van Hengel), which would be too general
and foreign to the context. The peace of reconciliation is
the presupposition of the divinely produced moral feeling
which is here meant ; the former is elpsjvn 7pos Tov Oeov, the
latter elprjvy Tov Ocodb—1) Imepéyovoa wdvra vobv] which sur-
passes crery reasoir, namely, in regard to its salutary power and
efficacy ; that is, which is able more than any reason to devalc
above all soliciiude, to comfort and to strengthen. DBecause
the reason in its moral thinking, willing, and feeling is of itself
too weak to confront the power of the odpf (Rom. vii. 23, 25 ;
Gal. v. 17), no reason is in a position to give this clear holy
clevation and strength against the world and its afllictions.
This can be eftected by nothing but the agency of the divine
peace, which is given Dby means of the Spirit in the believing
heart, wlen by its prayer and supplication with thanksgiving
it has elevated itself to God and has confided to Him all its
concerns, 1 Pet. v. 7. Then, in virtue of this blessed peace,
the heart eaperiences what it could not have experienced by
means of its own thinking, fecling, and willing. According
to de Wette, the doubting and heart-disquieting vois is meant,
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which is surpassed by the peace of God, because the latter is
based upon faith and feeling. In opposition to this, however,
stands the wdvra, according to which not merely all doudt-
i1y reasom, bubt ecvery veason is meant.  No one, not even
the heliever and recenerate, has through his reason and its
action what he has through the peace of God. Others have
explained it in the sense of the <ncomprehensiblencss of the
peace of God, “the greatmess of which the understanding
cannot even grasp” (Wiesinger). So Clirysostom, Oecumenius,
Theophylact, Trasmus, Luther, Calvin, Grotius, also Hoele-
mann and Weiss. Comp. Eph. iii. 20. Dut the context,
both in the foregoing unév weppvare and in the ¢povprice
w1 which follows, points only to the blessed <nflucnce, in
respect of which the peace of God surpasses every kind of
reason whatever, and conscquently is more c¢ficacious than it.
It is a Omepéyew 7 Svrdper; Paul had no occasion to bring
into prominence the <ncomprehensiblencss of the elpivy Oeob.
— On Umepéyeww with the accusative (nsually with the genitive,
ii. 3), see Valckenner, «d Fur. Hippol. 1365 ; Kiihner, II. 1,
- 337. — ¢povproer k.TA] not custodint (Vulgate, Chrysos-
tom, Theodoret, Theophylact: dodariocairo, Luther, Calovius,
Cornelius a Lapide, and others, including Storr, Heinrichs,
Flatt), but custodict (Castalio, Beza, Calvin), whereby protection
agniist all injurious tifluences {comp. 1 Pet. i. 5) is promised.
Comp. Plat. Rep. p. 560 B: of . . . dptaTtor dpovpoi Te kal
Ppurares év dvdpav Beophdv eigi Savolars. Eur. Suppl. 902
édbpovpes (moANols) undév éfapaprivew. “ Animat eos hac
fiducia,” Erasmus, Annof. This protecting vigilance is more
precisely defined by év X. 'I., which cxpresses its specific cha-
racter, so far as this peace of God is in Christ as the clement of
its nature and life, and thercfore its influence, protecting and
keeping men’s hearts, is not otherwise realized and carried out
than in this its holy sphere of life, which is Christ. The
¢povpd which the peace of God exercises implies in Christ,
as it were, the ¢povpapyia (Xen. Mem. iv. 4. 17). Comp.
Col. iil. 15, where the elpirn Tot X pioTod BpafBever in men's
hearts. Others consider év X. 'I. as that which takes place on
the part of the rcaders, wherein the peace of God wowld Zecp



204 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE PHILIPPIANS.

them, namely “in unify with Christ, in His divinely-blessed,
holy life,” de Wette; or dore pévew xal uy éxmeaeiv alrod,
Oecumenius, comp. Chrysostom, Theophylact, Luther, Zanchius,
and others, including Heinrichs, Storr, Flatt, Rheinwald, van
Hengel, Matthies, Rillict, Wiesinger, Weiss. DBut the words
do not aflirm wherein watchful activity is to Zeep or preserve
the readers (Paul does not write Tppsjaer ; comp. John xvii, 11),
but wherein it will take place ; therefore the inaccurate render-
ing per Christum (Erasmus, Grotius, Estius, and others) is so
far more correct. The artificial suggestion of Hoelemann
(“ Christo fere cinguli instar Tas xapdias vuor T, circuni-
cludente,” cte.) is all the less warranted, the more familiar
the idea év Xpior was to the apostle as representing the
element in which the life and action, as Christian, move—The
pernacious influcnces themselves, the withholding and \\'zudmg off
of which are meant by ¢povprjoer k.7, are not to be arbi-
trarily limited, cg. to opponents (Heinrichs), or to Satan (Beza,
Grotius, and others), or stn (Thicophylact), or pravas coyitaiioncs
(Calvin), or “ omncs wnsullus ct curas” (Bengel), and the like ;
but to be left quite general, comprehending all such speeial
aspects.  Erasnmus wcll says (Parapher.): “adversus omnia,
quae hic possunt incidere formidanda.” — Tas xapd. Ju. «. 7a
vorju. vudv] emphatically kept apart. It is enough to add
Bengel’s note: “ cor sedes corritationum ” Comp. Roos, Fun-
dain. psychol. ex saer. script. III § G: “causa cogitationum
interna eaque libera.” The heart is the organ of self-conscious-
ness, and therefore the moral seat of the activity of thought
and will. As to the voyjuata (2 Cor. iil. 14) as the iutemal
products of the theorctical and practical reason, and therelore
including purposes and plms (Plat. Polit. p. 260 D
2 Cor. ii. 11), comp. Beck, 0ibl. Seelenl. p. 59, and Delitzsch,
Psychol. p. 179.  The distinction is an arbitrary one, whicl
applies 7. kapd. to the emotions and will, and 7. voiju. to the
intelligence (Beza, Calvin).

Ver. 8 £ A summary closing summons to a Christian mode
of thought and (ver. 9) action, compressing everything closcly
and succinctly into a few pregnant words, introduced by 76
Aovmow, with which Paul had already, at iii. 1, wished to pass
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on to the conclusion. See on iil. 1. This 70 Aowroy is
not, however, resumptive (Matthies, Ewald, following the
old expositors), or concluding the exhortation begun in
iii. 1 (Hofmann), for in that passage it introduced quite a
diicrent summons; but, without any reference to iii. 1, it
conveys the transition of thought: “what over and above all
the foregoing I have to urge upon you in general still is:
ceerything that” ete.  According to de Wette, it is intended
to bring out what remained for man to do, in addition to that
which God docs, ver. 7. DBut in that case there must have
been expressed, at least Dy vuels before dbehghol or in some
other way, an antithetic statement of that which had to be
done on the part of man.— éoa] nothing being excepted,
expressed asyndetically six times with the emphasis of an
carncst émtpors).  Comp. ii. 1, iii. 2; Buttmann, Neut. Gr.
p. 341 [E. T. 398] — axyfi] The thoroughly cthical contents
of the whole sununons requires us to understand, not tcoretical
truth (van Hengel), but that which is morally truc; that is,
that achich is in harmony with the objective standard of morality
contained in the gospel.  Chrysostom: # apern: Yretos 8¢ 1) xaxia.
Oecumenius : ainfy 8¢ ¢not Ta évdipera.  Comp. also Theophy-
lact. See 1 Johni. 6; John iii. 21 ; Eph.v. 9; 1 Cor. v. 8.
To limit it to truth in speaking (Theodoret, Bengel) is in itself
arbitrary, and not in keeping with the general character of the
predicates which follow, in accordance with which we must
not even understand specially unfeiypned sincerity (Erasmus,
Grotius, Estius, and others; comp. Eph. iv. 21; Plat. Pril. p.
59 C: 7o dAnfés xai & &) Aéyoper elhrpuwés), though this
essentially belongs to the morally true.— geuva] worthy of
Loawur, for it is in accordance with God. Comp. 1 Tim. ii. 2:
evceBela kai cepvornri. Plat. Soph.p. 249 A: oepvov xai dryiov
vobv. Xen. Oce. vi. 14: 70 oeuvor dvopa 70 kaldv Te kiyabiv,
Dem. 385. 11; Herodian, i. 2. 6; Ael. V. . ii. 13, viii. 36 ;
Polyb. ix. 36. 6, xv. 22. 1, xxil. 6. 10, — 8ikata] vpright, as
it ought to be; not to be limited to the relations “erga alios”
(Bengel, Heumann, and others), so that justice in the narrower
secnse would be meant (so Calvin: “ue quem laedamus, ne
quem fraudemus;” Estius, Grotius, Calovius, and others),
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Comp., on the contrary, Theogn. 147 : év Sikatoaivy avA\ijBiny
wie’ apers) éaTi. — ayvd)] pure, unstained, not: chaste in tle
narrower sense of the word (2 Cor. xi. 2; Dem. 1371. 22
Plut. Mor. p. 268 L, 438 C, ¢t al.), as Grotius, Calovius, Estius,
Heumann, and others would explain it. Calvin well says:
“castimoniam denotat in ommibus vitae partibus”  Comp.
2 Cor. vi. 6, vil. 11; 1 Tim. v. 22; Jas. iii. 17; 1 Pet.iii. 2;
1 Jolm iii. 3; often so used in Greek authors. Comp. Menand.
in Clem. Strom. vil. p. 844 : was dyvés éoTiv 0 undev éavrd
rakov cunbov. — mpoaduni)] dear, that which s loved. This is
just once more Christian morality, whicl, in its whole nature
as the ethical xa)ov, is worthy of love;* Dlat. Rep. p. 444 E;
Soph. El. 972: ¢ehel yap mpos Ta xpnoTa mwas opdv. “ Nihil
est amabilius virtute, nihil quod magis alliciat ad diligendun,
Cic. Lacl. 28.  Comp. ad Famdl. ix. 14; Xen. Men. ii. 1. 33.
The opposite is the aloypov, which deserves hate (Rom.
vii. 15). Clirysostom suggests the supplying Tois mioTols .
176 Oep; Theodoret only 7¢ @ep. Others, as Calovius,
Estius, Heinrichs, and many: “ amabilia kominidus” Dut
there is no necessity for any such supplement. The word
does not oceur elsewhere in the N. T., althongh frequently
in classical authors, and at IEcclus. iv. 8, xx. 13. Others
understand Lradliness, benevolence, friendliness, and the like.
So Grotius ; comp. Frasmus, Paraphr.: “quaccumque ad
alendam concordiam accommoda.”  Linguistically faultless
(Ecclus. Ze.; Herod. 1. 125; Thue. vil. 86; Polyb. x. 5. ),
bub not in Leeping with the context, which does not adduce
any special virtues. — ebdnua] not occwring elsewhere either
in the N, T, or in the LXX, or Apocrypha; it does not
mean: “quaecumque bonam famam conciliant” (Erasmus;
comp. Calvin, Grotius, Cornelius a Lapide, Istius, Heinvichs,
and others, also Rhcinwald); but: that which sounds awell
(Luther), which has an auspicious (faustum) sound, i.c. that
whicl, when it is named, sounds significant of happiness, as,
for instance, brave, honcst, honourable, etc.  The opposite
would be: 8vopyua. Comp. Soph. 4j. 362 ; Eur. Iph. T.687:

1 Luther well renders it: ¢ licblich,” and the Gothic: * Liubaleil ;' the Vul.
gate: “f amabilia,” - .
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eb¢nua ¢over. Dlat. Leg. vil. p. 801 A: 70 Tiis wdjs vévos
ebdnuov juiv.  Aesch. Suppl. 694, Agam. 1168 ; Iolyb.
xxxi. 14 4; Lucian, Prom. 3. Storr, who is followed by
Flatt, renders it: “ scrmoncs, qui bene alits precantur)”  So
used in later Greek authors (also Symmachus, Ps. Ixii. 6);
but this meaning is here too special. —el Tis £TA] com-
prchending all the points mentioned : if there be any virlue,
and {f there be any praisc; not if there be yet another, cte.
fde Wette).—dpersj used by Paul here only, and in the rest of
the N. T. only in 1 Pet. ii. 9, 2 Pet. i. 3, 5;! in the cthical
sense: moral aptitude in disposition and action (the opposite
to it, waria: Plat. Rep. 444 D, 445 C, 1, p. 348 C). Comp.
from the Apocrypha, Wisd. iv. 1, v. 13, and frequent instances
of its use in the books of Mace, — émawos] not: vcs luvdabilis
(Calvin, Grotius, Estius, Flatt, Matthies, van Hengel, and
many others; comp. Weiss), but praise (Erasmus: “laus
virtutis comes”), which the reader could not understand in
the apostle’s sense otherwise than of a laudatory judgment
actually corresponding to the moral value of the object. Thus,
for instance, Paul's commendation of love in 1 Cor. xiii. is an
émawos ; or when Christ pronounces a blessing on the humble,
the peacemalkers, the wmerciful, ete, or the like. “Vera laus
uni virtuti debetur,” Cic. de orat. ii. 84. 342 ; virtue is xaf’
abryy émaweri, Plat. Dof. p. 411 C. Mistaken, therefore,
were such additions as émorijuns (D¥ E* F G) or disciplinac
(Vulg,, It.,, Ambrosiaster, Pelagius). — radra Aoyifeafe] consider
these things, take them to heart, in order (see ver. 9) to deter-
mine your conduct accordingly. “ Meditatio praecedit, deinde
sequitur opus,” Calvin. On Aoyileobac, comp. Ps. lii. 2 ; Jer.

t We are not entitled to assume (with Beza) as the reason why Paul does not
use this word elsewhere, that it is ‘‘ verbum nimium humile, si cum donis
Spiritus Sancti comparetur.” The very passage before us shows the contrary, as
it means no other than Christian morality. Certainly in Paul's case, as with
the N. T. authors generally and even Christ Himself, the specific designations
of the idea of virtue, which correspond more closcly to the splicre of theoeratic
0. T. ideas, such as dixzieeivn, Smancs, dyidrns, cywoin, soibens, x.7. A, t00 NECES-
sarily suggested themselves to his mind to allow him to use the general term for
morality, dper#, as familiar, however worthily and nobly the Platonic doctrine,

in particular, had grasped the idea of it (sis Soov Jvvariy avbpume dposioias Oz,

Plat. Rep. p. 613 A, 500 C, et al.).
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xxvi. 3; Nah, i 9; Ps. xxxv. 4, xxxvi. 4; 3 Mace. iv. 4;
Soph. 0. B. 461 ; Herod. viii. 53 ; Dem. 63, 12; Sturz, Lex.
Aen. IIL p. 425 the opposite: fvnra hoyileabBar, Anthol. Pal.
xi. 56. 3.—Ver. 9. The Christian morality, which Paul in
ver. 8 has commended to his readers by a series of predicates,
he now again urges upon them in special reference to their
relation to himself, their teacher and example, as that which
they had also learned, ete.  The first xal is therefore also, pre-
fixing to the subsequent raira wpdooere an element corre-
sponding to this requirement, and <mposing an obligation to its
fulfilment. “ Whatsocver also has been the object and purport
of your instruction, etc, that do”” To take the four times
repeated xai as a double s well . . . as alss (Hofmann and
others), would yield an inappropriate formal scheme of separa-
tion. Kai in the last threc cases is the simple «nd, but so
that the whole is to be looked upon as bipartite : “ Duo priora
verba ad doctrinam pertinent, reliqua duo ad cxemplum”
(Estius). — &] not 6éoa again; for no further catcgories of
morality are to be given, but what they are bound to do
gencrally is to be described under the point of view of what
is Lnown to the readers, as that which they also have learned, ete.
— mwapendafere] have acecpled. Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 1; John
i. 11; Polyb. xxxiii. 16. 9. The interpretation: “ lave
geceived” (Vulgate, Irasmus, Luther, Deza, and most exposi-
tors, including Rheinwald, TRilliet, Hoelemann, de Wectte,
Weiss, Hoftnaun), which makes it denote the <nstruction com-
municated (1 Thess. il 13, iv. 1; 2 Thess. iii. 6; 1 Cor
x1. 23; Gal. 1. 9, 12 Col ii. G ; comp. Plat. Z%heact. p. 198 B:
wapahapBavorra ¢ pavBdivew), would yield o twofold designa-
tion for the enc clement, and on the other hand would ot
the point of the assensus, which is so important as a motive;
moreover, from a legical point of view, we should necessarily
expect to find the position of the two words reversed (comp.

' Real distinctions have, indced, Leen made, but how purely arbitrary they
arc! Thus Grotius (comp. Hammond) makes iudd. apply to the primam in
stiturionem, and xaperdf. to the cxzactiorem doctringm.  Rilliet explains it dil-
ferently, making the former denote : “¢ son enseignement direet,” and the latter :
““les instructions, qu'il leur @ transmises sous une forme quelconque.”
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Gal. i. 12). — sjrotcare] does not refer to the proper preaching
and teaching of the apostle (Erasmus, Calvin, Elsner, Rhein-
wald, Matthies), which is already fully embraced in the two
previous points; nor does it denote: “ audistis de me «bscntc”
(Estius and others, including Hoelemann, Rilliet, Hofmann),
for all the other points refer to the time of the apostle’s pre-
sence, and consequently not merely the “ de me,” but also the
“ absente” would be purely imported. No, by the words
Nroveate and eidete, to both of which év éuol Dbelongs, he re-
presents to his readers Ais own cxample of Christian morality,
which he had given them when he was present, in s fwo
portions, in so far as they had perceived it in him (év éuor,
comp. i. 30) partly by Acaring, in his whole orel behaviour
and intercourse with them, partly by secéng, in his meanncr of
action among them; or, in other words, his example both in
word and deed. — Tadra mwpdoaere] thesc things do, is not
related to 7adta Moyilealfe, ver. 8, as excluding it, in such
a way that for what is said in ver. 8 the Aoyifea@ar merely
would be required, and for what is indicated in ver. 9
the wpdooew ; on the contrary, the two operations, which
in substance belong jointly to the contents of both verses,
ave jormelly separated in accordance with the mode of expres-
sion of the parallelism. Comp. on ii. 8 and Rom. x. 10. —
kai 6 Oeos k7] in substance the same promise as was
given in ver. 7. God, who works peace (that holy peace of soul,
ver. 7), will be with your, whereby is meant the help given
through the Holy Spirit ; and His speciel agency, which Paul
here has in view, is unmistakeably indicated by the very
predicate 7ijs elprjuns.

REMARK.—Tt is to e noticed that the predicates in ver. §,
arady . . . ebprne, do not denote different ‘ndividual virties, but
that each represents the Chiistian moral character geicrally, so
that in reality the semc thing is described, but according to the
various aspects which commended ¢f. Comp. Diog. Laert. ii. 106 :
B b ayaliv Torhels driwan zadovueron, Cle. de fin. 1L 4. 14: “une
virtus wnuwm istud, quod honestum appellas, rectuin, landabile, de-
corum.” That it is Christian morvality which Paul has in view,
is clearly evident from ver. 9 and irom the whole preceding

PHIL. 0
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context. Hence the passage cannot avail for placing the
morality of the moral law of nature (Rom. ii. 14 f) on an
equality with the gospel field of duty, which has its specific
definition and consecration—as also, for the reconciled whom it
embraces, the assurauce of the divine keeping (vv. 7, 9)—in the
revealed word (ver. 9), and in the enlightening and ethically
transforming power of the Spirit (comp. Rom. xii. 2).

Ver. 10. Carrying on his discourse with 3¢ Paul now in
conclusion adds, down to ver. 20, some courtcous capressions, as
dignified as they are delicate, concerning the aid which Le had
reccived.  Hitherto, indeed, he had only mentioned this work
of love briefly and casually (ii. 25, 30). In the aid itself
Baur discovers a contradiction of 1 Cor. ix. 15, and conjecturcs
that the author of the epistle had 2 Cor. xi. 9 in view, and
had inferred too much from that passage. Dut, in fact, Baur
himself has inferred too much, and incorrvectly, from 1 Cor. ix.
15 ; forin this passage Paul speaks of payment for his preach-
ing, not of loving gifts from persons at a distance, which in
point of fact put him in the position to preach gratuitously in
Achaia, 2 Cor. xi. 8 ff.  There is, besides, in our passage no
mention of regular sendings of money. — év xvpip] as in iil. 1,
iv. 4. Tt was, indeed, not a joy felt apart from Christ; od
Koouueds éydpny, ¢naiv, olde BrwTikds, Chrysostom. — peyd-
rws] mightily.  Comp. LXX,, 1 Chron. xxix. 9; Neh. xii. 42;
Polyb. iii. 87. 5; Polye. Piil. 1. The position at the end is
emphatic. See on Matt. ii. 10; and Stallbaum, ad Plat.
Phacdr. p. 256 B, Mencz. p. 235 A. —87u 98y mworé kT ] is
to be rendered : “that ye have at length once again come into the
Jourishing condition of taking thought jfor my bencfit, in behalf
of which ye also TOOK thought, but had no favourable opportunily.”
— %8 mor€] taken in itself may mean: alrcady once; or, as
in Rom, i. 10: {andem aliquando. The latter is the meaning
here, as appears from é¢’ @ x.7A.  Chrysostom justly observes
(comp. Oecumenius and Theophylact) that it denotes ypovov
pakpov, when namely that @dArew had not been present, which
has now again (comp. ver. 15 f) set in. Comp. Baewmlein,
Partik. p. 140. This view of #8n woré is the less to be
evaded, seeing that the reproach which some have discovered in
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the passage (émeripnoes, Chrysostom) is not by any means con-
veyed in it, as indeed from the delicate fecling of the apostle
we might expect that it would not, and as is apparent from
the correct explanation of the sequel. — ave@dhere] ye have
again become green (reflorwistis, Vulgate), like a tree or an
orchard which had been withered, and has again budded and
put forth new shoots (6aArods).! It cannot be the revival of
their care-taking love which is meant, so that the readers would
have previously been dmouapav@évres év T éxenuoaiwvy (Oecu-
menius, also Chrysostom, Theopliylact, Pelagius, Erasmus,
Luther, Calvin, Beza, Estius, Cornelius a Lapide, Bengel, Flatt,
Wiesinger, Ewald, and most expositors, who rightly take
aveba). as intransitive, as well as all who take it transitively ;
see below); for how indelicate would be such an utterance,
which one could not, with Weiss, acquit from implying an
assumption that a different disposition previously existed ; and
how at variance with the é¢’ & éppoveire x.7.\. wlich imme-
diately follows, and by which the continuous care previously
exercised is attested! No, it is the flourishing ancw of therr
prosperity (comp. Rheinwald, Matthies, van Hengel, Baum-
garten-Crusius, Schenkel, Hofinann, and others), the opposite
of which is afterwards expressed by 7xacpeiofe, that is denoted,
as prosperous circwmstances are so often represented under
the figure of becoming green and blooming., Comp. Ps. xxviii
7: avébarev 7 cdpf pov, Wisd. iv. 3 f.; Hes. Op. 231:
TéOnhe mohs, Pind. Isth. 1. 9: &ABos . . . OdAhwv, Pyth.
vil. 22: @aahovoav eddawpoviav. Plat. Legg. xii. p. 945 D:
7 maca obrw OdAher Té kal eldaipovel ydpa k. mwohis. Of
frequent occurrence in the tragedians; comp. also Jacobs,
ad Del. Epigr. viii. 97. It is therefore inconsistent, both
with delicate feeling and with the context, to take dveflan.
transitively : “ revirescere sivistis solitam vestram rerum mearum
procurationem” (Hoelemann ; comp. Coccejus, Grotius, Hein-

! The conjecture, on the ground of this figurative expression, that the Philip-
pians might have sent to the apostle in spring, and that sxapeiede 3% applies to
the winter season (Bengel), is far-fetched and arbitrary. The figurative aveféx.
does not even need to be an image of spring, as Calvin, Estius, Weiss, and others
understand it.
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richs, Hammond, and others, including Rilliet, de Wette, Weiss),
although the transitive use of dvafarew in the LXX. and
also in the Apocrypha is unquestionable (Ezek. xvii. 24 ; Ecclus.
i 16, xi. 20, 1. 10; see generally Schleusner, T%es. 1. p.
220 £); and that of fadhew is also current in classical authors
(Pind. O/ iii. 24 ; Aesch. Pers. 622 (608); Jacobs, ad Anthol.
VIL p. 103 ; Kiihner, IT. 1, p. 265). An unfounded objec-
tion is brought against the view which explains it of the
revival of prosperity, that it is inappropriate as a subject of joy
in the Lord (see Weiss) ; it is appropriate at all events, when
such a wusc is made of the revived prosperity. — 7o Umép €uod
¢poveiv] is usually, with the correct intransitive rendering of
avefar.! so understood that 76 is taken together with ¢poveiv,
and this must be regarded as the accusative of more precisc
definition, which is only distinguished by its greater emphasis
from the mere epexegetical infinitive.  See Bernhardy, p. 356 ;
Schmalfeld, Syntax d. Gricch. Verb. p. 401 f.; Ellendt, Lex.
Soph. 11 p. 222, Comp. van Hengel : “negotiumn volo mihi
consulendi” DBut the whole view which takes 76 with
¢povelv is set aside Dy the following é¢’ ¢ «. éppoveite ; seeing
that é¢’ ¢, unless it is to be rendered at variance with lin-
guistic usage by although (Luther, Castalio, Michaelis, Storr),
or just as (Vulgate, van Hengel), could only convey in its ¢
the previous 7o Umép émod Ppoveiv, and would consequently
yield the logically absurd conception: éppoveite émi T Umép
épod ppoveiv, whether ég’ ¢ be taken as equivalent to of évexa
(Beza) or qua de ¢ (Rheinwald, Matthies, de Wette, Wiesinger,
Ewald, and others), or 7 eo quod (Erasmus), in qua e (Cor-
nelius a Lapide, Hoelemann), or ¢ post id (Grotius), and the
like. Recourse has been had, by way of helping the matter,
to the suggestion that ¢povetv émd is a thinking without action,
and ppovely Umép a thinking with action (de Wette, Wiesinger ;
comp. Ewald); but how purely arbitrary is this view! Less
arbitrarily, Calvin and Rilliet (“vous pensiez bien d moi”)
have referred ¢ to éuod, by which, no doubt, that logical

UIn the {ransitive interpretation (see, against it, supra) the =5 @poveiv, which

would likewise be taken together, would le the accnsative forming the object of
éndir, Sce Buttmann, Neus, Gr. p. 226 [E. T. 263]; Kiihner, IL 2, p. 603.
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awkwardness is avoided ; but, on the other hand, the objection
arises, that é¢’ ¢ is elsewhere invariably used by Paul as
acuter only, and that it is diffieult to see why, if he desired to
take up vmép émod in a relative form, he should not have
written dwép ob, since otherwise in émi, if it merely went
back to éuot, the more precise and definite reference which he
must have had in view would not be expressed, and since the
progress of the thought suggested not a change of preposition,
but only the change of the fcnscs (vai éppoveite). Weiss, in-
terpreting ép’ & as: about which to take thought, refers it back
to avefarere—a reference, however, which falls to the ground
with the active interpretation of that word. Upon the whole,
the only right course seems to be to takec 7o Umép éuod together
(comp. Ta wepi Yy, ii. 20 ; also Ta wap’ Judy, ver. 18 ; and see
gencrally, Kr'tiger,§ 50. 5. 12; Kihner, IL. 1, p. 231 £), and
that as the accusative of the object to Pppovetv (comp. Dengel,
Schenlel, J. B. Lightfoot, Hofmann) : “?o talke into consideration
that which scrves for my good” to think of my benefit; on
Umép, comp. i. 7. Only thus does the sequel obtain its literal,
logical, and delicately-turned reference, namely, when é¢’ &
applies to 70 Umep éuov.  Taking this view, we have to notice :
(1) that ém¢ is used in the sense of the aim (Lobeck, ad Phryn.
p- 475; Kihner, II. 1, p. 433): on behalf of which, for
which, comp. Soph. 0. R. 569 ; (2) that Paul has not again
written the mere accusative (6 xal épp.), because é¢’ & is in-
tended to refer not alone to «. éppoveite, but also to the
antithesis sjratpelofe 8¢, consequently to the entire «. épp.,
nratp. 8¢;' (3) that the emphasis is placed on éppov. as the

VAl the more groundless, therefore, is Hofmann's objection, that gpevsiv ief
i means: to be proud about something. 'This objection, put thus gencrally, is
even in itself incorrect.  For @poveiv ixf =i does not in itself mean: to be proud
about something, but ouly receives this signification through the addition of iye,
wtydde, or some similar more precise delinition (Plat. Theact. p. 149 D, Ale. 1.
p- 104 C, Prot. p. 342 D, Sympos. p. 217 A: Dem. 181. 16, 836. 10), cither
expressly specified or directly suggested Ly the context. Very artificial, and for
the siinple reader hardly discoverable, is the view under which Hofmann takes the
fact expressed by xei i@paveire as the ground, “‘upon, or on account of, which their
re-emeryence from an unfavourable position has been a revival unto care for him.”
If the reference of ip' & to =6 dalp imsi were not directly given in the text, it would
be much simpler to take i’ § as in Rom. v, 12, Phil. iii. 12, 2 Cor. v. 4, in
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smperfect, and xa:¢ indicates an element fo be added to the
#povev which has been just expressed; hence xai ép. inti-
mates: “in behalf of which ye not only are¢ taking thought
(that is, sincc the dve@anere), but also were taking thousht
(namely, mpoabev, before the dvebahere);” lastly, (4) that after
épp. there is no pev inserted, because the antithesis is meant
to emerge unprepared for, and so all the more vividly. —
neapetale] ye had no favouradble time; a word belonging to
the later Greek. Diod. cxe. Mai. p. 30; Phot, Suid. The
opposite : edxarpety, Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 125. TUnsuitably
and arbitrarily this is explained: “deerat vobis opportunitas
mittends” (Erasmus, Estius, Grotius, Bengel, Rosenmiiller, and
others). It refers, in keeping with the avefdrere, not without
delicacy of description, to the unfuvourable statc of things as
regards means (Chrysostom: olx elyere €v xepoiv, ovdé €v
agbovia 7yre ; so also Theophylact; while Occumenius adduces
this interpretation alongside of the previous one) which had
occurred among the Philippians, as Paul might have learned
from Epaphroditus and otherwise. Comp. edxarpetv Tois Blots
in Polyb. xv. 21. 2, xxxii. 21. 12 ; and also the mere edxatpeiv
in the same sense, iv. 60. 10 ; elkaipia: xv. 31. 7,1 59. 7;
axapia: Plat. Legg. iv. p. 709 A; Dem. 16. 4; Polyb. iv.
44. 11.

Ver. 11. Obviating of a misunderstanding. — oty 87¢] as in
ill. 12: my meaning s not, that I say this n conscquence of
want, that is, this my utterance of joy in ver. 10 f. is not
meant as if it were the expression of felt want, from which
your aid has delivered me. On xatd, sccundum, in the scnse
of propter, see Kiihner, II. 1, p. 413, and ad Xen. Man. 1. 3.
12,  According to van Hengel's interpretation: “ut more
receptum est penuriac, s. hominibus penwria opproessis,” ra7td
could not have been united with au abstract nown (Rom. iii. 5,
¢t al).—éyw qap Eualbov x.rN] for I, as rcyards my part
(although it may be different with others), kave lcarned in the

the senso of propterca quod, and that as a graceful and ingenious specification of
the reason for the great joy of the apostle, that they had flourished again to
take thought for his benefit; for their jicvions omission bad been caused not
by any lack of the gporeiv in question, but by the unfavourableness of the times,
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circumstances, 1 which I find mysclf, to be sclf-conlented, that 1s,
to have enough independently without desiring aid from others,
It is evident from the reason thus assigued that in ovy. &7¢ xa’
vaT. A Le has meant not the objective, but the suljective state
of need. —evw] with noble self-consciousness, tlieve being no
need to supply, with Dengel, “in tot adversis.” — &uafor]
signifies the having learned by expericnce (comp. Plat. Symp. p.
1382 C: éoye 8¢ ToiTo éuablov kai oi évbade tipavvor), and all
that accordingly he can, he owes to the strengthening in-
fluence of Christ, ver. 13.— év olfs elut] n the situation, in
which I find mysclf. Sec examples in Wetstein and Kypke;
comp. also Mitazner, ad Antiph. p. 131. Not merely his
position then, but, generally, cvery position in which he finds
himself, is meant, although it is not exactly to be taken as:
“on quocungue statw sim” (Raphel, Wetstein, and others),
which would be ungrammatically expressed. In opposition to
the context (see ver. 12), Luther: wmong wilom (ois, mas-
culing) 7 am. As to adrdpkea as applied to persons, the
suljective self-sufficing, by means of which a man does not
make the satisfaction of his needs dependent upon others,
but finds it in himself, comp. Ecclus. x1. 18 ; Xen. dom. iv.
7.1; Dem. 450. 14; Stob. v. 45; and see on 2 Cor. ix. 8.
Ver. 12. Paul now specifics this his adrdpxeia (in Plat. Def.
p. 412 D, termed tehewdrns «mijgews ayabdv). — oida] I
understand how (1 Thess, iv. 4; Col iv. 6; 1 Tim. iii. 5;
Matt. vii 11; Soph. 4;. 666 f.; Anth. Pal. vii. 440. 5 {f);!
result of the éualov. — kai Tamew.] also to be «buscd, namely,
by want, distress, and other allotted circumstances which place
the person affected by them in the condition of abasement.
Pawl wdersiands this, inasmuch as he knows lLow to bear
himself in the right attitude to such allotted circumstances,
namely, in such a way that, independently thereof, hie finds his
sufficieucy in himself, and does not seek it in that which he
lacks. We find a commentary on this in 2 Cor. iv. 8, vi. 9,
10. olda xal mepioaedew is to be understood analogously, of
the right attitude to the matter, so that one is not led away by

11t is the moral understanding, having its seat in the character. Comp.
Ameis, Ank, z. Hom. Od. ix, 189,
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abundance to find his satisfaction in the latter instead of in
himself. Pelagius well says: “ut nec abundantia eztollar, nec
Jfrangar inopia.”’ — The first #al adds to the general év ols efu
the special statement on the one side, to which thereupon the
second “also” adds the counterpart. The contrast, however, is
less adequate heve than subsequently in mwepioaedew rai tore-
petabae, for Tamewodsbar is a more comprehensive idea than the
counterpart of wepioaevew, and also contains a fiyurative con-
ception.  Some such expression as tyrodofac would have been
adequate as the contrast of rawew. (Matt. xxiii. 125 2 Cor. xi. 7 ;
Phil. ii. 8, 9; Polyb. v. 26. 12). There is a lively versatility
of conception, from not perceiving which some have given to
this wepioaedew (to Lave e superflutty) the explavation excellere
(Erasmus, Vatablus, Calvin), or to Tamew. the meaning fo e
poor, to be in pitiful plight, oNiyois xexpfiocfar, Theophylact
(Estius and others; comp. also Cornelius a Lapide, Grotius,
Rhecinwald, Matthies, Daumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, Hof-
mann), which even the LXX., Lev. xxv. 39, does not justify. —
In what follows, év mavti x. év wdo: is not to e regarded as
belonging to Tarewodsfar and mweptaoevew (Hofmann), but is
to be joined with peudnuar. We are dissuaded from the
former councetion by the very repetition of the oida; and the
latter is recommended by the great emphasis, which rests upon
év mavti k. év maor heading the last clause, as also by the
correlative wavra at the head of ver. 13.  Turther, no comma
1s fo be placed after pepvijpar, nor is év mwavti . . . pepvipar to be
explained as meaning: “<nto cverything I am dndticted,” and
then xai yoprabeafas k.m\. as elucidating the notion of “ cvery-
thing” : “cum re qualicungue omnibusque, tam saturitate et
fame, quam abundantia et penuria, tantam contraxi familiari-
tatem, ut rationem tencam iis beme utendi,” van Hengel;
comp. de Wette, Rilliet, Wiesinger; so also, on the whole,
Chrysostom, Erasmus, Estins, and many others, but with
dilferent interpretations of wavr! and waow. This view is at
variauce with the fact, that pvelofar has that into w/iich one
is initiated expressed not by means of é», but—and that most
usually—in the accusative (Herod. ii. 51 ; Plat. Gorg. p. 497 C,
Symp. p. 209 E; Aristoph. Piut. 845 (éppveisfar); Lucian,
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Plilop. 14), or in the dative (Lucian, Demon. 11), or geaitive
(Heliod. i. 17 ; Herodian, i. 13. 16); hence mav «. wdavra, or
wavsi k. Tacly, or wavTos . wavtev must have been written
(in 3 Macc. ii. 30 it has xare with the accusative). No; DPaul
says that 2n ceerything and in «ll, that is, under every relation
that may occur and in all circumstances, he s inifiated into,
that is, made completely familiar with, as wcll the being satisfied
as the betng hungry, as well the having superfluity as want;
in all situations, without exception, he quite understands how
to assume and maintain the right attitude to these different
experiences, which In ver. 11 he characterizes by the words
avrdprns eivar. "Ev mavti k. év wao is accordingly to be taken
after the analogy of év ois etue, ver. 11, and therelore as ncuter.
It was purely arbitrary to render év mavr{: ubiquc (Vulgate,
Castalio, Beza, Calvin, and many others), or to refer it to
time (Chrysostom, Grotius), or to Zime and place (Theophylact,
Erasmus, and others, also Matthics). Luther and DBengel
explain mavri correctly as neuter, but make masgew (as in 2 Cor.
xi. 6) masculine (Bengel: “respectu omnium hominum”). It
is not necessary to supply anything to either of the two words;
and as to the alternation of the singular and plural, which
only indicates the total absence of any exception (comp.
analogous expressions in Lobeck, Paral. p. 56 {{.), there is no
occasion for artificial explanation.-—In German we say: in
Allem und Jedem [in all and each]. Comp. on év mige on
Col. i. 18. With strange arbitrariness Hofmann malkes év
wavit w. év waoe denote everything that is a mecessary of life
(in detail and in whole). In that case certainly the contrast
of yopral and mewdv is unsuitable ! — pepvnuacr] the proper
word for the various grades of initiation into the mysteries
(Casanbon, Lxcre. Duron. p. 390 ff.; Lobeck, Aglaoph. 1. p.
33 1f) 1s hiere used in a figurative sense, like nitiatum cssc, of
a special, unusual, not by every one attainable, familiar
acquaintance with something.  See Munthe, Olss. p. 383
Jacobs, «d Anthol. IIL. p. 488. The opposite is dudnTros. —
The climax should here be noticed, éuafov . . . oiba . . . peptnuas.
Ver. 13 places beyond doubt to whom the apostle owes this
lofty spiritual superiority over all outward circumstances. As
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to the later form wewdv instead of wewijy, see Lobeck, ad
Phryn. p. 61; Jacobs, ad Ael. I p. 261.

Ver. 13, After the spceiel statement, the conscionsness of
the avrdpreia now finds fresh utterance gencrally ; and in the
grand brevity of the latter how marked is the assurance, and,
at the same time, the humility ! — loydw] of moral strength,
homogeneous as to category with éuafor in ver. 11, and with
oida and pepdnuat in ver. 12, because these predicates also were
dynamically meant, of the understanding of ethical practice.
There is therefore the less reason for limiting wdvra in any
way (van Hengel: “omnia memorata;” comp. Weiss); there
is nothing for which Paul did not feel himself morally strong;
for cvery relation he kmew himself to be morally adequate.
wdvta is the accusative of the olject. Gal. v. 6; Jas. v. 16.
The opposite to it: updév loylwow, Plat. Crit. p. 50 B, Ael.
V. H. xil. 22, ¢t al. — év 70 évduv. ue] Not in his own liuman
ability does Paul feel this power, but it has its basis e Christ,
whose Sdvaues the apostle experiences in his fellowship of life
with Him (2 Cor. xii. 9). Comp. 1 Tim. i. 12; 2 Tim. ii. 1,
iv. 17. Thus he is able to do all things év 76 rxpdrer Tijs
loxvos avrod, Eph. vi. 10.

Ver. 14. IInpw] Nevertheless (1 Cor. xi. 11; Eph. v. 83),
apart from the fact that with such moral power I am equal to
all cmergencies, and therefore, as far as want is concerned, do
not need aid (comp. ver. 11). “Cavet, ne fortiter loquendo
contemsisse ipsorum beneficinm videatur,” Calvin.  Comp.
Chrysostom and Theophylact. — xaXds] in the moral sense. —
auykow. pov 75 ONAn] characterizes the work according to its
high ethical valuc (Spa godiav, wds émalper 7o mpdypa, Theophy-
lact) : that ye became partulers with me in my affliciion. He
who renders the aid enters into the relation of a participant in
the position of the afflicted one, inasmuch as by his very work
of love he, in common with the laiter, shares and Dbears his
OAiyrs.  Comp. Rom. xii. 13, Tt is a practical participation,
and not merely that of feeling and emotion. Comp. Eph. v.
11; Rev. xviii. 4,1. 9. DBy 75 A, Paul means his position
at the time as a whole, not: wené (which also in 2 Cor. viii,
13 it does not mean). The dative is governed by guyxow.
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(Eph. v. 11 ; Rev. xviii. 4; Rom. xii. 13, xv. 27, ¢t «l); and
wov is, in accordance with the well-known usage, to be taken
as if got were in the text (comp on il. 2; and Stallbaum,
ad Plat. Rep. p. 518 C, Symp. p. 215 C).  The aorist participle
coincides as to time with émoujoare (see on Eph. i. 9); as to the
participle with xaids wowety, see Winer, p. 323 £ [E. T. 434].

Ver. 15 f. A courteous recalling of the fact, that in the
very beginning of the gospel the Philippians had distinguished
themselves by such manifestation of love towards Pawl. — &8¢
carrying the discourse onward: Dut what ye have done con-
nects itself with a relation into which, as ye also know, no
other church, but yours only, placed itself to me at the very
first ! — ol8ate 8¢ w.m.N.] but it is known also to you, Plilippians,
that, etc.  Hofmann very erroneously derives the olject of
oidare from what precedes, and takes 67¢ in the sense of
because.  He males the apostle say, namely, to the Philippians :
That they had done well in helplully taking part in his afflic-
tion they Encw elso, as other churches knew that it was well
done ; by cxperience they knew it, because it was not the first
time that they hiad sent similar gifts to him, ete. This ex-
planation is erroncous, because invariably where oida (oiSauev,
oidate, x.7\) is accompanicd, not with an accusative of the
object, but with &7, the latter conveys the contents (fhat), and
not the reason or the cause (because), of the oida (comp. i 19,
25; Rom.iii. 2; 1 Cor. iii. 16, xii. 2; Gal iv. 13, and in-
numerable other passages); secondly, because the previously
attested xahds émoujoate, while perfectly suitable to e ex-
pressed by the grateful apostle, was not so suited to be transferred
to the consciousness of the donors, to which it was self-evident,
and to be appealed to by them; thirdly, because the «al in
the alleged reference to other churches would be very uusuit-
able, since the question here concerns merely a work of love
of the Philippians, but other churches could only know
generally that it was well done to aid the apostle, into which
general idea, therefore, Hofmann insensibly transforms the
object of oidare, instead of abiding strictly by the concrete
ka\ds emoujaare as its object ; finally, it would be strange and
not in keeping with the thoughtful manner of the apostle, to
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furnish the idea: “ye know that ye did well therein” (which
oidute is supposed to convey) with the altogether external
specification ot a ground for it: “because ye have already
formerly and repeatedly supported me.” The contents attributed
by Hofmann to oidare needed no assignment of a causal
ground, or—if any—one internal, ethical, and in harmony with
the subtle delicacy of the apostle. — Observe, moreover, in
conuection with oidare x. Duels, that in that which the readers
also know (consequently in é7¢ #.7.1.) the stress lies upon the
negative obdepla K.TN. — kai vpels] ye also, as 1} — @
mijaeor] addressing them by name, not because he desires to
assert something of them which no other church had done
(Bengel : for in this case Paul would have written 8¢ duels,
@ermr.), but in his @nereasing carncstness.  Comp. 2 Cor. vi.
11. —év apyii 7. evayy.] glancing Dback, certainly, to the
second missionary journcy (Weiss); but the relatine expression
is used from the standpoint of the time then present, behind
which lay the founding of the Macedonian churches about
ten years back; a long past which seemed, @n rcation to the
present and to the wider devclopment of the church now
attained, as still belonging to the period of the beyinning of
the gospel. Comp. Clement. Cor. I. 47. An epexcgetical
more precise definition of this expression—which does not
betray the hand of a later author (Hinsech)—{for the date
intended is: ore éEfAOov dmo Mawed., when I departed from
Macedonie, Acts xvil. 14, Paul, therefore, smmediately on
leaving that country, veceived aid from the infant church, when
the brethren Tov Iladhov éfaméoreiav mwopevecbar ds ém T
Ouragaar and spyayor éws 'AOnvav, Acts le. Doubtless the
moncy which Paul subsequently received in Corinth (sec 2 Cor.
xi. 9) through Macedonian delegates was seut, if not ex-
clusively, at least jointly by the Philippians, so that they
thereby gave conttnued active proof of the fellowship els Néyow
8oa. k. Mjyr., into which they had entered with the apostle at

! To express this, Paul was not at all under the necessity of writing ofdure
abri, as Ilofmamm objects. The latter would convey a different couceplion,
namely : ye know without my reminding you (Acts ii. 22 ; 1 Thess, ii. 1, il 3;
2 Thess. iii. 7).
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his very departure. DBut this receipt of money «t Corinth is
not the fact meant by éxowwvyoer .7\, in which casc é£ijafov
would have to be taken, with Estius, Flatt, van Hengel, de
Wette, Wiesinger, Weiss, Hofinann, and others, in the sense of
the pluperfect (Winer, p. 258 [E. T. 343]); for the latter
would be the more unwarranted in the context, seeing that
Paul himself by év dpxs To0 evayy. carries them back to the
earliest time possible, and indeed afterwards (ver. 16) to a
period even antecedent to the dre é&iinfov. The aorist, how-
ever, has its justification in this purely historical statement of
fact, although the imperfect also, but following a different
conception, might—not, however (in opposition to Hofmann’s
objection), must—have been used. — érowdvnoer els Aoyov
Sogews . Majyr.] enlered into fellowship with me <n reference to
account of giwing and recciving—a cuphemistic indication,
calculated to meet the sense of delicacy in the readers, of
the thought: “ kas cntcred into the relation of furnishing «id
towards me”  On xowwvely eis, comp. on i. 5.  The analysis
of the figurative description is this: The Phdlippians keep
an account of cxpenditure on Paul and income from him; and
the apostle hikewise keeps account of lhis cxpeaditure on the
Philippians and dacome from them. This mutuel account-
kecping, in which the &éois on the one part, agrces with
the Aijyrs on the other, is the xowwvia els Aoyor k1. It is
true that in this case no money-amount is entered in the
account of the TPhilippians under the heading of Ajyrs, or
the account of the apostle under the heading of 8oois; instead
of this, however, comes in the blessing, which the readers were
to receive from thetr gifts of love, according to ver. 17, as if it
were an income corresponding to this expenditure, and coming
in from it. We are therefore not justified in adopting the view,
that 8os. and A apply to Pawl alone (Schrader), or that
Séaews applies to the Philippians and Mjyr. to Paul (“ Ego sum
in westris cxpensi tabulis, vos iu sieis accepti,” Grotius; comp.
Erasmus, Cameravius, Casaubon, Castalio, and others, including
Heinrichs, Storr, Flatt, Matthies, van Hengel, Rilliet, Ewald);
for the words require the idea of an account under loik
headings on the side of Lok parties. Others, maintaining
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indeed this reciprocity, but arbitrarily introducing ideas from
1 Cor. xi. 11, comp. Rom. xv. 27, consider that the 8do:s on
the part of the apostle, and the Adjyris on the part of the
Philippians, consisted in the spiritual denefits brought about
by the preaching of the gospel (so Chrysostom, Oecwmenius,
Theophylact, Pelagius, Calvin, Cornelius a Lapide, Zanchius,
Zeger, Estius, Hammond, Wiesinger, Weiss, Hofmann, and
others); whilst others, again, import into the words the thought:
“Quae a Philippensibus accepit in rationcs Det remuncratoris
refert Paulus” (Wetstein, Rosenmiiller; comp. Wolf, Schoettgen,
and already Ambrosiaster). Rheinwald finds the Aijyres of the
Philippians and the 8éoes of the apostle even in the assump-
tion that ke also had assisted them, namely, out of the sums of
money collected in the cliurches,—an error which is at variance
with the context, and which ought to have been precluded both
by the prominence given to the statement of the date, and also
by the exclusion of all other churches, as well as by the inappro-
priateness of the imention just in ks passage of such a Mjyrs
on the part of the Philippians.— On Noyos, ratio, account, comp.
Matt. xii. 36 ; Luke xvi. 2; Rom. xiv. 12; 1 Mace. x. 40;
Dem. 227. 26; Diod. Sic. i. 49; Polyb. xv. 34. 2. The
rendering which takes els Aoyov: i respect to (Bengel, Hein-
richs, Storr, Matthies, van Hengel, Rilliet, Liinemann), would
no doubt be linguistically correct (Dem. 385. 11; 2 Mace. i.
14 ; and see Iviiger on Thue. iii. 46. 3), but is to be rejected
on account of the context, as expressions of accounting follow
(comp. Cie. Leael. 16: “ratio acccploruimn ¢t datorum™). Tor
instances from Greck writers of 8oois xai Aijyres (Ecclus. xli.
14, xlii. 7) as capenditure and income, sce Wetstein.  Comp.
Plat. Rep. p. 332 A B: %) amdboois «. 9 Mprs.  As to the
corresponding nm Nep, see Schoettgen, Hor. p. 804.

Ver. 16. "O7¢] stnee, ndeed, ye also alrcady in Thessaloniea,
cte. It is arqumentative, namely, outbidding the carly defini-
tion of date év apy3 ... Maxedovias, in ver. 15, by one even
antecedent, and thus serving more amply to justify that speci-
fication of time! for which purpose the &7: specifying the

! If Baur had noticed this correet logical connection, he would not have made
an improper use of our passago to fortify his opinion of the affair of the aid
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reason was quite sufficient, and (in opposition to ITofmann’s
objection) no qap was necessary. The opinion of Wiesinger,
that 67¢ x.7.\. is intended to explain that it was only with the
aid sent after Paul at a distance that the readers had entered
into such a connection with the apostle as is previously men-
tioned, is bound up with the untenable interpretation of
éEi\Bov as pluperfect. The rendering of é7¢ by that (Rheinwald,
Matthies, Hoelemann, van Hengel, Rlilliet, de Wette, Liine-
mann, Weiss) is to be set aside, because, while the emphatic
otdate xai Vuels, ver. 15, accords doubtless with the exclusion of
other churches in ver. 15, it does not accord with ver, 16 (“y¢
also know that ye have sent...to me!”), to which it would
stand in an illogical relation, even apart from the uncalled-for
inversion of the order of time, which would result. Hofmann’s
explanation, which makes é7¢ in ver. 16 parallel to the é7¢ in
ver. 15 and places it in causal relation to oiSate, falls with
his erroneous view of ver. 15.~— The «ai before év @ccoal.,
for which Hinsch, following Baur, thinks that he finds a
reference in 2 Cor. xi. 9, is the simple also in the sense of
also already ; a climax as regards time; see Hartung, Partif.
I p. 135; Kihner, IL. 2, p. 797. -— év @cooa).] is not used,
in the sense of the bearers having arrived, for e, for there is
no certain instance of dmooTéAAew or méumew with év in this
sense (Thue. vii. 17 must, with Becker and Kriiger, be read:
és Ty Sikeliav) ; but the preposition is used from the stand-
point of the »ecetver : “also at Thessalonica (when I was there)
ye sent to me.” Thus this sending took place 1 Thessalonica.
Comp. on Matt. x. 16 ; Poppo and Kriiger on Thuc. iv. 27. 1.
— «ai dwaf xal 8(5] Comp. 1 Thess. ii. 18. The conception
is: “when the first aid arrived, the éméuyraTe had taken place
once; when the second arrived, it had teken place Doth once
and twice” Paul has not written 8/s merely, nor yet dwaf «.
8is (1 Mace. iii. 30; Xen. Anad. iv. 7. 10), but by xai dm. «.

being an invented incident.—The same assistance which is meant in ver. 15
cannot be meant in ver. 16, as some not attending to the xai (comp. Luther,
Castalio, and others) have thought. This view is also at variance with the
specification of time &re i£7ady, ver. 15; for Paul abode several wecks in
Thessalonica (Acts xvii. 2), and then there still followed his sojourn in Beroea
(Acts xvii. 10 {I.), ere he quitted Macedonia and travelled to Athens.



224 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE PIIILIPPIANS.

84 he sets forth the repetition of the matter more ecmphatically,
to the praise of his readers (Hartung, Partikell. 1. p. 144).
Comp. xai 8is «xal Tpis, Plat. Phacd. p. 63 D, Phil. p. 59 E;
Herod. i1, 121, iii. 148. The opposite: oy dwaf odde i,
Plat. Clit. p. 410 B. — els 7. ypelav] on behalf of the ncecssity,
in order to satisfy it; comp. ii. 15. The article indicates the
necessity that had been caisting in Paul’s case. On wépras,
used absolutely, comp. Acts xi. 29. TWhat they sent, they
knew.

Ver. 17. Just as in ver. 11 Paul anticipated a possible
misunderstanding in respect to ver. 10, so here in reference
to the praises contained in ver. 14 ff This, e would say,
is not the language of material desive, but, ete.— ody o7¢
#7A]asin ver. 11: I do not mean by this to convey that
my desire is directed towards the ¢gift (the emphasis being laid
on 7o Sopma)—this, namely, taken in and by itself—in which
case the articlc means the donation accruing to him as the casc
occurred, and the present émentd denotes the constant and charac-
teristic striving after (Bernhardy, p. 370): it is not my busi-
ness, ete.  The compound verb indicates by émwi the dircction.
Comp. on émemofm, i 8, and on Matt. vi. 33; Rom. xi. 7.
The view which regards it as strengthening the simple verb
(studiosc quacero, so Hoelemann and others) is not implied in
the context any more than the sense: @nsuper guecro (Polyb.
1. 8. 8); so van Hengel, who indelicately, and notwithstanding
the article, explains 76 8dua as still more gifts.— AN émlnTd)
The repetition of the verb after dAhd makes the contrast stand
out independently with special emphasis; comp. Rom. viii.
15; 1 Cor. ii. 7 ; Fritzsche, ad Rom. IL. p. 187. — 7ov xapmov
xN] This is what Paul desires, towards which his wishes
and endeavours are directed : the fruit whick abounds to your
account; not, therefore, a gain which he wishes to have for
himself, but gain for the Philippians. So completely is his
embyreiv devold of any sclfish aim,—which, however, would
not be the case, if the émintd 70 Sopa were true. This
applies against Hofmann's objection, that the xapmés must be
something which Paul Aimsclf desives to have,; the notion ol
emlnTd is anguiro, appcto, and this indeed applics to personal
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possession in the ncgative half of the sentence; but then the
second half expresses the rcal state of the case, which does
cwwy with the notion of selfishness.—The xapmos itself cannot
be the fruit of the gospel (Ewald), or of the labour of the apostle
(Weiss) ; but, in accordance with the context, ouly the fruit
of the doua, that is, the blessing which acerucs from the gift to
{he yivers; comp. on ver. 15. Dy this is meant! the divine
recompense at the judgment (2 Cor. ix. 6), which they will then
receive, as if it were the product of their account, for their
Iabour of love (Matt. xxv. 34 ff). This produce of their doua
is ficuratively conceived as fruit, which is largely placed to
the credit of their account, in order to be drawn by them at
the day of harvest (comp. also Gal. vi. 7 ff).  Comp. ver. 19.
In substance it is the frcasure @n heaven that is meant (Matt.
xix. 21, vi. 20), which will be received at the TParousia.
Comp. on Col. i. 5. The figurative els Noyov vudy, which here
also is not to be understood, with Bensel, Storr, Flatt, Rillict,
and others, as equivaleut to els ¥uas, is the completion of the
ficure in ver. 15 ; although there is no need to explain xapmos
as tulerest (Salmasius, Michaelis, who thinks in #heova. of com-
pound interest, Zachariae, Heinrichs), because it is difficult to
see why Taul, if lie used ¢k¢s figure, should not have applied
to it the proper term (7oxos), and because the idea of
anferest is quite alien to that of the Sopa (¢ picsent). — 1.
mheovdl. els hoyor vudy] to be talken together (see above); els
states the destination of the wiecvaf., Van Hengel and de
Wetle needlessly break up the passage by coupling els Ady.
Y. with émfnrad, because wAicovalew with els is not used else-
where by Paul (not even 2 Thess. i. 3). The preposition is
in fact not determined by the word in itself, but by its logical
reference, aud may therefore be any one which the reference
requires,

Ver. 18. 4é] The train of thought is: “not the gift do I

1 Not the actire manifestation of the Christian life (Matthies, Rillict, Hol-
mann ; comp. Vatablus, Musculus, Piscator, Zanchius; Flatt and Rheinwald
mingle together heterogencons ideas); for only the fruit of the doume can le
meant, not the dsze itsell as fruit, which is produced in the shape of the love-
gift (Hofinann).

PHIL. P
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scek, but the fruit (ver. 17); and as regards what has leen
received from you in the present instance, I have everything
already, and need nothing further” That this refers to the
desire of the church to kunow what lhe possibly still needed
(Hofmann), is a very unnecessary assumption. — dmwéyw 8¢
aravral not : haleco autem omnia (Vulgate) ; not a mere ackiow-
ledgment of veecipt (Erasmus, Beza, Grotius, Cornelius o Lapide,
Heinrichs, and others); nor yet equivalent to wepiooeiw
(Rheinwald) ; but, in keeping with the sense of the compound :
1 have cverything away, so that I have nothing left to desire
at your hands. Comp. Philem. 15; Matt. vi. 2, 5, 16;
Luke vi 24; Callim. ¢p. 22; Arvian. Epict. il 2. 13, iii. 24,
17; Jacobs, ad Anthol. VIL pp. 276, 298, Ildvra, therefore,
according to the context (émlyrd 7. Soua, ver. 17), is: ccery-
thing wlich I could desire, although there is no necessity for
introducing speeially, with Chrysostom and Oecumenius, 7a
nepbévra év 74 maperdovte xpovew. The emplusis, moreover,
is laid, not on wrdvra, but on dméyw, in contrast to émlyrelv.
— «al mepiooevw] and my wants are thus so fully satistied,
that I have over. — memhjpwpac] forms a climax to wepioo.:
Lam full, I have abundance. The gift must have been ample ;
but gratitude sets this forth in all the stronger a licht. To
memhajp. is attached Sefdpevos w.TA. — douny ebwdias #.T.\.]
This apposition to Ta map’ Judy, expressing a judgwment as to
the latter (sce on Rowm. xii. 1), sets forth, to the houour of the
givers, the relation in which the gifts reccived stand towards
Glod, by whom they are esteemed as a sacrifice well-pleasiung to
Ilim.  As to doun edwdias, smcll of « sweet savour, NI M7
(genitive of quality), which is used of frec-will offerings, sce
on Eph. v. 2. It describes the thing according to its ¢fcct on
God, namely, that it is acceptadle to Him; Ovolav «.7.\., Liow-
ever, describes it according to what it <s.— SexTnw, evupeoT.]
aceeptalle, well-pleasing, a vividly asyndetic climax (on the
former, comp. Ecclus. xxxii. 7); 76 @e@, however, applics to
the whole apposition eomnw ... etap. The asyndetic juxta-
position of several epithets is frequent also in classical authors,
from Homer onward (Ameis z Od. iv., 4Anh.). As to the
view, originating in the O. T., which regards works well-
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pleasing to God as ethical swerifices, see the expositors on Rom.,
xii, 1; 1 Det. ii. 5; Heb. xiii. 16. Comp. Philo, de vit. Mos.
IL p. 151: 9 wap &\nlis iepovpyia Tis Qv ey m\jw ruxis
Beopiois evoéBea; passages fromr the Rabbins in Schoetty.
Hor. p. 1006.

Ver. 19. The thought starts from 7¢ @ep. DBut God, to
whom your gift stands in the relation of such a sacrifice, will
recompense you.—Paul says o 8¢ Oeds pov (comp. i. 3), because
he himsclf had Dbeen the recipient of that which they had
Drought as a sacrifice pleasing to God; as Ais God (to whom
he belongs and whom he serves, comp. on Rom. i. 8), there-
fore, will God carry out the recompense. — wAgpdoer] used
with significant reference to memMijp., ver. 18, according to the
iden of rccompense. Not, however, a wishk (hence also in
Codd. and in the Vulgate the reading mAnpweoar), as Chrysos-
tom, Luther, and others take it, but a promisc. — mwaoav ypelav
vuev] likewise corresponding to the service which the readers
had zendered ; for they had sent eis Ty xpeiav (ver. 16) of the
apostle.  To be understood as: cvery nced which ye have, not
merely bodily (so usually, following Chrysostom, who explains
it as the fulfihment of the fourth petition, also van Hengel, de
Wette, Wiesinger), and not merely spiritual (Pelagius, Rilliet,
also mainly Weiss), but as it stands: excry need. It is not,
however, an carthly recompense which is meant (Hofmann),
but (comp. on ver. 17) the recompense in the Messial's Liny-
dom, where, in the enjoyment of the cwrypia, the highest
satisfaction of every need (comp. on m\np. xpetav, Thuc. i. 70,
4, and Wetstein <n loc) shall have set in amidst the full,
blessed sufliciency of the cternal &wij (comp. Row. viil. 17 f.;
Rev. xxi. 1)} There are specifications of this satisfaction in
the beatitudes of the Sermon on the Mount, Matt. v.; comp.
especially the yopractjoesfe and ryerasere, Luke vi. 21, also

! Hofmann very irrclevantly objects that it is out of place to speak of want in
that kingdom.  But just, in fact, on that account is the Dliss of the kingdom
the comyplete satisfaction of every need. Comp. Rev. vii. 16 f.; 2 Tim. iv. 7 [.
Thus also is the perfect then put in the place of that which is in part. Con-
sequently the idea of the satisfuction of cvery xpsiz in cternal life, where man
cven beholds God, and where 1le is all in all, is anything but a *‘monstrous
thought.”
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the od uy Sirjoy eis Tov aldva in John iv. 14, and the sarcastic
rekopeopévor in 1 Cor. iv. 8. That it is the Messianic satis-
faction in the énevfepia Tiis 86Ens Tdv Téxvowr Tod Oeod (Rom.
viit. 21), in the possession of the mhoiTos Tijs Sofns Tis xAzpo-
vouias avrov (Eph. i 18), which is to be thought of, Paul
himself states by év 86&n, which is to be taken as instrumental
(Eph. 1. 23, v. 18) and dependent on wAqp.: with glory,
whereby the Messiande is indicated. Hofmann also, though
he rejects the instrumental view, comes ultimately to it:
“ Therewith and thus will God fulfil all their need, in that Ile
gives them glory””*  Others, who also correctly join the words
with 7Anp., take them as a modal defindtion : in a glorious way,
that is, amply, splendide, and the like. See Castalio, Beza,
Calvin, and many others, including Hoelemann, van Hengel,
Rilliet, de Wette, Wiesinger, Weiss. But what an indefinite yet
peculiarly affected, and withal—by its so habitual reference
elsewhere to the final judgment—misleading expression would
this be for so simple an idea! And how far would it be from
the apostle’s mind, considering his expectation of the nearness
of the Parousia (comp. 1 Cor. vii. 29, 31), to promisc on
this side of 4t a learty recompense, which was to take place,
moreover, ¢v Xpiore 'Inoced! An appeal is wrongly made to
2 Cor. ix. 8, where an increasc of means for further well-
doing, to be granted through God’s blessing, and not the
recompense, is the point under discussion. Others erroncously
join év 8ofpy with 76 mhodTos avrod (Grotius, Storr, Flatt, Rhein-
wald, and others) : “pro amplissimis suis divitiis, id est, potestate
sua omnia exccdente,” Heinrichs. It is true that év Sofn
might be attached without a counecting article (according to
the combination mAovreiv év mewe, 1 Tim. vi. 8 ; comp. 1 Cor.

! In order, however, to bring out of the passage, notwithstanding this iv 3427,
the idea of a recompense in this life, Hofinann makes 35z mean the glory of the
children of God whick is hidden from the world, and whieh is the fulfilment of
cvery want only in proportion ““as there is lucking in us what, either corporally
or spirituclly, is necessary for the completion gf our divine sonship.” Instead of
such arbitrary inventions, let us keep vlearly before us how great a weight in the
very word of promise, which forms the conclusion of the epistle, lies in the fuct
that the grand aim of all promise and hope, i.c. the glorvy of eternal life (Rom.
v. 2, viii. 18, 21, ix. 23; 1 Cor. xv, 43 ; 2 Cor. iv. 17 ; Col. iil. 4 ; and many
other passages), is once more presented to the reader’s view.
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i. 5; 2 Cor. ix. 11); Dbut Paul always connects mAoltos with
the gendtive of the thing, and mhob7ros 77s 8ofys in particular,
said of God, is so constantly used by him, that it scems alto-
gether unwarranted to assume the expression whobTos év 86€p
in this passage. See Rom. ix. 23; Eph. 1. 18,1iii. 16; Col.
i. 27. He would have written: xata 76 7Aolros Tijs Sofns
adrod, comp. Rom. ix. 23.— xkata 10 mhodros avTod] that
i3, in conformity with His being so rich, and consequently
having so much to give. Comp. Rom. x. 12, xi. 33. This

assures what is promised. — év Xpiotd 'Incod] definition
annexed to wAmpwoer . . . 8ofp; that which is promised has

its causal ground <iv Christ, who by His work has acquired for
believers the eternal &ofa. Cluist is, in fact, % énmis Tis
dokns, Col. i. 27.

Ver. 20. The conception of the superabundant salvation,
which Taul has just promised from God, forces from his heart
a dowology. — matpi] through Cluist, in virtue of our viofesia,
Rom. viil. 15; Gal. iv. 5. As to 7. Oed «. marpi 5ju. comp.
on Gal. i. 5.— 4} 8cka] sc. eim, the befitting glory. See on
Eph. iii. 21 ; Rom. xi. 30, xvi. 27, ¢t al. — els Tols aldv. Tdv
alov.] Gal. 1. 5; 1 Tim. i 17; 2 Tim. iv. 18; Heb. xiii. 21;
1 Pet. iv. 11, v. 11, and frequently in Rev. As to the
analysis of the expression, see on Eph. iii. 21.

Vv. 21-23. Ildvra &ywov] crery onc, 1o one in the chwrch
being excepted,—a point which is more definitely expressed by
the singular! —év X. 'I] is not to be joined to dytor (so
usually, as by Rheinwald, Hoelemann, Matthies, van Hengel,
de Wette, Ewald, Weiss, Hofmann), but Dbelongs to dowdo.
(comp. Rom. xvi. 22; 1 Cor. xvi. 19), denoting the specifically
Christian salutation, in conveying which the consciousness
Yives in Chrdst. This is the connection adopted by Ambrosiaster,
Istius, Heinrichs, Rilliet, Wiesinger, Schenkel, and J. B. Light-
foot, and it is the right one, since with ayeor it is self-evident
that Ckristians are meant, and there would be no motive for

1 Since Paul does not lere express, as in other cases (Rom. xvi. 17 ; 1 Cor.
xvi. 20; 2 Cor. xiil. 12), the conception of mutual salutation (£224xevs), he has
in ¢exrdracée had in view the immediate recipients of the epistle (presbyters and
deacons, i. 1). So also 1 Thess. v. 26,
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specially expressing this here, as there was, for instance, in the
address 1. 1, where 7ots ayiows év X. 'I. bears a certain formal
character. — oi auv éuol dderd.] is the narrower circle of
those Christians who were round the apostle in Rome, including
also the official colicagues who were with him, though there is
no ground for understanding these alone (Chrysostom, Oecu-
meuius, Theophylact, and many others), Grotius even pointing
distinetly to ZWmothy, Linus, and Clement. The difficulty,
which has been raised in this case by a comparison of ii. 20,
is unfounded, since, in fact, the expression in ii. 20 excludes
neither the giving of a salutation nor the mention of brethren ;
groundless, therefore, are the attempted solutions of the
difficulty, as, for example, that of Clrysostom, that ecither
ii. 20 is meant od mwepi T@r év T mWoher, or that Paul od
mapatreitar Kai TouTovs abedols xaetv (comp. Oecumenius,
who brings forward the latter as a proof of the emhayyva of
the apostle). Misapprehending this second and in itself correct
remark of Chrysostom, van Ilengel insists on a distinction
being drawn Dhetween two classes of companions in office,
nawely, iravelling companions, such as Lulke, Mark, Titus, Silas,
and those who were vesident in the places where the apostle
sgjourned (among whom van Hengel reckons in Ilome, Clement,
Euodia, Syntyche, and even Epaphroditus), and liolds that only
the latter class is here meant. The limits of the narrower cirele
designated by oc adv éuoi a8 are not at all to be definitely
drawn. Estius well says: “ Qui . . . mihi vincto ministrant,
qui me visitant, qui mecum hic in evangelio laborant.” —
wdvres ot aywot] generally, all Christians who are here; comp.
on 2 Cor. xiil. 12; 1 Cor. xvi. 20. — pahoTa €] but most
of all, pre-eminently ; they have requested the apostle to give
special prominence to their salutation. Comp. Plat. Critias,
p- 108 D: 7ods Te dANous wAnTéoy xai 8 xal Ta pdhioTa
Munuosivyy. Whether these persons stood in any personal
relations to the Philippians, remains uncertain. It is enough
to assume that Paul had said to them much that was honour-
able concerning the church to which he was about to write.
—oi éx tis Kaioapos oikias) sc. dyior, as is plain from the
connection with the preceding (in opposition to Hofmann):
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those from the emperor’s house (from the Palatium, see Bottger,
Beitr. 11, p. 49) who belong to the saints. We have to think
of probably inferior scrvants of the emperor (according to
Grotius, Hitzig, and others: frecdmen), who dawclt, or at least
were employed, i the palace.  In this way there is no need for
departing from the immediate meaning of the word, and taking
it in the sense of houschold (Hofmann). In no case, however,
can we adopt as the direct meaning of olxia the sense of
domestic servants, a meaning which it does not bear even in
Xen. Mem. ii. 7. 6; Joseph. Antt. xvi. 5. §; and Tac. Hist,
i, 92;' domestic servants would be olkerela. Others have
taken oixia, in accordance with current usage, as jfamaly
(1 Cor. xvi. 15, and frequently), and have understood Zinsmen
of the emperor, a meaning which in itself seems by no means
shown by Dhile 72 Flace. p. 190 A to be at variance with
linguistic usage? (in opposition to Hofmann). So recently
Daur, who needed this point for his combinations against the
genuineness of the epistle, and van Hengel® But apart from
the fact that through Nero himself this family was greatly
diminished, and that couversions among those related to the
emperor were & priore (comp. also 1 Cor, i. 26 ff.) very impro-
bable, doubtless some historical traces of such a striking success
would have been preserved in tradition.* Matthies, quite

T Where it is said of those who entered the service of the emperor : ¢ in domum
Caesaris transgressi.” Comp. Herodian, iii. 10, 9 : apiv els 75y Bacireioy oTxaoy
wap ey,

# For in Philo l.c. it is said regarding Herod Agrippa: * Even though he were
not king, but only one of the emperor’s kinsmen (ix 7% Kaivwpss oixizs), it woull
still be necessary to prefer and honour him.”

* Whether Chrysostom and his successors understood here members of the
imperial family, is a matter of doubt. At all events Chrysostom does not take
the word itself, oixiz, as family, but cxplains it by =& Basirsa, palace, and finds
in the salutation a purpose of encouragement : e yap oi iv wois Pavirtios wivewy
xaTt@povnoay diz tiv Paciriz Tav obpaviry, WoAAG pEAher abrods Xph TobTO Fossiv.
Comp. Theodoret, Occumenius, Theophylact.

4 Certainly Baur believes that Lie has found these traces in sufficient number.
Flavius Clemens, namely, was a kinsman of Domitian (sce on ver. 3). Now,
since out of this Clement grew the Clemens Romanus of Christian tradition, the
latter also must have been a kinsman of the imperial family, as indeed the
Homil. Clement. iv. 7, comp. xiv. 10, designate him as &vip mpis yévovs Tifspion
Kairzpos. He, therefore, would be esactly the man, in whom Christianity was
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arbitrarily, understands the Practorians, as if Paul had written :
oi éx Tob mpartwpiov (. 13). This also applies, in opposition
to Wieseler, Chronol. d. apostol. Zeitalt. p. 420, who, con-
sidering the Praetorium to be a portion of the palace (see
remark on i. 13), thinks the apostle alludes especially to the
Practorians. Those who transfer the epistle to Caesarea (see
Introduction, § 2), suppose the Practorium of Herod in that
place to be intended, and consequently also think of Prae-
torinns, Acts xxiii. 35 (Paulus, Bottger) ; or (so Rilliet) taking
olxia as jfumilie, of administrators of the imperial private
domain, called Cacsariani or Procuralores—a view against
which the plural should have warned them ; or cven of “ the
family of the imperial freedman Felin:” (Thiersch). What
persons, morcover, were mcant (various of the older expositors
have even included Senece ' among them), is 2 point just as
unknown to us, as it was well known to the Philippians or
became known to them through Epaphroditus. The general
result is, that people from the imperial palace were Christians,
and that those could obtain access to the apostle probably

represented in the circle of the imperial house itself. ¢ Concluding from one
that there were scveral, the author of the epistle might make his apostle write
earncst salutations (o the church in Philippi from bclicving members of the
imperiad howse in the plural,” ete.  Thus does eriticism, departing from the solid
ground of liistory, lose itzelf in the atimosphere of subjective inventions, where
hypothesis finds no longer ecither support or limit. Imdecd, Daur now goes
further beyond all bounds (II. p. 69), and discovers that the mention of
Clement even throws a new light over the whole plan of the epistle.  With
his Clement, namely, and the parlicipation, asattestcd by him, of the imperial
house in the gespel, is given the wpoxomn 7ov tizyy. (i. 12), and with the latter
the feeling of joufulness, which expresses ilself throughout the cpistle as the
ground-lone of the aposile (1i. 17 f., cemp. iii. 1, iv. 1, 4, 10), and which is
acain and again tle refrain ef cach scpmate gection.  Only by the preponderance
of thiz feeling is it Lo De explained that the auther makes his apestle even
express the hope of a ¢peedy hiberation (ii. 24).  But wilh this joy there is also
blended, with a neviralizing dfect, the idea of a wvewly approaching death,
i. 20-24, and this divided state of mind between life and death Letrays an anthor
“acho had alrcady Uefore Lis cyes as an actual fact the end of the apcestle,
which was co far from harmornizing with all tkese presuppositions.”

1 See gencrally on ““ Paul and Scice,” and the apoceryphal fourteen Latin
leiters exchanged between tl:iem, Baur in Hilgenfeld's Zeischr, 1858, 2. 35
Reuss in Herzog's Eacyklop. X1V, p. 274 {l.; J. B. Lightfoot, Ewc. 1I. p.
268 1L, 327 {I.; latest edition of the text of these epistles in the Z%eol. Quartalschr,
1867, p. 609 I
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with special ease and frequency ; hence their ¢special saluta-
tion. The question also, whether one or another of the persons
saluted in Rom. xvi should be understood as included here
(see especially J. B. Lightfoot, p. 173 ff.), must remain entirely
undecided.  Calvin, moreover, well points to the working of
the divine mercy, in that the gospel “in illam scelerum
omnium et flagitiorum abyssum penetraverit.” —1) ydpis 7. xvp.
'I. X] see on Gal. 1. 6.-—pera wdvrov Uu.] Comp. Rou
xvi. 24351 Cor. xvi. 24; 2 Cor. xiil. 13 ; 2 Thess. iii. 1§;
Tit. ii. 15.



THE

EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE COLOSSIANS.

INTRODUCTION.!
§ 1. THE CHURCH.

8 ITH the exception of the Epistle to the Romans, the
3} letter now before us is the only one of all the epistles
of Paul that have been preserved, whicl is addressed
to a church that was neither founded by Paul him-
sell nor even subsequently visited by him in person (see oni. 7,
ii. 1), although the Colossian T’hilemon was his immediate dis-
ciple (Philem. 19), and the Book of Acts relates that the apostle
passed through Phrygia on two occasions (Acts xvi. 6, xviii. 23).
There, in Phrygia Magna on the Lycus, was situate Kolossae,
or Kolassac (see the critical remarks oni. 2). It is designated
by Herodotus, vii. 30, as moXis peyaln, and by Xenophon,
Anab. i, 2. 6, as eddaluwy &. peydln; but, subsequently, as
compared with the cities of Apamea and Laodicea which had
hecome great (peyiorar ... woXes, Strabo xii. 8, p. 576), it
hecame so reduced, that it is placed by Strabo, lc., only in the
list of the Thrygian woAicpara, and by Pliny, N. H. v. 41,
only among the oppide, although celcberrimea.  According to
the Eusebian Chronicle and Oros. vii, 7, it also was visited by

' See Hofmann, Intreduct. in lectionem ep. P. ad Col. Lips. 1749 ; Bohmer,
Isagoge in cp. arl Col. Berol. 1829 ; Mayerhioff, Der Bricf an d. Kol Lritisch
gepriift, Berlin, 1838 ; Wiggers, d. Verh. d. dp. P. zud. christl. Gem. in Kol.
in the Stud. w. Krit. 1838, p. 165 . ; Leo Montet, Introd. in ep. ad Col. 1841 ;
Klopper, De orig. ep. ad Eph. et Col. 1853 ; Weiss in Herzog's Encykl. XIX.
p- 717ff. ; Schenkel in his Bibellcx. 1II. p. 565 (f. ; Holtzmann, A7it. der
Epheser- und Kolosserbricfe, 1872,

236
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the earthqualke which, according to Tacit. Ann. xiv. 27, devas-
tated Laodicea. This took place not so late as the tenth year
of Nero’s reign (Eus. Chron.), or even the fourtcenth (Orosius),
but, according to Tacitus, in the seventh—about the same
time with the composition of our epistle, perhaps shortly
afterwards, as the carthquake is not mentioned in it. In the
Middle Ages the city was again flourishing under the name
Chonac (Theophylact and Occumenius on i, 2; Coustant.
Porphyr. Zhem. 1. 3); it is in the present day the village
of Chonus (sce Pococke, Morgend. III. p. 114 ; and generally,
Mannert, Geogr. VI. 1, p. 127f; DBohmer, Isag. p. 21 1L ;
Steiger, p. 13 ff.). .

By whom the church—which consisted for the most part
of Gentile Christians, 1. 21, 27, ii. 13—was founded, is not
unknown ; Epaphras is indicated by i. 7 £ as its founder,
and not merely as its specially faithful and zealous tcacher.
See the remark after 1. 7 f. That it had received and accepted
the Pauline gospel, is certain from the whole tenor of the
epistle. It may be also inferred as certain from ii. 1 com-
pared with Acts xviii. 23, that the time of its being founded
was subsequent to the visit to Plrycia in Acts xviii. 23.
From the address (i. 2) we are not warranted to infer (with
Bleek), that the body of Christians there had not yet lLeen
constituted into a formal church; comp. on Rom. i. 7. It
was so numerous, that it had a section assembling in the house
of Philemon (Philem. 2).

§ 2. OCCASION, AIM, TIME AND PLACE OF COMPOSITION, CONTENTS.

The apostle had received through Epaphras, who had ceme
to him (i. 7 f, iv. 12; Philem. 23), detailed accounts of
the condition of the church, and of its perils and needs at
that time, whereby le found himself #nduccd—and the re-
moval of Epaphras from the church at the moment certainly
made the matter appear all the more urgent—to despatch
Tychicus, an inhabitant of Asia Minor (Acts xx. 4), to Colossae,
and to send with him this epistle (iv. 7 £, comp. Eph. vi. 21 {).



INTRODUCTION. 237

Tychicus was also to visit the Ephesians, and to convey the
letter written at the same time to them (see on Eph, Introd.
§2).  Tychicus was despatehed at the same time with Onesimars,
the Colossian slave (iv. 9), who had to deliver to his master
Thilemon the well-known letter from the apostle (Philem. 11 f.).
Doubtless Onesimus also—who had come, although still as a
heathen, from Colossae to Paul—Dbrought with him accounts as
to the state of matters there, as he had been a servant in a Chris-
tian household amidst lively Christian interconrse (Philem. 2).

In accordance with these circumstances giving occasion to
the letter, the «im of the apostle was not merely to confirm
the church generally tn <ts Christian fuith and life, but also
to warn it against heretical pertls by which it was threatened.
The falsc teachers whom he had in view were Jewish-Christinas ;
not, however, such as those who, as in Galatia and in the neigh-
bourhood of Philippi (Phil. iii. 2 ff), restricting themselves to
the sphere of legal requirement and especially of the necessity
of circumeision, did away with Christian freedom, the founda-
tion of which is justification by faith,—but such as kad mized
up Christion Judaism with theosophic speculation. While they
likewise adhered to circumcision (ii. 11), and to precepts as to
meats and feasts (ii. 16), to the prejudice of Christ's atoning
work (ii. 13 f£), they at the same time—and this foris their
distinctive character—put forward e philosophy as to the higher
spirit-world, with the fancies and subtleties of which (ii. 18)
were combined, as practical errors, a conceited Aumility, wor-
ship of angels, and unsparing bodily asceticism (il 20-28)—
extravagances of an unhealthy Guosis, that could not fail to
find a fruitful soil in the mystico-fanatical chavacter of the
Thrygian people, which served as an appropriate abode for-
merly for the orgiastic cultus of Cybele, and subsequently for
Montanism.!  These theosophists, however, came most keenly
into conflict with the exalted rank and the redeeming work
of Christ, te whom they did not leave His full divine dignity
(as elxwv ToD Ocob kT, i. 15 ff), but preferred to assign to

! The theosophic tendency, which haunted Colossae, may help to explain the
fact that Paul does not make use, as in the Epistle to the Galatians, of arguments
derived from the O. T, The epistle contains no quotation from Scripture,
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Him merely a rank in the higher order of spirits, while they
ascribed to the angels a certain action in bringing about the
Messianic salvation, entertaining, probably, at the same time,
demiurgic ideas as to the creation of the world. We must
not conclude from i. 18, ii. 12, that they also rejected the
resurrection of Christ; into such an important point as this
Paul would have entered directly and at length, as in 1 Cor.
xv. But that in dualistic fashion they looked on matter as
evil, may be reasonably inferred from their adoration of spirits,
and from their asceticism mortifying the body, as well as from
the at all events kindred phenomenon of later Gnosticism.
Attempts have been made in very different ways to ascer-
tain more precisely the historical character of the Colossian
false teachers, and on this point we make the following re-
marks: (1) They appear as Jewish-Christians, not as Jews (in
opposition to which see ii. 19), which they were held to be
by Schoettgen, Eichhorn, and others, some looking on them as
Pharisces (Schoettgen ; comp. Schulthess, Engclwelt, p. 110 £);
others, as tndircet opponcnts of Christianity through the sem-
blance of more than earthly sanctity (Eichhorn); others, as
adherents of the Alcxandrine Neco-Platonism (doctrine of the
Logos) (so Juncker, Kommenteer, Introd. p. 43 {f); others, as
Chaldacans or Magians (Hug); others, as syncretistic universalists,
who would have allowed to Clrist a subordinate position in
their doctrinal structure and passed Christianity off as a stage
of Judaism (Schneckenburger, last in the Stud. w. Krit. 1832,
p- 840 f.; in opposition to him, Rheinwald, dc pscudodoct.
Coloss. Bonn, 1834). Just as little were they adherents of «
heathen philosophy, whether they might be looked upon as of
the Epicurcan (Clemens Alexandrinus), or of the Pythagorcan
(Grotius), or of the Platonic and Stoic (Heumann) school, or
of no defintte school at all (Tertullian, Euthalius, Calixtus).
(2) The right view of these false teachers, in accordance with
history, necessarily carries us back to Esscnism. In opposition
to the opinion that they were Cluistian Essenes (so Chemnilz,
Zachariae, Storr, Flatt, Credner, Thiersch, histor. Standp. p.2701,,
Ritschl, Ewald, Holtzmann, ¢¢ al), it is not to bhe urged that
the Essene washings, and various other peculiarities of Essenism,
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remain unnoticed in the epistle; or that the sceluded and
exclusive character peculiar to this society, and the limitation
of their abode to Syria and Palestine, do not suit the case of
the Colossian herctics; or that the hypoerisy, conceit, and
persuasiveness which belonged to the latter do not harmonize
with the character of the Jssencs, as it is otherwise attested.
These difficulties are got rid of by comparison with the Itoman
ascetics (Rom. xiv.), who likewise were Isscne Jewish-Chris-
tians, only more unprejudiced and inoffensive than these
Asiatics, whose peculiar character, which had already received
a more Gnostic development and elaboration, was of a philo-
sophic stamp, addicted to rhetorical art, full of work - piety
and hypocrisy, and therefore fraught with more danger to
Pauline Christianity, the greater the opportunity they had, just
then whilst the great apostle was himself far away and in
bonds, of raising their head. Now, if at that time the
Essene influence was not at all unfrequent among the Jews,
and thence also among Jewish-Christians (see Ritschl, «lt-
Lath, Kirche, p. 232 ff, and in the ZTheoloy. Jalrd. 1855,
p. 355), and if, beyond doubt, the theosophy of the Essencs
—kindred with the Alexandrine philosoply, althougl in origin
Jewish—and their asceticism (see Joseph. Bell. ii. 8; Philo,
Quod omats probus liber, p. 8706 {[. ; Euseb. Pracp. cv. viil. 11 {f),
as well as their adherence to their tradition (Joseph. le. 1L
8. 7; comp. Creduner, Beitr. I. p. 369), are very much in
accord with the characteristic marks of our heretics (comyp.
generally Keim, Gesch. Jesu, 1. p. 286 ff)), the latter are with
justice designated as Jewish-Christian Gnostics, or more ac-
curately, as Gnostics addicted to an Esscne tendency.! This
designation, however, is not to be taken in the sense of any
subsequently «iihorated system, but must be uuderstood as
intimating that in the doctrines of our theosophists there were
apparent the widely-spread, and especially in Essenism strongly-
asserted, clements of Gnosticism, out of which the formal
Guostic systems were afterwards gradually and variously deve-
loped (comp. Bohmer, Isag. p. 56 {f. ; Neander, Gelegenhcitssehr.

! Comp. Grau, Enfwickelungsgesch. d. a. t. Schriftth. 11 p. 145 {I. ; Lipsins
in Schenkel’s Bibel-Lexic. 1I. p. 498.
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p- 40T, ; Schott, Isag. p. 272 ; Weiss, Le. p. 720 ; Grau, le. ;
Holtzmann, p. 296 ff.; Clemens in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschr, 1871,
p- 418 1[). Among the latter, the Cerinthian doctrine in par-
ticular is, in various points, closely allied with that combated
in our epistle (comp. F. Nitzsch on Bleek, Vorles. p. 151.;
Lipsius, d. Grosticismus, 1860, p. 81 1), althouch we are not
justified in considering with Mayerhoff that this polemic was
already directed against Cerinthus and his adherents, and
thence arguing against the genuinencss of the epistle. A
similar judgment is to be formed regarding their relation to the
Valentinians, who often appealed to the LEpistle to the Ephe-
sians; and Baur leaps much too rapidly to a conclusion,
when he thinks (Paulus, 1T. p. 4 {f.) that in the Colossian false
teachers are to be found the Guostic Kbionitecs (who no doubt
originated from Essenism)—thereby making our epistle a pro-
duct of the fermentation of the post-apostolic age, and connect-
ing it as a spurious twin-letter with that to the Eplesians.
Holtzmann forms a much more cautious judgment, when he
tales his stand at a preliminary stage of Gmnosticism ; but even
this e places in the post-apostolic age,—a position which the
less admits of proof, seeing that we have no other letter from
the later period of the apostle’s life before the letters of the
captivity and subsequent to that to the Romans, and possess
for comparison no letter of Paul at all addressed to those
regions where the Gnostic movements had their seat.  The fulse
teachers have, moreover, been desiznated as Cabbalistic (Ilerder,
Kleuker, Osiander in the Z7%Wb. Zeilschr. 1834, 3, p. 96 1) ;
but this must likewise be restricted to the effect that the
theosophic tendency generally, the special Essene-Christian
shape of which P’aul had to combat, may have probably been
at bottom akin to the subsequently developed Cabbala, although
the origin of this Jewish metaphysics is veiled in obscurity.
(3) We must decidedly set aside, were it only on account of
the legal strictness of the men in question, the assumption of
Michaelis, that they were disciples of Apollos, to whom Hein-
richs adds also disciples of John, as well as Essenes and other
Judaistic teachers, and even a malevolum hominum genus cx
cthnicis—of which, in itself extremely improbable, medley the
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epistle itself contains no trace. (4) In contrast to all pre-
vious attempts to classify the Colossian false teachers, Ilofmann
prefers to abide by the position that they were Jewish
Chivistians, “ who, starting from the presupposition that the
Gentile Clristians, in their quality as belonging to Ethmuicisin,
were subject to the spirits antagonistic to God which ruled
therein, recommended—with a view to complete their state
of salvation, which, it was alleged, in this respeet needed
supplement—a sanctification of the outward life, based partly
on the Sinaitic law, partly on dogmas of natural philosophy.”
But this cannot be made good as an adequate theory by the
explanation of the characteristic individual traits, since, on the
contrary, that theosophico - Judaistic false teaching presents
sufficient evidences of its having its historical root in Essenisi,
and its further development and diversified elaboration in the
later Gnosticism, provided that with unprejudiced exegesis we
follow the apostle’s indications in regard to the point; see
especially on ii. 16-23,

In date and place of composition our epistle coincides with
that to the Ephesians, and is, like the latter, to be assigned
not, in conformity with the usual opinion, to the Roman, but
to the Cacsarcan captivity of the apostle. See on Eph. Inirod.
§ 2. In opposition to this view,' de Wette, Bleek, and others
attach decisive importance specially to two points: (1) That
what Paul says in Col. iv. 3, 11 of his labours for the gospel
harmonizes with Acts xxviii. 31, but not with his sojourn in
Cacsarea, Acts xxiv. 23.  But iv. 11 contains no special state-
ment at all as to the labours of the apostle in captivity, and as
toiv. & we must observe that he there expresses the longing for
Jutwre free working.  The lattev remark applies also in oppo-
sition to Wieseler (Chronol. des apostol. Zettalt. p. 420) and
Hofmann, who likewise regard iv. 3 f as decisive in favour
of the Roman captivity, while Hofmaun finds the statement
as to Mark and Jesus contained in iv. 11 incompatible with
the situation in Caesarea (but see 7 loc.). In assuming that

' Which, with Hausrath, Laurent, and others, Sabatier also (lapéire Paul,
1370, p. 193 1) prefers, while Weiss leaves the point undecided. Hotmann
rejects our view, and Holtzmann does not find it the more probable.

COL. Q
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the conversion of the Gentile Onesimus (Philemy. 10) is incom-
patible with the statement in Acts xxiv. 23, Wieseler infers
too much from the words 7év 8lwv adrob (Acts xxiv. 23),
especially as the intention of a [liberal custody is obvious in
the arrangement of Felix. (2) That in Rome Paul might have
thought of the journey to Phrygia hoped for at Philem. 22,
but not 7n Caecsaree (comp. Hofmannm, p. 217), where, accord-
ing to Acts xix. 21, Rom. i. 13, xv. 23 ff, Acts xxiil. 11, he
had the design of going to Rome, but a return to Asia Minor
would have been, after his language in Acts xx. 25, far from
his thoughts. But although certainly, when he spoke the
words recorded in Acts xx. 25, a return to Asia was far from his
thoughts, neverthcless this idea might subsequently occur to
him just as easily at Caesarce as at Rome ; indeed more casily,
for, if Paul had been set free at Caesarea, he could combine his
intended journey to Rome with a passage through Asia.
There is no doubt that when at Rome he expressed the hope
(Phil. ii. 24) of again visiting the scene of his former labours;
but why should he not have done the same when at Caesarea,
so long, namely, as his appeal to the emperor had not
taken place? See also on Philem. 22.—If owr cpistle was
written in Caesarea, the #ime of its composition was the year
60 or 61, while the procuratorship was still in the hands of
Felix.

As regards the confents of the epistle, after the salutation
(i. 1 £), a thanksgiving (i. 3-8), and intercessory prayer
(i. 9-12), Paul passes on (ver. 12) to the Dlessedness of
the redemption which his readers had obtained through Christ,
whose dignity and work are carnestly and very sublimely
set before their minds with reference to the dangers arising
from heresy (i. 13—-23). Next Paul testifies to, and gives the
grounds for, the joy whicli he now felt in his sulferings as an
apostle (i. 24~29). By way of preparation for his warnings
against the false teachers, e next expresses his areat care for
his readers and all other Christians who do not personally know
him, as concerns their Christian advancement (ii. 1-3), and
then subjoins the warnings themselves in detail (ii. 4-23).
Next follow moral admonitions (iii. 1-iv. 6); a commendatory
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mention of Tychicus and Onesimus (iv. 7-9); salutations with
commendations and injunctions (iv. 10—17); and the conclu-
sion appended by the apostle’s own hand (ver. 18).

§ 3. GENUINENESS.

Even if it be allowed that the apparent allusions to our
Epistle which one might find in the apostolic Fathers
(Clement, Barnabas, Ignatius) are uncertain, and that even
the mention of wpwToToxos wdans kTicews in Justin Mart. c.
Tryph. p. 311 (comp. p. 310, 326), and Theophil. ad Auiol.
ii. 31, may De independent of Col. i 15, still the external
attestation of our Epistle is so ancient, continuous, and general
(Marcion, the school of Valentinus; Irenaeus, Heuer. iii. 14. 1
and v. 14. 2, who first cites it by name ; Canon Murat.; Clem.
ALl Strom. 1. p. 277, iv. p. 499, v. p. 576, vi. p. 645 ; Tert.
Pracser. 7, de resurr. 23; Origen, ¢. Cels. v. 8, ete.), that no
well-founded doubt can from this quarter be raised.

Dut meodern criticisin has assailed the Epistle on infernal
grounds; and the course of its development has been as fol-
lows. Mayerhoff (d. Drief an dic Kol. mit vornchml. Beriick-
stcht. d. Pastoralbr. kritisch geprift, Berl. 1838) assumed
the genuineness of the IEpistle to the Ephesians, to the
prejudice of our Epistle (de Wette inverts the procedure to
the prejudice of the Ephesian Epistle); Baur, on the other
hand (Peulus, IL p. 8 ff), rejected both the cognate Epistles;
comp. also Schwegler, nackapost. Zcitalt. 1L p. 325 ff
According to Weisse (philos. Dogmat. I. p. 146), our Epistle,
lilke most of the Pauline letters, is pervaded by interpola-
tions. Hitzig also (zur Kritil; paulin. Brigfe, 1870, p. 22 ff)
asserts their presence, and ascribes them to the author of the
(un-Pauline) Ephesian Epistle, who, after the composition of
his own work, had manipulated afresh a Pauline letter to the
Colossians, the genuine text of which he misunderstood. In
assigning his reasons for this view, Hitzig does not go beyond
the bounds of bare assertions and misunderstandings on his own
part. Hoenig (in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschr. 1872, p. 63 ff), after



244 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE COLOSSTAXS,

comparing the two kindred letters, propounds the view that
all those passages of the Epistle to the Colossians are to be
regarded as interpolations, regarding which it can be shown
that the author of the (not genuine) Epistle to the Ephesians
did not know them. Dut Hocnig has reserved to a future
time the exhibition of the detailed grounds for this bold view,
and has consequently for the present withdrawn it from
criticism.  After thorough investigation, Holtzmann (Kwitek d.
Ephescr- . Kolosserbriefe, 1872) has arrived at the hypothesis
of a great series of interpolations, the author of which was
none other than the author of the Epistle to the Ephesians
written, according to Holtzmann, somewhere about the
year 100, who, with the help of this writing of his own, had
worked up the short and genuinely Pauline letter to the
Colossians, which he found in existence, into a new and
amplified form, and thereby rescued it in a second enlarged
edition from oblivion. DBut neither can the course of interpo-
lation thus set forth be exegetically verified, nor can it—seeing
that all the witnesses from the beginning prove only the present
shape of the letter, and no trace has been left of any earlier one
—De without arbitrariness rendered critically intelligible, as in
fact such a procedure on the part of an interpolator, who had
withal so much mastery of free movement in the sphere of
Pauline thought and language that he could write the Epistle
to the Ephesians, would yield « laborious and-—as overlaying
and obscuring the given nucleus—somewhat clumsy mosaic
patchwork, which, from a psychological point of view, would
be hardly conceivable.

Mayerhoff, in order to characterize the Epistle as a pro-
duction of possibly the sccond century epitomized from the
Epistle to the Ephesians with the addition of some contro-
versial matter, lays stress on () differences in language and
style, (b) deviations from the Pauline character both of cou-
ception and of representation, (¢) the comparison with the
Epistle to the Ephesians, and (d) the supposed reference of the
polemics to Cerinthus. But, first, the stamp of language and
the style are so entirely Pauline, that particular expressions,
which we are accustomed to in Paul’s writings but do not find
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here (Sikatosbyy kTN, corpple kTN, dmwoxdiwrs, Umaxor,
dpa, 816, SidTi, €me, et «l), or dmaf Aeyopeva which occur (as
é0erobfpnoxeia, wilfavoroyia, ¢t al.), cannot furnish any counter
argument, since, in faet, they are fully outweighed by similar
phenomena in epistles which are indubitably genuine, There
is the less ground for urging the occurrence only six times of
ydp (Teat. Rec), as even in the larger Epistle to the Iiphesians
it occurs ouly ecleven times, and in the Second Epistle to the
Thessalonians only five times. And how little are such
mechanical standards of comparison at all compatible with a
mind so free in movement and rich in langnage as was that of
Paul! 1In his case even the order of the words "EA\qy «ai
‘Iovbalos (ili. 11) cannot secem surprising, nor can the com-
bining of designations similar in meaning (as 1 6, 10, ii.
18, 23) appear as a strange hunting after synonyms. See,
besides, Hutlier, Sehlussbetrackt. p. 420 {f.; Hofmamn, p. 179 f.
Sccondly, un-Pauline conceptious are only imported into the
Epistle by incorrect interpretations; and the peculiar develop-
ments of doctrine, which Paul gives only here, but which are
n 1o case without their preliminary conditions and outlines in
the eavlier Epistles, were suggested to him by the special occa-
sion of the letter (as, in particular, the development of the
relation of Christ to the angel-world). And if the Epistle is
said to lack in its dogmatic portion the logical arrangement
which is found in the hortatory portion (the reverse being the
case in the genuine Epistles) ; if Pauline freshness and vigour
are said to be wanting, and poverty of thought to prevail;
these are judgments which in some cases are utterly set aside
by a right exegesis, and in others are of a partisan character
and aesthetically incorrect. The complaint, in particular, of
“ poverty of thought” is characteristic of the procedure of such
criticism towards its victims, no matter how precarious a
subjective standard must ever be in such questions, or how
various may be the judgments which are put forth as based
on taste (according to Bohmer, Isag. p. 160, our Epistle is
“vive, pressu, solida, nervis plena, mascwla”).  Thirdly, the
aftinity of our Lpisile with that to the Ephesians in style and
contents is explained by their composition at the same time,
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—as respects which, however, the priority lies with our letter,
—and by the analogy of the circumstances giving occasion
to write, which in either case the apostle had in view.! See
on Eph. Introd. § 3. Lastly, the assertion that Cerinthus is
assailed is erroneous—a critical prothysteron ; see § 2.

Baur? who describes the Lpistle to the Ephesians and that
to the Colossians, which are held at any rate to stand or {all
together, as un-Pauline, and places the former in a secondary
relation to the latter, looks upon this latter as combating an
Ebionitism, which would have nothing to do with a recognition
of the umiversalism of Christianity at the cost of renounc-
ing everything that was incompatible with the absoluteness
of the Christian principle. He holds, however, that this
universalisin was not that based on the Pauline anthropolozy,
but only the external universalism, which consisted in the
coalition between Gentiles and Jews effected by the death of
Clirist, and in which, alongside of the forgiveness of sin, the
Clementines placed the aim of Christ's death. Thus, accord-
ing to Baur, the Epistles to the Eplesians and Colossiaus are
to be placed in the post-apostolic. period of a conciliation
between Jewish and Gentile Christianity, The highest
expression of this conciliatory destination is the Christology
of the Epistles, in so far, namely, as Christ appears as the
primordial principle of all being, and His whole work onward
to His exaltation as the self-realization of this idea, according
to which the pre-existence is the main point of the Christology.
The arguments of Baur are mostly derived from the LEpistle to
- the Ephesians; those that particularly affect our Epistle, and
are supposed to attest a Gnostic stamp impressed on it (such
as the idea of Christ as the central point of the whole kingdom
of spirits, the notion of the mArjpwua, etc.), will be shown by
the exposition to be a homogeneous development of eleinents of

! The asscrtion is being constantly repeated, that Paul could not have copied
himself. But, in fact, we have not among the apostle’s letters any other two,
which were written so immediately at the same time, and to churches whose
wants were similar.  If we had had two such, who knows but that they would
have presented an analogous resemblance ?

2 Planck, Kostlin, Hilgenfeld, Hickstra (in the Theolog. Tijdschrit, 18G8),
as well as Schwegler, agree in substance with Baur.
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doctrine already presented in the earlier Epistles.! Concerning
these Clivistological doubts, see, moreover, especially Itaebiger,
Chiistol. Dand. p. 42 £, and generally Klopper, de oriy. cpp. ad
Eph. ¢t Coloss, Gryphisw. 1853 ; Holmann, p. 181 ff.; Rich.
Schmidt, Pawl. Christol. p. 196 {f.; Sabatier, lapdire Paul, p.
207 {£* It may be observed in general, that if our Epistle (and
that to the Ephesians) is nothing more than a pseudo-apostolic
movement of Gnosis against LEbionitism, then every other
Epistle is so also, since every other writing in the N. T. may,
with almost equal justice, be brought under some such category
of subjective presupposition; and that it is in reality incon-
sistent, if the whole N. T.is not (and for the most part it
has already been) made out to be a collection of later books
written with some set purpose, which, by means of their
pseudo-epigraphic names, have succeeded in deceiving the
vigilance of ceuturics. The fabrication of such an epistle
as that to the Colossians would De more marvellous than its
originality.  “Non est cujusvis liominis, Paulinum pectus
cltingere ; tonat, fulgurat, meras flammas loquitur Paulus,”
Erasmus, Annot. ad iv. 16.

Ewald has modified the theory of its composition by the
apostle in a peculiar way. In his view, the Epistle is indeed
plauned and carried out quite after the manner of the apostle ;
but alter the contents had been settled by preliminary dis-
cussion, Paul committed the composition to Timothy (1. 1),
again, however, towards the end, dictating the words more in
person, and adding the final salutation (iv. 18) with his own
haud.  But, first, this hypothesis is already rendered doubtful

1 The excgesis of the Epistle will also dispose of what Hilgenfeld, who rejects
the genuinencss of the Eplicsian and Colossian letters, adduces by way of estab-
lishing lis assertion, that ‘‘{he new and characteristic feature of the Colossian
Epistle cousists simply in this, that it represents Paulinism no longer merely
in contradistinetion to Jewish Christianity, but also in contradistinetion to
Guosticism (proper) ;** see ilgenfeld’s Zeitschr. 1870, p. 245{. We sce, he says,
Paulinism in this case not merely repelling, but even in part adopling, Gnostic
clements.—Tor Bawr’s Guostic interpretation of the waspwpe, sce cspecially his
Paulus, 11. p. 12 {f., and Neutest. L'heol, p. 257 ff.

2 Compare, also gencrally, in opposition to the hypothesis of a positive in-
fluence of Guosis on N. T. docirinal ideas, Heinvici, d. Valent, Gnosis u. d. heil,
Schr. 1871.



248 TIIE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO TIIE COLOSSIANS.

by the fact that it is not made to extend uniformly to chap. iv.
Seccondly, it may be urged against it, that a Timothy himsclf,
even after preliminary discussion with the apostle, could hardly
have appropriated or imitated the completely Pauline stamp in
such measure, as in this Epistle it recurs at every sentence
and in every turn. Thirdly, the conjectured course of pro-
cedure does not appear in any other of Paul's Episties, and yet
the present was one of the shortest and the easiest to be
dictated. Fourthly, snch a procedure can scarcely be recon-
ciled with the high value and authority, well understood by
the apostle, which an Epistle from him could not but possess
for any Christian church, especially for one not founded by him-
self.  Tifthly, we cannot but naturally regard the concluding
salutation by his own hand (iv. 18) as simply the token of
his own, and not of a merely indirect, composition (2 Thess.
iil. 17). Sixthly, according to iv. 16, a similar merely indirect
composition on his part would have to be attributed also to the
Epistle to the Laodiceans, since the two Epistles, as they were
to be read in both churches, must have been, as it were, cast in
the sanme mould, and of essentially the same import. Lastly,
the peculiar dangerous character of the spiritualistic Judaism,
which had to be opposed in the Epistle, was precisely such as to
claim the undivided personal action of the apostle, which was
certainly, even in the enforced leisure of his imprisonnent,
suffieiently within his power for the purpose of his epistolary
labours. The grounds on which the foregoing hypothesis is
based'—and in the main the assailants of the genuineness

! Ewald appeals (presupposing, moreover, the non-genuineness of the Epistle
to the Lphesians) to the longer compound words, such as zvravexrspsw, dmo-
xaTaArdoow, braidotpin, wapahoyilopas, ishefproxtia, S¢fzdrpodordsie ; 10 un-
usual modes of expression, such as #iiw fpzs sidivas (i, 1), & iezw for the
explanatory that is (i. 24 [27], ii. 10, iii. 14), in connecetions capable of being
easily misunderstood ; to the circumstances, that in the progress of the discourse
and in the structure of sentences we entively miss ¢ the exceedingly forcible flow
and the exultant ebullition, and then, again, the quick concentration and the
firm collocation of the thoughts;” that the words 3, »dp, and éaxré arc less
frequently found, and that the sentences are connected more by simple little rela-
tional words and in excessively long serics, like the links of a chain, alongside
of which is also frequently found the mercly rhetorical aceumulation of sen-
tences lelt without links of connection (such as i. 14, 20, 25 f., 27, ii. 8, 11, 23,
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have already used them—are in part quite unimportant, in
part framed after a very subjective standard, and far from
adequate in the case of a letter-writer, who stands so high and
great in many-sided wealth both of thought and diction and
in its free handling as Paul, and who, according to the diversity
of the given circumstances and of his own tone of feeling, was
capable of, and had the mastery over, so ample and manifold
variety in the presentation of his ideas and the sbtructure of
his sentences. Nor do those linguistic difficulties, which
Holtzmann, p. 104 ff, has brought forward move discreetly
than Mayerhoff, and to some extent in agreement with Ewald,
with a view to separate the portions of the letter pertaining
to the genuine Paul from those that belong to the manipulator
and interpolator, suffice for his object.! They could only be
of weight, in the event of their exhibiting modes of expres-
sion heyond doubt un-Pauline, or of the interpolated character
of the passages in question being alrcady established on other -
grounds.

iii. 5); that we meet delicate hut still perceptible distinctions of thought, such
as tlie non-mention of Jixaisdvs and Jixaievv, and the description of the Logos
by the word waspwpe itself (i. 19, ii. 9); that we find a multitude of words
and figures peculiarly Pauline, but that we miss all the more the wholeapostle in
his most vivid idiosyncrasy throughout the main portions of the Epistle ; and
that many a word and figure, in fact, appears imitated from the Epistles of
Paul, especially that to the Romans.

' When we take fully into account the singularly ample storehouse of the
Greek language, from which the apostle knew how to draw his materials with
so nuch frecdom and variety in all his letters, we shall not be too hastily ready
to hold that such expressions, phrases, or turns, as have no parallels in the
undisputed letters, at once betray another author; or, on the other hand, to
reckon that such as are characteristic of, and currently used by, the apostle, are
duc to an assumption of the Pauline manner.



ITabhov émaTory mpos Kohoooaels.

A B K min. Copt. have the superscription =pis Kohasouel So
Matth, Lachm. and Tisch. Comp. on ver. 2.

CHAPTEL I

Ver. 1. The arrangement Xpeoroi "Ir605 (Lachm. Tisch.) has pre-
pouderant testimony in its favour, but not the addition of "Ieob
after Xprorot in ver. 2 (Lachm.). — Ver. 2. Kohooowiz] IX P, also C
and ¥ in the subscription, min. Syr. utr. Copt. Or. Nyss. Amphi-
loch. Theodoret, Damasc. ¢f. «l. have Keraoouis. Approved by
Griesb., following Erasm. Steph. Wetst.; adopted by Matth.
Lach. Tisch. 7. The Recepie 1s supported by BD E F G L ¥,
min. Vulg. It. Clem. Chrys. Theophyl. Tert. Ambrosiast. Pclag.
The matter is to be judged thus: (1) The name in itself correct 1s
undoubtedly Kereooai, which is supported by coins of the city
(Eckhel, Doctr. num. I11. p. 107) and confirmed by Herod. vii. 30
(see Wessel. and Valek. 4a loc) ; Xen. Anab. i. 2. 6 (see Bornem.
i loc.); Strabo, xil. 8, p. 576 ; Plin. V. H. v. 32.  (2) But since
the form Ke2aoowi has so old and considerable attestation, and 1s
preserved in Herodotus and Xenophon as a various reading, as
also in Polyaen. viii. 16, and therefore a mere copyist’s error can-
not be found in the case—the more especially as the copyists,
even apart from the analogy which suggested itselt to them of
the well-kuown zchossiz, would naturally be led to the prevalent
form of the name Ke2oeeai,—we must assume ihat, although
Konosoei was thie more formally correct name, still the name
Kohmaswi was also (vulgarly) in use, that this was the name
which Paul himself wrote, and ihat Kercoszis is an ancient
correction.  If the latter had originally a place in the text, there
would have been no occasion to alter the generally known and
correct form of the name.—After surpic #piw, Elz. (Lachm. in
brackets) has zai xvpiov "I5665 Xpiorol, in opposition to BDEK T,
min. vss. and Fathers. A complementary addition in accord-
ance with the openings of other epistles, especially as no ground
for intentional omission suggests itself (in opposition to Lteiche,
Comm. crit. p. 351 ). — Ver. 3. »ai zarpi] Lachm. and Tisch. 7:

250



CHAT. I. 251

aurpi. So B C* vss. and Fathers, while D* F G, Chrys. have
= warpi.  Since, however, Paul always writes 3 @sis el sarip
05 zupiov (Ilom. xv. 6; 2 Cor. 1. 3, xi. 31; Iph.i 3; also 1 Cor.
xv. 24; Eph. v. 20),and never ¢ ©eds 6 wacip 7. % OT 6 O:is zurip
7. %, the Leeepta, which has in its favour AC** D***EK LT §,
min. Vulg. and Fathers, is with Tisch. 8 to be retained. The
zei was readily omitted in a mechanical way after the imme-
diately preceding ©ey zurpis. — Instead of =g, Lachu. reads
y=ép, which is also recommended by Griesb., following B D* E*
F G, min. Theophyl. Not attested by preponderating evidence,
and easily introduced in reference to ver, 9 (where i=ép stands
without variation).— Ver. 4. Instead of v #yere (which is re-
commended by Griesb.,, adopted by Lachm. and Tisch.), Elz.
Matth. Scholz have =4 merely, but in opposition to A C D*
E*F G P 8, min. vss. (including Vulg. It.) Fatbers. If =7 were
miﬁimll) written, why should it have been exchanged for 7>
iyere T On the other hand, 4v Exere, as it could be ‘dispensed
with for the sense, might easily drop out, because the word
preceding concludes with the syllable HXN, and the word fol-
lowing (sig), like &xers, Legins with E. The grammatical gap
would then, following Eph. i. 15, be filled up by «4». — Ver 6.
i fomi] zai 1s wanting in A B C D* E* P §, min. and some vss.
and Fathers; condemned by Griesh., omitted by Lachm. and
Tisch. 8. DBut, not being understood, this xe/, which has the
most inportant vss. and Fathers in its favour, was omitted in
the interest of simplicity as disturbing the connection.— xa/
adZarineor] is wanting in Elz. Matth,, who is of opinion that
Chrys. introduced it from ver. 10. But it is so decisively
attested, that the omission must he looked upon as caused by
the Zomocoteleuton, the more especially as a similar ending and a
similar beginning here came together (ONKA). — Ver 7. xafag
zai] zai 15 justly condemned by Griesh., on decisive evidence,
aud is omitted by Lachm. and Tisch. A mechanical repetition
from the preceding. — iuév] ABD*GTF ®*, min.: 7uéy; approved
by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. DBut since the first person both
precedes and follows (suav. .. sui), it was put here also by care-
less copyists. — Ver. 10. After aspiseriows, Elz. Tisch. 7 have
iuiis, against decisive testimony; a supplementary addition. —
&l wiv ixiyvmor] Griesb, Lachm. Scholz. Tisch. 8 have =7 émryvioe,
So ABCD*E*F GP &, min. Clem. Cyr. Maxim. Dut it lacks
the support of the vss,, which (Vulg. It. #n scientie Dei) have
read the Recepta eis 7. éxiyv. attested by D*** E** X L and
most min., also Theodoret, Dam. Theophyl. Oec., or with ®**
and Chrys. & =3 émrpvidee.  The latter, as well as the mere 73
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éziyv., betrays itself as an explanation of the difficult eis = éxiyy,
which, we may add, belougs to the symmetrical structure of the
whole discowrse, the participial sentences of which all conclude
with a destination introduced by iz, — Ver. 12, . ixavdsaver]
Lachm. : zariowsss zai izavisarri, according to B, whilst D* ¥ G,
min. Arm. Aeth. It. Didym. Ambrosiast. Vigil. have zartourss
merely. Looking at the so isolated attestation of xea. . ixav.,
we must assume that z«xisavrs was written on the margin by
way of complement, and then was in some cases inserted with
zai, and in others without zei substituted for ixzaswe—Instead
of Aues, Tisch. 8 has vu&s ; but the latter, too weakly attested by
B ¥, easily slipped in by means of the connection with sd-zap. —
Ver, 14. After dxorvrp. Elz. has i 7ol ainaros alirol, acainst de-
cisive testimony; from Eph. i. 7. — Ver. 16. v év 7oz odpaveis 2o
r¢] Lachm. has erased the first #¢ and bracketed the second. In
both cases the =z is wanting in B &% Or.; the first =& only is
wanting in D* E* F G P and twomin. But how easily might TA
be absorbed in the final syllable of z¢vTA ; and this would then
partially involve the omission of the second #2z! The assump-
tion that the final syllable of =dvre was written twice would only
be warranted, if the omitting witnesses, especially in the case of
the second ré, were stronger. — Ver. 20. The sccond &' airob
is wauting in B D* 1" G L, min. Vulg. It. Sahid. Or. Cyr.
Clrys. Theophyl. and Latin Fathers. Omitted by Lachm. It
was passed over as superfluous, obscure, and disturbing the
sense. — Ver. 21. Instead of the Receple dworurirruSer, Lachm,
following B, has a=mozarnpirdyyre. D* F G, It. Goth. Ir. Am-
brosiast. Sedul. have éroxarar.rayivres,  Sinee, according to this,
the passive is considerably attested, and the active dzozarirrade:,
although most strongly attested (also by ¥), may well be sus-
pected to be a syntactic emendation, we must decide, as between
the two passive readings amoxarnihaygre and droxararlayivess, in
favour of the former, because the latter is quite unsuitable. If
the Reeepta were original, the construction would be so entirely
plain, that we could not at all see why the passive should have
been introduced. — Ver, 22, After davirou, A P &, min. vss. Ir.
have «d=oi, which Lachm. has admitted in brackets. It is attested
so weakly, as to seem nothing more than a familiar addition. —
Ver. 23. 77 before xriges is, with Lachm. and Tisch., to be omitted,
tollowing A B C D* F G &, wmin. Chrys.—Instead of dicxovos,
T & have ##puf % dmderoros. A gloss; comp. 1 Tim. ii. 7. In A
all the three words #4pu¥ 2. . x. diwx. are given, — Ver. 24. viv]
D*E* T G, Vulg. It. Ambrosiast. Pel. have & viv. Rightly; the
final syllable of &iczovos in ver. 23, and the beginning of a
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church-lesson, co-operated to the suppression of &;, which, how-
ever, is quite in keeping with the connection and the whole
progzress of the discourse. — After wwdsu. Elz. has uov, against
decisive testimony. — ¢ ¢ern] C D* E, min. : é: ferv. So Lachm,
in the margin. A copyist’s error. — Ver. 27. The neuter =/ =3
=reire; (Matth. Lachm. Tisch.) is attested by codd. and Fathers
sufliciently to make the masenline appear as an emendation :
comp. on 2 Cor. viil. 2. — &5 éerv] A BI G P, min. (quod in Vulg.
It. leaves the reading uncertain): & ésrn.  So Lachm. A gram-
matical alteration, which, after ver. 24, was all the more likely.
— Ver. 28. After diddon., mdvra dvlpuse 1s wanting in D* E* F G,
min. vss. and Fathers. Suspected by Griesb, but is to be
defended. The whole xai diddox. mdvre dvlpws. Was omitted owing
to the homocotelcuton (so still in L, min. Clem.), and then the
restoration of the words took place incompletely. — After Xpiors
Elz. has 'Ineob, against decisive testimony.

Vv. 1, 2. dwa fedju. Ocov] sec on 1 Cor. i. 1. Comp. 2
Cor.i. 1; Eph. i, 1. — xat Teuéd.]jsee on 2 Cor. 1. 1; Phil.
i. 1. Here also as subordinate jornt-cuthor of the lctter, who
at the same time may have been the amanucusis, but is not
here jointly mentioned as suck (comp. Rom. xvi. 22). See on
Phil. i. 1. — o &8er¢pos] see on 1 Cor. i. 1; referring, not to
official (Chrys.: oUxolv kai abros dmwogTohos), but generally to
Clristian brotherhood. — 7als év KoX. dy. x.7.A.] to the saints
who are tn Colossac.  To this theocratic designation, which in
itself is not as yet more precisely defined (see on Rom.i. 7),is
tlien added their distinctively Clhristian character : «nd belice-
ing brethren in Clordist.  Comp. on Eph, 1. 1.  ayloes is to be
understood as a substantive, just as in all the comimencements
of epistles, where it occurs (Rom. 1. 7; 1 Cor.; 2 Cor.; Eph.;
Thil); and év Xpiere is closely connected with mreor. é6., with
which it blends so as to formn one conception (hence it is not
tois v X.), expressly designating the believing brethren as
Christians, so that év X. forms the clement of demarcation,
in which the readers are believing brethren, and outside of
whicl they would not be so in the Christian seuse. Comp.
on 1 Cor.iv. 17; Eph. vi. 21; in which passages, however,
mioTos is fithful,—a meaning which it has not Lere (in oppo-
sition to Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald, Dalmer), because every-
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where in the superscriptions of the Epistles it is only the
Christian standing of the readers that is described. No doubt
év Xpiore was in itself hardly necessary; but the addresses
have a certain formal stamp. If dyiows is taken as an adjec-
ive : “the holy and belicving brethren ” (de Wette), év Xpiord
being made to apply to the whole formula, then 7iorols coming
after aylois (which latter word would already kawve, through
év X, its definition in a Christien sense, which, according to
our view, it still has nof) would be simply a superfluous and
clumsy addition, because dyiors would already presuppose the
wieTols. — The fact that Paul does not expressly describe the
church to which he is writing as @ church (as in 1 Cor;
2 Cor.; Gal.; 1 and 2 Thess.) has no special motive (comp.
Rom., Eph, Phil), but is purely accidental. If it implied
that he had not founded the church and stood in no kind of
relation to it as such, and especially to its rulers (de Wette,
by way of query), he would not have written of a Aaodixéwy
éexnoia (iv. 16). Indeed, the principle of addressing as
churches  those communities only which he had himself
founded, is not one to be expected from the apostle’s disposi-
tion of mind and wisdom ; and itis excluded by the inscription
of the Epistle to the Ephesians (assuming its genuineness and
destination for the church at Ephesus), as also by Phil i 1
(where the mention of the bishops and deacons would not
compensate for the formal naming of the church). It is also
an accidental matter that Paul says év Xpiord merely, and
not év X. ’Inoob (1 Cor.; Eph.; Phil.; 2 Thess.), although
Mayerhoff makes use of this, among other things, to impugn
the genuineness of the epistle; just as if such a mechanical
regularity were to be ascribed to the apostle ! — xdpis vuiv
#1A.] See on Rom. i. 7.

Ver. 3 £ Thanksgiving for the Christian condition of the
readers, down to ver. 8.— edyapioTtovuer] I and Timothy ;
plwral and singular alternate in the Epistle (i. 23, 24, 28,
29 ff, iv. 3); butnot without significant occasion. — «ai wa7pi
x1\] who is at the same time the Father, ete. See on Eph.
i. 8. — mavroTe] belongs to edyap., as in 1 Cor. i. 4; 1 Thess.
i 2; 2 Thess. i. 3; Philem. 4, and not to mwepi Up. mpooevy.



CHAT. L 5. 255

(Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Erasmus, Luther,
('astalio, Beza, Calvin, Grotius, Bengel, and many others, in-
cluding Bohmer, Olshausen, Dalmer)—a connection opposed to
the parallel Eph. i. 16, as well as to the context, according to
which the thanksgiving is the main point Zere, and the prayer
merely a concomitant definition; and it is not till ver. 9 that
the latter is brought forward as the object of the discourse,
and that as wnccasing. This predicate belongs here to the
thanling, and in ver. 9 to the praying, and wepi dudv mpocevy.
-——words which are not, with Bihr, to be separated from one
another (whereby mpogevy. would wunduly stand without
relation)—is nothing but a more precise definition of 7dvrore:
“always (each time, Phil. i 4; Rom. i 107%), when we pray
for you” — éxodoavres x7N.] with reference to time; aficr
having heard, ete.  Comp. ver. 9. In that, whick Paul had
heard of them, lies the ground of his thanksgiving. The wioTis
is faith (Rom. i. §; 1 Thess. 1. 3; 2 Thess. 1. 3) not faithful-
ness (Ewald), as at Philem. 5, where the position of the words
is different. That Paul has heard their faith pradsed, is self-
cvident from the context. Comp. Eph. i. 15; Philem. 5.
—év X.’L] on Christ, in so far, namely, as the faith Zas s
basis in Chaist.  See on Marki. 15; Gal iii. 26 ; Eph.i. 13,15.
As to the non-repetition of v, sce on Gal. iii. 26.—#jy &yere]
Paul so writes,—not by joining on immediately (t9v dydmny eis
wdvTas £.7.\.), nor yet by the mere repetition of the article, as in
Eph. i. 15 (so the Recepta, see the critical remarks),—because
e has 1t in view to enter more fully upon this point of dydmy,
and indeed definitely upon the reason why they cherished it.
Ver. 5. dia mw éxmida k7 N] on account of the hope, etc.,
does not belong to ebyap. ver. 3 (Bengel, “ ex spc patet, quanta
sit causa gratias agend? pro dono fidei et amoris;” comp.
Bullinger, Zanchius, Calovius, Elsner, Michaelis, Zachariae,
Storr, Rosenmiiller, Hofmann, and others), because the ground
for the apostolic thanksgiving at the heginnings of the Epistles,
as also here at ver. 4, always consists in the Christian cha-
racter of the readers (Rom. 1. 8; 1 Cor. i. 4 ff.; Eph. i. 15;
Phil. i. 5; 1 Thess.i. 3; 2 Thess.i. 3; 2 Tim. i. 5 ; Philem. 5),
! For a like use of 1/, see Stallbaum, ad Plat. Rep. p. 360 A,
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and that indeed as a ground in itsclf;' and therefore not merely
on account of what one has in future to hope from it; and,
morcover, because edyapiorelv with 8ud and the accusative
does not occur anywhere in the N. T. It is connected with
nv éxere w7, aud thus specifies the motive ground of the
love ; for love guaranteces the realization of the salvation
lioped for. So correctly, Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecuinenius,
Theophylact, Erasmus, Calvin, Estius, Steiger, DBleck, and
others. The more faith is active through love, the richer one
becomes els Oeov (Luke xii. 21), and this riches forms the
contents of hope. e who does not love remains subject to
death (1 Johm iil. 14), and his faith profits him nothing
(1 Cor. xiii. 1-3). It is erroneous to refer it jointly to mioTes,
so as to wmake the hope appear here as ground of the
Jaith and the love; so Grotius and others, including Biihr,
Olshausen, and de Wette; comp. DBaumgarten-Crusins and
Ewald. For s &yere (or the ILec. 7iv) indicates a further
statement merely as regards v aydmyr; and with this accords
the close of the whole outburst, which in ver. § emphatically
reverts to Ty dudv aydmwyv.— The é\mis is Liere conceived
objectively (comp. éxm. Bhemouérn, Rom. viil. 24): our hLope
as to its oljective contents, that whick we hope for.  Comp. Job
vi §; 2 Mace. vil. 14, and see on Rom. viii. 24 and Gal
v. 5 Zockler, de vi ac notione voc. énmis, Giss. 1850, p. 26 {f.
— T amoxeyp. Duiv év 1. ovp.] What is meant is the Messianic
salvation forming the contents of the hope (1 Thess. v. §;
Rom. v. 2, viii. 18 {f.; Col. iii. 3 £.), which remains deposited,
that is, prescrved, luid ap (Luke xix. 20), in heaven for the
Christian until the Parousia, in order to be then given to him.”
On amox. comp. 2 Tim. iv. §; 2 Mace. xil. 45 ; Kypke, 1L
p- 320f; Loesner, p. 360; Jacobs, ad Ach. Tut. p. 678.
Tsed of death, Heb. ix. 27; of punishments, Tlat. Zocr.

' In opposition to the view of Ilofmanu, that Paul names the reason why the
news of the faith and love of the readers had become to him a cause of thanks-
siving,

2 It is erroncous to say that the Parousia no longer ocewrs in our Epistle. It
is the substratum of the iaxis érox. iv 7, odp. Comp. iii. 1 I, (in opposition to
Mayerhoff, and Holtzmann, p. 203f.).
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p. 104 D, 4 Macc. viii. 10. As to the idea, comp. the conception
of the treasure in heaven (Matt. vi. 20, xix. 21; 1 Tim. vi, 19),
of the reward in heaven (sce on Matt. v. 12), of the mohiTevua
in hieaven (see on Phil. iii. 20), of the sAnpovouia Ternpnuévy
év avpav. (1 Pet. 1. 4), and of the BpaBeiov Tis dvo kK\joews
(Phil. iii. 14). — 4w wponkodoaTe k.7.N.] Certainty of this hope,
which is not an unwarranted subjective fancy, but is objec-
tively conveyed to them through the word of truth previously
announced. The wpé in wponxodoare (Herod. viii. 79 ; Plat.
Lecgy. vii. p. 797 A5 Xen. Mem. ii. 4.7 ; Dem. 759. 26,955.1;
Joseph. dntt. viii. 12. 3) does not denote alrcady formerly,
whereby Paul premises s¢ nthil allaturum novi (Calvin and
many), but must be said with reference to the future, to which
the hope belongs ; hence the sense imported by Ewald : where-
with the word of truth began among yow (Mark i. 15), is the
less admissible. The conception is rather, that the contents
of the éwis, the heavenly salvation, is the great futurc bless-
ing, the infallible pre-announcement of which they have heard.
As previously annownced, it is also previously ieard. — Tis
annBeias is the conlents of the Aoyos (comp. on Lph. i. 13);
and by Tol eday., the ahifea, that is, the absolute truth, is
specifically defined as that of the gospel, that is, as that which
s announced in the gospcl. Both genitives are therefore to be
left in their substantive form (Erasmus, Heinrichs, Baumgarten-
Crusius, and many others understand tis dAqf. as adjectival :
sermo verax; comp. on the contrary, on @i, Tob evayy., Gal.
1i. 5, 14), so that the expression advances to greater definite-
ness. The circumstantiality has something solema about it
(comp. 2 Cor. ix. 4); Dbut this is avbitrarily done away, if we
resard Tod edayy. as the genitive of apposition to 7@ Aoye Tis
aAnf. (Calvin, Beza, and many others, including Flatt, Biilr,
Steiger, Dohmer, Huther, Olshausen, de Wette, Hofmann);
following Eph. i. 13, Paul would have written 7¢ edayyehip.
Ver. 6. In what he had just said, #jy wponrodoare . .
ebayyeriov, Paul now desires to make his readers sensible of
the great and blessed fellowship in which, through the gospel,
they are placed, in order that they may by this very con-
sciousness feel themselves aroused to faithfulness towards the
COL. R
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gospel, in presence of the heretical influences ; émedy pdhiora
ol oMol ék Tob wowwvods Exew moMNols TdY Suypdtwv oTi-
pibovrar, Chrysostom.  Comp. Occumenius: wpofuporépous
avTovs wepl Ty WioTw Mol €k ToD Exew TdvTas Kowwpols.
— els Juds] not év vuiv, because the conception of the previous
arrival predominates; 1 Mace. xi. 63, Often so with mapeiva
in classical authors (Herod. i 9, vi 24, viil. 60 ; Polyb. xviii.
1. 1; comp. Acts xii. 20). Sec Bornemann and Kiithner, ad
Xen, Anad. 1. 2. 2 ; Bremi, ad Aeschin. p. 320 ; and generally,
Nigelsbach, 2. Zlias, p. 158 £, ed. 3. Observe, moreover, the
emplasis of Tod mapovros: it 45 there! it has not remained
away ; and to the presence is then added the bearing fruit—
kabws kai év wavrl T. koope] A popular hyperbole. Comp.
Rom. i. §; Aects xvii. 6, and sec ver. 23. The expression is
neither arbitrarily to be restricted, nor to be used against the
genuineness of the Epistle (Hilgenfeld), nor yet to be rational-
ized by “as regards the idee” (Baumgarten-Crusius) and the like;
although, certainly, the idea of the catholicity of Cliristianity
is expressed in the passage (comp. Rom. x. 18 ; Mark xiv. 9,
xvi. 15 ; Matt. xxiv. 14).—«ai €07t kapmod. x.7.\.] Instead of
continuing : xai xapmropopovuévov k.7, Paul carries onward
the discourse with the finite verl, and thus causes this element
to stand out more independently and forcibly:* “and it is
Jrwat-bearing and growing” (see Mactzner, ad ZLycuig. Leocr.
p. 108 ; Ilcindorf, ad Plat. Seph. p. 222 B; Winer, p. 533
[E. T. 717]), by which is indicated the fact, that the gospel,
wherever it is present, is also in course of living dynamical
development, and this statc of development is expressed by éoTe
with the participle. This gencral proposition based on expe-
ricnce: xai €oTi kapmop. k. abfav., is then by xabws x. év

! If zai is not genuine, as Bleek, Ilofmann, and others consider (sec the
critical remarks), the passuge is to be trauslated : as it also in the whole world
is fruit-bearing, by which Paul would say that the gospel is present among the
readers in the same fruit-bearing quality which it developes on all sides. DBut
in that case the following xedas xai év fxiv would neeessarily appear as very super-
fluous. No doubt we might, alter the preceding mapivres, take the irai, with
T. Nitzsch, as equivalent to #dpeors (sce Stallb. ad Plat, Phaed. p. 59 B) ; and to
this comes also the punctuation in Tisch. 8, who puts a comma after isziv.  But
Liow utterly superfluous would this isri then be!
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tutv confirmed through the experience found also amony the
readers ; so that Paul's view passes, in the first clause (rod
wapévros . . . kdouw), from the special to the general aspeet,
and in the second, from the general to the special.  With «ap-
mogop. (not occurring elsewlere in the middlc) is depicted the
Wisstul working in the inward and outwerd life(comp. Gal. v. 22;
Epl. v. 9) ; and with ad£avou. the continuous diffusion, whereby
the gospel is obtaining more and more adherents and local
extension. Comp. Theodorvet: kapmodopiav Tob edayy. réxnxe
v érawovpévny mohirelav abfnaw 8¢ ThGV miaTEVOVTOY TO
7Aijfos.  Huther and de Wette groundlessly refrain from
deciding whether adf. is intended to refer to the outward
arowth or to the #nward (so Steiger), or to both. See Acts vi. 7,
xii. 24, xix. 20.  Cowmp. Luke xiii. 19; Matt. xiii. 32. The
pa\ oy arnpifeabacr, which Chrysostom finds tncluded in adf,
is not denofed, but presupposcd by the latter. Comp. Theo-
plhylact. The fiyure is taken {rom a Zrec, in which the xap-
wodopla does not exclude the continuance of growth (not so
in the case of cereals). — a¢’ )5 Juép. x.TA.] since the first
beginuing of your conversion which so happily took place
(through true knowledge of the grace of God), that develop-
meut of the gospel proceeds among you; how could ye uow
withdraw from it by joining yourselves to false teacliers 2 —
Ty xdpw Tod @eol] conlents of the gospel, which they have
heard ; the object of sxode. is the gospel, and 7. xdpw 7. Oeod
belongs to éméyvwre; and by év aipfela (2 Cor vil, 14),
cquivalent to aanfas (John xvii. 8), the qualitative character
of this kuowledge is affirmed: it was a ¢ruc knowledge, corre-
sponding to the nature of the ydpis, without Judaistic and other
crrors. Comp. on John xvii. 19. Holtzmann hears in sjxodcare
... aAnfas “the first tones of the foreign theme,” which is then in
vv. 9, 10 more {ully entercd upon. But how conceivable and
natural is it, that at the very outset the danger which threatens
the right knowledge of the readers should he present to his mind !

Ver. 7 . Kafas] not quandoquidem (Flatt, comp. Diilr),
but the as of the manner tn which. So,namely, as it had just
been affirmed by év aAnfela that they had known the divine
grace, had they learned it (comp. Phil. iv. 9) from Epaplras.
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Notwithstanding this appropriate connection, Holtzmann finds
in this third xafas a trace of the interpolator.— Nothing
further is known {from any other passage as to Epaphras the
Colossian (iv. 12); according to Philem. 23, hie was cuvaiy-
ndrwtos of the apostle. That the latter circumstance is nof
menttoned in our Epistle is not to be attributed to any special
design (Estius : that Panl was unwilling to make his readers
anxious). See, on the contrary, on iv. 10. Against the
identity of Epaphras with Epaphrodifus, see on Thil. ii. 25,
The names even are not alike (contrary to the view of Grotius
and Ewald, who look upon ZEpaphras as an abbreviation);
"Emadpas and the corresponding feminine name 'Emradpew are
found on Greek inscriptions. — gurSoviov] namely, of Christ
(comp. Phil. i. 1). The word, of conimon occurence, is used
elsewhere by Paul in iv. 7 only. — &5 éorw 1] This
Juithfulness towards the readers, and also, in the sequel, the
praise of their love, which Epaphras expressed to the apostle,
are intended to stir them up “ne a doctrina, quam ab eo didi-
cerant, per novos magistros abduci se patiantur,” Estius. The
emphasis is on mioTds. — vrép vudv] for, as their teacher, he
is the servant of Christ for them, for their benefit.  The inter-
pretation, dastcad of yow (“in prison he serves me in the
gospel,” Michaelis, Bohmer), would only De possible in the
event of the service being desiguated as rendered o the apostle
(Suawovis pov év Xpiorg, or something similar).  Comp.
Philera. 13.  Even with Lachmamn’s reading, dm. sudr
(Steiger, Olshausen, Ewald), it would not be necessary to take
vmép as dnstced ; it might equally well be taken as for in
the sense of intevest, as opposite of the anti-Pauline work-
ing (comp. Luke ix. 50). The prescnt éari (Paul does not put
aw) has its just warrant in the fact, that the merit, which the
founder of the church has acquired by its true instruction, is
Hving and continuous, reaching in its efficacy down to the
present time.  This is an ethicad relation, which is quite inde-
pendent of the circunstance that Epaphras was himself a
Colossian (in opposition to Hofmaun), but alse makes it nn-
necessary to find in éore an dadirect continuance of Epaphras’
work for the Colossians (in opposition to Bleek).— o «ai Snhwoas
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£7\] who also (in accordance with the interest of this faithful
serviee) as made us to know ; comp. 1 Cor.i. 11.  The ayamy
1s here understood either of the love of the Colossians to Peul
(and  Timothy), as, following Chrysostom, most, including
Huther, Bleek, and Hofmann,! explain it, or of the brotherly
love already commended in ver. 4 (de Wette, Olshausen,
Ellicott, and others). But both these modes of taking it are
at vaviance with the emphatic position of Judv (comp. 1 Cor.
ix. 12; 2 Cor. i. 6, vii. 7, vill. 13, ¢t al.), which betokens the
love of the readers to Epaphresas meant. There had just been
expressed, to wit, by vmép vudv, the faithful, loving position of
this servant of Christ fowards the Colossians, and correlative to
this is now the love whick he met with from them, consequently
the counter-love shown to him, of which he has informed the
apostle. A declicate addition out of courtesy to the readers. —
v wvebpard] attaches itself closely to ayamw, so as to form one
idea, denoting the love as truly holy—not conditioned by any-
thing cutward, but divinely upheld—uwhich is i the Holy Spirit
as the element which prompts and animates it ; for it is the fruit
of the Spirit (Gal. v. 22 ; Rom. xv. 30), o¥ gapkucn, dAha mveu-
patic) (Oecumenius).  Comp. yapa év av., Rom. xiv. 17,

Rrevark.—Since ¢’ %¢ #uépas 4zibouse x50, Ver., 6, vefers the
readers back to the first commencement of their Christianity,
and xzaldds fwdlere axd 'Esagpd xz7., ver. 7, cannot, except by
pure arbitrariness, be separated from it as regards time and
regarded as something later, it results from our passage that
Lpaphras is to be considered as the first preacher of the gospel
at Colossac, and consequently as founder of the church. This
exegeticul result remains even if the Reeepte zadis zei is re-
tained. This zai would not, as Wiggers thinks (in the Stud. 2.
A'rit. 1838, p. 183), place the preaching of Epaphras in contradis-
tinction to an earlier one, and make it appear as a continunation
of the latter (in this case zados xai éxd 'Exagp. dudlers Or xuldds
imdlire xai e Exagp. would have been employed); but it is to
be taken as also, not otherwise, placing the éudders on a parity
with the éziyvwre. This applies also in opposition to Vailinger,
in Herzog's Encyll. iv. p. 79 £,

' Who, at the same time, makes the iv avedpars suggest the reference, that the
&yd7n took place in @ manner personally unknown—which must have been con-
veyed in the context.
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Ver. 9. Intercession, down to ver. 12.—8a To010] on
account of all that has leen said from dxovoarTes in ver, 4
onward : enduced thereby, we also ccase not, ete.  This reference
is required by d¢’ fs Nuépas nxoboauey, which cannot corre-
spond to the 8yiwoas Huiv, helonging as that does merely to
an accessory thought, but must take up again (in opposition to
Bleek and Hofmann) the axodaavres which was said in ver, 4.
This resnption is emphatic, not tautological (Floltzmann). —
kal fuets] are to be talen together, and it is not allowable to join
xal either with due Tobro (de Wette), or even with wpogevy.
(Baumgarten-Crusius).  The words are to be rendered : T¥e «lso
(I and Timothy), like others, who make the same intercession for
you, and among whom tliere is mentioned by name the founder
of the church, who stood in closest relation to them. —7pocevy.]
“ Precum mentionem generatim fecit, ver. 3; nunc exprimit, guid
precetur” (Bengel). — xai aitrovuevor] adds the special (asking)
to the general (praying). Comp. 1 Mace. iii. 44 ; Matt., xxi.
22 ; Mark xi. 24 ; Eph. vi. 18; Phil. iv. 6. As to the popular
form of hyperbole, od wavou., comp. on Eph. 1. 16, On dmép
Uudy, so far as it is also to be taken with x. alrodu., comp.
Lys. c. Ale. p. 141. — lva mnpwb.] Contents of the asking in
the form of its purpesc.  Comp. on Phil. i. 9.  The emphasis
lies not on 7mAnpwd. (F. Nitzsch, Hofmann), but on the object
(comp. Rom. xv. 14, i. 29, al.), which gives t6 the further eluci-
dation in vv. 9, 10 its specific definition of contents. — v
émiyv. Tov e\ abTod] with the knowledge of Iis will, accusa-
tive, as in Phil. i. 11; ad7ot applies to God as the subject,
to whom prayer and supplication are addressed. The context
in ver. 10 shows that by the déxnyua is meant, not the cownsel
of redemption (Eph. i. 9; Chrysostom, Occumenius, Theophy-
Jact, and many others, including Huther and Dalmer), but,
doubtless (Matt. vi. 10), that which God wills 42 a moral respeet
(so Theodoret, who makes out a contrast with the wvoutxais
mwapatypioesty). Comp. Rom.ii. 18, xii. 2; Eph.v. 17,vi. 6;
Col. iv. 12. The distinction between yréois and émiyrwots,
which both here and also in ver. 10, ii. 2, iii. 10, is the know-
ledge which grasps and penctrates into the object, is incorrectly
denicd by Olshausen. See on Eph. i 17. — é& méop x72]
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instrumental definition of manmer, how, namely, this wAnpe-
Oiwar ™ émiyv. 7. Beh. alroi (a knowledge which is to be
the product not of mere Zuman mental activity, but of objec-
tively divine endowment by the Holy Spirit) must he brought
ahout : by every kind of spiritucl wisdom and tnsight, by the
cominunication of these from God; comp. on Epl.i 8. A
combination with the following weperarijoar (comyp. iv. 5: év
cgopia mepem.), such as Hofmann suggests, is inappropriate,
hecause the two parts of the whole intercession stand to one
another in the relation of the divine ethical joundation
(ver. 9), and of the corresponding practical conduct of life
(ver. 10£f); hence the latter portion is most naturally and
cmphatically headed by the expression of this Christian prac-
tice, the mepimartijear, to which are then subjoined its imodal
definitions in detail.  Accordingly, wepimatijear is not, with
Hofmann, to Le made dependent on Tob fehdju. adrod and
taken as its contents, but 7. feh. 7. ©. is to be lelt as an «bso-
lute idea, as in iv. 12.  On mwvevupariros, procceding jfrom the
Holy Spirit}! comp. Rom. i. 11; 1 Cor. ii. 13, xii. 1; Eph.
. 3,v. 19, ¢t al. The oiveoes is the insight, in a theoretical
«nd (comp. on Mark xii. 33) practical respect, depending upon
judement and inference, Eph. iil. 4; 2 Tim. il 7. Tor the
opposite of the pncumalic ovvesss, see 1 Cor. 1. 19. Tt is
related to the copla as the speciel to the genmeral, since it is
peculiarly the expression of the 4néclligenee in the domain of
truth,” while the cogia concerns the collective faculties of the
mind, the activities of knowledge, willing, and feeling, the
tendency and working of which are harmoniously subservient to
the recognised hichest aim, if the wisdom is mvevuatics; its
opposite is the codia capriw) (2 Cor. i 12; Jas. iil. 15),
being of man, and not of God, in its aim and efforts. Accord-
ing as ¢povnees is conceived subjectively or objectivized, the
avvecis may be considered either as synonymous with it

1 Hence # drwfiv copiz, Jas. iii. 15, 17. The predicate, although in the case
of divine cndowment with sopiz and ediiors obvious of itsell (as Heofmann
ohjects), was yet all the more apposite for expressly bringing the point into pro-
minence, the greater the danger which threatened Colossae from non-divine,

fleshly wisdom ; comp. ii. 23.
? Comp. Dem, 269. 24: oduniois, 7 v xark xui aicypd Sxywdrxera,
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(Eph. i. 8; Dan. ii. 21; Plat. Crat. p. 411 A), or as an attri-
bute of it (Ecclus. i. 4: civeois Pppovijaews).

Ver. 10. The practical «im' which that mAnpwdijvar x.7.\.
is to accomplish; del 7§ mioTer ovledyrvor THv ToMiTelay,
Chirysostom. The Vulgate renders correctly : «¢ ambuletis (in
opposition to Hofimann, see on ver. 9). — afiws Tod xvpiov] so
that your behaviowr may stand in morally appropriate relation
to your belonging to Christ. Comp. Rom. xvi. 2; Eph.iv. 1;
Phil. i. 27; 1 Thess. ii. 12; 3 John 6. The genitive (and in
the N. T. such is always used with d&iws) does not even
“ perhaps ” (Hofmann) belong to the following els 7. apeax.,
especially as apescela, in the Greek writers and in Thilo
(see Loesner, p. 361), stands partly with, partly without, a
genitival definition, and the latter is here quite obvious of
itself. Such a combination would be an unnecessary artificial
device. Comp. Plat. Conv. p. 180 D: afiws Tob Oeol. — els
wdoay dpeaeiav] on behalf of cvery kind of pleasing, that is,
in order to please Him in every way. The word ounly occurs
here in the N. T., but the apostle is not on that account to be
deprived of it (Iloltzmann); it is found frequently in Polybius,
Philo, ¢t al.; also Theophr. Char. 5; LXX. I’rov. xxix. 30
(xxx. 30); Symmachus, Ps. Ixxx. 12. On wagar ap. comp.
Polybius, xxxi. 206. 5: mwav wyévos dpeoreias mwposdepouevos.
Among the Greeks, dapesxeia (to be accentuated thus, see
Winer, p. 50 [E. T. 57]; Buttmann, Newt. Gr. p. 11 [E. T.
12]) bears, for the most part, the sense of sccking to pleasc.
Comp. Prov, xxix. 30: Yrevdels dpecueiar. — év mavti Epye
xx\.] There now follow hrec crpositions, in order to define
more precisely the nature and mode of the wepimatijoar dEiws
«7X  We must, in considering these, notice the homogencous
plan of the three clauses, cach of which commences with a
prepositional relation of the participial idea, viz. (1) év wavsi
épyw kTN, (2) év mwaoy Svvaue, (3) pera xapas, and ends

' Not to be attached as object of the request immediately to wpocevyopsvos, and
all that intervenes to be assigned to the interpolator (Holtzmann, p. 85). Yet,
according to Holtzmann, p. 123, iv savri {pye down to wob 605 is alleged to be
simply an interpolated duplicate of ver. 6; in which case, however, it would not

be casy to see why xeprooposuevas was not written, after the precedent of ver. 6,
but on the contrary xapzoopourees,
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with a relation expressed by els, viz. (1) els 7. émiyy. 7. Oeod,
(2) els mac. Umop. k. paxpobuu., (3) eis v pepida KT
The construction would be still more symumetrical if, in the
third clause, év waon yapd (Rom. xv. 32) had been written
instead of peta yxapas—which was casily prevented by the ver-
satility of the apostle’s form of conception. — év wavTi &pyoo
dyale kaprod. is to be taken together (and then again, avfa-
vop. eis T émwiyv. . Ocod), Tnasmuch as ye by crery good work
(by your accomplishing every morally good action) bear fruit,
as good trees, comp. Matt. vii. 17. But not as if the xapmwo-
¢opety and the avfdvesfar were scparate things; they take
place, as in ver. 6, jountly and at the swme ¢ime, although, after
the manner of parallelism, a special more precise definition is
annexed to each. DMoreover, év wavri &ry. dy. is not to be
connected with els wacav dpeor. (Oecumenius, Theophylact,
Erasmus, and others, also Steizer) ; otherwise we mistake and
destroy the symmetrical structure of the passage. — «a: adfa-
vop. els 7. émiyr. 7. ©.] and, inasmuch as with this moral fiuit-
bewring at the same time ye ducrease 1n vespeet to the know-
ledye of God, that is, succeed in knowing 1im more and more
fully. The living, effective knowledge of God, which is meant
Ly éméyv. 7. Oeob (ver. 6, iii. 10, ii. 2), sustains an ethically
nceessary action and reaction with practical morality. Just
as the latter is promoted by the former, so also knowledwe
arows through moral practice in virtue of the power of inward
cxperience of the divine life (the {wy 700 Oeod, Eph. iv. 18),
by which God reveals Himselt more and more to the inner
man. The fact that here 700 @eov generally is said, and nog
700 @edrjuaros Ocob repeated, is in keeping with the prooressive
development set forth ; there is something of a c/imazin it. On
ets, used of the telic reference, and consequently of the regule-
tive direction of the growth, comp. on Eph. iv. 15; 2 Pet.
i. 8. The reading 77 émeyvwger 7. €. would have to be taken
as instrumental, with Olshausen, Steiger, Huther, de Wette,
Bleek, who follow it, but would yield after ver. 9 something
quite self-evident. We may add that av€av., with the dative
of spiritual increase by something, is frequent in Ilato and
classic writers.—As to the nominatives of the participles, which
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are not to be taken with mAnpwf. (Beza, Bengel, Reiche, and
others), but relate to the logical subject of mepiwar. dfiws,
comp. on Eph, iv. 2; 2 Cor. i. 7.

Ver. 11 s co-ordinate with the foregoing év wavri épye . . .
Ocod. — év miaoy Suv. Swvap.] €év is instrmmental, as in ver. 9
(Eph. vi. 10 ; 2 Tim. il 1); hence not designating that, in the
acquiring of which the invigoration is supposed flo consist (Hof-
mann}, but: by mcans of cvery (moral) power (Ly its hestowal
on God's part) becoming empowered. Svrapow (Lobeck, ad
Phryn. p. 605) does not occur in Greek authors, and is only
found liere and at Ilel. xi. 34, Lachwm. in the N. T.; in the
LXX. at Eccles. x. 10; Dan. ix. 27 ; Ps. Ixvii. 31 ; in Aquila;
Job xxxvi. 9; Ps. Ixiv. 4. Taul elsewhere uses évévvapoby.
— katd TO Kpdtos Tijs 8of. adr.) according to the might of His
majestyy ; with this divine might (sec as to xparos on Epl. 1. 19),
throush the powerful influence of which that strengthening is
to be imparted to them, it is also to be correspondent—and
thereby dts eminent strength and cfficacy arve charvacterized (xatd
in Eph. i. 19 has another sense). Comp. 2 Thess. ii. 9;
Phil iii. 21.  And 76 xpdros 7. 8¢&. adr. is not His glorious
power (Luther, Castalio, Deza, and others; also Flatt and
Biihr), against which adrod should have heen a sullicient warn-
ing; but 7o xpdroes is the appropriate afiridbuic of the divine
wajesty (of the glorious natwre of God).  Comp. Eph. iii. 16
Ecclus. xviil. 5. The «pdros therefore is not the glory of Ged
(Bohmer), but the latter Aas the former,—and the 8ofa is not
to DLe referred to a single aspect of the divine greatness
(Grotius: power; Huther: love), but to its glorious whole.
Comp. on Rom. vi. 4. —els macay Umopu. k. parxpof] in rc-
speet to cery cndurance (in alliction, persecution, temptation,
and the like, comp. Rom. v. 3; 2 Cor. 1. 6, vi. 4; Jas. i 3 f;
Luke viii. 15; Rom. ii 7, ¢t al) and long-syfering (towards
the offenders and persecutors), that is, so as to be able to
exercise these virtues in every way by means of that divine
strengthening.  The distinction of Chrysostom: paxpofuuel
Tis wpods ewelvovs obs Swvatov xai dpvvacfar Umouéver 8¢,
ods oU Suvarar aubvasBar, is arbitrary. Sce, on the contrary,
for instance, Heb. xii. 2, 3. Others understand it variously;
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but it is to be observed, that Jmomovr) expresses the more
gencral idea of endurance, and that waxpofuuia, the opposite
of which is dfvfuvpla (Eur. Andr. 729; Jas. i. 19) and
okvBvunais (Artem. iv. 69), always refers in the N. T. to the
relation of patient tolerance towards offenders. Comp. iii. 12;
Gal. v. 22; Rom. ii. 4; Eph. iv. 2; also Heb. vi. 12; Jas.
v. 10. — pera yapas] is joined with wacav vmou. k. paxpof.
by Theodoret, Luther, Beza, Castalio, Calvin, Grotius, Calovins,
Beugel, Heinrichs, and many others, including Olshausen,
Biihr, Steiger, de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Dalmer, so that
the true, joyful patience (comp. ver. 24) is denoted. Dut the
symmetry of the passage (see on ver. 10), in which the two
previous participles are also preceded by a prepositional defini-
tion, points so naturally to the connecction with what follows
(Syr., Chrysostom, Occwmenius, Theoplylact, Erasmus, Istius,
and others, including Lachmann, Tischendorf, Bohmer, Iuther,
Ewald, Ellicott, Dleek, Holinann), that it cannot be abandoned
without arbitrariness. Even in that case, indeed, the thought
of joyful patience, which is certainly apostolic (Romi. v. 3 ; 1 Pet.
1. 6; Rom. xii. 12; comyp. Matt. v. 12), is not lost, when the
intercession rises from patience to joyful thanksyiving. Observe
also the deliberate juxtaposition of wera yapds evxapior.

Ver. 12. While ye give thanks with joyfulncss, ete.,—a third
accompanying definition of weptrarijcar abivs ). (ver. 10),
co-ordinate with the two definitions preceding, and not to be
connected with od mavopefa w7\ (Chrysostom, Theophylact,
Calvin: “iterum redit ad gratulationem,” Calovius, Bohmer,
Daumgarten-Crusius). — 7¢ watpi] of Jesus Christ; comp.
ver. 13, and Tod Kuplov in ver. 10, not : “the Fathev absolutcly”
(Hofmann). Tt is always in Pauls writings to be gathered
from the context, whose Father God is to be understood as
being (even at Eph.i. 17); never does he name God absolutely
(in abstracto) o mwarijp.  Comp. ver. 3, which, however, is held
by Holtzmann to be the original, suggesting a repetition by
the editor at our passage, in spite of the fact that the two
passages have different subjects. Just as little does els T
pepida k.1 betray itself as an interpolation from Eph. i. 18
and i. 11 (I oltzmann), secing that, on the one hand, the
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expression at our passage is so wholly peculiar, and, on the
other hand, the idea of #Aqpovoula is so general in the N. T.
Comp. especially Acts xxvi. 18! — 76 iravdcavte x7T\.]
Therein lies the ground of the thanksgiving, quippe gqui, etc.
God has made us fit (juas applies to the letter-writers and
readers, so far as they ave Chiistians) for a share in the Mes-
sianic salvation through the light, inasmuch as, instead of the
darkness which previously prevailed over us, He has by means
of the gospel brought to us the dAjfea, of which light is the
distinctive element and the quickening and saving principle
(Eph. v. 9) of the Christian constitution both in an intellectual
and ethieal point of view (Acts xxvi. 18); hence Christians are
chaldren of the Lght (Eph. v. 8 1 Thess. v. 5; Luke xvi. 8).
Comp. Rom. xiii. 125 2 Cor. vi. 14; 1 Pet. ii. 9. In Christ the
light had attained to personal manifestation (Johni. 4 {f, iii. 9,
viil. 12; Matt. iv, 1€, et «l), as the personal revelation of the
divine nature itself (1 Johu i. 5), aud the gospel was the means
of its communication (Epl. iii. 9; Heb. vi. 4; 2 Cor. iv. 4;
Acts xxvi. 23, ¢f «l) to men, who without this enlightemmnent
were witfit for the Messianie salvation (Eph. il 1 {f, iv, 18,
v. 11, vi. 12; 1 Thess. v. 4, ¢t @l). The instrumental defini-
tion év 7@ Pwrl is placed af the end, in order that it may stand
out with speeial ¢mplasis; hence, also, the relative sentence
which follows refers to this very clement.  An objection has
been wrongly urged against our view (which is alveady adopted
by Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact; comp. Estius and
others, including Flatt and Steiger), that Paul must have used
mvebua insterd of ¢ds (see Olshausen). The ikavody év 7¢
¢wri is, indeed, nothing elsc than the xaheiv els 10 s
(1 Pet. ii. 9) conceived in respect of its moral efficacy, and
the result thereof on the part of man is the elvar ¢os év xvpio
(Eph. v. 8), or the erar vidv 10D pawrés (1 Thess. v. 5; John
xit 36), ds ¢waTipss év koope (Phil. ii. 15).  But the light

' The mode in which Acts xxvi. 18 comes into cenlact as regards thonght and
expression with Col. i. 12-14, may be sufliciently cxplained by the circuristance
that in Aets xxvi. also Paul is the speaker. IHolizmann justly advises caution
with refevence to the apparent echoes of the Beok of Acts in general, as Luke
originally bears the Pauline stamp.
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is a power ; for it is 70 ¢ds Tis Lwijs (John viii. 12), has its
armour (Rom. xiii. 12), produces its {ruit (Eph. v. 9), effects
the Christian éxéyyew (Eph. v. 13), endurance in the conflict
of aflliction (Heb. x. 32), ete. 'Ev 76 ¢o7i is usually con-
nected with Tob #\jpov @Y ayiwy, so that this s\ijpos is de-
seribed as eaisiing or to be found in light, as the Lingdom of
light ; in which case we may think either of its glory (Beza
and others, Dohmer, Huther), or of its purity and perfection
(Olshausen, de Wette, and Dalmer) as referred to. DBut
although the conuecting article Tod might be wanting, and the
&Aijpos T, ay. év 7@ PoTi might thus form a single conception, it
may be urged as an objection that the leritage meant cannot
be the femporal position of Christians, but only the futurc
blessediness of the Messianic glorious ILingdom ; comp. ver. 13,
™v Baceh. 100 viod. Hence not év 7¢ ¢oti, but possibly év
=7 6okp, év 1) Cwh, év Tols olpavels, or the like, would be a
fitting definition of «Mjpos, which, however, alrcady kas in
tav aylwv its definite deseription (comp. Eph. i 18; Acts
Xx. 32, xxvi. 18).  Just as little—for the same reason, and
because 7. pepida already carries with it its own definition
(share ©n the kAfjpos)—is év 76 dwTi to be made dependent on
v pepida, whether év be taken locally (Bengel: “ Lux est
regnum Dei, habentque fideles ¢n hoc vegno partem beatam’)
or as in Acts viii. 21 (Ewald), in which case Hofmann finds
the sphere expressed (comp. also Bleek), where the savnts have
qot thevr peculiar possesston assigned to them, so that the heing
in light stands related to the future glory as that which is still
in various respects conditioned stands to plenitudc—as if &\jpos
(comp. on Acts xxvi. 18) had not already the definite and full
eschatological sense of the possession of eternal glory. This
«Mijpos, of which the Christians are possessors (v dyiwv), ideally
belore the Pavousia, and thereafter really, is the theocratic de-
sinnation (75M) of the property of the Messianic Lingdom (sce
on Cal. jii. 18; Eph. i. 11), and the pepis (?57) Tob sAijpov is
the skare of indizidvals' in the same.  Comp. Ecclus. xliv. 23.

! Comp. also Bleek. ITofmann incorreetly says that =ed xA#pev serves only to

designate the gepis as destined for special possession.  In that case, at least, the
qualitative genitive of the abstract must have been put (=4 xAnpsvopizs, asin
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Ver. 13. A more precise clucidation of the divine benefit
previously expressed by 76 ikavwcavte . . . ¢oTi. This verse
forms the trausition, by which Paul is led on to the instructions
as to Christ, which he has it in view to give down to ver. 20.!
— éx Ti)s €fova. Tab oxoT.] Tob oxor. is not genitive of apposi-
tion (Hofmann), but, corvesponding to the eis iy Bacielav
that follows, genitive of the subject: out of the power, which
darkness has.  The latter, as the influential power of non-
Christian humanity (of the xdouos, which is ruled by the devil,
Eph. ii. 2), is personificd ; its essence is the negation of the
intellectual’and cthical divine anjfea, and the affirmiation of
the opposite.  Comp. Luke xxii. 53; Matt. iv. 16; Acts
xxvi. 18; Rom. xiil. 12; Eph. v. 8, vi, 12, e¢ al. The act
of the éppiaaro has talen place by means of the conversion to
Christ, which is the work of God, Rom. viii. 29 £ ; Eph.
ii. 4 ff. It is to be observed, that the expression ér 7. éfovo,
7. ardTous is chosen as the correlative of év 7¢ ¢poin ver. 12,
— rai peréornoer] The matter is to be conceived locally (eis
&repov Tomov, Plat. Legy. vi. p. 762 B), so that the deliver-
ance from the power of darkness appears to be united with
the remoring g oy into the kingdom, ete. Comp. Plat. I’cp
p- 518 A: & 1e ¢»w'ros‘ els orotos uebiocTauévov kai ék oKo-
Tous €5 pds. — els Ty Bacih. &1\, that is, tnto the Lingdom
of the Messiah, Eph. v. 5; 2 Pet. 1. 11 ; for this and nothing
else is meant by 7 Bacireia XpioTob (Tol Oeol, TV oVpaviw)
an all passages of the N. T. Comp iv. 11, and see on om.
xiv. 17; 1 Cor. iv, 20; Matt. iil. 2, vi. 10. The aorist

Ps. xvi. 5). But the concrete sob xadpov =, &y. is, as the literal sense of wspis,
portio, most naturally suggests, the genitivus partitivus (G. totius), so that the
individual is coneeived as pegizas of the xadipes of the saints, in whicl he for his
part cvpperiye.

¥ This Christological outburst runs on in the form of purely positive statement,
although having alrcady in view doctrinal dangers of the kind in Colossac.
According to Holtzmann, the Christology bclonrrs to the compiler ; the whole
passage, vv. 14-20, is forced and without motive, and it is only in ver. 21 that
we find the direct sequel to ver, 13, The latter statement is incorrect. And
why should this excursus, as a grand basis for all the exhortations and warnings
that follow, be held without due motive? Holtzmann forms too harsh a judg-
ment as to the whole passage i. 9-23, when he declaves it incompatible with
any strict exegetical treatment.
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peréor. is to be cxplained by the matter being conceived
proleptically (7§ qap é\wide écwfnuev, Rom. viil 24), as
something already consummated (comp. on édoface, Rom.
viii. 30). Thus the kingdom which is nigh is, by means of
their fellowship of life with their Lord (ILph. ii. 6), as certain
to the redeemed as if they were already translated into it.
The explanation which refers it to the Christian church (so
still Heinrichs, Bithr, Huther, and most expositors) as con-
trasted with the xoouos, is just as unhistorical as that which
makes it the invisible ¢nward, cthical kingdom (see especially
Olshausen, following an erroneous view of Luke xvii. 21), to
which also Bleek and Hofmann ultimately come. Certainly
all who name Christ their Lord are under this king (Hofinann) ;
but this is not yet his Bacgihela; that Lelongs to the fuiure
alov, Eph. v. 55 1 Cor. vi. 9 £, xv. 24,50 ; Gal v. 21, £ al.;
John xviit. 36.— 7ijs dydmys alrod] in essential meaning,
indeed, nothing clse than Tod vied alrod o dayawnTod (Matt.
iil, 17, xvil. 5, e al), or Tob vied Tob dyamwqTos avTod
(Matt. xii. 18; Mark xii. 6), but more prominently singling
out the attribute (Buttmann, Neuf. Gr. p. 141 [E. T. 162)):
of the Son of His love, that is, of the Son who is the object of
His love, genitive of the sulject. Comp. Gen. xxxv. 18 : vios
680vns pov. Entirely parallel is Eph.i. 6 £.: év 7@ fyamnuéve,
€v ¢ Eyopev kTN, Augustine, de Trin. xv. 19, understood it
as genitive of origin, making ayamn avrod denote the divine
substantia.' So again Olshausen, in whose view the expression
is meant to correspond to the Johaunine povoyewijs. This is
entirely without analogy in the N, T. mode of conception,
according to which not the procreation (ver.15), but the scnd-
ing of the Son is referred to the divine love as its act; and
the love is not the essence of God (in the metaphysical sense),
but Iis esseutial disposition (the essence in the ethical sense),
even in 1 Jolm iv. 8, 16. Consequently it might be ex-
plained : “ of the Son, whom His love Zas sent,” if this were
suggested by the context; so far, however, from tlis being the
case, the language refers to the caalted Christ who rules (Baoe-

1 Theodore of Mopsuestia finds in the expression the contrast that Cluist was
the Son of God o0 plees, &ad’ aydan o5 viddeaias,
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Aefav). The expression itself, o vios Tijs aydm. adred, is found
in the N. T, only here, but could not be chosen more suitably
or with deeper feeling to characterize the opposite of the
God-hated element of oxoros, which in its nature is directly
opposed to the divine love. The view, that it is meant to be
intimated that the sharing in the kingdom brings with it the
viofecia (Fluther, de Wette), imports what is not expressed,
and anticipates the sequel. Holtzmann without ground, and
unfairly, asserts that in comparison with Eph. i. 6 our passage
presents “ stereotyped modes of connection and turns of an
ecclesiastical orator,” under which he includes the Hebraizing o
vios Tiis aydmns avr. as being thoroughly wn-Pauline—as if the
linguistic resources of the apostle could not even extend to an
expression which is not indeed elsewhere used by him, but is
in the highest decree appropriate to a specially vivid sense of
the divine act of love ; something sentimental in the best sense.

Ver. 14. Not a preliminary condition of the viafesia (de
Wette), nor the beunefit of which Christians become partakers
in the kingdom of the Son of God (Huther; against which it
may be urged that the Baciiela does not denote the kingdom
of the church); nor yet a mark of the deliverance from dark-
ness having taken place (Ritschl in the Jakd. f. Deutsche
Theol. 1863, p. 513), since this deliverance necessarily
coincides with the translation into the kingdom ; but it is the
abiding (éyouev, habemats, not aceepimus) relation, in whick that
transference into the Lingdom of God has its causal basis.  The
ransoming (from the punishment of sin, see the explanatory
™y dpeciw 7OV auapt.) we have in Christ, inasmuch as He,
by the shedding of His blood as the purchase-price (sece on
1 Cor. vi. 20; Gal. iii. 13, iv. 5), has given Himself as a
Adrpoy (Math. xx. 28; Mark x. 45; 1 Tim. ii. 6); and this
redemption, effected by His iAacmijpioy (Rom. iii. 21 ff),
remains continually in subsistence and efficacy. Hence: év &,
which specifies wherein the subjective é&youev is objectively
based, as its causa meritorie (Rom. iii. 24).  Comp., morcover,
on Epl. 1. 7, whence 8 Tob afparos adrod has found its way
hither as a correct gloss. DBut the deleting of this addition
Dy no means implies that we should make 7év duapridv also
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belong to 7w amondrpwow (Hofmann), as in Heb. ix. 15,
especially as Paul elsewhere only uses amoliTpwois either
absolutely (Rom. iii. 24; 1 Cor. i 30; Eph. i. 7, iv. 30) or
with the genitive of the subjcct (Rom. viii. 23 ; Eph. i. 14).
The expression dgeaes 7. dpapr. is not used by him elsewhere
in the epistles (comp., however, Rom. iv. 7), but at Acts xiii.
38, xxvi. 28. Holtzmann too hastily infers that the writer
liad read the Synoptics.

Ver. 15. As to vv. 15-20, sce Schleiermacher in the Stud.
w. Krit. 1832, p. 497 ff. (Werke z. Theol. I1. p. 321 1f), and,
in opposition to his ethical intcrpretation (of Christ as the
moral Reformer of the world), Holzhausen in the Tib. Zeitscho.
1832, 4, p. 236 ff.; Osiander, 7bid. 1833, 1, 2; DBilw, ap-
pendix to Komment, p. 321 ff.; Bleek on Heb. 1. 2. See
generally also Hofmann, Schriftbaw. 1. p. 155 ff, IL 1, p.
357 ff.; Beyschlag in the Stud. w. Krit. 1860, p. 446 f. —
After having stated, in ver. 14, what we heve in Clrist (whose
state of cecliation he has in view, see ver. 13, vqv Bacikeiav),
Paul now, continuing his discourse by an epexegetical relative
clause, depicts what Christ ¢s, namely, as regards His divine
dignity—Nhaving in view the influences of the false teachers,
who with Gnostic tendencies depreciated this dignity. The
plen of the discouvse is not tripartite (originator of the physi-
cal creation, ver. 15 f.; maintainer of everything created,
ver. 17 ; relation to the new moral creation, ver. 18 ff,—so
Biihr, while others divide differently’), but bipartite, in such a
way that vv. 15-17 set forth the exalted metaphysical rela-
tion of Christ t0 God and the world, and then ver. 18 ff., His
historical relation of dignity fo the church? This division,
which in itself is logically correct (whereas ver. 17 is not
suited, either as regards contents or form, to be a separate,
co-ordinate part), is also cxéernally indicated by the two con-
firmatory clauses 67¢ év adrd w7\ in ver. 16 and ver. 19, by

Le.g Calavius: ““ Redemptoris descriptio a Deifate : ab opere cicationis,” and
“ quoid caput ecclesiae sit.” Comp. Schmid, Bibl. T'heol. 1L p. 299 f.

¢ Olshausen brings the two divisions under the exegetically erroncous point of
view that, in vv. 15-17, Clrist is described without reference to the incarnation,
and in vv. 18-20, with reference to the same,

COL. S
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which the two preceding® affirmations in ver. 15 and ver. 18
are shown to be the proper parts of the discourse. Others
(see especially Dengel, Schleicrimacher, Hofmann, comp. also
Gess, Pers. Cha, p. T7) have looked upon the twice-expressed
8s éorw in ver. 15 and ver. 18 as marking the beginning of the
two parts. DBut this would not be justifiable as respects the
second 6s éorew; for the main idea, which governs the wlole
effusion, vv. 15-20, is the glory of the dominion of the Son of
God, in the description of which T’aul evidently begins the
second part with the words xai adros, ver. 18, passing over
from the general to the special, namely, to ITis government
over the chwrch to which He has attained by His reswurrec-
tion. On the details, see below. — &5 éorw #.7A.] It is to be
observed that Paul has in view Christ as regards Iis present
existence, consequently as regards the presence and continu-
ance of His state of cxcltation (comp. on. vv. 13, 14); hence
he affirms, not what Christ weas, but what He 4s. On this
éotiy, comp. vv. 17, 18, and 2 Cor. iv. 4. Therefore not
only the reference to Christ’s temporal manifestation (Calvin,
Grotius, Heinrichs, Baumgarten-Crusius, and others), but also
the limitation to Clrist’s divine nature or the Logos (Calovius,
Estius, Wolf, and many others, including Bihr, Steiger, Ol-
shausen, Huther) is incorrect. The only correct reference is
to His whole person, which, in the divinc-human state of its
present heavenly existence, #s continually that which its divine
nature—this nature considered in and by itself—aas before
the incarnation; so that, in virtne of the identity of His
divine nature, the same predicates belong to the exalted Clrist
as to the Logos. See Phil ii. 6 ; Johm xvil, 5. — elkav 7Tob
Ocob Tob aopdrtov] tmaye of God the invisible. Comp. on 2 Cor.
iv. 4. As, namely, Christ in His pre-existence® down to His

! In conformity with the confirmatory function of the &z, according to which
not the clause introduced by &=, but the clause which it is to conflirm, contains
the leading theught, to which &= x.7.A. is logically subordinated. Hence the
two parts arc not to be begun with the two clauses &= iv ad7g themselves (so
Rich. Schmidt, Pawlin. Christol. p. 182), in which ease, morcover, ver. 15 is
supposcd to be quite aloof from this connection—a supposition at variance with
its even verbally evident association with ver. 16.

2 Sabatier, p. 290, without reason represents the apostle as in a state of indis-
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incarnation already possessed the essential divine glory, so
that He was as to nature {oa ©e@, and as to form of
appearance év popgs Ocob Imapxwv (see on Phil. ii. G); so,
after He had by means of the incarnation divested Himself,
not indeed of His God-cqual nature, but of His divine &ofa,
and had humbled Himsell, and had in obedience towards
God died even the death of the cross, He has Dbeen exalted
again by God to His original glory (Phil ii. 9; John xvii. 5),
so that the divine 8ofa now cxists (comp. on ii. 9) in His
glorified corporeal manifestation (Thil. iii. 21); and He—the
exalted Christ—in this His glory, which is that of His Father,
represents and brings to view by exact image God, who is in
Himself invisible. He is dradyaopa s 86ns xal yapaxtip
7is UmooTdoews Oeod (Heb. 1. 3)' and, in this majesty, in
which He is the exactly similar visible revelation of God, He
will present Himself to all the world at the Parousia (Matt.
xvi. 27, xxv. 31 ; Phil. iii. 20; 2 Thess. 1. 7; 1 Pet. iv. 13;
Tit. ii. 13, ¢ «l). The predicate 7ob aopatov, placed as it is
in its characteristically significant attributive position (Borne-
mann, Schol. tn Lue. p. xxxvi. ; Bernhardy, p. 322 1) behind the
emphatic Tob @eod, posits for the conception of the exact image
visibility (Heb, xii. 14; 2 Cor. iii. 18; Acts xxii. 11); but
the assumption that Paul had thus in view the Alexandrian
doctrine of the Logos, the doctrine of the hidden and manifest
God (see Usteri, Lelhrbegr. p. 308 ; comp. Bilhr, Olshausen,
Steiger, Huther), the less admits of proof, hecause he is not
speaking here of the pre-catstence, but of the exalied Christ,

tinct suspense in regard to his conception of this pre-existence. And Plleiderer
(in Hilgenfeld's Zeitschr. 1871, p. 533) sces in thé pre-existence a subjective
product, the consequence, namely, of the fact that Christ is the ide«l of the
desting of the human mind, hypostasized in a single person, to which is trans-
fcrred the cternity and unchanged sell-equality of the idea.

! This is the chicf peint of agreement hetween our Epistle and the Epistle to
the Hebrews; and it is explained by the Pauline basis and footing, on which
the author of the latter stood. The subsequent mpwrirorss wee. xcie., however,
has nothing to do with spurirexes, Heb. i. 6, where the absolute word is rather
to be explained in aceordanee with Rom. viii. 29. We make this remark in
opposition to Holtzmann, according to whomn “ the autor ad Ephcsios as to his
Christology wall:s in the track opened by the Epistle to the Hebrews.” Other
apparent resemblances to this letter are immaterial, and similar ones can be
gathered from all the Pauline letters.



276 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE COLOSSIANS.

including, therefore, Iis human nature; hence, also, the com-
parison with the angel Alctatron of Jewish theology (comp.
Hengstenberg, Chiistol. I1II. 2, p. 67) is irrelevant. The
Fathers, moreover, have, in opposition to the Arians, rightly
laid stress upon the fact (see Suicer, Thes. I. p. 415) that,
according to the entire context, elkamv Tod Oecti is meant in the
eniinent sense, namely of the adequate, and consequently con-
substantial, image of God (udvos ... kal drapaAidxTws elxdp,
Theophylact), aud not as man (Gen. i. 26; comp. also 1 Cor.
xi, 7; Col. iii. 10) or the creation (Rom.i. 20) is God’s image.
In that case, however, the wuwvisibility of the elkwp is not at all
to be counsidered as presupposed (Chrysostom, Calovius, and
others) ; this, on the contrary, pertains to the Godhead 7n itself
(1 Tim. i. 17; Heb. xi. 27), so far as it does nof present itself
in its elwdv ; whereas the notion of elrdv necessarily involves
pereeptibility (see above); “Dei inaspecti aspectabilis imago,”
Grotius. This visibility —and that not merely mental (Rom. 1.
20)—had been experienced by Paul himself at his conversion,
and at Christ’s Parousia will be fully experienced by all the
world. Different from this is the (discursive) cognoscibility of
God, which Christ has hrought about by His appearance and
working. Johni. 18, xiv. 9. This applies against the view of
Calvin, Clericus, and many others, including de Wette: “in
His person, appearance, and operation . . . God has made Him-
self as 4t were visible ;” comp. Grotius: “ Adam imago Dei
fuit, sed valde tenuis; in Christo perfectissime apparuit, quam
Deus esset sapiens, potens, bonus ;” Baumgarten-Crusius: “ the
affinity to God (which is held to consist in the destination
of ruling over the spivit-world) as Christ showed it upon earth.”
Thus the substantiality of the exact image is more or less
turned into a quast or quodammodo, and the text is thus laid
open to every kind of rationalizing caprice. We may add that
Christ was alrcady, as Aéyos daapkos, necessarily the image of
God, but év popef Ocob, i purcly divine glory ; not, as after His
exaltation, in divinc-humrn 8oka ; consequently, the doctrine of
an cternal hwmanity of Christ (Beyschlag) is not to be based
on elkww Tot Oeoh. Comp. Wisd. vii. 26, and Grimm, Headb.
p- 161 £ The idea, also, of the prototype of hwmanily, which
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is held Ly Beyschlag here to underlie that of the image
of God (comp. his Christol. p. 227), is foreign to the context.
Certainly God has in cternity thought of the humanity which
in the fulness of time was to be assumed by His Son (Acts xv.
18); but this is simply an 7deal pre-existence (comp. Delitzsch,
Psychol. p. 41 i), such as belongs to the entire history of sal-
vation, very different from the real antemundane existence of
the personal Logos. — mpwToToxos wdons kricews] After the
relation of Christ to God now follows His relation to what s
creafed, in an apologetic interest of opposition to the Gnostic false
teachers; Bovherac Setfar, 6TL wpa wdons TiS KTioEWs €oTw 0
vids: was dv; dua yemjcews: odxoby xal TGV dyyélwy TpoTepos,
kai oUTws dote xai avrds éxticer avrovs, Theophylact. The
{alse teachers deniced to Christ the supreme unique rank in the
order of spirits. Dut he is first-born of cvery crcature, that
is, horn before every creature—having come to personal caist-
rnee! cutered upon subsistent Ueing, cre yet anything created
was catant (Rom. 1. 23, viii. 59; Heb. iv. 13). Analogous,
but not equivalent, is Prov. viii. 22 f. It is to be observed
that this predicate also belongs to the cntire Christ, inasmuch
as by His exaltation His entire person is raised to that state in
which He, as to His divine nature, had already existed before
the creation of the world, corresponding to the Johannine
expression év dpyf #v 6 Aoyos, which in substance, althoush
not in form, is also Pauline; comp. Phil. ii. 6. Philo’s term
wpwTéyoves, used of the Logos, denotes the same rclation ; but
it is not necessary to suppose that Paul appropriated from
lim this cazpression, which is also current among classical
authors, or that the apostle was at all dependent on the Alex-
andrian philosopliic view. The mode in which he conceived

! According to ITofmann (Schriftherw.), the expression is alse intended to imply
that the cristence of all created things was brought about through IHim. Dut
this is only stated in what follows, and is not yet contained in mpwrirexo; by
itself, which only posits the origin of Christ (as Asyes mpogepixis) in His temporal
relation to the creature; and this point is the more purely to be adhered to,
seeing that Christ Himself does not Lelong to the eategory of the x=ies;.  Calvin
also has understood it as Hofmann docs ; comp. also Gess, v. d. Pers. Chr. p.
79, and Deyschlag, p. 446, according to whom Christ is at the same time to be

designated as the principle of the creature, whose origin bears in itself that of
the latter.
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of the personal pre-existence of Christ before the world as
regards (timeless) origin, is not defined by the figurative
mpwToToros more preciscly than as procession from the divine
nature (Philo illustrates the rclation of the origin of the
Logos, by saying that the Father avéreirer Him), whereby
the premundane Clirist became subsistent év popgsi Oeod and
{oa Ocd (Phil. ii. 6). The genitive mdons xticews, moreover,
is not the partitive genitive (although de Wette still, with
Usteri, Reuss, and Baur, holds this to be indubitable), because
the anarthrous 7aca xtiows does not mean the whole ¢rcation, or
ceerything which is ereated (Hofmann), and consequently cannot
affirm the category or collective whole* to which Christ Lelongs
as its first-born individual (3t means: every ercaturc; comp. on
mdoa olxoSoma, Eph. ii. 21 %); but it is the genitive of compari-
son, corresponding to the superlative expression: “the first-born
e comparison with cvery creature” (see Bernhardy, p. 159), that
is, born carlier than every creature. Comp. Bithr and DBleek,
Ernesti, Urspr. d. Sande, I p. 241 ; Weiss, Bibl. Theol. p. 424 ;
Philippi, Glawbensl. 11, p. 214, ed. 2. In Rev. i. 5, mpwTiTor.
7@y vexpdy, the relation is different, 7. vexpar pointing out
the category ; comp. mpwréTor. év morrols ab., Rom. viii, 29.
The genitive here is to he taken quite as the comparative

1 Comp. Stallb. ad Plat. Rep. p. 608 C. The article would necessarily be
added, as x@rz n xrieis, Judith xvi. 14, or % wéca xvirg, 3 Mace. vi. 2, or %
xricis néoe.  Comyp. also An % x=icss, Wisd. xix. 6.

? Hofmann, Schriftbew. 1. p. 156 : “ In relation to all that is ereated, Christ
occupies the position which a fivst-born has towards the houschold of his father.”
Essentially similar is his view in his Heil. Schr. N. T, p. 16, where . x1is, is
held to mean *“all creation,” and to signify ‘“all that is created in its unity,”
whiclt is also the opinion of Rich. Schimidt, Pawl. Christol. p. 211. The inter-
pretation of Mofmanun (comp. Gess, Pers. Chr. p. 79) is incorrect, hecause there
would therehy Le necessarily aftirmed a homogyeneous relation of origin for Chiist
and all the xrizis.  The xrizis would siand to Christ in the relation of the gsra-
Tegdsis 10 e apwrizenss, of the imiyevas to the mpwriyoves. Hofmann indeed (7feil.
Sclr, in loc.) opines hat adens xriziws is simply genilive ““of the definition of
rclation.”  DBut this, in fact, explains nofling, Leecause the question remains,
What relation is meant to be defined Ly the genitive? The rpwrirores adons
xrizews is not at all to be got over so easily as it is Dy Hofmann, namely, with
a grammalically erreneous explanation of the anarthrons aZsa xrizi;, and with
appeal to Ps. lxxxix. 28 (where, in fact, mpuriroxos stands without yenitive, and
'ﬁ;; in the sense of the first rank).
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genitive with apdros; sce on John i 15, and generally,
Kihner, IL 1, p. 335 .  The element of comparison is the
relation of #imc (wpo Tob Tov kogmov eiwvar, John xvii. 5), and
that in respect of origin. DBut because the latter in the case
of every wtices is different fromr what it is in the case of
Clirist, neither mpwrdxTioTos nor wpwromhagros is made use
of'—terms which would indicate for Christ, who is withal
Son of God, a similar mode of origin as for the creature—Dbut the
tern mpwroToxos is chosen, which, in the comparison as to time
of origin, points to the peculiar naturc of the origination in the
case of Christ, namely, that He was not cicated by God, like the
other beings in whom this is implied in the desiguation #rio:s,
but deran, having come forth homogeneous from the nature of
God.  And Dby this is expressed, not a relation homoge-
neous with the «rioes (Holtzmmann), a relation Zindred to the
woirld (Beyschlag, Chiistol. p. 227), but that which is abso-
Iutely cealted cbove the world aud unique. Theodoret justly
observes: oby @s adehdny Exwy Ty KTicw, AAN ds PO TaTnS
kricews oevwnBeis. At variance with the words, therefore, is
the Arian interpretation, that Christ is designated as the jfirst
cieature; so also Usteri, p. 315, Schwegler, Daur, Tleuss.
With this view the sequel also conflicts, which describes Christ
as the accomplisher and aim of creation ; hence in His case a
mode of origin higher and different from {e being ereated must be
presupposed, which is, in fact, characteristically indicated in the
purposely-chosen word mpwroToxes. The Socinian interpreta-
tion is also incorrect? (Grotius, Wetstein, Nisselt, Heinrichs,
and others), that xriows denotes the new ethical creation, along
with which there is, for the most pas, associated the refer-
ence of mpwrérox. to the highest dignity (Pelagius, Melanch-

! How much, howerver, the designations wpwréixriores, xciona, xriluy x.v. 2., 28
applied to the origin of the Son, were in use among the Alexandrians (lollowing
Prov. viii. 22, where Wisdom says : xépos ixrist ge, comp. Ecclus. i. 4, xxiv. 81.),
may be seen in Gieseler, Kirchengesch. 1. 1, p. 327, ed. 4.

3 The Socinian doctrine argues thus: ‘‘primogenitum unum ex corum
numero, quorum primogenitus est, essc necesse est;” but Christ conld not be
‘“unus ¢ rehus conditis creationis veferis,”—an assumption which would be Arian;
He must consequently belong to the new: creation, from which it follows, at the
same time, that He does not possess a divine nature. See Catech. Racov, 167,
P- 818, ed. Oeder.
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thon, Cameron, Hammond, Zachariae, and others, including
Storr and Flatt; comp. de Wette), which is assumed also by
many who understand it of the physical creation. It is
decisive against this interpretation, that riois would neces-
sarily require for the moral notion a more precise definition,
either by a predicate (kawy, 2 Cor. v. 17; comp. Barnabas,
¢p. ¢. Xvi.: AaBovtes Ty ddegw TOY auapTiGy kal éNTicavTes
émi TG bvouate Tob xupiov, eyevoueba kawol, mikw €€ apxis
kTifopevor), or at least Ly a context which admitted of no
doubt ; also, that mpwréToxos never means the nost cxcellent,
and can only have this sense ez adjuncio (as at Is. Ixxxix. 28 ;
om, viil. 29), which in this passage is not by any means the
case, as the context (see ver. 16, and #wpé wdvrwv in ver, 17 ;
comp. also mpwroToros éx Ty vexpdy in ver. 18) brings pro-
minently forward the relation of fZine. Chrysostom justly says:
oyt alas k. Tipils, GANG ypovou povov éotl enuavtikoy, and
already Theophilus, ad Awtol. ii. 31, p. 172 Swore 8¢ H0éanoev
6 Ocos morhoar baa éRovheVoarto, ToiTor Tov Aoyov éyévmoe
apoopirdy, mpwTéTOKOY TS KTioews. This wpwTéTOKOV:
ewas belongs to the high dignity of Clirist (comp. Rev. iii. 14:
% apyn) Tis kticews Tob Ocod), but it does not signifyit. Comp.
Justin, e. 77. 100 : wpwToToxov pév 1o Ocod k. pd TAVTWY TV
wtiopdrov.  The ethical' interpretation of the passage appears
all the more mistaken, since according to it, even if wpw-
Torox. is understood temporally (Bawmgarten-Crusius: “ xvios
is that which is remodclled, and wpwréToxoes, He who has come
first under this category, has first received this higher spiritual
dignity ”), Christ is made to bc included wnder the xtios,
which is at vaviance Dloth with the context in ver. 16 f,
and with the wlole N. T. Christology, especially the sinless-
ness of Christ. If, however, in order to obviate this gronnd
of objection, mpwTéroxos is combined as an adjective with
elxwv, we not only get a complicated construction, since both

! Both errors of the Socinians, cte., ate alveady present in Theadore cf Mop-
sucstia, namely, that mpwsiroxs; xis. xris. does not stand iei xypisey, Lut ixi
rparpiesws, and signifies wapx 7Zrav vav kvl mpdpss ; and that the following
iv avrg x.7. . docs not denote wiv wpdray, but oiv iy adrs yovouivay drdércioy.

Comp. also Photius, Amphil. 192,
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words have their genitival definition, but mpwrororos (instead
of mpwtoTuTos) would be an inappropriatec predicate for elxav.
This applies against Schlciermacher, who, taking xricws as
“disposition and arrangement of human things,” educes the
rationalizing interpretation, that Christ is in the whole compass
of the spiritual world of man the first-born image, the original
copy of God ; that all believers ought to be formed in the image
of Christ,and thence the image of God would likewise necessarily
arise in them—an image of the second order. In the interest
of opposition to heresy, some, following Isidore of Pelusinm, £p.
il 31, p. 237, and DBasil the Great, ¢. Funom. iv. p. 104, have
made the first-born even into the first-bringer-forth (wpwrotoxos,
as paroxytone, according to the classical usage, Hom. J7. xvii. 5 ;
Plat. Theact. p. 161 A, 151 C; Valckenaer, Schol. 11 . 389), as,
with Erasmus in his Annot. (but only permissively) Erasmus
Schmid and Michaelis did, although mwpwrotores in an active
sense occurs only of the female sex, and the very mpwtérToxos éx
7. vexp. of ver. 18 ought to have dissuaded from such an idea, to
say nothing of the unfitness and waut of delicacy of the ficure?
as relating to Christ's agency in the creation of the world, and of
the want of reference in the mpdrov to the idea of a Sevrepor—an
idea which, with the usual interpretation, is implied in s7ioews.
—Ver. 15 f. is, moreover, strikingly opposed to that assumption
of a world without beginning (Schleiermacher, Rothe).

Ver. 16. For dn Him were all things created,~—the logically
correct confirmation of mpwréToros wdo. xricews. For if the
creation of all things took place in Christ, it is evident that He
must stand before the series of created things, and be mpwro-
Tokos waons kTicews. — €v avTe] is not equivalent to &' adrod
(Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Erasmus, Beza, Bleek,
and mauy others), but: on Christ depended (causally) the act of
creation, so that the latter was not done independently of Him—
in a causal connection apart from Him—Dut it had in Him the
ground essentially conditioning it. In Him lay, in fact, the
potency of life, from which God made the work of creation
procecd, inasmuch as He was the personal principle of the
divine self-revelation, and therewith the accomplisher of the

s . . . b, .
TpiTov abriv TaToxivas, 7o’ iow miramxivas vy xview, Isidore, Le.
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divine idea of the world. A well - known classical usase
to denote the dependence of a state of things, the causality
of which is contained in any one. See Bernhardy, p. 210 ;
Kihner, IL. 1, p. 403 £ ; from the N. T., Winer, p. 364 [E. T.
521]. Not as if the “causa principalis” of the ecreation
lay in Christ, but the organic causality of the world’s becom-
ing created was in Him ; hence the following &’ avrod
affirms not a different stalc of things, but the same thing under
a varied form of conception and designation, by which it is
brought out in greater definiteness. The primary ground of
creation is ever God, lom, xi. 3G; 1 Cor. viil. 6; Heb. xi. 3.
The speeulative interpretation of scholastic theology, which
found lere the “ causa cxemplaris,” according to which the e
omnium rerum was in Christ, is indeed followed in the main
again by Beyschlag, as earlier by ICleuker, Bohmer, Dilr,
Neander, Schleiermacher, Steiger, Julius Miiller, Olshausen (the
latter saying: “the Son of God is the intelligible world, the
kbopos vonTos, that is, things in their very idea; He bears their
essence in Himself”), but is destitute of confirmation [rom
the modes of conception and expression clsewhere in the
N. T, and, as éxriacfn denotes the Listorieal fact of the having
been ereated, it would require not €v adrd, but €€ adrod, by
which the comiug forth of the real from the ideal existence in
Churist might be expressed. Huther finds the inward connection
indicated by €v adr@ in the idea, that the eternal essence of
the universe is the divine essence itself, svhicl in Christ hecame
man. This idea in itself has no biblical ground; and Paul is
speaking here, not of the existence and essence of the universe
in Cluist, but of the becoming created, which fook plece in
Christ (év ad7d Loy %y, John i. 4), consequently of a divine
act depending on Clrist; comp. John i. 3: xwpis avTod
éyéveto oU0¢ €v & ryéyover; Heb. i 2; and Dleek 7 loc. Lastly,
de Wette finds in év hesides the instrumental agency at
the same time something of a {clic idea (comp. also Ewald and
Weiss, Bibl. Theol. p. 4241); but this blending together of
two licterogeneous references is not justified by the &' avrod
kal els avrov that follows. — éxkriaOy] plysical act of creatiou ;
Schleiecrmacher ought not to have called in question the
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linguistic usage to this effect, with a view to favour the cthice!
interpretation of the founding of the church. See Wisd. i. 14,
X. 1, xi. 18; Deut. iv. 32; comp. Gen. vi. 7; Ecclus. xxiv. 9,
comp. xv. 14 ; Judith xiii. 18; comp. Gen. i. 1; 1 Cor. xi. 9;
Epl. iii. 9; Rom. i. 25; Rev. x. G, comp. xiv. 7. The word
mey have the meaning adopted by Schleiermacher: fo o/ in its
arrangement and constitution (Herod. 1. 149,167,168 ; Thue.
i. 100; Aesch. Chocph. 484 ; Sopl. Ant. 1101; Pind. OL
vi. 116; 3 Esdr. iv. 53), and that according to the relative
nature of the notion implied in the word condere (comp.
Dlomf. Gloss. in Aesch. Pers. 294); but not here, where it is
correlative with mrdons xricews, and where the quite general
and in no way to be restricted Ta wdvra follows. Through-
out the N. T., in general «7ifw, xriows, «xricua, denote the
original bringing forth, never merely the arrangement of that
which exists; and even in such passages as Lph. ii. 10, 15,
iv. 24, the relation is conceived, only in a popular manner, as
actnal ereetion.~—Qbserve, moreover, the distinction of the tenses:
éxricOn, which denotes the act that fool: place; and then
éeriorar, which denotes the creation which has takein plice and
now subsists.  See Winer, p. 255 [E. T. 340]; Kiihner, IL 1,
p- 143 £, and ad Xen. Mem. iil. 1. 4, iil. 7. 7.— 1a wdvra)
the collective whole, namely, of what is created. This is then
specified in a twofold way, as well in regard to place as in
regard to nature. — 7a €v Tois olpavois k.T.N.] the things to be
found in the heavens and those to be jfound on earth. This is
certainly a less exact designation of all created things than
that in Rev. x. 6 (tov odpavov xai T& €v adTd KT\ ; comp.
Neh. ix. 6; Gen. ii. 1, ¢f «/), but does not differ from it, as
it does not exclude heaven and earth themselves, the consti-
tuent elements of whicly, in the popular view, are included in
these two categories. Comp. 1 Chron. xxx. 11, It is incor-
rect, therefore, to press this expression in opposition to the
explanation which refers it to the creation of the world
(Wetstein: “mnon dicit o odpaves xai 1) v éxticOn sed Ta
wdvta, etc., quo habitatores significantur, qui recounciliantur,”
comp. Ileinrichs and others, also Catech. Racov. 132, p. 214,
ed. Oeder), and to think, with Schleiermacher, of the Zingdom
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of heaven; but it is arbitrary also, especially after 7a wdyra,
to make the apostle mean primarily the living (Bihr, de
Wette) or rational creatures. The expression embraces every-
thing ; hence there was neither need for the mention of the
lower world, nor, looking at the bipartite form of enumeration,
occasion for it (it is otherwise in Phil. ii. 10; Rev. v. 3).
The idea that Paul could not have adduced those under the
carth as o special class of created beings, because God had not
created them with the view of their being under the earth (de
Wette), would imply a reflection alien to the vivid flow of the
passage before us. — 7a opata «. 7a aspata] By the latter is
meant the Zcavenly world of spirits, the angelic commonealtls,
as is evident from the more precise enumeration which follows,
and not the souls of men (Chrysostom, Theophylact, and others),
whicly, on the contrary, as animating a portion of the opard,
are tneluded amony the latter. Theodoret erroncously asserts
that even Ta opatd applies to heavenly things (sun, moon, and
stars) ; it applies to cverything visible, as in Plat. Phaed. p. T9 A :
Oouev odw, el Bovher, €, Sbo eldn @y Syrwv To pév opaTov,
70 8¢ dedés. — The adpara are now more precisely specified
disjunctively by eire, sive...sive -(put more than twice;
comp. Plat. Bep. p. 612 A, 493 D ; Ecclus. xli. 4).  As to the
Jour denominations of angels which follow—mhose difference of
rank Hohnann groundlessly denies,' understanding thereby
merely “spirits collectively, of whatceer name they may be "—see
on Eph. i. 21; Rom. viii. 38. In accordance with Epl. 1. 21,
where the grades of angels are mentioned in descending order,
the arrangement here must be understood so, that the fpévoe are
the highest and the xvpioryTes the lowest class, the dpyai and
the éfovaiar being two middle orders lying between these two
extremes. At Eph. l.c. Paul names also four grades of the
angelic hierarchy ; but neither there nor here has he intended
to give a complcte enumeration of them, for in the former case
he omits the fpdvor, and in the latter the Swwduers. The
Opévor are not nientioned elsewhere in the N. T. (nor yet in
Lenat. «d Trell. 5), but they occur in the Test. Leve, p. 548, in

' Sce, on the other hand, Hahn, Theol. d. N. T. 1. p. 292(.; Philippi,
Glaubensl. 1L p. 308 £.; Kahnis, Dogm. I. p. 559.
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which they are placed in the seventh heaven (év & dei Duvor
1w Oed TpogdépovTar), also in Dionys. Areop. Hicr. cocl. 6 if,
and in the Rabbins (Buxtorf, Lex. Talm. p. 1097 ; Schoettgen, ~
Hor. p. 808).  As regards the capiession, the last three de-
noniinations are to be taken as abstracts, which represent the
respective concietes, and analogously the concrete noun fpévoe
is used for thosc to be found on the thronces (for those enthroned) ;
comp. Kithner, II. 1, p. 11; Rulinken, ad Tim. p. 190.
In this case the very natural supposition that the angels,
whose designation by the term fpovos must have been in cur-
vent use, were, in the imagery whiclh gave sensuous embodi-
ment to religions ideas, conceived as on fhroncs, is not to be
called in question (in opposition to Iritzsche,ad Rom. IL. p. 226).
They were probably conceived as enthroned round the throne
of God (comp. Rev. iv. 4, xx. 4). It is to be observed, more-
over, generally that Paul presupposes the various classes of
angcels, which he names, as well Luown ; although we are un-
acquainted with the details of the case, this much is neverthe-
less certain, that the apostle was far removed from the dreamy
fancies indulged in on this point by the later Ilabbins (see
Eisenmenger, citdeckt. Judenth, I1. p. 374). But very soon
after the apostolic age (comp. Hermas, Pust. vis, iii. 4), instruc-
tion as to Tomobeaias Tas dyyehikds was regarded as teaching
for the morc perfect. See Ignatius, ad Trall. 5. Forthe Chris-
tian faith there remains and suffices the testimony as to different
and distinetively designated stages and categories in the angelic
world, while any attempt to ascertain more than is written in
Scripture passes into the fanciful domain of theosophy.— With
€fovaiar is coirluded the econfirmatory sentence (67), so that a full
stop is to be placed after éfove.  With Ta wdvra hegins a new
scutence,in which 7a 7wévra and adrés correspond to one another;
hence a comma ouly must stand after éxricrar, There is no
reason for placing (with Lachmamn) 7a wdvra down to éxxhyo.
in a parcuthesis. —7a wdvra &' adrod xTN.] @ solemn reca-
pitulution,! but in such a way that, instead of the «ct of crea-

1 Twald well says : ““Just at this point the discourse Ireaks forth as it with

fresh foree, so as once more to express as clearly as possible the whele in all
conceivable temporal relations.”
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tion previously mentioned, there is now presented the finished
and ready resull (éxtioTad); the causal relation which was pre-
viously denoted by év is now more preciscly indicated as a
relation of mediatc agency (8¢ avrod, comp. 1 Cor. viii. 6) ; then
in els avTov a new element is added, and the emphasis which in
ver. 16 lay on éxtiof, is now laid on 7é4 wdvra which stands
at the head of the sentence. We cannot say with Hofmann,
that by &’ ad7od and eis adrov the Son comes to stand in con-
tradistinction to what has been created as Cicalor, after by év
adré the creative act has been presented as one that had taken
placc only not without the Son. DBy the latter, év adTg would
become too general and indefinite a thought; while 8¢’ avTov
in fact leaves the Father as the Creator, which He is, and predi-
cates of the Son merely the “causa medians” of the execution of
the work, just as els adrov predicates the “cansa finalis” of the
same.—ets avTov] wn reference to Him, for Him, asthe aim and
end, “in quo Pater acquiescit,” Beza. Comp. Rom. xi. 36; 1 Cor.
viii. 6; Barnab. Ep. 12: év alrd Td wdvra kal els avTov.
The more exact purport of this relation is apparent from all
that follows down to ver. 20. Everything, namely, is created,
in order to be dependent on Christ and to serve Hiswill and aim.!
Comp. on Eph. i. 23, iv. 10; DPhil. ii. 9 fff The final cause
of the world, referred in Rom. xi. 36 to God, is here affirmed
of Chiist, and with equal right; for He, as Ie was the organ
of God in creation, is the commissioned ruler to whom the
kuptoT)s T@v wavtey is commiticd (Matt. xxviil. 18 ; Phil. il 9;
1 Cor. xv. 27 ; Heb. ii. 8), in order that everything created
may have the cthical telic destination of serving Him.? More

' And, if the world was created not merely 8" edro0, but also /s vsév, conse-
sequently in telic reference to Ilim, it is certain that with the counsel of crea-
tion there was also posited, in prospect of the entry of sin, the counsel of
redemption. Comp. Thomasius, Christi Pers. u. Werk, 1. p. 196 f. ; Julius
Miiller, Dogm. Abhand. p. 1211L.

2 This ¢i; abrév is wrongly found incompatible with 1 Cor, viii. 6 (sce, after
Mayerholl, Baur, and others, especially Ioltzmann, p. 219), where, in fact, it is
said of the efhical existence of Chrisfians that they cxist for God throngh Christ,
inasmuch as the subject of eis ab7ov (for God) and of 3’ wirss (through Christ)
is not the universe, but the #z<s.  The relation of subordination belween Father
and Son would be only done away with at our passage, in the event of its being



CHAP. I 15. 287

speeio] definitions of the meaning of els adrov are without due
warrant, and in particular, the often-repeated one: to His glori-
fication (Beza, Flatt, Bohmer, and others); it lays down Christ
in general as the legitimus finis (Calvin). — The expositors,
who explain the words as referring to the new moral creation,
have summoned to their aid all kinds of arbitrary conjectures
in detail — a remark which applies not merely to Nosselt,
ITeinrichs, and others, but also to Schleiermacher, who holds
(comp. Baumgarten-Crusius) that ra év 7. odp. is everything
that helongs to the kingdom of heaven, and 7a émi 7. vijs
everything which belongs to civil order in earthly kingdoms;
that 7a opard and Ta dépara apply only to the latter; that
the Opovor kTN, ave magisterial gffices, and the like.

Ver. 17. Kai ad7os] which is to be separated from the
preceding by a comma only (see on ver. 16), places, in contra-
distinction to the created objects in ver. 16 (ta mdvra), the
subject, the creating self: “and He Himsclf, on His part, has
an earlier existence than all things, and the collective whole
subsists in Him.” Never is adtés in the nominative! the
merc unemphatic “%c” of the previous subject (de Wette),
cither in Greek authors or in the N. T. not even in
passages such as Buttmann (Newt. Gr. p. 94 [E. T. 107])
brings forward; see Tritzsche, ad AMuith. p. 47; Winer, p.
141 £ [E. T. 187]; Kiihner, II. 1, p. 563. — mpo mavrev] like
mpwToTokos, referring to lime, not to rank (as the Socinians,
Noeselt, Heinrichs, Schleiermacher, Baumgarten-Crusius, and
said of Christ that s& =dvra were created i3 wirow. Dut by b «drs, and by the
were precise definition 37 i, it is guarded ; and the subordination remains
unallecled by the civcumstance that the «s «drsy is laid down by God for the
worl:l as its telic aim. This «is adréy Fxrieras is the necessary preliminary condi-
tion, on God'’s part, to the universal dominion which lie has destined for Christ,
and which the latter shall one day, at the goal of consummation, hand over to
the Father (1 Cor. xv. 24, 28).  Morcover, what Paul says of the x~izis in Rom.
viil. s essentially connected with that eis 2drév, which does not go Leyond Paul
or come at all into opposition to him. The resemblance of our passage to ¢
=flres xai b fexavor, Rev, i 17, xxii. 13, rests upon the Christological basis of
their commoan faith, not upon a dependeuce of our epistle on the Apocalypse,
which would doubtless imply a post-Pauline date (in opposition to Holtzmann,
p. 247). .

! Dengel correctly cbserves on ver. 16: “° Tpse hic saepe positum magnam sig-
nificat majestatem et omnem cxcludit creaturam.”
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others hold) ; Paul thus repeatedly and emphatically lays stress
on the pre-existence of Christ. Instead of éori, he might
have written 7 (John i. 1); but he makes use of the former,
because he has in view and sets forth the permancuce of
Clirist’s existence, and does not wish to narrate about Him
historically, which is done ounly in the auxiliary clanses with
ore, vv. 16 and 19. On the present, comp. John viii. 38.
His existence is more ancient than that of all things (rdvrow,
not masculine, as the Vulgate and Luther translate). — év
abre] as in ver. 16, referring to the causal dependence of the
subsistence of all existing things on Christ.— cuvéaTyne] de-
notes the subsistenec of the whole, the state of lasting intcr-
dependence and  order—an idea which is not equivalent to
that of creation, but presupposes it. Reiske, Jnd. Dem. cd.
Schaef. p. 481: “ Corpus unum, integrum, perfectum, secum
consentiens esse et permanere” Comp. 2 Pet. iii. 5; Plat.
Recp. p. 530 A: Evwweordvar 76 Tob oUpavold Onuiovpyd avTov
Te kai Ta €v avre, Tim. p. 61 A: &ijy . . . Evvearnrviav, Legy.
vil. p. 817 B: 1) mohirela Evvéornre pipnois Tob kal\ioTov . . .
Biov. Herod. vil. 225 ; Philo, quis rer. div. hacr. p. 489 :
0 évatpos dykos, €€ éavrod SialuTos v kal vexpos, ouvéaTrxe
k. Lwmupeitar mpovole Ocov kA It cxpresses that there is
in Christ not mercly the creative cause, but also the cause
which brings about organic stability and continuance in unity
(preserving and governing) for the whole of existing things.
Comp. Heb. 1. 3. Of attempts at explanation under the morwl
interpretation, we may note that of Schleiermacher: the coi-
solidating of carthly velations and institutions; and that of
Baumgarten - Crusius: “in this awcw world He is Zord n
recogivitton and tn sway.”

REMARK.—Tle intentional prominence given to the fact of
the creation of all things through Christ, and in particular of
the creation of the angels in their various classes, justifies
the supposition that the false teachers disparaged Clrist in
this respect, and that they possessed at least elements of the
Guostic-demiurgic doctrine whiel was afterwards systematically
claborated. There is no evidence, however, of their particular
views, and the further forms assumed by the Gnostic elements,
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as they showed themselves according to the Fathers in Simon
Mogus (Iren. Haer. 1. 20: “ Eunoiam . . . generare angelos et
potestates, a quibus et mundum hunc factum dixit;” comp.
Epipl. Hwer, xxi. 4), Ceriithus, ete., and especially among tlie
Talentininns, while certainly to be recognised as fundamentally
akin to the Colossian doctrmal errors (comp. Heinviei, Velcn-
tindan. Gnosis, 1871), are not to be identified with them;
nor are those elements to Le made use of as a proof of
the post-apostolic origin of the epistle, as still is done by
Hilgenfeld (see his Zeitschr. 1870, p. 246 f), aund more
cautiously by Holtzmann. Of Ebionitism only Essciic elements
are to be found in Colossae, mingled with other Gnostic
daoctrines, which were not held by the later Ibionites. In
particular, the =pé sdirav ehves, on which Paul lays so much
stress, must have been doubted in Colossae, although a portion
of the Ebionites expressly and emphatically taught it (2.éyousn
Gyodev piy bra wpd wavroy 8¢ xmiedivre, LEpiph. Hacr. xxx. 3).
Morcover, the opinion that Paul derived the appellations of the
classes of angels in ver. 16 from the langnage of the heretics
themselves (Bohnier, comp. Olshausen) is to be rejected, because
in other passages also, where there is no contrast to the Gnostic
doctrine of Acons, he makes use in substance of these
names (Rom. viii. 38; 1 Cor. xv. 24; comp. Eph. i 20 ff, iii.
10, vi. 11 ff). They are rather to be regarded as well-known
and «enerally-current appellations, which were derived from
the terminology of later Judaism, and which heretics made use
of in common with the orthodox. The anti-Gnostic clement is
contained, not in the technical expressions, but in the doctrinal
coutents of the passage; and it was strong enough to induce
Marcion, who took offence at it, to omit vv. 15-17 (Tertullian,
e. Marcion, v. 19).  See, besides, Riibiger, Chaistol. Paul p. 511.;
Lechler, apost. Zeit. p. 55 f.; Klopper, lc.

Ver. 18. Second part (see on ver. 15) of the exhibition of
the exaltedness of Christ. To that which Christ is as mpwro-
Tokos waons «ricews (vv. 16, 17) is now added what He is as
TpwtoToKOS €K TAY vexp@y, namely, the Head of the Churel,
and thus His wpwTtedew has its consummation (év waow). The
latter, namely, (va vévnrac . .. mpoTedwy, cmbraces also a retro-
spect to that mpwTéTores mdons wrioews, and includes it in
év waow, without its being necessary, however, to attachi ver.
18 to the carrying out of the relation to the world expressed

COL. T
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in wpwrérok. m. xric. (Hofmann, comp. Rich. Schmidt). The
perspective proceeds from the dignity of the original state of
our Lord to that of His stulec s Saviour, from His cosmical
to His soferivlogical glory, and so at length exhibits Him to
view as the év waot mpwredwy. — That ver. 18, with its confir-
mation in ver. 19 £, has an apologetic relerence to the Gnostic
false teaching, must be assumed from its connection with what
goes before.  The passage is to be looked upon as antagonistic
to the woiship of angels (1i. 18), whieh disparaged Christ in His
dignity as Head of the Church, but not (in opposition to Bihr
and Huther) as antagonistic to a theological dogina, such as is
found in the Cablala, according to which the body of the
Messiah (the Adam Kadmon) is the aggregate of the emana-
tions. Tor the emphasis of the passage and its essential
point of doctrine lie in the fact that Christ is the Head of the
church, and not in the fact that He 1is the hecad of the
church ; it is not the doctrine of another copa, but that of
any other mpwredwy, which is excluded. — xai avTés] stands
again, as x. a¥ros in ver. 17, in significant reference to 7a
avra ; ct ipse, 1 quo omnia consistunt, est caput, cte., so that the
passage continues to divide itself as into the links of a chain.
— 100 ocauatos TRy éxxAne.] to be taken together; the second
genitive is that of apposition (Winer, p. 494 [E. T. 666]),
which gives to the word governing it concrete definiteness;
comp. Miiller in the Zuther, Zeitschr. 1871, p. 611 {ff On
the familiar Pauline mode of considering the church of be-
lievers, livingly and actively ruled by Christ as the head
(Eph. iii. 10; Phil iii. 6; Acts ix. 81), as His body,' comp.
1 Cor. x. 17, xii. 12 ff, 27; Eph. i 23, iv. 12, v. 23, 30;
Rom. xii. 5. — &5 éorew w7 A] epexcgetical relative clause (as
in ver. 15), the contents of whicli are related by way of confir-
mation to the preceding statcment (Matthiae, p. 1061 f;
Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. 1. 2. 64 ; Stallbaum, ad Phil. p. 195 1),

1Tu which is expressed the iden of the invisible clinrch, Comp. Julius
Miiller, Dogmat. Abk. p. 316 {f.  And this conception and representation helong
quite to the apostle’s general sphere of ideas, not specially to that of the Epistle
to thie Lpliesians, into which the interpolator is supposed by Ioltzmann again to
enter here, after he hias manifested a comparative independence in vv, 15-18.
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like our: he, wlio, ete, which might he expressed, but not sncees-
sarily, by Goves (or Goe).  Comp. on Lph. i 14, If Christ
had not risen, He would not be Zfead of the chureh (Aets
. 24-36; 1 Cor. xv.; Rom. i. 4, cf «l). — apxij] beginning ;
which, liowever, is not to be explained either as “ initinum
sccundae ¢t novae crcationis” (Calvin), progenitor of the re-
aencrate (Disping), or “awthor of the church” (Baumgarten-
Crusius), or even “ruler of the world” (Storr, T'latt); but
agreeably to the context in sucl a way, as to make it have
with the appositional rpwrdTokos its definition in éx 7&v vexpdw,
just as if the words ran: apyn T@v vexpdy, TpwTéToKOS €E
avrdv, although Paul did not express himself thus, because at
once upon his using the predicate dpyst in and by itself the
exegetical wpwraToxos suggested itself to him. Accordingly
Christ is called apxn (&v vexp@r), inasmuch as He s amony
all the dead the first aviscn to cverlasting life. It is arbitrary
to discover in apyy an allusion to the offeiing of first-fruits
sanctifying the whole mass (Chrysostom, Beza, Lwald, and
others) ; especially as the term amapys), which is elsewhere used
for the first portion of a sacrifice (Ilom. xi. 16), is not here
employed, although it has erept in from 1 Cor. xv. 20, 23, in
a few menusculi and Fathers, as in Clement also, Cor. 1. 24,
Christ is termed dwapyn 7ijs dvasrdoews. To assume a re-
miniscence of 1 Cor. xv. (Holtzmann) is wholly unwarranted,
especially as amapyy is not used. On dpyy), used of persons,
denoting the one who begins the series, as the first in order of
time, comp. Gen. xlix. 3, where dpy7) Tékvwy pov is equivalent
to mpwroToros mov, as also Deut. xxi. 17.  In what respect any
one is apy of those concerned, must be yielded by the con-
text, just as in this case it is yiclded by the more precisely
defining mpwtéTokes éx T. vexpdv; hence it has been in sud-
stanee correctly explained, following the Fathers: apy, dnoiv,
éoTL TS dvacTdgews, moo wdvtwy dvastas,, Theophylact.

! The I'athers have already correetly judged that even in regard to the isolated
cases of rising from the dead, which have talen place through Clirist and before
Him, Christ remains the first-risen. Theophylact: e/ y&p xai £rrer xps Tobron
aviorroay, &lre wédwv Lribavev' abris Bt whv Teheiay Gvidoraciy aviorn, Comp. on
1 Cor. xv. 20.
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Only +ijs d&racrdoews is not to be mentally supplicd, nor is
it to be conjectured (de Wette) that Paul had intended to
write dpx?) T. dvagrdoews, but, on account of the word mpwro-
Toros presenting itself to him from ver. 15, did not complete
what he had begun, It follows, moreover, from the use of
the word mpwréroros, that dapyij is to be taken in the emporal
sense, consequently as equivalent to primus, not in the sense
of diynily (Wetstein), and not as principle (Bihv, Steiger,
Hutlier, Dalmer, following earlier expositors). — mpwTdTokos éx
7. verp.] €k 7. vexp. is conceived in the same way as in dvaorivar
éc 7. verp. (Eph. v. 14), so that it is the dead in Hades
among whom the Risen One was, but jfrom whom He gocs
Joirth (scpavates Himself from them, hence also amo 7. vexp.,
Matt. xiv. 2, xxvil. 64, xxviii. 7), and returning into the body,
with the laiter rises from the tomb. Comp. mpdros €€ dvac-
Tdcews vexpdy, Acts xxvi 23, also 1 Cor. xv. 22 f.  This
living cxit fromn the grave is figuratively represented as dirth ;
comp. Rev. i. 5, where the partitive genitive 7dv vexp. (not éx
7. v.) yields a form of conceiving the matter not materially
different.  Calvin takes wpwTéToxos éx. 7. v. as specifying the
ground for dapyn: “ principiwn (absolutely), quic primogenttus
est cx aortuds ; mam in resurrectione est rerum ommniuvm in-
stauratio.” Against this it may be urged, that apy has no more
precise definition; Paul must have written cither apyy Tijs
rawis kTioews, or at least s instead of 8s.  Calvin was likewise
erroneously of opinion (comp. Erasmus, Calovius) that Christ
is called Primogenttus ex mortuis, not mercly becanse He was
the first to rise, but also “quic restituit aliis vitem.” This
idea is not conveyed either by the word or by the context,
Liowever true may be the thing itself; but a Dbelief in the
subsequent general reswrrection of the dead is the presupposi-
tion of the expression mpwroToxos (atvirteTar 8¢ o Aoyos xai
T mavtey juev avdetacw, Theodoret). This expression is
purposely ehosen iu signilicant reference to ver. 15, as is iuti-
mated by Taul himself in the following fva yévprar év maow
x7X  DBut it is thus all the more certain, that mpwréToKos ek
7. vexp. is to be taken independently, and not adjectivally
together awith dapyj (Heinrichs, Schleiermacher, Ewald), which
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would only amount to a tautological verboseness (first-born
beginning) ; and, on the other hand, that ée Tdv vexpav may
not be separated from wpwrotokes in such a way as to
emphasize the pluce, tssuing forth from awhich Clivist is what
He is, namely, apyj, mpwroTokos ; the former,  as the personal
beginning of what commences with Him;” the luiler, “in the
same relation to those who belong to the world therewith
coming into life as Ie held to the creation” (Ilofmann).
In this way the specific more precise definition, which is by
means of é¢ 7. vexpav in significant reference to ver. 15
altached to the predicates of Christ, dpyy and wpwroroxos,
would be groundlessly withdrawn from them, and these pre-
dicates would be left in an indefiniteness, in which they would
simply be open vessels for receiving a gratuitously imported
supplement. — fva yévyrar ©.7.A] not to be restricted to the
allirmation ék T6v vexpadv (IIofmamn),' but to Le referred to the
wlhole sentence that Christ is dpyij, mpwToTokos éx T. vexp.,
expressing the divine teleology of this position of Christ as the
Tlisen One: dn order that He may becoine, ete.; not: in order
“that He sy be held as” (Baumgarten-Crusius), nor yet “ that
He may be” (Vulgate, and so most expositors), as yiyreafar and
elvar are ncver synonymous. The év maow avTos wpwrebe 1s
Jooked upon by Paul as something which is still in course of
development (comp. Steiger and Huther), and is only to be
completed in the future, namely, when the Risen Onc shall
have concuered all the power of the enemy (1 Cor. xv. 25 {)
and have erected the kingdom of the Messinh—bhut of this
result His resurrection itself was the necessary hisforical basis,
and hence the future universal mwpwredeww is the divinely in-
tended eim of His being risen. — év waaw] n «ll points,
without excepting any relation, not, therefore, mercly in the
relation of creation (vv. 13-17).  Comp. Thil. iv. 12; 1 Tim:
iii. 11,1iv. 15; 2 Tim. 1. 7, iv. 5; Tit.ii. 9; Heb. xiii. 4, 18.
'Ev mavr{ is more commonly used by Taul (1 Cor. 1 5;
2 Cor. iv. 8, ¢t al.). According to Beza, méow 1is mesculin *

. i1’ 1 wua
“inter omucs, videlicet fratres, ut Rom. viii. 29 € 'F K
_p s abode.
1 H . . . . by
So that it would express the design, which Christ Hzmsclf]b o 7r7u§pwp.a

forth from the dead.
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Kypke and Heinrichs. But this would be here, after the
universal bearing of the whole connection, much too narrow
an idea, which, besides, is self-evident as to the Head of the
church.  According to DPelagius, it denotes: “tam in visi-
bilibus quam in invisibilibus creaturis” At variance with
the text; this idea was conveyed by vv. 16, 17, but in ver.
18 another relation is introduced whicli does not refer to
created things as such. — adros] emphatic, as in vv. 17, 18,
— mpwTebwy] hving the fivst rank, not used clsewhere in the
N. T, but see Iisth. v. 11; 2 Mace. vi 18, xiil. 15; Aquila,
Zech, iv. 7; Plat. Legg. ili. p. 692 D, Dem. 1416, 25:
mpoteveww €év dmaoce kpariorov. Xen. Cyr. viil. 2. 28 ;
Mem. ii. 6. 26.  This precedence in rank is to be the final
result of the condition which set in with the mwpwroToxov
elvar éx T. verp.; but it is not contained in this mpwréroroy
evar itself,—an idea against which the very Ha yévmprar
is logically decisive (in opposition to de Wette’'s double
signification of mpwréTox.).

Ver. 19.! "O] Confirmatory of the va yévprar .\, just
said : “ about which divinely intended ryiyvecfar év wiaw adrov
mpaTebovra there can be no doubt, for it has pleased, that in Him,
etc.” How could He, who was thus destined to be possessor of
the divine fulness and reconciler of the world, have heen des-
tined otherwise than to become év maow mpwredwr! This con-
firmation, therefore, does not refer to the statement that Christ
is the Head of the church (Steiger, Huther, comp. Calovius),
which has already its confirmation by means of 8s éorew apxy
w.T A, nor at all to ée 7év verpdy (Hofmann, following up his
incorrect explanation of these words), as if the reason were
specified why Christ shionld have gone to His high dignity as
beginner of a new world by the path of deepest abascment—a
thought which Paul would have known how to express quite
differently (comp. Phil. ii. 7 £) than by the bare éx T@v vexp.,

! Holtzmann, after having rejected vv. 14-18 entirely as an interpolation,
affaws to stand as original in vv, 19, 20 only the words: 37 iv alrd edonrnsey
xarzd2éfai, to which xz7aai, there is then attached in ver. 21, as object, xai
iuds, also yon, with reference to #xzs in ver. 13.  How daring and violent, and

yet how paltry (1escuing merely the xai éuis), wonld the procedure of the aulhor
thus have beent *
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whiel is currently used everywhere of resurrection from death,
and without conveying any special significance of humiliation.
Nor yet does Daul move in a cirele, by putting forward in
ver. 19 as ground of proof that from which in ver. 15 (s
éatw elkawv x.T) he had started (de Wette); for ver. 19 isa
historical statement (observe the aorists), whereas ver. 15 ex-
pressed what Christ 4s, His habitual being. — év adr@] although
helonging to xatouc., is prefixed in emphatic transposition
(Kiihuer, II. 2, p. 1101). — eddoknae] He was pleascd, placurt
¢i, that, ete.  As to this use of eddoxelv in the later Greek
(1 Cor. 1. 21; Gal. i 15, et «l.), for which, in the classical
language, Soxeiv merely was cmployed, see Fritzsche, ad Rom.
IL p. 370. On the accusative with infinitive, comp. 2 Mace.
xiv. 35; Polyb. i. 8. 4. The subject, whose pleasure it is, is
not expressed ; but that it is God, is obvious from the context,
which in fva yévmprar «.7.A has just stated the divine purpose.
Among Greek authors also o @eds is not unfrequently omitted,
where it is self-cvident as the subject. See Kiihner, IL 1, p.
30 ¢.  According to Lwald and Ellicott (also Weiss, Bill
Theol. p. 428, ed. 2, and Rich. Schmidt, Pazd. Christol. p. 208),
wav To whjpwpa is the subject ; and the whole frlness is a new
expression for the Godhead, inasmuch as, going as it were out
of itself, it fills something separate and thus becomes visible
(=mm M3, Soka, Aoyos, mrebua).  Without support from N. T.
usage ; mav, too, would be unsuitable for the subject of eddo-
knoe ; and els avtov in ver. 29 clearly shows that @eds is
conceived as subject, to which elpnpromorjoas then relers.
According to Hofmann (comp. also his Schriftbew. 1. 1, p.
357 1), Christ is meant to be the subject of evdox. Ver. 20
itself, and Ipl. i. 9, ought to have precluded this error.
Tlroughout the whole of the N. T. it is never Christ, but
always the Futher, who in respect to the work of redemption
to be exccuted gives the decree, while Christ executes it as
obedient to the I'atber; hence also Taul, “beneficium Christi
comuiemorans, nunguam dimittit memoriam Patris,” Dengel
Comyp. Reiche, Cumment. erit. p. 2063. — wav 10 whjpwpa
karowk.] that in Him the whole fulness was to toke up its abode.
The more precise definition of the absolnte wav 16 m\jpwpa
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is placed beyond doubt by the subject to be mentally sup-
plied with edbornae! namely, 70 wh\ijpopa Tob Ocod (Epl.
iil. 19; comp. 76 m\ijp. 7ijs Beoryros, Col. ii. 9).  To mhjpwpa,
the signification of which is not to be defined actively : 4d quod
reny tmplet (In opposition to Storr, Opuse. 1. p. 144 ff, Dilr,
Steiger), but passively : id quo wes impletur (see geunerally
on Eph. i 10, iii. 19, Fritzsche, ad LRom. IL p. 469), has
here, as in Eph. iii. 9, the derivative general notion of copiv,
mAobTos, like the German Fille.  What is meant, namely, is
the whole charismatic »iches of God, His whole gracious fulness
of edhoyia myevpatwcyy (Eph. 1. 3), of which Clirist beeame
permanent (katowijoad) possessor and bearver, who was therehy
capable of fullilling the divine work of reconciliation (sce the
following xai 6/ alTov amoxatadrafar xr).). The case is
otherwise in ii. 9, where the divine essence (tis feoryros) is
indicated as the contents of the whjpwua, and the xazowkeiv
of the same in Christ is affirmed as piescné and with reference
to His stalc of exaltation. Tt would be an utterly arbitrary
course mentally to supply here the tijs Gedrnros, il. 9, and to
regard both passages as an ccho of Eph. i 23, where the
notion of mhsjpwua is a very different one (in opposition to
Ioltzmann). Inasmuch as the charismatic m™Mjpwpa of God,
meant in our passage, dwelt in Christ, and consequently Chrisy
was the possessor and digposer of it, this divine {ulness is not
in substance different from the whyjpopa Xpeo7od, ont of
which grace passed over to men (Jolm i 16; Eph. iv. 13).
The thought and cxpression in 1 Cor. xv. 28 are diffcrent
from cur passage, and different alse from Eph. i. 23. Deza
aptly observes @ “cumnlatissima omnium  divinarum rerum
copin, quam scholasticl gredivin hebitualen . . . appellant, ex
qua in Christo, tanguam inexhausto fonte, omnes gratiae in nos
pro cujusque membri medulo deriventur;” comp. also Dleek.
Observe, at the same time, the stress lying on the way, in con-
trast to a merely perticl imparting out of this fulness, which
would have been inadequate to the object of reconciling the
universe. The cidological interpretation of the “[(uluess of

' Henee not: ““la ts/alité de Uitie qui doit élre realisée dans le monde,”
Sabhatier, Capdire Paul, p. 209.
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the nalure of God” (IIuther, Dalmer, Weiss; Occumenins,
and Theodoret : the nature of the Geos Adyos; Calovius and
others : of the communicatio hypostatica, that is, of the ab-
solute immanence of God in Him, comp. Xrnesti, Urspr. d.
Séade, T p. 2225 TRich. Schunidt, Paul. Christol. p. 201)
does not correspond to the idea of evdoxnoep, for doubtless the
sending of the Son, and that with the whole treasure of divine
grace, into the world (Jolm iii. 17) for behoof of its recou-
ciliation and blessedness, was the act of the divine pleasure
and resolve; but not so the divine nafure in Christ, which
was, on the contrary, necessary in Him,' although by His in-
carnation He emptied Himself of the divine mode of appear-
ance (6ofa or popgy, Ihil. ii. 6 ). The divine naturc is
presupposed in what is here said of Christ. Comp. Gess, . d.
Ders. Christe, p. 85.  Some (see especially Steiger, Bithr, and
Reuss) have regarded o mN\jpwpa as derived from the Guostic
terminology of the jfalse teachers, who might perhaps, like
Valentinus, have given this name to the agaregate of the
Acons (see Baur, Guosis, p. 157),% and in opposition to whom

1 As in the Son of God in the metaphysical sense ; hence the original being of
God in Him cannot be conceived merely as ideal, which was to develope itself into
reality, and the realization of which, when it at length became perlect, made Him
the absolute abode of the fulness of Godhead.  So Beyschlag, Christol. p. 232 .,
according to whom Christ would be conceived as ‘‘man drawing down wpon
Limself” this indwelling of God. He is conceived as the incarnate Son (comp.
ver. 13 {i.), who, in accordance with the Father's decree, has appeared as Learer
of the whole fulness of salvation. For He was its dwelling not merely in principle,
but in fuct and reality, when He appeared, and He employed it for the worl,
which the Father desired to accomplish by Him (ver. 20). Comp. Gal. iv. 4
Rom.viii. 3. The indwelling of the =&» =4 #a4pwpe He had not, indeed, to achieve
by his own effort ; but ITe had, in obedicuce towards the Father, to preserve
(comp. Heb. iv. 15), apply, communicate it; and so this indwelling is—not
nierely in the risen One, Lut in Ilis very work on the cross—the presupposition
of the universal reconciliation, ver. 20.

 Baur himself (Pauius, II. p. 12 fI.) likewisc explains #adpwue from the
technical Tanguage of the Gnosties, especially of the Valentinian doetrine of
Acons, but finds the Gnosticism to Delong to the (post-apostolic) wwriter of
the epistle.  According to Baur (see his Neutest. Theol. p. 238), Christ is the
wrdpwpe of God as e ““anwhom that which God is in 1imself, according to the
ahstract idew of His nature, is filled with its definite voncrete contents,”  Comp.
also Ililgenfeld in Lis Zeitschr. 1870, p. 247, according to wlom our passage is
intemled to afliom that the Pleroma ol divine nature is to be sought not in the
proliv sories of the deons of the Gnostics, but in Christ alone, Holtzmann, with
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Taul maintains that in Jesus there dwells the fofality of all
divine powers of life, and not merely a single emanated spivit ;
but this view is all the more unwarranted, hecause Paul him-
self does not intimate any such polemical destination of the
word ; on the contrary, in Epl. iil. 19 also he uses wdv 70
mhjpwpa 7. Ocob cvidently without any reference of the kind.
And if he lad wished to place the whole fulness of the efflux
of divine power in contrast to an asserted single emana-
tion, he must have prefixed, not év adrd (in Him and in none
other), but mav (the whole mhjpwua, not mercly o single econ-
stitucint clement of 1t) with the main emphasis, and have logically
said : 67e wav To Thjpwua ebdoknoer €v alTd xatowkijoal.
Holmann (comp. his Sekriftberw. p. 29, 359), who in general
has quite misnnderstood ver. 19 f. (comyp. above on eddoxnoer),
takes wav 7o whjpwpa as “the onc-like totality of that which
7s;” and holds that the will of Christ (to which eddox. applies)
can only have been, “{hat that smay come to dwell in Him, which
otherwisc would not be in Him, conscquently not what 4s in God,
but what is out of God.”  This idea of the immanent indwelling
of the universe in Christ, repeated by Schenkel in the sense of
Christ being the arehetype, would be entirvely alien to the N. T.
view of the relation of Christ to the world, and is not indi-
cated cither at Eph. i, 10 or here in the context by 7a wdvra
ev avTo owvéoryrer.  Christ is not the place jor the world,
so that ultimately all comes to dwell in Him, as all has leen
created in Him and has in Him its subsistence ; but the world
originated and maintained through IIim, which He was to
redeem, is the place for IIim.! I Paul had really entertained
the obscure paradoxical conception attributed to him by Hof-
mann, lie would have known how to express it simply by 7o
Tav (or 74 wavra) katoikizai, or Ly To whijpwua Tod mTavros
(or T@v wavrwy) wxatowkijo. Lastly, at ulter variance with
both the word and the context, some have based on Eph. i.
more caution, adheres to the view that the idea of the «adpwpua forms a first step
towards the extended use which the Gnostics make of 1he word ; whereas Jilgen-
feld (Zeitschr. 1873, p. 193) finds the idea here already so firmly established,
“that the =adpupa emerges as in a certain measure holding an independent posi-

tion between God and Christ.”
! Comp. Rich. Schmidt, Z.c. p. 208,
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22 { the interpretation of mhjpeua as the church.  So already
Theodoret : 7hjp. Ty ékxdqoiav év T mpos 'Edeaiovs éxa-
Neoev, @s Tdv Oelwv yapiopdtov meminpopévny.  Taivryy €y
ebdoxfigar Tov Oeov év T XpioTd KaTowijoal, TovTéoTw el
ami¢fa:, and recently in substance Ileinrichs, Bawmgarten-
Crusius, and others; comp. also Schleiermacher, who, in accord-
ance with Rom. xi. 12, 23, understands “the fulness of the
Yentiles and the eollective whole of Israel” the diwelling of whom
in Christ is the “definitive abiding state,” which the total
reconciliation (see the sequel) must necessarily have preceded,
as this reconciliation is counditioned by the fact that both
parties must have become peaceful. — rarowrijoar] The mhzj-
pwua is personified, so that the abiding prescnce, which it was
to have according to the divine eddoxia in Christ, appears
couceived under the form of taking up s abode; in which,
however, the idea of the Shechinal would only have to be
presupposed, in the event of the mAdpwua being represented as
appearance (M M3).  See on Rom. ix. 5. Comp. John 1. 14
Analogous is the conception of the dwelling of Christ (see
on Lph. iii. 17) or of the Spirit (see Theile on Jas. iv. 5)
in believers. Comp. also 2 Pet. iii. 13. In point of fime,
the indwelling of the diviue fulness of grace according to
God's pleasure in Christ refers to the carthly life of the
Incarnate One, who was destined by God to fulfil the divine
work of the dmoxarariafa: Td mdvra, and was to be
empowered thereto by the dwelling in Him of that whole
divine mAgpwua. Without having completed the performance
of this work, He could not become év mwacw mpwrelwr; but
of this there could be no doubt, for God has caused it to be
completed through EFim (67¢, ver. 19). Ernesti, Urspr. d. Siinde,
I p. 215 £ (comp. also Weiss, Bibl. Theol. p. 428, ed. 2), refers
evdoxnae k.. to the hcavenly state of Christ, in which God,
by way of reward for the completion of His work, has made
Him the organ of His glory (Phil. ii. 9); he also is of
opinion that amexaralidfa: in ver. 20 does not apply to the
reconciliation throngh His blood, but to the reunion of all
created things through the exalted Lord, as a similar view is
indicated in Phil. ii. 10. DBut this idea of the dwoxarariafar
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i3 just the point on which this view breaks down. TFor ver.
21 clearly shows that dmoxararhafar is to be taken in the
usual sense of the work of reconciliation completed through the
Aagijpiov of Christ. Morcover, that which Christ received
through His exaltation was not the divine m\ijpwpa, but the
divine d¢fa.

Ver. 20.! “Hacc inhabitatio est fundamentum reconcilia-
tionis,” Bengel. Hence T’aul continues: «at & adrod amo-
karaM\afar Ta wavra, and through Him to reconcile the wholc.
As to the double compound dmoxarar., provsus reconciliare?
sce on Eph. il. 16. The considerations which regulate the
correct understanding of the passage are: (1) that ta wdvra
may not in any way be restricted (this has been appropriately
urged by Usteri, and especially by Huther); that it con-
sequently cannot be referred cither merely to dalclligent beings
generally (the usual view), or to men (Cornelius a Lapide,
Heinrichs, Baumgarten-Crusius, and others), especially the
Gentiles (Olshausen), or to the “ universam ceclesiam” (Beza),
but is, according to the context (see ver. 16 {I.), simply to be

! According to Holtzmann, p. 92, the author is assumed to have worked
primarily with the clements of the fundamental passage 2 Cor. v. 18 [., which
he has taken to apply to the cosmical amozararaayd. Dut, instcad of appre-
hending this as the function of the risen Christ, he has by 3i& 7ov aipures
x.7.x. occasioned the coincidence of two dissimilar spheres of conception, of
which, morcover, the one is introduced as form for the other. The interpo-
lator reproduces and concentrates the thought of Eph. i 7, 10, ii. 13-17,
bringing the idea of a cosmical reconciliation (Eph. i. 10) into expression in
such a way ““ that he, led by the sound of the terminology, takes up at the same
tune and includes the thought of the reconciliation of the Jews and Gentiles.” 1n
opposition to this view, the exegesis of the details in their joint bearing on the
whole will avail to show that the passage with all its difficulty is no such con-
fused medley of misunderstanding and of hieterogeucous ideas, and containg nothing
un-Pauline. The extension of the reconciliation to the celestial spheres, in par-
ticular, has been regarded as un-Pauline (see, cspecially, Holtzmann, p. 231 {I).
Dut even in the cpistles whose genuineness is midisputed it is not difficult to
recognise thie presupposilions, from which the sublime extension of the concep-
tion to an universality of cosmic cflect in our passage might cnsue. We may
add, that Eph. i. 10 is not “‘the leading thought of the interpolation” at
ver. 16 if. (Holtzmann, p. 151) ; in ver. 16 . inuch more is said, and ¢f othcr
import.

* As if we might say in German, alversohnen, thatis: to finish quite the
reconciliation. Comp. &@irderesfos, Plat. Legy. ix, p. 873 A.
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taken as quite general : the whaols of that wlich exnists (has been
eveated); (2) that the weconciling sulject is here not Christ
(Holnann, in accordance with his incorrect reference of ebdo-
knoe in ver. 19), but God, who through Christ (8¢ avror)
reconciled all things; (3) that conscquently awoxatadidfar
cannot be meant of the transforniing of the sisrelation belween
the world and Chiist into @ good relation (Holmann), and just
as little of the reconciliation of all things with onc another, of
the removal of mutual hostility among the constituent clements
composing ra mavra, but only of the universal reconcilia-
tion with the God who 1s hostile to sin' as is clemrly evident
{rom the application to the readers in ver. 21. The only
correct sense therefore is, that the catire universe has been ve-
conctled with God through Christ.  DBut how far?  In answer-
ing this ¢uestion, which cannot be disposed of by speculation
beyond the range of Scripture as to the having entered into
the finite and having returned again to the infinite (Usteri), nor
by the idea imported into dwoxatar. of gatheiring up inlo the
m2ity of absolute final aim (Baur, neut. Theol. p. 2537), the follow-
ing considerations are of service: («) The original harmony,
which in the state of innoccnce subsisted between God and
the whole creation, was aunulled by sin, which first obtained
mastery over a portion of the angels, and in consequence of
this (2 Cor. xi. 3), by means of the transgression of Adam, over
all mankind (Rom. v. 12). Comp. on Eph. i. 10. () Not
only had sinful mankind now become alienated from God by
sin and brought upon themselves His hostility (comp. ver. 21),
but also the whole of the non-rational creation (Rom. viii. 19 ff)
was alfected by this relation, and given up by God to pavais-
Tys and Sovheia Tijs PBopas (sce on Rom. le). (¢) Indeed,
cven the world of heavenly spirits had lost its harmony with

Y God is the subject, whose hostility is removed by tlie reconciliation {comp. on
Tom, v. 10} ; =2 wéizais the object, which was allected by this hostility grounded
of neecssity on the lioliness and righteousness of God. I the hostile disposition
of men towards God, whiclki had become removed by the reconciliation, were meant
(Ritsehl in the Jelrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 1863, p. 515), the universal w& wévre
would not he suitable : Lecause the wlhole universe might, indeed, be affected
Ly the hostility of God against sin, but could not itsclf be hostilely disposed
towards Him. Sce, moreover, on ver. 21.
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God as it originally existed, since a portion of the angels—
those that had fallen —formed the kingdom of the devil, in
antagonism to God, and became forfeited to the wrath of God
for the everlasting punishment which is prepared for the devil
and his angels.  (d) Dut in Christ, by means of His iAaomipiov,
through which God made peace (elppromounjocas x.7.\.), the
reconciliation of the whole has taken place, in virtue of the
blotting out, thereby ecftected, of the curse of sin. Thus not .
nerely has the fuct effecting the reconciliation as its cause
mcritorie taken place, but the realization of the wniversal recon-
ciliation ifself is also entered upon, although it is not yet com-
pleted, but down to the time of the Parousia is only in course
of development, inasmuch, namely, as in the present alwv the
believing portion of mankind is indeed in possession of the
reconciliation, but the unreconciled unbelievers (the tares among
the wheat) are not yet separated; inasmuch, further, as the
non-intellizent creation still remains in its state of corruption
occasioned by sin (Rom. viii.); and lastly, inasmuch as until
the Parousia even the angelic world sees the kingdom of the
devil which has issued from it still—although the demoniac
powers have been already vanquished by the atoning death,
and have become the object of divine trinmph (ii. 15)—not
annulled, and still in dangerous operation (Eph. vi. 12) against
the Christian church. But through the Parousia the reconcilia-
tion of the whole which has been cffected in Christ will reach
its consummation, when the unbelieving portion of mankind will
be separated and consigned to Gehenna, the whole creation in
virtue of the Palingenesia (Matt. xix. 28) will be transformed
into its original perfection, and the new heaven and the
new earth will be constituted as the dwelling of Sicatooivn
(2 Pet. iit. 13) and of the 86fa of the children of God
(Rom. viii. 21); while the demoniac portion of the angelic
world will be removed from the sphere of the new world, and
cast into hell. Accordingly, in the whole creation there will
no longer be anything alicnated from God and object of His
lhostility, but 7a mwdvre will be in harmony and reconciled
with Him ; and God Himself, to whom Clrist gives back the
regency which He has hitherto exercised, will become the only
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Tuler and All in All (1 Cor xv. 24, 28).  This collective
reconciliation, although its consummation will not occur until
the Parousia, is yet justly designated Dby the worist infinitive
amorkaTaihdEar, DLecause to the telic conception of God in
the eddonnoe it was present as onc momcent in conerplion, —
The arycls also are necessarily included in 7é wdvra (comp.
subsequently, 7a €v Tols olpavois); and in this case—secing
that a reconciliation of the angels who had not fallen, who
are holy and minister to Christ (Hahn, T/col. d. N. T. 1. p.
269 fI), considered in themselves as individuals, cannot be
spoken of, and is nowhere spoken of in the N. T.'—it is to
be observed that the angels arc to be conceived according to
category, in so far, namely, as the hostile relation of God
towards the fallen angels affected the angelic world viewed
as a whole. The original normal relation between God and
this higher order of spirits is 1o longer existing, so long as
the kingdom of demons in antagonism to God still subsists—
which has had its powers broken no doubt already Dby the
death of Christ (il. 14 f; Heb. ii. 14), but will undergo at
length utter separation —a result which is to be expected
in the new trausformation of the world at the Parousia. The
idea of reconciliation is thercfore, in conformity with the
manner of popular discourse, and according to the variety of the
several objects included in 7@ wdvra, meant partly in an imme-
diate sense (in reference to mankind), partly in o mediate
sense (in reference to the rrioes aflected by man’s sin, Rom.
viii,, and to the angelic world affected by its partial fall);?

* According to Ignatius, Smyrn. 6, the angels also, v g Firrdowen &5 =3
aiva Xpzrev, incur judgment.  But this conception of angels needing reconcilia-
tion, and possibly even unbelieving, is doubtless merely an abstraction, just as is
the idea of an angel t wching falsely (Gal. i. 8). It is true that, according to
1 Cor. vi. 3, angels ulso are judged ; but this presupposes not believing and
unbelieving angels, but various stages of moral perfection and purity in the
angelic world, when confronted with the absolute ethical standard, which in
Clinistianity must present itself even to the angels (Eph. iii. 10). Comp. on
1 Cor. vi. 3.

2 The idea of 2moxararrdias i3 not in this view to be altered, but has as its
necessary presujposition the idea of hostility, as is clear from cipnvomaizzas and from
ixfovs, ver. 21, compared with Eph. ii. 16! Compare Fritzsche, ad Rom. L.
P 276 . ; Eur. Med. 870: Zizddeyivas vis ixfpzs, Soph. 4j. 731 (744);
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the idea of amorararidEar, in presence of the all-embracing
7¢ mavra, is as it were of an clastic nature! At the same
time, however, damokaTadX. is not to be made equivalcnt
(Melanchthon, Grotius, Cornelius a Lapide, Ilatt, Biihr, Bleck,
and others) to dwoxeparawoacfar (Eph. i. 10), which is
rather the scquel of the former; nor is it to be conceived
as merely completing the harmony of the good angels (who are
not to be thought absolutely pure, Job iv. 18, xv. 15; Mark
x. 18; 1 Cor. vi. 3) with God (de Wette), and not in the strict
sense theretore restoring it—an interpretation which violates
the meaning of the word.  Calvin, nevertheless, has already so
conceived the matter, introducing, morcover, the clement—
foreion to the literal sense—of confirmation in righteousness:
“quum creaturac sint, cxtra lapsus periculwm non essent, nisi
Cluisti gratia fuissent confirmati”  According to Ritschl, in
the Jalhrd, f. Deutsche Theol. 1863, p. 522 £, Paul intends to
refer to the angels that had been active in the law-giring on
Stnat (Deut. xxxiii. 2; Ps. 1xvii. 18, LXX)), to whom he attri-
butes “ o deviation from God’s plan of salvation.” DBut this
latter idea cannot be made good either by ii. 13, or by Gal.
ili. 19, or by Eph. iii. 10, as, indeed, there is nothing in the
context to indicate any such reference to the angels of the law
in particular. The exegetical device traditionally resorted to,
that what was meant with respect to the angels was their
reconciliation, not with God, but with men, to whom on
G5y Ds waradrayfi xorov, Plat. Rep. p. 566 E: opis wobs (3w Fxlpobs moiy piv
xaTeddeyn, vovs 5t xai smfilpn. This applies alsoagainst ITolmann’s encrvating
weakening of the idea into that of transposition from the misrelation into w
wood one, or of *“an action, which makes one, who stands ill to another, stand well
(o him.” In such a misrelation (namely, fo Christ, according to the crroneous
view of :booxnes) stand, in Hofmann's view, even the ‘‘spirits collectively,”
in so far as they bear sway in the world - life detcriorated by human sin,
instead of in the realization of salvation.—Richard Schmidt, Le. p. 195, also
proceeds to dilute the notion of reconciliation into that ot the bringing to Chrixt,
inasmucl as he explains the xareardesu as effected by the fact that Christ has
become the head of all, and all has been put in dependence on Him. Hilgenfeld,
{.c. p. 251 £, justly rejects this alteration of the sense, which is at variance with
the following context, but adheres, for his own part, to the statement that here
the author in @ Gnostic fashion has in view disturbances of peace in the heavenly
spheres (in the wAdpupe).
! Comp. Philippi, Glaubensl. IV. 2, p. 269 {,, cd. 2.
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account of sin they had been previously inimical (so Chrysos-
tom, Pelagius, Theodoret, Occumenius, Theophylact, Zanchius,
Cameron, Calovius, Estius, Bengel, Michaelis, Bohmer, and
others), is an entirely erroncous makeshift, incompatible with
the language of the passage. — efs adrdv] is indeed to be
written with the spiritus lenes, as narrating the matter from
the standpoint of the «uthor, and because a reflexive emphasis
would be without a motive; but it is to be referred, not to
Clirist, who, as mediate agent of the reconciliation, is at the
same time its «dm (Bihr, Huther, Olshausen, de Wette, Reiche,
Hofinann, Holtzmann, and others; comp. Estius, also Grotius :
“ut ipsi parcant”), but to God, constituting an instance of
the abbreviated form of expression very usual among Greek
writers (Kithner, IL. 1, p. 471) and in the N.T. (Winer, p. 577
[E. T. 776]), the constiuctio pracgnans: to reconcile Zo God-
ward, so that they are now no longer separated from God
{comp. amngAroTp., ver. 21), but arc to be united awith Him in
peace.  Thus eis adT., although identical in reality, is not in
thie wmode of conception equivalent to the mere dative (Eph.
il. 16; Rom. v. 10; 1 Cor. vii. 11; 2 Cor. v. 1§, 19, 20),
as Beza, Calvin, and many others take it. The reference to
Clhrist must be rejected, because the definition of the aim
would have been a special element to be added to 8 avvob,
whicly, as in ver. 16, wounld have been expressed by xai els
atroy, and also because the explanation which follows (elpnvo-
woujoas «.T\.) concerns and presupposes simply the scdicte
ageney of Cluist (8¢ avrod). — elpnromorjoas, down to aravpod
av7od, is a modal definition of &' alrod dmwoxaTariiabar (not o
parenthesis): so that He concluded pecee, ete., inasmuch, namely,
as the blood of Clirist, as the expiatory offering, is meant to
satisfy the holiness of God, and now His grace is to have frec
course, lom. v. 1; Eph. vi. 15. The aorist participle is, as
ver. 21 shows, to be understood as contemporary with amoxa-
7aAh. (seec on Epl. 1. 9, and Kiihner, II. 1, p. 161 f.; DMliiler
in the Zuther. Zeitschr. 1872, p. 631 L), and not antecedent to
it (Biihr), as has been incorrectly held by Ernesti in consist-
ency with lis explanation of ver, 19 (see on ver. 19), who,
moreover, without any warrant from the context, in accordance
COL. 1Y)
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with Eph. ii. 14-16, thinks of the conclusion of peace befween
Jews and Gentiles.  The nominative refers to the subject; and
this is, as in the whole sentence since the elSdxnoer, not
Christ (Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecumenius, Luther, Storr,
Heinriclis, Flatt, Steiger, Hofmann, and many others), but God.
The verb elpnvomoteiv, occurring only here in the N. T., which
has elsewhere moceiv elpijrne (Eph. ii. 15 ; Jas. iii. 18), and also
foreign to the ancient Greek, which has eipyvomolos, is never-
theless found in Hermes, ap. Stob. Eel. ph. 1. 52, and in the LXX.
Prov. x. 10. — &8ia 7ob aip. 7. aTavpol adrod] that is, by means
of the blood to be shed on His cross, which, namely, as the sacri-
ficial Dblood reconciling with God (comp. 2 Cor. v. 21), became
the cause medians which procured the conclusion of peace be-
tween God and the world. Tom. iii. 25, v. 9 £; Eph 1. 7.
The reason, which historically induced Paul to designate the
blood of Christ with such specific definiteness as the blood of His
cross, is to be sought in the spiritualism of the false teachers,
who ascribed to the angels a mediating efficacy with God.
Hence comes also the designation—so intentionally material—
of the reconciling sacrificial death, ver. 22, which Hofmann
seeks to avoid as such, namely, as respects its definite character
of a satisfaction! — &’ adTod] not with the spiritus asper,
equivalent to &' éavtod, as those take it who refer elppromoujaas
to Christ as subject (éavrov éxdovs, Theophylact), since this re-
ference is erroncous. DBut neither can 8¢ adrod he in apposition
to dua Tob afparos 7. or. avTov (Castalio, “ per cjus sanguinem,
L. e. per cum’), for the latter, and not the former, would be
the explanatory statement. It is a resumption of the above-
given 8 avrod, after the intervening definition elpnvomrovjoas
#7\., in order to complete the discourse thereby interrupted,

! According to Hofmann, Sckrifthan, 11, 1, p. 362 1L, by the blood of the cross,
ver. 20, the death of Clrist is meant to be presented as a judicial act of violence,
and ““what befell Him™ as an ignominy, which He allowed to be inflicted on Him
with the view of establishing a peace, which brought everything out of alienation
from Him into fellowship of peace with Him. Ver. 22 does mot allirm the
expiation of sin, but the transition of mankind, which had once for all been
cffected in Christ, from the condition involved in their sin into that which came
into existence with His death. Clrist has, in a body like ours, and by means
of the death to which we are subject, done that which we have need of in order
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and that by once more emphatically bringing forward the &7
al7op which stood at the conmnencement; “ througl Ilim,” 1
say, to reconcile, whether they be things on earth or whether
they be things in heaven. Comp. on Eph.i. 11 ; Rom. viii. 23.
— eiTe Ta éml 7. v, €iTe Ta év 7. ovp.] divides, without “ affected
tautology " (Holtzmann), but with a certain solemnity befitting
the close of this part of the epistle, the T& wavra into its two
component parts. As to the quite universal description, sec
above on & wdvra; comp. on ver. 16. We have, besides, to
notice: (1) that Paunl here (it is otherwise in ver. 16, where
the crcation was in question, comp. Gen. i. 1) names the
earthly things first, because the atonement fool: place on earth,
and primarily affected things earthly; (2) that the disjunctive
expression eire . . . eiTe renders impossible the view of a recon-
ciliation of the two scctions one with another (Erasmus, Wet-
stein, Dalmer, and others). To the category of exegetical
aberrations belongs the interpretation of Schleiermacher, who
understands earthly and heavenly #iings, and includes among
the latter all the relations of divine worship and the mental
tendencics of Jews and Gentiles relative thereto: “ Jews and
Gentiles were at variance as to both, as to the heavenly and
carthly things, and were now to be brought together in rela-
tion to God, after IIe had founded peace through the cross of
His Son.” The view of Baumgarten-Crusius is also an utter
misexplanation : that the reconciliation of men (Jews and Gen-
tiles) among themselves, and with the spirit-world, is the thing
meant ; and that the reconciliation with the latter consists in
the consciousness given back to men of being worthy of con-

that we may come to stand holy hefore Him. Not different in substance arve
Hofmann’s utterances in his 7Teil. Schr. N. 7. But when we find it there stated :
¢ how far Christ has hereby (namely, by His having allowed Himself to be put
to death as a transgressor by men) converted the variance, which subsisted
between Him and the world created for Him, into its opposite, is not here speci-
Sied in dcteil,”—that is an unwarranted evasion ; for the strict idea of recon-
ciliation had so definite, clear, firmy, and vivid (comp. ver. 14, ii. 13 f.) a place
in the consciousness of the apostle and of the churel, which was a Pauline one,
that it did not need, especially in express conncection with the blood of the cross,
any more precise mention in detail, Comp. Gal. iii. 13 ; Renw. iii. 25, Calvin well
says: ‘“‘Ideo pignus et pretiwm nostrae cum Deo pacilicationis sanguis Christi,
quia in cruce fusns,”
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nection with the higher spirits.—Lastly, against the reference
to universal vestoration, to which, according to Olshausen, at
least the tcndency of Christ's atonement is assumed to have
pointed, see on Eph. i. 10, remark 2. Comp. also Schmid in
the Julrd. f. D. Theol. 1870, p. 133.

Ver. 21. As far as ver. 23, an application to the readers of
what bad been said as to the reconciliation, in order to animate
them, through the consciousness of this blessing, to stedfast-
ness in the faith (ver. 23).—«&ai uds .7.\.] yow also, not : and
you, so that it would have to be separated by a mere comma
from the preceding verse, and wwvi 8¢ . . . favdTov would, not-
withstanding its great importance, come to be taken as paren-
thetical (Lachmann), or as quite breaking off the discourse, and
leaving it unfinished (Ewald). It begins a new sentence, comp.
Eph. ii. 1 ; but observe, at the same time, that Eph. ii. is much
too rich in its contents to admit of these contents being here
compressed into vv. 20, 21 (in opposition to Holtzmann, p. 150).
As to the way in which Holtzinann gains an immediate con-
nection with what precedes, sec on ver. 19.  The construction
(following the reading dmokarnAaynte, see the critical notes)
has become anacoluthic, inasmuch as Paul, when he bLegan the
sentence, had in his mind the acfive verb (which stands in the
Recepte), but he does not carry out this formation of the sen-
tence; on the contrary, in his versatility of conception, he
suddenly starts off aud continues in a passive form, as if he
had begun with xai Juels xrA.  See Matthiae, p. 1524;
Winer, p. 527 {f. [E. T. 714]; and upon the aorist, Buttmann,
Newt. Gr. p. 171 [E. T. 197]. — dmnA\hotp. «.7N] wwhen ye
were onee 1 the state of estrangrment, eharacterizes their Zeathen
condition. As to ampAhoTp, see on Eph. ii. 12; from which
passage amo Tijs wolTelas 7. 'Iap. is here as unwarrantably
supplied (Heinrichs, comp. Tlatt), as is from Eph. iv. 14 7ijs
fwiis Tob Oeob (Bihr). In conformity with the context, secing
that previously God was the subject as author of reconciliation,
the being estranged from God (tob Oeod), the being cxcluded
from His fellowship, is to be understood. Comp. &feor év T.
koouw, Eph. il. 12.  On the subject-natter, Rom. i. 21 {l. —
éxOpois] sc. 76 Oe, in a passive sense (comp. on Rom. v. 10,
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xi. 28): dnrisos Deo} as is required by the idea of having
hecome reconciled, through which God’'s enmity against sinful
men, who were Tékva ¢pioet spyijs (Eph. ii. 3), has changed into
merey towards them?  This applies in opposition to the usual
aclice nterpretation, which Hofmann also justly rcjects: hos-
tile towards God, Rom. viii. 7; Jas. iv. 4 (so still Huther, de
Wette, Ewald, Ritschl, Holtzmann), which is not to be com-
bined with the passive sense (Calvin, Bleek). — 1 Stavoia and
év Tois épyois 7. 7. belong to both the preceding elements; the
former as dative of the causc: on account of their disposition of
mind they were once alienated from God and hateful to Him
the latter as specification of the overt, actual sphere of life,
in awhich they had been so (in the wicked works, in which their
godless and God-hated behaviour had exhibited itself). Thus
information is given, as to dwnAN. and éxyfpods, of an internal
and of an external kind. The view which takes 77 Siavoia as
dative of the respeet (comp. Eph. iv, 18): as vespeets disposition
(s0, following older expositors, Huther, de Wette, Baumgarten-
Crusius, Ewald), would no doulit suit the erroneous activc
explanation of éyfp., but would furnish only a superfluous
definition to it, as it is self-evident that the enmity towards
God resides in the disposition. Luther incorrectly renders:
“through the rcason ;” for the dudv. is not the reason itself, but
its immancnt «etivily (see especially, Plato, Soph. p. 263 E),
and that here viewed nnder its moral aspect; comp. on Eph.
iv, 18. Deza (“mente operibus malis intenta”), Michaelis,
Storr, and Bihr attach év Tois épyors w7 to 74 Swavoin.

! Compare the phrase very current in the classical writers, from Homer
onvward, ixépss feors, quem Dit oderunt,

2 See Fritzsehe, ad Rom. 1. p. 276 (I, who aptly explains xzrzardossiofal
i in alicwjus furorem venire, qui antea succensuerit. Comp. Philippi, Glau-
bensl. IV. 2, p. 26511, ed. 2. The reconciliation of men takes place, when God,
instead of being further angry at them, has become gracious towards them,—
when, consequently, Me Iinself is reconciled. Comp. Luke xviii. 13 ; 2 Cor.
v. 19. So long as Iis wrath is not changed, and consequently If¢ is not recon-
ciled, men remain unreconciled. 2 Macc. vii. 33: s Ldv xipes . . . Bpaxins
irdpyicTar xai Tddw xarad Aayioicar Tois taurtou JobAeis, comp. viii. 29,1. 5, v. 20 ;
Clem. Cor. L. 48: ixersdovris adriv (God), dmws Thews povépcves imizararrzyd
suiv. In Constt. Apost. viii. 12. 14, it is said ot Christ that He =5 xéopw
zariArae God, and § 17, of God : sob xaraddayivres adrois (with believers).
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This is grammatically admissible, since we may say Stavoeiafa:
év, animo versart in (Ps. lxxiii. 8; Ecclus. vi. 37; Plato,
Prot. p. 341 E), and therefore the repetition of the article
was not necessary. But the bedncss of the disposition was
so entirely self-evident from the context, that the assumed
more precise definition by év Tois épy. 7. wovpp. would appear
tediously circumstantial.—The avticles 75 and Toés denote the
disposition whick they have had, and the works which they have
done, In the latter case the suljoincd attributive jfurnished
with the article (Tois wovmpols) 1s not causal (“ because they
were bad,” Hofmann), but emphatically brings into prominence
the quality, as at Eph. vi. 13; 1 Cor. vil. 14, and often
(Winer, p. 126 [E. T. 167]).— vuvi 8¢ dmoxarnihdynTe] as
if previously duels x.rM were used (see above): Ye also. ..
have nevertheless now become reconciled.  On &€ after participles
which supply the place of the protasis, as lere, where the
thought is: although ye formerly, cte., see Klotz, ad Devar.
p- 374 ff.; Maetzner, ad Antiph. p. 136 ; Kihner, ad Xen.
Mem. iil, 7. 8§, Anad. vi. 6. 16.  On vupi, with the «orist fol-
lowing, comp. ver. 26 ; Rom. vii. 6; Iph. ii. 13; Plat. Symp.
p- 193 A: mpo Tob ... &v juev, vuvi 8¢ Sua Ty adikiav Suric-
Onpev oo 1. Beod.  Ellendt, Lex Soph. 1L p. 176 ; Kihner,
II. 2, p. 672, It denotes the present time, which Zus scé i
with the dmoxarngiA. (comp. Duttmaunn, Newt. Gr. p. 171
[E. T. 197]); aud the latter has taken place objectively through
the death of Clrist, ver. 22, although realized subjectively in
the readers only when they became bclicvers—whereby the
reconciliation became appropriated to them, and there existed
now for them a decisive contrast of their wupd with their
moré!  The reconciling subject is, according to the context
(vv. 19, 20), not Cluist (as at Iiph. ii. 16), tkrough whom
(comp. Rom. v. 10 ; 2 Cor. v. 18) the reconciliation has taken
place (see ver. 20), but, as at 2 Cor. v. 19, God (in opposition
to Chrysostom, Theodoret, Occumnenius, Beza, Calvin, Lstius,
Calovius, IIcinrichs, and others, including de Wette and
Ewald). For the veference to Christ even the reading dwoxa-
TiMafer would by no means furnish a reason, far less a
! Comp. Luthardt, vom frcien Willen, p. 403.
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necessity, since, on the contrary, even this aefive would have,
according to the correct explanation of eldoknoe in ver. 19,
to Le taken as referring to God (in opposition to Hofmann).
Ver. 22. "Ev 7¢ cwpate k.7.N] that, by means of wlicl they
have been reconciled ; correspouding to the 8¢ alrob and S
Tob aiparos Tob aTavpod abTob of ver. 20: 4n the body of His
Jlesh by mcans of death.  Since God is the reconciling subject,
we are not at liberty, with LElzevir, Scholz, and others, to read
avron (with the spiritus asper), which would not be justified,
even though Christ were the subject. We have further to
note: (1) &a 7. Bavdrov informs us whercby the being recon-
ciled év 7¢ ocwpate T. 0. ad. vus Lrought about, namely, by the
death occwrring, without which the reconciliation would not
have talen place in the body of Christ. (2) Looking to the
concrete presentation of the matter, and because the procuring
element is subsequently brought forward specially and on its
own account by &, the év is not, with Erasmus and many
others, to be taken as insirumental, but is to be left as local ;
not, however, in ke sense that Christ accomplished the amo-
xkata A acoew 7 His body, which was fashioned aterially
like ours (Hofmann, comp. Calvin and others, including Bleek)
—whicly, In fact, would amount to the perfectly self-evident
point, that it took place in Ilis corporcally-human form of
being,—but, doubtless, especially as Sca Tob favdrov {ollows, in
the sense, that <n the body of Clrist, by means of the death
therein accomplished, our recouciliation was objectively
realized, which fact of salvation, therefore, Ziseparably asso-
ciated tsclf with His body ; comp. év 75 oapxi pov, ver. 24,
see also 1 Pet. 11. 24 and Huther <a loc. The conception of
substitution, however, though involved in the #iiy (in the
{AacTipuov), is not to be sought in év (in opposition to Bohmer
and Buumngarten-Crusius).  (3) The reason for the tnfentional
usc of the wmalerwd description: “in the body whicl consisted
of His flesh” (comp. ii. 11; Ecclus. xxiii. 16), is to be sought
in the apclozetic interest ol antagonisin to the false teachers,
against whom, however, the charae of Doeelism, possibly on
the ground of ii. 23, can the less be proved (in opposition to
Beza, Dalduin, Bohmer, Steiger, Huther, and Dalmer), as Paul
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nowhere in the epistle expressly treats of the material Incas-
siation, which he would hardly have omitted to do in contrast
to Docetism (comp. 1 John). In fact, the apostle found suffi-
cient occasion for writing about the reconciliation as he has
doue here and in ver. 20, in the fuith in angels on the part of
his opponents, by which they aseribed the reconciling media-
tion with God in part to those higher spiritual beings (who are
without oadpa s capkos). Other writers have adopted the
view, without any ground whatever in the connecction, that
Taul has thus written in erder to distinguish the rcal body
of Chuist from the spiritual e@ua of the church (Bengel,
Michaelis, Storr, Olshausen). The other odua of Christ,
which contrasts with His carthly body of flesh (Rom. 1. 3,
viii. 3), is His glorificd heavenly body, Thil. 1ii. 21; 1 Cor.
xv. 47 ff.  References, however, such as Calvin, ¢g., has dis-
covered (“humile, terrenum et infirmitatibus multis obnoxium
corpus”), or Grotins (“tantas res perfecit instrumento adeo
tenui;” comp. also Estius and others), are forced upon the
words, in which the forin of expression is selected simply in
opposition to spiritualistic erroneous doctrines. Just as little
may we import into the simple historical statement of the
means dwa 700 favarou, with Hofmann, te ignominy of shedding
Ilis blood on the cross, since no modal definition to that cffect
is subjoined or indicated. — mapacTiocar vuas «.7.N] Lthical
definition of the object atmed at in the amoraTni).: ye have been
reconciled . . . 7w order o present you, ete.  The presenting sub-
ject is therefore the subject of amoxaryiM, so that it is to be
explained : &a mwapacTtionTe vuas, wt sisteretis vos, and there-
fore this continuation of the discourse is by no means awkward
in its relation to the reading dmoxaTyAAaynre (in opposition to
de Wette). We should be only justified in expecting éavrovs
(as Huther suggests) instead of duas (comp. Rom. xii. 1) if
(comp. Rom. vi. 13 ; 2 Tim. ii. 15) the connection required a
reflexive emphasis.  According to the reading amoxarijafey
the sense is wut sisterct vos, in which case, however, the subject
would not be Clrist (Hofmann), but, as in every case since evds-
knoe in ver. 19, God.—The point of time at which the mapacr.
is to take place (observe the aorist) is that of the judgment, in
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which they shall come jorth holy, ete., bofore the Judge. Comy.
ver. 28, and on Eph. v. 27. This reference (comp. Biihr,
Olshausen, Bleek) is required by the corext in ver. 23, where
the wapacrijoar k.1 is made dependent on continuance in the
Jfeith as its condition ; consequently there cannot he meant the
result already accomplished by the vcconcilintion itself, namely,
the state of Sukacosvvy entered upon through it (so usually,
including Hofmann). The state of justification sets in at any
rate, and unconditionally, through the reconciliation; but it
may be lost again, and at the Davousia will be found subsist-
ing only in the event of thie reconciled remaining constant
to the faith, by means of which they have appropriated the
reconciliation, ver. 23. — aylovs x.7.\.] does not represent the
subjects as sacerifices (Rom. xii. 1), which would not consist
with the fact that Christ is the sacrifice, and also would not
be in harmony with dreyx). ; it tather describes without figure
the 7woral holiness which, after the justification attained by
means of faith, is wrought by the Holy Spirit (Rom. vii. 0,
viil. 2, 9, et «l), and which, on the part of man, is preserved
and maintained by continuance in the faith (ver. 23). The
thice predicates are not intended to represent the relation
“eraa Dewm, respectu vestri, and respectu prozimi” (Bengel,
Bithr), since, in point of fact, apwpovs (blamecless, Eph. 1. 4,
v. 27; Herod. ii. 177 ; Plat. Rep. p. 487 A: ol dv 6 Mdpos
76 e TotovToy pérraito) no less than dveywh. (reproachless,
1 Cor. i. 8) points to an exfernal judgment: but the moral
condition 1s intended to be described with exhaustive emphasis
positively (arylovs) and acgatively (dpdp. and dveyxh.). The
idea of the moral loliness of the righteous through faith
is thoroughly Pauline; comp. not only Eph. ii. 10, Tit. ii.
14, il 8, but also such passages as Rom. vi. 1-23, viii. 4 ff ;
Gal. v. 22-25; 1 Cor.ix. 24 {f.; 2 Cor. xi. 2, ¢¢ al.— karTe-
vorioy avrob] refers to Christ! to His judicial appearance at
the Parousia, just as by the previous adrod after capros Christ

! So also Holtzmann, p. 47, thongh holding in favour of the priority of Epb.
i. 4, that the sense requires a reference to God, although syntactically the refer-
ence is made to Christ. DBut, in fact, the one is just as consistent with the seuse
as the other.
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also was meant. The usual reference to God (so Huther, de
Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Lwald, Bleek) is connected with
the reading dmoxarifaker taken as so referring ; comp. Jude
24; Eph. i. 4. The objection that xarevomior elsewhere
occurs only in reference to (fod, is without force; for that this
is the case in the few passages where the word is used, seems
to be purely accidental, since évamrior is also applied to Christ
(2 Tim. ii. 14), and since in the notion itself there is nothing
opposed to this reference. The frequent use of the expres-
sion “before God” is traceable to the theocratically national
currcney of this conception, which by no means excludes the
expression “Dbefore Christ”  So éumposfer is also used of
Christ in 1 Thess. ii. 19. Comp. 2 Cor. v. 10: éumpooBev
Tob Brparos Tot Xpiorod, which is a commentary on our xate-
vémiov abted ; see also Matt, xxv. 32.

Renark.—The proper reference of sapusrisasr x.c.A. to the
Judgment, as also the condition appended in ver. 23, place it
heyond doubt that what is meant here (it is otherwise in Eph.
i. 4) is the holiness and blamelessness, which is entered upon
through justification by faith acti judiciali and is positively
wrought by the Holy Spirit, but which, on the other hand,
prescrved and maintained wp to the judgment by the sc/f-active
perscecrance of faith in virtue of the new life of the reconciled
(Rom. vi.); so that the justitia <nlacrens is therefore neither
meant alone (Chrysostom, Occumenius, Theophylact, Calvin,
and others), nor excluded (Theodoret, Erasmus, Deza, and
others), but is included. Comp. Calovius,

Ver. 23. Requirement, with which is associated not, indeed,
the being included in the work of reconciliation (Ilofmann),
but the attainment of its blessed final aim, which would
otherwise be forfeited, namely the mwapacmjoac x.T\. above
described : so far at any rate as ye, ie. assuming, namely, that
ye, ete. A confidence that the readers will fulfil this condi-
tion is not conveyed by the elye in itself (see on 2 Cor. v. 3;
Gal. iii. 4; Eph. iii. 2), and is not implied here by the con-
text; but Paul sets forth the relation purely as a condition
certainly taking place, which they have to fulfil, in order to
attain the mapaotijoar k.7 X. — that “ fructus in posterum lae-
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tissimus” of their reconciliation (Dengel). — 15 wiored]
belonging to emyuév.: abide by the fuith, do not cease from it.!
See on Rom. vi. 1. The mode of this abiding is indicated by
what [ollows positively (refeu. «. é8pator), and negatively (x. w7
peTaxew. x.7\), under the figurative conception of a Liilding,
in which, and that with reference to the Parousia pointed at hy
mapactioat .7\, the hope of the gospel is conceived as the
Joundation, in so far as continuance in the faith s based on
this, and is in fact not possible without it (ver. 27). ¢ Spe
amissa perseverantia concidit,” Grotius. On Tefeuel., which
is not interjected (Holtzmann), comp. Eph. iii. 17; 1 Pet.
v. 10; and on édpaior, 1 Cov. xv. 58. The opposite of
Tefepe. is ywpis Beperiov, Luke vi. 49; but it would be a
contrast to the refeue\. xal édpaioe, if they were petarwoiuevor
7\ ; councerning iy, see Winer, p. 443 {E. T. 596];
Bacumlein, Part. p. 295. — perarwodp.] passively, through
the influence of false doctrines and other seductive forces. —
amo] away . .. from, so as to stand no longer on hope as the
foundation of perseverance in the faith. Comp. Gal i 6. —
The érmris Tod edayy. (which is proclaimed through the gospel
by means of its promises, comp. ver. 5, and on Eplh. i. 18) is
the hope of eternal life in the Messianic kingdom, which las
been imparted to the believer in the gospel. Cowmp. vv. 4,
5,27; Rom. v. 2, viii. 24; Tit. i. 2 £, iii. 7. — od 7rodcare
x.7\.] three definitions rendering the i) peraxweicOar .7\
in its universal obligation palpably apparent to the readers;
for such a peraxweiofar would, in the case of the Colossians,
be inexcusable (00 %rodoare, comp. Rom. x. 18), would set at
naught the universal proclamation of the gospel (o0 xnpuy8.

! In our Epistle faith is by no means postponed to knowing and pereciving
(comp. ii. 5, 7, 12), as Daur asserts in his Newt, Theol. p. 272. The requent
emphasis laid upon Lnowledge, insight, comprehension, aml the like, is not to
be put to the account of an intellectualism, which forms a fundamental pecu-
liarity betokening the author and age of this Epistle (and especially of that to
the Ephesians), as Holtzmann conceives, p. 216 ff ; on the contrary, it was
owing to the attitude of the apostle towards the antagonistic philosophical specu-
lations. Comyp. also Grau, Entwickelunysgesch. d. N. 1. 11 p. 135 48 1t was
awing to the necessary relations, in which the apostle, with his peculiarity of
being all things to all men, found himself placed towards the intercsts of the
time and place.
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xr\), and would stand in contrast to the personal weight
of the apostle’s position as its servant (oD éyev. wTA). If,
with Hofmann, we join Tob «npuyférros as an adjective to Tod
ebayyeliov, ol jroboate, we withdraw from the of sjxodoarte
that element of practical significance, which it must have, if
it is not to be superfluous. Nor is justice done to the third
point, o éyevduny T\, if the words (so Hofinann, comp. de
Wette) arc meant to help the apostle, by enforcing what he
is thenceforth to write with the weight of his name, 7o come
to his condition at that time. According to this, they would
be merely destined as a transition. In accordance with the
context, however, and without arbitrary tampering, they can
only have the same aimm with the two preceding attributives
which arc annexed to the gospel; and, with this aim, how
appropriately and forcibly do they stand at the close ! Aoumwov
yap péya nv 7o Iavrov dvopa, Occumenius, comp. Chrysostom.
Comap. on eyw Iladhos, with a view to urge his personal
authority, 2 Cor. x. 1; Gal v. 2 ; Eph.iii. 1; 1 Thess. ii. 18;
Philem. 19. It is to be observed, moreover, that if Paul
himself had been the teacher of the Colossians, this relation
would certainly not have been passed over here in silence. —
ev waoy rriocer (without 74, sce the critical remarks) is to
De taken as: 7 prescice of (coram, see Ast, Lex. Plat. 1. p. 701 ;
Winer, p. 360 [E. 1. 481]) exery ercature, before everything
that is created (kriots, as in 1. 15).  There is nothing created
under the heaven, in whose sphere and enviromment (comp.
ICithner, IL 1, p. 401) the gospel had not been proclaimed.
The sense of the word must be left in this entire generality,
and not limited to the Zcathen (Bihr). It is truc that the
popular expression ol universality may just as little he pressed
here as in ver. 6. Comp. Herm. Past. sim. viii. 3; Ignatius,
Rom. 2. DBut as in i. 15, so also here 7é@oa x7iois is not
all crealion, according to which the sense is assumed to be:
“on @ stage embracing the whole world” (Hofmann). This Paul
would properly have expressed by év wdop 77 «rioe, or év
Tavtl TG koouw, or év 8o TG . ; comp. ver. 6. The expression

! According to Baur, indeed, such passages as the present are among those
which betray the double personality of the author.
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is more lofty and poctic than in ver. 6, appropriate to the
close of the section, not a fanciful reproduction betraying an
imitator and a later age (Holtzmann). Omitting even ov
yuovaate (because it is not continued by o0 xat éyw), Holtz-
mann arrives werely at the connection between ver. 23 and
ver. 25: wy peraxw. amd Tob ebayy. ob éyev. éyw II. Suix.
kata T olkov. T. Oeol Ty Sobeicdv por els Nuds, just as he
then would read further thus: mAnpdoar 7. Noy. T. Beod, els
0 ral komid dywovilop. rkatd T. évépy. alTod THv évepyovu. év
époi. — Suakovos] See on Eph. iii. 7. Paul has become such
through his calling, Gal. 1. 15 f.; Eph. iii. 7. Observe the
corist.

Ver. 241 A more precise description of this relation of
service, and that, in the first place, with respect to the sugfir-
ings which the apostle is mow enduring, ver. 24, and then
with respect to his important calling generally, vv. 25-29.
— o5 (sce the critical remarks) viv yalpw sxTN: I who
aow rejoiee, ete. How touchingly, so as to win the hearts of
the readers, does this join itself with the last clement of
encouragement in ver. 23 ! — vov] places in contrast with the
great element of his past, expressed by ob éyev. w7\, which
has imposed on thie apostle so many sorrows (comp. Acts
ix. 16), the situation as it ncw exists with him in that
relation of service on his part to the gospel. This present
condition, however, he characterizes, in {ull magnanimous
appreciation of the sufferings under which he writes, as joyful-
ness over them, and as a becoming perfect in the fellowship of
tribulation with Christ, which is accomplished through them.
It is plain, therefore, that the emphatic v¥v is not transitional
(Bithr) or inferential (Liicke: “ quae cum ita sint”); nor yet
is it to be defined, with Olshausen, by arbitrary importation of
the thought : now, «fécr that I look upen the church as firmly
established (comp. Dalmer), or, with Hofmann, to be taken as
standing in contrast to the apostolic activity. — év Tols mabip.]
over the suflerings; see on Phil 1. 18; Rom. v. 3. This joy
in suffering is so entirely in harmony with the Pauline spirit,

1 See upon ver. 24, Liicke, Progr. 1833 ; Huther in the Stud. u. XKrit.
1838, p. 169 I,
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that its source is not to be sought (in opposition to Holtz-
mann) in 2 Cor. vil. 4, ecither for the present passage or for
Eph. iii. 13 ; comp. also Phil. ii. 17. — Jmwép Judr] joins itseif
to mabijpacw so as to form onc conception, without connect-
ing article. Comp. on vv. 1, 4; 2 Cor. vil, 7; Eph. ili. 13;
Gal.iv. 14. Since 0mép, according to the context, is not to be
taken otherwise than as in Umwép Tod cwu. avrod, it can neither
mean <nsterd of (Steiger, Catholic expositors, but not Cornelius
a Lapide or Estius), nor on account of (Rosenmiiller, Hein-
richs, Flatt; comp. Eph. iii. 1; Phil. i. 29), but simply : n
commodum,! namely, Wwa Juds dderfioar Suvwnbd, Occunenius,
and that, indeed, by that honourable attestation and glorifying
of your Christian state, which is actually contained in my
{ribulations ; for the latter show forth the faith of the readers,
for the sake of which the apostle has undertaken and borne
the suflering, as the holy divine thing which is worthy of
such o sacrifice.  Comp. Phil. i 12 ff; Iph. iii. 13. The
reference to the cxample, which confirms the rcaders’ faith
(Grotius, Wolf, Bihr, and others), introduces inappropriately
a reflection, the indirect and tame character of which is not
at all in keeping with the emotion of the discourse.— The
vuéy, meaning the rcaders, though the relation in question
concerns Pauline Christians generally, is to be explained by
the tendency of affectionate sympathy to individualize (comp.
PLil & 25,1l 17, ¢t «l). It is arbitrary, doubtless, to supply
Tov éfvav here from Eph. iil. 1 (Flatt, Huther); but that
Paul, nevertheless, has his readers in view as Gentile Christians,
and as standing in a special relation to himself as apostlc of
the Gentiles, is shown by vv. 25-27. — xaf] not equivalent to
wai qdp (Heinrichs, Billr), but the simple and, subjoining to
the subjective state of feeling the oljective relation of suffer-
ing, which the apostle sees accomplishing itself in his destiny.
It therefore carries on, but not from the special (Dudv) « ad
totam omnino ccclesiam” (Liicke), since the new point to be
introduced is contained in the specific dvravaminps

Xpiorod, and not in dmrép T. odp. atrod. The connection of

1 85 also Bisping, who, however, explains it of the mcritoriousness of good
woirks availing for others.
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ideas is rather: “I wjoicc over my sufferings, and what a
holy position is theirs! through them I fuljil)’ etc. Ilence
the notion of yaipw is not, with Huther, to le carried over
also to avravamAnpd: and 1 supplement will joy, cle. At
the same time, however, the statement introduced by waf
stands related to yaipw as clucidating and giving infor-
mation regarding it. — dvravaminpd] The double compound
is more graphic than the simple dvaminpd, Phil. ii. 30;
1 Cor. xvi. 17 (I fill up), since avti (fo fill up over against)
indicates what is drought in for the making complcte over
against the still existing vorepriuara. The reference of the gvrd
lies therefore in the notion of what is lacking; inasmuch,
namely, as the incomplete is rendered complete by the very
fact, that the supplement corresponding to what is lacking is
introduced in its stead. It is the reference of the correspond-
ing adjustment' of the supplying of what is still wanting.
Comp. Dem. 182. 22 : dvravamAnpodvres mpos Tov evmopwTa-
Tov del Tovs amopwrdTovs (where the idea is, that the poverty
of the latter is compensaicd for by the wealth of the former);
so also avravamhipwas, Epicur. ap. Diog. L. x. 48 ; Dio Cass.
xliv. 48: doov . . . évédei, ToDTo ek Tiis Tapa TGV AAMwY cuvTe-
Aelas avravaminpwbij. Comp. avreumimAnui, Xen. Anab. iv.
5. 28 ; dvravarhijfew, Xen. Hell. ii. 4. 12 ; and dvrimAnpody,
Xen. Cyr. ii. 2. 26. The distinction of the word from the
simple avamAnpoly does not consist in this, that the latter is
said of %Zim, who “ doTépnua « s¢ relictum <psc explet,” and
avravamh. of him, who “alterius Sorépnua de suo explet™ (so
Winer, dc vcrbor. ¢. pracpos. in N. T. usu, 1838, IIL p. 22);
nor yet in the endurance z7¢ing with Christ, the author of the
aftlictions (Fritzsche, ad Rom. III. p. 275); but in the cir-
cumstance, that in drravamA. the filling up is conceived and
described as defeetut respondens, in avami., on the other hand,

! Many ideas are arbitrarily jntroduced Ly commentators, in order to Lring
out of the &v+i in dvravasa. a reciprocal relation. See e.g. Clerieus : ““Ille cgo,
qui olim ccclesiam Christi vexaveram, nunc vicissim in ejus utilitatem pergo
multa mala perpeti.”  Others (see already Oecumenius) have found in it the
meaning : for requital of that which Christ suftered for us; comp. also Grimm
in his Lexicon. Wetstein remarks shortly and rightly : *“&vzi dorizéuases suc-
cedit wAdpupa,"’—or rather érarripupz,
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only in general as complelio. See 1 Cor. xvi, 17; Phil. ii. 30 ;
Plat. Legy. xii. p. 957 A, Tom. p. 78 D, ¢t al. Comp. also
Tittmann, Synon. p. 230. — 7a voreprjpara] The plural
indicates those elements yet wanting in the sufferings of
Christ in order to completeness. Comp. 1 Thess. iii. 10;
2 Cor. ix. 12. — 7@y ONiyr. Tob XpioTod] 7ob X. is the geni-
tive of the subject. Taul describes, namely, Lis own sufcrings,
in accordance with the idea of the kewwveiv Tols Tob XproTod
mabfnpace (1 Pet. iv. 13 ; comp. Matt. xx. 22 ; Heb. xiii. 13),
as afflictions of Christ, in so far as the apostolic suffering in
essential character was the same as Christ endured (the same
cup which Christ drank, the snme baptism with which Christ
was baptized). Comp. on Rom. viil. 17; 2 Cor. 1. 5; Phil
iii. 10. The collective mass of these afllictions is conccived
in the form of a definite measure, just as the phrases dva-
TipTAAVaL kakd, dvamhijoar xaxov oitoy, and the like, arc
current in classic authors, according to a similar figurative
conception (Hom. 7/ viii. 34. 354, xv. 132), Schweigh. Lex.
Herod. 1. p. 42.  He ouly who has suffered «lf, has filled up
the measure. That Paul is now, in his captivity fraught
with danger to life, on the point (the present dvravawi.
indicating the being in the act, see Bernhardy, p. 370) of
filling up all that still remains behind of this measure of
affliction, that he is therefore engaged in the final full solution
of his task of suffering, without leaving a single Jorépyua in
it,—this he regards as something grand and glorious, and
therefore utters the avravaminpd, which bears the emphasis at
the head of this declaration, with all the sense of {riumph
which the approaching completion of such a work involves.
“ I rejorce on account of the sufferings which I enduie for yor,
and—so highly have I to esteem this situation of afllic-
tion—1I am in the course of furnishing the complete fuljfil-
went of what T my case still vemains in arvear of fellowship of
affliction with Christ” This lofty consciousness, this feeling
of the grandeur of the case, very natwally involved not only
the sclection of the most graphic expression possible, avrava-
=Anpd, to be emphatically prefixed, but also the description,
in the most honourable and sublime manner possible, of the
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apostolic afilictions themsclves as the OAifras Tob XpioTod,!
since in their kind and nature they are no other than those
which Christ Himself has suffered. These sufferings are,
indeed, sufferings for Christ's sake (so Vatablus, Schoettgen,
Zachariae, Storr, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Bohmer, and others;
comp. Wetstein), but they are not so designated by the geni-
tive; on the contrary, the designation follows the idea of
cthical identity, which is conveyed in the Iloopotpor elvar 76
Xpiwore, as in Phil. iii. 10. Nor are they to be taken, with
Liicke (comp. Fritzsche, Zc), as: “afilictiones, quae Paulo
apostolo Christo auctore et auspice Christo perferendae erant,”
since there is no ground to depart from the primary and most
natural designation of the suffering subject (OAiyrs, with the
genitive of the person, is alweys so nsed in the N. T, ¢g. in
2 Cor. 1. 4, 8,iv. 17 ; Eph. iii. 12 ; Jas. 1. 27), considering how
current is the idea of the #owwria of the sufferings of Christ.
Theodoret’s comment is substantialy correct, though not
exhibiting precisely the rclation expressed by the genitive:
Xpworos Tov vmép Tijs éxxAnoias xatedéfato Odvarov . . . kai
T4 d\Aa boa Umépcwe, kai o Oelos amosTohos woavTws Umep
avriis vméotn Ta woikida mwabiuara. LEwald imports more,
when he says that Paul designates his sufferings from the
point of view of the continuvation and further accomplishment
of the divine aim in the sufferings of Christ. Quite erroncous,
however, because at variance with the idea that Christ has
exhausted the suffering appointed to Him in the decree of God
for the redemption of the world (comp. also John xi. 52,
xix. 30 ; Luke xxii. 37, xviil. 31; Rom.iii. 25; 2 Cor. v. 21,
¢t al), is not only the view of Heinrichs: “ qualic ¢t Christus
passurus  fuisset, st diutius vivisset” (so substantially also
DPhot. Amphil. 143), but also that of Hofmann, who explains
it to mean: the supplementary continuation of the apflictions
which Christ suffered in His carthly life—a continuation
which belonged to the apostle as apostle of the Gentiles, and
consisted in a suffering which could not have aflected Christ,

1 When de Wette deseribes our view of 4xiy. = X. as fame, and Schenkel as
{autological, the incorrectness of this criticism arises from their not observing
that the stress of the expression lies on dvravaranps, and not on = A, 7. X.

COL. : X
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because He was only sent to the lost sheep of Israel. As if
Clrist’s suffering were not, throughout the N. T., the one per-
fect and completely valid suflering for all mankind, but were
rather to be viewed under the aspect of two quantitative
TLialves, one of which He bore Himself as Sudrovos mepitouds
(Rom. xv. 8), leaving the other behind to be borne by Paul
as the dddoratos é0viy ; so that the jfirst, namely, that which
Jesus suffered, consisted in the fact that Isracl Lrought Him
to the cross, because they would not allow Him to be their
Saviour; whilst ¢the other, as the complement of the first, con-
sisted in this, that Paul lay in captivity with his life at stale,
hecause Israel would not permit him to proclaim that Saviour
to the Gentiles. Every explanation, which involves the idea
of the suffering endured by Christ in the days of His flesh
having been incomplete and needing supplement, is an anomaly
which offends against the analogy of faith of the N. T.
And how incompatible with the deep humility of the apostle
(Eph. iii. 8; 1 Cor. xv. 9) would ‘be the thought of being
supposed to supplement that, which the highly exalted One
(ver. 15 ff) had suffered for the reconciliation of the universe
(ver. 20 ff)! Only when misinterpreted in this fashion can
the utterance be regarded as one perfectly forcign to Paul (as
is asserted Ly Holtzmann, pp. 21 f, 153, 22G); even Eph.
1. 22 affords no hasis for such a view. As head of the Church,
which is His hody, and which He fills, He is in statw gloriac
in virtue of Ilis Zingly office. Others, likewise, holding the
genitive to be that of the suljecf, have discovered lerc the
conception of the suffering of Christ in the Church, Mis body,!
so that when the members suffer, the lead suffers also. So
Chrysostom and Theophylact (who compare the apostle with
a licutenant, who, when the general-in-chief is removed, takes
the latter’s place and receives his wounds), Theodore of Mop-
suestia, Augustine, Erasmus, Luther, Beza, Calvin, Melanchthon,
Clarius, Cornelius a Lapide, Vitringa, Bengel, Michaelis, and
others, including Steiger, Biilr, Olshausen, de Wette, Schenkel,
Dalmer; comp. Grotius and Calovius, and even Dleek. Dut
the idea of Christ suffering in the sufferings of His people
! Comp. also Sabatier, lapdire Paul, p. 213.
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(Olshansen: “ Clrist is the suffering God in the world’s
history i”) is nowhere found in the N. T, not even in Acts
ix. 4, where Christ, indeed, appears as the One against whom
the persecution of Christians is directed, but not as afveted by
gt 1 the scnse of suffering. He lives in His people (Gal. ii. 20),
speaks in them (2 Cor. xiii. 3); His heart beats in them
(Phil. i. 8); He is mighty in them (ver. 29), when they are
weak (2 Cor. xii. 9), their hope, their life, their victory; but
nowhere is it said that He suffers in them. This idea, more-
over—which, consistently carried out, would involve even the
conception of the dying of Christ in the martyrs—iwould be
entirely opposed to the victoriously reigning life of the Lord
in glory, with whose death all IIis sufferings are at an end,
Acts ii. 34 ff.; 1 Cor. xv. 24; Phil.ii. 9 ff.; Luke xxiv. 26
Joln xix. 30. Crucified é€ dofeveias, He lives éx Suvducws
Ocod, 2 Cor. xiil. 4, at the right hand of God exalted above all
the heavens and filling the universe (Eph. i. 22 f, iv. 10),
ruling, conquering, and beyond the reach of further suffering
(Heb. iii. 18 {f). The application made by Cajetanus, Bellax-
mine, Salmeron, and others, of this explanation for the pur-
pose of establishing the trcasury of {ndulgences, which consists
of the merits not merely of Christ but also of the apostles and
saints, is a Jewish error (4 Macc. vi. 26, and Grimm n loc.),
historically hardly worthy of being noticed, though still de-
fended, poorly enougl, by Bisping. — év 75 capki wov] belongs
to avravamX., as to which it specifies the more precisc mode ;
not to 7dv O 7. X. (so Storr, Flatt, Bihr, Steiger, Bohmer,
Huther), with which it might he combined so as to form one
idea, but it would convey a more precise description of the
Christ-sufferings experienced hy the apostle, for which there
was no motive, and which was evident of itself Delong-
ing to dvtavam)., it contains with mép 700 odp. d. a pointed
definition (adpf . . . adua) of the mode and of the aim.! Paul
accomplishes that dvravamiypoiv in his flesh,? which in its

1 Steiger vightly perecived that iv = saexi p. and d=ip 7. . &. Delong together ;
but he erroncously coupled both with ~év 4. + X. (‘“ the suflerings which Christ
endures in my flesh for His body’"), owing to his incorrect view of the daius 7. X

2 Hofmann thinks, without reason, that, according to our explanation of
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natural weakness, exposed to suffering and death, receives tlhe
affliction from without and feels it psychieally (comp. 2 Cor.
iv. 11; Gal. iv. 14; 1 Det. iv. 1), for the benefit of the body
of Christ, which is the church (comp. ver. 18), for the con-
firmation, advancement, and glory of which (comp. above on
Umép vpdy) he endures the Clrist - sufferings.  Comp. Eph.
iil. 13. The significant purpose of the addition of €v 73 capri
«r . is to bring out more clearly and render palpable, in
connection with the dvravamdygpd «.7.\., what lofty Lappiness
he experiences in this very avravaminpoty. He is therein
privileced to step in with his mortal odpf for the benefit
of the holy and eternal body ol Christ, which is the church.
Ver. 25. That He suffers thus, as is stated in ver. 24, for
the good of the church, is implied in his special »elation of
service to the latter; hence the cpexegetical relative clause
%5 éyevouny &7\, (comp. on ver. 18): whose screant I have
beconme in conformity with my divine appointment as preacher
to the Gentiles (eata 7. olkov. 7.N). 1In this way Paul now
brings this his specific and distinctive calling into prominence
after the general description of himself as servant of the gospel
in ver. 23, and here again he gives expression to the conscious-
ness of his tndividual authority by the emphasized éyw. The
relation of the testimony regarding himself in ver. 25 to that
of wver. 23 is eldnwactic, not that of a clumsy duplicate (Holtz-
mann). — xara T oirovop. k.T.N.] in accordance with the
stewardship of God, which is given to me with reference to you.
The olxovouia T. Oeob is in itself nothing else than a charac-
teristic designation of the apostolic office, in so far as its
liolder is appointed as administrator of the houschold of God
(the olkodeamoTys), by which, in the theocratic figurative con-
ception, is denoted the church (comp. 1 Tim. iii. 15). Com).
1 Cor. ix. 17,1iv. 1; Tit. i. 7. Hence sucl an one is, 70 con-
scquence of this office conferred upon him, in his relation to
the church the secrzant of the latter (2 Cor. iv. 5), to which

drravawAnps x. 7. 0., We ought to join ir 75 capxi pov with r&v daid. 7. X., as the
Iatter would otherwise be without any relerence to the person of the apostle. It
has, in fact, this reference through the very statement, that the dvravazanpsiv
x.7.2, takes places in the flesh of the apostle.
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function God has appointed him, just becanse he is His
steward. This sacred stewardship then receives its more pre-
cise distinguishing delinition, so far as it s eatrustcd to Pand,
Ly the addition of els vuds #.7.A. It is purely arbitrary, and
at variance with the context (Tyv 808. por), to depart {rom the
proper signification, and to take it as institution, airrangement
{sce on Epb. i. 10, iii. 2). So Chrysostom and his successors
(with much wavering), Beza, Calvin, Estius, Rosenmiiller, and
others. It is well said by Corneclius a Lapide: “in domo Dei,
quac est ecclesia, sum oeconomus, ut dispensen . . . bona ct
dona Dei domini mei”  Comp. on 1 Cor. iv. 1.—els Juds]
although the office concerned Gentile Christions generally ;
a concrete appropriation, as in ver. 24, Comp. on I’hil.i. 24.
It is to be joined with 7. 8ofeicav poe, as in Lph. iii. 2; not
with mAnpacar .7\, (Hofmann), with the comprchensive tenor
of which the individualizing “for yow” is not in harmony,
when it 1s properly explained (see below). — mwAnpdoar x.7.\.]
telic infinitive, depending on v 8ofeiody por els Tuds, leside
which it stands (Rom. xv. 15 f); not on s éyev. Sudx.
(futher). Paul, namely, has received the office of Apostle to
the Gentides, in order through the discharge of it to bring to
complction the gospel (Tov Aoyor 7. @eod, 1 Cor. xiv. 36;
2 Cor. ii. 17,iv. 2; 1 Thess. ii. 13; Acts iv. 29, 31, vi. 2,
and frequently), obviously not as regards its contents, but
as regards its universal destination, according to which the
knowledge of salvation had not yet reached its fulness, so long
as it was only communicated to the Jews and not to the
Gentiles also.  The latter was accomplished through Perl, who
thereby wmade full the gospel—conceived, in respect of its
proclamation in accordance with its destiny, as a measure to be
filled—just because the divine stewardship for the Gentiles had
been committed to him. The same conception of wMijpwsis
occwrs in Rom. xv. 19. Comp. Erasmus, Paraphs.; also
Calovius.! Similarly Bengel: “ad ommes perducere; I ubique
ad summa tendit” Partly from not attending to the con-
textual reference to the element, contained in 7. 80f. por eis

! Who rightly says: *“ Nimirum impletur ita verhumn non rationc sui ccu im-
perfectum, sed rationc hominum, cum ad plurces sese diffundit.”
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Uuds, of the mhsjpwais of the gospel which was implied in
the Gentile- apostolic ministry, and partly from not doing
justice to the verbal sense of the selected expression mAnpd-
aat, or attributing an arbitrary meaning to it, commentators
have taken very arbitrary views of the passage, such as, for
example, Luther: ¢o preach copiously; Olshausen, whom
Dalmer follows: “to procleim ¢ completely as respects its
whole tenor and compass;” Cornelius a Lapide: “ut com-
pleam pracdicationem ev., guam cocpit Christus;” Vitringa,
Storr, Flatt, Bithr: mAnpodr has after w1 the signification of
the simple doccre; Huther: it means either fo diffuse, or (as
Steiger also takes it) fo “realize,” to introduce into the life,
inasmuch as a doctrine not preached is cmpty ;' de Wette: to
“cxccute,” the word of God being regarded either as a commis-
sion or (comp. Heinrichs) as a deerce; Estius and others,
following Theodoret: “nt omnia loce impleam werbo Dei” (quite
at variance with the words here, comp. Acts v. 28); Tritzsche,
ad Bom. 111 p. 275 : to supplement, namely, by continuing the
instruction of your tcacher Epaphras.  Others, inconsistently
with what follows, have explained the Adyos 7. ©Oeod to mean
the divine promise (“ partim de Christo in genere, partim de
vocatione gentium,” Beza, comp. Vatablus), i accordance with
which 7Anp. would mean cascqui.  Chrysostom has rightly
understood 7. Aéy. 7. Oeod of the gospel, but takes mAypdoar, to
which he atlaches eis Juds, as meaning: to bring to full, firm
Jaith (similarly Calvin)—a view justified neither by the word
in itself nor by the context.

Ver. 26. Appositional more precise definition of the Adyos
T0d @cod, and that as regards its great confends.— As to 7o
pvaTipiov &t the decrec of redemption, hidden from eternity
in God, fulfilled through Christ, and made known through the
gospel, see on Eph. 1. 9. It cmbraces the Gentiles also; and
this is o special part of its nature that had been veiled (see
Lpl. iii. 5), which, however, is not brought into prominence till

! In a similarly artificial fashion, emptying the purposcly chosen expression of
its meaning, Hofmann eomes ultimatcly to the bare sense : ““fo proclaim God's
word,” asserting that the word is a yact, and so he who proclaims the fact

JSulfils it,
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ver. 27. Considering the so frequent treatment of this idea
in Paul’s writings, and its natural correlation with that of the
yrdois, an acquaintance with the Gospel of Matthew (xiii. 11)
is not to be inferred here (Holtzmann).!— dmwo 7@v aldvwr
k. amwo Tov vyevedv] This twofold description, as also the
repetition of o, has solemn emphasis: from the ages and
Jrom the generations. The article indicates the ages that hud
czisted (since the beginning), and the generations that have
lived. As to dmo Tdv alwvwy, comp. on Eph. iii. 9. Taul
could not write mpo 7@y aiwv., because while the divine
decree was formed prior to all time (1 Cor. ii. 7; 2 Tim. 1. 9),
its concealment is mot comccivable bLefore the beginning of
the times and generations of mankind, fo whom it remained
unknown. Expressions such as Rom. xvi. 25, ypovors alwvioss,’
and Tit. 1. 2 (sce Huther 7z loc.), do not conflict with this
- y \ ~ . . . T

view. amo 7. yeveov does not occur elsewlere in the N. T.;
but comp. Acts xv. 21. The two ideas are uot to he regarded
as synonymous (in opposition to Huther and others), but are to
be kept separate (times—men). — vuvi 8¢ éavepwfn] A tran-
sition to the finite tense, occasioned by the importance of the
coutrast. Comp. on i. 6. Respecting vwvi, see on ver. 21. The
davépwars has taken place different/y according to the different
subjects ; partly by dmoxdivyns (Eph. iii. 5; 1 Cor. ii. 10),
as in the case of Paul himself (Gal. i. 12, 15; Eph. iii. 3);
partly by preaching (iv. 4; Tit. 1. 3; Rom. xvi. 26); partly
by both. The hestorical realization (de Wette; comyp. 2 Tim.
i. 10) was the antecedent of the ¢avépwois, but is not here
this latter itself, which is, on the contrary, indicated by Tois
ayloes adrob as a special act of clearly manifesting communica-

! Just as little ground is there for tracing xaré 7& tvrdrpara x.<.1., in ii. 22,
to Datt. xv. 9; od xperay, in ii. 19, to Matt. vii. 3, 4; dadsn, in i. 8, to
Matt. xiii. 22; and in other instances. The author, who manifests so much
lively copiousnesa of language, was certainly not thus confined and dependent
in thought and expression.

? According to Holtzmann, indeed, p. 309 {I., the close of the Epistle to the
Romans is o be held as procecding from the post-apostolic auctor ad Ephesios,—
a position which is attempted to be proved by the tones (quite Pauline, how-
ever) which Rom. xvi. 15-27 has in common with Col. i. 26 f.; Eph. iii. 20,
iii. 9, 10, v. 21 ; and in support of it an erroncous interpretation of 3z ypagay
apopamixay, in Rom. xvi, 26, isinvoked.
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tion. — 7Tois aylots avrob] i.c. not: o the aposiles and prophets
of the N. T. (Flatt, Bithr, Dohmer, Steiger, Olshausen, Baum-
garten-Crusius, following Estins and older expositors, and even
Theodoret, who, however, includes other Christians also),—
a view whicli is quite unjustifiably imported from Eph. iii. 5}
whence also the reading dmooTolars (instead of dyiois) in F G
has arisen. It refers to fhe Christians generally.  The mystery
was indeed ennounced to all (ver. 23), but was madc manifest
only to the belicvers, who as such are the sAy7oi ayioe
Lelonging to God, Rom. i 7, viii. 30, ix. 23 £ Huther
wrongly desires to leave Tois dylois <ndcfintte, ecause the
pugripioy, so far as it embraced the Gentiles also, had not
come to be known to many Jewish-Christians. But, apart from
the fact that the Judaists did not misapprehend the destina-
tion of redemption for the Gentiles in itself and generally,
but ouly the direct character of that destination (without a
trausition through Judaism, Acts xv. 1, ¢t «l), the épavepwtn
Tols dylots adrod is in fact a summary assertion, which is to
be construed « poticri, and does not cease to be true on
account of exceptional cases, in which the result was not
actually realized.

Ver. 27. Not caposition of the épavep. Tois day. avrod, since
the yrwpicar has for its object not the pveripiov itsell, but the
glory of the latter ainong the Geatides.  In reality, ofs subjoins
an onward movement of the discourse, so that to the general
76 pvotipiov épavepwln Tols dy. avtol a purticlar clement is
added: “The mystery was made manilest to His saints,—to
them, to whom (guippe guibus) God withal desired especially
to make known ¢that, which is the riches of the glory of this
mystery among the Gentiles.”  Along with the general
épavepwln Tois drylors avrod God had this special definite
dircction of Ilis will.  From this the reason is plain why Paul
has written, not simply ols éyvdpioer o Qecs, but ols 70éreaev
0 @cos yvwpicar. The meaning that is nsually discovered in

¥ TIoltzmann also, p. 49, would have the apostles thought of **first of ell.”
The resemblances to Eph. iii. 3, 5 do not postulate the similarity of the con-
ception throughout. This would assutne a mechanical pirocess of thought,
which could not be proved.



CHAP. I, o7, 229

H0éryaev, free grace, and the like (so Chrysostom, Theodoret,
Calvin, Beza, and many others, including Dihr, Boluner, de
Wette ; Huther is, with reason, doubtful), is therefore not the
aim of the word, which is also not intended to cxpress the
Joufulness of the announcement (Hofmann), but simply and
solely the idea: “He had a mind” — yvepica:] (o wale
I'iown, like épavepwln, from which it differs in meaning not
essentially, but only to this extent, that by épavep. the thiug
formerly hidden is designated as openly displayed (Lom. i. 19,
iii. 21, xvi. 26; Eph. v. 13, ¢ «l), and by qvwpicac that
which was formerly unknown as brought to knowledye.  Comp.,
Tom. xvi. 26, ix. 22; Eph. 1. 9, iil. 3, 5, 10, vi. 19; Luke
1. 15, ¢¢ al. The latter is not related to édavep. cither as
a something more (Bithr: the making fully acquainted with
the naturc); or as its scsult (de Wette); or as entering
wore into detad (Baumgarten-Crusius); or as wmaling aware,
namely Uy cepericnce (Hofmann), — 7 70 mAoltos Tijs Sokns
kTN what is the riches of the glory of 1his mystery wmnonyg the
Gentiles, 1e. what rich fuliess of the glory eontained <n this
ystery caists antony the Gentiles—since, indeed, this riches
consists in the fact (65 €érre), that Clrist is among you, in
whom ye have the hope of glory. In order to a proper inter-
pretation, let it be observed: (1) 7¢ occupies with emphasis
the place of the indirect 6, T¢ (sce Poppo, ad Xen. Cyrop. 1. 2.
10; Kihner, ad Jein. i 1. 1; Winer, p. 158 f. [E. T. 210)),
and denotes “ guac sint divitiac ” as regards degree: how great
and unspeakable the rviches, ete. Comp. on Lph. i 18,
ii. 18. The text yields this definition of the sense from the
very counection with the quantitative idea 76 wAotros. (2)
All the substantives are to be left in their full solemmn force,
without being resolved into adjectives (Erasmus, Luther, and
many others: the glorious riches; Beza: “divitiac gloriosi
hujus mysterii”). Chrysostom aptly remarks: ceuvas eime
kai oykov émélnkey amo ToAMijs Gwabécews, émirdces {yraw
emiracewy.  Comp. Calvin: “mognidoguus est in extollenda
evangelii dignitate.” (3) As 7ijs Sofns is governed by 7o
7AoDTos, 50 also is Tob uveTnplov governed by +is Sofys, and
év vals év. Delongs to the éord which is to be supplied, comp.
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Lph. i. 18. (4) According to the context, the 86fa cannot
be anything else (see immediately below, 5 éwris 77s 8o€ns)
than the Messiante glory, the glory of the Zingdom (Rom.
viii. 18, 21; 2 Cor. iv. 17, ¢f «l.), the glorious blessing of the
wAgpovopia (comp. ver. 12), which before the Iarousia (Rom.
viil. 30 ; Col. iii. 3 £) is the ideal (éxwis), but after it is the
realized, possession of Dbelievers. Hence it is neither to be
taken in the sense of the glorious cffects gencrally, which the
gospel produces among the Gentiles (Chrysostom, Theophy-
lact, and many others, including Huther, comp. Dalmer), nor
in that specially of their conversion from death to life (Hof-
mann), whereby its glory is unfolded. Just as little, however,
is the 8ofa of God meant, in particular His wisdom and
grace, which manifest themselves objectively in the making
known of the mystery, and realize themsclves subjectively
by moral glorification and by the hope of cternal glory (de
Wette), or the splendor ¢iternus of true Christians, or the bliss
of the latter combined with their moral dignity (Bdhmer).
(5) The genitive of the subject, Tod pvoTnpiov TovTov, defines the
Soka as that confatned in the pvorijpiov, previously unknown,
but now become manifest with the mystery that has been
made known, as the Dblessed condents of the latter, Comp.
ver. 23: éwis Tob edayyedov. To take the 8ofa as altribute
of the mystery, is forbidden by what immediately follows,
according to which the idea can be nonc other than the
familiar one of that glory, which is the proposed aim ol the
saving revelation and calling, the object of faith and hope (in
opposition to Hofmanu and many others); iii. 4. Comp. on
loni V. 2.— év Tois éveow] Paiverar 8¢ év érépois, mOAND O¢
mAéoy év ToUTols 1) ToAAy Tob pvoTnpiov Séfa, Chrysostom.
“Qui tot saeculis demersi fuerant in morte, ut viderentur
penitus desperati,” Calvin.—ds éare Xpioros év duiv] « Christus
i gentibus, summum illis temporibus paradoxon,” Dengel
According to a familiar attraction (Winer, p. 157 [E. T. 207]),
this &5 applies to the previous subject 70 mhobros Tis 36Ens
Tob pvar. 1., and introduces that, tn which this riches consists.
Namely: Christ among you,~—in this it consists, and by this
information is given at the same time %ow great it is (¢ éoTw).
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Formerly they were ywpis Xpearod (Eph. ii. 12); now Chuist,
who by IIis Spirit reigns in the hearts of Dbelievers (Rom.
viii. 10; Eph. iii. 17; Gal. ii. 20; 2 Cor. iii. 17, ¢t «l), is
preseat and active among them.  The proper reference of the
relative to 70 mhovTos x.7.A., and also the correct connection of
év dpiv with Xpwords (not with # éamis, as Storr and Flatt
think), are already given by Theodoret and Oecumenius (comp.
also Theophylact), Valla, Luther, Calovius, and others, includ-
ing Bolmer and Bleek, whereas Hofmann, instead of closely
connecting Xpiaros év Upiv, makes this év Juiv depend on
€ari, whereby the thoughtful and striking presentation of the
fact “Christ among the Gentiles™ is without reason put in the
backoround, and év dutv becomes superfluous. Following the
Vulgate and Chrysostom, os is frequently referred to 7od
pvaTnp. TovTow: “this mystery consists in Christ’s being
among you, the Gentiles,” Huther, comp. Ewald. The con-
text, however, is fatal to this view; partly in general, because
it i3 not the mystery itself, but the riches of its glory,
that forms the main idea in the foregoing; and partly, in
particular, because the way has been significantly prepared
for 8s éore through 7/, while €v Juiv correspouds® to the év
Tols é0veow referring to the mhodros, and the following 5 wis
Tiis dofns glances back to the whoiros s 86€ns. — Xpioros]
Christ Himeelf, see above. Neither 5 Tod X. yvaagws (Theo-
phylact) is meant, nor the doctrine, either of Christ (Grotius,
Rosenmiiller, and others), or about Christ (Flatt). On the
individualizing duiy, although the relation concerns the Gen-
tiles generally, comp. duds in ver. 25. “ Accommodat ipsis
Colossensibus, ut efficacius in se agnoscant,” Calvin, — 7 é\wris
7i)s 86fns] characteristic apposition (comp. iii. 4) to Xpio7os,
giving information how the Xpwros év Juiv forms the great
riches of the glory, ete. among the Gentiles, since Christ is
the hope of the Messianic 8ofa, in Him is given the posscssion
i lope of the future glory. The emphasis is on 7 é\wds, in
which the probative element lics. Compare on the subject-

1 Hence also to be rendered not in wvobis (Luther, Bihmer, Olshausen), but

inter vos. The older writers combated the rendering in vobis from opposition to
the Fanatics.
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matter, Rom. viii. 24 : 75 yap éAwbi éowbnuev, and the contrast
énrida puy Eovres in Lph. ii. 12; 1 Thess. iv. 13; and on
the conercte expression, 1 Tiwm. i. 1; Ignat. Eph. 21 ; Magncs.
11; Ecclus. xxxi. 14; Thue. iii. 57. 4; Aesch. Ch 236.
776.

Ver. 28. Christ was not proclaimed by «ll in the definite
character just expressed, nawmely, as « Christ among the Gentiles,
the Lope of glory ;” other teachers preached Him in a Judaistic
form, as Saviour of the Jews, amidst legal demands and
with theosophic speculation. Hence the emphasis with which
not the simply epexegetic 6v (Lrasmus and others), but the
suets, which is otherwise superfluous, is hrought forward ;' hy
which Paul has meant himself along with Timothy and other
like-minded preachers to the Gentiles (we, on our part). This
emphasizing of sjuels, however, requires the 6» to be referred
to Clrist regarded in the Gentile-Alessiande character, precisely
as the yuets make Him known (comyp. Phil. i 17 f), thereby
distinguishing thiemselves from others; not to Christ yencrally
(IHofmann), in which case the emphasizing of jueis is leld
to obtain its explanation only from the subsequent clause
of purpose, iva wapact. k.t — The specification of the mode
of announcement pvouvferotvres and Siddorovres, adinonishing
and fcacking, corresponds to the two main clements of the
evangelical preaching peravoeire and wiorevere (Acls xx. 21,
xxvi 18; Llom. iii. 3 ff.; Mark i 13). Iespecting the idea
of vovBerelv, sce on Eph. vi. 4. It occurs also joined with
8:8dor? in Plato, Legy. viil p. 845 B, Prot. p. 323 D, Apol.
P- 26 A; Dem. 130. 2. — év maop godia] helongs to voubet.
and 8ibdok.: by means of cvery wisdom (comp. ili. 16) which
we bring to bear thercon. It is the wds of the process of
warning and teaching, comp. 1 Cor. iii. 10, in which no sort
of wisdom remains uncmployed. The fact that Taul, in

! Without due reason, IToltzmann, p. 153, finds the use of the plural disturb-
ing, and the whole verse tautological as coming after ver. 25. It is diflicult,
however, to mistake the full and solemn style of the passage, to which also the
thrice repeated advra dvépwarsy belongs.

2 In iii. 16 the two words stand in the inverse order, Leeause there it is not
the geravery preceding the miers which is the aim of the vevfisiz, Lut mutual
improvement on the part of believers,
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1 Cov. 1. 17, comp. ii. 1, 4, repudiates the copia Aoyov in his
method of teaching, is not—taking into consideration the sensc
in which oogia therc occurs—at variance, but rather in keeping,
with the present assertion, which applies, not to the wisdom of
{w world, but to Christien wisdom in its manifold forms, —
The thrice repeated mdvra dvBpwmov (in opposition to the
Judaizing tendency of the false teachers) “maximam habet
SewvornTa ac vim,” Bengel. The proud feeling of the apostle of
the world expresses itself.! — fva mwapaotijo. k7] The pur-
pose of the dv sjueis xarayyéNhouer down to cogpia. This
purpose is not in general, that man may so appeair (Bleek), or
coite to stand so (Hofmann), but it refers, as in ver. 22, and
without mixing up the conception of sucrifice (in opposition to
Biihr and Baumgarten-Crusius), to the judgment (comp. on
2 Cor. iv. 14), at which it is the highest aim and glory
(1 Thess. ii. 19 f) of the apostolic teachers fo make every man
cine forward Té\ewov év X. 'Ev Xpiorg contains the distin-
suishing specialty of the Teheidrys, as Christian, which is not
hased on anything outside of Christ, or on any other clement
than just ou Iim. It is perfection in respect of the wlole
Christian nature; not merely of knowledge (Chrysostom,
Theophylact, and others, including Bolimer), but also of life.
Morecover, this év X. 1s so essential to the matter, and so cur-
rent with the apostle, that therc is no ground for finding in it
an opposition to a doctrine of the law and of angels (Chrysoston,
Theophylact, and others). Theophylact, however (comp. Chry-
sostomy), rightly observes regarding the entire clause of purpose :
7L Néyers ; mavTa @vbpomov; vai, ¢not, ToiTo amovddlouer €l
&¢ piy wévmrar, oldev wpos Huds.

Ver. 20, On the point of now urging upon the readers
their obligation to fidelity in the faith (ii. 4), and that from
the platform of the personal relation in which he stood
towards them as one unknown to them by face (ii. 1), Paul

' Which Hofinann groundlessly calls in question, finding in wévra &vbpwmor
the idea: “erery one singly and severally.” This is gratuitously introducal,
and would have been significantly expressed by Paul through e ixazeror (Acts
Xx. 31), or through the addition of xa# &a, or otherwise ; comp. also 1 Thess.

ii. 11, Calvin hits the thought properly : *“ut sine cxceptione totus mundus ex
me discat.”
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now turns from the form of expression cmbracing others in
common with himsclf, into which he had glided at ver. 28 in
harmony with its contents, back to the individual form (the
first person stngular), and asserts, first of all, in connection
with ver. 28, that for the purpose of the wapaorijoar .7\ (eis
8, comp. 1 Tim. iv. 10) he also gives himself cven toil (komid,
comp. Rom. xvi. 6, 12; 1 Cor. iv. 12), striving, cte. — xal]
also, subjoins the xomiav to the ratayyédhew w7, in which
he subjects himself also o the former; it is therefore cuy-
mentative, in harmony with the climactic progress of the dis-
course; not a mere equalization of the aim and the striving
(de Wette). Neither this «ai, nor even the transition to the
singular of the verb,—especially since the latter is not empha-
sized by the addition of an éyd,—can justify the interpretation
of Hofmann, according to which els & is, contvary to its position,
to be attacled to dywwlouevos, and romi is to mean: “I
become weary and faint” (comp. John iv. 6; Rev. ii. 3, and
Diisterdieck 2n loc.). Taul, who has often impressed upon others
the un érxareiv, and for himself is certain of being more than
conqueror in all things (Rom. viii. 37; 2 Cor. iv. 8, ¢ al),
can liardly have borne testimony about himself in ¢thzs sense,
with which, moreover, the aywvileafac in the strength of Christ
is not consistent. In A7s case, as nuch as in that of any one, the
otk éxomiagas of Rev. il. 3 holds good. — dywnitouevos] Com-
pare 1 Tim. iv. 10. IIcre, however, according to the context,
ii. 1 ff, the dueerd striving (comp. Luke xiii. 24) against diffi-
culties and hostile forces, the striving of solicitude, of watching,
of mental and emotional exertion, of prayer, etc., is meant ; as
respects which Paul, like every regenerate person (Gal. v. 17),
could not be raised above the resistance of the odpf to the
mredpua ruling in him. Comp. Chrysostom: kai oly amAds
amovdilw, ¢naw, ovde ds ETuyer, dANG xomid dywvilouevos
peTq moANis Tis amoudils, peta woANfs Tis aypumvias. It is
not: “tot e periculis ac malis objicere” (Erasmus, comp.
Grotius, Estius, Ileinrichs, Bihr, and others), which oufward
strugoling, according to Flatt, de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius,
and others, should be understood along with that <nward
striving ; ii. 1 only points to the latter; comp. iv. 12. — xa7a
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i évépryetav k7] for Paul does not contend, amid the labours
of his office, according to the mecasure of his own strength,
but aecording to the effectual worling of Claist (adrob is not to
be referred to God, as is done by Chrysostom, Grotius, Flatt,
Daumgarten-Crusius, and others), whick worketh in him. Comp.
Phil. iv. 13. How must this consciousness, at once so humble
and confident of victory, have operated upon the rcaders to
stir them np and strengthen them for stedfastness in the faith!
— myw évepyoup.] is middle; see on 2 Cor. i G; Gal v. G;
Eph. iii. 20. The modal definition to it, év Suvdue:, mightily
(comp. on Rom. i. 4), is placed at the end significantly, as in
2 Thess. 1. 11; it is groundlessly regarded by Holtzmann as
probably due to the interpolator.
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CHAPTER II.

VER. 1. s¢pi] Lachm. and Tisch. 8 read d=ép, following AB C D*
Py min. But how easily may i=ép have heen suggested to the
copyists by i. 24 and iv. 12!1—The form iwpauzav (Lachm. and
Tisch. 7) or {¢poxay (Tisch. 8) is more than sulliciently attested
by A BC D* 8*, ctc,, to induce its reception in opposition to
the usage elsewhere. Respecting this Alexandrian form sce
Winer, p. 73 [E. T. 90]; and on iip., Fritzsche, ad Aristoph. Th.
39, — Ver. 2. Instead of svufBiBaasdivreg, Elzevir has euuBiBusdiveay,
in opposition to decisive testimony; an emendation. — sdire
=ro3rov] A C min. have &y 5 2037es (so Lachm. Tisch. 7), and are
also joined by B &* Clem. with @&y @xedres (50 Tisch. 8). Ilere
also (comp. 1. 27) the neuter is the original ; in thinking of the
more common ¢ «xedrog the ITANTO became ITANT A, in accord-
ance with which anorov also came to be written. The reading
of Tiscl. 8 is a restoration of thie neuter form after the article
had been lost.— Instead of the simple sof ©:f (so Griesh.
Scholz, Tisch. 7, Rinek; among modern expositors, Biihr,
Olshausen, de Wetlte, Ewald), Elzevir has =08 ©:05 zal marpds xal
=05 Xpiero, while Lachin. reads soi @05 Xpiorod, and Tisch. 8 o7
9:45, Xpiarod. Amoung the numerous various readings, sod ©co3
Xpiored (also adopted by Steiger, Huther, Bleek, Hofmann) is
certainly strongly eunough attested by L. IIilar. (but without
vss.), while the simple s¢5 @23 has only 37, 6G7%*, 71, 80%, 116,
Arm. . Venet. in its favour. A C 8%, 4, Sahid. Vulg. ms. have
703 @:03 warpis (v03) X., which Bohmer and Reiche prefer, whilst
N¥* Syr. p. have = @:d zai surp. 7oi X., and others still, such as
Syr. Copt. Chrys. read = O, surpis zui i Xpiarod, and conse-
quently come neavest to the Leerptea; but a few authorities,
after the mention of God, insert & Xpieri, as Clem. Ambrosiaster:
=5 @00 & X, Llegarding these variations we must judge thus:
(1) the far too wealk attestation of the bave cof ©:03 is decisive
against it; (2) the reading of Lachm.: o7 @5 Xpiorib, is to be
regarded as the original, from which have arisen as glosses the
amplifications ol O:05 wurpds veb X.," and 7od <o warp. zai Tov X.,

LIl this reading, relatively so strongly attested, were the original one, it
would not be casy to sce why it should have been glossed or altered. The
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as well as the Reeepta ; (3) the reading o5 ©:0% év Xpiord arvose
out of a gloss (év Xpier@) written on the margin at év &, in accord-
ance with 1. 27, which supplanted the original Xporo3; (4) the
év Xpiorg thus introduced was again subsequently eliminated,
without, however, the original Xpwered being reinserted, and thus
arose the reading of Griesh. =3 ©s05, which therefore—and with
this accords its late and weak attestation—appears to be merely
a half completed critical restoration. — Ver. 4. 8] is wanting in
D &*, Tisch. §; but it was readily omitted by the copyists before
the syllable AE. — p4 5] Lachm. and Tisch. read pzée/s, which,
following preponderant codd. (A B CD E P ), is to be pre-
ferred. — Ver. 7. & rp =ior.] Lachm. and Tisch. have only =7
wiorer, following B D* min. Vulg. It. Archel. Ambrosiast.
Theophyl. FProperly; the ¢ was mechanically introduced from
the adjoining text. — év adrz] though suspected by Griesh., and
rejected by Tisch. 8 (it is wanting in A C &* min. Copt. Tol.
Archel), is to be defended. Its omission was easily occasioned
by the fact that =epoe. was found to be already accompanied by
a more precise definition expressed by én. The év aird read by
D* x**, 1, Pel. vss., though only a mechanical repetition of the
preceding & ais3, testifies indirectly to the fact that originally
évadry was in the text. — Ver. 10. é¢ éorn] Lachm. reads ¢ io7m,
following B D E F G Germ. Iilar. A mistaken correction,
occasioned by the reference of the preceding & «ird to =5
=rgpuma. — Ver. 11. After swuaroc Elz. has v duepriiv; an
exegetical addition, in opposition to decisive testimony. Comp.
Rom. vi. 6.— Ver, 13. The second ixas is indeed wanting 1n
Elz, but receives so sufticient attestation through A C KX L n*%,
min. vss. and Ifathers, that its omission must be explained on
the ground of its seeming superfluous. B min. Ambr. have
#uis, which is conformed to the following #«.  Instead of this
7w, Elz. has i, in opposition to decisive testimony.— Ver.
17. &} Lachm. reads ¢, following B F G It. Goth. Epiph. Am-
brosiast. Aug. To be preferred, inasmuch as the plural was
naturally suggested to the copyists by the plurahity of the
things previously mentioned.— Ver. 18. & pn fdparsy] pg is
wanting in A B D* x¥% 17, 28, 67*%, Copt. Clar. Germ. codd.
in Aug, Or. ed. Tert. ? Lucif. Ambrosiast., while I' G have oz
The negation is with justice condemned by Griesb., Steiger,
Olshausen, Huther, Ewald ; deleted by Tisch. 8 (bracketed by
Lachm.), although delended specially by Reiche, whom Hot-

original expression must have given rise to dogmatic scruples, and only the
description of God as =¢& 8¢6% Xpirrov could have done so.

COL. Y



338 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO TIHE COLOSSIANS.

mam also follows. An addition owing to misapprehension.
See the exegetical remarks.— Ver. 20. /] Elz. reads ¢ oby, in
opposition to decisive testimony. An addition for the sake of
connecting, after the analogy of ver. 16 and iii. 1.

Expressing in a leart-winning way his earnest concern for
the salvation of the souls of his readers, Paul introduces
(vv. 1-3) what he has to urge upon them in the way of
warning against the seduction of false teachers (vv. 4, 5), of
exhortation to faithfulness (vv. 6, 7), and then, again, of warn-
ing (ver. 8). He then supports what he has urged by sub-
joining the relative soteriological instructions and remindings
(vv. 9-15), from which he finally draws further special
warnings as respects the dangers threatening them on the
part of the false teachers (vv. 16-23).

Ver. 1. Tdp] The apostle now confirms in concreto the els 8
&. komr. arywwilopevos .7\, which has just been affirmed of
himself in general: in proof of that assertion I would have
you to know, ete. Hofmann holds crroneously, in consequence
of his mistaken explanation of xome® in 1. 29, that Paul desires
to cxplain why he hes said that he is becoming weary over the
exertion, etc. — Instead of the more frequent od Oérw Juds
ayvoely (see on Rom. xi. 25,1 13), Paul uses the 0w Tu.
eldévar, also in 1 Cor. xi. 3; comp. Phil i 12, —jAixor]
whet o great, vehement conllict.  Paul nowhere else uses this
word, which is classical, but does not occur either in the LXX.
or in the Apocrypha; in the N, T. it is only found again at Jas.
iii. 3. That by the conflict is meant the internal pressure of
solicttude and apprehension, ete. (comp. i 29, also Rom. xv. 30),
is plain—when we remember the imprisoned condition of the
apostle, who now could not contend ountwardly with the false
teachers themselves—from ver. 2. It is at the same time self-
evident that the wrestling of praycer was an eminent way of con-
ducting this spiritual conflict, without its being mnececssary to
regard iv. 12 as a criterion for determining the sense in our
passage.—«xai 7@y év Aaodik.] The neighbouring Laodiccans
(Rev. iii. 14 ff.) were without doubt exposed to like herctical
dangers; hence also the injunction as to the mutual commumi-
cation of the Epistles, iv. 16.—«ai door «.7.A] The sense is:
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and generally (kai, see Fritzsche, ad Maith. p. 786. 870) for
all to whom I am personally unknown. It adds the enfore
cateqory, to which the Juets and those év Aaodikela, both
regarded as churches, were reckoned fo belony.  Comp. Acts
iv. 6. It is plain from our passage that Paul had nof heen
in Colossae and Laodicea. It is true that Wiggers, in the
Stud. w. Krit. 1838, p. 176, would have 6oor w7 under-
stood as referring to a portion of the Colossians and Laodiceans,
in which case xal would mean cven; but the text itself is deci-
sivcly opposed to this view by the following adrdv, ver. 2, which,
if the dooc £.7A. to which it refers be not the class in which
the readers and Laodiceans were dncluded, would be altogether
unsuitable ; as, indeed, the bare even does mnot suffice to give
special prominence to a particular portion (we should expect
winara 8¢ or the like), and the comprehensive 6ooc withal does
not seem accounted for. Erroncous also is the view (held
already by Theodoret in the Hypotlcs. and in the Commentary,
though Creduer, Einl. § 154, crroneously denies this) of
DBaronius, Lardner, and David Schultz (in the Stud. «. Kril.
1529, P 535 ff), that the dooc x.7. X were othici than the vuels
aud of év Aaodik.; Paul having been personally known to
hotl the latter. The subsequent ad7@v is fatal to this theory
likewise ; and lLiow singularly without reason would it have
been, if Paul had designated as the objects of his anxiety,
along with two churches of the distriet which are supposed
to Lhave known him personally, ¢/l not knowing him personally,
without distinction of locality ! With how mauy of the
latter were there no such dangers at all existing, as the Colos-
sians and Laodiceans were exposed to! To this falls to be
added the fact, that in the entire Epistle there is not a single
Lint of the apostle having heen present in Colossac.  See, on
thie contrary, on i. 8 and on i. 23. Comp. Wiescler, Clironol.
des apost. Zeitalt. p. 440.  According to Hilgenfeld, in his
Zeitsehr. 1870, p. 245 £, the intimation that Paul was per-
sonally unknown to the Colossians betrays the composition of
the Epistle at a later time, when the recollection of his labours
there had heen already superseded and had vanished from the
memory of the churches. As if such a forgetfulness were
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even conceivable, in presence of the high esteem in which the
apostle was held —That Paul should have been so concerned
about the Colossians and Laodiceans, as those who did not Lnow
Lim personally, is natuwral enough, seeing that they were not
in a position to oppose the living impression of the apostle’s
personal ministry, and his direct authority, to the heretical
seductions.  Comp. ver. 5. — év oapei] not belonging to
éwpdraci—in which case it would be a contrast to seeing év
mvebpate (Chrysostom, Theophylact, Bawmgarten-Crusing)—
joins itself, so as to form one idea, with 76 wpécwmov pov
(Winer, p. 128 [E. T. 169]). Sce ver. 5. The addition, which
might in itsclf be dispensed with (comp. Gal. i. 22; 1 Thess,
ii. 17), serves the purpose of concrele weprescntation, without its
being necessary to import into it a contrast to the “spiritual
physiognomy” (Olshausen), or to the having made acquaintance
e spiritual fushion (Hofmann), in connection with which
Estius even discovers a certain ramelvwots through a higher
estimation of the latter; although generally the idea of a
spiritual mode of inlercourse, independent of bodily absence,
very naturally occasioned the concrete description: my bodily
face. There is all the less ground for assigning év capei, as
an anticipation of ver. 5, to the hand of the manipulator, and
that in such a way as to betray an author who kunows the
apostle to be already snatched away from the flesh and
present in lieaven (Holtzmann).

Ver. 2. The end aimed at ({va) in this conflict : 7 ordcr
that thetr hearts may be comforted, viz. practically by the fuct,
that they are wiited in love, cte.  Accordingly, ovuBiBact.
rer A contains the mode of that comforting, which ensues,
when through loving union the cvil of heretical division,
whether threatening or alrcady rampant, is removed. Most
thoughtfully and lovingly Paul designates the concern of his
solicitude as mrapderyors Tdr kapdidy adrdy, not impeaching
them on account of the heretical seductions, but making those
temptations to be felt as a misfortune, in the presence of which
one requires comfort (Vulgate : “ut consolentur™). Chrysostom
remarks aptly (comp. Theophylact): #n Aoiwor omedder xai
@diver éuBareiy eis To Sayua, oUte KaTyYopdY obTE ATANNATTWY
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avrols rkatnyopias. The explanation which makes wapaxaX.
mean, like jus (LXX. Deut. 1il. 28 ; Job iv. 3), to strengthen,
confirm (so IIuther, de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius), is quite
opposed to the Pauline usage, according to which it means to
exhort (so Luther here), to give consolation (so Hofmann ; comp.
Dleek), to entreat, to encourage, to comfort ; the latter in par-
ticular when, as here, it is joined with xapdia. Comp. iv. S ;
Eph. vi. 22; 2 Thess. ii. 17 (also Ecclus. xxx. 23). — ovp-
BiBacfévres] referred to the logical subject of the foregoing,
7.¢. to the persons, of whom ai xapdlar avrdr was said. See on
Eph. iv. 2. Tt means here not <nstructi (Vulgate; comp.
1 Cor. ii. 16, and the LXX.), nor yet nfroduced which lin-
guistic usage does not permit, but brought together, united,
compactt (ver. 19 ; Epl.iv. 16; Thue. ii. 29. 5; Herod. i. 74;
and sec Wetstein and Valckenaer, Sciol. 1. p. 453 £). In con-
nection therewith, év aydmy, which denotes Christian brotherly
love, is the moral clement, @n whick the union is to subsist; to
which is then added the elic reference of ovuBiBact. by kai
els .7\ united in love and jfor bihoof of the jull richuess,
cte, ze. in order, by that union, to attain the possession of
this full richness, which could not be attained, Lut only
hindered, by division and variance. rai els is not to be
Juiaed with mapaxh. (Storr, Flatt), since the xai rather adds
to the év-relation of the ovuB:B. its eis-relation, and is there-
fore merely the simple and, not ctiem (Bengel, Hofmann);
but not to be explained either as ¢t quidem (Bihr, Bohmer),
or by an éxfws: to be supplied (Olshausen permits a choice he-
tween the two). — 7ijs wAnpop. Tijs owvés.] The full certainty
of Christian insight is the lofty blessing, the whole riches of

! So Hofmann, who couples it in this sensc with ¢/s =&+ =3 #acire;, taking iv
aydérp adverbially, and explaining the xai, which stands in the way, in the sense
of ‘“even,” to the clfeet that this introduction into all riches of the understanding
has as its presupposition another introduction, viz. that into the faith. This is
a sopliistically foreed mode of disposing of the xai, suggested by nothing in the
context, espeeially since faith by no means, ecither of itsell or in vv. 5-7, falls to
be considercd as a preliminary stage, as if the zimpepopiz x.7.A., like 2 new
stadium, had to be entered upon through a second introduction ; on the contrary,
this eanpepesia is the full rich development of faith in the inner life.  We may

add that svufifeluv="to introduce is mnothing but a lexicoyraphical fiction
invented by llofinann. Clrysostom already says rightly : Vve ivwéses,
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whicl, 4. its blissful possession as a whole, they are to attain,
so that in no clement of the odvesis and in no mode thereof
does there remain any lack of completely undoubting convic-
tion;! comp. 1 Thess. i. 5 ; Heb. vi. 11, x. 22; Rom. iv. 21,
xiv. 5. On the conception of mAnpogopety, see Bleck on Hcbr.
I1. 2,p. 233 £ As to gvveous, tntelligence, both theoretical and
practical, comp. on i. 9; that here also what is specifically
Christian is meant xat' éfoxsjv, is plain from the context.
Sece the sequel.  The cumulative fulness of the description
7a@v TO TA. T. wA7p. T. ouvvée. is naturally and camestly ealled
forth by the consideration of the dangers which threatened
the 7Anpop. T. cuvvés. throngh the attempts of false teachers
(ver. 4). Oiba, 61 micTevere, aAAa TAnpodopnbijvar Tuas
Bolhopar obk els Tov mwhoDTOy pévov, AN €ls wdvta ToV
mhobToY, Wa ral év wdcr xai émiTerapivws wemhypodopnuévor
Jre, Chrysostom. — els émiyvwaw )] parallel to the pre-
ceding els mav 10 whoiTos «.7.h., and destined to bring in with
emphasis the great object of the atveois (the divine counsel of
redemplion, 16 pveTijpiov, sec on i 26); so that what was
previously sct forth at lenyth by els wav 7o mhobtos 7. wAngop.
7. ouvéo. is now succinctly summed wup for the sake of annex-
ing the object by els émiyvworw. Thus the distinction between
émiyvwos and ryvdais (ver. 3) is brought out clearly.?  Comp.
on i 9. DBut Ted pvor. 7. ©.1s not to be attached also to s
auvécews (Hofmann), so that the T émiyvoaw would occupy an
interrupting position. — Tob O¢cod] Genitive of the subject ; it
is God, whose deeree the pver. is. The reading to be approved,
7o Oecob Xpiorod (see the critical remarks), means: of the God
of Christ, ic. to wiom Christ belongs in a special way, as to
His Father, Sender, Head, cte.; sec on Eph. i. 17; comp.

1 Neither Greek authors, nor the LXX., nor the Apocrypha have =anpogopiz.
In Ptol. Teir. p. 4. 9, wanpe@ipnass is found.

2 According to Ifoltzmann, p. 303, in the frequent mention of yvée; and
iwiyyuais, of copiz and edvious, of yvawpifuv and Pwriluv, of pvordpor dxoxsrpvpp.
and gevbpwass Tov pver., we may detect already the terminology of the Grecian
mysteries.  As if these ideas and expressions were not sufliciently Pauline, and
their intentional application were not sufliciently intelligible in the light of
theosophic aberrations. Comp. also on i. 23 ; and Weiss, Bibl. Theol. p. 420,
ed. 2,
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Jolm xx. 17; Matt. xxvii. 46. The separation of XpioTob,
however, from 7. @eov, and the taking it as apposition to Tod
pvaTyp. Tob Ocod, so that Christ Ilimself appears as the per-
soaal sceict of Glod, “ because He is personally the truth con-
tuined in God and revealed from God” (IHofmaun, comp.
Holtzmann, p. 2135), must be rejected, because Paul would
thus have expressed himself in a way as much exposed to mis-
apprehension as possible. Ie would either have inserted an
6 éote alter 1ot Oeov (1. 24; 1 Cor. iil. 11), or have omitted
700 @eod, which would have made 70 pvemijpor XpioTov,
as in Epb. iii, 4, the mystery contained personally in Christ.
But as the apostle has actually writien, the reader could only
understand the mystery of the Guod of Chiist. 1If Clrist is
God's (see on 1 Cor. iii. 25 ; comp. Luke ii. 206, ix. 20; Acts
iv. 26), then God is also the God of Clrist. After @eo,
therefore, no comma is to be inserted. TFinally, the view of
Hiluy (¢ Deus Cloistus sacramentwm est”), that o Oeos is
Clrist Himself (so Steiger and DBisping, also DPhilippi, Glau-
Leasl. IV. 1, p. 460, ed. 2), is wholly without Pauline analogy,
and is not to be supported Dby such passages as Rom. ix. 5
Tit. 1i. 13 ; Eph. v. 5; in fact, even the lofty predicates em-
ployed in i. 15 {i}, ii. 9, draw the line of distinction between
God and Christ. Moreover, the expression itself is not harsher
{de Wette), or even more inconceivable (Olshausen), more
wusnitable and obscure (Reiche), than the phrase ¢ Oeds Tod
xvpiov . "Incod X. in Eph. i. 17; since in comnection with
the notion “the God of Christ,” the designation of the latter
as our Lord is unessential. The addition Xpiorod finds its
aotice in the connection, because it was just 4 Christ that
God formed the decrce of redemption (the pvomjpcov), and has
carried it out (Eph. iii. 10 £, ¢t «/.). Whosoever has known
God as the God of Christ, has the divine pverijpiov therewith
unveiled to him.

Ver. 3. 'Ev @] is to be referred to 7ol pveTnplov—a
remark which applies also in the case of every other reading
of the foregoing words—not to Christ! as is commonly done

1 Older dogmatic expositors (see especially Calovius) discover here the omni-
science of Christ.
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with the Recepte, and by Bohmer, Dalmer, and Hofmann even
with our reading. The correct reference is given, in connec-
tion with the ZReccpte, by Grotius (against whom Calovius
contends), Hammiond, Bengel, and Michaclis; and in connec-
tion with our reading, by IIuther, Schenkel], and Bleck; its
correctness appears from the correlation in which dmoxpudor
stands to Tov pvatnp. The destination of this relative clause
is to bring out the high value of the éméyvwois 1ol pveTnplov
(stnec wn Him, ete), and that in contrast to the pretended
wisdom and knowledge of the false teachers; hence also the
emphatic wdvres of @yo. xTA — The godla and yrdars are
here conceived objectively, and the genitives indicate wherein
the treasures consist.  The distinction between the two words
is not, indecd, to be abandoned (Calvin: * duplicatio ad
augendum valet;” comp. Huthier and others), but yet is not
to be defined more preeisely than that ywéets is miore special,
Lnowledye, and gopla more general, the whole Christian wisdom,
by which we with the collective activity of the mind grasp
divine relations and thosc of human morality, and apply them
to right practice. Comp. on i 9.— On @noavpoi, comp.
Plato, Phil. p. 15 E: ds Twa codlas edbpnrws Oncavpov, Xen.
Meza. iv. 2. 9, 1. 6. 14; Wisd. vil. 14; Ecclus. 1. 22; Bar.
iil. 15. — amwoxpupo] is not the predicatc to elod (so nost
writers, with Chrysostom and Luther), as if it were admoxe-
wpuppévor elow instead of eloiv dwmixpugor; for, as it stands,
the unsuitable sense would be couveyed: “dn whom «all
ticasures . . . arve hidden treasures”  Dut neither is it a deserip-
tion of the qualitative Zow of their betng in Him,! in so far,
nawmely, as they do not lic open for ordinary perception (Hof-
maunn) ; for this adverbial use of the adjective (sce Kiihner,
ad Xen. Aneb. i, 4. 12,16 2. 17; Kriiger, § 57. 5) would be
without due motive here, seeing that the apostle is concerned,
not about the mode of the év & elor, but about the charac-
terizing of the treasures themselves, whercupon the Zow
in question was obvious of itself We must therefore take

!In conncclion with which DBithr, Baumgarten-Crusins, and Bleck convert

the notion of deing Lidden into that of leing deposited for prescrvation (amwo-
xsiobas, 1. D).
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amoxpudor simply as an attributive adjective to #poavpol,
placed at the end with emphasis: 0 whom the collective hidden
tircasires o .. arc contatned. Comp. LXX. Isa. xIv. 3; 1 Mace.
1. 23; Matt. xiii. 44. The treasures, which are to be found
in the mystery, are not such as lie open to the light, but, in
havmony with the conception of the secret, Lidden (comp.
Matt. Z¢), because unattainable by the power of natural dis-
cernment in itself, but coming to be found by those who
attain efs émiyvwow Tod pvorypiov, whereby they penetrate
into the domain of these secret riches and discover and
appropriate them. The objection to this view of dmoxp. as the
adjective to Onpo., viz. that there must then have been written
of dmorp. (Bihr, Dleck, Hofmaun), is erroreous; the article
aniyht have been (1 Mace. 1. 23), but did not need to De, in-
serted.  With the article it wonld mean: quippe qui abscondits
suat; without the article it is simply : « thesaure abscondity”
(Vulzate), 1.c. amoxpror orres, not of dvres dwoxpuddor.

Ver. 4. After this affecting introduction, testifying to his
zealous striving for the Clhristian development of his readers,
and thercby claiming their faithful adherence to his gospel,
the warning now follows, for the sake of which Paul has
prefixed vv. 1-3 (rovro). That Totre does not refer merely
to ver. 3 (so Occumenius, Theophylact, Calvin, Zanchius,
Istius, and others, including Diln and Béhmer; Huther is
undecided) is in itself probable, since vv. 1-3 form a cor-
nected sentence admirably preparatory in its cnfire purport
for what follows, and is confirmed by ver. 5, which glances
back to ver. 1.  Hence: This contained in vv. 1-3, which ye
ought to know, I say with the desien that, etc. — @a pndeis
(scc the eritical remarks); comp. Mark v. 435 ; Tit. iji. 12;
Rev. dii. 11, ¢ al. — waparoyid] In N. T., only found else-
where in Jas. i. 22 (see Theile 4n loc.); frequent in the later
Greek writers since Demosthenes (822, 25, 1037. 15). It
indicates, by a term borrowed from {alse reckoning, the
deception and overreaching that take place througl false rea-
souting.  TWhat particular sophistries the false teachers, whose
agitations at all events tended (see ver. 8 f) ¢o the disadvan-
tage of the Pauling gospel, were guilty of, does not appear. It
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1s certain, however, that they were not those suggested by
Bohmer (nothing good can come out of Nazareth; one who
was crucified cannot have possessed divine wisdom), since the
false teachers were not non-Christians. Hardly did these
beguiling sophistries affect the person of the apostle, as if he
were not concerning himself about the confirming and train-
ing of churches not planted by himself, as Hofmann thinks,
In that case we should have in vv. 1-3 only a self-testi-
mony to the contrary, which, as assertion against assertion,
would neither have been skilful nor delicate; nor do we in
what follows find any delence in opposition to personal
calumniation. This applies also in opposition to Holtzmann,
p- 177. The ydp in ver. 5 by no means requires this inter-
pretation. — év milbavohoyia] by mcans of persuading specch;
Luther’s “ with rational discourses ” misapprehends the mean-
ing. It occurs in this place only in the N. T.; but see Plato,
Theact. p. 162 E; comp. Dem. 928. 14 : Xoyovs bavpacivs
mibavats, also mifavoroyely, Diog. L. x. 87; Diod. Sic.i. 39;
and mBavéds Néyew, Lucian, Amor. 7. Hence the art of per-
suasion ; 9 mefavoroyexn, Arr. Epict. 1. 8. 7.

Ver. 5. A special reason, having reference to his bodily
absence, by which his readers are encouraged not to allow
themselves to be deceived. — 77 capri] with respect to the
flesh, 4.c. bodily. Comp. 1 Cor. v. 3.— aArd] at, yet am I on
the other hand, beginning the apodosis ; see on Rom. vi. 5 and
1 Cor. iv. 15.— 7 mvebpate] with respect to the spirit, <.c.
mentally ; my spirit, translating itself in thought into your
midst, is along with yon. Erroneously Grotins: “Deus
Paulo rerclat, quae Colossis fierent,” so that mvedua would be
meant of the Zoly Spirit. According to Wiggers, in the Stud.
w. Krit. 1838, p. 181, and Vaihinger, in Herzog’s Encyliop.
IV. p. 79, dmeue takes for granted the apostle’s Zaving beci
there previously. A quite groundless assumption; the verb
expresses (amé) the being away from, but does not indicate
whether a person had been previously present or not, which
can only be gathered from the connection or other circumn-
stances of the case. In this case the context directly indi-
cates, by ver. 1, that a bodily mapeivar had not occwrred. It
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is otherwise in 1 Cor. v. 3; 2 Cor. x. 1, 11, xiii. 2, 10;
Phil. i. 27. From the similar expression in 1 Cor. v. 3.
Theodoret nevertheless infers that Paul ds feacducvos adrods
éypayrev Ty émeToMjy. — glv Upiv] in your society, amony
you. Comp. Luke viil. 38, xxii. 56; Phil. i. 23; 1 Thess.
iv. 17; 2 DPet. i. 18, ¢¢ al.— yaipwv k. BAérwr] There is
here mno 1lloyical prefixing of the yaipwy in the lively feeling
of joy (Huther, comp. de Wette); yaipwr rather expresses
joy at the fact that he is with them spiritually, and xai SAémrov
V. v Takw e then adds what at this joyful being with
the Colossiens he sces tn them, so that the description thus
advances witlt x. BAémr.: in spirit I am along with you,
r¢joicing in this mental presence, and thercwith sccing, ete.
Comp. also Hofmann, who, however, imports into SAémwv the
preguant meaning not conveyed by the simple verh; it is as
Jplainly present to my soul, as if I saw it with my eyes. This
would be «. ds BAémwy, or k. o5 év opfaruois BN, Reunderings
blending the ideas, such as gawdceo videns (Grotius, Wolf,
Biihr, Baumgarten-Crusius, Dleek, and others), or beholding
with joy (DBengel, Heinriclis, Flatt), are at variance with the
words as they stand. Some erroneously cite Josephus, Bell.
iii. 10. 2, where yaipw xai BAémwr (not BAémw) means: I
rejoice, when I even see it.  Winer, p. 438 [E. T. 589], and
Fritzsche, ad Rom. I1. p. 425, supply with yaipwv the words:
concerning you. DBut the supplying of éd’ duivis not justified by
the context, which naturally suggests joy at the being together
with the readers, for wyaip. stands «longside of this as an
accompanying relation without any otlier definition of object.
And according to this view there is no ground at all for an
cxplicative vendering of xai, which Winer still admits (so also
Béhmer and Olshausen). — The testimony, moreover, which is
civen to the readers by Shémwr k.71 is not inconsistent with
the anxious conflict in ver. 1; but, on the contrary, makes the
latter, in a psychological point of view, all the more conceiv-
able, when the dangers which threatened a state of things
still even now so good arc considered.—Uudy 7. Tdéw] The
prefixed pronoun owes this position t» the favourable expee-
tation which the Colossians, more than many others, have
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awakened in the apostle. The rafis is order, orderly condi-
tion. Its antithesis is arafia, Plato, Tim. p. 30 A. For the
idea see Plato, Gorg. p. 504 A: tdfews . . . kal xéopov TuyOloa
oikla, Polyb. i. 4. 6: 4) abumaca ayéois k. Takis Tis olrovpérys,
1il. 36. 6: 9. .. Salpeois «. Takes. It is often used of the
oraanized condition of the sfafe, Dem. 200. 4, Plat. Ciit.
p- 109 D; clsewhere also (see Sturz, Lex. Xen. IV. p. 245)
of the army, sometimes to designate a scction of it (a company
of two Adyor), and sometimes to express its regular arrange-
ment i rank and file (Thue iii. 87. 2, iv. 72. 2, 126. 4,
viii. 69. 1). Hofmann' takes both td¢f. and erepéwpa in a
military sense. Dut the two words have not in and of them-
selves the military sense; they would receive it from the con-
text, which is not the case here. Moreover, the meaning
Jortress, military bulwark, is expressed not by orepéwpa
generally, but by évpa or oxdpwua, 2 Cor. x. 4. Ience, if
we would avoid arbitrariness, we can only abide by the view
that here Tafis means the orderly state of the Clristian church,
which has hitherto not been disturbed by sectarian divisions
or forsaken by the readers. Comp. 1 Cor. xiv. 40. To this
outiward condition Paul then subjoins the tnacr one, by which
the former is conditioned : and the solid Lold of your faith <n
Christ.  arepéwpa, firmamentum, that which has Leen made
Jirin (Arist. partt. an. ii. 9; Theophr. I pl. v. 7. 3), a late
word, often found in LXX,, Aquila, Theodotion, Symmachus,
and Apocrypha (see Schleusner, Zhes. V. p. 102 f), represents
the stedfastuess and immoveableness of faith in such a way,
that the latter appears as protected by a strong work (with
solid foundation, masonry, ete.) from injury (Ezek. xiii. 5; Ps.
xvill, 2; 3 Esdr. viii. 81). On the subject-matter, comp. Acts
xvi. 5 : éorepeodvro Th miorer, 1 Pet. v. 9: dvrioryTe oTepeoi
7hmioree. The abstract firmancss, however (Huther, de Wette,
Dawmgarten-Crusius, Bleek, and older expositors), which wonld
be orepeorns, is mever designated by the word.  Chrysostom
explains rightly : 67e moA & guvayaydy ovykoAMijoels TUKPEDS
kal ddiacmwactés, Tote orepéwpa yiverar The genitive Tijs
wigTews, finally, is not to be taken in such a way as to malke
! Whom Holtzmann, p. 177, has too rashly followed.
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faith the oTepéwpua (Flofmann), which protects the readers, as
if it were 70 Uu@r oTepéwpa; but as the genitive of the sud-
Jject, in such a way that their faith las the orepéwua securing
it, which Paul spiritually sees.—To call in question the wnsc-
dilcediess here attested (Baumgarten-Crusiug, who leaves it a
question whether the sense is not merely: “¢f it is so”), or
to refer it to only a part of the church (Flatt), is a quite
arbitrary result of unduly pressing the general utterance of
commendation,

Ver. 6 f. From the warning given in ver. 4 and having its
around assigned in ver. 5, follows (otw) the positive obligation
to make Christ, as He had been communicated to them through
the instruction which they had received, the element in which
(év adr@) their conduct of the inner and outer life moves
(reperareire), wherenpon the more precise modal definitions
are subjoined by éppelwpévor k.7 X —ds] according as. Ohserve
that in the protasis mapeafBere and in the apodosis mwepima-
Teire (ot év adre, as Hofmann thinks) have the emphasis, in
which case the addition of an eirws was not necessary. Their
avall; in Christ is to be in harmony with the <astruction, by
means of which they have through Epaphras recetved Christ.
— wapehafere] have received (1. 7; Eph. iv. 20), comp. Gal.
1. 9,12; 1 Thess. 1. 13, 1v. 1; 2 Thess. 1. 6; 1 Cor. xi. 23.
Christ was commaunicated to them as the clement of life!  The
rendering: have aceepted (Luther, Biihr, Bohmer, Huther,
Hofmann), is not contrary to Pauline usage (de Wette; lbut
see ou DIhil. iv. 9; 1 Cor. xv. 1); hut it is opposed to the
context, in which after ver. 4 (see especially ver. 7: rafws
é8uddybnre, and ver. S : xara Tyv mapddoow oY dvfp.) the con-
trast between true and false Christian <ustruction as regulative
of the walk, aud not the contrast between cnfrance tnto the
Jellowship of Christ and the walk therewith given (IZofmann),
predominates.” — rov X. 'I. Tov xipeor] A solemnly complete

! To this conception # avrs refers subsequently. Chrysostom and his followers
take this i so, that Christ is regarded as the way. Dut this Johannine con-
ception nowhere oceurs in Paul’s writings ; nor does it accord with wapsrgpers,
with which, however, the extremely common Pauliue idea of the iv Xpoers vas
is in harmony.

2 Eph. iii. 17f., by comparing which Holtzmann discovers in our passage the
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designation, e summary of the whole confession (1 Cor. xii. 3
Phil. ii. 11), in which Tov xiprov, conformably with its posi-
tion and the entire connection, is to be taken in the sense:
as the Lord, consequently af/ributively, not as a mere apposition
(de Wette, Bleek, Ellicott, and others), in which Hofmaun
includes also ’Inaody, a view which is not warranted by Epl.
iil. 1. — Ver. 7. éppilwp. k. émowkod. év adrg) introduces the
cthical habitus in the case of the required mepimareiv év X.
Dut the vivid conception, in the urgency of properly exhaust-
ing the important point, combines very dissimilar elements;
for the two figures, of a plant and of a Dbuilding, are incon-
sistent as such both with mepirareire and with one another.
Comp. Epl. iii. 17 f By beginning a new sentence with
éppilwpévor k., and thus construing it in connection with
ver. 8 (Schenkel, Hofmann), we should gain nothing in sym-
metry, and should only lose without sufficient reason in
siplicity of construction ; while we should leave the év alrg
Trepumrateite in ver. G in a disproportionately bald and isolated
position. This conjunction, moreover, of heterogeneous figures
might quite as legitiinately have Dbeen made by the apostle
himself as by an interpolator, whose hand Holtzmann thinks
that he here discovers. — Observe further the differcnce in time
of the two participles, whereby the stedfustness of the év Xpioro
eivac (figuratively represcnted by éppelwp.) is denoted as a
subsistent state, which must be present in the case of the mep:-
watelv év avre, while the further development of the Christian
condition (figuratively represented by émoirod.) is set forth as a
continuing process of training; comp. Acts xx. 32. — émoikod.]
becomdng built wp, in which éw{ exhibits the building rising on
the foundation.  Comp. 1 Cor. iii. 10, 12; Epl. ii. 20; Xen.
Anab. iii. 4. 11; Plat. Legg. v. p. 736 E. The building up
may in itself be also regarded as an act accomplished (through
conversion), as in Eph. ii. 20: éwowcodounbévres, which, how-
cver, as modal definition of 7repimar., would not have suited
here.  The progress and finishing of the butlding (de Wette,
following Acts xx. 32, where, however, the simple forn oixo8.

hand of the interpolator, is both as regards contents and form too diverse for
that purpose.
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should be read) are conveyed by the present, not by émoixod.
in itself (comp. Eph. ii. 22). Nor does the latter represent
the readers as stoncs, which are built up on the top of those
alrcady lavd (Hofmann); on the contrary, they are in their
aggrcqate «s o church (comp. on Eph. Le) represented as an
olkolopr} in the course of being built (i.c. of 2 more and more
full development of their Christian common life), in regard to
which the émi in émoikod. presupposes the foundation laid by
Epaphras, namely, Christ (1 Cor iii. 11); and the building
staterials, including the stones, are mot the persons, but the
doctrines, by means of which the builders accomplish their
work (see on 1 Cor. iii. 12).—év alr®] belongs to both
participles, so that Christ is to De conceived doubtless as the
soil for the roots striking downwards (Eph. iii. 17), and as the
Joundation (1 Cor. iil. 11) for the building extending upwards ;
but the expression is determined Dby the conception of the
thing signified, namely, the év Xpiord elvar, as in év adre
weperar., and not by the fiyures; hence Paul las not written
ér’ avrév (1 Cor. iii. 12), or én’ adrd (Epb. il 20), which
would have been in harmony with the latter participle, but he
exhibits Christ as the Person, <n whom that which is meant by
the being rooted and becoming built up has its specific being
and nature, and consequently the condition of endurance and
growth!  Comp. on Eph. ii. 21.— xai BeBacovu. 9 mioT.]
And to this being rooted and becoming built up there is to he
added the being stablished by the juith, as the development
of quality in the case, in order that no loose rooting may
take place, nor any slack building be formed. The dative 75
wioTer (see the critical remarks) is to be taken as tnstrumental,
not : with respect to (in opposition to de Wette), since the follow-
ing modal definition mepios. év adry specifies, not how they
are to be stablished i #cspect of the faith, but how they are
to be stablished by it, by the fact, namely, that they are #ick
in faith ; poverfy in faith would not be sufficient to bring
about that establishment. In like manner we should have to

! Hofmann inappropriately, sincc in the case of iraxed. at any rate we have to

think of the foundation, takes iv ziraw in the sense that Clirist surrounds the
building.
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take the reading év 7. wiore:, which Hofmann defends. Ie,
however, joins this év 7. wiorer not with BeBatadu., but with
the following meptaaevorres,—a conuection which is excluded
by the genuineness of év ad7f, but which is, even apart from
this, to be rejected, because Paul would, in order to be fairly
intelligible, have inserted the év adre only after BeBawovuevor,
to which it would also refer. — kaflws €8:8dyf.] namely, 2o
become stablished by the faith. TFor this they have received
(from Epaphras, i. 7) the instrnctions which are to guide
them. — mepioaeborres k.7.N.] is subordinate to the BeBacovu.,
and that as specifying the measure of the faith, which must
be found in them in order that they may be stablished
through faith; while at the same time the requisite zf«!
cxpression, conscerated to God, of the picty of the believing
heart is Dbrought out Ly év edyap.: while ye arc abounding
in the swne amidst thanksyiving, i.c. while ye arve truly rich in
faith, and at the same time giving thanks to God for this
blessing of fulness of faith. The emphasis is upon mwepioe.,
in whieh lies the more precisely defining element ; wepiooede
év 1s nothing clse than the usual abundare aligua re, to have
abundance of something (Rom. xv. 13; 1 Cor. viil. 7; Phil
1.9, ¢t al), and év ebyap. indicates an accompanying circuin-
stance ti the case, the ethical consecration of grateful piety,
with which the richness in faith must be combined; comp.
iii. 17,1. 12. 1t is well explained, in substance, by Theophy-
lact: wepioaov Ti évdeikvvobar év Th wioTer, edyapioTolvTes TG
Bed, oTe nEiwaey uds Towaltys xdpitos, Kal py €éavrols T
mwpoxomyy émiypadovtas.  Rightly also by Occumenius, who
takes év ebyap. as equivalent to ovv ebyap. Comp. Castalio,
Lrasmus, Beza, Calvin, Estins, Cornelius a Lapide, Biihr,
Steiger, Olshausen, Daumgarten-Crusius, Dalmer, Hofmann,
and others. Others, however, regard év edyap. as Lelonging to
mepiso.  Such is the view not only of the majority who reject
év adrh on critical grounds (as Ewald), but also of Luther,
Michaelis, Storr, Flatt, Huther (that the Colossiauns in their
faith towards God . . . are to show themsclves abradantly gratc-
Ju). De Wette favours this rendering on the ground that the
clause is not attached by xaif, which, however, is quite in keep-
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ing with the circumstance that mepioa. k7. is subordinate
to the BeBarodu. w7 In opposition to the combination
wepiaa. év ebyap. there may be wged, first, the arrangement
of the words in itself; secondly, the fact that év adrh would
be superfluous ; and thirdly, that all the other elements of the
verse refer to the nature of fwith, and hence the latter, in
harmony with the context, is to be regarded also in the last
participial clause as the object of the discourse, whereas év
ebyap. is to be treated as a relation eassocialed with the
faith.

Ver. 8. Be wpon your guard, lest there shall be some onc
carrying you cuway as o prey.  In that case, how grievously
would what I have just been impressing upon your hearts,
in vv. 6, 7, be rendered fruitless !— The futurc écrar after
w1 (comp. Heb. iii. 12) has arisen from the apprehension that
the case may yet actually occur.  Sec Stallbaum, ad Plat.
Rep. p. 451 A; Hartuog, Partikell. 11 p. 139 f.; Ellendt,
Lex. Soph. 11 p. 104, Comp. also on Gal. iv. 11.— As to
the participle awith the article, comp. on Gal.i. 7: Twés elow
ol Tapdascovres. — Respecting cvhaywyelr, belonging to the
later Greck, see Eustath. ad Il v.p. 393, 52.  Very inaccu-
rately rendered by the Vulgate: decipiet. In Arvistaen, ii, 22,
joined with oixov, it means fo 70b; and is so taken here by
Hilary, Chrysostom, Theodoret (dmocvhav wjv wioTw),
Theophylact (rov wotw), Luther, Wolf, and many others,
including Bawngarten-Crusius. But the stronger sensc of
the word pracdam abigere (Heliod. x. 35 ; Nicet. Anwn. 5, p. 96
D) is in keeping with the verb of the previeus exhortation,
mepiraTeite, as well as with the purposely chosen peculiar
expression in itself, which is more significant than the classical
agvhav or avhedew, and serves vividly to illustrate the idea of
the scduction, through which one falls under extraneous power,
as respects its disyracefulness.— 8t Tiis pirocoplas k. xevijs
amarns] through philosophy and cmpty deceit. It is to Dbe
observed that neither the preposition nor the article is repeated
before xevijs (see Kiihner, I1. 1, pp. 476, 528 ; Buttmann, Neuf.
Gr. p. 86 [E. T. 100]), because with xal xev. dmwar. there
is added no further element different from Tijs ¢idocog. (in

COL. Z
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opposition to IIofmaunn), but only that which the philosopl.y
in its cssence s ; it is empty deeeption, that is, having no real
contents ; the mifavoroyia (ver. 4), with which it is presented,
is a weveayopla (Plat. Rep. p. 607 B), and xevoroyia (Plut.
Dor. p. 1069 C). On the idea of xevés (1 Cor. xv. 14 ; Eph.
v. 6), comp. Dem. 821. 11.: xevétator wdvtov Aoywy Aéyova:,
and on dmdry, Plat. Soph. p. 260 C: Svros 8¢ e Yrevdovs éoTiv
amdry ..., kal pny dmdrys obans elddAwy Te xal elxovewy 1j6n
kal ¢avracias wdvta dvdykn pecta evar. The ¢hocodia,
however, against which Paul utlers his warning, is not philo-
sophy gencrally and in dtsclf,—a view at variance with the
addition «. xevijs dmat. closely pertaining to it, however much
the wisdom of the world in its degeneracy (comp. Herm.
gottesd. Alterth. § 125 and Cultwrgesch. d. Griech. w. Rom. T.
p. 236 ff, IL. p. 132), as experience was conversant with its
phenomena in that age! may have manifested itself to the
apostle as foolishness when compared with the wisdom of the
gospel (1 Cor.i. 18 ff, ii. 6). Rather, be bas in view (comp.
ver, 18) the characteristic speculation, well Lnown o lis
readers, which engaged attention in Colossae and the surround-
ing district and consisted of a Gnostic theosophy mixed up
with Judaism (Essenism). This is, on account of its nature
directed to the supersensuous and its ontological character,
correctly designated by the term philosophy in general, apart
from its relation to the truth, which is signalized by the
k. xevfis dwdtys appended® (Plat. Def. p. 414 C: s Tév

! Comp. Luther's frequent denunciations of philosophy, under which he had
present to his mind its degencracy in the Aristotelian scholasticism.

?Comp. also Calovius. The latter rightly remarks how &gierigus and
4fsoxiyws men would procecd, who should regard philosophical and theelogical
truth as opposites ; and points out that if Greek philosophy do not teach the
doctrine of eternal life and its attainment, it is not a xery dwdrs, but an
imperfectio.  Fathers of the Church also, as e.g. Clemens Al (cowmp. Spiess,
Logos spermat. p. 341), aptly distinguish philosophy itself from the phenomena

of its abuse. The latter are philesophy also, but not in accordance with the
truth of the conception.

3 These words x. xev, 7., characterizing the philosophy meant, are therefore
all the less to be regarded, with Holtzmann, as a tautological insertion ; and it
is mere arbitrariness to claim the words xerd 7. wapdd. wiv avpda. for the
Synoptical Gospels (Matt. xv. 2 f.); as if wapddorss (comp. especially Gal. i, 14)
were not sufficiently current in the apostle's writings.
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dvrov del émomijuns Spebis éEis Bewprriny) Tob dinfols, was
Anbés).  Possibly it was also put forward by the false
teachers themsclves expressly under this designation (comp.
the Sophists as the ¢doxovres ¢pihosodely, Xen. Mem. 1. 2. 19
and olouevor wavt eldévar, in 1. 4.1). The latter is the more
probable, since Taul uses the word only in this passage.
Comp. Bengel : “quod adversarii jactabant esse philosophiam
et sapientiam (ver. 23), id Paulus ¢nanem fraudem esse dicit.”
The nature of this philosophy is consequently to be regarded
as Judaistic-Orienlal ;* we are under no necessity to infer from
the word ¢ilocopia a reference to Greck wisdom, as Grotius
did, suggesting the Pythagorcan (Clemens Alexandrinus thought
of the Epicurcans, and Tertullian of such philosophers as Paul
had to do with at 4¢hens). The idea that the « sacrarum liter-
arum earumque recte interpretandarum scientic ” (Tittmann, de
vestigiis Gaosticor. in N. T frustra quaesitis, p. S6 ff.) is meant,
is opposed, not to the word in itself, but to the marks of
heretical doctrine in our Epistle, and to the usage of the
apostle, who never so designates the O. T. teaching and
exposition, however frequently he speaks of it; although
Philo gives it this namec (see Loesner, Obss. p. 564), and
Josephus (see Krebs, p. 236) applies it to the systems of
Jewish sects, and indeed the Fathers themselves apply it to the
Cluistian doctrine (Suicer, Thes. s.); see Grimm on 2 Mace.
i 1, p. 298 £ —«kara 7. wapdd. T. avfp.] might be — and
this is the common view——closely joined with dwdrys (Winer,
p- 128 £ [E T.169]). But the od xara Xpioror would not
suit this connection, since dmwdry is already in itself a definite
and proper idea, in association with which a xara XpioTov
would be inconceivable; whereas the jfiyurative ovhaywyely
still admits also the negative modal statement (o0 xara X))
for greater definiteness. Accordingly xatd 7. wapdad. et
{comp. Steiger, Ellicott) is to bhe taken as definition of mode
to cvlaywydv. Paul, namely, having previously announced
whereby the ovhaywyelr takes place, now adds for the still
more precise description of that procedure, in order the more

1 The speeulations of Essenism arc also designated as philosophy in Philo,
Comp. Keim, Gesch. Jesu, 1. p. 292,
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cffectively to warn his readers against it, that i accordance
with which it takes place, z.c. what is the objective reyulative
standard by which they permit themsclves to be guided.
He does this positively (kata Tyv. ... xéopov) and acyativcly
(x. o0 rata Xpiorov). The genitive 7dv avfp. is to be
explained : #v wapéraBe wapa Tév avp. (comp. 2 Thess. iii.
6), and 7év denotes the calegory, the traditio hwmana as such,
opposed to the divine revelation,  Comp. Mark vii. 8. What
is mcant, doubtless, is the ritual Jewish tradition outside of
the Mosaic law (comp. on Matt. xv. 2), the latter being
excluded by 7dv avfp.; but Paul designates the thing quite
generally, according to the genus to which it belongs, as
Luman. — kavé T@ oToryeia Tob xdauov] Parallel of the fore-
going : according to the clements of the world, i.e. according to
the rcligious rudiments, with which non-Chetstion  hwmanity
occupies itself. The expression in itself cmbraces the ritual
observances! both of Judaism and heathenism, which, in
comparison with the perfect religion of Christianity, are only
“puerilia rudimente” (Calvin), as it were the A B C of
religion, so that Paul therefore in this case also, where he
warns his readers against Judaistic enticing, characterizes the
matter according to its cafcgory. As to the designation itself
and its various interpretations, see on Gal. iv. 3. Among the
latest expositors, Bleck agrees with our view, while ITofinann
explains: “because it (the philosophy which is described as
deceit) permits the material things, of which the cicated world
consists, to form its standard.” See in opposition to this on
Gal. le. Both expressions, mqv wapad. 7. abfp. and 7a oTovy.
T. k6opov, have it as their aim to render apparent the worth-
lessness and unsuitableness for the Christian standpoint
(comp. Gal. iv. 9). Hence, also, the contrast which, though
obvious of ilsclf, is nevertheless emphatic: xai o0 xaTte
Xpiorov.  The activity of that cvhaywyeiv has not Christ for
its objective standard; He, in accordance with His divine
dignity exalted above everything (see ver. 9), was to be the

! Calvin well says: ““Quid vocat clementa mundi? Non dubium quin
ccremonias ; mam continwo post exempli loco speciem unam adducit, circum-
cisionem scilicet.”



sole regulative for all activity in Christian teaching, so that
the standard guiding their work should be found in the rcla-
tion of dependence upon Him; but instead of this the pro-
cedure of the ovhaywydy allows human tradition, and those
nou-Clhristian rudiments which the Christian is supposed to
have long sinee left behind, to serve as his rule of conduct!
ITow unworthy it is, thercfore, to follow such seduction !

Ver. 9. Siace tndecd 7n Him dwells, ete. This is not “a
peg upon which the interpolator hangs his own thonghts”
(ILoltzmann). On the contrary, Paul assigns e rcason for the
ot kara Xpiotdv just said, with a view more effectually to
deter them from the false teachers. The force of the reason
assigned lies in the fact that, if the case stand so with Christ,
as is stated in vv. 9 ff, by every othier regulative principle of
doctrine that which is indicated in the words xata XpioToy
is excluded and negalived.  Otlers make the reason assigned
refer to the werning : BAémere wr ., s0 that 67 adduces the
reason why they onght to permit this warning to be addressed
to them (Hofwann, comp. Huther and Bleek) ; but, in opposi-
tion to this view, it may be wrged that the év adrd placed
cmphatically first (72 Hine and in no other) points back to the
immediately preceding od xate Xpiarév (comp. Chrysostom
and Calviun); there is thercfore nothing to show that the
reference of o7e ought to be carvied further back (to BAémere).
I Chuist the whole fulness of Godlcad—what a contrast to the
human wapddoais and the arovyeia of the world | — xaTouxet)
The present, for it is the evalted Christ, in the state of His
heavenly 8ofa, that is in view. Comp. i. 15. In Him the
entire m\ijpwpa has its xarowymipov (Epl ii. 22), so that He
is the personal beaver of it, the personal seat of its cssential
presence. — wav 10 wAjpwpa {comp. on i 19)is lerc more
precisely defined hy the “vocabulum abstractum significantissi-
aum” (Bengel) ijs Bedrnros, which specifies what dwells in
Clurist in its entire fulness, 7.c. not, it may be, partially, but
in its complete entirety. Omn the geaitive, comp. Tlom. xi. 23,
xv. 29. It is not the genitive cuctoris (Nosselt: universa
compreliensio eorum, quae Deus per Christum vellet in homines
transferre”) ; the very abstract festyt. should have been a
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sufficient warning against this view, as well as against the
interpretation: “id quod inest fesrnTe” (Bihr). 9) fecrns, the
Godhead (Lucian, Icarom. 9 ; Plut. Mor. p. 415 C), the
abstract from o Oegs, is to be distinguished from % @ewérns, the
abstract from @etos (Rom. i. 20 ; Wisd. xviii. 19; Lucian, dc
calumn. 17). The former is Deitas, the being God, d.c. the
divine esscnce, Godhead ; the latter is dirimitas, 1.c. the divine
quality, godlilcness.  See on Rom. i 20.  Accordingly, the
cssence of God, undivided and in its whole fulness, dwells in
Christ in His exalted state, so that Ile is the essential and
adequate image of God (i. '15), which He could not he if He
were not possessor of the divine essence. The distinetion
between what is here said about Christ and what is said about
Him in i 19 is, that the m\sjpwpa is here meant melaphysi-
cally, of the divina essentie, but in the former passage charis-
matically, of the divina gralie, and that xarowelv is conceived
here as in present permanence, hut in the former passage
historically (namely, of Christ’s historical, earthly appearance).
Sec on i. 19. The erroneous attempts that have been made
to explain away the literal meaning thus definitcly and de-
liberately expressed by Paul, are similar to those in i 19.
One of these, in particular, is the mis-explanation referring it
to the churel as the God-filled organ of divine sclf-revelation
(Heinrichs, Dawngarten - Crusius, Schenkel) which has its
dwelling-place in Christ!  Already Theodoret (comp. Twés in
Chrysostom), indeed, quotes the explanation that Christ sig-
nifies the church i whick the mhjpwpa dwells, but on account
of cwuatikads liesitates to agree to it, and rather accedes to
the common view, thereby deviating from his interpretation of
1 19. Theophylact is substantially right (comp. Chrysostom
and Oecumenius): e 7/ éoTiwv 6 Oevs Niyos, v alTq oikel, SO
that the fulness of the Godhead in the ontologicel, and not in

! Thus, indeed, the fulness of the Gedl.cad has Leen removed from Christ, but
there has only been gained instead of it the unbiblical idea {hat the churck
dwells in Cliist. The cliureh has its support in Christ as the corner-stone
(Eph. ii. 20, 21), but it does not dwell in 1lim.  On the conlrary, Christ dicells
in the church, which is Ilis Jody, and the =rdpupa filled by Jlim (sce on Eph. i.
23), namely, in virlue of the Spirit dwelling in the church (see on Eph. ii. 22),
which is the Spirit of Christ (Rom. viii. 9; Gal. iv. 6 ; Phil. i. 19).
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the simply mystical or morally »eligious sense (de Wette) is
meant. — Dut Aow does it dwell in Christ?  copartikds, in
bodly fashion, .. in such a way that through this indwelling
in Christ it is in a Dodily form of appearance, clothed with a
body. Comp. also Hotmann in loc., and Schriftbcw. II. 1, p.
20 Weiss, Bibl. Theol. p. 428, ed. 2. Itis mot in Christ
(dowpdrws),as before the Incarnation it was in the Aoyos (Oeds
7w 6 Aoyos, John i 1), but (comp. also Gess, Pers. Chr. p.
260 {I)) it is in His glorified body (Phil. iii. 21), so that the
év popdi Ocob and (oca Oed elvar, which already existed in the
Aoyos doapros (Phil. ii. 6), now in Christ’s estate of exaltation
—which succeeded Lhe state of humiliation, whereby the popdy
Ocob was affected—have a bodaly frame, are 71w bodaly personality.!
Of course the feorns does not thereby itself come into the
ranks of the cwpatieai obolae (Plat. Locr. p. 96 A), but is
in the exalted Christ alter a real fashion copared eider (Luke
iii. 22), and therefore Christ Himself is the visible divine-
iuman image of the invisible God (i. 15). In this glory, as
Possessor of the Godhead dwelling in Him Dbodily, He will
also appear at the Parousia—an appearance, therefore, which
will manifest itself visibly (1 Johniii 2) as the actual emtpdveia
Tijs 8okns Tob peydrov Ocod (Tit. ii. 13). The reference of the
whole statement, howcver, to the cxaltcd Christ is placed
Deyond question by the use of the present xatoixer, which
asserts the presently cxisting relation, without requiring a viv
along with it (in opposition to Iuther). The renderings:
essentialiter, odowwdds (Cyril, Theophylact, Calvin, Deza, and
others, including Usteri, Steiger, Olshausen, Huther, Bisping),
in which case some thought of a contrast to the divine évépyeia
in the praophets (see Theophylact), and: realiter (Augustine, Eras-
mus, Vatablus, Cornelius a Lapide, Grotius, Schoettgen, Wolf,
Nosselt, Bleel, and others), in which was found the opposite of
~umikas (ver. 17), are linguistically inappropriate ; for cwupaTe-
xos never means anything else than corporcus.  Comp. on the

! It is now only worth remarking historically, but is almost incredible, how
thie Socinians have twisted our verse. Its scnse in their view is: ““quod in
duetring ipsius tota Del voluntus integre et reapse est patefacta,” Catech. Racov.
194, p. 398, ed. Ocder. Calovius gives a refutation in detail.
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adverb, Plut. Mor. p. 424 D. The less justifiable is the
hypothesis of Rich. Schmidt (Peul. Christol. p. 191), that in the
term cwpatwds the contrast of ver. 17 was already present to
the apostle’s mind. Those who adopt the erronecous explana-
tion of 7mMjpwue as referring to the church, assign to cwuari-
ks the meaning: “so that the church stands related to Him
as His body” (Baumgarten-Crusius and Schenkel), which issues
in the absurdity that the body of Christ is held to dwell in
Churist, whereas conversely Christ could not but dwell in His
body. It is true that the church is related to Christ as His
body, not, however, in so far as 4¢ dwells tn Hin (and, accord-
ing to the context, this must have been the casc Acre, if the
explanation in question be adopted), but cither in so far as
He dwells < 4t, or in so far as He is 4ts Hecad, which latter
thought is quite foreign to the connection of the passage; for
even in ver. 10 Christ is not called the Head of the church.
It is, morever, to be observed, that the adverb is placed
emphatically at the end. The special reason, however, on
account of which the xaTowkeiv «.v.\. is thus prominently set
forth as bodily, cannot, indeed, be directly shown to have been
supplied by the circumstances of the Colossians, but is never-
theless to be recognised in an apologetic interest of opposition
to the false teachers, who by their doctrines concerning the
angels (comp. ver. 10: apyijs . €fovs.) must have broken up,
in a spiritualistic sense, the m\sjpwpa Tis Beomnros.

Ver. 10. Kai éore év adr meminp.] still depending on
ote: and (since) ye are filled in Him, i.e. and since the mAg-
porns which ye possess rests on Ilim, the bodily Dearer of the
divine mvjpopa. The two are correlative: from the mAnpwua
This fBeéryros, which dwells in the exalted Christ, flows the
memAnpwuévor eivar of the Christian, which has its basis, there-
fore, in no other than in Christ, and in nothing else than just
in fellowship with Him. Tilled with what? was seli-evident
to the consciousness of the reader. It is the dynamaie, charis-
matic mhjpwots, which Christiaus, in virtue of their union of
life with the Lord, whose Spirit and fwy are in them, have
received, and continuously possess, out of the metaphysical -
poua dwelling in Clurist, out of the m\jpwua Tijs GeoryTos.—
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The emphasis is not upon €o7é, but, as shown hy the subse-
quent relative definitions, upon év adr@. If the wemrinpw-
pévov elvar depends on Him, on nothing and on no onc but
on Him, then everything else whicli men may teach you, and
with which they may wish to scize you and conduct you in
leading strings, is o0 kate Xpiorov. With due attention to
this emphasis of €v avr@, we should neither have expected
Upets (in opposition to de Wette; comp. Estius and others:
“¢t vos”) nor have explained éoré in an wmperative sense (in
opposition to Grotius, Bos, Heumann); which latter view is
to be rejected, because the entire comncetion is not paracuetic,
and generally because, whilst a mAnpotefe (Eph. v. 18)
or yiveale mewAnp. may, éoTe mwemwAnp. caunot, logically be
enjoined.!  There is, moreover (comp. also Hofmann), nothing
to be supplied with memAnp. (usually: 7ijs GeornTos, sec Theo-
pliylact and Huther; de Wette, Dleck : tod mAnpou. 1. Geir.),
since the specifically ontological sense of the purposely-chosen
feoryros would mnot even Dbe consistent with the supposed
equalization of the Christians with Christ (oddév éarrov
€xeTe alrod, dANG wemAnpwuévor kal Uuels éote TS feotyTos,
Theophylact), and this equalization does mnot exist at all,
because Paul has not written xai fueis. In what their being
filled cousisted, was known to the readers from their own expe-
rience, without further explanation; their thoughts, however,
were to dwell upon ke fucet that, since their being full depended
o Christ, those labours of the false teachers were of quite
another character than xate Xpiorov. — &5 éoTww 1) redary
x1.A.] This, as also ver. 11, now supplies confirmatory tnjorma-
tion regarding the {act that they hLave their being filled not
otherwise than just ¢n Christ; namely, neither through dpyai
«. éovoiar, since Christ is the head of every dpysj aud éfovoia ;
nor yet through circuwmcision, since they have received in
Christ the real ethical circumeision. — wdons apy. . éovo.)
1s not more precisely defined as in Eph. iii. 10; lence, in

! Calovius has well said : ““ Benelicium Christi, non nosiram oflicium ;* comp.
Wolf. In complete opposition to the context, Grotius Lrings out the sense :
“illo contenti estote,” which he suppoerts by the remark : ** quia quod plenum
est, nihil aliud desiderat.”
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virtue of the zmunus »cgium of the Lord quite generally : cxery
principality and powcr, but with the tacit apologetic reference :
consequently also of the angelic powers (i. 16) belonging to
these categories and bearing these names, to whose mediation,
to be attained through Bpnoxeia, the false teachers direct you,
a reference which Hofinann, understanding the expressions
in the sense of spiritual beings ruling arbitrarily and in opposi-
tion to God cspecially over the Gentile world (notwithstanding
the fact that Christ is their Head /), groundlessly denies ; see
ver. 18.  If Cluist be the Head of every dpyj and éfovaia, i.c.
their governing sovereign, the Christian caunot have anything
to cxpect from any angelic powers subordinate to Christ,
—a result involved in the union in which He stands to the
Higher, to Christ Himsclf—With the reading 6 éoriw (see the
critical remarks), which is also preferred by Ewald,' Lachmann
has placed xal éore év adrg memAnp. in a parenthesis. But,
wlhile this important thought would neither have motive nor
be appropriate as a mere parenthesis, it would also be improper
that the neuter subject 70 m\ijpwpa 7. Geor. should be desig-
nated as 7 xepary x.7A., which applies rather to the personal
possessor of the m\fjpwua, to Christ.

Ver. 11. Respecting the connection and its reference to the
fulse teachers, so far as they “legem evangelio miscebant”
(Calvin), see on ver. 10. —év &] like év adrg in ver. 10:
on whom it also causally depends that ye, etc. This applics
to the point of time of their entrance into the umion with
Clrist, as is clear from the historical wepieru., which took
place on them through their conversion (comp. ver. 12).—=raf]
also civcumeised were ye.  The xal is the simple also, which,
however, does mnot introduce an eclement included wunder
memAnpop. €ore (Hofmann), but to the previous relative state-
ment (6s éomw w1 appends another; comp. ver. 12.  Hof-
mann’s objection, that the foregoing relative statement has
indeed rcference to the readers, but <s made without reference
to them, is an empty subtlety, which is connected with the

! Inasmuch as he takes & tomv dircetly as scilicet, ufpote, and regards this usage
ag a linguistic peculiarity of this Epistle. DBut this rendering is not required
cither in i. 24 or in iii. 17 ; and respecting i. 27, see the critical remarks.
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crroneous rendering of wdons dpyijs x. éfove. — mwepitopd
ayetpor.] is not supplementary and parenthetical (ILofinann),
as if Paul had written mepiropn 8¢ axetpor., but appends
inmediately to wepierunf. its characteristic, whereby it is dis-
tinguished from what is elsewhere meant by circumcision ;
hence the thought is: “in your union with Clrist there has
als0 talken place a circumcision upon yow (Gentiles), which is not
(like the Jewish circumeision) the work of hands;” comp. Eph.
il. 11. On the word dyewpom. itself (which is similar to
axetpovpynros, Poll. ii. 154), in analogous antithetical reference,
comp. Mark xiv. 58; 2 Cor. v. 1; and on the idea of the
inner ethical circumecision, of which the Dbodily is the type,
comp. Deut. x. 16, xxx. 6; Lzek. xliv. 7; Acts vil. 51, See
Michiaelis 72 loc.,, and the expositors on Rom. ii. 29 ; Schoettgen,
Hor. 1. p. 815. — év ) dmexbioer x.7\.] This characteristic
wepteTunfnTe wepir. ayerp. took place by means of the putting off
af the body of the flesh, which was accomplished in your case
(observe the passive comnection), Z.¢ in that the body, whose
essenee and acdure are flesh, was taken off and put away from
you by God! With velerence to év 7 dmexdvoer k.., which
is to be coupled not merely with mepterurfnre (Hofmann), but
with the entire specifically defined conception of circumecision
TEPLETLL. TEMT. ayetpor., it is to be noticed: (1) that the geni-
tive 7is odpros is the genitivus materice, asin i 22 ; (2) that
the odpf here is not indifferent, but means the flesh as the scat
of sin, and of its lusts and strivings (Rom. vil. 23, 23, viil. 3,13 ;
Gal. v. 16 ; Eph. ii. 3; Col. iil. 5, et «l); so that Paul (3) might
have conveyed the idea of 76 odua Tis gapx. also by 7o
coua s apaprias (Rom. vi. 6), but the description by s
caprds was sugzested to him by the thought of the circumeision
(Rom. ii. 28; Eph. ii. 11). (4) The significant and weighty
expression dmexdvoer (the substantive used only here, the verb
also in ver. 15, iii. 9 ; Josephus, Antt. vi. 14. 2) is selected in
contrast to the operation of the legal circumecision, which only

1 Compare Ilofmann, Sehriftbew. I11. 2, p. 171. The same writer, however,
now objects that dxixdsess cannot have passive significance. DBut this it is not
alleged to have: GQod is lhe &mexddw, i.e. He who, as author of regeneration,
puts off from man the body of flesh.
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wounded the edpa 7. capros and removed a portion of one
member of it; whereas the spiritual circumeision, divinely
performed, consisted in a complete parting and doing away
with this body, in so far as God, by means of this ethical cir-
cumeision, has taken off and removed the sinful body from man
(the two acts are expressed by the double compound), like a
garment which is drawn off and laid aside. Ethically cir-
cumncised, 7.c. translated by conversion from the estate of sin
into that of the Christian life of faith and rightcousness (sec
ver. 12), consequently born again as kawy x7iois,! as a xawos
avBpwmos created after God (Eph. iv. 24), man has no longer
any copa Tis agapros at all, because the body which he has
is rid of the sinful edpf as such, as regards its sinful quality ;
lie is no longer év 7§ capxi as previously, when lust évnpyetro
év Tois péleary (Rom. vii. 5; comp. ver. 23); he is no longer
adprwos, Tempapévos Umo Ty dpapriay (Rom. vii. 14), but is
dead for sin (Rom. vi. 11); lhe las crucified the capf (Gal.
v. 24), and no longer walks xara odpxa, but év xawornte
wvevpatos (Rom. vii, 6); by the law of the Holy Spirit he is
freed from the law of sin and death (Rom. viil, 2), év wvedpate
(Rom. viii, 9), dead with Christ (Gal. ii. 19; 2 Cor. v. 14;
Col. iii. 3), and risen, so that his members are émia Sixaco-
avvns 76 @el (Rom. vi. 13).  This Christian transformation is
represented in its <deal aspeet, which disregards the empirical
imperfection, according to which the adpé is still doubtless even
in the regencrate at variance with the mvebua (Gal. v. 17).  Our
dogmatists well deseribe regeneration as pesfecle a parte Dei,
but as sinperfecte a parte homimen vecipientium.  To take coua
in the sense of masse or agyicqgate (Calvin, Grotius, Calovius,
and others, including Steiger and Biihr®), is opposed as well to

} The cpoch of 1bhis transformation is baptisin (see Weiss, Bibl. Theol. p. 439,
cd. 2; comp. ITollzmann, p. 178), by which, hewever, the baptism of Christian
children is by no means assumed as the antitype of circumcision (Steiger,
Philippi). Comp. on 1 Cor. vii. 14; Acls xvi. 15.

2 Comp. also Philippi, Glaubensl. V. 2, p. 223, who declares my explanation
to be forced, without proof, and conirary to the Seripture; and Reiche, Commn.
crit. p. 274, who understands sape of the * toto qitasi vitiosilalis (. capxiz)
corpore,” so that the pulting away of all immorality is denoted. Similaly
Dalmer.
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the context, in which the discourse turns upon cirevmeision and
(ver. 12) upon dburial and resurrection, as also to the linguistie
usage of the N. T. In classic authors it expresses the notion
in question in the physical sense, cg. Plat. Tim. p. 32 C: 7o
Tob Kéouov oopa (comp. p. 31 B, Hipp. maj. p. 301 B), and
in later writers may also denote generally a wwhole consisting
of parts (comp. Cicero, ad At ii. 1. 4). In opposition to the
crroneous assumption that cdua must have a figurative mean-
ing here, as Julius Miiller, ». d. Siinde, 1. p. 459 £, stillin the
Gth ed., thinks! see on Rom. vi. 6; comp. also Hofmann,
Sehriftbaw. 1. p. 560 f.— év ) meprrous Tov X.] by means of
the circumcision of Chwist, parallel to the previous év 74 dmwex-
Svees k7N, nawming specifically (as different {from that of the
Old Testament) the circumcision described previously according
to its nature. The genitive 700 XptoTov is to he rendered :
the circumcision, which is produced throvgh Christ. The con-
text requires this by the further explanation of the thing itsell
in ver. 12.  Comp. above, év ¢ Dut Christ is not conceived
of as Himsclf the circumeiser, in so far, namely, as by baptism
(Theophylact, Beza, and others), or by His Spirit (Bleek), He
accomplishes the cleansing and sanctification of man (see on
ver. 12); but as the One through whom, in virtue of the
effective living union that takes place in conversion between
man and Himself, this divine wepirops), in its character speci-
fically different from the Israclite circumcision, is practically
brovght about and rendered @ vealily, and n so fur it is based
on Christ as its ai7ees (Theodoret). It is not, however, dap-
tism itself (Fofmann, following older expositors) that is meant
by the circumeision of Christ, although the predicate dyerporr.
would not be in opposition to this view, but the spiritnal trans-
formation, that consecration of a holy state of life, which takes
Place @ baptism ; see ver. 12: év 7@ Bawricuare. According
to Schneckenburger, in the Zheol. Jeahvd. 1848, p. 286 {f, the
amérduots 7. oop. 7. capk. is meant of the death of Christ, and
also the weptToun Tov X. is meant to denote this deatk, so that

! Miiller also holds that Paul here conceives the old sinful nature as a body
whicly, in regeneration, the Christian puts off ; and that #4;% is to be understood
only of the earthly-kwman life.
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the latter is an explanation by way of application of the
former, in opposition to the heretical recommendation of a
hodily or mystical mreperowr). It may he decisively urged
against this view, that after Tis capxds there is no avrod,
(comp. i. 22), which was absolutely necessary, if the rcader
was to think of another subject than that of mepreTuajfinTe;
further, that 75 dxpoBuatia Tijs capros Judy, in ver. 13, stands
in significant retrospective reference to the améxdvois 7. cwp.
s caprds; and that cvvradévres k.. in ver. 12 is synchronons
with wepierpifyre k..., and represeuts substantially the same
thing, Moreover, the description of the deat’ of Christ as
His circwmeision would bhe all the more inappropriate, since,
in the case of Christ, the actic! circumcision was not absent.
According to Holtzmann, the entire clause: év 7. amexd. Tob
cop. 7. gapk., év 1. mweper. 7. X, should be deleted as an
addition of the interpolator, because the expression cdua
Tiis gapxos has occurred at i. 22 in quite another—namely,
an indifferent, genuinely Pauline—reference. This reason is
incorrect, because in i. 22 it is not s gapros, but Tijs capros
adTod, and this adrod makes the great essential difference
between the expression in that passage and that employed in
our present one.

Ver. 12 supplies further imformation as to how the wepter-
pifnre, so far as it has taken place by means of the circum-
cision of Christ, has been accomplished. — cvvrapévres x.T\.]
synchronous with mepet. (comp. on i. 20, elpyromonjoas): in
that ye became buried with Him in baptism. The immersion
in baptism, in accordance with its similarity to butial, is—
seeing that baptism translates into the fellowship of the death
of Clrist (see on Rom. vi. 3)—a buried alony with Christ,
Rom. vi. 4. Through that fellowship of deuth man dies as to
his sinful nature, so that the edua tijs sapros (ver. 11) ceases
to live, and by means of the fellowship of burial is put ofl
(ver. 11). The subject who effects the joint burial is God, as
in the whole context. In the butial of Christ this joint burial
ol all that confess Him as respects their sinful body was
objectively completed; but it takes place, as respects each
individually and in subjective appropriation, by their baptism,
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prior to which the realization of that fellowship of burial was,
on the part of individuals, still wanting—év & xai avvnyép-
Onte] A new Denefit, which has acerued to the rcaders év
Xpiwor¢, and which in their case must bring still more clearly
to livine consciousness their év Xpiotd memhgpopévor eivar;
so that év ¢ here is parallel to the év ¢ in ver. 11, and refers
to Christ, as does also adrov subsequently. It is rightly taken
thus, following Chrysostom and lis successors, by Luther and
most others, including Flatt, Bilr, Huther, Ewald. Others
have referred it to év 7@ Bawt. (Deza, Calixtus, Estius,
Michaelis, Ileinrichs, and others, including Steiger, Bolmer,
de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Hofmann, Dalnier, Bleek) ; but,
in opposition to this may be urged, first, the very symmetry
of the discourse (85 ... év @ kel . .. év ¢ xal); secondly, and
specially, the fact that, if év ¢ refers to baptism, év could not
be the proper preposition, since év T¢ Bamr., in accordance with
the meaning of the word aud the figure of burial, refers to the
dipping {nto (not overflowtny, as Hofmann thinks), whilst the
spiritual awakening to new life, in which sense these exposi-
tors take ouwnyépf, would have taken place through the
cmerging again, so that we should expect €€ ob, or, at all
events, the non-local 8.’ o¥; and, thirdly, the fact that just as
aguvragévtes has its own more precise definition by év 7¢
Bamr., so also has auwnpyépf. through Sa Tis mioTews x.TX.,
and therefore the text affords no occasion for taking up again
for auvnyép. the more precise definition of the previous point,
viz. év 16 PBamwriopate. No, the first Dhenefit received in
Christ which Paul specifies, viz. the moral circumcision,
accomplished by God through the joint burial in baptismal
immersion, has been fully handled in ver. 11 down to Baz-
Tiopate in ver. 12, and there now follows a second blessing
received by the readers in Christ (év & xai): they have been
rarsed vp also with Christ, which has taken place through juith,
etc. The previous joint burial was the necessary moral pre-
liminary condition of this joint awakening, since through it
the odua 7is caprds was put off. This cuwnyépf. is to be
understood in the sense of the fellowship of the bodily resurree-
tion of Christ, into which fellowship man enters by faith in
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such a way that, in virtue of his union of life and destiny
with Christ brought about by means of faith, he Lknows his
own resurrection as having taken place in that of Christ—a
benefit of joint reswrrection, which is, indeed, prior to the
Parousia, an 2deal possession, but through the Parousia
becomes 7cee! (whether its realization be attained by resmrrec-
tion proper in the case of the dead, or by the change that shall
take place in those who are still alive). Usually ocwvwnyépb.
is taken in the cfhicel sense, as relerring to the spiritual
awakening, viz. from moral death, so that Paul, after the
negative aspect of the regeneration (ver. 11 ; PBawriocuare,
ver. 12), now describes its positive character; comp. also
Huther, Ewald, Dleck, Hofmann. DBut in opposition to this
view is the fact that the fresh commencement év & xaf, corre-
sponding with the similar commencement of ver. 11, and
referring to Christ, makes us expect the mention of a new
bengfit, and not merely that of another aspect of the previous
one, otherwise there would have been no necessity for repeat-
ing the év ¢ xal; as also, that the inference of participation in
the proper resurrection of Christ from death lies at the basis of
the following Tob éyelpavros adrov éx vexpov. Comp. on Eph.
il. 1, and ii. 5, 6. Chrysostom, Theodoret, and Occumenius
have already correctly explained it of the proper resurrection
(rai yap éynyépueba T4 Svvdpe, el kal un T4 évepyeia), but Theo-
phylact malkes it include the ethical awakening also: holding
that it is to be explained xara 8o Tpomous, of the actnal
resurrcction % spc, and at the same time 67 wvevpaTikss Ty
véxpwow ToV Epywr THS apaptias dmeppifraper. — Sia Tis
wlotews w7 A] The T1is wiorews is described by Holtzmann,
p- 70, as syntactically clumsy and offensive ; he regards it as
an interpolation borrowed from Iph. i 19 f. Groundlessly ;
Paul is describing the subjective sedium, without which the
joint awakening, though objectively and historically accom-
plished in the resurrection of Christ, would not be appropriated
individually, the Apmrecor for this appropriation being wanting,
The unbeliever has not the blessing of having risen with
Christ, because he stands apart from the fellowship of life with
Chuist, just as also he has not the reconciliation, although the
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reconciliation of all has been accomplished objectively through
Clrist’s death.  The genitive 7ijs €évepyeias 7. ©. is the dlject
of faith; so Chrysostom, Theodoret, Occumenius, Theophylact,
Tivasnus, Castalio, Deza, Calvin, Zeger, Grotius, Estius, Cornelius
a Lapide, Michaclis, Rosenmiiller, and others, includiug Baum-
carten-Crusius, Ewald, Bleck, aud Hofinann, in the 2d ed. of
the Sechriftbew. I 2, p. 174 £, Dut others, such as Luther
(“ through the faith which God works”), Dengel, Flatt, Bihr,
Steiger, de Wette, Bohmer, Huther, ¢ «l., take ijs évepy. 7. ©.
as genitivus causae, for which, lhowever, Eph. 1. 19 is not to
be adduced (see 7n loc), and in opposition to which it is de-
cisive that in all passages, where the genitive with wioTis is
not the belicving subject, it denotes the ofject (Mark xi. 22
Acts iil. 16 ; Rowm. 1. 22 Gal il 16, 20,111, 22 ; Epl.iil. 12
Thil. 1. 27,1ii. 9 ; 2 Thess. ii. 15 ; Jas.il. 1 ; Rev.ii. 13, xiv. 12),
and that the deseription of God as the Being who Las raised
wp Chiist from the dead stands most naturally and directly
in signilicant reference to the divine activity which procures,
not the jaith, but the ovveyeipeofar, and which is therefore
set forth in a very appropriate manuer as the special object!
of faith (comp. iv. 17, 24, vi. §, x. 9; 2 Cor, iv. 13, 14;
Iph 1. 19 £; 1 Pet. i. 21). At the basis, namely, of the tod
evelpavtos avT. éc vexp. lies the certainty in the believer's
consciousness : sinee God has raised up Christ, His activity,
which has produced this principale and majus, will have
included therein the conscquens and minus, my resurreelion
with Him.  To the believer the two stand in such essential
counection, that in the operation of God which raised up Clirist
he belholds, by virtue of his fellowship of life with Christ,
the assurance of liis own resurrection having taken place along
with that act; in the former he has the pledge, the évéyvpov
(Theodovet) of the latter.  Hofmann now again (as in the first
cd. of the Sehriftbeweis) explains 7ijs évepy. 7. ©. as in apposi-
tion to vijs wioTews, in such a way that Paul, “ as ¢f correcting
htself)” makes the former take the place of the latter, in
order to guard against the danger of his readers conceiving to

'V The eflicacy of the divine power shown in the resurrection of Christ is the
guarantee of the certainty of salvation.

COL. 2A
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themselves faith as a conduct on maw's part making possible
the participation in the resurrection of Christ by God, while in
reality it is nothing else than the product of the évépyeta of
God. A quite gratuitously invented self-correction, without
precedent, and undiscoverable by the reader; although the
thought, if it had entered the mind of Paul, might have been
indicated with the utmost simplicity and ease (possibly by Sid
s wiloTews, p@Alov 8¢ Sia Tis évepy. T. O.).

Ver. 13. Since that qvvpyépfnte was the awaking to cfernal
life, Panl now goes on to give special prominence to ¢this great
blessing, the making alive, and that in reference to the Gentile-
Christian position of the readers; and to this lie anuexes, in
ver. 14 f, an anti-Judaistic triumphant statement reminding
them of the cancelling of their debt-bond with the law.—
To attach xal Juds ... caprxos vupdv still to ver. 12, and to
make it depend on éyelpavros (Steiger), is rendered impossible
by the richt explanation of 775 wioTews Tijs évepyelas T. O.
in ver. 12,' to say nothing of the abrupt position in which
ouvvefwor. would thus appear. Kai duds goes along with
cuvelworr., so that Duds is then repeated (see Fritzsche, Quacst.
Lue. p. 14; BDornemann in the Sdchs. Stud. 1846, p. G6;
Kihner, I1I. 1, p. 568 ; Winer, p. 139 [E. T. 18§4]), the repeti-
tion being here occasioned by thie emphasis of the cwvelwor.:
“You also, when ye were dead . . . He made you alive {ogcther
with Him.” The xa{ therefore is not the copula and, but, in
harmony with the duds placed in the front emphatically : also,
as in Eph. ii. 1. It has its reference in this, that the readers
had been Gentiles liable to eternal death, but the cuvvelwor.
had been extended, as to all believers, so also o them. The

! This applies also in opposition to 1lofmann, who takes ver. 13 likewisc as a
continuation of the description of God given in rod iyelp. adrdv ix vexp., and
therein makes the apostle guilty of a clumsy change of construction, viz. that he
intended to make svlweraicay=as follow, but, because this word would have been
““inconvenient” after vexpovs dyrus z.7.A., exchanged it for an independent sen-
tence. But svlwomenicavres would have been inserted without any inconvenience
whatever : on the contrary, it would only have expressed the alleged idea con-
formably to the construction clearly and definitely. The comparison of i. 26
is unsuitable. Holtzmann follows substantially the view of Hofmann, Lut
regards the change of structure as the result of dictation. There is no change of
structure in the passage at all.
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correctness of {his reference is shown Dby the context as well
through 7 dxpoBuaria Tijs capk. vu., as through the pronoun of
the first person which is introduced after yaptoau. Lxtremely
arbitrary is the view of Olshausen, who thinks that in ver.
11 f the readers are addressed as r¢prescatatives of the collee-
tive community, but by xal dpds in ver. 13 personally ; while
Danmgarten-Crusius, in complete antagonism to the position
of the words, joins xai, not to duds, but to the verb: “also
He has called you to the ncw Ilife that abideth.”—To arrive at
a proper understanding of what follows we must observe:
(1) That ovvelwomoinoer is not to be taken, any more than
auvnyépOnre previously, in an ethical sense, as referring to
regeneration (so usually since Oecumenius, as ¢g. Grotius:
“sicut Christo novam contulit vitam ex morte corporis, ita et
nobis novam cx morle animorum ;” comp. also Bleek and
Hoflmann), but in its praper sense, and that (comp. Kaenffer,
de fwijs alwy. not. p. 94 ) as referring to the cecrlasting life
to which God' raised up Clrist, and which He has thereby
also provided for believers in virtue of their fellowship with
Cliist (as an ideal vossession now, but to be realized at the
Parousia). Seec also Eph. ii. 5.  The reconciliction (which de
Wette understands) is not the {womoineis itself, as is plain
from the compound curefwor., but its precursor and medium.
The oviwomoceir stands in the same relation to the cuveyeiperw
as the nature of the act to its process; but the reason why
ouvnyépd. here stands before the ovlwomowely (it is different in
Eph. ii. 5) is, that the cvrnyépfnre was correlative with the ovy-
7adévres in ver. 12, Lience that word is used first, while in
Iipl. Le. the being dead preceded, with which the ovlworotety
primarily corresponds. (2) Like cuvelwomr., so also vexpovs
is not to be taken in an ethical sense (so usually both here

! God is the subject of sov:lwemeinesy, not Christ (Ewald and the older exposi-
tors) ; for God has raised up Chyist, and God is, according to the present con-
text (it is dilferent in iii. 13), the forgiver of sins, and has brought about the
remission of sins through the ixeseagov of Christ (ver. 14). Hence also it is not
to be written o, avré (with the aspirate). Just as God was obviously ihe act-
ing subject in meperpddars, in svvradive;, and in svsnyigl., so also Ile is intro-
duced in the samne character emphatically in ver. 12, and remains so till the
close of ver, 15.
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and in Eph. ii. 1, as e,g. Calvin, who thinks that the alicnatio
@ Deo is meant), but, with Chrysostom and Theodoret, in its
proper sense ; the readers have been—this is the conception
—prior to their conversion to Christ a prey of death. This is
Dby no means to be understood, however, in the sense of
physical death (for that comes from Adam’s sin, sce on Rom.
v. 12), but in that of efernal death, to which they were liable
through their sins, so that they could not have become par-
takers of the eternal {7 (comp. on Rom. vii. 9 £). Sce also
on Eph. ii. 1. What is mecant, therefore, is not a death
which wowld have only become their eterned death in the
absence of the quickening (Hofmann), but the clernal death
isclf, in which they «lready lay, and out of which they would
not have come without that deliverance, nay, which on
the contrary—and here we have a prolepsis of the thought—
would ouly have completed itself in the futwre alév! (3
This being dead occurred in the state (év) of theli sins (tois
indicates the sins which they had committed) and of the
uncirewmeision of their jlesh, i.c. when as respects their sinful
saterially-psychical nature they were still uncircumeised, and
had not yet put off by conversion their Gentile fleshly con-
stitution? The dkpoBuvaria in itsclf they even now had as
Gentile Christians, but according to ver. 11 it was no longer
dwpdf. Tis gaprss in their case, but was now ind(gerent (ii.
11; 1 Cor. vii. 19; Gal. v. 6, vi. 15), since they had been
provided with the cthical circumecision of Christ and emptied
of the odua Tijs oapxos. The cthical reference of the expres-
sion does not lie, therefore, in dxpoBustia itself, but in the
characteristic Tijs oapxos vudv (genitive of the sulject) ; in this
uncireunucision they were «s Gentiles prior to their conversion,
but were so no longer as Clristians. Consequently axpof@. is
not to be taken fiyuiratively (Deut. x. 16; Ezek. xliv. 7; Jer.
iv. 4) as a designation of witiositas (so Theodoret, Beza,

1 Quite correlative is the conception of the Zw# as eternal life, which the
righteous man already kes, although hie has still in prospect the glorious purfee-
tion of it in the future alsy.

2 The iv is not repeated before =7 dxpaf. because the two elements coupled by

zaf are conceived together so as to form the single idea of unconversion ; Xiihner,
11, 1, p. 476. This applies alse in oppesition to Holtzmany, p. 156.
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Grotius, Biilir, Bleek, and most expositors), hut in its proper
sense, in which the readers as dxpoBuaror could not but have
understood it, and therein withal not as a symbol of wneleanness
(ITuther), or of the «livnatio « Deo (Calvin, comp. Tofmann),
or the like; on the contrary, the entire ethical stress lies on
Tis capk. vp.  The idea of original sin (Flacius and other
dogmatic expositors, comp. Bengel: “exquisita appellatio
peceati origin.”) is likewise involved, and that according to
its N. T. meaning (Rom. vii. 14 ff), not in dxpoBuvot., but
doubtless in Tis gapx. vpdv. Nevertheless this 7is oape.
vpwv belongs only to 77 depoBuatiq, and not to Tois mwapa-
mropace as well (Hofmann) ; comp. Eph. ii. 11, Otherwise we
should have, quite wimecessarily, two references heterogeneous
in sense for the genitive; besides, the notion of mapemTwpe
presupposes not the odpf, but the Eyo in its rclation to the
divine law as the subject; hence also the expression wapdwr.
Tiis gapk. (or apaptia 7. o.) does not occur, while we find épya
Tijs gapros in Gal. v. 19. Holtzmann, p. 71, ascribes the
words xai Th dxpofB. T. capwos vu. to the interpolator’s love for
synonyms and tautolozical expressions, and wishes to condemn
them also in conscquence of what in ver. 11 belongs to the
latter (p. 155). Dut they are not at all tautological ; and see on
ver. 11.—yapioapevos .7\ oftcr having granted to us, ie.
Jorgiven, ete.  This blotting out of our whole debt of sin was
necessarily prior to the cwvelworm. dpds ovv adre. DBy the
fact, namely, that He remitted to us all the sins which we had
committed (wavra Ta mwapawt.), the cause efficiens of the being
(cternally) dead was donc away. Cowmp. Chrysostom: Ta
wapamTopata, & T vekpornTa émoler. This yapioduevos kTN
is the appropriation of the reconciliation on the part of God,
which believers experienced when they belicred and were bap-
tized ; the oljective cxpiatory act through the death of Christ
lLad preceded, and is described in ver. 14. — #juiv] applies to
Lelicvers generally.!  This extension, embracing himself in com-

1 Not specially to Jewish Christians (Ilofmann, who discovers here the same
idea that is expressed in Ileb. ix. 135, and makes a new period begin with
sazizdpevos), since aul does not express a contrast with the Gentile-Christians,
but very olten passes from the second person, which refers to the readers, to the
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mon with others, is preparcd for by xai dpas, but could
not lLiave been introduced, if yapigdp. .7\ had been con-
ceived as synchronous with cwvefwomr., in which case Paul
must logically have used duiv (not uly), as the reading
is in B &*% Vulg. Hilary. On yapifeafat, comp. 2 Cor. ii.
10, xii. 13; Eph. iv. 32.  On the subject-matter: 2 Cor. v.
19 ff.

Ver. 14. The participle, which is by no means parallel and
synchronous with yapioduevos in ver. 13, or one and the
same with it (Holmann), is to be resolved as: after that He
had Ulotted out, etc.  For it is the historical divine reconciling
act of the death of Chwist that is meant, with which yapiod-
pevos k.7.A. cannot coincide, since that work of reconciliation
had first to be accomplished before the yapifeafac x.7.X. could
tale place thvough its appropriation to believers. — éfaheiperr]
is to be left quite in its proper signilicalion, as in Acts iii. 19,
Rev. iil. 5, vil. 17, xxi. 4, and frequently in LXX. and
Apocrypha, since the discourse has reference to something
wiritlen, the invalidating of which is represented in the sensuous
form of blofting out, even more forcibly thau by Siaypddew (fo
score out ; see Rulinken, ad Tim. p. 81). Comp. Plat. Rep.
p- 386 C, p. 501 B: éfareldpotev . . . wakw éyypddoier, Lp.
7,p. 342 C: 710 Loypadoluevor Te rai éEaeipopevoy, Dem.
468. 1 in relerence to a law: e xpy Tobrov éfahetyrar, Nen.
Hell 11, 3. 51; Lucian, Tinay. 26 ; Eur. Iph. 4. 1486. Comp.
Valckenaer, «d Act. iii. 19.— 70 xal judv yepoypadov] the
handwriting existing ageinst us.  What is thus characterized
is not the burden of debt lying upon man, which is, as it were,
his debt-schedule (Bleek), but the Musaic law. A yepdypapov,
namnely, is an obligatory document of debt (Tob. v. 3, ix. §;
Polyb. xxx. 8. 4; Dion. Ial. v. 8; and the passages in
Wetstein ; also the passages quoted from the Rabbins in
Schioettgen), for which the older Greek writers use avyypads
first, in which he, in accordance with the sense and connection, continues the
discourse from the standpoint of the common Christian consciousness.  Comp.
i. 12; Gal. iv. 5, 6 ; Eph. ii. 1, 4, et al. ; Winer, p. 539 [E. T. 725]. Nor docs
the idea of the figurative xeupigpaey, which ITofmann urges, by any mecans

require such a limitation—which there is nothing to indicate—of the auv cm-
bracing himself and others.
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or ypapparetor, Dem. 882. 7, 956. 2; sec also HMermann,
Privatulterth. § 49,12, And the law is the yeipoypador con-
{ronting us, in so fur as men are bound to fuliil it perfectly,
in order to avoid the threatened penal curse; and consequently
Liecause no oue renders this fullilment, it, like a Lill of delt,
proves them dillors (the creditor is God). We are not to
carry the figure further, in which case we should come to the
halting point in the comparison, that the man who is Lound
lias not Limself wiritten the yepdypagor.!  Hofmann maintains
that this clement also, namely, wan's having written 4t with
his own hand, is retained in the conception of the figurative
xetpoypagov.  But the apostle himself precludes this view by
lis having written, not : 70 judv yepoyp. (which would mean :
the document of debt drawn by us), but: 7o ka’ judy yepdyp. ;
which purposcly chosen expression does not affirm that we
hiave ourselves writéen the docwument, but it does allirm that it
cuthenticales us as arrested for debt, and is consequently agaiist
us. The words Tois 8iyuacw appended (see below) also preclude
the conception of the debt-record being written by man’s own
hand.  1Moreover, the law is to be understood as an integral
whole, and the various limitations of it, either to the ecremonial
law (Calvin, Deza, Schoettgen, and others), or to the moral law
(Calovius), are altogether in opposition to the connection (see
above, wavra Ta mapawt.), and un-Pauline. The explaunation
referring it to the conscicnce (Luther, Zwingli, Melanchthon, and

1 The relation of olligation and indebicdness in which man stands to the law
(comp. Gal. iii. 10) is quite sufficient to justify the conception of the latter as
thic yapéypager, Without sceking this specially in the promise of the people, Ex.,
xxiv. 3 (Chirysostom, Occumenius, Theophylact, and others; also Ilofmann) ;
which the reader could not guess witlhiout some more precise indication. Indeed,
that promise of the people in Ex. xxiv. 3 has by no means the mark of being
sclf-written, Lut contains only the sell-obligation, and would not, therclore, any
more than the awen in Deut. xxvii. (which Castalio suggests), sullice for the
idea ol the xegsvzagav, if the latter had to contain the debtor's own kandwriting.
In accordance with the apostle’s words (v6 xaf® 7uav xupiyp., sce above), and
with the type of Lis docirine regarding the impossibility of legal righteousness,
Lis readers could think only of the ypépue of the law itself as that which proves
man a debror; comp. Ilomu. ii. 27, 20, vii. 6 ; 2 Cor. iil. 6. Wieseler, on Gal.
1~ 258 (appealing to Luke xvi. 5 {L.), Bl-ck, and Holtzmann, p. 64, also errone-
ously press the point that the gepiyp. must necessarily be written or sigued by
the debtor himself.
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others) is also at variance both with the word and with the
context.! The conscience is the medium for the Lnowledye of
the Tnw as the handwriting which testifies against us; without
the activity of the conscience, this relation, in which the law
stands to us, would remain wuknown. Exception has been
taken to its being explained of the Mosaic law on account of
the use of fuadv, sceing that this law existed only for the Jews.
But without due ground ; for it is in fact also the schedule of
debt against the Gendiles, in so far, namely, as the latter have
the knowledge of the Swvalwpa Tob Oeob (Rom. i. 32), have in
fact 70 Epyov Tob vépov ypamTov €v Tais kapdlats avrav (Lom.
il. 13), and, consequently, fall likewise under the condemning
sentence of the law, though not dirvectly (Rom. iii. 19, ii. 12),
but indirectly, because they, having incurred through their
own fault a darkening of their minds (Rom. i. 20-23), trans-
aress the “ kowov amavrov dvfpwmwy vopor” (Den. 639. 22).
The earnest and graphic description of the abrogation of the
condemning law in ver. 14 is dictated by an apologetic motive,
in opposition to the Judaism of the false teachers; hence it
is the more inappropriate to understand with Cornelius a
Lapide and others the covenant of God with Adam in Gen.
ii. 16, as was already proposed by Chrysostom, Ocenmenius,
Theophylact (comp. Iren. Heer. v. 17. 3, and Tertullian). —
Tois Soypacw] Respecting Soyua, command, especially of legal
decrees, see on LEph. ii. 15; Wetstein on Luke ii. 1; the
dative is closely connected with yepoypador, aud is instru-
meuntal : what is wirillen with the commends (therein given), so
that the Soyuata, which form the constituent elements of the
law, are resarded as that ewherawith ¢ <s written.  Thus the
tenor of the contents of what is written is indicated by the
dative of the instrument (ebletivus modi), just as the crternal
constituent elements of writing, ¢ ypdppace in Gal. vi. 11,
and rtémwoees in Plat. Ep. 7, p. 543 A, are expressed by the

! Lutler's gloss: ¢ Nothing is so hard against us as our own conscience,
whereby we are convinced as by our own handwriting, when the law reveals to
us our sin.”  Melanchthon: ¢ sententia in mente et corde tanquam seripta lege
¢t agnitione lapsus,” in conmnection with which he regards the conscience as
¢t syllogismus practicus ex lege ductus.”
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same dative. Observe the zerbal nature of yewpdypador, and
that the dative is joined to it, as to 70 yeypapuévov (comp.
Plat. le.: ma yeypapuéva Timos). This direct combination
of a verbal substantive with a dative of the instrument is such
an unquestionable aud current phenomenon in classical Greek
(see Matthiae, IL p. 890 ; Heindorf, ad Plat. Cralyl. p. 131 ;
and especially Kithner, I 1, p. 374), that the connection in
question cannot in the least desree appear as harsh (Winer,
Buttmanu), or even as umatural (Hofmann) ; nor should it
have been regarded as something “aeelded on” Ly the inter-
polator (Holtzmann, p. ¥4), who had desived therchby to give
to xetpoyp. its reference to the law. The explanation given by
many writers (Calvin, Beza, Vitringa, Wolf, Michaelis, Hein-
richs, and others, comp. Luther), which hits nearly the true
sense : the yepoypador, consisting in the Soyuace, is to e
corrected grammmatically in accordance with what we have said
above. It is in compiete variance with the arrangement of the
words to join Tois 8éyu. to 76 xaf’ Hudv by supplying au év
(Calovius).! Biihr, Huther, and Dalmer (comp. de Wette) regard
it as a more precise definition of the entire 7o xaf' Ju. yerpoyp.,
so that Paul explains what he means by the yetpoyp., and, at
the same time, Low 1t comes to be a debt-document testifying
azainst us.  So also Winer, p. 206 [E. T. 275]. This, however,
would have been expressed by 76 Tols Séyuace wal sudv
Xetpoyp., or in some other way corresponding grammatically
with the sense assumed. Ewald joins Tozs 8oy, as appropriat-
iy dative (see Bernhardy, p. 8S 1) to xepoyp.: our dbond of
dligation to the statutes® DBut if yepoyp. were our bond of
obligation (subjectively), the expression 7o a8 Hudv yetp. would
be mappropriate, and Paul would have said merely 7o jJudv yeip.
7. Soyp. It is incorrect as to sense, though not linguistically
crroneous, to connect Tots Soyu. with éfakeffras, in which case
it is explained to mean (as by Harless on Eph. ii. 15) that the

! So also Wiescler in Rosenmiiller’s Rep. I1. p. 135 18 ¢ =6 gty w6 7oi; Soyu.
z2d’ auov ov.

? Comp. Wicscler on Gal. p. 258 : *“with reference to the statutes.” e takes
Paul’s meaning Lo be, “‘ our testimony with our own hand, that we have trans-
gressed the statutes of the law of Moses.”
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abrogation of the law had taken place either as regards its
statutes (Steiger) ; or by the evangelical doctrines of faith (the
Greek expositors, Estius, Grotius, Hammond, Bengel, and
others) ; or nove pracccpta stabilicndo (Fritzsche, Diss. in 2 Cor.
II. p. 168 £). In opposition to these views, see Eph. ii. 15.
Erasmus, Storr, Flatt, Olshausen, Schienkel, Bleck, and Hof-
mann have attached it to the following relative clause, in
opposition to the simple order of the words, without any
certain precedent in the N. T. (with regard to Acts i. 2, Tlom.
xvi. 27, sec on those passages), and thereby giving an emphasis
to the Tofs Soyu. which is not warranted (for the law as such
contains, in fact, nothing elsc than 8éyuata). — & 4y dmevavtioy
Hueiv] an emphatic repetition—bringing into more marked pro-
minence the hostile relation—of the thought already expressed
by x#af’ yjuwp, with the view of counteracting the legalistic
cfforts of the false teachers. Dengel's distinetion, that there is
Licre expressed ipse pugna, and by waf' Huov, status belli, is
arbitrary and artificial. It means simply : which was against
us, not: sceretly against us, as Beza and others, including
DBohmer, interpret the word, which Paul uses only in this
place, but which is generally employed in Greek writers, in
the Apocrypha and LXX,, and in the N. T. again in Heb. x.
27. The relative attaches itsclf to the entive 10 xaf’ u.
XeLpoyp. Tobs Soypu. — kal avTo djprev k.T.N.] Observe not only
the emphatic change of structure (sce on i 6) which passes
from the participle, not from the 2clative (Hofmann), over to
the further act connected with the former in the finite tense,
but also (comp. on i. 16) the perfect (Thue. viii. 100; Dem.
786. 4): and disclf (the bill of debt) %e has taken out of the
way, whereby the abrogation now stands completed. A graphi-
cally llusirative representation: the bill of debt was Uoftcd
out, and it has tsclf been carried away and is no longer in
its placc ; Tprev adTo €k Tob péoov un ddels éml xwpas,
Qecwnenius.  avto denotes the handwriting itself, materialiter,

! So also Thomasius, Chr. Pers. w. Werk, 111. 1, p. 110. He considers as the
xupbypxdov ot the Mosaic law itself, but the bill of debt which the broken law
has drawn up against us. The very parallel in Eph. ii. 15 is decisive against this
view.
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in contrast to the just mentioned blofting out of its contents.
For He has nailed it, ete. ; sce the sequel.  Hofmann imports
the idea: 7¢ in this (hostile) quality ; as if, namely, it ran xai
Towodto Gy (Xen. Anab. vi. 5. 13 ; Philem. 9). — The éx 70b
péaou is our: “out of the way,” said of obstructions which are
vemoved.  Comp. DPlat. Eryz. p. 401 E; Xeun dnad. 1. 3. 14
dc pracfect. 3. 10, and the passages in Kypke, IL p. 323.
The opposite: év péow elvay, to be in the wuy, Dem. (682. 1;
Aesch. Suppl. 735 ; Dorv. ad Charit. vii. 3, p. 601. Thus
the law stood 4n the way of reconciliation to God, of the
yaplleafar x1 . in ver. 13. — mwpoonlwoas k.T.\N.] wpoanhoby
ouly found here in the N. T.; see, however, Plat. Phaed. p.
83 D (with mpas) ; Lucian, Prom. 2, Dial. D. I. (¢ Kavkdoe
mpoomhwuévos) ; Galen. IV. p. 45, 9: 7¢ oravps, 3 Mace.
iv. 9. Since the law which condemned man lost its punitive
force through the death of Christ on the cross, inasmuch as
Christ through this death suffered the curse of the law for
nmen (Gal. iii. 13), and became the end of the law (Rlom. x.
1), at the same time that Crist was nailed as aoTijpioy to
the cross, the law was nailed to it also, and tlus it ceased
to be év péow. Observe, moreover, the logical relation of the
aorist participle to the perfeet Hpxev. The latter is the state
of the matter, which has emerged and exists after God las
natled, cte.  The x. adro fprev éx péoov takes place since that
nailing. In the strong expression wpospidaas, purposely
chosen and placed foremost, there is involved an entinomistic
triumph, which malkes the disarming of the law very palpably
apparent. Clirysostom has aptly observed on the whole passage:
0vdapod ovTws peyalodwrws épbéyvEaTo. ‘Opds amovdyy
Tob adanabipar To xepoypadoy Gany émoujcaTo ; olov wdvTes
npev U’ dupapriav k. kéNagw: abTos xolaclels é\voe xai T
Guaptiav kal Ty konacw. Nevertheless, mpoonidaas neither
figuratively depicts the fearing @n picces of the yepoyp.
(Chrysostom, Occumenius, Theophylact), nor is there any
allusion to an alleged custom of publicly placarding antiquated
laws (Grotius).  According to Hofmann (comp. also his
Schaiftbaw, I1. 1, p. 370 £), a public placarding with e view
to observance is meant; the requirement of Israelitish legal
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obligation lias become changed into the requivement of fuith
in the Crucified Oue which may be read on the cross, and this
transformation is also the pardon of transgressions of the law.
This is a fanciful pushing further of the apostolic fiqure, the
point of which is merely the blotting out and taking away of
the law, as the debt-document hostile to us, by the death of
the cross. The entire representation which is presented in this
sensnons concrete form, and which is not to be expanded into
the fanciful figure of transformation which we have just re-
ferred to, is intended, in fact, to illustrate mercly the jorgive-
ness of stins introduced by yapioduevos T in ver. 13, and
nothing more. Cowp. 1 Pet. 1i. 24. It is to be observed, at
the same time, that the éfateidp