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COMMENTARY ON THE ROMANS.

INTRODUCTION.

HE first intimation of the existence of a Christian church in
tome is furnished by the Roman epistle itsell. Now, since

the epistle supplies no explicit details as to the origin and founding
of the chwreh ; siuce, also, the account contained in the Acts, cl.
xxviil, of Paul’s first visit to Rome, as well as the Pauline epistles
written during the Roman imprisonment, passes by this subject
in silence, while the later statements of ecclesiastical writers are
demonstrably untenable, the history of the »is¢ of the Roman
church is enveloped in an obscurity which can only be relieved
by resorting to probable conjectures. According to Aects ii. 10,
there were present at the first Pentecost in Jerusalem émednpodyres
‘Pawpatoc, advenae Romand, who listened to the testimony of Teter’s
first apostolic discourse, the fundamental fact of church history.
Of these Roman Jews or proselytes, gathered in the Jewish
nmetropolis to observe the feast, some possibly belonged to the
three thousand who were added on that day, and who, returning
to Rome, bore with them and transplanted into western soil the
first germs of the gospel. Later also additional seed-corn might
bie brought over, since even at an earlier period still, considering
the active and universal intercourse which Rome maintained in
that age, the uninterrupted union subsisting betweeu the Roman
synagogue and the tewple of Jerusalem, and the frequent journeys
of Roman Jews on trade and pilgrimage to and from Jerusalewn,
news of the appearance of Israel's Messiah may have bLeen
carricd to Rome, especially by Jewislhh Christians. This may be
pronounced possible, not improbable, nay, probable in a high
degree.  DBut even if it were established Dbeyond question, such
a fact would in nowise suffice to account for the existence of an
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2 COMMENTARY ON THE ROMANS.

independent, well-compacted, organized church, such as the Roman
epistle supposes. A sporadic lay testimony must he carefully
distinguished from the express work of founding churches, which,
according to all the statements of the New Testament, was carried
on only hy evangelical teachers, by the apostles or diseiples and
helpers connected with and dependent on apostles.

The Romish tradition, whose formation we can trace step by
step, names, as is well known, the Apostle Peter as founder of the
Loman church,  He is said to have come to Rome in the second
year of the reirm of the Emperor Claudius (42 A.D.), and to have
heen the first bishop there for five-and-twenty years before his
death.  Dut this is to he set down as a mere fable, rejected by
I'rotestant theolosy on numerous and suflicient grounds,—a fable
with which, apart from all else, the very existence as well as the
substance of the Roman epistle stands in direct contradiction,
If, according to Rom. xv. 20, it was Paul’'s fundamental principle
to preach the gospel only where Christ’s name was not yet nawed,
in order not to build on another man’s foundation (2 Cor. x. 15, 16),
then, supposing the Itoman church to Le Peter’s own creation and
work, he would not, even before the composition of the Roman
epistle, have often resolved to come to RRome in order to exercise
there his apostolie oflice, Rom. 1. 13, xv. 22; comp. Acts xix. 21,
This resolve certainly he had not made before the time that
Le entered on Euvopean soil.  Dut this took place about ten
vears after Deter, according to the fable referred to, made his
appearance as apostle and bishop of the Romans.  Since, then,
from that period Paul could no longer, in harmony with his own
fundamental principles, keep Rome in view as the goal of his
apostolic toil, he could never have done so at all, and therefore in
the passages cited must openly contradict either himself or the
Romisle fable.  Tven the composition of an epistle to serve
instead of his personal toil must under such circumstances appear
to us inconceivable, especially of an epistle which in no way
refers to or is inlluenced by Peter's labour and teaching, either
Pt v still coine on, nay, of one whicly, in the numerons grect-
ihes of ch. xvi, that imply an intimate acquaintance with the
teachers and members of the Roman churely, contains no greeting
for bishop Teter, who, according to the fable, was then resident
in Rome. I, then, Peter did not found the Roman church
(another question, nowise depeudent on this, is, Whether at a
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later time he came to Rome and there died a martyr's death ?),
no other apostle founded it, because no other is mentioned in
history, and whatever reason tells against its founding by Deter
tells against its founding by any other.

But, next, it must be admitted as exceedingly probable that the
evangelical teachers who gathered together the scattered Christians
already existing in Rome, added to their number by preaching
the gospel, established a formally organized Christian church, and
took it under their direction and care, and who are therefore to Le
regarded as the real founders of the Roman church, were disciples
of the Apostle Paul. It is only natural that the church of the
Gentile capital—Rome—should owe its existence, indirectly at
least, to the labours of the Gentile apostle.  To him the founding
of the first Christian church in Europe was entrusted as a fore-
most object of his peculiar mission labour. Accordingly, by
means of his disciples and helpers he transplanted a branch of
this labour of his to Rome, while to the rest of the apostles, and
hence to the apostolic men associated with them, the Gentile
world, like the European field of toil, was foreign ground.

In the Roman epistle itself are some not insignificant items
that support this view. On this supposition the sending of the
epistle is most easily explained, since Paul thus entered on anoticr
man’s labour in the least degree. Nay, he must have felt himselt
called upon to affix his apostolic seal to that faith of the Roman
church which was the fruit of his spiritual influence, and thus
by a systematic exposition of evangelical doctrine found the church
in a certain sense over again. Indeed, it may be said that if the
otlier Gentile churches enjoyed the privilege of institution by the
apostle’s personal presence and preaching, the Roman chuich
received a full equivalent for this in the contents and significance
of the epistle addressed to it, which was, as it were, a supple-
mentary charter of institution. The church, then, that is really
and truly based upon the apostolic doctrine contained in the
Roman epistle may call itself the genuine Roman church with
greater justice than the one that relies upon the fabled insti-
tution by Peter in person. Moreover, it is probable that in the
sixteenth chapter—in Aquila and Priscilla, who lLeld a church
assembly in their house, in Epaenetus the dwapyn tis "Aoias, in
Andronicus and Junias the cvvaryparoross of Paul (in addition
to the doubly siguificant émicnuor €v Tols dwoaTooss), in Urbanus
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the apostle’s auvepyos—we have a list of persons who, as former
disciples and helpers of Paul, stood at that time in special esteem
in Rome as directors and leaders of the church, and who thevefore
without doubt had taken a prominent part in the actual founding
of the church. Ch. xvi. 17 also, which expresses approval of
the doctrine they have received, and guards it against the efforts
of Judaistic false teachers, intimates the Pauline character of the
doctrine lying originally at the foundation of the Roman clhurch.
Comp. also Meyer’s Cominent. on Ep. to RBom. 1. p. 24.

As concerns the composition of the Roman churely, it is certain
that, like probably all Christian churches outside Palestine, it
was made up in part of Jewish, in part of Gentile Christians,
Ouly in allusion to Jewish Christians could Paul, iv. 1, deseribe
Abraham as 7ov warépa Judv, and the tendency characterized,
ch. xiv., points decisively to Judaistic serupulosity and prejudice.
But in xi. 13, 25, 28, 30, Gentile Christians are expressly
addressed, while from xv. 7 ff it follows that the church was
composed of both elements. In the same way it may be con-
jectured as matter of course that the number of Gentile Christians
pircponderated ; for this may be set down as the ordinary, if not
the invariable condition of Christian churches in Gentile lands,
where probally the clhurches consisted altogether or principally
of Gentile Clristians, but seldom altogether, or even in a pre-
ponderant degree, of Jewish Christians. That no other relation
obtained in RRome, follows from ch. ix~xi. of this epistle; for
certainly it would have seemed very strange to the Roman churel:
for the apostle to have described believing Israelites as a Aetuua
kat’ éxloyyr xdperos, in contrast with the abounding numbers of
Lelievers of Gentile race, if the opposite relation had obtained
before their eyes and in their midst. But in faet the majority of
Gentile Clristians in Rome was so decisive, that Paul, designating
the chureh « parte potiort, could directly address it as a church of
believers of the Gentile world, as he does, i. 5, 6, 13-15 (comp.
the comunent on these passages). In the same way he says, xv.
13, 16, he has written as Aestovpyos "Iynoot Xpiotob els 7a £0va.
(Comp. Neander, Planting of Christiain Church, cte., 1. 280 fI)

A confirmation of the view now advanced may also be found
in Aets xxviil. 16 {f.; for the want of acquaintance which the
leaders of Roman Judaisin there manifest with regard to the
existence of a Cluistian chureh in Rome, goes to show that but
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few Jews had attached themselves to the new doctrine and com-
munity.  Still, although this was, comparatively speaking, the
case, we are compelled to suppose the nunibers of the church
considerable enougl, especially taking into account the extent
and importance it had attained at the time when the Roman
epistle was despatched (i. 8, xvi. 19), to make it inconceivable
that the Roman Jews could be in a state of entire ignorance as
to the existence of a Christian church within the walls of their
own city. We must therefore examine somewhat more closely
the difficulty confronting us here.

The hypothesis of Olshausen (p. 44 ff. of his Commentary) is
to the effect that the Roman Jewish Christians had beeu led by
the persecution of the Jews under the Emperor Claudius to
accentuate plainly and strongly the distinction between themselves
and the Jews, so that in consequence of this anti-Judaistic,
strongly Pauline tendency they had entirely dissolved their con-
nection with the synagogue, and in this way remained altogether
unknown to the Jews who subsequently returned to Rome after
the abrogation of the decree. But this has found no favour, as
a conjecture with nothing to recommend it, and insufficiently
supported by proof. The tendency of the Jewish Christians in
Rowe, as this is presented to us ch. xiv,, cannot be reconciled
with this opinion.

According to the old coneception, to which Tholuck has re-
turned (in the previous editions, no longer in the fifth), the
mpdTor Tév "TovBalwy are supposed merely to have assumed this
want of acquaintance with the Roman Christian church hypo-
critically, and to have grossly deceived Paul in shameful fashion,
in order more effectually to draw out his views. But the text of
the Acts gives no countenance whatever to such a supposition.
For even if the Jews in Rome were constantly hearing news of
the famous, or, according to their notions, infamous Gentile
Apostle Paul, it was still possible for them to say with truth:
‘Huets otre wypdupara mwepi oot €deEauefa dmo tijs 'Iovdalas,
oUre Tapayevouevos Tis TOV ASelphv Arriyyeihev ) édinoé T
mepl aob wovnpov, ver. 21, This refers only to an official letter
from the Jewish community in Palestine, and to information
brought by Jewish travellers to Rome respecting the recent events
in Jerusalem and Caesarea. As Paul began his voyage far ou in
autumn, after the shipwreck wintered in Malta, and then, with
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the reopening of the spring voyaging season, arrived at Rome, it
might casily happen that he cven anticipated the evil tidings
about i, which we may presume would be sent from Palestine.

Greater difficulty arises in connection with the words of the
Jewish proceres, ver. 22: 'AEwoluer 8¢ mapa oot awodoar, say
they: & dpovels: mepi pév yap Tijs aipéoews TavTys yregToy éoTw
Nuiv, 6T¢ mavrayod dvrihéyetar. DBut here also the existence of
this sect in Rome, and its being known to the synagogue leaders,
are not directly denied and precluded. Meyer very justly ob-
serves (I 27 of his Commentary) that the Jewish leaders exer-
cising judicial reserve simply have no inducement, without
special cause, to speak Dbefore the strange prisoner as to the
position of the Clristian body which existed in Ilome itself.
With him agrees Tholuck, § 2, p. 13. But we believe that the
reasons of this reserve may be specified more definitely. As is
well known, Suetonius says, in his life of Claudius, c. 25:
“ Judaeos impulsore Chresto assidue tumultuantes” This seems
to allude to disputes between Jews and Christians as to whether
Jesus should be acknowledged as the Messiah. Dut even sup-
posing only the commotions to be meant which were occasioned
Ly the Messianic expectations of the Jews (although both views
may be combined, since the Jews, excited by their political
Messianic ideas, and thus become objects of suspicion to the
toman authorities, might easily allow themselves to Dbe carried
away to fierce disputes and persecutions of the Jewish Christians,
on account of the latter interpreting the promises of the new
King David in a spiritual sense, and applying them to Jesus), in
any case the severity of the imperial decree of banishment must
alter their return have cooled their zeal, and rendered them more
cautious and reserved in publishing both their own Messianic
hopes and the difference on this subject of their own faith from
that of Christians. Hence we find that when Paul, directly after
that interview with the leaders, preaches the gospel to the
woman Jews who came to him in his own dwelling, and declares
to unbelievers, with menacing severity, that the salvation of God
would pass over to the Gentiles, the Jews do not, as at other
times (Acts xxii. 21, 22), rise with passionate outcries against
language so intolerable to them, but go away in peace and quiet:
kai TadTa abrod elwovTos, it is said, ver. 29: dmwiAforv o "Tovdator,
wOANNY Eyovtes év éavTols ovhTiew.



INTRODUCTION. 7

On the present occasion, then, the wpdtor 7@y "Tovdalwy Lehave
to Taul in harmony with these circumstances. They believe they
must be the more cautions, as the apostle complains to them of
the injustice done him by their Palestinian brethren, and informs
them that the Roman procurator was desirous to acquit him, but
the obstinacy of the Jews had compelled him to appeal to
Cacsar, vv. 17-19. Tinding themselves without information
from DPalestine, and fearing, possibly, that the Jews there had
gone too far, and that Paul, the supposed foe of the Jews, might
casily turn the incident to the injury of the Jewish interest (on
whicl account he even deems it necessary expressly to assure
them that he had not appealed to Cacsar as having an accusation
to bring against his nation, ver. 19, an assurauce which might
easily augment their suspicion still further), they thought it
most prudent for the present to treat him with forbearance, and
cautiously draw out further explanations as to their own relation
to the Christian sect. They say what is true; they had received
no special and explicit accounts respecting him aud the events
mentioned by him, and they knew that the Christian sect was
everywhere spoken against. They go so far as to appoint him a
day when he is to expound his doctrine to their companions in
faith at greater length. But they pass over in silence—what
they do not deem it necessary and prudent to speak of—their
own views as to the Christian faith, as well as their attitude to
the Roman Christian community, which, moreover, from fear of
the Roman authorities, was not one of outward hostility.! In
this way, in our judgment, the account of the Acts may be
brought into perfect harmony with the Roman epistle, and no
real discrepancy exists which can be used to throw suspicion on
the credibility of the Acts, or of ulterior conclusions,

! Meyer supposes there is no need of our supposition, that the Jewish proceres were
made more timid and reserved Ly the Claudian measure. But it seems to us that
without some motive arising from without, the restraint put on the hate inflaming
the hearts of the Jews against the gospel, cannot well be reconriled with the character
of the Jewish leaders of the apostolic age. The idea that the Chrestus of Suctonius
was a Jewish rebel in Rone, who actually bore this name, by which the historical
Dbusis of our hypothesis is said to be taken away, far better deserves to Le called a
mere fancilul assumption, than that, so constantly lield and so naturally suggested,
of the identity of Chrestus and Christus. Besides, if there had been arebel Chrestus,
who incited the Jews to an assidue tumultuari, would nothing further be known of
him in history ?  Morcover, in conformity with all the historical circumstances, lo
could be nothing but a false Afessiak,
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As concerns the fine and place of the composition of the
Rowan epistle, comparisons of passages in this epistle with
passages in the Acts and Corinthian epistles lead to o certain,
generally received result.  According to Rom. xv. 25-28, Paul
had just made a collection in Macedonia and Achaia for the poor
Clristian commuunity in Jerusalem, and was about to take it
there, and thence, after the task was finished, journey by way of
Rome to Spain.  We are thus remitted to Acts xix. 21 (comp.
1 Cor. xvi. 1-7; 2 Cor. ix. 4, xii. 20—xiil. 2), where we read:
ds 8¢ éminpwln Tadra, é0eto o Ilabhos év 76 mvedpare, Siebov
i MaxeSoviay kai 'Ayatav mopeveafar els ‘Iepovoalypu, elmiy
"O1t pera 70 yevéabar pe éxel, dei pe xai "Pouny Belv. This
journey through Macedonia to Achaia, on which lie entered after
the twmult, excited in Eplesus by the goldsmith Demetrius, is
narrated, Acts xx. 1, 2. According to ver. 3, he remained at
that time three months in Achaia, and then entered on lhis last
jowrney to Jerusalem (ver. 16). There awaited him, as le knew,
plots, aftlictions, and bonds, vv. 22, 23.  With thia agrees Tlom.
xv. 30, 31, where he requests the Romans to pray that he may
be delivered from the bhands of the unbelievers in Judaea.
Without doubt, then, the writing of the Roman epistle falls
within this last tluee months’ stay in Achaia, which took place
during his third missionary journey. That he -should have
written an epistle of such compass and such significance while
he was actually engaged on the journey to Jerusalem, especially
considering the haste with which the journey was performed,
Acts xx. 16, is of itself exceedingly unlikely. In that case, too,
lie would probably have mentioned to the Romans, in the
passage Rom. xv. 30, the plots which began directly on his
setting out from Achaia, and which compelled him to change his
route, Acts xx. 3. In the last place, he would scarcely on the
journey itself have again expressed the confident hope of coming
to Ilome, secing that, amid the presages echoing everywhere in
the chwrehes of persecutious and sufferings awaiting him at
Jerusalem, the prospect of doing this must ever have grown
fainter and fainter, Acts xx. 23-25, xxi. 10-13. Now, if Paul
wrote the DNloman epistle before his departure for Jerusalem,
during the last three months’ abode in Achaia, we are con-
strained, on inquiring more closely into the place of composition,
to fix our thouglts at once on Coriuth, which ecity, according to
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the passages quoted from the Corinthian epistles, Paul had
selected for the longer term of residence during that period; and
Corinth is indirectly pointed out as the place of composition
by the Roman epistle itself. To this points the conmmendation
of the deaconess Phoebe of Cenchrea the Corinthian port, and
probably the bearer of the epistle, Rom. xvi. 1, as well as the
greeting from his host Gaius, xvi. 23, comp. with 1 Cor. i 14,
and from Trastus the city treasurer, xvi. 23, comp. with Acts
xix. 22, but especially with 2 Tim. iv. 20. This correct
inference is drawn already in the subscription to the Roman
epistle, which names Corinth as the place of composition. This
being so, the year 58 or 59 A.D. may be fixed, according to the
most likely computation, as the year of composition, about five
or six years after Paul had begun his missionary exertions on
LEuropean soil, and the Roman church by the labours of his
disciples had reached a settled condition. Comp. also Wiescler,
Chronologic des apostolischen Zeitalter, pp. 371-374.

But, further, this was the most appropriate moment in the
historical development of the life and official labours of Paul for
sending an epistle to the Romans. His missionary activity in
the east had reached its termination, Rom. xv. 19, 23. By
bringing the loving gift of the Gentile Christians to the Jewish
Clristians of Palestine, he wished to cement and ratify the bond
of the union which he had established between the Jewish and
Gentile world by means of one and the same gospel. Then his
pnurpose was to take the soil of the far west as his field of labour,
1bid. ver. 24. Finding himnself at this central point of his official
activity, he felt the longing, as well as the need, to place himself
in more dircet association than before with the Roman Christian
church. The delicate tact with which love had endowed him,
and which he displayed so surely and to such good purpose in
all conditions of life, led him also to this step. He was next to
show himself in Rome. This he could not do as a stranger, and
personally unknown. He must first of all assure the church
there, as he does at the beginning and close of his epistle, how
much he bears them on his heart, how he long ago determined
to visit them, and had only hitherto been hindered; for they
might easily think it strange that the apostle of the Gentile
world thus far seemed to take such little interest in them—the
church of the metropolis of the Gentile world. He must prepare
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their hearts to receive him, and this the more since he intended
even now to spend but a short time with them. While, as
already remarked, he did not regard his labour there as an
intrusion on another’s office, Rome stood in less need of a long
stay on lis part, because there the light of the gospel was
already set on a candlestick, and the fervour of his love and of
his saciificial zeal urged him to the far west—to Spain—in
order to impart the blessings of the gospel above all to those to
whom news of it had not yet come. Thus he desired to send on
to the Romans an equivalent for a longer stay, which he snpposed
himself unable to grant them.

But by these circumstances the contents of his epistle were
already marked out. The epistle was to be a substitute for
Paul’s personal preaching in Rome (comp. on i. 15). Hence it
contains, as no other does, a systematic doctrinal exposition of
the specifically Pauline gospel. As this gospel was revealed to
litny, the former Phavisee and zealot for the law, as deliverance
from the yoke of the law, and by this very means as a breaking
down of the wall of division which separated the Jewish and
Gentile worlds, as a reconciliation, justification, and new creation
of both into one body in Christ Jesus, so now, in the results of
his practical official labours, it had approved itself such in his
eyes. Standing at this great point of division in his labours, and
glancing back over his peculiar experience hitherto,—an experi-
ence the inward and outward aspects of which supported, carried
on, and richly developed one the other,—if his object were to
compreliend in one large general view that gospel of hLis which
had been shaped in this way, he could exhibit it in no other form
than the one lying before us in the Roman epistle.

The absorption and elevation, as well of heathenism, which had
no sanction of law, as of Judaism, which had such sanction, as
inadequate nanifestations of the religious life, into the gospel
which brings justification and holiness, into Christianity as the
absolute and all-sufficient form of religion,—this is the theme of
lius epistle, as he expounds it under every aspect, ch. i—viii
But this conception of the gospel was to be realized by degrees in
historical fact, for the divine determination must inevitably find
its fulfilment. Everything which might tend, in reference to the
course of development hitherto, to disturh and dim this con-
fidence, must nevertheless, in harmony with the lofty plan of the
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God who holds in His hand the threads of history, and weaves
them, not after the pattern of humau, but after the paradeigma
of divine wisdony, serve in the end the accomplishment of His
original purpose of grace. The rejection of the gospel on the
part of the people destined for its enjoyment paved the way for
its transition to the Gentile world, whence, its mission there
fulfilled, it was to return to Israel. Christianity, thus speaks
this sacred and genuine philosophy of history, is the ideal, as it is
the real goal, of all hnuman progress. Its destiny is not merely to
absorh iuto itself the Jewish and Gentile feiths, but also to draw
to itself the Jewish and Gentile worlds. This is the purport of
ch. ix.—xi.! which chapters, therefore, are not to be regarded as an
incidental “ historical corollary ” (Tholuck, de Wette), but con-
stitute an essential, integral element in the exposition of the
principal subject, whicli is thus uufolded as well in conformity
with its ideal as its historical purport.

A directly polcinical aim against erroneous tendencies in the
church is not to be supposed in this first degmatic main division
of the epistle. The contest waged everywhere is with Judaistic
justification by works opposing itself to the doctrine of justifica-
tion by God’s grace in Christ, whose representatives, in rhetorical
fashion, are introduced and addressed in person, ii. 1 ff, 17 ff,
ix. 19 f. The contest is nowhere with Pharisaic Jewish Clristians
seeking to impose the Mosaic law on Gentile Christians as an
essential means, along with faith in Clrist, of justification. Thus
the didactic Roman epistle stands in a similar relation to the
polemic Galatian epistle, as the Ephesian to the Colossian epistle.
The exhortation also to mutual forbearance, to spare and deal
gently with the wealk, contained (ch. xiv.—xv. 13) in the second
hortatory main division, beginning with ch. xii,, suggests merely
practical scrupnlousness and perplexity on the part of the Jewish-
Christian portion of the church, not at all an aggressive attitude of
the same towards the Gentile Christians with a view to bring them
into subjection to the Mosaic Nomos. We have here, then, merely
an apostolic exhortation, similar to the one in 1 Cor. viil. and in
x. 23-33 (Neander, I. 290), not a polemic corvesponding to the
one in the Galatian epistle. Ch. xvi. 17, 18 of this epistle indeed
contains a positive allusion to Judaistic false teachers; but these
had manifestly gained no footing in the church, which therefore

1 Compare, however, the appendix to ck xi
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is simply warned against them, while the apostle speaks hopefully
of its dmaror, ver. 19, and anticipates a speedy breakdown of the
attempt, ver. 20. Had these false teachers already exerted a
baneful influence within the church, certainly the apostle would
not have mentioned them in so cursory a way at the end of the
epistle. Dut no doubt the positive exposition, which the dogmatic
portion of the epistle gives as to the real nature of the gospel in
relation to the Jewish legal standpoint, furnishes at the same
time the surest bulwark against such attempts. Moreover, such
a subordinate purpose is nowise precluded by the principal aim
of the epistle. Iather is it not without good ground to be main-
tained with regard both to the peculiar antithetical form of the
exposition and to the relations of the Roman church already
indicated. Still this is included in a cursory and subordinate
manner, without on this aecount coming into prominence, and
cannot be accepted as the el cause of the epistle being written,
just as little as the exhortations of the second portion can be so
regarded, which, besides the direct, may also contain many indirect
allusions to the particular condition of the church, and yet are
not to be deemed important enough to have determined the
apostle to write the epistle. Dut least of all can the casual
journey of Phoebe to Rome be here taken into account. Neither
would this have induced the apostle to write, if he had had no
other reason for writing ; nor would he have lacked some one to
carry the epistle, even if Phoebe had not made the journey. Here
the opportunity should not be confounded with the occasion.!
The similarity of contents in the Roman and Galatian epistles
favowrs the opinion, that even in the first the apostle carries on a
direct polemic against the legal tendency of a Jewish-Christian
party. DBut, on the other hand, observation of the difference in
the kind and form of the exposition which obtains in the two
cpistles leads to the conviction that this directly polemical aim
is foreign to the Roman epistle, containing as it does merely a

1 Th. Schott, d. Romerbricf seinem Endzwecke und Gedankengange nach ausgelegt,
Erlangen 1858, las ascribed to the apostle a special personal design in the composi-
tion of the cpistle: ‘“ namely, that being now on the point of proceeding with his
Gentile mission-work in the far west, Paul wished to gain for his labours a fixed
point of support in the Roman church, and on this account wished to instruct the
Romans as 1o the signilicance and justification of the step, and to inspire them with
full confidence regarding it; for which reason he exhibits to them in detail the
pature and principles of his work.” See, on the contrary, Meyer, 1.-33.
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general, positively dogmatic exposition of salvation in Christ, in
contrast with the ruin to which the Jewish and Gentile world
out of Christ is exposed. At most, it contains but an indirect
warning against the falsely nomistic conflicts which emerge so
readily in the Clristian church, and also in particular against
attacks of the kind menacing the Roman church from withont.
This may be described, on the whole, as the common result of
modern exegesis, as far as concerns the interpretation of the
general contents of this epistle. DBut this interpretation has been
strongly opposed by Dr. Baur in bis work, Paul, the Apostle of Jesus
Christ, London 1873, Accerding to DBaur, Jewish Christians,
among whom undoubtedly an anti-Pauline bias began to show
itself very early, formed the chief constituent of the Roman
church. They had taken offence at I’aul’s ministry, observing
that its result was the reception of the Gentiles in ever-increasing
numbers into the Messianic kingdom, while Israel as a people
remained shut out of that kingdom. This appeared to them like
a disparagement of the Jews, like unrighteous treatment of them,
like a contradiction of the promises given to the Jews as God's
people. On the contrary, they denied that the same way of
salvation lay open to the Gentiles as to the Jews. The cuestion
brought forward now, therefore, was no longer, as before, whether
the Gentiles might be admitted into the Christian community
only as proselytes of Judaism, or only on condition of submitting
to circumecision; but this, whether the Gentiles as Gentiles are
to be admitted,—whether their reception, already begun and ever
widening in extent, is not to be looked upon as an unrighteous
act to the Jews, and an infringement of their privileges ¢ They
asserted, accordingly, that the Clristian salvation ltas merely a
particular, not a universal design; that participation in the grace
of the gospel depends upon a uational prerogative, not on a
universal human need. Now it is against this assertion the
apostle contends in cli. ix.—xi. of the Iloman epistle, which chap-
ters, accordingly, constitute the main division of the entire epistle,
to which ch. i.-viii. stand only as introduction. TPaul, it is said,
works out the general positions, that neither Gentiles nor Jews
had any claim to salvation in Christ, since it only comes to sinful
man as a gift of free grace (a position which is applied ch.
ix-xi); that accordingly the reception of the Gentiles, which was
withstood on the part of the Jewish Christians, and was supposed
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to imply an unrighteous depreciation of the Jews, is on the con-
trary the fault only of the Jews themselves, in supposing that
they could make good rightful clojgm Dased upon descent and
observance of the law, instead of upon faith in the preaching of
the gospel. The Jewish Christians had discovered in the uni-
versalism of the apostle a preference given in an uurighteous way
to the Gentiles to the detriment of the Jews. Agaiust this the
apostle maintains, that since, as far as righteousness comes into
question, everything depends on faith, or on the Siwcatogivy éx
migTews, the putting of the Jews below the Gentiles is simply the
fault of their own unbelief. Hence the cpistle of the apostle to
the Romans is not to be viewed as a dogmatic treatise issuing
spontaneously, but as a vindication of his apostolic office, of the
peculiar mission committed to him as Gentile apostle, called forth
by Jewish-Christian opposition; and the cause of the apostle’s
writing is to be sought, not in a friendly attitude on his part, but
one partly polewmic, partly apologetic.  Baur, Paul, the Apostle of
Jesus Christ, I part 2. 'With him also agrees Schwegler, comp.
his Nachapost. Zeitalter in den Hauptmomenten sciner Entwiclk-
lung, Tiibingen 1846, I. p. 285 ff, and Volkmar, dic Rom. Kirche,
1857, p. 7 ff.

Now this interpretation certainly hangs well with the theory
which Dr. Baur has advanced respecting primitive Clristianity in
general.  According to this novel theory, the creaturc of ingenious
criticism and combination, and maintained by sacrificing the
genuineness of the greater portion of the New Testament, not
merely the Judaistic false teachers, but the entire body of the
apostles and Jewish-Christian churches of their age, are supposed
to have been entangled in a narrow-minded, Judaistic particu-
lavisin, in opposition to which DIaul, the Gentile apostle, with his
universalistic tendency, appeared as an innovator, and with
which he was eugaged in unceasing conflict. This is not the
place to enter upon a minute examination of this mode of view
in general.  'We limit owrselves here to a brief criticism of that
branch of it which meets us in the interpretation of the Roman
epistle just characterized.

Now, first of all, it is difficult for an unprejudiced reader to
shake off the conviction, rising so clearly before the mind, that
1. 16, 17 ecnunciates the proper theme of the epistle, which
from that point up to ch. viii. is then expounded under every
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aspect. In this conviction, accordingly, agree all interpreters of
all ages without exception. It would appear, then, more simple
to regard ch. ix.—xi. as a natural and fitting supplement, than ch.
i-viii. as a meve introduction to the theme first announced,
ch. ix—xt. We have seen, morcover, that cl. ix.—xi. may even
keep its independent position as an integral constituent of the
entire doctrinal exposition,' without its being raised, with Dr.
Daur, into the maiu division of the epistle, from which alone the
cause, theme, and construction of the epistle can be rightly
understood. In any case, we should have expected at the
beginning an indication of this presumed cause, which would
have made the course and connection of the apostle’s reasoning
clear to the reader. But no such indication is contained, ch.
ix—xi. For while the apostle speaks there, indeed, of Jews who
would be righteous by works, and who withstood faith in the
gospel, he nowhere speaks of Jewish Christians who wished to
prevent the Gentiles entering into the Messial's kingdom.
Wherefore no interpreter hitherto has been able to find such
indication, not even the author of the Commentaric in XIIL
Epistolas Paulinas, appended to the works of Ambrose, to whom
Dr. Baur refers (I. 367). Ambrosiaster simply compares, as
many interpreters after him have done, the tendency of the
Iloman Christians with that of the Galatian false teachers
(“hi sunt,” he says, “qui et Galatas subverterant”) ; but of a par-
ticularism excluding the Gentiles as such he knows nothing.
Nowhere does there exist a vestige of listorical prool that the
Jewish Christians, either iu the apostolic age or afterwards, ever
adopted such a notion. And this position appears the more
unwarranted, as such a standpoint would have flatly contradicted
Old Testament prophecy, which foretold in the clearcst terms the
reception of the Gentile world into the theocracy, their participa-
tion in the Messianic kingdom. A narrow interpretation might,
perhaps, discover in the prophecies of the old covenant, on
account of the Old Testament veil of mystery ‘under which they
delineated the character of the Messianic age, the intimation that
the Gentile world must submit to the Mosaic nomos, if it was to
share in the Messianic salvation; but no intimation whatever
could be discovered of a rejection of the Gentiles in favour of

' Comp. also Huther, Zwcek und Inhalt der 11 ersten Cupitcd des Romerbriefes,
Schwerin 1846, p. 24 f.
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the solely privileged Jews.! This latter claim was in and of
itself thoroughly beside the mark and unnecessary. For, with
the reception of the Mosaic nomos on the part of the Gentiles,
Judaism in fact attained to all rights and honours which it
could ever claim, and fully satisfied narrow-minded Jewish par-
ticularism, which thus in reality rejoiced in a triumph at once
over heathenism and Christianity. Dr. Baur concedes that even
the Roman Jewish Clristians had sought and taught a justifica-
tion by works of the law. Now, was not this doctrine sufficient
to negative the Pauline doctrine of justification by faith, to
narrow the gate of God’s kingdom for the Gentiles, to widen it
for the Jews ?  No other opposition, then, to Pauline universalism
is eveu conceivable than that which all Judaistic false teachers
and sects actually adopted.  DBesides, it is such an opposition
alone that the apostle combats in the Roman epistle. He con-
tends only against righteousness by works, not against a designed
exclusion of the Gentile world altogether; and, indeed, against the

1 Dr. Baur, indeed, says, p. 331, that the participation of the Gentiles in the grace
of the gospel appeared to the Jews like a disparagement of the Jews, as long as Israel
as a nation did not partake in this grace ; yet he, presently, lets even this qualifica-
tion drop, and ecverywhere else describes their particularism as one without con-
ditions. Even Schiwegler, iid. p. 289, allows that Dr. Baur has taken the purpose
of the Roman epistle somewhat too narrowly, when he simply finds in it an apolog;
for the Pauline missionary labours, and that on this view the first portion of the
vpistle is a disproportionate sacrifice of strength. It is, perhaps, more correct,
a:cording to him, to take the design of the epistle somewhat wore generally, as an
apolagy for Pauline Christianity in its entirety, than as a systematic treatise against
Jewish Christianity.  Still more moderately, though just as defective, and in con-
sisteney with his Catholic opinion of the founding of the Roman chureh by Peter,
Thiersch, die Kirche im apostolischen Zeitalter, p. 166 : ¢ Paul seeks to lead forward
the Jewish Christian ehureh, consisting simply of [ollowers of Peter, from its, not
heretical indeed, but somewhat backward standpoint, to such a rich insight into the
work of redemption as will entirely dispel the anxiety and fear which adherence to
the Mosaic law as a condition of salvation might still foster.” Pretty much in
agreement with Schwegler, van Hengel expresses himsell respeeting the aim and
purport of this epistle, Interprctatio Epistolae Pauli ad Romanos, Fascie. 1. 1854.
Comp. p. 20: “Magis certe mibi cum Schweglero arridet, (quod Bauro visum est, auc-
torem ad sunm, cpui dicitur, Universalismuwn Romae delendendum Epistolam scripsisse
argumenti Apologetici,” P, 21:  Ergo his Chiristi scetatoribus Epistolam seripsit,
cujus majori in parte habituri essent, quo ad refellendas Judacorum argutias adjuvar-
entur ipswque perversis opinionibus et serupulis liberarentur.”  P. 22 ¢“Nec tamen
Apostoli consilinin omnine assecutos esse puto, qui, uti jam Occumenius, in gentium
exterarum vocatione ad Chrisli communionemm causam cernere nolint, unde omnis
disputatio quodammodo pendeat, iis etiam in locis, quorum arguwienfum alius genelis
esse videatur.”
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work-righteousness of Judaism, not against the work-righteous-
ness of the Jewish Clristian portion of the Roman church. Had
the Roman Jewish Christians followed this course, he would
have attacked it directly, and have withstood them as he did
the Galatian false teachers and the Galatian churches, and no
consideration of any kind whatever would have induced the
Gentile apostle to treat gently a tendency striking at the very
root of the gospel. For the rest, the same view must be held if
the Roman church had adopted not the ordinary Galatian ex-
clusivism, but the one described by Bauer; for this, so far from
being, as Dr. Baur supposes, gentler, was harsher than the
Galatian form, seeing that it excluded even the conditional
admission of the Gentile world to the Messianic salvation. If
now, on the other hand, we are reminded (Baur, I. 331) that
Paul did not in Rome, as in Galatia, see his own work over-
thrown, and had not to encouuter opposition to his apostolic
authority as directly hostile; that here he had not to do with a
church that was going back, but with a church, as he might
hope, advaucing from imperfection to perfection,—it is obvious
to rejoin that in that case Paul would the more decisively and
fearlessly have repelled false teachers so misleading the churcl,
and would bave plainly and forcibly admonished and warned
the church itself. But here, indeed, everything returns to the
starting-point, namely, to the hypothesis that not only the Juda-
istic heresy of the apostolic age, but apostolic Jewish Christianity-
in general, was merely a particularism holding righteousness Ly
works. But could such a standpoint have been assumed even
by the Soxobvres elval ¢, by James, Cephas, or John, Paul would
without fail have encountered it with his fearless dvcfeua €oTw :
Comp. also Fritzsche, Com. tom. II. pp.. 238-240.

As concerns, finally, the authenticity of this epistle, this is
irrefutably estallished both by the unanimous testimony of
Fathers, and even of heretics, and by the ineffaceable stamp of
the apostolic spirit which it bears on its face. Hence, with the
exception of the superficial attacks of the English Evanson (Z%¢
Dissonance of the Four gencrally veccived Evangelists, 1792, p.
259 ff.), long ago laid to rest, and “the frivolities” [Meyer] of
Bruno Bauer, whose critical radicalism could only be satisfied by
calling in question the whole of the Pauline epistles, it has
never been even contested. Even Dr. Baur (Paul. p. 236) reckons

Purviver, Rot. 1. J§]
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the Roman epistle, along with the Galatian and two Corinthian
epistles, among the Homologoumena, while certainly he classes
the remaining nine Pauline cpistles with the Antilezomena, so
that, after all, lis concession reminds us of Timeo Danaos et
dona ferentes.  Of the inteyrity of the epistle, especially of the
cenuineness of ch. xv. and xvi, we shall treat in the proper
place ’
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CITAP. 1. 1. 1

CHAPTER L

Vv, 1-7. The Sulutation.—The type of greeting lying at the
hasis of this salutation would run in the ordinary form: ITaithos
‘Popaios yaipew. The way in which the apostle amplifies and
remodels this gives us to see by anticipation that the gospel is not
one among many common forms, but is spirit and life entering
into the common form, but in order to transform it. The saluta-
tion is more copions than that of the other Pauline epistles, the
apostle having to introduce himself for the first time to the
church of the imperial metiopolis, which he has neither founded
nor as yet visited. DBut he introduces himselt as a God-ordained
apostle (ver. 1), an apostle of the gospel of the Son of God and
Son of man, the gospel which he intends in the following pages
to proclaim, and which was confirmed by the teaching of prophets
and the fact of the resurrection (vv. 2—4), and, indeed, as apostle
of the Gentiles (ver. 5), of whom the Ilomans are a part (ver. ).
Thus at once and at the same time the genuine as well as the
personal character of his authority and obligation to write the
epistle stands clearly forth.

Ver. 1. ITadros] This originally Gentile name (the Latin
Paulus, in accordance with the frequent interchange of p and A,
identical with the Greck wadpos, Hom. i ii. 675) is found
along with the Jewish Sathos (MWY) first of all (Acts xiii. 9) on
the apostle’s first missionary journey among the Gentiles. From
that point onwards it appears exclusively, both in the Acts and
the Pauline epistles, ¢ustcad of the latter. From that time then,
as apostle of the Gentiles, Paul allied himself with them, even in
his outward appellation.!

1 “In circumeisione nomen Sauli Ebracum ipsi datum esse, dubium non est ; et fieri
potuit, ut Pauli nomen, cum ab aliis ita vocaretur, Iubentins usurparit, tum quia
notius et communiug, fwm ut vocabulum lubentius Graeei ac Romani, guibus id
gratiosun ae familiare, agnoscerent, quorum se doctorem profitehatur, fum ¢uod

circumeisio jamjam abroganda penitus fuerit, doctrina imprimis hujus apostoli,
Ileneque in e¢jus locum surrogandus baptistous, synagoga Judaica cwun honore



20 COMMENTARY ON THE ROMANXNS.

—38otros 1. XpiaTod] denotes in the superseription, as epithet
to the nomen proprium, not the general relation of servant, in
which all Christians stand to Christ their Lord, but the special
relation of ofiice, of service in the kingdom of Jesus Christ.
IHowever, Sooros and the following amogToros form no tautvlogy.
The idea of Soihos is more general, that of dméaToros more
special ; the former is more precisely defined by the latter. The
Sothos is mot necessarily a@moorohos, ie may also be wpodijTas,
ebayyehoTis, oy, and &iddokaros. The O. T. MM T} also is
not merely prophet, but may be king, priest, etc. Thus between
Soihos and xkAyTos dméaToros a gradation finds place, the dmoo-
roos taking the highest rank among the N. T. Sovhocs.

—KAnTos dmoaToros] all apostles were directly called to their
office, but Paul was so called (Acts ix. 6, 15, xxii. 21, xxvi. 16-18;
GGal. 1. 1, 12). That he who came in later, when he wishes to
authenticate his apostleship, should lay special stress on this
xAdjocs is only natural, without any intentional comparison of his
apostolic position being thereby Lkept in view. On amoorohos
comp. Acts xxil. 21: éyw els é0vp paxpdv éEamooTeld o€,
xxvi. 17: els ols viv e dmoaTéArw.

—addwpiouévos els edayyéhior Beod] The calling to the aposto-
Iate has its aim and purport in being set apart to the work of
proclaiming the gospel, which is the function of the apostolate.
Both these, #\jjoes and adopiouos, meet in the self-same moment
of the conversion narated Acts ix., and the dgopicuos has a
permanence, reaching to the time when the epistle was written.
Hence the perfect apwpiopévos. The idea of setting apart ap-
proaches in meaning what we now call “ordination.” There is
no allusion to the eternal counsel of Gad, for ddoepifeaar is not
of itself equivalent to wpoopifeafar, and the addition ék xorhias
pnTpos pov (Gal. i. 15) is wanting here. Nor is reference made

sepulta,” Calovius on the passage.  On the other side, Jerome early remarks, De ir,
1. 5 ““ A primo ccclesiae spolio, proconsule Sergio Paulo, victoriae suae trophaea
retulit, erexitque vexillum, ut Paulus dicerctur ¢ Saulo.”  Yet this memorable inci-
dent of thie conversion of the proconsul Sergius Paulus may be regarded as the first
occasion, not as the rcal reason, of the permanent change of name. According to
Augustine, the assumption of the name Paulus = exiguus, was the outcome of Pauline
humility (1 Cor. xv. 9; Eph. iii. 8). DBut this at most could only have been one of
several inwardly determining factors.  According to Wiescler on Gal. i. 1, the apostle
asa Roman citizen Ll bolli names, Panlus Saulus, from the thme of his hirth (comy.
Alexander Jannacus, Johannes Marcus, Jesus Justus), and used the first instead of
the second after he began his labowrs as Gentile apostle,
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to the act of calling on the part of the Antiocheian church (Acts
xiil. 2), as many expositors, not without appearance of reason,
have supposed (comp. ddopicaté por there), for the ddopiopos is
a direct one, and answers better to mpoowéxinuar there mentioned.
els evaryyéhoy Bead] for the gospel of God, not in order to believe
in it, but in order to proclaim it. els, in, for, is a particle of pur-
pose; Beod is genit. causae, not object., for Gud is the author, not
the purport of the saving proclamation. The latter is Christ, as
is expressly said, vv. 3, 4. So also edayyéhiov feod (Ron xv. 16
1 Thess. ii. 2, 8, 9; 1 Pet. iv, 17, etc.).

Ver. 2. The gospel is the primitive truth, proclaimed before-
hand by most eredible witnesses, laid up in duly attested writings.
Kai ueis duds edayyedtoueba Tyy mwpos Tods warépas émrayyehiav
yevouévny, says the same apostle (Acts xiii. 32). Thus the signi-
ficance and glory of the gospel receive special emphasis, while
in this and the following verses, up to ver. 5, the sacred dignity of
the apostolic office is made clearly to appear. & wpoemnyyeiraTo]
It was not so much the gospel, the news concerning Christ
(although this is included, x. 15), as Clrist Himself, or redem)-
tion, that God caused to be proclaimed before through the pro-
plets. The expression is therefore concise, and the relative ¢
refers to the contents of the gospel.

—38id 7dv mpopnTdy adrod] Not only the four great and twelve
minor prophets are meant, nor the order of prophets in general
commencing with Samuel, but all men by whom propliecies bear-
ing on Christ are found recorded in the O.T. covenant Scriptures,
év ypagais dylars. Moses also and David accordingly belong to
these wpodyrals. Ipadal dyiar ave not: passages of Holy Scrip-
tuwre; Dbut either: #hc holy writings, or: holy writings. The
absence of the article says nothing against the first interpretation,
for ypadai dyias are a self-defined unicum, like Geds, Tredua dyiov,
vopos; nor yet the circumstance that dircet prophecies at least
are not found in all writings of the O. T, for the Holy Scriptures
were regarded as a single volume, one and indivisible. Vet the
general spirit of the passage is more in favour of tle last meaning,
for the glory of the gospel could only be set forth by characterizing
the medium of its prophetic announcement of old. This is the
sure and honourable medium of holy writings. But by this is
meant the entire O. T., consisting of holy writings.

Ver. 3. wept 100 viod avTod] In accordance with the order of
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words and grammar, to be connccted with wpoemyyyeliato, nct
with edayyéhwor (ver. 1), although certainly as to substance the
ohject of the latter is meant to be here specified. Ver. 2, there-
fore, is not to be made a parenthesis.  wvios feod is not to be taken
as a mere Messianic ofticial title, but invariably denotes with our
apostle a metaphysical relation of Christ to the I"ather. The subject
spoken of is the vios povoyewys wapa watpis, John i. 14, the vios
8o, Rom. viii. 32, As such, above all, it was needful He should
be demonstrated, ver. 4. We have liere the same antithesis of the
humanity and divinity of Jesus Clrist as ix. 5, which passage
alone is decisive of the meaning of vios feod in -the present one.
Comyp. the description of the wios 7ijs aydmns avrod, Col. 1. 13-17.

—Tob yevopévov éx oméppatos david] As son of David is He
horn, according to the promises of the prophets. Only as sucl is
He one vyevouevos, one lLorn in time, one that cane into existence
(Gal. iv. 4), for as.Son of God He is the eternally existent one.
Nevertheless, this™ eternally existent Son of God became a son of
David, not by change of His unchangeable Godliead,—we must
never forget that only in the pontheistic system has the limita-
tion of the illimitable a meaning,—Dbut by the assumption and
elevation of lnunanity into the unity of His divine person.
The incarnate Son of God being only one, the expression is per-
missible: the Son of God is born of the seed of David. Dut He
is born of the sced of David as born of the Virgin Mary, David’s
daughter. Thus the seed of David remained withal the seed of
the woman promised in the protevangelium. To concede to the
apostle the conception of the metaphysical divine sonship, and to
deny to him faith in the birth of God’s Son of the Virgin, is to
impute to him a conception dogmatically inconceivable.

—uxata odpxa] odpf signifies here the entire human natuve,
made up of ocapa as well as of a lower and higher vy  This
nature is described Ly the characteristic sign of its visible, sensu-
ous manifestation. In the same sense stands in John i 14:
0 Aoyos aapf éyévero, not essentially different from: God became
man, comp. Rom. ix. 5. The ethical clement of the sinfulness of
the adapf is not included here, for Christ did not appear év capxi
dpaptias, but only év ouotduate capros duaprias. DBut probably
the weakness and frailty of the gapf is meant to be emphasized,
although even His frail hwnan nature is glorified as one that
sprang, in accordance with the pronise, éx omwépparos david,
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Ver. 4. Tob 6piocfévros viod Beob év Suvdpel, kata Trebpa dyiw-
abvys, eE avactdoews vexpdv] By the asyndeton Tod yevopévov

. Tob optaBévros, the second parallel clause is made specially
prominent. opilew Twd T, to desiynate onc for somcthing, to ap-
point, to cstablish, constituere, creare.  Thus in all N. T. passages,
Lule xxii. 22; Acts ii. 23, x. 42, xi. 29, xvii. 26, 31 ; Heb. iv. 7.
Hence, when Chrys. and Theophyl. explain opia@évros by Sevy-
Oévros, dmodeiybévros, dmopavBévros, BeBaiwbévros, kpibévros, this
must be taken as explaining the sensc rather than the word.
Christ is proved, demonstrated, the Son of God, in so far as by the
resurrection from the dead He is estadlished as such before zien, or
in the conviction of men. Tarallel at all points is the thought Acts
xiv. 33. Karta mvelpa dywaivys furnishing a manifest antithesis
to watd odpka, it appears unnatural to co-ordinate év Suvaper,
kara mvebpa, and €€ dvactdoews, and oppose them cqually to
kata gdapra, by which method of construction Christ is said to be
demonstrated the Son of God “in power, according to the spirit
and by the resurrection.” The familiar antithesis of odpf and
mrebua compels us rather to interpret: He is Son of David, kata
capwa ; Son of God, xata mvebpa. The words év Suvdper must
then be joined either with opia@évres or with viod Beod. If,
following the first method of construction, we wished to interpret:
“ Dby the power of God,” we should need the addition feod (2 Cor.
xiii. 4; 1 Cor. vi. 14), or look for an expression like &wd Tijs Sokns
tod maTpos (Rom. vi. 4). But if the wish were to take év Suvdpe
adverbially in the sense of potenter, evidenter: “ who is mani-
fested in expressive fashion, powerfully, strikingly,” then 7od év
duvaper opiafévros would certainly have seemed the Dbest arrange-
ment of the words, and one less liable to misconstruction. Accord-
ingly, we think the connection with viod feod the most simple and
natural.  “Id est,” says Melanchthon, “ declaratus est esse filius
Dei potens,” “who is established,” 7.c. “ proved, manifested a Son
of God in power.” If, then, the odpf designates the lower,
lluman nature, the wvefpa can ouly serve as a designation of
the higher, divine principle in Christ.! Therefore the reference

1 Comp. the contrast of #y:ipe and ¢dz%, to denote the divine and human natures
of Christ, in Gregory Naz. Oraf. xxxix. 13, p. 685; xxxviii. 13, p. 671, cited by
Ullmann, Gregory of Nazianzum the Divine, pp. 398, 400. Cyprian, also, De
Idolorum Vanitate, speaking of the incarnation, says: ‘‘Carnem Spiritus sanctus
induitur.”
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cannot here be to the wvefpa dyiov, which, in dogmatic phrase-
dlogy, is the third Person in the Godhead, neither as that Spirit
spoke through the prophets and testified of the divine sonship of
Christ ; nor as Clirist Himself, as Messiah, was anointed with it
without measure ; nor as He, after His glorification by the resur-
rection, poured forth this mvedua upon His people. DBesides, the
mvedpa dytov is never elsewlere in the New Testament designated
by wvedpa ayiwatvns, and the latter expression forbids the inter-
change. Rather is wvedua ayiwoivns here nothing but the higher,
heavenly, divine nature of Christ, according to whicly, or in which,
He is the Son of God. Here there is ascribed to the Son of God
a spiritual cssence, for wvebua 6 feés (John iv. 24) also refers to
Him, and in 2 Cor. iii. 17 He is ITimself called 70 mwvefua ; while
according to Heb. ix. 14, e offered Himself to God &:a mved-
patos alwviov. aywwalyns is genit. qualitatis, and indicates the
nature of the mvedua more precisely. ‘Avyiwovrys itself must be
distinguished from dy:acuos: it means loliness (2 Cor. vil. 1;
1 Thess. iii. 13), not sanctification. DBut the reason why the
apostle here calls the Son of God a viov feod év Svrdper, and His
higher nature a wvedua dytwotvns, seems to be nothing but this:
that with the capE, the human nature ascribed to Him, the idea
of infirmity and sinfulness is incvitably associated, though the
latter, as observed, does not lie in the word in this passage. But,
as matter of fact, though the Son of God had subjected Himself to
the aofeveia caprds, and appeared év opoidpats capkds duaptias,
e was and remained vios feod év Suvduer kaTd wvebpa dyiw-
aivns, and by the resurrection, as a triumph over death and sin, He
declared Himself the almighty, living, and holy Son of God, to
whom all power is given in heaven and earth, that He may give
cternal life to those whom the Father has given Him (Matt.
xxviil. 18 ; John xvii. 2). For the rest, with this passage is to
be compared the similar idea (1 Tim. iil. 16): feos épavepwdn év
caprl, édikawddn év myedpate, and also the mutual contrast of
odpf and myebpa (1 Pet. iii, 18).

—¢€E dvasTdoews vexpwv] The éx may Le taken either as a
temporal or causal particle (comp. Jas. ii. 18): sincc or by the
resurrection from the dead is Christ manifested the Son of God.
The causal sense is to be preferred, the apostolic preaching
pointing everywhere to the resurrection of Jesus Christ as the
ground of faith in His divine Sonship (Acts ii. 24, xiii. 30 ff,
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xvii. 3, 31, xxvi. 23). This cvidence, as matter of fact, it sup-
plied, according to John ii. 19, x. 18. It corroborated Christ’s
testimony concerning Himself, the substance of which was Ilis
divine Sonship. avdoracis vexkpov cannot grammatically be the
same as avaoracts éx vexpwy. Moreover, it is not the future
resurrection of the dead that is meant; but Christ's resmirection
is the resurrection of the dead itself, in so far as in His resurrec-
tion ours is involved,—in so far as His resurrection represents
the general resurrection in a concrete case (Acts iv. 2, xvii. 32,
xxiil. 6, xxvi. 8, 23; 1 Cor. xv. 12).

—'Ingot Xpiotod Tol Kupiov fjuav] is not to be joined with é§
avaaTacews vekpdy, as is done in the Itala and Vulgate, but to be
taken as in apposition to Tod viod adrob, ver. 3; but 7od vyevo-
pévou, up to wvexkpdy, is not on this account to be parenthesized.
This Son of God and of David is the historical person Jesus
Christ,—the man Jesus, the Messiah (Xpio7os), the common Lord
of tlie church, whose Sofhos, in the stricter sense, the apostle is,
which fact is once more brought out (ver. 5) in fuller detail and
more special definition. But judv is not therefore to be applied
exclusively to the apostles, for Christ is Lord of all, even as all
believers are His Sothoe (Eph. vi. 6; 1 Cor. vil. 22). At the
same time, the solemn addition 'I. Xp. 7. . 5ju. furnishes an easy
point of connection with what follows.

Ver. 5. & o] The formula &a ’'Incod Xpiotol represents
Clrist as mediator of a relation, the primary cause of which is
ecos waTnp. The medium (8ca) is accordingly to be distinguished
from the causa principalis (9md), xv. 15.

—é\aBouev] refers not to all the apostles, but to Paul alone;
for wavra Ta &fvm expressly were to be the Gentile apostle’s
peculiar sphere of action; and in what follows, his object is
simply to establish Zis own authority for writing to the Romans,
who belong to these €fvn.  The original meaning of the plural:
“1 and my equals,” passed out of use even in profane writers.

—xapw kal amoorohiv] The xai is explicative: grace, namely
apostleship. There was no occasion to speak of converting grace,
comp. xv. 15,16, Elsewhere, too, the apostle views his toilsome
office, on account of its meaning and aim, as a gift of God's grace
(Eph. iii. 2, 3, 7, 8). By saying ydpiw xal dmoaTonijy instead of
Xapw amooTolfs, the grace manifested in the bestowal of the
apostleship is put forward in an independent and striking way,—
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the reverse of “the fulness and force of the discourse” bheing
weakened by this interpretation [Meyer).

—els Umaxony wioTews] els, particle of purpose: I received the
arace of the apostolate for the obedience of faith, d.ec. that obedi-
ence of faith might arise, be established.  Similarly, ver. 1, apwpic-
wévos eis edayyéhioy. IlioTews may be taken as genit. autoris:
obedience to God, that faith requires or effects. DBut the apostle
is not an apostle in order to establish this obedience, but in order
to establish faith in the gospel itself, of which obedience is a
necessary and immediate consequence. ITioTis, not vmaxor, forms
the theme of the Roman epistle. Again, we may take mioTews as
genit. appositionts : obedience consisting in faith. No doubt faith
is an act of obedience to God’'s Word. Hence the plnases: v=a-
kovew 16 ebayyelip, Rom. x. 16 ; 2 Thess. i. 8 : dwefeiv 76 Noye;
or 7 ebayyehip, 1 Pet. ii 8, iv. 17. But it does not seem in
place for the apostle to introduce a characteristic property of faith,
where all that was required of him, in harmony with the aim of
his epistle, was to declare that his office consisted in bringing all
the world into subjection to faith itself. Therefore the preference
belongs to the interpretation which regards wistews as genit.
objeetivus : in order to establish obedience to faith. The gram-
matical connection is justified by 2 Cor. x. 5: 3§ Umwaroy 7od
Xpiorob; 1 Pet. i. 22: % Umaxon Tijs arvbfeias; the mode of
expression itself, by Acts vi. 7: dmarovew 7§ wigree. But then
the meaning of wioTis, questionable in the New Testament:
dogmatic faith, “fides quae creditur, doctrina Christiana,” is not
to be accepted. Rather mdvra Ta éfvn are to become obedient
to subjective faith ; whereupon, no doubt, subjective faith is to be
conceived, as often, made objective as a power (xvi. 26 ; Gal. i. 23).

—év mao. Tois &veot] The connection with the words just
preceding is the most natural, in the sensc of e yévprar dmaxoy
miloTews év mwaor Tols éfveoww, “that obedience to faith may le
produced among all Gentiles.” ITavra Ta éfyn are not all nations,
inclusive of the Jews, as in Matt. xxviil. 19, but all Gendiles. The
apostle never describes himself as apostle of Jews and Gentiles
alike. Expressly and repeatedly he characterizes his call, especi-
ally in the Roman epistle, as that of the Gentile apostle (i. 13 ff,,
xi. 13, xv. 16). Thereby all activity among the Jews is not
absolutely precluded, but denominatio fit a parte potiori.

—Umép Tob ovépaTos abrod] The connection with 7risTews is,
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for arammatical reasons, untenable, for we do not say wioTis
tmép Twos. The connection with ydpev kai dwooToljr is more
unlikely than that with els vmaxony . . . &veorw, “ that submission
to faith may be brought about among all Gentiles for the sake (for
the glorifying) of His name” (Acts xv. 26, xxi. 13). In Aectsix. 15,
dvopa scrves metonymically as a designation of the person or
thing itself, inasmuch as in the name its characteristic features
are expressed.

Ver. 6. év ols éore wxal Ouels] The Romans also belonging to
thesc éfvn, to whom the commission of the apostle applies, is the
reason of his writing to them.

—Aqrol "Inood Xpiorod] The apostle elsewhere invariably
ascribes the act of calling to God the Father (viii. 30, ix. 24;
1 Cor. 1. 9, vii. 15,17; 1 Thess. ii. 12 ; 2 Thess. ii. 14; 2 Tim.
i. 9). Therefore 'Incod Xpiotod in this passage is probably to he
taken, not as genit. causac, but as the genitive of belonging to, aud
thus the meaning is to be paraphrased: the called of God, who
belong to Jesus Christ. Here also (vv. 5, 6, as in vv. 3, 4) the
sign of parenthesis is to be erased, as needlessly, and contrary to
the end in view, breaking the coherence and flow of thought.

Ver. 7. mwaou tois obaw év ‘Pduy . . . dylos] After concluding
the intervening thoughts,—so rich and so naturally linked to-
gether (vv. 2-6),—the apostle now completes the proper address
of the epistle: ITadhos, Soihos "Inaoi XpiaTod, kAnros amoaTolos,
wao Tols obow €y ‘Pouy dyamnrois Oeod, khyrols dylows. yaipay
or €D mpartew, elsewhere commonly occurring among the Greeks,
forms the simple address to a salutation; but it is not absolutely
necessary. Here the substance of yaipewr appears in the follow-
ing ydpis Uuiv kTh. as an independent sentence and invocation
of blessing of richer fulness. race addresses the epistle simply
to the entire Roman church, without secondary reference to the
distinction of natives and foreigners (ver. 8 forbids all thought
of the latter), or of known and unknown. “To all helievers
belonging to the church in Rome.” But Paul says not simply
TioTols, but, putting emphasis on the objective glory of the
Christian position, dyamnrols Oeod, wAntols dylors] These are
the privileges ascribed and pertaining, once to the Old Testa-
ment, now to the New Testament covenant people, the true
"Iopagh Oeod.  Christians are dyamnrol Oeod in Christ 7o
fyamnuéve, Eph. i. 6, and #Agrol @yior, 1 Cor. i 2, dc. set apart
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from the world by a holy calling, and conseerated to God, év
Xpwor, who for their sake sanctified Himself (John xvii, 19),
and év mwvedpare dylw, whose temple they are (1 Cor. vi. 11).
“Non ideo vocati sunt,” says Augustine, “quia sancti erant,
sed ideo sancti effecti, quia vocati sunt” comp. YD ™R3
(Zeph. 1. 7).

—Xdpis Jpiv kal elpijun] sc. efp.  These words, though cor-
responding to the yaipery used elsewhere in the form of saluta-
tion (Acts xv. 23, xxiil. 26), have in the apostle’s mouth, as the
change and remodelling of the form expressly show, a more pro-
found, inner, spiritual meaning.  elprjvn, our peace with God, is
a consequence of the xyapis, the grace, the peace that God
made with us in Christ. Comp. Wieseler on Gal. i. 8, p. 19,
only that elpsjyn is understood of peace within and without,
though still <n the main of tnward peace with God.

—amo Beod waTpos Nuodv xai xvplov 'Incod Xpiorod] Tt is
wrong to make xvpiov, like sjudy, depend on wartpos. Against
this tells 2 Tim. i. 2; Tit. i. 4. Rather is the preposition amo
to be repeated in thought before rupiov. The equalization of
Ocos mamijp and xvpios *Incods, with respect to the bestowal of
xépes and elprivm, belongs to the indirect but decisive proofs of
the divinity of Christ, It is conceded that God is here, as ever,
to be conceived as cause principalis; Christ, as causa medians;
but no ereature can impart ydpw xai elpyjyny in the way of real
communication, but only in the way of announcement. Just as in
Gal. i. 1, in the words 8:a ’Incod XpioTod xai Beod mwaTpds, God,
like Christ, is considered as medinfor of salvation, or more specially
as mediator of the apostolate; so here, in émwo feod waTpos Hjudv
kai xupiov "Incob Xpiorol, Christ, like God, is considered as the
source of grace and peace, although the one in a medial, the other
in a primary manner.—God is maTyp judy in so far as we have
obtained viofesia through Christ. TFor the vids feod, becoming
the SobAos Beod, procured for us viofesim, but for Himself the
authority of xdpeos in relation to the church.

Vv. 8=17. Pr¢fucc and theme of the epistle. Declaration of
his thauks for the far-famed faith of the Romans, of his remem-
brance of them in prayer, and his wish to come to them, because
he is under obligation to preach the gospel to them as to all
Gentiles. Of this gospel, on account of its glorious power and
efficacy, he is not ashamed, for it reveals the righteousness that
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avails before God, the rightcousness that comes from faith (ver. 8).
The gratitude which the apostle bears in his heart for the faith
of all churches, as he declares in the opening of nearly all his
epistles, affords a glimpse into lis apostolic heart, and shows
Liow justly he conld boast of the pépiuva macdy TGy eexhyoiwy,
2 Cor. xi. 28.

—mpdToy pév] primum quidem, first of «ll. The remainder
should have been introduced by an eita or émrerra 8, but in the
press of thoughts rushing one upon another this is omitted
(iti. 2; 1 Cor. xi. 18; also Acts i. I).

—7@ e pov] is best explained by Acts xxvil. 23: ob elul,
& xal Aatpedw; 1 Cor i. 4; Phil iv. 19 ; Philem. 4.

—38wa 'Inoob Xpiorov] All thanksgivings of the Clratian
are presented through Jesus Christ, inasmuch as, of all benefits
for which he has to render thanksgiving, Christ is the medinm
(vii. 25; Col. iil. 17). Oecum. strikingly observes: adrds qap
Huiv altios Tis eis TOv Tatépa ebyapiotias, o kai wpoaiaBopevos
juas xat To Ldiw alpart wpos éxeivov koraldfas. Thus Christ
is not to be conceived, with Orig. and others, as mediating bearer
of the thanksgiving.

—é& 6Aw 76 koouw] is an hyperbolical expression, as xvi. 19;
comp. 1 Thess. i. 8; Jolm xii, 19. But, undoubtedly, even in
the apostle’s days, the gospel had been preached in the entire
civilised world known at that time; and the fact of a Christian
church having been established in Rome, the imperial capital,
could not have remained unknown to the other churches. More-
over, the apostle gives thanks that the faith of the Romans is
renowned throughout the world, not for its own sake, but inas-
much as this bears witness to the sterling and illustrious
character of their faith. That he here gives thanks for the
miores of the Romans, not also for their aydmy, as in Col. i. 4, or
their yvdots, as in 1 Cor. 1. 5, arises from the general tenor of his
epistle (vv. 12, 17). For the rest, Calvin 1ightly : “ Pracdicatam
in toto orbe fidem Romanorum, intellignmus omnium fidelium
ore, qui de ipsa recte et sentire et promuntiare poteraut.”

Ver. 9. The thanksgivings just uttered are the outflow of the
apostle’s unceasing interest in the Romans, by which again the
reality and genuinencss of his thanksgiving is attested.
pdpTus . . . feos] comp. the forms of oath, Phil. i. 8 ; 2 Cor.
i 23, xi 31; 1 Thess. ii. 5. Even the extrajudicial oath
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springing (rom a holy motive, and directed to a holy purpose, i3
permitted.  The law and its Fulfiller (Matt. v. 33 ff) forbid
only the false oath and reckless, needless swearing. To give to
the church, for the purpose of strengthening its confidence in
Limself, a ratification of his declarations and his doctrine, his
trutlifulness and sincerity, is reason sufficient to the apostle for
an assertion in the form of oath.

—¢@ Natpedw év TG myelpaTi pov év TQ edayyehip Tob viod
ab7ot] These words add force to the truth of his affirmation, for
he will not insult God, whom he so faithfully serves in the
gospel, by a lie.  And if he is a servant of the gospel {rom the
heart, he will naturally take the most vivid interest in the
clurches established through the gospel. But Paul serves God
év 16 edayyele, not Ly believing in it, but by preaching and
diffusing it. év indicates the sphere in which his service is
caried on.  Tob viod adTob is genet. object.: “the gospel of His
Son, .. which has the Son of God for its content and matter,”
in distinetion from edayyéhiov Oeod, ver. 1, = mepi 70 wviod
adrov, ver. 3. The gospel proceeds from God the Father, and
the subject of which it treats is God the Son. év 7¢ mveduari
pov is 1ot at all intended to define the apostle’s service as a
service in spirit and in truth, in opposition to the vain idol
service of the Gentiles, or empty ceremonial service of the Jews;
but expresses, like év 75 xapbia pov, the sincerity of his service
in opposition to hypocritical show (Eph. v. 19, vi. 6).

—a5] not = 47, but serves to indicate the mode or degree:
Twow unceasingly (Phil. i. 8; 2 Cor. vii. 15; 1 Thess. ii. 10).
Those who erase the comma after 7ocwdua:, and place it after
mpogevy®y pov, regard mdwroTe as intensifying adiaelmrews =
assidue semper, assidutssine.  Dut in that case we should have
expected the words to stand : s adiakeimrTws mdvToTe kTA. In
this sense, at all events, the comma stands better after wavrore:
o5 adialelmTws pvelay Dudv wowoduar mwdvtoTte xTA.  But we
get the casiest and most natural division by joining mdvrore, not
with what precedes, but with what follows, so that the comma
remains after mocodpar, and wdivrore belongs to Seopevos.

—pwelay Opdv morodupar] To be added in thought: in my
prayer, when praying, as is spontancously understood, and as
ver. 10 intimates (Phil. 1. 3; 1 Thess. i. 2).

Ver, 10. A particular form of this preia is the desire to come
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to them. éml Tdv wpocevydv pov] éml, with the genitive, as
often, a preposition of temporal definition (Matt. 1. 11). In my
prayers, which I make in gencral, and therefore with reference to
you (Eph. i. 16; 1 Thess. i. 2; Philemn. 4). The apostle speaks
here of the special seasons of prayer in which he brought before
the Lord Lis requests, as well as the interests of all clurches;
for it was impossible to remember the Romans in every separate
intermediate petition.

—elmws] st forte expresses the modest reserve of the request.

—38n moté] tandem aliquando, seeing that I have desired it
ulready so long (Phil.iv. 10). edodoiv Twd, to lead onc by a good
path, the passive edobobobar = to get @ good path, then = to
have good suceess, to prosper.  The passive always stands in this
last, metaphorical sense (1 Cor. xvi. 2; 8 John 2). Besides,
there was no motive here for requesting a good path, but only, in
general, success in coming to them. Sense: if perchance at last
I might be so successful. The infinitive éxfelv then depends on
ebodwbrijoopat, not on Sedpevos.

—&v 1¢ Behjpare Tob feob] to whom all the good subordinate
thetr wills (Acts xviii. 21; Rom. xv. 82; 1 Cor. iv. 19, xvi. 7;
Jas. iv. 15). €y, inasmuch as the Oéanua 7of Oeod embraces
within itself the prosperous issue, the edobodafai, referred to.

Ver, 11. The ground (vap) of the request stated ver. 10 is
the desive to visit the church, in order to be of use to it.
émerof&] The preposition éni is not used to give strength to
sroBety, which already expresses fervent longing. émumafety T
may simply mean wofov €yeww émi Ti. DBut this analysis does not
apply in xv. 23. ‘

—va 1. peradd ydpiopa Uutv mvevpatikov] 1 Thess. ii. 8.
The usual construction is weradibovar Tl Twos. We must not
here think of special miraculous gifts (1 Cor. xii). Neither
would such a purpose e identical with the one stated ver. 13;
nor, again, is ornpuyfijvar the necessary result of receiving such
xaplopara, which the apostle himself subordinates (1 Cor. xiii.)
to the yapiopa of love, ascribing to them nothing but a relative
worth. The ydpiopa or Sdpyua, which the apostle desires to
impart to them, consists rather in the wioTis, dydmn, érnmis,
vvdas, ete., implanted by the preaching of the gospel. Dut it
Is wvevparikdy, as produced by the wvedua dyiov, as whose organ
the apostle regards himself, and therefore carries in it the nature
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of this mvedpa. Paul adds modestly a 7{: some spiritual gift.
Luther : something of a spiritual gift. The words 7i . . . ydpiopa

. mvevpaTicoy are made the more emphatic by the words
(uetadd . . . Duiv) inserted between.

—els 70 orgpuyfivar vpas] The apostle says not: els 7o
omypilewy vpas, for this becomes God alome (xvi. 25). He is
only the instrument, henee the passive, Aets xvi. 5. Iurther,
the Romans needed strengthening only, not the first work of
instruction and grounding in truth.

Ver. 12. 7obro &¢ éore] elucidates the words els 7o
orypry@ivar vuds, whose meaning the apostle qualifies and
restricts, not merely, as Erasmus says, in a “pia vafrieties et
sancta adulatio,” but, withal, in genuine humility.

—oavpmapaxiylijval] maparxakelv Twd, to call onc near (Acts
xxviil. 20).  The design of this call may be a request or address.
Henee the meaning : to request or persuade one.  The purport of
this address, converse, persuasion, may be comfort or admonition.
Hence mapaxahely Twd, to comfort one, thus Matt. v. 4: pardpioc
ol mwevfotvTes: &Tv adrol wapaxnbicovtar; or: to admonish one,
thus Acts ii. 40: Siepapripato ral mwapexiher, Méywy Zwbyte
amd Tijs ryeveds Tijs oxohuds Tavrys.  Hence also waparxaleiv,
waparinors often has the meaning of admonitory <nstruction,
Acts xiil. 15; 1 Thess. i 3; Tit. 1L 9: wapaxakeiv év 7
6ibackaria T Uypawovon.  Finally, comforting, admonitory
address comprehends quickening and strengthening, on which
account waparxakely, to quicken, occurs as synonym of ornpilew,
to confirm (1 Thess. iil. 2; 2 Thess. ii. 17). This last seuse
is peculiarly appropriate in this passage as an exposition of
orypifivar: “hut this is, to be strengthened, quickened to-
gether” To ovpmaparin@ivae, neither vupas nor yet duds xal
éuavtov is to be supplied, which both cwvpu- and év Dulv, among
you, forbid. IRather is Taul to be cousidered the subject, in
which case, no doubt, a stricter style of writing would have
required the express inscrtion of epé: “that I may be quickened
witlt you and among you.”

—8wia Tis v dAMPhos TioTews, Uiy Te xai éuov] “ through
the meatual fuith of you and we” v aXiajros not differing
from aAMMjAov, the apostle employs Sudov Te xal épol, which
more readily enters into direet dependence on wioTews, not dulv
Te xai €pol, DBut the apostle can say that he wishes to be
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quickened among the Romans through their mufual, common
faith, because he says that he wishes to be quickened with them
(ovp-). Thus they also are certainly to be quickened, he
through their, they through his, faith. ZTZe apostle’s invigora-
tion forming the chief point of the verse, in keeping with this
vpov is set before éuof.  Moreover, this arrangement of words
bespealts the delicacy and fine feeling of the apostle.

Ver. 13. Not content with the desire to see them, he has
often already resolved to come to them, but hitherto lhas been
Lindered. ov 6éhw 6¢ Duds dyvoelv] A form of mnotice or com-
munication often met with in the Pauline epistles (xi. 25; 1 Cor.
x.1,xii 1; 2 Cor. 1. 8; 1 Thess. iv. 13). In the same sense
Phil. i. 12: ywaookew 8¢ Tuds Bovdopar. The communication
thus introduced is always of importance for the readers. In this
passage the frequency of lis resolve indicates the sincerity and
earnestness of his desire to visit them, and by mutual intercourse
edify himself and them.

—d8eAoi] the usual apostolic address, the dignity of the
apostolic office resting on the basis of a common brotherhood of
faith. The former, therefore, i1s only dwelt on and vindicated
when some practical purpose compels, never in the interests of
hierarchical ambition.

—moAdwes] when the apostle first formed this purpose, and
how often, cannot be determined. Irom xv. 23 it follows that
he first had it in mind many years before writing the epistle.

—=xal éewhifny dxype Toi Sebpo] is to be viewed as a par-
enthesis, since the following va . .. oy@ must be joined with the
preceding 67¢ woAAdxes . .. Uuds. The parenthetical xaf, = the
simple and of sequent thought, is not of itself identical with the
adversative «airoc or &, although the latter might also have
been used. érwAifny, the obstacles to the journey, proceeded
neither from Satan, asin 1 Thess. ii. 18, nor from the Holy Spirit,
as in Acts xvi. 6, 7, but as Paul himself says, Rom. xv. 20-23
(comp. 2 Cor. x. 13), from his desire to preach the gospel in
regions where it had not yet penetrated. © Magis urgebat ne-
cessitas locorum, in quibus Christus erat ignotus,” Grotius.
8elpo elsewhere an adverb of place, here only in the N. T.
of time.

—va Twa rapmov oxd] Paul says not, that I may do you
good (éyew, not = wapéyew), but: that I may have fruit. In

Pmvrppr, Roy. 1, C
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the ardour of his zeal for the gospel, he regavds the results of
his preaching among the churches as lis own harvest-fruit (as
to xdpmos, comp. John iv. 36, xv. 5; Phil. i 22), as his own
acquisition. This xdpmos was to him els xadynua els fuépav
Xpiorod, Phil. il 16 ; dofa «ai yapd, 1 Thess. ii. 20. DBut he
modestly adds a mwd.  Eyew, to have, to possess, is not of itself
cquivalent to xricfas, ebpiorew, to obtain, although the apostle
might have used these expressions just as well.

—«al év Yuiv, kabos kai év] The doubling of the comparative
kai is caused by the animation of the language. xail év Juiv,
kaBos alone was enough, or év tuiv, xabws xal, Matt. xviii. 33;
Col. 1ii. 13. To xabws xal we must supply xapmov éxw. EQveawy)
Gentiles, not nations, as ver. 14 shows. No doubt, according
to Acts xxviil, the apostle preaches the gospel first in Rome;
yet is this cowrse of action, as elsewhere, only subordinate and
preliminary. It paves the way for preaching among the Gentiles
(Acts xxviil. 28).

Ver. 14. To preach the gospel in Rome is not only the Gentile
apostle’s wish, but his duty. "EM\qyves xai BapBapoc is a division
of the entire world kuown to antiquity, made from the standpoint
of Greek civilisation.  Originally it was only = Greeks, and those
of strange tongue or foreigners; then with the secondary notion
of the cultured in mind and habit, and the intellectually and
morally uncultured barbarians. Doubtless the Greeks classed
the Jews, as, later, even Philo does explicitly, with the BapBd-
poss.  Dut this is altogether opposed to the mode of view of the
sacred writers, with wlhom the distinction in religion is so much
nore significant than the different degrees of culture, that they
divided the entire community of nations into "Tovdaior xai vy,
iii. 29, ix. 24. Without doubt, then, from his standpoint, the
apostle, in the distinction of “EAAnves xai BdpBapo:, referred
only to the Gentile world. Besides, according to Gal. ii. 7, he
was not dpeehérns to the Jews. ool Te xai avénror elucidates
still more definitely the meaning of the expression "EA\. «ai
BapB., which, nsed in the first instance merely as a designation
of diverse nationality, is applied by Paul withal to diverse degrecs
of culture. This addition was the more needful, beeause, after
the importation into Italy of the Greek language and culture, the
tomans no longer, as formerly, reckoned themselves among the
BapBdipass, but yet could mnot, without qualification, be justly
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called "EMqres!  But Paul evidently, as ver. 16 intimates,
reckons the Romans among the cogois. One sees no real reason
why, if he only wanted to say in general: “I am a debtor to «//
nations,” he should have selected the particular national division
"EXAnves kal BdapBapor. Likewise, it does not seem in place to
apply gogol and dvinros only to individuals on the ground that
avonroe might have been found awong the Greeks, as well as
cogol among the barbarians. The latter, at least the Greeks,
whose point of view the apostle adopts in his division, would not
have conceded, and as to the first he says himself (1 Cor. i. 22)
of the Greek nation in general: "EAAnves oodiav {nTovov.

—odehétns elpi] as is self-evident, without its being ex-
pressly supplied: edayyedicacfar or Tol edayyehiov, ver. 15.
The apostle regards the preaching of the gospel as a debt which
Le owes to the Gentiles, for in the obligation to do this his
divinely instituted office consists (1 Cor. ix. 16,17 ; 2 Cor. iv. 5).

Ver. 15. obTw] thus, in such circumstances, in such a capacity,
i.e. as debtor to the "EAN. 7. . BapB. k7. As regards meaning
then ofirw = in consequence, comp. the xai olrw, Acts vii. §;
1 Cor. xiv. 25.

— 70 kat éué mpofupov] Some expositors take wpdfupor as a
substantivised adjective = wpofvuia: “as far as lies in me (7o
xat' éué) there is readiness,” for éar{ is understood spontaneously
(2 Cor. viii. 11). But even if 70 mpéfuuor may stand instead of
7 wpoBupuia, the use of the neuter of the adjective without the
article for the substantive (wpofupov for mpofuula) would De
without example. Others explain 76 xat éué as the subject,
mpobupov as the predicate: “that which concerns me is ready,”
te. I, for my part, am ready. But this use of the form 76 xar’
éué for the substantive pronoun cannot be verified. The apostle
would then probably have written 76 wat’ éué, mpoBupuos, sc.
elui, “as far as depends on me, I am ready.” Accordingly, it
only remains to join together To mpofuuov, and to take xat éué
as a paraphrase of the genitive (comp. Eph. 1 15): 70 xat éué
wpdfupov = 7 mpofupia pov. But then xat’ éué is perhaps to be
made specially emphatic, in allusion to the hindrances mentioned
before.  “The readiness depending on me exists to preach the
gospel to you also,” 7.e. on my part readiness exists, etc.

1 Comp. Cic. De Fin. ii. 15: *‘a quo non solum Graceia et Jtalia, sed ctiam omnis
barbaria commota est.”
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—kal vuiv Tois <v "Pouy] Although you belong to the oogols,
this causes me no scruple, as one opeéTns THV goda .

— edayyerigaafal] “latet his propositio: Seribasa, quae corawn
vellem dicere, de Evangelio,” says Bengel.

Ver. 16. The apostle feels no scruple about preaching in Rlome
also, for (yap) he is not ashamed of the gospel even Dbefore the
wise Romans. At a later time he calls upon Timothy to manifest
a similar spirit in the imperial capital (2 Tim. i. §). In Gal
vi. 14, he cven Doasts of the cross of Christ that formed the
substance of the gospel' The Lord Himself warns His disciples
against this false shame (Mark viii. 38). That the gospel is a
awpia to the copois Paul declares (1 Cor. 1. 22, 23). He is there
speaking of the Greeks. He had proved this for himself in the
metropolis of Greek worldly wisdom (Acts xvil. 18, 32). Dut just
as little as he had Deen ashamed of the gospel in Atlens or
Corintly, is he ashamed of it at Rome. Ashamed of the gospel ?
The consciousness of its peculiar glory forbids it. Thus with the
words dvvaues ydp, up to the end of ver. 17,he passes over to the
proper subject of the epistle. As here he calls the gospel, so in
the passage quoted above (1 Cor. i. 24) he calls Christ Himself
Ocodl Svvauiy xai Oeod codiav.

—70 edayyéhor Tob Xpiorod] The words Tob XpeoTod are
wanting in the best manuscripts. There is found for them in
other copies the recading Tod feod, or Toiro, or adrod. They are
accordingly to be regarded as unauthentic, and transferred to this
place from passages like xv. 29; 1 Cor. ix, 12, ete.

—&dvaus yap Beol éoTw] “a power originating with God,
procceding from God.” Or rather with still greater directness
aud force: “a power belonging to God, a power of God in which
He manifests His energy.” The genitive, thercfore, is better taken
as gendt. possess. than as gendt. cutoris.  In the same sense the
apostle says, 1 Cor. 1. 18 : 6 Aayos o Tod aTavpod (= 70 edaryyériov)
Tols pév dmoAlvuévols pwpla éati, Tols 8¢ cwlouévois Nutv Shvauss
Ocot éore.  DBut thie gospel is God’s power, in so far as it is not
a mere word of man, explaining and proclaiming God's works of
redemption, but is God’s Word really elficacious in conversion. 1t
is the piua Oeob that is pdyarpa Tod mwyvedpatos, Eph, vi. 17, it is
the sword that is the Spirit. It is God’s Word as the bearer and

! But we are not in the present passage to suppose a meiosis, or, with Seb. Schmidt,
B ‘' negatio quae contrariam vehementem aflirmationem includit,”
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channel of God’s Spirit (1 Thess. ii. 13 ; Heb. iv. 12, 13). Baut
of course it is this ouly in so far as it is the preaching of God’s
justifying grace in Christ, the grace which is realized by faith.
Form and substance may not here be severed.

—els cwrypiav] As Paul here calls the gospel a Svvapis feod
els cwtnplav, so Jas. 1. 21 describes it as Aéyov Svvduevoy gdcar.
cotnpia is deliverance from every necessity, danger, and affliction,
comp. Luke 1. 71: compla €é£ éxfpdv, Acts vii. 25, Jude 5,
of the cwrnpia experienced by the people of Israel through Moses ;
Acts xxvii. 34, Heb. xi. 7, Jas. v. 15, of saving of bodily life.
Dut the ruling idea in the N. T. is that of spiritual deliver-
ance. This consists of itsclf in cdlecfar dmo ToY dpaptidw,
Matt. i. 21, or év ddpéoer auapridy, Luke i 77, which is identical
with AoyileaBar Sikatoovvny, Rom. iv. 6, 7. As such, it is at the
same time exemption from the épyy eod, Rom. i. 18, from fdavaros,
2 Cor. vii. 10, and from amoArea, Phil. i. 28; Luke xix. 10.
Thus salvation has in the first place a negative side; but with this
the positive is inseparably interwoven, for pardon of sin, removal
of wrath and death, is not imaginable without the bestowal of
grace, of righteousness, and life. The cwrypia, further, is one
already realized, Luke xix. 9: orjuepov 5 coTnpla 70 oixe TovTm
éyévero; Acts xiil. 26 : 0 Adyos Tijs cwTnplas TavTys; 2 Cor. vi. 2:
{800, viv Nuépa gwTnplas, also Eph. ii. 5 ; 2 Tim. i. 9; Tit. iii. 5;
1 Pet. iii. 21. But salvation now realized is only completed in
the future life. As the positive side is implied in the negative,
so the future is implied in the present relation. These are, so to
speak, spontancously responsive chords. In many passages the
present and future elements may even be equally probable, pos-
sibly in 2 Pet. iii. 15; Jude 3. Finally, in several passages
cotnpia is referred only to completed deliverance, only to
Suture salvation. So 1 Thess. v. 8: é\mis cwrnpias, and mepi-
woinas cwTnplas ; Heb. 1. 14 : kAnpovouciv cwtyplav, v. 9, ix. 28 ;
1 Pet. i. 5, 9: cwrnpla érotun dmoxarvdOivar év kaipe éaydTe
and 70 Téos T wioTews, cwTnplay Yruxdv ; comp. Matt. x. 22
2 Tim. ii. 10, iv. 18. In the present passage also this last,
stricter conception of cwTypla is to be maintained. The gospel
is a power that mediates eternal salvation (= future blessedness),
ver. 16, because it reveals righteousness that avails before God,
for the former is conditioned by the latter. This acceptation is
favoured first of all by ch. v, where, after the nature of the
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Sukatoavvny Beol éx mwioTews has been deseribed (i 21-iv. 23), the
nature of salvation is cxpounded as consisting in the é\wis Tis
JoEns Tob Beod, vor. 2. Just as ini. 17 the idea of fwij, embodied
in Ojoerar, is manifestly related in meaning to or syuonymous
with that of cwrnypla, ver. 10, so we see this fwy described as
future, v. 17, when it is said of the rightcous: év {wy Baciiev-
govoe.  Dut, above all, v. 21 is to be regarded as favouring our
acceptation, since there the sentence a . . . 9 ydpic Bacileloy
8ia dikatoavvns els Lwny aléviov may be regarded as a concluding
recapitulation of the subject announced, i. 16, 17. With this
agrees viil. 24, where the apostle in the words 7j yap éwide
dowfnuev represents cwrypla as future, as in x. 10, where present
Sikaioaivy is expressly distinguished from future cwmypla, and
xiil. 11, where the period of salvation is pictured as coming nearer
and nearer. Comp. also 1 Cor. xv. 1: 76 edayyéhiov & edyyyehi-
oapny Uplv, b kal wapendfBete, év & kal éaTijkate, 8 ol kal adfeabe.

—mwavTi T ToTebovT] cwTpia exists only for wioTes, but on
this condition it is universal.

—Tovdaie Te mpdTov kal”EM\qr] the universality of cwmypla
stands opposed to Jewish particularisin. Paul strengthens this
still further Ly 'Iovdaiw Te xal “EXAnve. Dut he does not in
this deny the divinely-ordained priority of the Jews. Tather by the
wpdTor he expressly acknowledges it.  7rp@Tor alludes not merely
to the order of time in the gospel being invariably preached first
to the Jews (Luke xxiv. 47; Acts xiii. 46), for we should thus
get a meaning pretty nearly as good as none at all. Rather it
denotes, as ii. 9, 10 proves, an order of rank. wpdTov primum =
potissimum. The order of time in preaching is itself grounded
on Isracl's divinely-instituted order of rank (iii. 1, 2). Only to
Israel had God bound Himself by promise (ix. 4, xv. 8). To the
ientiles He was discharging no debt, but exereising spontancous
compassion (xv. 9). They were not «ara ¢diow kK ador, but wapa
dlow éykevrpiclévres els kaliéhawor. They bore not the root,
but the root bore them (xi. 16-25). Thus the Messiah was sent
to the nation of promise, and only through it and in it to the
Gientile nations (Matt. xv. 24, 26, 27).  Of this priority of Israel
no nation has reason to complain; for it was the means of bring-
ing salvation to all mankind, inasmuch as only in this way was
it possible to preserve on carth a central fire of truth from which
the light of the gospel might be diffused. Moreover, in Christ is
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a like amount of grace for all, and thus the disparity is again done
away (Rom. x. 12; Gal. iii. 28, 29; Col. {ii. 11). Finally, "EX\yv
is here to be taken in a wider sense, in contrast to 'Iovdalos, as
ver. 14 in contrast to BdpBapos. Under this title the Greek-
speaking Gentile world is embraced as representing the entire
Gentile world (Acts xiv. 1; 1 Cor. x. 32, etc.).

Ver. 17. The gospel is a 8vauis els cwrnplav, because (vydp)
it reveals the Sukatoatvn feod, only the righteous being able to claim
future salvation. Sikatoavvny qap Beod] The Sikaioctvny Beod is
not here, as in iii. 3, an attribute of God, neither His righteous-
ness, nor His truthfuluess, nor His goodness; for these do mnot in
any sense proceed from the faith of man (éx mioTews), comp. iii.
22, and are in no respect dependent on it. Rather this condi-
tioning of Sixaiosivy by mioris indicates what the subjoined O. T.
citation (0 8{waios . . . {roerar) confirms, that Sucatootvn here
denotes a quality in man, or a relation in which he stands! In
this case the genitive may be regarded as gendt. autoris, like ér
Oeob, as in Phil iil. 9, 79y éx Beot Sixatoatvyy, expressly stands.
But there the éx feod is occasioned by the contrast of éuyv Sikaio-
atvnr. A decisive reason against this acceptation may not be
forthcoming. But it seems to us, from the analogy of Rom. ii. 13,
il 20, Gal. iii. 11: 8/katov eivar, SucarobsOar (ie. to have the
Sikatostyn here described) mapa 16 fecs, évdmiov adrob, that the
interpretation : rightcousness that is such with God, that God holds or
vicws as such, is still more appropriate and more in harmony with
the context. Luther: rightcousness which avails before God. Gram-
matically this meaning is certified by Jas. i. 20 : dpy7 yap avpos
Stkatoavvny Beod o ratepydlerar. In this case the genitive is
cither the genitive of objective reference, or even of subjective
belonging to; for this righteousness belongs to God in so far as
it is what it is only by His judgment, avails as such with Him,

1This tells also against the view advanced by Hofmann, Schriftbeweis, ii. 1, p.
€25 {f., and reccived by Ortloph, who follows him here as almost everywhere, Romerbr.
p- 43, according to which 3rxaiosdvs fov denotes something which is primarily
God’s own, a righteousness restored, realized by God, which is proclaimed through
the N. T. ministry, and becomes ours by faith. DBut such an objective righteons-
ness, restored in Christ, could be revealed only év sbzyyiriw, not also éx wirrsws,
as is said in the present verse through both at once. The gospel wonld reveal
it, and faith receive it as revealed, but faith would not itself reveal it. And how
could such a righteousness be called (iii. 22) a dixaws. 4. 3:2 wirrews "I X.? That
in this a purely subjective righteousness, peculiar to man only, not to God, is meant,
the expository dixaiedueves Jwpedy, ver. 24, shows.
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The definition: rightcousness availing before God, at all events
blends more readily than the other: righteousness proceeding
from God, with the forensic, declaratory elements of the IPauline
doctrine of justification. And in the statement of the very subject
of the cpistle we look for the greatest possible clearness of
expression. iil. 23, 26, 30 proves nothing against this accepta-
tion. deratoavvn Geov consequently, as alrcady said, is that quality
of righteousness, that righteousness of man which God accepts as
such, which avails as such before God. Its dogmmatic conception
will become apparent from the subsequent exposition.

—év adTd dmoxaiimreras] It is revealed in the gospel, inas-
much as the very news brought by the gospel is what the dcxaco-
aivy Beob consists in and how it is obtained. 'AwoxaiimTerar,
comp. iil. 21: weavépwrar. It has become manifest (repavépwrar),
because it is revealed through the gospel (amoxaAimrerar). The
present tense marks the unbroken continuance of the evangelic
proclamation.  Only the gospel discloses the way, once concealed,
to Oixatocvvy and cotgpia. The previous testimony through
the prophets is but the promise of a way to be opened hereafter,
not the glad news of the opening itself accomplished, émrayye\ia,
not edayyéreov, The revelation of pre-Christian days is as to its
naturc a revelation of law, in which prophecy, even as to its form
coming forth under an O. T. veil of mystery, appears merely as a
precursor of the N. T. revelation of grace.

—éx mioTews els mioTw] sc. odaa or ywoudvn, for it is to he
joined with &ixatoaivvy feol. The reason of Sikatoaivy Oeol
coming first is the practical importance of this conception. DBut
it is not to be explained: from faith to jfoith, in the sense of
referring to the growth of faith; for the apostle is treating of
justification that springs from faith, not of the growth of faith,
on which justification of itself does mot depend. It might be
better explained: the &ix. feod is revealed as coming from faith,
in order that it may be Lelieved, els wioTw =ut fides habeatur. But
such an addition pretty nearly amounts to nothing. If righteous-
ness, availing before God, arises from faith, it is self-evident that
it is meant to be believed.  Besides, on grammatical grounds, eis
mieTw for els 1o mioTeveafar could scarcely be justified. The
only interpretation then remaining is: the righteousness availing
before God is revealed as coming from faith unto faith. wioTes
is the condition of Swxatoatvy, even as it is the organ appropriating
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Stvatoatvy.  In this way the import and significance of wioTis is
made prominent. els mwioTw, for faith, is thus as to meaning = eis
ToUs weaTevovTas, iil. 22 ; Gal. il 22.  Similarly Occumen. early
interpreted : d7wo wioTews dpyerar ral els TOV mioTEVOVTA Njyel,
sc. Sueatoavvy Beod, only that for Ajyer it would be Detter to say
épyeras!

—=xabws oéypamrar] That the righteousness availing before
God comes from faith, is confirmed by the prophetic testimony
of the O. T. Thus is evinced the truth of the declaration,
ver. 2: & wpoempyyelhato Sia TOV wpodnTdv alTob év ypadals
dylais. The passage cited is taken from Hab. ii. & In the
original text it runs: MW7 in»oN3 pIM. The LXX. translate (after
the various reading mmi\ﬂ) 6 8¢ Sikavos &k mioTews pov Licerar.
Paul, after the ongmal text, omitted pov. On the correctness of the
tranglation : the rightcous shall live through his fait% (not : through
his uprightness), as well as on the present passage in general,
comp. Delitzsch, derr Proph. Habakuk, p. 51 ff.  The punctuation
after mioTews (0 8¢ Siraios éx micTews, Ligerar), not in correspond-
ence with the Hebrew text, which most modern expositors assune,
does not of itself appear necessary, and accordingly, for the sake
of conformity to the original text, not admissible. That righteous-
ness comes by faith, may be demonstrated not only by the fact
that life is adjudged to him who is righteous by faith (¢ Sikaios éx
wioTews), but also by the fact that it is said the righteous (o
dixatos) has life only by fuith (éx wiocTews &joerar). The em-
phasis lies plainly on 7io7s. Comp. also Wieseler on Gel. iii. 11,
p- 252 f.  For the connection of éx mioTews with &joerar, Helb.
x. 38 also is decisive. Moreover, if the counnection were with
8iraios, one would have expected to see the words arranged: o 8¢
éx miorews Sixatos. The & is only transferred rom the LXX.
But Delitzsch justly remarks, id. p. 50: “The apostle brings
nothing to this passage that it does not contain. »All that he does
is to set its meaning—that the life of the righfeous comes from
faith—in the light of the New Testament.” T ¢e Pauline quota-
tion is the more warranted, as Habakkul, like tsaiah, brings into

1 Zwingli's interpretation is a strange one: ¢‘trust in tho,’mee, faithful God "=
ie wisTews s ~ov oo, Similarly \Iehrmo ““by faith in fa Mfulness.” When Le
commends this interpretation for its great uqtunlness, it is nu*mrkable that no one
hit upon it before. DBut such a change in the meaning of mi€as could be the less

conceived in ihe present counection, as justifying faith is not d1%ith in God’s faith-
fulness, but in God’s grace and compassion.



49 COMMENTARY ON TIE ROMANS.

comparison with each other the lower deliverance from exile and
the higher Messianic deliverance. Thus to him also justifying and
sanctifying faith is faith in the salvation of redemption. Accord-
ingly the theme of the epistle, enunciated vv. 16, 17, is as fol-
lows : “ The righteousness that avails before God comes to all men
from faith only, and only this righteousness of faith has cwrnpia
for its result.”

That faith only brings righteousness availing before God, follows
from the fact that all men are sinners. As such, they are not able
by their own works to lay claim to divine righteousness as a
reward, but only by faith to flee for refuge to divine grace. That
all men are sinners the apostle proves from ch. i. 18 to ch.
iil. 20, that accordingly only faith in the gospel is left them as
the sole means of salvation, ch. iii. 21-31. DBut as in ver. 16
of this chapter it is said that mieTis brings cwrypia to Jews in
the same way as to Gentiles, so he proves afterwards that, since
Jews, like Gentiles, are considered as sinners, destitute of the
Stkatoovy Beod, they have no cwrnpia to expect, but instead are
exposed to the épy7 and Sikaroxpicia Tod Beot. He gives the
proof of this as to the Gentile world, ch. i. 18-32; as to the
Jewish world, ch. ii.—iii. 20. ’Iovdaiovs Te xai "EX\nras mdvrac
U¢' duaptiav eivar (iii. 9) is the theme of this entire train of
reasoning, which falls into two distinct parts. The apostle com-
mences with the Gentile world, whose sinfulness was more obvi-
ous to sight, and then passes over to the Jewish world, as to
which proof was necessary that, although in possession of the
Noyia Tob BeoD, and in spite of their supposed 8iraioaivn éE
épywv wopov, they were in no respect better than the Gentile
world. This false Sircatoodvn €€ Epywr gave him the most apt
point of transition to the delinecation of the true Siwcatoovvy éx
miTTEWwS. 3

Ver. 18. The rightcousness that avatls before God comes from
faith, because men being doeBets and déuxor, nnless they flee for
refuge to mioTis, they have only the dpys feod to expect. awoxa-
Admretad] in antithetical relation to dmoxaidmreras (ver. 17).
> AmoxaXimrew, Yo reveal something hidden, always refers, like the
subst. d-rro;ai)\v:!rw in the N. T., when God is the revealing sub-
ject, to an cafraordinary revelation through miraculous acts,
through the words of prophets and apostles, or inwardly through
the Spirit of Giod. The proof of this an examination of every
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claris will supply. By amoxdAvyres, then, is not denoted a
revelation of nature, history, reason, or conscience, as this is
cflected in accordance with the regular or natural laws of the
universe or of the human spirit ; for what is revealed through these
powers is simply a davepdv, no pvaTiplov dmoxexpuppévor in
need of dmoxdiuvyns.'  Accordingly, dmoxaXimrerar in the pre-
sent passage also can only express such an extraordinary, super-
natural manifestation. The dmoxdhvyres here meant takes place,
as il. 5 also proves, év Huépg dpyfis rai amokalifrews kai Sixato-
kpioias Tob Geod. The present tense, then, is to be taken as future,
and is used because the judgment-day is described as a matter of
fact, whose occurrence is absolutely certain. Comp. Lulke xvii. 30 :
7 uépa 6 vids Tod avlpdmov amokaivmrerar. This interpretation
is found first in the Greek exegetes, Chrysost., Theodor., Theophyl,,
and Oecumen. A doubt certainly arises here, that in this way
the strict correspondence between amoxalimrerar (ver. 18) and
damokalvmreTar (ver. 17) is done away. According to this corre-
spondence, the present tense seems in this verse also to denote a
continuous divine act of revelation. On this account it will, be
more correct to think of the whole series of precursory and pre-
paratory apocalypses of wrath, which find their goal and their
completion in the final, absolute apocalypse at the Parousia. To
this series belongs the expulsion from Paradise, the Deluge, the
Dispersion of Nations, and Division of Tongues. As universal
judgments affecting the entire human race, these are foreshadow-
ings and prophetic types of the final judgment. But the same
holds good of all reyelations of wrath and justice accomplished
among and upon Israel. They are all directed against the
apostasy of the nation from the true God and its abandenment
to idolatry, in which, so to speak, the original sin of all mankind
was represented and received punishment. Hence also the ter-
rible revelation on Sinai begins with the prohibition of idolatry.
Other expositors, also understanding dmoxarvmrerar of an extra-
ordinary revelation, refer it to the revelation év edayyeriew. But
apart from all objections to the view itself, in that case the supple-

! Meyer (i. 74) calls this interpretation of the biblical conception of divine zroxd-
2v\ss 2 mistaken one, Mehring also agreeing with him. But ¥ must still abide by it,
Decause all the striking passages in which God is the revealing subject express it with
the clearest certainty, Comp. Er. Schmid, Tagsio, ed. Bruder, s.v. dwoxadimsay

and dwoxddess.  That in the present passage also a supernatural revelation is spoken
oi, the 22" obparoi intimates.
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ment év adT@ to dmoxalimwrerar could not be left out. Again,
the amoxdivyris feod, here spoken of, is not to be found in the sur-
render to sinful lusts (vv. 24, 26, 28); for this surrender is no
amordivyrs effected through miraculous acts, through the Word
or Spirit of God, and although those Gentile lusts are indeed a
poci peecats, they are, on the other hand, peceate that still await
the amox. dpy. or the xkpipa Tob feod (ii. 2).  Other interpretations,
such as that of the revelation through the inner light of reason
and couscience, or through sudden destruction rained down from
heaven, and the like, are still less to the point.

—opyn feod] Just as little as aydamy is manifestation of love is
opyn manifestation of wrath, as metonymia causac pro cfectu=
koxaos, Tepwpia.  Rather does 6pyn denote an inner modification
of the divine nature itself, the inwardly energetic antagonism and
repellent force of its holiness in relation to human sin, which
divine affection without doubt finds its expression in the infliction
of punishment.

—am’ obpavoy] where is the seat of the Omniscient, Holy,
Almichty, Omnipresent God, whence thercfore proceeds every
judgment of God (Ps. lxxvi. 8), whence, too, the Judge of the
living and the dead will descend (Phil. iii. 20). The words are
to be joined with dmoxedmrerar, not with dpyn or feod, because
then the'qrticle would not be omitted before dm’ obpaved (Luke
xi. 13). \'\‘

—émi m’z‘glav acéBeiav kai adiniav] doéfBewa a religious, adwkia
an cthical conception, a distinction to be firmly held lere, where
both words ate found together. The first denotes irreligious-
ness, godless11e\:§s, idolatry (2 Det. ii. 5; 2 Tim. ii. 16); the
second, immorallity, wickedness, lieathen vices, ver. 29 : memhy-
pwuévovs maoy ¢dwia.  acéBeia=sins against the first, adwia =
sins against the second table. Thus even in a8ixla, in the stricter
sense, an indirect religious reference is not wanting. But the
subjoined abcxia \in this verse embraces a wider sphere, denotes
deviation {rom thg divine norm in general (1 Johmn i 9; 1 Pet.
iil, 18; Acts xxik. 15), and alludes to ody s fedy Sofdlew 3
evyapioteiy, ver. 2. On wdoa, Theophylact remarks, after Chry-
sost.: 9 wéy axyds hatpela kal 1) edaéfBewa pla, 1) 8¢ acéBea
molvayidys. Eut this distinction is nore worthy of note on
its own account than as an explanation of the word in the present
passage. ITdoa is simply = cvery possible, all and cvery (ver. 29).
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—dvBpaomrwv, TG Thy anjfeav év d8ikla kateydvrwv] dNifea
here is not the special truth of the gospel, but, as the following
verses suggest, the true knowledge of God, such as is obtained
through contemplation of His works. aréyew either = to hold
Jast, firme tenere (1 Cor. xv. 2; 1 Thess. v. 21), or: to %old back,
to hinder, impedire (2 Thess. ii. 7). Here clearly the latter, for
the Gentiles had not held fast the truth, but, according to ver. 21,
lost it. Oecumen. strikingly explains ratéyew by kalimrew,
yvauns wovnpia émiokorifeaw, as Philo also mentions, Opp. L p. 1,
Tovs pvlikois mhdopas:e v aljfeav émikpiyravras. The cor-
rupt heart is a hindrance to knowledge entering into the spirit,
and, in addition, checks its continuance and active development.
Lvery religious error has a moral root, wherefore Holy Scripture
invariably charges its guilt upon the conscience of man. év adiig
not = 4divws, for that to hinder the truth is unrighteous is self-
evident, but to be taken instrumentally: through unrighteousness.
Finally, in the words avfpwmwv Tdv kTA. the apostle expresses
himself quite generally; but still, as ver. 19 ff. shows, he is
thinking of the Gentiles, and of them exclusively, for he passes
on to describe the Jews only in ii. 1.!

Ver. 19 gives the reason for which God’s wrath justly falls on
the men who hinder the truth by unrighteousness. &:07¢] con-
tracted from 8¢ & T, propter quod, quam ob rem, wherefore, in the
beginning of a sentence like the Latin quare = therefore. But in
the N. T. &wé7c never stands in this meaning, but always &w.
Rather is 8ot there invariably used in the sense of &ia Tob7o 87,
propter hoc quod, quia, because, which in the beginning of a sen-
tence spontaneously passes over into the meaning : for. So here,
for the apostle’s language has more demonstrative force if we puf
a period before 8¢,

—70 yvwoTov Tob Beod] In classical Greek qvwords for the
most part means : Anowable; yvwtos, known. But in the Hellenistic

! Meyer justly observes that the designation ds#drwy is intended to make apparent
the audacity of this God-opposing conduct. Mehring has vainly tried to prove, in
opposition to the clearly apparent meaning of the description which is immediately
subjoined, and which is applicable only to the Gentiles, that the apostle (vv. 18-32 of
the first chapter) has the Jews just as much as the Gentiles in view. The apostle
commences with the delineation of Gentile idolatry as the universal human sin, the
original sin of man in general. Israel wasthe people of God taken out of this general
mass of humanity by positive revelation. As far as they fell into idolatry they had

ceased to be Israel and become a Gentile people. And this was not at all the charac
teristic of the strongly anti-pagan Judaism of that age
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dialect of the N. T. yvwros does not occur. In the LXX. and
the N. T. ouly is ypwoTos found, and, indeed, without exception,
as the Lexicons prove, in the sense: Anown, as ¢g. Lukeil. 44;
John xviil. 15; Acts i. 19, xv. 18, xxviiL 22. In the same
way dyvwoTos, unknown (Acts xvil. 23).  To yvwortov Tod feod is
therefore not = that which may be known of God (6mep Suvwvatov
éote yrwobivar, Oecumen.). Besides, this would give an inap-
propriate and withal wrong meaning. For neither was the ques-
tion in hand here what could and could not be known respecting
the divine essence, nor, moreover, did the Gentiles in point of fact
know everything respecting God which it was possible to know,
seeing that, as the apostle himself presently says, they only had
access to what is disclosed as to God's essence through nature and
reason, not what is disclosed through revelation. To yvwsTov 700
feot is then = that which is known respecting God, i.e. what is known
respecting God through the universal revelation of nature and
reason, what all men know respecting God, in distinction from
what is received through special revelation. This interpretation
appears so pertinent and natural that we need seek no other.

— & avtais] in them, il. 15 : év Tals xapdlaws abrdv, in ther
consciousitess, which interpretation also suits the subjoined avTols
épavépwae and voovueva xabopartar (ver. 20). Therefore not:
among them.

—é¢avepwoe] through the creation of the world and the
bestowal of the wols, which, from observation of the works of
nature, is able to arrive at certain knowledge of God. Paul says
davepovv, not dwoxalimrew, because the former may also denote
a revelation mediated by natural means, the latter only one
mediated supernaturally by God. Tbis verse, then, is to be ren-
dered : the knowledge of God (quod notum est de Deo = notitia Det,
the objective qvwows Oeod) is manifest in them (=vywockovot
Tov Beov dpavepis. Luther: for that it is known that there is a
God, is manifest in them), for God manifested it to them.

Ver. 20. Indication to what extent God has revealed the know-
ledge of Himself. The mark of parenthesis is to be erased, the
passage supplying a confirmatory explanation of the foregoing, no
mere subordinate thought by way of digression. Ta adpata airov]
not so much : His invisible essence, which would be 76 ddparov,
as rather : His dnvistble attributes (hence the plural). Doubtless
in point of fact both are identical, the attributes constituting the
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divine essence. God is ddparos, in so far as He is hidden from
the semses, 1 Tim. i. 17, vi. 16; and Philo, De Monarch.: o
dopatos kal uévy Siavola katdlymros.

—«afoparar] the invisible is seen,—an oxymoron, which is
explained and softened by the addition voovueva. It is perceived,
that is, not with the bodily eyes, but with the eyes of the spirit.
It is perceived with the voUs, with the reason. «aflopdv is chosen
with special fitness, because it is mediated by the moujuara, the
works perceptible by sense. xaflopav often in the sense of dxpiBds
opav, pervidere, ie. clare videre, perspicere.  So perhaps here also.

——7ois moujuaat] dativus instrumentt to be joined with xafo-
parai. TLYR, woipua, that which is produced by creation, ra
mroiquata, the entire sum of created products. Accordingly, God’s
historical dealings are not to be thought of. The revelation here
meant takes place from the earliest beginning of things (amo «ricews
xocuov), therefore before even the opening of human history, and
reveals, above all, the didios &Svvaucs, which comes forth with
special distinctness in the observation of nature. Add to this
that history, in which human freedom, and consequently wicked-
ness, forms a significant factor, could not be so absolutely described
as woinua feot. God’s invisible attributes become visible v#ith
the reason through His works.

—dmo rTicews koopov] since the creation of the world. daro,
particle of temporal definition (inde @, Matt. xxiv. 21 ; Mark =i 6 ;
Rom. xv. 23). Therefore not: through the creation of the world,
which would make a useless tautology with Tois moinjuac:. Also
kTios wospov = rarafo\s) xocpov, is mot: dwo sricews, in the
sense of: fthrough creation. But through the act of creation
(kTicis xdopov), invisible in itself, the existence of God cannot be
apprehended.

—7 Te aibios alrod Svvams kai Geworns] His eternal power as
well as His Godhead, apposition to Ta dopara adrod. ’Aibios,
from det, efernal, not to be confounded with idss, snwvisible. That
the universe has an absolute cause, not identical with the world
itself, is an irrefragable postulate of the human reasom, which
abides as an innate, latent principle in the soul, and by contem-
plation of the works of creation is developed and comes forth
into consciousness. But this absolute cause of the world deter-
mines itself first of all as eternal omnipotence, because in the sur-
vey of nature man is struck, above everything, with the contrast
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between its vastness and glory, poiuting to the Sivauis of the
Creator, and the transitory, perishable character, the dependence
and limitation, of all finite existence which we are yet compelled
to deny of the Author of that existence, and the contrast leads us
to the conception of His aibios Svvapss. The pantleistic inter-
pretation of the idea of God is not, indeed, expressly controverted
Ly the apostle. It is only the result of speculative refinement,
the philosophical expression of practical apostasy from fellowship
with the personal God, and of a state of actual self-surrender to
the impersonal spirit of the world and nature. Unbiassed con-
templation of the world carnot adopt the monstrous opinion that
the cause of a world fashioned after wise designs, a world which
comes to its highest flower and bloom in the self-conscious spirit
of man, is an unconscious force, a blindly-working energy. The
“1” must needs call the cause of its existence “ Thou,” for “ nihil
est in effectu quod non prius fuerit in causa.” The apostle here,
so to speak, employs the cosmological and physico-theological or
teleological argument for the existence of God, which certainly,
as an argument for the existence of the personal God, only pos-
sesses absolute demonstrative force and cogency for the human
spirit that is unbeclouded by sin and clearly conscious to itself of
the significance of its own personality. Upon the O/d Testament
allusions to the visibility in His works of creation of the eternal
God in Himself invisible, comp. Umbreit, Der Bricf an dic Romer
vuf dem Grunde des A. T''s ausgzlegt, p. 202 ff. — Oewo7ys, from
feios, divinitus, divinity, to be distinguished from Oeorzs, dedtus,
detty. Oeworns in the N. T. only here, feorns only Col. ii. 9.
The Bedns of God consists in the complex of His divine attri-
butes, to which belongs His @i8ios 8vvapes. This, as the element
in the knowledge of God first suggested by contemplation of the
world, is made specially prominent. The efernal power of God,
and in general (xai) His entire BeidTys, are perceived mentally
througl the mowuara. The xai subjoined to the 7e implies the
notion of cumulation and climax, comp. Aeschyl Theoph. 54:
0 & ebruyely, 768" év Bpotols feds Te kal Beod wAéor. With
Sbvauts xai Oeidrns, comp. Cic. Quaest. Tusc. i. 43 : “ vis (Sivaurs)
et natura divina (fecorns).”

—els 70 elvas adrols dvamwohoynTous] so that they arc inexcus-
able, i.e. knowing God’s invisible nature through His works, they
are inexcusable for hindering the truth by unrighteousness. It
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is not to be explained: that they may be inexcusable, because the
next verse does not prove the divine intention to render them
inexcusable, but simply establishes the fact of their inexcusable-
ness. For the rest, the telic acceptation does not of itself ncces-
sarily involve unconditional predestination. It is possible that
the divine purpose itself has come to pass on condition and
in foresight of self-incurred, gunilty rejection of the means for
truly knowing God presented in creation. As comments on
the meaning of this verse, expositors give the following striking
quotations :—Aristot. De Mundo, ¢. 6: waoy Ovyri Pvoer wevo-
pevos dbedpnros dm' alrer Tav épyev Bewpeitai o Peos; Cic. De
Divin. ii. 72: * esse praestantem aliquam, aeternamque naturam,
et eam suspiciendam, admirandamque hominum generi, puleritudo
mundi, ordoque rerum coelestium cogit confiteri;” Tuscul. i. 29:
“ Sic mentem hominis, quamvis eam non videas, wt Dewin non vides ;
tamen, ut Dewm agnoseis ex ¢jus operibus, sic ex memoria rerum,
et inventione et celeritate motus, omnique pulcritudine virtutis
vim divinam mentis agnoscito.” Comp. also Wisd. Sol. xiii. 1-11,
as well as odx dpdprupov éavrov ddnwer, Acts xiv. 17 and xvii.
25-27. Further, when the apostle makes the idea of God come
into existence through rational observation of the works of creation,
lie does not thereby exclude the mediating agency of the word of
divine primeval revelation, which gives the meaning of these works,
and trains the human spirit to understand them. Directly that
this agency has answered its purpose,—the development of the pure
knowledge of God,—supposing the heart only to continue in its
normal attitude towards God, this knowledge may even of itself
retain its original purity through constant contemplation of nature
and the teaching of unadulterated tradition.

Ver. 21. The reason of the inexcusableness of men lies in the
fact that, in spite of their true knowledge of God, they yet in
heart turned away from God, and thus obscured the knowledge
which had its abode within them. 8i67:] for, asin ver. 19.

—yvovres Tov Gedv] not: when they might have known God,
also certainly not, though grammatically possible: when they kad
once known God, but: when or although they Anew God. The
partic. aor. here, as often, coincides as to its temporal incidence
with the notion of the verb finit. éddéfacav. The part. praes.
ywookovres then was not called for. The former wrong accep-

tations had their origig in the mistaken notion that Paul could
Puirtepr. Roo. I, ' D
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not at one and the same time attribute to the Gentiles correct
knowledge of God and obscuration of the same by apostasy
to idolatry. But this is the very meaning of v aAijfeav év
a8ucig ratéxew, on which Bengel observes: “veritas in mente
nititur et urget : sed homo eam impedit,”—as well as of 6 yrwoTov
7. 0. pavepov éoTw év avrois. In fact, in heathenism the correct
idea of God is ever present. This is proclaimed in the unceasing
effort on the part of heathenism to raise itself out of the multi-
plicity, limitation, and moral imperfection of its pantheon to the
couception of a single, unlimited, holy Being. In its idea of the
one true God—an idea standing above it and in its background, an
idea ever emerging and ever disappearing—apolytheism carries in
its bosom the sentence of its own condemnation. Comp. Ter-
tullian’s treatise, de Zestimonio Antmae, and Nigelsbach, Die
homerische Theologie, pp. 11-T0, especially pp. 12, 37.

—as Beov] 1.c. as possessor of the diSios Svvauss xai Gedrys.

v —édofacav] sc. abréy. They gave Him not the 8ofa due to
Him for His divine attributes, on which account the apostle on
his part (ver. 25), in opposition to idolatry, concludes with the
doxoiogy due to God.

—nixapicTyoav] sc. abre. As the divine attributes in and
of themselves summon Sofdafew, so their relation to man, or the
benefits flowing through - them to man, summon edyaptoTeiv.
But he that gives not God the 86fa due to Him, and with-
holds from Him evyapioria, by this aversion of heart forfeits
also the true knowledge of God; for the knowledge of God has
its abiding root only in loving fellowship with Him. Hence
dA\A\" épataiwlnoav év Tois Sialoyiopols alTdv] patarobobfar=
pataiov yéveaBar, the Heb, 5‘;?? =to become joolish. Elsewhere
also the apostle ascribes paraworys Tod voos to the Gentiles, Epl.
iv. 17. Comp. 1 Pet. i 18 with reference to the fact that ta
pataia Acts xiv. 15, answering to the Heb. 53” Jer ii. 5, serves
to denote worthless idols. The man who forsakes the true God,
unable to remain without God, takes what is worthless for his
God, and thus becomes a pdratos, Ps. exv. 8.  Adiadoyiopoi ever
figure in the N. 1. as mrovmpoi, wxawxol, because denoting spiritual
tunctions of the natural man. They are now cogitationes, thoughts
“Matt. xv. 19); now ratiocinationcs, reasonings, reflections (Luke
v. 22); now dubia, doubts (Luke xxiv. 88). Here the first,
there being no ground for supposing a sspecial reference to the
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ratiocinationes, the reasoned conclusions of philosophers. Besides,
in this way the features characterizing the origin of heathenism
universally would, it is evident, be confined within too narrow
limits.

—«ai éoxotioln 7 dovvetos abTdv kapbia] expresses a climax.
Their xapbia was aoivetos, because their diakoyiopuod, which have
their roots in the xapdia, the centre of spiritual life (Matt. xv. 19),
had become pdrator, and in addition this dovveros xapdia was
enveloped in oxo7os, t.c. they sank to the lowest depth of spiritual
darkness.

The apostle then does not regard heathenism as the first and
necessary stage in the development of the religious consciousness,
from which mankind by degrees raised itself by progressive
spiritual culture to the pure, monotheistic conception of God.
Rather, on the contrary, heathenism presents itself to him as an
apostasy of the human spirit from the primitive, unsullied know-
ledge of God,—an apostasy brought about by guilty alienation
of the heart from God. Mankind did not ascend from degrada-
tion to honour, but fell from honour to degradation. Only on
such principles, then, can a true Christian philosophy of religion
be built. If heathemism is not an apostasy, Christianity is not
a restoration. Finally, the apostle regards apostasy to idolatry
as an act common to all mankind before Christ. Hence he
expresses himself in the aorist qwévres ovx édofacav. The
successive generations are severally and jointly responsible for
the act of the primitive heathen generation; or rather the cou-
sciousness of God, which on the one hand is perpetually renewed
through the revelation of nature and reason, is on the other subject
to a process of perpetually renewed obscuration. This aAinfeia,
ériyvwois Beod, continually asserting itself in the oxores and
dyvoia of leathenism (Eph. iv. 18; Acts xvii 30), but yet
continually overborne, is the accusing religious conscience of
heathenism. Comp. also on the entire picture of Gentile immor-
ality, ver. 20 ff.; Wisd. Sol. xiii—xv. Meyer justly observes, with
reference to Nitzsch and Bleek, that the reminiscence in this
section of the book of Wisdom, both collectively and in details,
is unmistakeable (i. 83). We add: a significant argument for
retaining the Apocrypha. - ,

Ver. 22 summarizes the preceding éuarai@bnoav ... xapdia,
adding at the same time a new element of their pwpla, namely,
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¢uacrovtes elvar aodol] pdarew, dictitare, prac se ferre, to assert,
pretend.  So also Acts xxiv. 9, xxv. 19, and Rev. ii. 2, according
to the lectio recepta. The apostle does not here mean exclusively
philosophers, nor exclusively the wise and cultured in general,
although his statement holds good of all these in an eminent
degree ; but he has in view as well the chief representatives of
wise conceit and cultured pride universally among Gentile nations
—Indians, Egyptians, Greeks. Even heathenism deemed itself
gopia in comparison with the pwpia of God's truth.

—épwpdvlnoav] ie. pwpol éyévorro, 1 Cor. i. 20, iii. 19.

Ver. 23. Consequence or expression of the paraidrys, of the
crotos and pwpla. 7ANafav] The Greeks say dAldooew Ti Twos
or avri Twos ; Paul: dA\daoew T év T, ver. 23, like the Heb.
3 "2 The ey is instrumental, permutare rem per rem or re.
With the contents of this verse, comp. Ps. cvi. 20 : xai 7AAdEavro
v Sofav alTév év opowwpare poayov éxbfovros yopTov, and Jer.
il. 11: o 8¢ Aaos pov pAXdEato Ty Sdav alrob.

—iw Sofav Tob apfiprov feod] The Sofa feod, N M3, is
the result of the complex of His attributes discoverable from the
revelation of nature (ver. 20). In the enjoyment of these per-
fections, which are raised far above everything finite, God has
8ofa, glory, which symbolically makes itself known in the
eﬁ'ulgénb light of the manifested God streaming forth everywhere.
But God is called dpfapros in antithesis to ¢pfapros dvbpwmos,
hs also His immortality of itself distinguishes Him in charac-
teristic fashion from the mortal creation, 1 Tim. i. 17, vi. 16:
d povos éxwy dbavaciav.

© —év opotwpaTe €lxovos) is mo empty pleonasm, but: the like-
ness of the tmage = the likeness found in the image, in so far as
the image possesses the likeness of that which it represents. As
in, the Greek cultus the image of ¢fapros dvfpwmos was chiely
worshipped, so in the Egyptian was the ekov wetewdr rai
TeYpamodov xai épreTdw, as is shown in the worship of Ibis, Apis,
and snakes; Wisd. xiil. 10: dmexdopara {wwv. See similar
classifications of the animal creation, Gen. i. 28, 30; Acts x. 12,
This verse may at the same time intimate, or at least it may be
here: remarked, how man, in the folly of unnatural idolatry,
comoletely reversed all primitive, divinely-fixed order, seeing that,
himself created in God's image, he re-made God after his own image,
and installed as lord of the animal world, Ps. viii. 7-9, he degraded
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Limself to be its servant and suppliant. The adoration of images
of men and beasts on the part of the Gentile people, the statues
being held partly themselves to be gods, partly inhabited by gods,
was indeed the lowest depth of polytheistic pwpia. Nevertheless
even the most refined worship of natural forces symbolized by
these images, or pantheistic absorption into the primal force, which
carries and comprehends these forces within itself, was but an
imaginary cogia, in principle not really different from the former
pwpia. Inwardly estranged from the true God, man fell a prey
to the powers of nature and human life, a grosser or more refined
idolater.

The consequence of idolatry is immorality, consisting partly in
the vice of unnatural lust, vv. 24-27, partly in other offences
of every kind, vv. 28-32. Ver. 24. &io xai] Wherefore also ; as,
that is, they had dishonoured God, so God also (xai) gave them
up, etc.  kal notes a corresponding relation here between sin and
punishment, in Phil ii. 9 between righteousness and approving
recompense.

—mapédwrev adrovs o febs] Chrysostom’s interpretation: 7o
mapédwrey évravba elacev éomi, and Theodoret’s: 76 mapédwrer
avti Tob guvexwpnoe Tébeixe, are not adequate, for mapadidovar
means not: fo permit, éav, Acts xiv. 16, éfamooTéAhew, Ps,
Ixxxi. 12, but to give up, surrcnder. The consequences of his
apostasy from God are no longer in man’s own power; but as
God orders, decrees, and judges, they arise in forms of sin the
most diverse, Ps. Ixix. 27. No doubt these sins are developed
only through the withdrawal of God’s Spirit from fallen man, not
through His direct action. Still in this withdrawal and its issues,
that is, in the entrance upon a path of unrestrained crime and
vice, the avenues to which God opens and levels for man, a positive
divine infliction of punishment takes place, comp. Ps. lxxxi. 12;
Isa. vi. 10; Mark iv. 12; 2 Thess. ii. 11; Ecclus. iv. 19: éav
-awomhavylj, éykatalenyrer adrov kal mupaddoe adTov els yeipas
TTwcews abrov. “Traditi sunt,” says Calvin, “a Deo non effective,
.bec solum permaissive, nec tantum éxBatikds, sed SikacTinds et
judicialiter.” But yet we may speak of the result of a divine
working, just in so far-as God carries out His own penal decree.
God could prevent the outbreak of sin, but He does not, at least
not always, but so orders His arrangements that within them
sin comes to & head inwardly and outwardly, in order that by
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repentance or judgment it may be punished. Comp. Hengsten-
berg, dic Authentic des Pentateuchs, 11 p. 462 ff, on the har-
dening of Pharaoh. In Eph.iv. 19 it is said of the Gentiles,
éavtovs mapédwray i doeyela els épyaciav dxabapaias mwdons,
which may easily be reconciled with 7rape'3wxey adtols o Beds.
Peceatum is withal poena peecati.  “ The curse of an evil deed is,
that it must continually bring forth evil.”

—év tals émbupiars OV xapdidv adrdv] is not to be made
dependent on mapedwrer in such a way that it = els Tas émbupuias
or Tais emfupiars, which might be vindicated grammatically as
a Hebraistic construction; for ver. 26: mapédwxer eis maby
atwyias, and ver. 28 : mapédwrev els adoxiwov volv, prove that
in the present verse also mwapébwxev eis axaflapoiav are to be
joined together. Therefore év Tals émiBupiais 7. k. adr. is to be
interpreted : <n the lusts of their hearts, when in tleir hearts they
had given themselves up to lusts; comp. €v 77 opéfer avraw,
ver. 27, The admittance and encouragement of sinful lusts in
their hearts, which followed inevitably from their apostasy from
God and abandonment to creature-idolatry, is thus represented
as their own act. On the other hand, the outbreak of these
lusts in shameful vice is represented as a divine ordinance, a
divine judgment.

—eis axafapoiav] here specially, as in Gal. v. 19, Eph. iv. 19,
etc., pollution by tleshly crimes, sensual impurity. This sense is
made good by the following words :—7od arpdlesfar Ta cdparta
atTdv €v éavrois] Infinitive of purpose (not of result, as in Acts
vii. 19), in order that their bodics, etc. That the divine intention is
here made prominent is shown by ver. 26, where the wdflp ariulas,
to which God abandoned them, resume the aripdlecfa: of this
verse. On this infinitive of purpose introduced by the article in
the genitive, comp. Winer, p. 408. Among the numerous N. T.
examples, comp. Acts xxvi. 18 ; Rom. vi. 6 ; 1 Cor. x. 13; Heb.
x. 7. Or 7ob eripalecfar might also be taken as the genitive
of more exact definition depending on axaflapciav, as a designa-
tion of that in which the impurity consists = smpuritati, quae
cerncbatur in, impurity in becoming dishonoured. oty (ver. 28)
also is the epewegetical infinitive. ATipdlecfar never occurs as
middle, invariably as passive. So therefore here. This passive
condition of being given up is likewise expressed by wafn dripias,
ver. 26. The passive signification is here specially appropriate,
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because in this way their vices are represented not as their own
act, but as a divine judgment under which they lie. DBut if
atipdlteabas is passive, not middle, then we must read avraw, not
avTdy. €v éavtols, not : on themselves, but =év dAAnhots, on or
among onc another, reciprocally. This—in the N. T. not infrequent
—use of éavtdw for dAA7Awv (comp. eg. Mark x. 26 ; John xii. 19 ;
1 Thess. v. 13; Jude 20) is to be explained by the considera-
tion that the persons are viewed as a single totality, and made to
think, speak, act in reference to themselves, though this can only
really come to pass through the reciprocal conduct of individuals
to each other. At the same time, by €v éavvois here the penalty
of shameful abuse of their bodies, inflicted on mankind for their
apostasy from God, is pointed out as merited and self-incurred.
This reciprocal abuse of their bodies is more precisely described
vv. 26, 27.  Accordingly, here already it is unnatural lust that
is meant. The apostle strikingly lays emphasis above all on tA7s
vice, in which the correspondence batween divine punishment
and human sin is brought out with special clearness. They who
had degraded the Lord God Himself beneath man to the image
of a beast, are now themselves in turn fallen beneath the beast.
“ On deification of nature what is unnatural follows,” Besser.
As matter of fact, the vice here alluded to is characteristically
heathen, one too specially widespread in that age, one which in
the entire circumference of Christendom in its most corrupt state
occurred but sporadically, and was practised but by stealth, but
was never palliated, still less approved by public opinion. More-
over, it is to be noted that the apostle here describes the
prevalence of vice as the inevitable consequence of idolatry, to
which the many licentious rites and festivals of heathendom bear
emphatic witness. Vicious indulgence within the pale of the
Christian church is epostasy from Christianity, and accordingly
gains ground as apostasy and lapse into idolatry gain ground.
On the other hand, vicious indulgence within the pale of
heathendom is a natural sequence of idolatry. See the O. T. law
against paederasty, Lev. xviii 22, xx, 13; comp. 1 Cor. vi. 9;
1 Tim. i 10.

Ver. 25. The reason of the divine judgment is once more
brought forward, the ‘contents of vv. 21-23 being summarised,
and the &8¢0, ver. 24, commented on. oiTwes] ut qui, quippe qui,
as those who, whosoever. The indefinite relative da+is, properly :
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qui, scilicet aliqus, e aliquis qui, characterizes the class to which
some one belongs, and thercefore serves to specify the reason.

—pueriAAafay Ty dMijfetav Tob Geot év TH Yredder] as to the
construction, sce on ver. 23. The compound perpilaav, c2-
changed, is more emphatic than the simple A afav, changed, ver.
23. The a\jfeia Tob Beod might be understood, agreeably to
ver. 18, of the truth relating to God, the true knowledae of God,
feod being genit. object., or, which ver. 19 favours, of the truth
communicated by God Himself, in which case feob is genit.
auctoris. But it seems preferable, for the sake of parallelism
with ver. 23 (comp. #AXafav Tyv Sofav 7ol Beal there), to in-
terpret Ty anifeav Tob Beod, the truth, the reality, the true nature
of God, in which case, as commonly, abstract. stands pro concreto,
and Ty d\jfetav Tob Beod, as respects sense, is not really different
from Tov aAnBuwov feov (1 Thess. 1. 9). To +reddos then denotes
Tovs Yrevdeis Oeovs, as in Heb. also WY, lics, serves to denote
idols (Isa. xliv. 20; Jer. iil. 10, xiii. 25). As striking parallels,
Lhave been quoted from Philo, D¢ Vita MMosis, the following
passages : doov Yrebbos avl’ Gons arnbeias vmnAlafavro. — of
Tov a\ndi) Oeov xaTalimovres Tols Yrevdwvipovs ébnuiovpynaav,
¢laprais xai yevprais obolas Ty Tob adfaprov wpéopncw
émgnuicavres. “ Pro Deo vero sumserunt imaginarios,” Grotius.
Deeply stirred by the shamefulness of the thing, the apostle
characterizes the guilt of idolatry still further in the words
xai éoeBdalnaav] ic. ™y rkricw. ogeBdlecfar (in the N. T. an
amaf Neyop.), occurring in later Greek for oéBegfar (comp. Matt.
xv. 9; Mark vii. 7; Acts xiii. 43, 50, etc.), refers to inward
reverence of spirit, whereas «ai éxdrpevoav T3 xTiges] refers to
the outward service of God. Under «tigss, properly, creation as
an act (ver. 20; Mark xiii. 19), then the creature, as here, viii.
39,2 Cor. v. 17, Gal. vi. 15, everything of a created nature is
included,—gods in heaven represented in human shape, their
material images, as well as beasts on earth.

—mrapa Tov kticavra) more than the Creator, above the Creator,
yet not as if they had reverenced the Creator along with the
creature, and only reverenced the latter more than the former ;
for the apostle here describes an utter apostasy of heathenism
from the true God. On the contrary, the preference of one to
another implies the exclusion of the one put second, so that wapa
7ov Krioavre, as regards its meaning, is identical with praeterito
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or welicto creatore (comp. xiv. 5 : 0s pév kpiver nuépav wap fuépav,
and Luke xiii. 2). The interpretation contra creatorem, tn opposi-
tion to the Creator, is less appropriate, because the apostle, in his
present exposition, pictures heathenism not as hostile opposition
to God, but as an exchange of the true God for false gods, of the
Creator for the creature.

—&s éoTv edhoynTos els Tols aldvas. 'Apip.] ebhoynTos, T2,
often interchanged with edhoynuévos, means : praised, not : worthy
of praise, or : to be praised ; comp. Harless, Comm. zum Epkh. p. 5.
God is called, xat’ éfoxiv: o edhoypros (Mark xiv. 61). This
is His unchanging title.. He is and abides One who is praised,
the Holy One of Israel, He that dwells amid the praises of
Israel, though the Gentiles refuse Him this honour. Here we
have a doxology to the Father in opposition to the idolatry of
the Gentiles, in ch. ix. 5 a doxology to the Son in opposition to
the rejection of Christ by the Jews.

Ver. 26. As ver. 25 recurs to ver. 23 in order to expand its
contents, so does ver. 26 (and 27), coupling on to ver. 23, to ver.
2+ &ua Toiro] namely, 87. éoeBdofnoav Kkai é\dTpevoav i
«ktices wapd Tov wricavra. It resumes &6, ver. 24.

—eis wdbn drpias] as regards the sense = wdfn dTepdlovra.
The genitive is genit. qualitatis. As the Gentiles had robbed
God of T, so He gave them up to dmiula. émibupia, having
arrived at undisputed sway, brings forth mafos, in which man is
a helpless slave to émifupia. mabn arpias then = affectus igno-
minioss, shameful, 7.e. shame-inflicting passions or lusts (Col. iil.
5; 1 Thess. iv. 5).

—al Te yap Oirear alrdv] The expression Onreae, apoeves
is used, not ~yuvaires, dvépes, because here the simple physical
allusion to sex comes exclusively into view = their females, their
males. The unnatural vice of the women is put first as the more
shameful.  “Pudorem praeposterum ii fere postulant” says
Bengel, “ qui pudicitia carent: Gravitas et ardor stili judicialis
proprietate verborum non violzt verecundiam.” Nevertheless, the
apostle from chaste reserve glides rapidly over the description in
this as over that in the following verse. As to this so-called
Lesbian vice of the wwomen called TpiBades, by Tertullian frictrices,
comp. Lucian: éracpexoi Suahoyor §: Towabras yap év AéoPow
Néyovor yuvaikas, Um0 avdpdv pev olx é0ehovoas avro wdoyew,
yuvaiEi 8¢ avras wAnoiafovoas, domep dvbpas, and: éyevvribny
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uév dpola Tals E\\aws Duiv 7 yvdpn & kai f émbupia kai TéAa
wdvra dvépos €ori por. Martial, Epigr. xe. 5 : “ Mentiturque virum
prodigiosa Venus.”

—pemi\\akav] answering to gerpAAafay, ver. 23.

—yw puowenw xpiow] as s Onhelas is added, ver. 27,
so here perhaps 7oi dpoevos should be supplied. Or, even
without addition, ¢uoen xphots may signify natural sexual
intercourse.

—els Ty wapa ¢vow] namely, ypiicw dANGNwY.

Ver. 27. opolws Te xai] Adequate critical authorities support
the reading opolws 8¢ xal, which Griesbach has approved and
Lachmann received. Thus, no doubt, an anacoluthon arises, but a
very slicht and passable one, and one not uncommon in classical
Greek: “For both their women—but also the men likewise
burned.” ‘Opoiws &8¢ xai, dcavtes 8¢ xal is a form occurring
with remarkable frequency in the N. T., and the anacoluthon
hence arising might very easily induce the copyist to change &¢
into Té, or, as is done in some codices, omit it altogether. We
must therefore read duoiws 8¢ xaf, not ouoiws te xai, If, more-
over, with Meyer, we take 7e vdp, ver. 26, in the sense of for—
indeed, the anacoluthon in this verse would vanish.

—o! dppeves] The Ionic form dpoeves, read by some manu-
scripts lLere, is to be received, both because it is the one in almost
invariable use in the N. T. and also for the sake of uniformity
(comp. dpoeves év dpoeoe in the next clause).

—é&exavlfnoav] stronger than the simple form, comp. mrvpotofa:
1 Cor. vii. 9. Like the Latin erardescere, it is a not uncommon
metaphor to denote the strength of passion, especially of libido,
of tmpotentia amoris.

—év 1§ Opéker abradv] in their lust, conformably to the con-
dition of sensual appetite in which they found themselves, comp.
ver. 24: év rals émbupiars Tov kapdidv alTdv.

—dpoeves év dpoeat] This juxtaposition of words expresses a
special emphasis.

—Tyy daymuocvvny] the well-known, or the accustomed, or the
definite shame here meant. Hence the article. But shame
stands here in the sense of shameful lust. *Adoynuosivy, turpitudo,
opposite of edoynuoaivy, xiil. 13. Karepydfeabar, scnsu bono,
v. 3, vi. 18, xv. 18; Phil ii. 12; sensu malo, as here, ii. 9, vii,
8,13, 15, 17, 20; in a neutral sense, 2 Cor. vil 10, according to
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the lect. rec. signifies, in distinction from the simple épyalecfas,
likke the Latin perpetrare, to bring to pass, to perform, to accomplish.

—«al v avreueacfiav] This retribution consisted in the very
xatepydlesfar Ty doynuosiymy, in being given up to waby
arysias, not at all merely in the fatal comsequences of sensual
sins ; for the peccatum here characterized, as the entire exposition
from ver. 24 onward evinces, is itself conceived as poena peccatt,
avriotia,

—ip &e] sc. abrols dmworafelv, which was inevitable, which
was due to them, namely, according to the order of God’s punitive
justice, such as is intimated, vv. 24, 26, 28, in 80 wapédwxev.

—t#is wAdvns avrdr] This aberration is depicted vv. 21-23
It consists in idolatry.

—év ¢avTors] as in ver. 24 =¢v dA\jrocs, but with the same
reflexive emphasis as there. The reciprocal instruments of lust are
now reciprocal instruments of punishment. The vice described in
this verse was especially prevalent in that age, as many passages of
ancient writers testify, With incredible shamelessness, offensive
even in such an age, was it practised by Nero, as Suetonius re-
lates, Ner. cc. 28, 29 : “Puerum Sporum, exsectis testibus, etiam
in muliebrem naturam transfigurare conatus, cum dote et flammeo
per solennia nuptiarum celeberrimo officio deductum ad se, pro
uxore habuit” And: “Suam guidem pudicitiam usque adeo
prostituit, ut contaminatis paene ommnibus membris novissime
quasi genus lusus excogitaret: quo, ferae pelle contectus, emit-
teretur e cavea, virorumque ac feminarum, ad stipitem deligatorum,
inguina invaderet: et cum affatim desaevisset, conficeretur a
Doryphoro liberto : cui etiam, sicut ipsi Sporus, ita ipse denupsit,
voces quoque et ejulatus vim patientium virginum imitatus.”

As a punishment for their apostasy, God gave them up, not
merely to unnatural sensuality, which Paul first of all adduced as
a sin as abnormal as it is enormous, as the culminating point of
specifically heathen sin, but also to all other vices which are now
given in detail, vv. 28-32. “Quia unum hactenus specimen
illud execrabile proposuit,” says Calvin, “quod vulgare quidem
inter multos, non tamen omnium commune erat, hi¢ incipit
enumerare vitia, quorum nemo immunis reperiatur. Nam etsi in
singulis non simul emineant omnia, sunt tamen alicujus ex illis
conscii sibi omnes: ut pro se quisque argui possit non obscurae
pravitatis.” Herewith must be borne in mind the canon of
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James: "Octis vap 6hov Tov vopmov Tnprae, TTAlGEL O¢ € €vl,
wéyove wavrov évuyos, 1. 10. Melanchthon's words are also worthy
of note: “ Accusat autem utrosque, videlicet hos, qui externa
delicta habuerunt, et illos, qui etsi non habuerunt externa delicta,
tamen habent immunda corda et conscientia idololatriae aut aliis
peccatis. Ita in praedicatione poenitentiae legem interpretamur,
ut intellizatur, non solum argui externa delicta, sed praecipue
immunditiem et impietatem corvdium.”

Ver. 28. xai] couples on a new element in the exposition, the
enumeration of all other heatken vices.

—xafos] not: because, but: gquen.ad nodum, just as. The
punishment corresponds to the guilt.

—obk dBorinacav] they- thought mot fit, non operae pretium
duzerunt.  doxipaleaw in the first place: fo prove, test, then: to
approve, deem fit, 1 Cor. xvi. 3; 1 Thess. ii. 4.

—7ov feov éxew v émiyvdoel] émiyvoais is plena et accurats
copnitio (Erkenntniss., complete and accurate knowledge, in dis-
tinction from ~ywdais (Kenntniss), knowledge. But eyev ev
émyvwae. 1S Dot = emvywoakew, but signifies: to Aave God in
complete knowledge, in the sense of to retain, hold fast; Deum
in accurata cognitione habere, ie. tenere, comp. Jas. ii. 1, in con-
trast with xevéyew v a\nfeiav €v adixig, ver. 18. The Gentiles
had known God, ver. 21, but had wilfully fallen away to idols,
ver. 22 f, and thus forfeited correct knowledge of God.

—els addwipov voov] Paronomasia on édoximacav: “they
deemed not worthy~—an unworthy, base, worthless mind. &déokpos
from 8éyoua, unacceptable, reprobate. This is its exclusive and
invariable meaning (1 Cor. ix. 27; 2 Cor. xiii. 5; 2 Tim. iiL 8;
Tit. i. 16). The active sense: “qui judicare nequit, judicii expers,”
can only be arbitrarily supposed, for ddoxiuos does mnot come
from Soxipdler. Not only the paronomasia, but also the repeti-
tion of o fecs, lays stress on the correspondence of the retribu-
tion. As to wvovs, comp. Delitzsch, Bibl. Psych. p. 212: “That
by virtue of which man thinks and determines himself, the
thinking and willing faculty in him, is vois.” In ver. 20 the
element of theoretical knowledze dominates, here that of practical
will; so that wobs, as frequently, = mind, disposition

—mrowelv] epexegetical infinitive,

—7a p7 kadijrovva] We must not here introduce the distine-
tion of the Stoies, according to which 76 «xa@ijxov denotes oficium
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medium, communs, while 70 xaropfwua denotes oficium pei-
Sectum, comp. Cic. de O, 1. 3; so that the meaning would be : the
Gentiles had not even discharged common dutics. Apart from
the frrelevance of such a foisting in of special philosophical
school-distinctions, particularly in a description quite general in
form, it must manifestly in this case have been said: pné mwoceiv TQ
kafnrovra. Ta un xabnrxovra are indecora, tnloncste, that which 1s
unseemmdy, unbecoming. The subjective negation (u7) is occasioned
by the infinitive construction, “ facere quae (s7 quae) essent indecora,”
1 Tim. v. 13. On the other hand, Eph. v. 4: 7a odx dvnrovra
= & oUx dvijkev, comp. Winer, pp. 603, 610.

Ver. 29. wemhnpwpévovs wdon adueia] The accusative weminp.,
like the following peatous, Yrflupiaras «TA, joins on to the
subject which has to be supplied to the infinitive woweiv. dducla
is the generic conception which comprehends under it all the
following vices as its species. wAnpotwr with the dative (instrum.)
again, 2 Cor. vil. 4, in the classics also, elsewhere in the N. T.
¢. genat., Luke ii. 40; Acts ii. 28, v. 28, xiii. 52 ; Rom. xv. 14;°
2 Tim. i. 4; also wAnpoichas €k Tivos, John xil 3 ;
v.18; 7, Col. 1. 9.

—mropveiq] apparently, according to the evidence of weighty
critical anthorities, some of whom omit, some transpose it, to be
erased as unauthentic. Criticism on 4néernal grounds gives here
but a doubtful judgment. Having depicted the sin of unnatural
lust, Paul may next have commenced his catalogus vitiorum with
the mention of comwmon mopveia ; but, on the other hand, copyists,
missing this ¢iféum, may also have inserted it in the text. Sup-
posing it omitted, there is no reason for thinking its absence
strange, seeing that, as is self-evident, common wopreia certainly
exists where the uncommon form is so widely prevalent; but
again the inclusion of wowvnpla in d8wcia is in any case easy and
undisputed.

—ovnpia, wAeovefia, xaxia] The order of words varies in
manuscripts, versicus, and quotations by the Fathers. The most
probable arrangement is the one which Lachmann follows on
good authority : adweia, xaxia, mwovnpla, mheovefia, because then
the first three conceptions form a related series, and between the
first and second words on one side (d8cxia, xaxia), and the third
and fourth on the other (movnpia, mheovefia), a sort of assonance
finds place. «axia, viciousness, vitiositas, opposite of dpevs, Eph.

év Twe, Eph.
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iv. 31, Col iii. 8; Tit. iiL 3. mwovypia, malignity, malitia,
malice, Matt. v. 45, vii. 11; Aects 11 26. The same order is
found 1 Cor. v. 8. @\eovefia, covcleousness, as the outcome of
kaxia and wovnpia, ready to inflict injury on another, to rob him
of his goods.

—pearovs Ppfovou, povov, épidos, Sohov, karonbeias] Upon the
enumeration of forms of wickedness in general follows that of
special offences.  On memAnpwuévovs and pesrols, comp. Seneca,
de Ira, ii. 8, who introduces his picture of the sinful corruption
of that age with tlie words: “ Omnia sceleribus ac vitiis plena
sunt.”  @fovov, dovov are joined together for the sake of rhythm,
Gal. v. 21. pueoros ¢ovov is one who is ever bLrooding upon
murder, who is filled with murderous thoughts, ¢ovor uepunpitor,
Hom. Od. xix. 2; xaxonbfeia in the N.T. an awaf Aeyouevov,
opposite of ednfeia =maliciousness, malicious craft. According
to others = a melignant naturc, respecting which Arvistotle says
(Rhet. 1i. 13) : €aTi yap raxonfleia To €mwl 1o xeipov UmohduBavew
mavra. From épes, as from ¢doves, ¢poves easily results, like
8ohos from waxonfeia. All these trespasses are the outflow of
a leart embittered against one’s neighbour.

Ver. 30. yYnbupiordas] susurrones, whisperers, secret slanderers.

—~xatalalouvs] to speak evil of some one, ¢o slander i gencral.

—coaTuyets] in accordance with established and invariable
usage only in the passive meaning: God-hated, ie. abandoncd
transyressors. It stands not inaptly before UBpiords and drepn-
$avovs, for man’s §8pis and Umepn¢aveia especially attract the
éxfpa Beov. Comp. 1 Pet.v. 5: o Oeos tmepndpdvoss avrirdooerat,
and 1 Tim. 1 13, where Paul calls himself ov mporepor vra
Braapnuov kai SudrTny kal UPpioThy. Of the Jews, as such
0fptoTals, it is said, 1 Thess. ii. 15, they are fed u% dpéorovres.
Comp. further Jas. iv. 6; Luke i 51 £ The Vulgate also renders
in this passage: “Deo odibiles” The active meaning: “ De:
osores,” 1s, indeed, found along with the passive in Beouios,
although even this is somewhat disputed; but in the case of
Beoorupjs it is altogether without proof. The active would,
indeed, have this advantage, that thus a specific offence would be
adduced in the series of specific sins; but with this disadvantage,
that in the present catalogue of sins there is no other instance
of a trespass agdinst God. On the contrary, in this catalogue
nierely the cousequences of the ungodliness previously described
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are depicted. We have here a detailed list of sins against the
second table as consequences of sins against the first.

—iBpwaTas, Umepnpivovs, aafovas] divers forms of superbin.
The 9B8pioris in his arrogance actually subjects others to insolent
treatment. The dmepjdavos, in self-complacent conceit of his own
excellences, looks down on them with scomn (3) T@y éAhwv Ay
avTol katappovyaes is the description of Theoplr. Charact. 34).
The aratov, vaniloguus, gloriosus, brags of his own, for the most
part imaginary excellence, without dirvectly ill-treating or despising
others. Therefore: usolent, haughty, braggarts, In 2 Tim. iii. 2
also dhafoves and Umeprdavoe are placed together.

—épevperas xarwv] Expositors quote Tac. Ann. iv. 11:
“ Sejanus . . . facinorum repertor;” Virg. Aen. il. 161: “scele-
rumque inventor Ulixes;” and 2 Mace. vii. 31, where Antiochus
Epiphanes is called wdans kaxias ebperns.  Such inventive genius
in villany denotes a peculiarly high degree of wickedness.

—ovebow amelfeis| 2 Tim. ili. 2. The sin against the first
commandment with promise (Eph. vi. 2), a commandment written
in the heart even of the Gentiles,

_ Ver. 31. dovvérous] probably inserted simply for the sake of
the paronowasia with the following douvv@érovs. ’‘Aoiveros is
oue without oiveoss, 7232 (Isa. xxix. 14), one who both in what
he does and leaves undone is not guided by intelligent conviction,
Luther’s “ Mr. Unreason going head foremost ” (Heans Unvernunft,
mat dem Kopf hindurel), comp. Ecclus, xv. 7.

—aguvbdérovs] covenant-breakers or wasociable. The last mean-
ing seems here preferable, because it stands in natwral association
with-the three following notions—dordpyous, without «ffection ;
agmovdovs, tmplacable ; dvelejuovas, wnmcreiful.  Still, without
doubt, in acwwférevs the meaning covenant-breakers is better
borne out by usage than the meaning wnsociable. *Aomovdovs
omitted by Lachmann, according to important and numerous
authorities, is at least to Le deemed ecritically doubtful. It may
have been transferred here from 2 Tim. iii. 3.

The above enumeration of different offences, which were current
anlong the Gentiles, is nowise arranged in strictly systematic
order. Still there is found in it, as we lave seen, a gradual
progress from the general to tlie special, a manifold interweaving
of related ideas, as well as some combinations suggested by verbal
rhythm. The crime of positive ungodliness and sinful sensuel
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Just is specified, for the reasons alrcady stated. The entire series
of sins named in these verses rests cither upon perverted sclt-love
or upon the want of right love of one’s neighbour. Similar
catalocues ef sin are foomd 2 Cor. xii, 20; Gal. v, 19-21; Eph,
v.3,4; 1 Tim. 1. 9,10; 2 Tim. iii. 2—4. The accidental order
of {he arrangement intimates that all sins, which can ever oceur
to ong’s mind, are mutually related. It is, as it were, the open-
ing ol a sackful of sins, when it is all accident how the single
grains fall out.

Ver. 32. Justly has Reiche, in the Comm. Cvit. in N. T.
tom. 1. p. 14, vindicated the lectio reeepte of this verse against
the mantfold variants. eiTwes] comp. on ver. 235 = Totovrovs
Twas of, tales Lomines qui.

—10 Sikaiwpa Tov Beol] 1. To Sedikatwpévov Vo Tob feod,
the judicial decree of God, ez, decretum, statutumn Dei (Luke i. 6 ;
tom. ii. 26, viii. 4; Rev. xv. 4). The LXX. render pf, 12N,
My, Latd, DYIPD, by Siwalwpa, Sixaidpara.

—-émuyvovtes) they knew, knew perfectly, see on ver. 28, This
knmowledge was commuunicated to them through the law of conscience
(il. 14 £).  Just as the darkmness of idolatry was rebuked by the
light of the knowledge of God implanted by nature, so the natural
consciousness of the moral law passed sentence of condemnation
on the transgressions of heathenism. Comyp. Formule Concordiac
Nol. Deel. 11, p. 657 @ “ Humana ratio sen uaturalis intellectus
liowminis obscurmm aliquam notitiae illius seintillulam religuam
habet, quod sit Deus, et particulamn aliquam legis tenet (Rom. i
19 sqq.).”  Sce an example of the Gentiles” knowledge as to the
divine dikn, Acts xxviil, 4.

—&7e 0f Ta TotavTa mpdaooovres dfwo Bavdarov eloiv] is enclosed
in brackets without reason. It gives the contents of the divine
awaiwpa.  That bodily death is the wages of sin was unknown
to heatlienism, as well as that for the least of the offences men-
tioned by the apostle the penalty of death is decreed (although the
Draconian legislation placed itself at this absolute standpoint).
Liut lieathenism had a general knowledae of their criminality, as
well as of the future retribution awaiting the evil-doer. This
doctrine was involved in the heathen myth of Ilades and its
punishments. Comp. Aesch. Eumen. v. 259-2635:

"Ovree 8é kel Tis dAAov fAuTer BpoTdv,
"H Beov %) Eévov 70" aoeBowv,
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*H Toxéas ¢irovs,

"Exov®’ €xactov Tijs Slkns émwdfia.
Mévyas.yap Aldns éativ ebfuvos Bpotdv,
"Evepfe yfovos,

dedtoypdpe 8¢ mdvT émwmd dpevi.

Accordingly fdvaros is to be interpreted of the mors aclerna
inflicted by God’s punitive justice on the sins of men (ii. §, 9, vi.
16, 21, 23, viii. 13).

—od povov abra morobat] which might have found compara-
tive justification in the allurement of evil desire, rashness, and the
like, dA\a kai cuvevSoxobot Tols mpdaoenoi] wherein is exhibited
the highest degree of inexcusable depravity. Here is found
personal delight in evil without personal temptation to it. ouvvev-
doxetv, to give consent, Luke xi. 48 ; Acts viil. 1. Such consent
consists partly in inward delight, partly in approval by word.
The theoretical defence of paederasty, revenge, and similar things,
to be found in the writings of the heathen, is included here.
“ Pejus est cuvevbokeiv ; nam qui malum patrat, sua sibi cupiditate
abducitur, ete.; sed qui ovvevdoxei, corde et ore, malitine fructum
habet ipsain malitiam, eaque pascitur, et snum reatum alieno
cumulat, aliosque in peccando inflammat. DPejor est, qui et se et
alios, quamn qui se unum perimit,” Bengel. wpdooew, to pursuc,
practise, is stronger than mowetv, fo do; comp. il. 3, vii. 15, xiii. 4,
and in John iii. 20 f. the antithesis of 0 ¢aira mpdoowr and
o mody T a\ijfeav. Dut the fact that the apostle in this
verse describes the offences which he himself represents as the
punishment of idolatry, as at the same time crimes worthy of
death, shows that the amoxdiwvjris dpyijs, spoken of ver. 18, cannot
consist in the Gentiles being abandoned to those offences, but, as
observed, is to be contemplated as a positive revelation of wrath
whose final consummation is still future. Further, if the épy is
to be revealed not only against doéBeia, but also against dduwla, it
cannot be exhaustively inanifested in surrender to aéiwxia itself,
The order in which Gentile abominations are here treated is
found also in Tit. ii. 12. Tdolatry offends against the edoeBds,
unnatural lust against the cwgpoves, and the remaining offences
against the Swcaiws &7y there spoken of.

Paivteer, Row. 1, E
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Ver. 1. 4] namely, because thou knowest the Swealwpa Tob
feod, that they who do such things are worthy of death (i. 32).
The dvamoroynrov eivar (1. 20) also is based upon conscious
siuning against better knowledge. 1t is not so much the act of
judging simply that renders inexcusable, as judeing in another
the sin that one himself comnmits, as is further explained in this
verse.

—& dvBpwrme mas o xpivwv] That the apostle here has the
Jows already in view, is evinced by the tenor and connection of
the entire chapter (comp. especially, vv. 13, 17). He does not
say at the outset & 'Tovdale, but uses the general, yet reproachful
form of address, & dvfpome, answering to avfpdmov, i. 18. The
Jews must have felt convinced in their own conscience that they
were pointed at here, for «pivew was just their specific national
sin. The arrow struck lhome all the more surely, as they could
not lelp pressing it into their heart with their own hand. The
Jews, presmming on their possession of the law and their holiness
of works, condemned the Gentiles who were sunk in idolatry
and gross outward sins. They called them DWW, duaprwdods,
é0vos apaproray, Tob. xiii. 6; Gal ii. 15. This passion on
the part of the Jews for condemning others gives the apostle an
excellent vantage-ground for the judgwment that he has to pass
upon them. «pivewr here denotes an unanthorized, merciless
judging, as in Matt. vii. 1; Jas. iv. 11.

—év o] neither instrumental: co quod = by this, that, still less
temnporal : co tempore quo, but : <n qua e, wheretn, in what thing,
in what point (xiv. 22), corresponding to ta yap adra wpdooess.
On 7a adrc comp. vv. 17-24. However the sins of Jews and
Gentiles differed in form of manifestation, their nature was the
same. The final word of the verse

—o0 xpivwr] has o certain emphatic lkeenness of edge, which is
altogether lost in the less attested-reading & spivess, after which
the Vulgate and Luther translate.
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Ver. 2. oiapev 8¢] But we Lnow, t.c. but it is certain, known.
The persous who know are not the Jews specially, but men in
general,

—~xata aMjbeav] in conformily with the rule of truth, ob yap
éot. wpoowmolpria wapa T Bed, ver. 11.  This proposition :
But we know that the divine judgment without respect of person
is passed (éoriv émi, Acts iv. 33), in accordance with the rule and
requirement of truth and righteousness, upon those that are guilty
of such heathen abominations, prepares the way for what follows,
that therefore the Jew, guilty of the same, cannot cherish the
hope, on the ground of his being Abraham’s seed aud no Gentile,
of escaping this divine judgment; for this were wapa aiijfeav,
not xata aiijfeav.

Ver. 3. Moyily 8] but fanciest thou in spite of this, although
God, as we know, judges according to truth? etc. AoyifesOar,
from Aéyos, computatio, calculation =to make a calculation, cul-
culos subduccre.  Dut the caleulation may be right or wrong. Hence
ANoyiteaBar, censere, to judge, or opinart, to suppose, fancy (xiv. 14 ;
2 Cor. x. 2). Here the latter, ag it is the false confidence of the
Jews that is combated.

—7ol710] nawely, 61 oU éepedfn wTA. TodTo, like the Latin
loe, points emphatically to what follows (Acts xx. 29; 2 Cor.
x. 11).

—av] with emphasis: ¢how above others, thor as a Jew. Strik-
ingly has the Rabbinical saying been quoted : Péf,',l DQ& e 5§jiyj 55
Nan D?ﬁf). All Israel has part in the aldy péAwv. Comp.
John the Baptist's rebuke of the Pharisaic Jews (Matt. iii. 7-9;
Luke iii. 7, 8).

—éxpevkn] dedyer, fugit rous omnis: éxpevryer, cffugit, qui ab-
solvttur, says Bengel.  But here the question is not so much
of absolution as rather of imagined exemption from the divine
judgment.

—Ver. 4. 7] puts another case. Thinkest thou, presuming on
thy high descent and thy possession of the law, that thou wilt
escape judgment; or (%), relying on Ged's forbearances hitherto,
despisest thon His goodness that leads thee to repentance, dreaming
forsooth that temporary security is a pledge of final impunity ?
Thus misjudging and making light of the holy purpose of the
divine goodness, thou slumberest in dangerous security in sin,
instead of rousing thyself to saving repentance.
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—10b mAovtov] common with Paul as a designation of the
abundance and vastness of the divine glory, goodness, and grace
(ix. 23, xi. 833; Eph.i. 7,ii 7,1iil. 16; Phil iv. 19; Col. i. 27).
Dy the substantive wAoo7os, the idea of the fulness of the
divine goodness is made to stand out with more independence and
impressiveness than by the adjectival designation ypnaToTys
TAovola.

—Tiis xp7OTOTYTOS AVTOL Kal THS avoxis kal Tis uakpobuuias]
is intended to set forth exhaustively the comprehensiveness of
the divine goodness (Ex. xxxiv. G). xpnoTorys, goodness, makes
itself known in imparting benefits (Luke vi. 35; Rom. xi. 22;
Eph. ii. 7; Tit. iil. 4). éwox, for which one codex reads dvaBonsj
as a marginal gloss, paticnee, indulgence, in the N. T. only again
iii. 25 (from avéyecBas, to hold oneself aloft, hold oneself erect,
liold out, endure), bears wrong in hope of improvement, instead
of at once prosecuting onc’s right. The synonym paxpofuuia,
long-su ffering, the Heb. D28 T, is the opposite of ofvfuuia, and
denotes the gentleness that does not in instant wrath avenge
wrong-doing (Jas. i. 19: Bpadis eis épyyv), but delays punish-
ment, and thus affords the sinner space for repentance (ix. 22 ;
Matt. xviil. 26, 29). As here we find dvoyy xai paxpofuuia
combined in order to exhaust a single idea, so in Col i 11
Umopovy xai paxpofuuia ; Jas. v. 10 kaxkomwabela kal paxpofuuia ;
comp. also Eph. iv. 2: perd paxpobuuias dveyouevor aANjAwy.

—~«arappoveis] The divine goodness is despised, when, not
caring for its purpose, one is led by it to wanton sin instead of
to repentance (Ecclus. v. 4-9).

—aryvodv] not = not being willing to know, but =not knowing.
Certaiuly this meaning readily glides into the other: not consider-
ing, sion reprtans, non considerans, for what I do not consider I do
not know at the moment when I do not consider it, Acts xxiii. 5:
otk péew =1 knew not at the moment, z.c. I considered not. Mark
ix. 32; Luke ix. 45: dyvoeiv 70 pijua, not to know the saying =
not to kunow 1ts import, its meaning = not to wnderstand. Dut
even in these passages dyvoeiv at bottom retains its primary
hmport, a0t to Anow, although this, in accordance ceven with the
mode of expression current among us, may properly interchange
with the other, not to consider, not to understand. In the present
passage there is no need to depart from the radical meaning.
The ignorance here spoken of as self-incurred is also guilty ignor-
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ance. But this guilty ignorance of the purpose of divine grace
leads to a despising of that grace in actual fact. “ Miratur Paulus
hanc ignorantiam,” Bengel.

—T0 XpnoTOV] =1 XpnoTéTYS, comp. TO Svvatoy, ix. 22.

—els peTdvoiav] perdvowa, change of mind, consists both
in an inward turning away from unrightcousness (hence ueraw.
amo épywv vexpdy, Heb. vi. 1; comp. peravoely dmd Tijs raxias,
Acts viil. 22 ; peravoeiv éx 71V épywv, Rev. 1l 22), and in an
inward turning to righteousness (hence 7 els Tov feov perdvora,
Acts xx. 21 ; comp. peravorjoate xai émwioTpéyrate, Acts iii. 19 ;
peravoety xal émiorpépew émi tov Oedy, Acts xxvi 20). From
this inward act follow next &pya &fia Tijs peravolas, 1bid.; rapmol
dfwor Tis peravolas (Luke iii. 8). But such a perdvowa is els Loy,
Acts xi. 18; eis cwrnplay, 2 Cor. vii. 10.

—dyet] guides, leads, not de conatu: it would lead. Paul
speaks of the very act of leading, whose objective reality is not
done away by the subjective resistance of man. “ Ducit suaviter,
non cogit necessitate,” says Bengel. With the purport of this verse
comp. 2 Pet.iii. 9. At the same time there is involved a refuta-
tion of the doctrine of predestination ; for it is expressly asserted
that even they should and could repent on whom xatdrcpipa will
one day fall. Their condemnation, therefore, is not predestinated
absoluto decreto, comp. ver. 5.

Ver. 5. The goodness of God leads thee to repentance, but
thou by thy impenitence heapest up to thyself wrath. «ard]
pro, according to, by virtue of.

—apetavonTos) in an active sense : that cannot grieve, that is in-
accessible to repentance, contrast with els perdvoiar oe dyer, ver. 4.

—Onoavpiles] instead of mhodres ThHs xpnoToTyTOS, thou
gatherest for thyself a Onaavpos épyijs, comp. Deut. xxxii. 32-35,
and LXX. Prov. i. 18: Oncavpibovow éavrois kaxa.

—aeavre] for thyself, to thy own ruin,

—¢év fuépa opyijs] either to be joined closely with dpynw: wrath
ou the day of wrath, <.c. wrath that breaks forth on the day of
wrath, Winer, p. 519, or to be connected with Onoavpiles, so
that a breviloguence, common in Greek, occurs, and we niust
interpret accordingly: thou heapest up wrath eis juépav dpyis, so
that it bursts forth év juépa dpyfs, comp. Matt. x. 15 ; Luke xxiil.
42; Jas.v. 3: as wip é0noavpioare év éoyatars fjuépars. Verbs
of motion, consirued with év, * indicate at the same timne the
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result of the motion, that is #cst,” Winer, p. 514. On account
of the close succession and repetition of dpyijs after opyijv, the
first connection is more emphatic. “dewdrys, sermonis magna vi,”
remarks Dengel.  The sjuépa opyijs is called M=y o, Zeph. ii.
2, 3; o o, Lizek. xxil. 24 ; also Iniefly M b, Ezek. xiii. 5 ; Joel
i. 15. In the N.T.it is revealed that this day is deferred till the
return of the Messiah (1 Thess.i. 10 ; 2 Thess.i. 6-10; Rev. vi. 17).
—«xail droxalifrews xal Sikatoxpiaias Tob Beod] Lachmann, on
the evidence of the older uncials, reads xai dmwoxalijrews Sixato-
kpiaias Tob Geod.  But this looks like an explanatory gloss upon
the more difficult xai dmoxalinrews kai Swcaioxpioias 7. 8.,
whereas for the interpolation of xai, if it were originally absent,
there was no sufficient reason. The accumulation of genitives
cannot be accepted as such a reason, none of them Deing super-
fluous, and the sentence remaining clear and intelligible.  Besides,
by the co-ordination of the three substantives dpyfis xai dmoxa-
Airews rai Sikatoxpioias the language becomes more stately,
hefitting a delineation of the judgment-day.! But then dmoxa-
Avyris cannot of itself be the dmoxarvyris "Incod XpiaTod, because
in that case 'Ingod XpioTod must have been appended (1 Cor. i.
7, 8; 2 Thess. i. 7; 1 Pet. i.7,13; Rev. i. 1). The object
revealed, then, is either the shameful deeds or thoughts of men
hitherto concealed (ver. 16), or, which is preferable, and to which
the glossarial reading points, God’s 8ikacoxpioia itself, which was
hitherto, as ver. 14 intimates (comp. 1. 18), hidden from men.
Ver. 6. bs dmoSdoer éxaoTe ratd Ta Epya adrot] this will take
place, as the context indicates, év juépa dpyijs rkai dwoxakifrews
xai Sucatokpiaias Tod Beod. The apostle thus speaks, not in the
way of abstract hypothesis, but of concrete assertion. He speaks
not from the standpoint of the law, that has been abolished by
the gospel, but from the standpoint of the law in so far as it has
been ratified by the gospel (iii. 31). He says not what God
would do were Ie to proceed in accordance with the primal rule
and standard of the law, but what, proceeding according to that
rule, Ile will actually do. xaf’ Jmopoviy épyov dyaflob also,
ver. 7, alludes to the holy conflict actually going on, which is to
be crowned with {wy aldwos. It cannot be said, “ the gene-
ral sense required the specific Christian rule to be put entirely

! Reiche also, Comm. Crit. in N. T. tom. L. pp. 13-16, defends the reading accepted
by us as correct.
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out of view, and only the universal one to be brought forward,
because the universal nccessity of justification by faith is first to
be established, iii. 23 ff.;” for, to say nothing of the fact that
already (ver. 16) Jesus Christ is named as the judge, already also
(vv. 28, 29) év 16 xpumtd 'Iovdatos and mepirous) xapbias év
mrevpaTe are spoken of, where yet we shall not be willing to con-
cede that the apostle speaks only of wltat was to be, not of what
may be and even actually is. Nay, this mepitous rapdias was
already known to believers of the old covenant, for they did such
épya ayabd as ave referred to in this passage. That the doctrine,
God will as matter of fact give to every one according to his
works, contradicts ueither the biblical doctrine of salvation in
general, nor the Panline doctrine of justification in particular, is
made clear by many declarations of Seripture, not only of the O.
but also of the N. T. (even of Paul himself), which plainly and
incontestably embody this truth. Comp. LXX. I’s. Ixil. 12: o7e
oV amobwcels éxdaTw katd Ta Epya adtob; Prov. xxiv. 12: bs
amobidwotr éxdotw rata Ta épya abrov; Matt. xvi. 27: pélhe
vap o vios Tob avbpamov épyecbas év Th 8ofn kTN, Kai TéTE dro-
Swoet éxacTe kata Tyw wpakw adrob; xxv. 31-46; 2 Cor. v.
10: Tovs wyap mdvras fuds ¢avepwlijvar St Eumpocfev Tob
Bipatos Tob Xpiotob, iva xoplontar éxastos Ta Sa Tod cduaros,
mpos & €mpafev, eite dyabov, eite xakov; Gal. vi. 7-9; LEph. vi.
6, §; Col iii. 24; Rev. il. 23 : kail dvow Vuiv éxdaTe kata Ta
épya vpdv; xx. 12: kal ékplfnoav oi vexpol ... rata Ta épya
abraw, xxii. 12. Drotestant cxegetes accordingly acknowledge
that the present passage also may bLe referred to the good works of
the regenerate. “Paul,” says Melanchithon, “ non tribuit justifica-
tionem operibus, sed describit justos a posteriori, hoc est a fiueti-
bus, quales sint.”  Calov remarks : “ Secundum opera fiet dmodoots,
non vero sccundum mertée operum, nec propéer opere.  Cum retri-
buturum Deum sccundum opere dicit (apostolus), recte utique
contra Pontificios observant nostrates, alind esse sccundum opera,
id est, sceundum testimonium operum, alind vero propéer operw, id
est propter meritum operum aliquid reddere. Recte etiam notant,
nuspiam dici 8ea Ta épya propier opera, sed xata Ta épya sccun-
dum opera : quia opera erunt quidem manifesta Siwatoxpiaias
regula, non autem proportionata meritorum norma. Nec minus
observatur probe a nostris, quod S. S. non utatur verbo dvribécews,
quod ad mercedem proprie dictam quadam specie trahi posset, sed
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amodioews, quod gencrale est, ac tum etiam locum habet, cum
Deus ex gratia non merita nostra, sed sua dona coronat.”  Comp.
Jol. Gerhard, loc. theol. 1. xviii. c. viil. de meritis bonorum operum, §
115 £ : “ Ex fide bene operamur et nos Christo vere insitos esse
demonstramus ; in lisdem operibus, tanquam in via, ad ultimam
vitae acternac possessionem ambulantes, eandem ex gratia per
fidem tandem consequimur: quo sensu illud &pretv Ty Sofav xai
Ty kal dpbapaiav kal UVmopovyy Epyou ayabloi accipiendum
erit, si ad renatos transferatur, sicque bona opera erunt wia regus,
non eause reynandi, ut Bernhardus loquitur”” Nevertheless, in
order perhaps more casily to dispose of the Catholic doctrine of
merit, they did not hold firmly by this—in our opinion correct
—view, but maintained that Paul speaks here only more leyis,
that we have here ouly a senfentic legalis which receives its cor-
rection from the doctrine of grace in the gospel. Melanchthon
carly gave the preference to this view, and the rest of the Lutheran
excgetes followed him, as well as most modern expositors of the
epistle. But when one of the latter goes so far as to broach the
opinion that Paul forgets and contradicts himself, ascribing here,
in opposition to his doctrine of justification, to righteousness of
character, such as man is able by his own strength to manifest,
what elsewhere he ascribes only to the righteousness of faith,—or
even that by the side of the vin 2eqia, whiel is per fidem, he marks
out also a semite which conduets some Jews and Gentiles to
salvation per honestatem, then indeed such an assertion, in pre-
sence of a Roman epistle, does not deserve a serious reply. The
interpretation advocated Ly us is held, without any wavering in
favour of the other, by Calvin. “Torro,” le says, “in hac sen-
tentia non tantumn est difficultatis quantum vulgo putatur. IRe-
proborum enim malitiam justa ultione si puniet Dominus, rependet
illis quod meriti sunt. Rursum quia sanctificat, quos olim statuit
glorificari, in illis quoque bona opera coronabit, sed non pro merito.
Neque id evincetur ex hac sententia, quae tametsi praedicit, quam
mercedem  habitura sint bona opera, nequagquam tamen, quid
valeant, vel quid debeatur illis pretii, pronunciat. Stulta autem
consequentia est, ex mercede statuere meritum.” Strikingly is
the latter point illustrated by the Apologic, art. iii. ed. Miiller,
D- 148 : “ DBut Seripture calls eternal life a reward ; not that God
is hound to give eternal life in return for works, but that eternal
life being given on other grounds, nevertheless our works and
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trials are recompensed with it, although the treasurve is so great
that God could not owe it us in return for our works. Just as when
the inheritance or all the means of a father are given to a son,
and are a rich recompense and reward of his obedience, while never-
theless he receives not the inheritance on account of his merit,
but the father bestows it on him as a father. Hence it is reason
enough for eternal life being called a reward, that by it the evils
we suffer and the works of love we do are recompensed, although
it is not thereby merited. TFor recompense is of two kinds, one
that is due, another that is not due. As when the emperor cou-
fers an estate on a servant, the servant’s toil is thereby recom-
pensed, and yet the toil does not merit the estate, but the servant
owns that it is a free gift. God, then, does not owe us eternal life;
but nevertheless when He gives it to believers for Christ’s salke,
our suffering and work are thereby recompensed.” Good works
of themselves establish no meritum, but come into view in the
Judgment merely as signa ct testimonia fidei justificantis cf salvantis
propter meritum Christt.  More than this, they are not even them-
selves absolutely perfect, but the imperfection ever cleaving to
them is not taken into account for the sake of Christ's merit
alone, Comp. also Steiger on 1 Pet. p. 164 ff.

Ver. 7. Luther: “ Nawmely, praise and honour and immortal
being to those who with patience in good works seek after eternal
life”" Thus he joins together {nrofioe fwyv aldwviov, takes it in
apposition to Tois péy xad’ Umomoviy Epyov dyaboid, and makes
8okav wal Ty rai adpbapoiav depend on amoddcer, in which
case the apposition drags heavily,—or, rather, with a still more
intolerable hyperbaton he construes 7ois wév xad’ vmouovyy épryov
dyaboi Inrovor oy aldviov, (droddoel) Sofav xal Tipyy wal
adpfapoiav. The simplest mode of connection, and the oue
followed by most expositors, is plainly this—to make Cwiv
alwviov depend on dmodiaer, ver. 6, and crasing the comma after
dyaflod, to join Tols wev ... {nyrotoe. If the comma is inserted,
Sofav . . . tnToboe is in apposition to Tols ... dyabfoi. But the
expression of xaf Umopovny Epy. dey., sc. Svres, is not adequately
borne out by oi xaté cdpra dvres Rom. viii. 5, and the apostle
would then certainly, in conformity with ver. 8, have written:
Tois ptv . . . ayabod, xal Sofav—Eyrobo.

—~«al’ bropony épyov dyafoi] indicates the norm or principle,
in accordance with which they act in striving after 8ofa, etc.
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{pyov dyabov is the object to which Umopovs refers, Luke viii. 15
rapropopely év Umoporsi; Ileb. xii. 1: rpéyew & Umopovis.
"Wropovy, perscrerantia, cndurance.  Thus, 1 Thess. i 3: 7
Uwopovy) Tis éxwilos. "Epyov in the singular is used collectively,
as in Gal vi. 4; Jas. 1. 4: %) 8¢ Vmwouory) Epyor Téhewov éyétw;
Tev. xxii. 12, It is the entire united life-work, made up of
many separate works.

——8otav kai Ty kai &dpbapoiav Lyrodel] “Quod autem
dicit,” remarks Calvin, “fideles in Dbonis operibus persistendo
¢loriun et honoremn quaerere, non significat cos alio aspirare,
quam ad Dominum, aut alignod eo superius praestantinsve
expetere : sed ipsum quaerere nequeunt, quin simul ad regni ejus
beatitudinem contendaut, enjus deseriptio sub hornm verborum
periphrasi continetuwr.”  Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 58. Such are de-
scribed as do not, like the Jews, seek honour from men, but seek
it from God (John v. 44). The triple description 8ofav xai
Ty kal dpbapaiav serves adequately to set forth the fulness and
clovy of fwn aldvios. With 8ofa comp. Matt. xiii. 43: 7ore of
Sikator ékhdprovoty, ds o Hhios, év TH Paocikela Tod maTpods
avtév; with T comp. cvpBacievooper 2 Tim.il. 12. In
1 Pet. 1. 7 also, as here, 8ofa xal s are joined together. Be-
lievers share in that 8dfa xat 7eus) (Heb. ii. 7), which itself con-
sists in a participation in the dofa xai 7iun of God (1 Tim.
i 17). The element of adflapoia stands forth independently,
which gives it greater emphasis than if it were simply added as
an adjectival qualification of Sofa xai Ty As.to the word
itself comp. 1 Cor. xv. 53, also 1 Cor. ix. 25, where the orépavos
adBapros, and 1 Det. i. 4, where the «Anpovouia dpbapTos is men-
tioned. DBut fwy aleveos, in which these particular elements com-
bine as in their common whole, is clearly conceived only as future.

Ver. 8. 7ois 8¢ €£ épifelas] sc. olaiw, comp. o dv ék Tis
aAnfeias John xviil. 37; so also of éx wepirouds, of éx vépov, of
¢ micTews Nom. iii. 26, iv. 12, 14, Oi é épfeias are such
as have their origin, so to speak, from épifela, and therefore have
its characteristics in them, the same notion that is expressed
clsewhere by Tékvov, viés, comp. viot Tis dmetfelas, Eph. ii. 2,
v. 6; Col. iii. 6, in contrast with Téxva Umaxoss, 1 DTet. i 14,
"Eptfeia is to be derived from éoifedopar, like maidela from
madevw, Sovdela from Sovhedw, dhalovela from alalovevouat.

L4

Dut épefetiw comes from o, % €pibfos, which in its original signifi-
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eation = mercenarive, mereenavia, hiveling, day-labourer, hired scr-
vant. Hence éptfevew, épifevectar, to scree for hire.  Dut the
substantive épifeia occurs in classical Greek only in Aristotle,
in the semse: passion for intrigue, party spirit. This meaning
might perhaps be adopted in the other passages, 2 Cor. xii. 20,
Gal. v. 20, Phil. i. 16, ii. 3, Jas. ii. 14, 16, but in the
present one yields no suitable sense. On this account the old
Greek cxegetes, from Origen to Oecumenius, interpreted épifeia
by uhovekia, contentio, contentiousness. So, too, Luther: “To
those who are quarrelsome!” It would then designate their
opposition to the truth, and 72 aAM, Ps. v. 11, Hos. xiv. 1;
M eThy D, Num. xx. 24, xxvil. 14, 1 Sam. xii. 15, may be
compared, which the LXX. render in the latter passage (comp. Deut.
xxi. 20) by épilew, épe@ilerv. Asrespects this meaning of the word
épilela, contentiousness, stubborn resistance, it may perhaps be ex-
plained either by a misunderstanding of the etymology, epiBeia being
derived wrongly from é&pes, épifw, or, as is more probable, by the
affinity of the notion of party spirit with that of contentiousness,
stubborn resistance ; as c¢.g. Ps. ii., the princes forn a party to with-
stand the Lord and His anointed. Inexplanation of the choice of
this expression, striking reference has been made to the well-known
characteristic ¢poveia of the Jews. With this Justin M. re-
proaches them in Dial. c. Tryph., where he calls them ¢ihepiorovs,
$pi\epias in contrast with ¢harifes, and accuses them of
dhepioTety, ed. Otto, I1. 212 D, 228 D, 390 F, 412 E.  I'rom
the first their ingrained love of controversy displayed itself in
opposing the truth. It is true the apostle speaks (vv. 7, 8) not
only of the Jews, but also of the Gentiles; but, in keeping with
the contents of this chapter, he has the Jews chiefly in view, and
in relation even to of €€ épibelas the "Iovdaids Te mpdhrov holds
good.  Also in Ignat. ad. Philad. c. 5, where it is said : waparard
8¢ duds pundév kat épibelav mpdoaew, dANG katd ypioTopabiay,
as the sequel of the discourse shows, épibein is not passion for
mtrigue, partisanship, but Judaizing contentiousncss.  Meyer ob-
jects that the explicative supplement xai dmweifloboe — d8ixia
expressly proves * that Paul “has Dbefore his mind the striet and

1 S0 in former editions ; but in later ones he speaks of the addition, not as “‘ex.
plicative,” but merely as ‘‘ further describing these men,” and says, not that it
““proves,” but merely that it ‘‘ quite allows.” Mehring arbitrarily enlarges the
notion of * party spirit " to ‘‘ endeavouring to advance oneself and outstrip others,”
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proper sense of the word partisanship, and it is therefore unwar-
rantable to base the common but linguistically erroneous expla-
nation on the affinity hetween the notions of partisanship and
contentiousness.”  As if disobedience to the truth were not a far
apter illustration of contentiousness, in the sense of contentious
resistance and obstinacy against the truth, than of partisanship,
partisan conduet.

—«al dmeilfoloe péyv T aknbela, welbouévors 8¢ TH adikia]
The xal is explicative, the nature of épifela being now more
definitely characterized. It just consists in stubborn opposition to
the truth. adAnbela and édikia appear here as it were personified,
and obedience is yielded and refused them (Gal. v. 7). But
ainfela in this passage is revealed truth in distinction from
d\pbeia, i. 18. arpbela and adixia are opposed to each other
also in 1 Cor. xiii. 6 ; 2 Thess. ii. 12. From the biblical point
of view truth involves righteousness, and unrighteousness false-
hood. Hence we read, Eph. iv. 24, of the 8watocivy Tijs
aApBelas, and 2 Thess. ii. 10 of the dwdry Tijs ddiclas. “ Veritas
continet justitiom: et imjustitic connotat mendacium,” Bengel.
We say émpépew, but not well dmobidovar dpyyr xal Bupov.
Hence, perhaps, arose the change of construction, so that to épyy
kal Quuos an érrar is to be supplied. In contrast with Cwiw
aléyiov, one would have expected xélacw or diefpov alwviov
instead of opyn xal Buuss. This is not so much a metonymic
causae pro ¢ffectn, in so far as pyr works wolaots, as that in the
opyy) Beod falling on man a main element of the xohaots itself is
found. Oupos cxcandeseentia, strong passion, vchement feeling,
intensifies the notion of épysy, like o Quuos Tijs dpyijs, Rev. xvi.
19, xix. 15. Ira et cxcandescentie is not really different from
ira ¢t vehemens quidem.

Ver. 9 along with ver. 10 contains an emphatic resumption
of vv. 7, 8. The order is reversed, and the unrestricted univer-
sality of the recompense made specially prominent.  Penal
menace is in the first place and in accumulated phraseology re-
Peated, because the very purpose in the whole of the context is,

stated more exactly : *‘endeavouring to advance oneself in God's sight by displacing
or supplanting others.” In this case it would be better to abide by the meaning
‘““work for hire, mercenariness,” which would be strikingly applicable to the
Jews, only that of course it supplies no antithesis to xaé' Smou. ipy. dye 3%, Lurtiv,
v. 7.
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by threatened judgments, to alarm the natural man and lead him
to acknowledgment of his sin.

—O\iris kal oTevoywpia) sc. éorac. That erevoywpia ex-
presses a higher degree of distress than GAifrs, is shown by 2 Cor.
iv. 8: év mavti O\Bopevor GAN ol aTevoywpoluevor. aTevoxwpin
is a OrAfes from which there is no way of escape. In Dloth
words the element of external calamity is not to be sundered
from that of internal suffering, although in O\irs the former, in
crevoywpta the latter predominates. OAiyris kai oTevoywpia are
found connected, as here, so also LXX. Tsa. viii. 22 (for the Heb.
nawm oY), xxx. 6 (WY M%) ; Rom. viii. 35.

—émi mdoav Yuygy abpomov] By a Hebraism DR 553'5? is
waga Yvyn avbpdmov, cvery soul of man = cvery person.  So too
il 1: wdoa Yvyn éfovaias Umepexovoais vmotacoéafow ; Acts
. 41, 43, iil. 23 (wdga Yuxn ffms dv, from Deut. xviii. 19:
Ly U7, where the LXX. have o dvfpomos s édv), vii. 14, xxvii.
37. Thus, in the present passage, no special reference is intended
to the soul as the suffering part. This would have required
émi vy mavtds wlpomwov or émi wdcay vy avlpdmov.
Statistics also speak of the number of “souls” instead of “ men”
or “inhabitants.” But Melring well observes that the justifica-
tion of the phrase lies in the fact that the soul, as the sole subject
of feeling, is the real man.

—7ob katepyalopévov TS5 raxov] The present tense expresses
persistence in evil-doing. watepydleafas, perficere, to accomplish,
intensifying the notion of épydfeaflar, comp. on i. 27,

—Tovdaiov T¢ mp&dTov] The priority of Israel, comp. on i. 16,
consisting in morevfijvar Ta hoyia Tob feod, 1ii. 2, is also a
ground of special responsibility in judgment. The measure of
opportunity determines the measure of guilt (Amos iii. 2 ; Matt.
xi. 22; Luke xil 47, 48).

Ver. 10. The apostle had spoken (ver. 7) of those who seek
Sokav xai Ty xkai ddpfapoiav. He now says that they shall
attain what they seek, namely, 8ofa xal Ty kal elpivy. elpivy
stands in contrast with GA(Yris kal oTevoywpia. Dut the apostle
is speaking in this passage both of the Jews and Gentiles before
Christ (for even among the latter were always found those to
whom the eémayyehiar Tob ’Iopayh applied, as, passing by
Melchizedek, a Rahab, Ruth, a Naaman, Cornelius, and others
prove), and of the Jews and Gentiles of his own day, for,
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indeed, in the whole of the chapter he has to do with the Jews
as lis coutemporavies. Turther, among such believing Israel-
ites and ¢oBovuévois Tov feov the preaching of Christ found
instant respouse and welcome, so that their faith in the épyouevos
was 1raised, transtivured, and perfected into faith in the éAfww.
Dut Paul as yet keeps the advent of Christ in the background,
and carries his description of paganisin and Judaism (ch. 1-ii.)
ouly up to the time of this advent, irrespective of the specifically
new clements of the Christian revelation of salvation. On this
account the colours and tints of the picture are taken throughout
with wmasterly, sure, and delicate tact simply from the mental
sphere of paganism and Judaism.

Ver. 11 states the ground of the universality (asserted vv. 9,
10) of divine reiribution, in opposition to Jewish particularisn,
which assigned punishment only to Gentiles, reward only to Jews,
and accordingly must have found the *Iovdaicv Te mwpdTov, ver.
9, and «ai "EX\qut, ver. 10, specially offensive.  But the apostle,
in keeping with the starting-point of the chapter, refutes here, as
vv. 12, 13 indicate, specially the first illusion of the absolute
impunity of the Jews; in vv. 20, 27, the second illusion of their
exclusive title to reward.

—ov ydp éoTi mpecwmormria wapa 16 fed] Deut. x. 17;
1 Sam. xvi. 7; 2 Chron. xix. 7; Job xxxiv. 19 ; Acts x. 34, 35 ;
Gal ii. 6 ; Eph. vi. 9; Col. iii. 25; 1 Pet. i. 17. The phrase
mpoowmor AapfSdvew, whence mpocwmolyyria, answering to the
Hel, 092 88 (Steiger on 1 P p. 162 £), is not found in
classical Greek. The mpoocwmor of man is his outward appear-
ance in Dirtl, position, work, ete. AauBdvew is=to receive,
accept, regard. Only an unjust judge regards the person in the
sense stated, a just judge looks only at the case. Thus in spite
of the distinction in rank and order of succession, obtaining
between Israel and the Gentiles, the ground and nature of divine
retributive righteousness remains unchanged.

Ver, 12. Goou qap avopws fjuapror] e the Gentiles, dvopws
= xwpis vouov, without bLeing in possession of the law, 1 Cor
ix. 21 : of dwomor. The wopos lere, as follows of itself, is the
vopos Mwidéws, the apostle aseribing even to the Gentiles (vv. 14,
15) o natural law of morality. In every passage, without excep-
tion, vopos, without qualification, denotes the positive law revealed
through Moses. Deviations frow this meaning, like vopos wioTews,
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ili. 27 womos dpaptias, vil. 23; wvopos Sukatocivys, ix. 31
vopos Xpiorod, Gal. vi. 2 ; vopos éhevfepias, Jas. ii. 12,—arc
indicated and justified Ly the appended adjectival definition itself.
Elsewhere dvogos is not one who has no vopos, but one who acts
in opposition to law (Mark xv. 28; Acts il. 23 ; 2 Thess. ii. §;
1 Tim. 1. 9; 2 Pet. ii. 8). -

—advopws kal amorobvrar] shall also perish without law, ic.
although not judged by the rule of the law, they shall still
perish. The first dvduws stands in contrast with év véuo, the
sccond in contrast with the &wa vépov of the second clause =
olk év vopw fpapTov, o Sd wvouov dmoONODYTal. dmolobyTal
at once forbids us to suppose a mitigation of the penal judg-
ment on the Gentiles, as if dwvopws meant : not by the scverity
of the Mosaic law. ’Amorivofac forms the antithesis to
odteclar, i. 16, To accept the notion of absolute anni-
hilation, 4n wthilum redigere, flatly contradicts biblical escha-
tology. The apostle says dmohodvrar, not «pifijoovrar, just
because it takes place dwopws; but xpioes always refers to a
vépos as its rule. The xal before amorivofar intimates that
dmoMwolar follows {rom duaprdvew of necessity, or at least is
in exact proportion to it. The duapria corresponds with the
amoleta.  Therefore not : without /ew they sinned, also withont
lar: they shall perish. This would be, as Mehring observes, xai
dvopws, Dot kal dmrorobyTa.

—=xal oot €v vouw Fuaprov] év wopw, with the law, in
possession of the law, sc. 8vtes, comp. iil. 19: o év wouw.
vopos denoting the Mosaic law, 7.c. an object the only one of its
kind, the article may be omitted, since without it the substantive
is unequivocally defined (Winer, p. 148).

—dwr vopov kpibjoovrar] kplvew is used lere to denote a
condemning judsment, & xpipa whose result is kardxpipa, because
those to be judged are transgressors of law. In «pefijcorrar
perhaps an aggravation of punishment is indicated. Where sin
is, there also is the punishment of death, This holds good equally
for Gentiles and Jews, for God punishes sinners without regard
to persons. Gentiles, as sinners, perish; Jews, as sinners, are
Judged. If they claim priority, this is their priority above the
Gentiles. Thus not only is #doa rvysj, but also 'Tovdaiov e
wp@dTov, ver. 9, vindicated.

Ver. 13 corroborates the latter half of ver. 12 : Goor €v vouw



80 COMMENTARY ON THE ROMANS,

fuaprov, Sid vopov kptficorrar, in opposition to the pharisaically-
minded Jews, who fancied that they were exempted from judg-
ment by mere possession of the law. The parenthesizing of ver.
13 is to he rejected, as this verse contains a principal idea closely
linked with ver. 12.

—ol dxpoatal Tod vépov] The article here before vépov, as in
the subjoined words oi mourai Tob vopov, is apparently to be
expunged, with Lachmann, on the preponderant authority of the
oldest uncials. Ve should not say so well : the hearers of the law,
as rather: the vcaders of the lnw.  But the Jews acquirved their
knowledge of the law by hearing it read in the synagogue every
Sabbath (John xii. 34 ; Acts xv. 21; 2 Cor. iil. 14; Gal. iv. 21 ;
Jas. 1. 22 {£).  The hearers (subst. not part.) aptly describes their
standing characteristic,

Sucarwbijoovrar] corresponding to Sikator wapa T Ged in the
first clause : they shall be declared just before God’s tribunal.
8uearovw, the Heb. P, is, as this passage at once proves, terminus
Jorensis: to declare just, not: to make just, for doers of the law
are already just, they are not made such first by God. &ukatody
from 8ikacos, after the analogy of Tudprodr and other verbs in ow
derived from adjectives of the second declension, in accordance
with etymology, doubtless = to make just. Nevertheless, as the
usage of the LXX. and the N. T. prove, we must add in thought :
Ly deelering.  So also the Roman says : “ alicud virtutem tribuere ;”
and the German : “ Jemanden fromun machen, Jemanden zum
Diebe machen.” Sec the complete evidence for the forensic
meaning of Sikacoby, especially in articulo justificationis, in my
Thatigen Gelorsam Chaist?, pp. §5-110. Comp. also Wieseler on
(ral. 1i. 16.  'Whether or not there are such perfect wouprai Tob
vopov the apostle does not say in this passage, but only opposes
the true standard to the false standard of the Jews, that axpoarai
Tob vopov are just before God. The entire reasoning of the
Roman epistle tends to this conclusion, that no man is by nature
sucll a worTys Tob vopov, or can be.  Wherefore Sucalwo s comes
not éx vopou, hut éx wiorews. The 7rotelv of the véuos is nothing
but the subsequent result of the foregoing Sikaiwa:s ; but doubtless
in the strength of justifying grace this is possible (vv. 26, 27 ;
Jas. 1. 22-25). “ De jure itaque loquitur apostolus,” remarks
Calov, “non de fucto, quod lex perfectissimam obedientiam, non
solum cxferiam, sed etiam intericm, imo swmmam totius naturae
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integrifatem  exigat. Tales autem legis factores mon dari hic
ex instituto docet: ut concludat neminem per legem justi-
ficari.”

Ver. 14. The Gentiles, although they have not the revealed
law, yet testify, by their acting in harmony with law, that they
are a law to themselves. — The most natural and obvious con-
nection of this verse is manifestly with ver. 13. There are some
interpreters who would find in this verse the idea that the devout
among the heathen, through obedience to the precepts of the
natural law of conscience, might become acceptable to God. DBut
this interpretation must be set down as an utterly abortive par-
hermeneia.  Tirst of all, this meaning can be found in the
apostle’s words only in the most arbitrary way. All that he says
is: “The Gentiles also have a law,” and confirms this further in
ver. 14. Dut he does not say: “ The Gentiles also, by follow-
ing the law, become just before God.” Moreover, such a pro-
position contradicts not only the fundamental conceptions of the
Pauline doctrine of sin and justification in general, but also in
particular the whole tenor of the exposition 1. 18-iii. 20, whose
very theme is odx &a7e Sivatos 0d8¢ efs, ili. 10; wdvras 0¢p’
apapriav evae, iii. 9. To involve the apostle in such seli-
contradictions is not only to have no conception of a book of
Foly Scripture, but na conception even of TPauline precision of
thought. Other interpreters understand the Gentiles being justified
through observance of the law of conscience, as hypothetical
merely. “The Jews shall be justified, not by hearing, but only
by doing the law; the Gentiles also shall be justified in this
way.” In this case merely the condition on which justification
depends, not its actual existence, or merely a rule of imputation in
the case of the Gentiles, is supposed to be established. But apart
from objections drawn from the imperfect nature of the Gentile
law of conscience in relation to the revealed wouos, even this
sense is, just as little as the former one, to be got from the
apostle’s words. To obtain it the explanation is given: “The
Jews shall be justified, not by hearing, but by doing the law.
This holds good of the Gentiles also, for the Gentiles also have
a law.”  But in this the thought, to which the confirmatory yap
of ver. 14 is referred, “ this holds good of the Gentiles also,” is
arbitrarily foisted in. The thought: “ The Jews become righteous

only by doing the law, for the Gentiles are a law to themselves,”
Puisiepr, Roy L )

/
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is absolulely unintelligible, and it hecomes no one, for the purpose
of giving it a meaning, to supply at pleasure: “ This holds good
of the Gentiles also””  For these reasons other interpreters would
not refer this 14th verse back to ver. 13 at all, but take it as
viving the reason for the first hialf of the 12th verse, namely, for
the words &7 avépws fjuaprov, dvopws xai dmoloivrar. * The
Cientiles perish avopws, for although they are dvopor, they never-
theless have a wpopos by which they are rightly judged” Very
truly las it Dbeen remarked against this view that it is very
arbitrary, when in the entire course of the reasoning rydp always
refers to what immediately precedes, to refer orav ydp, ver. 14,
to ver. 12, and to explain away ver. 13 (although containing a
most striking confirmation of the second lalf of ver. 12) by a
parenthesis.  Certainly as a paventhesis must ver, 13 in any case
he takeun according to the interpretation in question. Manifestly
the apostle must in that case have developed his thoughts in the
following order : “ They who sinned without law shall also perish
without law ; for although dvouos, they have yet a vopos. They
who sinned in the law shall be judged by the law; for not
lLiearers, but doers of the law are just” But if ver. 13 is to be
taken as confirming the second half of ver, 12, not parenthetically,
ver, 14, as confirming the first half of ver. 12, must necessarily
have been introduced by some such form as opoiws 8¢ kal, instead
of by drav yap. — We must therefore abide by the view that ver.
14 contains the confirmation of ver. 13, DBut then it can only
confirm the words of the 13th verse: od yap of arpoatai Tod vouov
dikator wapa 7@ Oe.  “ Not hearers of the law are just before
God, for the Gentiles also have a law, z.c. for the Gentiles also
are akpoatai To0 vopov.” The Jews were filled with pride and
conceit in their possession of the law, their hearing and know-
ledge of the law. In this they held their superiority to the
Gentiles to comsist.  The apostle shows how futile is this
superiority, since mere kuowledue of the law canunot he denied
even to the Gentiles.  This exposition harmonizes also with the
entire strain of this second chapter; [or everywhere (vv. 1, 9, 10,
11, 26, 27) the apostle aims at reducing to nothing the illusive
prevogative of the Jews alove the Gentiles.  Henee hie beging
the third chapter with the (uestion rising naturally out of the
exposition of the second : 7/ ofw 70 meptooov Tob Tovdalov ;
But then it {ollows as matter ol cowse [rom this intimate con-
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nection of ver. 14 with ver. 13, that no parenthesis can be begun
with ver. 14.!

—oTav] puts a case whose occurrence is deseribed as possible:
wn case that =as often «s (Matt, xv. 2 ; John viil. 44; 1 Cor.
xiv. 26).

—¢&0vy] Luther rightly : the Gentiles. The article before the
substantive may be dispensed with when an adjectival definition
follows, comp. ix. 30. Even without such addition &vn may be
rcferred to the cntire Gentile world, and as a self-defined totality
staud  without the article (iii. 29; Luke xxiv. 47; Steiger
on 1 Pet. 1. 10; Huther and de Wette on 1 DPet. iL 4).
Others translate indefinitely: Gentiles. So cg. Meyer: Gentiles
amoug whom the supposed case occurs. Comp., too, Hofman,
Schriftbewers, 1. p. 567, and van Hengel here. But here the sub-
jeet is not merely individual Gentiles, but the totality of Gentiles,
If the absence of the article is pressed, we must interpret: “3Men
who are Gentiles,” in which case their collective whole would still
be contemplated. Al Jews boast of possessing the law. The
apostle shows that in this «l/, not merely ‘ndividual, Gentiles are
their equals. The delineation of morals given in the first chapter
is not in contradiction with this; for the life of the Gentile world,

! In spite of Meyer's adverse comments, I am still unable to depart from the view
given in the text. [ do not understand lhow vv. 14, 15 can establish the regulutive
principles of justification through the law (of FomTai rob vousw bixaiwdizsvras, vor. 13)
in respect to the Gentiles ; for even if the Gentiles fulfilled their voes ypzasis tv rais
xapdiais zvrav, they would still not be wamrai o0 vigor to Whom the dixasosivy deod
could be due, because the natural law of conscience is still but a substitute for the
revealed law, and contains the chiel command of the latter, the command of love, it
at all, in any case in a very imperfect form and obscure shape. DBut nothing but
éydan is the #Aipwpe vipov, xiil. 10, — What Meyer advances against this objection
of mine in subsequent editions leaves the matter just where it was. The question is
not, that really neither the Jews fulfil the revealed law, nor the Gentiles the law of
conscience, and therefore neither of the two, as matter of fact, is justified through
the fulfilment of His law ; but the question is that in the case of the Gentiles even
the possibility does not exist, which Meyer’s exposition supposes, of being justiffed
through perfeet fullilment of their imperfect law. Dut when Meyer calls the
exposition given by me in the text arbitrary, beeause it refers g2p, ver. 14, not to
the assertion dircctly preceding (of woamsai = vig. dixaziwd.), ver. 13, but to the purely
negative sentence (o0 yap of Zxpoaral =. vig. diz. wapk =. €:5), which merely served to
prepare the way for this assertion, it is to be remarked that this negative sentence
really coutains the mein thought of ver. 13, which suggests the positive assertion as
a natural antithesis. .The Jews were judged by the law (ver. 12), for the mere
Dossession of the law does not, as they faney, exempt them from judgment. — The
ohjections of Mehring, based on utter misunderstanding, nay, an cutire pervarsion
of my view, need no refutation for the thoughtful reader.



84 COMMENTARY ON TIE ROMAXS.

even in its deepest deweneracy, was regulated by rules and prin-
ciples having the sanction of law, and the individual Gentile,
even though Dbelonging to the most corrupt class, still could
not absolutely break with all conduct framed in harmony with
law,

—Ta py) vopov &yovral] not Ta wépov uy Eyovra, in order to
mark more distinetly the contrast of uy vopov éyew and ¢pioer Ta
ToU vopov Totely.

—¢uoet] not, as some expositors wish, to be joined with the
foregoing Ta py vopov &yovta, but with the following Ta Tod vouov
moufi. The first mode of connection makes ¢pvoe: flat and pleonastic,
if it can be said at all of the revealed law which comes ouly éoe:
that any one has it ¢doer. But ¢voe has the force of natura
duce, without being impelled thereto by command from without :
without undergoing the discipline of the Mosaic law, Schol. Matt.,
PUoet, TouTéoTL TOls PuoLrols Emdpueva Noyiopols.

—7a Toi vopov ot} do what belongs to the law, what is con-
tained in the law, observe the precepts of the law. DPaul says not
TOV vopov mouely, as in ver. 13, or Tov vopov Tehely, as in ver. 27,
but & Tob vopov motetv. Thus they keep not the vopos in its
profound inner semse (vii. 14) and entirety, but observe parti-
cular, outward conmnands in it—one this, another that. They
have épya vopou, like the Jews wlho still are not on this account
woupral, but only depoatai tob wépov. The plural 7roudow in-
stead of wocsj, which Lachmann has received, appears to be a
grammatical correction,

—ovroc] referring to éfvn Ta py Eyovra vépov, a current coi-
structio ad sensum (Matt. xxviii. 19 ; Acts xxvi. 17). It resumes
with energy é0vy Ta usy vouor €yovra in the sense of of TowodTor,
such men, they who do the commands of the law without having
the law.

—éavTols elor vépos] are the law to themsclves, or: are to them-
sclves instead of the law=they give the law to themselves.
Interpreters quote Aristot. Eth. Nicom. iv. 14: o énev@épios ovrws
éfet, olov vopos wv éavrd. DBut it is not to be rendered, with
Luther: they arc « law to themselves, but: are the law to them-
selves; for vopos is always, as already observed, the Mosaic law,
and what the apostle wishes to intimate is just this, that in their
possession of the Mosaic law the Jews have no precedence over
the Gentiles. Dut the apostle here characterizes the import of
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the vépos from the standpoint of the Jews; what the vépos was
to them, the entire series of external commands, though relating
to moral conduct, this in point of fact the Gentiles also possessed.
But the deeper spiritual nature of the vépos remained a mystery
to both alike, to Jews as to Gentiles.

Ver. 15. oirwes] quippe qui, as those who, who indecd, they who,
introduces the explanation and confirmation of éavrols elow vopos.
Heuce to be taken in a directly causal sense: jfor they, 1. 25.

—évdelkvuvras] manifest, make known, namely, Ly their very
Ta Tob vopov moueiy, ver. 14, not by the paprvpia s cvvedijoews
adduced immediately afterwards. Apart from all else there is no
logical cogency in saying: “The Gentiles who do the works of
the law are the law to themselves, for they show their inward
possession of the law Dy the existence of the testimony of con-
science.”

—7 &pryov Tod vépov] is most simply interpreted as correspond-
ing to Ta Tob véuov, ver. 14. The singular is collective, as in ver. 7,
cmbracing the entire sum of the épya vépov in a unity. But the
work of the law or the works of the law are written in their
hearts, in so far as they confess themselves bound by the law.

—pamrov év Tals xapdiats abrdv] The emphasis rests on év
Tais kapdlais adrav, in contrast with the stone tables on which
the decalogue, or even with the rolls on which the entire Mosaic
law, was recorded. By their acting in harmony with law, the
Gentiles show that they possess the law recorded, not indeed on
stone and parchiment, but on their Zcart, and so far are the law
to themselves.

—ovppapTupovons alTdv Tis cvvediaews) their conscience at
the same time bearing witness, namely, that the work of the law is
written on their heart, that they are the law to themselves. Two
witnesses, then, testify to the Geutiles’ possession of the law : first,
their acting in accordance with law ; secondly, the existence of
conscience in them. oguvupapTupely retains its primary significa-
tion: une testari, to tcsh"/_;/ at the same tvme, namely, at the sane
time with 7@ Tob vopou woteiy, in which the first évdefis consists.
By ovveidnois here can only be understood conscience conscquens
so called, conscience antceedens being the vopos ypamtos év Tais
kapdiass. That they have in their hearts a consciousuess of the
demands of the moral law, they indicate first by their acting in
accordance with law, and again by their conscience passing judg-
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ment on their acts.  The nature of this owreidyots 1s brought to
light in the following words.

—knl peTaEV ANJA@Y TOY NOYLop@dY kaTnyopolyTwy 4} Kal
amohoyovpévewr] the thouyhts accusing or czcusing, aud by the very
fact that conscicnce manifests itself in these judicial acts, bear
witness to the presence of vépos ypamwros év tais kapdias. As the
words xai perakd . . . dmoroyovpévay contain the epexegesis of cuu-
papt. . . . cvvadioews, the xai is to be taken explicatively. perakv
AN wy, one amony another.  There takes place, as it were, a
dialogue between the thoughts, one accusing, the other acquitting.
Thus we get the meaning: ouc to another, altcrnatim, reciprocally.
Tov Noywopdy, the thoughts, as the individual actions of the
cuvedijais, the employment of the latter in the way of reflection
upon the case lying at any time belore it.  xaTypyopodvtav 4 ral
amoloyovpévwr is used absolutely. The object of the accusation
or acquittal is the act brought before the critical tribunal of the
conscicnee. % kai, or cven. Thus the conscience will find more
to nccuse than acquit. Trom this it is evident how far the
apostle is from identifying ré& Tod vomov motety, ver. 14, with
mAjpwpa vopov, xiil. 10.  Despite the partial obedience to law
on the part of the Gentile world, the main function of conscience
in every particular individual will consist in accusing his acts.—
Indircetly, then, vv. 14, 15 certainly contain an illustration of
the first clause of ver. 12, for that the Gentiles perish, although
dvopor is based upon the fact of their having in the law of con-
science a substitute for the wdumos! At the same time, in the
close of ver. 15 the thought of the predominance of the condemn-
ing activity of conscience is made specially emphatic.  Hence it
was natural for the apostle, with ver. 16, to return to the thought,
already floating before his eyes in vv. 12, 13, of the day of final
judgment.

Ver. 16. The witness of conscience, spoken of in ver, 15,
referred to moral conduct in the present life. But as the apostle
was deseribing it, the thonght was borne vividly in upon his
mind in the way indicated, how this would manifest itself most
decisively in the general judgment. On this account lLe passes

! In so far Calov's remark holds good : *“Scopus autem Apostoli est convineere gentes,
uod non defuerint ipsis media cognoseendi, quodiue inexcusabiles sint, ctiamsi solo
yturae lumine instructi, atque i conclusio etim Apostoli probat, nimirum gentiles
citra legem seriptam peccantes, citra legem condemmnandos esse, ex sola naturac lege.”
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on to the latter without so much as indicating the change in the
course of thought by varying the phraseology, as by xai Todro
paneora, Winer, p. 7070 Therefore ver. 16 is to be joined
directly with ver. 15. To connect it with ver. 12 or ver. 13 is
not allowable. I'or apart from the fact that no parenthesis begins,
as we have seen, with ver. 13 ov ver. 14, and therefore ver. 15
caunot close one, in ver. 16 after so long a digression some sign
of the resumption should have been found. DBut yet the reference
to the future final judgment can begin neither with évdelkvvrrar,
ver. 15, nor with cuppaprupodons, nor with «ai mera€d AAMjAwy.
In the first case we should have expected, for the sake of clear-
ness, either év Juépa 67e wpwel wth. to come first, or to see the
future of the verbs used (évbelkvvafar, cvppaptvpelv, kaTnyopeiv).
Further, we saw that with évlewxvvvrar logical sequence compels
us to supply: by motetv Ta Tod womov. And if we desired to
begin the reference to the future with cwvuuapTupodons, the
ratification by the testimony of conscienee in the present life
would be passed over in a very strange and inappropriate manner.
In the last place, the natural, strict, and epexegetical reference
to the paprupla Tijs owedioews forbids us to take the words
KkaTnyopovyTeY 3) Kal dmoloyovpévwy in the future sense. Rightly
says Calvin: “Observa autem, quam erudite describat con-
scientiam, quum dicit nobis venire in mentem rationes, quibus,
quod recte factum est, defendamus: rursumn quae nos flagitiorum
accusent ac redarguant. Rationes autem istas accusandi ac de-
fendendi ad diem Domini confert: non quia sint tunc primum
ealersurae, quae assidue nunc vigent ac officium suum exercent:
sed quia sint tunc guogue valiturae, ne quis ut frivolas et evanidas
contemnat.” But we are not on this account to take év juépa,
ver. 16, for els juépav. TRather is the purport of vv. 15, 16 to
be paraphrased: “that the Gentiles have a law written in their
hearts is testified, not only by their conduct being conformed to
law, but also by their conscience and their thoughts which re-
ciprocally accuse or justify even now, but especially in the day
of final judgment.” Still, with this is not to be supplied: cren
now, but especially; but xaryyopetv and dmoroyeiafa, first of all
contemplated as present now, awaken withal the idea of the
future xarnyopia and damohoyia, the participia pracsentis realizing
the future in a more vivid manner. How conscience in particular
1 So in the fifth edition ; in the sixth ke adopts another construction.
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decisively and powerfully exercises its judicial office, Wisd. v.
13, 14 describes.

—7a kpumrTa TOV dvfpoTwr] are not the Aoyiouoi mentioned
in the previous verse, for these are not the object of judgment,
but themselves assent to God’s judgment, especially in so far as
they make xatyyopia. Further, Ta kpumra Tov dvfpwmrwr denotes
not exclusively the secret dispositions of men, as in 1 Cor. iv. 5,
xiv. 25, where ta xpvmra 7is kapdias is expressly said, but
secret deeds are meant as well, comp. Eph. v. 12: 7a xpugij
ywopeva U adrav; 2 Cor. iv. 21 Ta kpuwTa Tijs aloyivns; Luke
viil. 17: o0 wdp éore kpumTov, & o0 Pavepoy wevijoerar. The
hidden things of men: Td xpvwra Tdv dvfpomer, are thus all
things in the inward and outward life that either are not known
to others at all, or not known according to their moral character.
DBut no doubt the phrase is selected on suggestion of, and with
reference to, Aoyiopoi, ver. 15, because these are hidden things
that come to light in the day of judgment, and becausc they also
bring before their tribunal not only open, but also, and inde:d
chiefly, secret deeds and purposes. |

—xata To evayyéhov pov] “ Suum appellat vatione ministeriy,’
says Calvin. “DTlane sicut ego hoc omnibus populis annunti,;’
explains Grotius, comp. 2 Tim. ii. 8. Even the announcement
of the judgment day is a part of supernatural revelation. Comp.
Melring here.

—&wa "Incod Xpiorot| the Mediator of grace, as of judyment
(John v. 22 ; Acts x. 42, xvii. 31; 1 Cor. iv. 5; 2 Cor. v 10;
2 Tim. iv. 1). Dut then the substance of the thoughts developed
vv. 14-1G6 contains, of course without design, not only a further
expausion of oiTwes To Siraiwpa ToD Geou émeyvovTes, i. 32, but
also above all a complement to i. 19, 20. The re\elatlon of
nature and reason is the medium to the Gentiles of knoy wledge
of God; but they have withal a knowledge of law of which the
medium is the comsciousness implanted within them. Doubtless
both these are obscured by sin, but even their remmnants suflice
to leave them without excuse in God’s sight.  The knowledge of
God surviving condemns their idolatry; the knowledge of law
surviving condemns their immoral life.

Ver. 17 recwrs to ver. 13.  Not hearvers of the law are just
before God, ver. 13, for knowledge respecting the law pertains even
to the Gentiles, vv. 14-16; but il thou boastest of this know-
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ledge, hearing, and possession of the law, and yet art a trans-
gressor of the law, thy Dboasting is vain and futile, and will
therefore avail thee nothing towards the righteousncss that God
regads, vv. 17-24.  Lverything said in this chapter hitherto
in a certain sense paves the way for this last section, vv. 17-24,
in which the apostle attacks the Jews openly, lays bare their sins,
and shows that they are no Dbetter than the Gentiles. el 8¢]
The apodosis commences with ver. 21.  After the protasis:
“Il thou knowest the law and Dboastest of it,” one would have
expeceted the apodosis: “ wherelore transgressest thou the law 2”
jut with ver. 21 begins an easy change of construction, occasioned
by the accumnlation of protases, as the resumptive odw, usual in
such an anacoluthon, intimates. Winer: “The simple apodosis
which Paul had in his thoughts was perhaps this: thow oughiest
then thyself to act according to law.  DBut he expands this thought,
proceeding antithetically, in such a form that in the words
Siddorwy, xnploswy, Bdervoaauevos, allusion is made to the con-
tents of the protasis”! The reading (8¢ or IS¢ after which
Luther translated, instead of el &, which, moreover, is astested by
external authorities, cither arvose from the itacism (comp. Jas.
iii. 3), or is a designed correction for the purpose of avoiding the
auacoluthon.

—'Tovdaios] After the return from the Babylonian exile the
name of the whole people of Isracl, Nel. ii. 16, v. 17; withal u
title of honour in distinction from the Gentiles, Gal. ii. 15 ; Rev.
1. 9,1l 9.

—émovopdln] not: thow art surnamed, but: thou art named;
for émovopdalew Twa T¢ may be resolved into dvopulew émi Twa
7¢, and then does not differ from évopdlew Twa T¢, comp. LXX.
Gen. iv, 17, xxv. 26.

—émavaraly 1% vopp] = wéwrobas v TG vipw, Phil iii. 4:
werrolfevar €v oapxi, denotes the confidence, the reliance and
trust of the Jews in the outward possession of the law, on whick
they, as it were, reposed.  So Mic. il 11 wYE» ﬂi-"}"ﬁ}‘:; LXX.:
kai €ml Tov xUpiov émavematovro. Comp. 1 Mace. viii. 12: pera
8¢ T@v Ppihwy alTdv kal TGV émavawavouévoy abTois cuveTipncav
¢niav.  The article belore véue in the present passage is wanting
in good manuscripts, and, with Lachmann, is probably to be
omitted, as in ver. 13.

! Winer, p. 711,  (The quotation in Philippi is from a former cdition.)
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—«ravyaoar v O3] Thow boastest of God, as one who is the
Father and covenant God of Israel exclusively. The apostle
does not question this priority in the abstract (comp. ix. 4; Gen.
xvii. 75 Jer. xxxi. 33), for in point of fact it furnmished matter
for genuine kavynots (Isa. xlv. 25 ; Jer. ix. 24).  But the Jews
forfeited even this priorvity. “Haee igitur non cordis gloriatio sed
linguae jactantia fuit,” says Calvin. On the uncontracted form
xavydoar, comp. Winer, p. 90. The preposition év indicates the
sphere in which the boasting is cairied on, or that wlerein the
hoasting 7ests, after the analogy of yaipew, Tépmeafac év.  Mani-
fostly in the words ’Tovdafos émovou.—émavam. voup—ravy. €v
feg a gradation finds place.

Ver. 18, ywworers 7o Gélnual] namely, as is self - evident
(xii. 2), alrot, which is omitted, not as Bengel suggests from
regard to Jewish edhaBea, which shrank from uttering the
divine uanie, hut to obtain a shorter clause in harmony with the
rest.

—Boripders Ta Sradpépovral so also in Phil 1. 10.  Somepalew,
cither: to prove, or: to approve. Ta Sadépovra from Siadépew, to
exeel (Matt. vi. 26 ; Heb. 1. 4), either = that which excels, or = that
which differs.  Thercfore Soxtpdfers Ta Siapépovra, either : thow
upprovest that which excels, or: thow provest that which differs, ie.
that which is right and wrong. The latter mecaning seews here
preferable.  So alrcady Theodoret rightly: évavria arAnhous,
Sueatoc vy xai adukiav, and Theophylact: wpivers 1( def mpakac
kai T{ py Sl mwpikar; comp. Heb. v. 14: Sudrpiais kakod Te xal
kaxoD. Testing the difference between right and wrong is the
result of knowledge of the divine will. No doubt with the
other interpretation : thow approvest the cxecllent (so alrcady the
Vuleate : “ probas utiliora ”), a climax arises in relation to ywwores
76 Oénnua; bhut this at least does not appear essential. Luther
follows the Vulgate, although rendering Soxipdafe by “ prove:”
“ thon provest what is best to be done.”

—~xaTnyoluevos éx Tob vopov] Instruction in the law is the
source of ywdorew 10 OéAnua and of Soxipdlew Ta SiadéporTa,
beeause in the law itself both the will of God and the distinction
of right and wrong, of pure and impure, are recorded. xaTyyov-
pevos, part. pracs., not xaryynfels, for it is not youthful instruction,
occurring but once, that is meant, but continuous instruction out
of the law.
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Vv. 19, 20. Relying on this their theoretical knowledge of the
law, the Jews cven set up as teachers of the Gentiles, whom
they in their arrogance described as Tvprods, as Tods év oxoTer,
as depovas, and viymiovs.  On the proselytizing of the Jews, and
the judgment passed on it by the Lord, comp. Matt. xxiii. 15.
wéralfas Te ceavrov kTh] The accus. cum tnfinit. puts for-
ward the subject (oceavrov) with emphasis. Else it might also
Lave read: mémoefds Te odnyos evar TupAdy, orv: mémalflds Te
87t 0bnyos €l TuPADY.

—o8yyov elvar TupAdv] comp. Matt. xv. 14: o8nyol elow
Tvprol Tvprdy. The Tudrol here are not the illiterate Jews,
6 dxhos 6 pn ywookwy Tov vépoy, John vii. 49, the PISD B,
for from ver. 17 onwards Paul is describing the assumption
of all Jews. Further, here apparently we are not so much to
think of proselytes, although even to them predicates as little
Lionourable were applied, as of the Gentiles who were to be
made proselytes.

—¢ds 7OV év axérer] comp. Matt. iv. 16: 6 Nads ¢ xadhj-
pevos év aroTeL.

—maiBevriy adpdvwv] not: a chastiser of the ungodly, so that
«ppwv would have to e taken like the Hebrew 5;3, Joolish, in
the sense of ungodly, but as the synonyms Tvdhoi, ol év grorer,
vimioe intimate = an cducator, a teacher of the foolish.

—38bdoraroy wymiwv] thosc not of age, of course not in
years, but in mind, are meant, 1 Cor. iil. 1; Gal. iv. 3; Eph.
iv. 14. The accumulation of synonyms (tuphoi, of év groTe
xT\) strengthens the description, and brings out the assumption
of the Jews in keener relief.

—é&yovta Ty pipdwow Tijs yrogews kai Tis dAybelas év TG
vopp] The participle is to be resolved: ut qui habeas. Paul
is speaking here in the person of the Jews who seek to justify
their bearing to the Gentiles, although at the same time he
on his part does not deny that the law really contains what
they find in it. Hence poppwois here cannot e taken in the
sense of specics, appearance, shadow, in opposition to reality
and truth. Rather is poppwais (primarily, the act of imagining,
then #hs result of this act = dmage, flyure) synonymous with
tomes, vi. 17; dmotimwors, 2 Tim. i 13 = the form, the
impressed  figure, the real impression, the forma quac rem
cxprimat ; comp. Cie. de Of. 1. 29: forma oficti. Among the
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(irecks, popdwpa. In the LXX. also popgpwois is not found.
The article before poppwois denotes that it is a form cor-
responding to the reality, the form absolutely, not merely «
one-sided, defective form.  yv@ots, like dhsjfea, in the objective
sense, 1 Tim. vi. 20.  ywdots, complete Lnowledye, is here no doubt
of itself the well-known truth, but by the addition of dM\jfea it
is specially distinguished as #ruthful knowledge. Thus the truth
is not contained in the law as an abstract idea, but in such
concrete form and shape as man can perceive. On the opinion
of the Jews respecting the law, comp. Ecclus. xxiv. 23-29.

Ver. 21 begins the apodosis, which, falling into distinct
co-ordinate clauses, concludes only with ver. 23. These five
members of the apodosis are most expressively taken, with
the Greek exegetes, with Griesbach, Lachmanu, ¢ «l., as inter-
rogatory sentences. If the emphasis is not to be lost, they
must at least be taken in the form of an apostrophe. With this
passage comp. LXX. Ps. L 16ff.: ivari ob Sipy 7a Skaiw-
pard pov, kai dvalaufdvels ™y Sabikny pov Sia orTouatos
gov; ov O¢ éulonoas madeiav xai éEéBales ToUs Aoyous pov
eis Ta Omicw" el éfewpers KNEmTnY, cuvéTpexes avTO, Kai peTa
porx@v THv pepiba gov érifes.—oeavtor ov Sibdaxeis;] t.e.
thou appliest not thy teaching to thyself, as thy corrupt life
shows. Paul adduces three instances of this moral corruption,
kAémTew, povyevew, iepoculeiv, on which Bengel not inaptly
remarks: “ atrocissime peccas in proximum, te ipsum, Deum.
Ad gentes Paulus ostenderat peccata primum contra Deum,
deinde contra se, deinde contra alios, nunc ordinem invertit:
nam  peecata contra Deum, in gentibus apertissima sunt, in
Judaeo non item.”

—o0 mnpvoowr w) kNémTew] xnplcoew, NW, fo proclaim
aloud, to preacl ; py w\émwrew, not to steal, 4.c. that one must
or should not steal. DBut a 8elv or éfeivar is not on this
account to Dbe supplied. Rather there is implied in smpvocew
itself (comp. Aéyew, ver. 22) the notion of commanding. On
the construction, comp. Winer, p. 405.

Ver. 220 With ¢ Néyov w) povyebew, pouyevers, comp. the
history of the adulteress and the I’harisees, John viii, 3-9.
o Bdvaaipevos 7a eidwha] the Jews called the idols of the
heathen 2'¥pY, Ezek. xx. 7; Niayin, 2 Kings xxiil. 13 ; B8eAvy-
uata, 1 Macc. vi. 7.



CHAFT. II. 22, 93

—lepooveis] Luther: “thou robbest God of what is His,”
on which he comments: “ Thoun art a robber of God, for it is
God’s glory which all who would be holy through works take
from Him.” Similaly Calvin: “sacrilegium simpliciter est
profanatio divinae majestatis;” Bengel: “quia Deo non das
gloriam, quae proprie Dei est.” But as xhémrew, poiyevew,
denote particular outward offences in the proper sense, iepoov-
ety here is scarcely meant to be taken in this improper,
general, spiritual sense.  Others, accordingly, lhave supposed
a reference to an indirect dishonouring of Jehovah by robbing
His temple at Jerusalem. “ Thou art horrified at idels, as if
God’s honour were thy sole concern, and yet robbest thou
God’s temple?” Appeal has been made to Mal i 8-14,
iii. 8-10, Joseph. Anit. Jud. viii. 3. 5{, where examples of
indirect temple-robbery are recorded. However, the opposition
of Sddorew and ob Siddowew, of uy mhémrew and wxhémrew, of
p) povyevew and povyevew, requires us to assume as the opposite
to B8erivgaeatar Ta eidwra a reference to Gentile idolatry. The
complete antithesis would have been ¢ Bdehvocopevos Ta eldwia
Tols eldwhois Nartpeters; but from the return of the Jews from
exile, idolatry proper no more lifted up its head among them.
On this account Paul selects the sin next in criminality to
idolatry,—robbery of Gentile idol-temples, by which the Jews,
despite their horror of idols, nevertheless, from greed of .the
temple-vessels and treasures, really defiled themselves with the
idolatrous images of Gentile temples; thus, according to their
own views, entering into unhallowed fellowship with idols, and
even indirectly participating in idol-worship, comp. 1 Cor. x.
Thus in the words ¢ B3ehvooouevos Ta elBwha, (epoovhels, sharp
reproach and keen irony are implied. (fepocvheiv in our passage
was early applicd by Chrys, Theoph,! and Oecum. to the
robberies committed by Jews in heathen temples. They are
followed by the majority of modern expositors. Such lepoovreiv
was expressly and strictly forbidden in the law (Deut. vii. 25).
That it nevertheless occurred in those days has been concluded
from Acts xix. 37; Joseph. datf. iv. 8. 10. Probably it took

! Theoph. remarks well : iepoouriay Abyet any dQaipsow aov dvaclspivay woie ei3d)as
Kai yap ei xai iBdshiseovro v& tidwhe, dAN Juws 77 Qidoxpnpatic Tuvpavedpeve Hxrovre
way sidwhinay dvabnudrwy 31 cloyponspdiar, save that he limits irzerurelv too marrowly
to the purloining of the ¢vazdipara,
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place more commonly than we are in a position to prove from
the accounts that have come down to us. By x\émrew, poryevew,
{epoaueiy, then, the apostle describes the sins of robbery, adultery,
and sacrilege that were both openly current among the Jews,
and practised still more frequently in secret, nay, were per-
petrated under the hypocritical mask of devotion (Matt. xxiii. 14).
Still he certainly did not exclude cognate forms of evil, such as
cvil desire and inclination to these sins.

Ver. 23. The apostle having mentioned by name three special
offences, sums up his description of the Jewish violation of the
law in the words of this verse: “To sum up briefly, Thou who
makest Loast of the law, dishonourest thou Grod by trangressing
the law 2”  Certainly the language becomes still more impressive
if this concluding verse be taken, not as a question, but as an
apostrophe or categorical declaration. s év wvopw ravydoad]
comp. ver. 17: xavydca: év Ge. In Bar.iv. 3, the vouos is called
the do6fa of Israel; and in ver. 4 it is said: pawxdpror éopév
'Iopayh 67t Ta dpecTa Tob Beob Nuiv yroaTd éoTw; comp. Ps.
exlvii. 19, 20.

—rov Beov arpdbes] The antithesis of & vopw kavydoar and
Tov Oeov atipdalers is explained by the fact that the vouos is a vouos
feob. God may be dishonoured by the mapdBacis vopov in a
twofold sense; first, in that the transgressor of the law robs God
of the honour accruing to Him from obedience to the law; and
again, which is the chief point here, in that he is the cause
of others reproaching the true God, seeing that they judge of
His nature and law Dby the moral character of His servants.
“ Quownodo et lodie,” says Calvin, “ Christun dehonestant per
evangelil trausgressionem, qui de ejus doctrina otiose garriunt,
quam interim cffreni ac libidinosa vivendi forma proculcant”
(comp. 2 DPet. ii. 2). The opposite is found Matt. v. 16 : odrw
aprdTe T0 as vudy éumpooley TOY avbpwmwy, érws (dwaw
opdv T4 kakdé ¢pya, kai Sofucwal Tov watépa Yudv TOV év TolS
ntparots.  On the other hand, from the wickedness of the Jews,
the Gentiles might readily infer the impurity of their law and of
Jchovah the lawgiver.

Vero 24 The apostle ratifies the reproach against the Jews,
urged dnover. 23, by a declaration of Holy Scripture. The
quotalion is faken as regards form from Isa, hi 55 as regards
substanee, from Lzek, xxxvi, 23, In the passage in Isaiah the
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LXX. translate: 8’ Juds Stamavros 7o ovopud pov Bacdnuciral év
tois é0vear. The words 8:” vuds aud év Tols éBveaey are not found
in the original text, but fall in with the sense of the context.
Dut the context withal makes clear that the Lord in the prophet
rebukes not the Jews, but the Gentiles who profaned the name
of the Lord by their oppression of the Jews His people. In
LEzekiel, on the other land, it is said, ver. 21: 70 8vopd pov 70
&ywov, & éBePiwoav oiros 'Iopay\ év Tois éBvecw. There the
Jews arc rebuked, because by their banishment, the mnecessary
consequence of their sins, they afforded the Gentiles grouud for
dispavaging the glory and honour of Jehoval, as if He were unable
to protect His people. Trom this Paul derives the general truth,
that every reproach of the people of Israel, not only the reproach
on account of their humiliation in a state of servitude, but also
that on account of their sins, is reflected upon the God of Israel.
And without doubt, in the case lying before us in the prophet,
the power of the God of Israel, and with His power His /Zoliness,
fell under reproach on account of His people’s sins, for which
reason He there declares that He will hallow His name anew ;
comp. also 2 Sam. xii. 14; Neh. v. 9; 1 Tim. vi. 1. On the
kabws yéypamrar subjoined Bengel observes: “ Convenienter hoc
incisum hic in extremo ponitur, de re per se evidente: ponitur
autem ob Judaeos” (ch. iii. 19). Paul, as the vydp, found neither
in the Hebrews nor in the LXX, shows, makes the proplet’s
utterance his own, and only afterwards indicates that it is a
prophetic declaration by the formula of citation placed «t the close.

Ver. 25. The apostle so far had disabused the Jews of the
notion that the outward possession of the revealed law in and of
itself conferred on them pre-eminence above the Gentiles, and
intimated to them that, on the contrary, by their transgression of
the law they were found in the same condemnation as the Gen-
tiles. Now he proceeds to strip them of the last refuge to which
they nsually betook themselves, their illusive trust in the posses-
sion of circwmeision. This was so great, that some Jews main-
tained the opinion that the circumcised need not expect and fear
the torments of Gehenna. As the outward possession of the law
avails thee nothing, rcjoins the apostle, so circumecision avails
thee mnothing, if thou break the law. DBy that thy circumncision
becomes uncircuncision, i.e. thou art regarded as a Gentile. No
harder thing could be said to a Jew.
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—arepirops) pév yap dpekel, éav vopov wpdoayps] The sell-
defined term sreperops) does not need the article, just as little as
vopos, ver. 12.  Even in German (and in English) it is here best
translated without the article Beschnciduny, circumeision, as a
deseriptive introduction of that to which the Jews attached the
areatest importance. DBut it is not to be taken metonymically
for Judaism in gcneral (¢ 'Tovdaioues), or synecdochically for the
ceremionial law in generval, but signifies circumecision as a sign of
the covenant. dp confirms the position assumed vv. 17-24.
“ As a transgressor of the law thou dishonourest God, and thus
art without the dikatooivny Beot. To this circumcision, in which
thou perchance placest thy trust, makes no difference, for circnm-
cision is of advantage to himn that keeps the law.” What the
advantage of circumcision is, this was not the place to explain
further, Paul explains (iii. 2, and especially iv. 11), that to
devout and believing Israelites it was the sign and seal of divine
orace. The possibility of the vépov wpdooew meant here is
attested by Ps. cxix.

—axpofvaria yéyovev] The Jews deemed the preputium ﬂ?‘}&"
especially impure. That circumecision was to be reckoned uncir-
cumcision, 7.¢. was to lose all the advantage which it was believed
to lmnpart to the circumecised over the uncircumcised, was for the
proud Jews a doctrine full of humiliation. Expositors quote
analogous passages from Schemoth Rabba, where, in genuine rab-
binical style, it is said in a literal, as here it is said in a meta-
phorical sense: “ Dixit R. Berechias: Ne haeretici et apostatae
et impii ex Israelitis dicant: quemadmodum circumetsi swmus, in
infernum non descendimus.  Quid agit Deus Sanctus Benedictus ?
Mittit angelum ¢t pracputie tpsorum attrahit (comp. 1 Cor. vii. 18),
ita ut ipst n infornaom descendant”  Comp. Eisenmenger, Ent-
deeltes Judenthvm, 11, p. 339 f. qéyover is the present of com-
pleted action (1 Cor. xiii. 1).

Ver. 26 expresses the converse thought. ¢If the Jew trans-
gress the law, his circumeision co pso has become uncircumcision,
ver. 255 if the Gentile keep the law, his uncircumecision co 7pso
has become ecircumeision, ver. 26.” This last thought is put in
the form of an affirmative question, to intimate that not even the
Jew could take exception toit. The inferential particle odw refers
to the thought expressed ver. 25, that all depends on the observance
of the law. % depoBuaria] abstractum pro concrelo=o drpo-
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Buaros. To this nomen conerct., which must be taken from the
nomen abstract., the following adrod in # axpof. avrob refers.
The converse case is found John viil. 44: rebamys €ori xai ¢
waT)p avrod (namely, Tod revbous); Winer, p. 181.  Hengsten-
berg, 7bid, no doubt translates differently, referring adrod to
Jrevorys =he is a liar and a father of the liar (as a generic con-
ception).

—7a Swardpata Tod vopov guldaay] includes, like Tov vouor
Télodoa, ver. 27, more than T& Tod vopov moielv, ver. 14 There
is expressed by it a perfect, not merely outward, but withal pro-
foundly inward ohservance of the law. 7a Swkaiwpara, decrecs,
statutes, ordinances, moral precepts, comp. i. 32.

—els mepuTopny Aoywwdijoeral] comp. ix. §; Acts xix. 27:
Noyiteral T els 70 (or dare) eival .. Thus the preposition eis
expresses the result of an act of Dbringing into account. Uncir-
cumeision will be brought into account as circumcision, will be
reckoned as circumcision, and indeed this will be donec in the
Judgment. By the uncircumeised, if he observe the law, the same
cwTnpla will be enjoyed as is destined for the circumeised. Comp.
Matt. viii. 11: Néyw 8¢ Juiv, 67¢ ToANol &7o dvaTohdy xai Svaudv
sjfova, xai dvaxhbioovrar pera 'ABpaip xai 'Iocaar xai 'Iaxof
év h Bacikeia TGOV olpavdv; iil. 9: Néyw yap Julv, 67¢ Sivarar
0 feos éx Ty Aoy éyelpar Tékva 16 *ABpadp; also 1 Cor. vii
19; Gal. v. 6. In the present case the apostle speaks not merely
in the abstract of a possibility which merely may become a reality.
Rather le assumes, as in ver. 10, that cases actually occur
in which Gentiles exhibit such observance of the law. Dut this
only comes to pass in the strength of grace! The declaration
is accordingly to be referred to the so-called proselytes of the
aate, the ¢oBovuevor Tov feov, comp. Acts xiil. 26, 36, and

1 Those expositors who take vv. 6-10 wmerely as sententice legalis, suppese that in
vv. 25-27 the apostle speaks merely hypothetically. Hence Calov describes the
declaration Dbefore us as a fietio rhetorica. But that the apostle has in view cases
really occurring, vv. 28, 20 especially scem to intimate. When Meyer calls our
reference to proselytes of the gate thoroughly arbitrary, and Tholuck describes it as
a far-fetched makeshift (comp. also Schott, Rgmerb. 1. 178), it is to be replied that
these are thoroughly arbitrary suppositions which are not far to seck. With our
exposition of vv. 6-10 and vv. 25-29, Besser also agrees in Bibelstiinden zum Romer-
Uriefe. To the unregenerate, carnal Jew, the principle of this verse is certainly meant
to e a sententia legalis passing judgment on him; but this is a consequence of the
fact that to him the picture of the true 'lojunn ¢eod, zavé wwiga, forms an ntter
contrast.

Pimiepr, Rozs 1L G
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Hengstenberg on John iii. 21. Next, it admits an appliea-
tion to the Gentile Christians as well, since the Jewish Chris-
tians, as the Galatian epistle especially shows, were not all free
from the notion that the Gentile Christians should submit uncon-
ditionally to outward mepeTop, in order to attain the Siwxatocivy
fecd. The drpoBuctia of which Iaul speaks in this verse is no
év T¢ Puvep®d, v gapxi weperops), but in truth a mepiTouy rapdias,
év mvevpari, vv. 28, 29. To vv. 25, 206 the saying of Rabbi
Lipmaimn supplies a parallel: “ verum illi nesciunt, quod fides non
posita sit in eircuncisione, sed in corde. Quicunque vero nou
credit, illum eircumcisio Judacum non facit ; qui vero recte credit,
is Judaeus est, etiamsi non circumeisus.”

Ver. 27. xai ] Luther: “ aud will therefore.” Iu this case xaf is
consecutive. Others take the passage as a reply to the question
ver. 26, agive an emphatic force to xpeve, and vender xai, cren,
beside this.  In this case xal is intensive. Lachmann, ¢f «l., less
emphatically take ver. 27 as a continuation of ver. 26, put a
comma after Aoyio@ijoerar, and a note of interrogation after wapa-
Bdryv vépov.

—uxpwvet] comp. Heb, xi. 7: micrer ... Noe . . . kareoxedace
xBwTov: 80 95 kaTékpwe Tov koowov; Wisd. iv. 16 : kxaTaxpiwer
8¢ Slkatos kapwy Tods dvras doeBeis. Grotius rightly interprets:
“ comparatione sui tuam culpam evineet,” “ by his righteousness he
will expose thy unrighteousness and guilt” «xpwet at the close
alludes, by way of rebulke, to xpivews, ver. 1. The relation will
be inverted. '

—1} ék pUoews arxpoPBuaTia] = oi érx ¢vTews drxpéBvoror.  Un-
circumeision by natwre, but which (this is the contrast to be added
in thought) is a wepiTops év mrvedpari. As to its natural out-
ward character, it is an dxpoBusria; as to its spiritual inward
character, a mepiTopa.

—Tov vopov Tenoboa] therefore the reference may be also to
a perfection of good works in the regenerate, certainly not in the
Catholic sense of the phrase, but simply in so far as the spiritual
clement in themn is talken into cousideration, and the carnal im-
perfection that cleaves to them, for the sake of the righteous-
ness of faith that hides it, is not brought into account.
Comp. Matt. v. 48: éoeafle olv 7eleor; Thil. iil. 15; Col.
iv. 12; Joln xvil. 23; 1 John ii. 5: dafds év 7Tobre
ayamy 7o Geod TetehelwTar; also Gal. v. 23; and yet Paul says
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with the same truth, Phil. iii. 12: ody &m %8 éxaBov, 4 40y
TeTedelopa.

—a¢ Tov 8id ypdupatos kal mwepirouds mapafdrny vopov] =
o¢ ToV TO ypdppa xai THY mepiTouny éxovra kai mapafalvovta
Tov vopov. We should say : with letter and errcumeision, althouglh
thou hast letter and civcumeision. &td with the genitive, properly
= through, denotes liere, as often, the circumstances, situation in
which some one is found doing or suffering something. The
Greeks regard the circumstances under which anything takes
place as the remoter cause of what takes place, because the
circumstances in whicl we find ourselves usually influence the
character of the action, modiry and determine its distinctive
qualities. Hence 8:a Saxpvwy, 8ia mévBovs, with tears, with gricf,
comp. iv. 11, xiv. 20; 2 Cor. ii. 4, ili. 11; 1 John v. 6 ; Winer,
D- 475. qgpdppa, in allusion to the Mosaic law, never means
in Paul anything but letéer, in contrast with mvevpa, ver. 29,
vil. 6; 2 Cor. ii. 6, 7. Here, therefore, it is the same. If the
word stood simply for wépos geypappévos without further
emphasis, why did the apostle say 8ia vopov xal meperousis?  As
ypappa denotes the external letter of the law, so mepetous) denotes
external circumecision taking place only in the flesh. The Jews
possessed merely ypdupa and wepiToun év capwxi, not wyebua
and wepiTous) xapdias, which the éx ¢pioews drpoBvatia spoken
of by Paul possessed. To the former possession they attached
the greatest value and yet weve wapaBdrar vouov, not considering
mepiTop) adenel, éav vopov wpdooyns. The purport of this
verse, then, may be paraphrased as follows: “ The uncircumcised
in flesh, whom thou as such despisest, but who keeps the law, and
thereby proves that he is circumcised in leart, will judge thee
who art in possession of the law and of circumecision in the flesh,
to which thou attachest such value, and yet art a transgressor of
the law ; whereas letter and circumecision were intended to remind
thee of the duty eof observing the law, and ounly on condition of
this observance have any value,” Thus % ék ¢voews arpoBuotia
stands opposed to dwa ypdupatos rai mepiTouis, as TOY vouov
Tehovoa does to wapaBarys vopov. With the teaching of this
verse, comp. Matt. xii. 41 : &v8pes Nuwevitar dvacmijocovrar év i
Kkpioer pera Tiis yeveds TavTys, xai kaTakpwobow abriv, and ver.
42: Bacihooa Nétov éyepbijoerar év T rpioer peta Ths yeveas
Tavrys, kal xataxpwel avmiy.—The apostle (vv. 25-27) had ad-
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vanced the doctrine that circumeision which breaks the law will
be reckoned uncircumcision; on the other hand, uneircumcision
which keeps the law, circumeision, and will come forward as the
judge of law-hreaking circumcision—that, therefore, circumcision
sinply is of no avail.  This doctrine is supported (vv. 28, 29)
by the assertion that real Judaism and true circumcision are
nothing outward, but inward, of a nature not visible and carnal,
but invisible and spiritual.

Ver, 28. The subject of the sentence is incomplete, and must
be completed from the predicate. OO ydp ¢ év T Pavepd (sc.
"Tovdaios) Tovdaios éaTww 0lde 7) év 7§ Pavepd, év capkl (sc. wepi-
Tou1), mepiropr (€oriw). By ’Iovdalos in the second case the
*TovBatos aAnfuwos is to be understood, as by mepirops) the wepiTous
aMluwi.— év 76 davepd, v aapkl, weperopn] The words év gapxd
ave an epexegesis of the words év 7@ ¢avepp. Circunicision is
visible, inasmuch as it is performed and perceptible in man’s
lody. A similar depreciation of mere outward circumcision is
found Eph. ii. 11: dmo 7ijs Neyopévns mepitopsls €v gapwi yepo-
woujTov. €y TG pavepd wepiTous) lays stress on the clement which
peculiarly characterizes the év 7 ¢avepd 'Iovbaios, although in
oddition he is distinguished from the Gentile by ceremonial
service also, knowledge of Jehovah and of His law, ete.

Ver. 29. Several modern expositors take o év 7¢ xpumred as
subject, 'Tovdaios (sc. éori) as predicate; and in the same way
mepiropny xapdias as subject, év mwvevpatt, ol ypdppate (sc. éoriy
or yiveras) as predicate. “ But he is a Jew who is so in secret,
aud circumcision of the heart takes place in spirit, not in letter.”
But first of all, the omission of éoriy indicates that the apostle
wishes ¢ év 7 xpurt® "Tovdalos to be connected together. ILlse
he would have written, in keeping with ver. 28 : aAN o év 76
xpvmt®, "Tovdatos éore. And again his object, as the contrast
with ver. 28 indicates, is not to teach that circumcision of the
heart is carried out in spirit, not in letter, but that only heart-
circumcision—spiritual, not literal in nature—is true circumeision.
On these grounds we prefer the move generally accepted mode of
connection, according to which o év 1@ «pvmrd "Tovdaios is the
subject from which the predicate 'Tovdalos éore is to le taken,
and just so mepiropy kapdias the subject from which the predicate
mepitopt) éamw is to e supplied.  év wvedpare, ob ypdupate is
then a definitive apposition to wep. kapdias, as in ver. 28 év gapxi
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is an expexegesis of év 7o davep.  As then (ver. 28) the imper-
fect subject is to be completed from the predicate, so conversely
(ver. 29) the entire predicate is to be supplied from the subject,
and accordingly to be construed: o év 76 xpuwrd ‘Tovdalos
(Iovdaios éoTw), xal wepitops) xapdias, év wredpati, ob ypdppare
(wepiropsy éatw).—o év o rpuwrd Tovdaios] « Jew is he who s
so @ sceref, i.e. within, in disposition, comp. with Td xpvmrd,
ver. 16, and 1 Det. iii. 4: o xpuwros Tis xapdlas dvbpwmos. A
similar contrast of the év 76 pavepd and év 76 kpvmrrd Tovdaiouds
is depicted by the Lord in the Sermon on the Mount, Matt. vi,
comp. especially vv. 6, 18. Such év 7o xpvmrd 'Iovdaior and
wepitpmTor ) xapdia were the Dbelieving fathers of the old
covenant ; such also were the Gentiles who adhered to the faith
of the covenant-people. Expositors quote the analogous rabbinical
saying : “Judaei in penetralibus cordis sedent.”

—repirouy kapdias] Deut. x. 16: 337w ny 5w, xxx. 6;
Ezek. xliv. 7: 37%w; Jer. iv. 4; Acts vil 51; Col ii. 11;
Phil. iii. 3. Philo, too, describes circumeision as adpBoov 7doviy
éeropsjs. The mepitops oapros had a twofold meaning: first, it
was opayis Tis Sikatoatvns Tis wiloTews, 1v. 11; and next, a
sign of obligation to wepitous xapdias. The latter failing, it
ceased to be ogpayis is Sukatootvys, and lost its value altogether.
Indeed, in the case of the unworthy, the sacrament ceases to be
o sacrament, 7.c. a means of salvation; not as to its objective
nature, but as to its subjective advantage; comp. ver. 25, the
contrast of mrepitopn wdekel and wepiTopn axpoBuoTia eyéyover =
oVK Wehet.

—év mvevpatt, o0 ypdppari] Luther’s note: “spirit means
what God works in man beyond nature ; letter means all action
of nature” Dut here, without doubt, as in the parallel passages
quoted on ver. 27, by mvedpa the mvebpa dyiov is to be directly
understood ; by vypdppa, the vouos, in so far as it is outward
letter, not fulfilled in the wvetpa. év is to be takeu instru-
mentally. The circumecision spoken of is one that takes place
1n, le. through, the Holy Spirit, not through the letter of the law.
The law commands circumecision, and it takes place év ypappare,
when it takes place simply in outward obedience to the law; év
mvebpaTe, when the Holy Spirit circumecises the heart and purges
it of its lusts (2 Cor. iii. 3). The notion that the possession of
the wvebua dywor could not be ascribed to Lelievers of the O, T.
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is refuted at once by Ps. li. 12, Whoever, with Luther, in most
intimate experience simply sees in the psalms the liturgy of all
saints, and from them has drunk the richest of spiritual comfort
in time of trial, will be unable again to sympathize with views
of the O. T. and its worthies so full of dishonour. Ilvedua, then,
is hiere not, “ in distinction from the Holy Spirit of Clhristianity,”
an undefined, vapow-like, though “living Spirit, coming from
God and filling the soul of the true Jew.” Just as little is it
“the spirit of man” in which circumcision takes place, a mean-
ing already cxpressed in wapdias, and having against it the
antithesis of wvedua and ypdupa.

—o¥] To interpret it as neut.= cujus r¢i, and refer it to the
entire sentence describing (ver. 29) ideal Judaism and ideal
circumcision, appears to us more difficult and improbable than
the common interpretation of the relative as masc., and referring
it to "Tovdaios, wlho, moreover, even in mwepiTour kapdias, is to be
contemplated as the one possessing such circumcision.

—0 émawos] comp. 1 Cor. iv. 5. The article marks out the praise
as praise that is due, fitting, such as only God the kapdioyvdarns
can bestow. Dut the Jews sought only praise, approval, and
honour from men who look at what is outward, John v. 44, xii.
43. Rightly Oecum.: Tfjs yap kpvwrijs xai év kapdia mepiTopds
oUx EaTar émrawérns dvbpwmos, AN 6 érdfwy xapdlas kai vedpovs
Beos.
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CHAPTER IIL

TuoE apostle has really brought to a close the first section of his
exposition, dealing with the proposition: *Tovéalovs Te xai” EAAyras
wavtas v’ aupaptiav, comp. ver. 9. He might at this point,
as he does in this chapter, vv. 9-20, summing up once more the
result and confirming it, especially in reference to the guilt of the
Jews Dby Scripture testimonies, conclude this section. But he
foresees the necessity of a digression, in order to obviate an
objection naturally rising out of the previous exposition. It
might seem by what is said in the second chapter, particularly
vv. 25-29, as if Judaism implied no superiority whatever over
heathenism,—a conclusion which would have exposed him to the
just reproach that he disparaged the revelations made by the
Lord to the people of Israel. On this account he now himself
raises the question:

Ver. 1. T¢ odv 7o mepiooov Tob "Tovdaiov ;] The particle odw
draws an inference from what precedes, especially 1. 28, 29,
according to which only spiritual circumecision would avail, and
the Gentile who fulfils the law would judge the Jew wlo possesses
but breaks the law. Or we might refer odv to the entire ex-
position contained in ch. i. and ii. and its consequence, which
is drawn out by Calov in the words: “S7 non minus Judaci, quam
gentiles sub condemnatione sunt, vi peccati, quod demonstrarat
Apostolus, quid ergo praecipui habent Judaei prae gentibus? et
(uae est circumecisionis utilitas2” Only that in the expressions
0 "Iovdatos and 7 meperous) the special allusion to the conclusion
of the second chapter is unmistakeable. It will be best, then, to
combine the more general and more special reference : If, now,
Jews are sinners like the Gentiles, and it is no benefit to the Jew
as a sinner to be a Jew and to possess the outward law. “If
now, matters stand thus.” 7o wepioady, that which is over and
«bove, Matt. v. 37 ; what is morc, what <s better than another thing,
Matt. v. 47 =7 mepioaeia ; LXX. Eccles. i. 3, vi. 8, 4 wporiugats,
ornamentum, decus, the pre-eminence. The apostle akes this
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objection in his own name. If it proceeded from another,—a
Jew, Gentile, Jewish or Gentile Christian,—this would be indi-
cated by an €peis odw or otherwise, ix. 19, xi. 19; 1 Cor. xv. 35.

—4) 1i 1) wdpéhea Tis mwepiTopds ;] a subordinatc question in
reference to the special value of circumeision, which is not
separately answered in what follows. Respecting the advantage
of circumcision, comp. iv. 11.

Ver. 2. Paul replies to Lis own question raised in ver. 1. 7rold]
namely, 70 mwepiooor Tod 'Iovdalov éoriv. The apostle notices
only the first part of the question ; nor does he, as observed, return
again to the dpélera Tijs wepiropsjs.  This was the less called for,
as Teperops) in reality is mercly the seal of the Aoyia oD Geod.

—~xata wdavra Tpomov] may he = omaino, profecto, by all means,
certaindy, in cvery case.  Luther: “in truth, exceeding much.”
But the following mpd7or indicates that several points of pre-
cutinence floated before the apostle’s mind, that thercfore xava
wdvTa TpoToy = omni ca parte, 1 cvery respect, i all points.

—mpdToy pév qdp] Lachmann omits qdp; but sone copyists
might easily, from reminiscences of mpdTor wéy, i. 8, pass it over
in error. Elsewhere wdp is wanting in manuscripts when wév
vdp appear in connection. Some expositors interpret wpdTov :
primaraun dlud, or: praccipue, or: id quod praccipuum est; so
that the complete plrase would run: mpdTov pév yap TodTo
éaTe, 811, the principal onc 1s this, that God committed to them
this Aoyea. In this case the apostle intended from the first only
to bring forward the principal one and pass by the rest in silence,
thus avoiding the anacoluthon. Dut mpd7or is better taken in
the sense of primum, <n the first place. The complete sentence
then would run: wpdrov uev yap mepioaeia éotiv, 67i, for in the
Jirst placc it is a privilege, that, ete.  In this case there should
follow an €lra or émerra; but the apostle, twrned aside by ver.
3 ff, lets this fall through, comp. 1. 8; 1 Cor. xi. 18. This is
quite in keeping with the apostle’s animated style and strain of
thought. The objection raised by himself (vv. 3, 5) diverts him
from thie mention of further privileges. Add to this, that in fact
in 67 émoredyoav Ta Noyia Tob Beod the chief privilege, com-
prising within itself most of the others, was instanced, and that
the apostle was satisfied with repelling, simply in the form of
suggestion, the reproach that he made light of the God-given
privileges of Isracl.  Tor the same reason, in harmony with the
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main aim of his argument, he employs the enumeration of
these privileges to rebuke the unbelief, the unfaithfulness, and
casy-going self-righteousness of the Jews. Moreover, a complete
catalogue of Israel's privileges is found in ix. 4, 5.

—871 émoTetfnoar Ta Noya Toi feod) = 6T Eyovst mioTEV-
févra Ta Aéywa Tob Beod, comp. 1 Cor. ix. 17; Gal. ii. 7; 1 Thess.
ii. 4; 1 Tim. i. 11, Winer, p. 326: “When a verb which
governs the dative ov the genitive of the person (as micTedew Tuvi,
raTrryopely Tevos) is used in the passive, the Greeks are accustomer
to make the moun which denotes the person the subject of the
passive verb.” We say moredew Twi 71, in the passive
meareveral Twi T, but usually motederal Tis Ti.  of "Iovdaiot
must be supplied as subject to émworedfnoav from the collective
o 'Tovdalos, ver. 1. Ta Adyia is accusative of object. The being
entrusted with a thing implies the obligation of fidelity in taking
care of the treasure entrusted. Aéycov, properly diminutive of
Aoyos, is used, both in classical and Hellenistic Greek, chiefly
of utterances of the Deity. Comp. the rich collection of examples
in Bleek on Heb. v. 12 in his commentary. The diminutive,
perhaps, originally indicated the brevity which was a general cha-
racteristic of oracles. The LXX. employ Aoyeor for 737, 0N, 10N,
always in reference only to an oracle of God, whether one of predic-
tion or command the context decides. Ps. xix. 14 supplies only
an apparent exception, since Tda Adyia Toi cTopaTés pov there, as
spoken through the Holy Spirit, may be regarded as at the same
time Aoywa Oeod. DThilo also frequently uses the word of the
oracles of God. In the N. T, in addition to the present passage,
it is found in Acts vii. 38 of the vopos Mwicéws ; in Heb. v. 12 of
the edayyélov; in 1 Pet.iv. 11 of God’s revealed word in general.
The connection, therefore, decides as to the wider or narrower
reference of the expression. In the present verse there is no
reason to limit the Adyia 70D Oeod exclusively to the vouos or
exclusively to the émayyeriar. Ta Adyea 10D Beod, without more
precise definition, are rather to be referred generally to the oracles
of God as a whole, treasured up in the O. T. writings and en-
trusted to the care of the people of Israel. Chrysostom therefore
rightly interprets: xpnopovs dvwlev ratevexBévras. Without
doubt the Messianic predictions belonged to these Aoylows feot,—
nay, in a certain sense formed their most essential constituent and
central point. Calvin therefore rightly interprets: “ Oracula vocat



106 COMMENTARY ON TIIE ROMAXNS.

foedus, quod Abrahae primo cjusque posteris divinitus revelatum,
postea lege et prophetis consignatum ac explicatum fuit.” And
Calov: “XNon modo oracula Messiam pracmonstrantia vel
émaryyeiar nolantur, sed universe Aoyia et eloguia Dei, tota V. T.
Scriptura.”  The pre-eminence, then, of the people of Israel,
mentioned here by the apostle, was an objective, not subjective
one. s guardians of the divine revelations imparted to them,
they were without question distinguished in the clearest manner
from the Gentile world, inasmuch as the right use of these saving
means might to them, as was actually the case with the believing
fathers of the O. T., prove the medium of salvation. Dut the
conversion of this objcctive pre-eminence, in the first instance
more an advantage than a pre-eminence, into a subjective one,
depended wholly on the right use of the means provided.

Ver. 3. 7¢ ydp;] quid enim? for what? jfor how? removes a
difficulty lying in the way, and therefore confirms the preceding
proposition, comp. 1. 18. The complete form would run: 7¢ ydp
dotw ; for how stands the matter 2—el jwiotnodr Twes] Most
modern expositors refer this to the rejection of Jesus as Messiah
on the part of the Jews. DBut, first of all, instead of the general
Ta Aoyea Tov Beod, ver. 2, we should then have expeeted the more
special expression Tas émayyehias Toth feod. Again, up to this
point Paul describes only Judaism absolutely, apart from its
attitude to the gospel. Only with »vwi 8, ver. 21, begins the
delineation of the Christian period, where likewise the very mode
of representation withal assmnes a specifically Christian hue,
We therefore prefer the view that the apostle here does not treat
(as in ch. ix.—xi,, comp. especially xi. 29-31) of the Jews’ want of
faith in the gospel of Christ, which, to pass by the connection,
is not clearly enough suggested by the form of expression; but
of their want of faith in Jehoval’s O. T. revelations, in the
Xoyia Tot Beod. In every age, in truth, Isracl was a rebellious
and idolatrous nation. Comp. also Melring, p. 250. We are
not, then, with Calov, to think at the same time of the period
before and after Christ, but only of the first. The dmisTor were
really not Tuwés, but moAhec; but perhaps Tewés is used lere not
so much to soften the expression, as is done in xi. 17, where the
apostle is opposing the presumption of the Gentiles, as rather in
contempt or irony. “ Quod non valde sub censum veniant,” says
Dengel. In contrast with the truthfulness of the divine word,
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the host of unbelievers shows like a small, contemptible crowd.
With this interpretation Mehring also agrees. amioTety, ) amoria
abt@v and 7} wioTis Tob Beod must all clearly be taken in the
same sense. Now we may interpret either: fo be unfaithful, their
wnfaithfulness, the fuithfulness of God, or: to be wunbelicving, their
wnbelicf, the trustworthiness of God. We prefer the latter, because
with the trustworthiness, z.c. truthfulness of God (tob feob, genit.
subject.), a synonym for the arjfea Geod, the words ywéclw o
Oeds arnlis, ver. 4, harmonize. Rightly, therefore, Theophylact
interprets Ty wioTw Tob feob by To wiaTOV TAY Umooyéoewy
avTod, 10 dAnbés, 10 aperdferov, although the Jmrooyéaets are not
caeclusively meant. The sense, then, of this verse is: “ Should
the unbelief of the Jews overthrow the truthfulness of God so
that His revelations are not to be trusted, and therefore cannot be
regarded as a real means of salvation, or form a true ground of
privilege to the nation to which they are given?” So little is
this the case, that, on the contrary, in every age many of the
Israelites found life through faith in the truthfulness of the divine
covenant-revelations. “ Ergo significat,” says Calvin, “semper
mansisse in gente quosdam, qui in promissionis fide stantes ab illa
praerogativa non exciderint.”  But fides specialis in the émayyehia
includes in it jfides generalis in the wouos, the mwaidaywyos els
Xpiorov. So far the entire O. T. revelation of God is to be
regarded as a means of salvation, the law as a preparation, the
promise as actually saving. And like wio7es, so also does ameotia
relate to this entire revelation, the undivided Aoyia Tod feod. It is
an unbelieving rejection, as well of the law as of the promises of God.

Ver. 4. un «ye’uouro]=l"'3’,5§1, Gen. xliv. 17, Josh. xxii. 29,
where also the LXX. render u#) qévorto, 1 Sam. xx. 2, expresses
negation accompanied with abhorrence, Luke xx. 16. It is
accordingly the strongest form of denial: minime vero, God pre-
vent, God forbid! Luther: “far be it !” a frequent deprecatory
formula with Paul It invariably deprecates an unseemly infer-
ence, put in the form of a question, from the preceding exposition.
Accordingly it is found almost exclusively in the epistles contain-
iug a systematic doctrinal exposition, namely, in the Roman and
Galatian epistles (Rom. iii. 6, 31, vi. 2, 15, vii. 7, 13, ix. 14,
xi. 1, 11; Gal. ii. 17, iil. 21), in addition only in 1 Cor. vi. 15,
and in the passage cited from the Pauline gospel of Luke.
Moreover, the formula is not strange to later Greek.,



108 COMMENTARY ON THE ROMANS.

—mwécbo 8 ¢ feos arpbis] vwécbw answers to vyévoiro.
Nuy, It God become true, i.c. let the matter have this issue, that
God is true, 4.c. be deemed true. God becomes true when in
the convictions of men He is ackuowledged for what He is.
Theophylact, then, rightly explains ywéofw by davepoiofuw,
dmodewrviofw, ver, 19; or among moderns, Matthias by opoXo-
veloBw. “ Deum veracem dicit, non modo quia bona fide stare
promissis paratus sit, sed quoniam opere implet, quidquid loquitur,”
Calvin.  As here ainfis, so in Tit. 1. 2 God is called ayrevdrs.

—rds 8¢ dvBpwmos YrevoTns] comp. Ps. exvi. 11 : wds dvbpw-
mos yYredorns.  “ Nunc de naturae vitio disputatur, non de gratia
Dei, quae vitiis remedium est,” Calvin. If was dvfpwmos is by
nature a lar, we cannot wonder if the Tevés, who, according
to ver. 3, by unbelief gave divine revelation the lie, werc of
themselves a great multitude.

—«kafos yéypamrrar wtr.] The citation is taken werbatim
after the LXX, from Ps. li. 4: “ Against Thee only have I
sinned, and done what is evil in Thy swht n2IA 11272 PSR mb’)
27, in order that Thou wmayest be 11~11teous in Thy speech
pwre in Thy judgment.” As to the interpretation of the passage,
comp. Iengstenberg on Ps.v. II. 193. David alleges the illustra-
tion of God’s righteousness as the end of his sin; for the sin no
doubt belongs to man, but the form of the sin to God, who places
the sinner in such circumstances as compel him to reveal his inward
depravity in a definite manner.  “ In allusion to this co-opera-
tion of God, David says that le must needs have committed so
heinous a sin in order that in the judgnent which God held upon
him, in the first instance through Nathan, Ilis righteousness,
purity, and holiness might be made known, and hence His name
glorified and honour increased,” Heng. So also Gesenius in
Thesaur. p. 1052 : “ eum in finem peccavi, ut illustretur justitia
tua” In this sense, then, Paul interprets the passage in the
Psalms.  Isracl's unbelief, he says, is so tar from casting doubt
upon the divine credibility, that, on the contrary, by its very
means God alone is exhibited as true, man as a liar; since it was
ordained by God, in order that by man’s uunrighteousness God's
righteousness might receive striking illustration.  With this view
the objection of ver. 15 is in thorough keeping. From this
interpretation it is clear that although the LXX. probably took
kpiveaBar in the passive sense, Paul, in harmony with the original
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text, understood it as middle in the intransitive sense: litigare,
to judge, comp. LXX. Job xiii. 19; Isa. xlil. 26; Jer. il 35;
Matt, v. 40; 1 Cor. vi. 1, 6. “ In order that Thou mayest appear
righteous when Thou passest sentence (év Tols Aoyows gov = i
scndentia ferenda), and overcome (despite man's opposition, appear
as a righteous Judge) when Thou judgest.” In any case, the
exposition given is in closer accord with the strain of thought
in the context than the reference of the passage quoted from the
psalm to the preceding confession of sin = “ Against Thee only
have I sinned (this I confess), in order that Thou mayest appear
righteous in Thy judgment.” Nor is our interpretation in any
respect inconsistent with the tcleology of the O. T. On the
contrary, Scripture everywhere regards the glorification of the
divine name as the wltZmate aim of every event. Sin, no doubt,
contradicts the divine »oluntas antecedens, but in virtue of the
voluntas consequens it subserves the manifestation of the divine
righteousness. —wixdy, vincers, used as often in scnsu foreast, is
stronger than N2, to which in substasnce it corresponds.

The apostle should now properly, in conformity with mpdTov
pév, ver. 12, go on to adduce other privileges of the Jews.
But the statements of vv. 3, 4 lead him to a digression, which
is found in vv. 5-8. He had begun to set forth the privileges
of the people of Isracl, and along with this had shown that
these objective privileges were so far from forming the ground
of a subjective privilege, that, on the contrary, they served to
agaravate Israel's guilt and responsibility. Thus God alone is
glorified as the righteous and true covenant-God, not the re-
bellious and faithless people. DBut now, from this fact, considering
the proud, litizious spirit of the people, he might look forward
to a new objection, which he anticipates, starting it in his own
name. If our unrighteousness, he says, sets in clear relief, as I
have just shown, God’s righteousness, wherefore then is God
angry, and why does IIe punish sinners who by their sin con-
tvibute to His glory? Should we not in that case rather do
evil that good inay come, namely, that by this very means God
may be glorified ? Thus the apostle, as it were, himself points
out to the self-righteous sinner the last hiding-place of self-
rightcousness for the very purpose of expelling him thence, and
vien agew and for ever binding him in fetters of accusation and
judgment not to be broken.
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Vv. 5, 6. € 8 7 adiwia fjudv Oeod Sixatocivny ouvvicrnod]
The expressions ¢8ikia and Swcacogivy are suggested by Sicatw-
Givas, ver. 4. The édweia includes in it amotia, ver. 3, and
Yrebdos, ver. 4, as the dwatoaivy includes anrpbea, ver. 4. The
wurighteousness (adikia) of man is the generic conception to
which his unbelief and his falsehood belong as species. Just so
the rightcousness (8ikatoovvn) of God is the genus in which His
trustworthiness and truth are involved as species.  nuév, looking
back to was dvfpawmos, ver. 4, is doubtless used in the name of
all men; but Paul is thinking here, as there, mainly of the Jews,
of whom he 1is specially treating. The opposed words, Hudv
ead, are placed emphatically side by side.  owvioTnue = Selrvvput,
amodelrvvut, to show, demonstrate, verify (v. §; 2 Cor vi. 4,
vil. 11; Gal. ii. 18). That our unrighteousness sets in relief
God's rightcousness, the apostle concedes.  This he had expressly
said ver. 4, as he does again ver. 21, just as in xi. 32 the
display of the divine compassion is alleged as the end of sin.
Jut now follows the false conclusion, which might easily be
deduced from this position, introduced by the apostle’s accus-
tomed formwula—v¢ époduev] What should we say? What should
we hence infer ? (vi. 1, vit. 7, viil. 31, ix. 14, 30).

—un &Bikos o Beos] Is not God wnrightcous? This inference,
the meaning is, appears to result from the preceding premiss.  u7
in questions stands not merely where a negative answer is presup-
posed or expected, but also where there is the disposition to believe
what the question appears to deny (Winer, pp. 641, 642 ; Matt.
xil, 23, xxvi. 22 Luke iil. 15; John iv. 33, viil. 22). Certainly
in the present passage the aposile asks but xat’ &dv@pwmov, in
the name of the ignorant, who are ready to draw such inferences.
Therefore it is opposed to the context to render: God s not
unrightcous then 7 so that the question leads us to expect a ncgadive
answer. Rather is un here not substantially different from nonnuc.
The affirmative answer to the interrogative wn is certainly no
uncouditional one. It may be better expressed: © this indeed is
scarccly credible, and yet it seems so, and yet one caunot avoid
this inference.”

—o feds o émipépwy Ty Spyiv] not : God, when He inflicts the
wrath, but: God, who inflicts the wrath, or: the God who inflicts
the wrath. It is thus assumed as well known that God is one
émipépwov Ty Spyijv. This is the force of the article before the
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participle, Winer, p. 167. The article before dpyij points out
the wrath as a definite one, namely, the one issuing forth in the
judgment, the judicial wrath of God spoken of i 18, ii. 5, 8.
With émepépe dpyrjy, comp. Phil. 1. 16 : émedpéperw O ; Jude
9 - émpépew xplaw. Dut the apostle here has chiefly in mind
the wrath impending over the nation of the Jews. @dixos and
Ty pryrv have the emphasis.

—=xatd dvfpomoy Néyw| I speak aficr the fashion of « man,
like & mun, as man. dvBpdmwov, in opposition to Gelov, has the
secondary notion of what is imperfect or sinful. So in 1 Cor.
iii. 3 kard dvBpwmor wepimately stands as a parallel to gaprikdy
eivar. The particular force of the Pauline formula kara dvfpwmov
Myw is determined by the context in each case. Gal. iil. 15:
I give an example, taken from ordinary human life, in which is
implied a condescension to man’s imperfect power of compre-
hension. Similarly, Rom. vi. 19 . I speak after the manner of
men, who do not weigh their words with exact precision ; I avail
myself, so as to speak intelligibly and forcibly, of the harsher
expression éSovAwbnre T4 Sukarootvy. 1 Cor.ix. 8: Speak I only
according to human opinion, which is untrustworthy and decep-
tive, or not also in accordance with God’s law? 1In the present
passage, finally, katda dvfpwmor Aéyw: I speak as a man, who
often speaks and judges of God and God’s dealings in a rash,
unworthy manner. This interpretation Theodoret's exposition
does not preclude: od wyap éyw, ¢noi, Tabra Myw, dAAa Tols
7@y dAwv TéOsika Aoyiopols. For when Paul talks after the
manner of men, he certainly does not speak as a Christian and
apostle, but as an ordinary man, 7.c. as other unenlightened men
are wont to talk.

—un évorro] an indignant rejection of the pevverse inference.

—émel wos kpwer o feos Tov woopov] émel expresses the
ground of this rejection. For, if this were so =else, alioquin
(xi. 6; 1 Cor. v. 10, vii. 14), how shall God judge the world?
The future (xpevet) stands either for ethical possibility, Winer,
p. 348, or is also to be taken as purely fufure, since it refers to
an event actually occwrring in the future. That God judges the
world is admitted. DBut from this it follows that ground for the
judgment exists, that wickedness is actually punishable. Closely
examined, then, these words do not so much refute as repel a
blasphemous objection, which, for its own sake, deserves no
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refutation. Were God unrighteous, the apostle argues, when Ile
15 wroth at the unrightcousness of men, then would He not le
so at all. Dut He is so, as follows from His admitted judgmeut
of the world.  Therefore sin merits wrath and punishment.
Tor the apostle, the righteousness of God is so certain that Ile
deems no proof of it necessary. Thus the words: xura dvfpwmov
Néyw' iy yévoiror érel mhs xpwel o feos Tov koopov, which ave
to be read wno {ciore, contain a provisional, parenthetic, indignant
repudiation of p7) ddixos o fecs o émidpépwr Ty dpyv.  The apostle’s
purpose in this is not to give such a refutation as would satisfy
au opponent, but merely, in the most positive manner, to free
bhimself from all complicity in such Dlasphemous langnage.
Accordingly we should perhaps enclose, if anything at all, not so
much xatd dvfpomrov Aéyw merely, as katd . . . kdopov together in
Irackets, by which course the imperatively required connection
of ver. 7 with ver. 5 is rendered easy. TFor the belicver un-
doubtedly the reply given by the apostle is enough; for him the
righteousness of God the judge of all is unalterably fixed (Gen.
xviil. 253; Ps. L 6; Isa. xi. 3, 4). DBut the daring objector whom
the apostle has in view, if this reply were proposed to him, would,
from his point of view, not shrink from the reply, eithev that
God cannot be judge of the world if man’s unrighteousness serves
only to glorify the divine righteousness; or if He is, that then
He is simply an unrighteous judge.

Vv. 7, 8. The apostle having cleared himself from suspicion
of approving the false inference ver. 5 (u7 &8ixos o feos 0 émeh.
T. 6p.), and at the same tiwe for his Clhristian readers indi-
cated the mode of its refutation, can now the more freely allow
Limself to amplify the inference Lut briefly stated in ver. 5, The
rvap, ver. 7, then recurs to ver 3, and introduces a resumption
and further confirmation of the false inference found there. “Is
not God unrighteous in ITis wrath 2” ver. 5. “For ir His truth
is ¢lorified by my le, why should I yet be judged as a sinner,
ver. 7, aud why rather should we not do evil that good may
come 2”7 ver. 8. It is impossible in vv. 7 and 8 to find either
a confirmation of ver. 6, or a refutation of the false inference uy
adikos w7, or even of the premiss el 8¢ ) adirla wTA., ver. 3.
Nay, the truth of this premiss is conceded by the apostle himself.
The inference from this Paul does not #¢fufe in vv. 7 and 8, but
confirms, as the literal sense of the verses clearly proves, and for
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this very reason vv. 7 and 8 contain no confirmation of the
refutation of this inference, no confirmation, that is, of wés xpevet
o Beos Tov koopov, ver. 6.'—1) d\ijbea Tob Beodl] corresponds with
feod Swrcatoovym, ver. 5, but in place of this general conception
puts the special one in allusion to ¢ feds dAnbis, ver. 4. From
this we see that Paul is dealing with the Jew, who, on the
around that by his émoria in the Aoyia Tod Geod he glorifies the
dMjfeta Tob feod, supposes that he has a right to impunity from
punishment.

—év 76 éu Yredopare] corresponding with % aduela Hudv, ver. 5,
in allusion to was 8¢ dvfpwmos Yreborys, ver. 4. The éuo, like
the following xaya, indicates that the apostle puts himsell in the
place of the Jew, and speaks in his person. The éuoy, éyo, then,
is individnalizing, and by this individualization the language of
the opponent gains in point and keenness. The older Attic form
for Yrebopa is yreddos.

—émeploaevaey els Tiv dofav adTod] corresponds in a stromger
form with cvviocTyo, ver. 5. émeploaevaey = mepioan éyévero,
became great, glorious, superabundant, or appeared so (2 Cor. iii. 9,
viil. 2).  God’s truthlulness through my falschood has become

! Meyer remarks on ver. 7 f.: ““The twil was xpiver § feds 7. xie. Teceives its illus-
trative confirmation ; for as to the case of God, who would thus be wunrighteous, and
nevertheless is to judge the world, every ground for judging man as a sinner must
be superseded by the circumstance already discussed, viz. that His truth has been
ylorified by man’s falschood (ver. 4 f.) ; and (ver. 8) as to the case of man himself,
there would result the principle directly worthy of condemnation, that he should do
evil in order that good might come.” 1 would subscribe to this view of the con-
firmation of ver. 6, if I were not deterred by the difficuity of the line of thought thus
avising. The thought not expressed, but merely assumed (ver. 6), that the God who
Judges the world is rightcous, is said to be confirmed by the fact that the course
which He follows in the gencral judgment would not be pursued by God if II¢ were
unrighteous. And even this main thought, ¢ the unrighteous God would not so act,”
is (ver. 7) again not directly expressed. Against Meyer, comp. now Tholuck 5, Aufl.
ibid. Following the lead of many older and modern expositors, Tholuck, and in the
same way Umbreit, regard ver. 7 as a continuation and further confirination of ver. 5.
Taking xara dvlpuzor up to 7ov xéopoy as a parenthesis (the marks of the bracket are
not even necessary) is the less ‘“ a violent expedient,” as the apostle in those words
above all things merely wislies to free himself and his followers from the blasphemous
inference ; and then (ver. 7) he makes the perverse Jew, in whose name le speaks,
ancw and in an enlarged form repeat and confirm his inference in opposition to the
disclaimer (ver. 6). Thc examination of the entirely novel interpretation given hy
Mehring of vv. 5-8 would lead us too far. In our judgment, this learned and pro-
found exegete, wherever hie enters alone upon a new, untrodden path of interpreta-
tion, only too readily falls into artificial and forced expositions. Comp. also his
exposition of iii. 26, iv. 2, v. 15, 16, which certainly will find no followers.

I'inierr, Roa. I H
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exceedingly great, exceedingly abundant to His praise, 4.c my
falschood has riehly contributed to the illustration of God's truth,
and thus to Ilis glory (2 Cor. iv. 15). The aorist indicates that
the contribution to God’s glory stands forth in the day of judgment
as a historical fact.

—1i ¥t xiyd bs duaptehos spivopar;] “ Why am I also
still (I, who yet contribute to God’s glory) judged as a sinner ?”
Concerning the Gentiles, who, since they have no divine revela-
tion, do not by their unbelief in it glorify God’s truthfulness, it
might indeed hold good that they are righteously judged. The
expression xpivopar is perhaps suggested by «piel, ver. 6. We
see from 7( &7t kdyw xpivopar ; how little tlie opponent regarded
the refutation of his false inference contained in ver. 5 as a
refutation affecting him. The sign of interrogation after xpivouac
should be exchanged for a comma, the question introduced by
7{ being continued further. In the continuation, then, it should
have ran : kal 7{ py mwovjcwuey Ta xaka wa EAOp Ta dyaba;
Instead of this, the phrase, cursorily inserted, though not on that
account to be bracketed : kabws Bragenuovueba xai xabws dac!
Twes fpds Méyew, occasions a change of construction, so that now
moujgwper s made, by means of an 87, to depend on Aéyew. As
to this attraction, not rare among the Greeks, by which a part
belonging to the principal sentence is drawn to the dependent
sentence, comp. Wiier, p. 783 ; and with the recitative é7¢ intro-
ducing the direct statement, comp. John i. 20, xviii. 6.

—rabos Bracdnpotpedal e as if we did evil that good
might come, in distinction from xabos paci Twes yjuds Néyew,
as if we even advanced such a doctrinal principle. The apostle
here makes reference to an impeachment and perversion of his
teaching actually ocewrring. The utterance of this slander is
somewhat explicable from statements like the one in Rom. v. 20,
21, the perverse application of which, vi. 1, Paul limself in-
stantly disclaims (comp. also Rom. xi. 32; Gal iii. 22). The
plural Bracgnuovucda, fuas, in distinction from the singular éud,
kdyw, ver. 7, indicates that Paul lere is not representing the
Jew, but speaking in his own name as apostle.

—1¢ ayafa) namely, the glorifying of God’s truthfulness.

—&v 10 xpipa Evdikov éoTw] dv, not: of those who thus
slander me, but : of those who intend to act thus, z.c to do evil
for a good end ; for it was necessary, as the connection proves,
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to expressly rebuke these last in a solemn manner. Moreover,
in the words @v 70 wpipa Evdikov ot lies not so much a reply,
which the apostle in moral indignation could not prevail on him-
self to give, as rather merely a fitting rebuke and energetic
repudiation of the absurd and blasphemous inference with which
lie is dealing. e could the more readily content himself with
this indignant correction, as the daring assertion that God is
unrighteous in His wrath if He judges the unrighteousness which
conduces to the glory of His righteousness, has now exposed its
nmoral and detestable consequence in the proposition : Let us
do evil that good may come, with such revolting nakedness as to
secure the condemnation of every judgment. God judges the
world righteously, the apostle had said, ver. 6; but why am I
still judged ? the opponent had replied, ver. 7; now, ver. 8, it is
self-evident that this judgment falls on him righteously. «pwet,
kpivouat, kpipa, vv. 6, 7, 8, are used, then, in reference one to
another. «pipa is here also the sentence of condemnation passed
on such evil-doers at the final judgment. é&vdixov =70 év Sikp
oy, euyvouevoy, in accordance with justice, Hel. iil. 2. Moreover,
Paul elsewhere, instead of replying, repels with indignation the
guilty pride which finds fault with. God’s judgments, and seeks
to draw from them an excuse for sin, ix. 19-21. DBut Calvin
gives in striking form the proper solution of the enigma embodied
in this passage. “ Neque vero,” he says, “ han¢ impiam cavilla-
tionem responso dignatur apostolus: quam tamen optima ratione
licebit retundere. Hoc enim tantum praetexit, Si Deus nostra
iniquitate glorificatur, et nihil agere in vita hominem magis decet,
quam ut Dei gloriam promoveat : peccandum ergo in ejus gloriam.
At prompta est depulsio, Quod malum per se, nonnisi malum
parere potest. Nostro autem vitio quod Dei gloria illustratur, id
non opus esse hominis, sed Dei : qui ut mirus est artifex, malitiam
nostram subigere et alio traducere novit, ut praeter destinatum a
nobis finem eam in gloriae suae incrementum convertat. Prae-
scripsit nobis rationein Deus, qua velit a nobis glorificari, nempe
pietatem, quae in verbi obedientia sita est. Hos limites qui
transilit, Deum non honorare, sed contumelia magis afficere
nititur. Quod aliter succedit, Dei providentiae ferendum est
acceptum, non hominis pravitati, per quam non stat, quominus
Dei majestas evertatur, nedum laedatur.”

The apostle had now proved (ch. i) the sinfulness of the
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(ientiles, demonstrated (ch. ii.) that the Jews are in no respect
Vetter than the Gentiles, acknowledged (ch. iii. 1-8) the objec-
tive superiority of the Jews in the fact of their being entrusted
with the revelations of God, by which it is apparent withal how
little the Jews had on their part twned to advantagze this God-
aiven priority. Quite naturally now, reverting to ver. 1, he
returns to the exposition given in the second chapter, and indeed
does this with the question: whether, then, the Jews, despite
their objective advantage, had a subjective pre-eminence ? To
this question he is compelled to reply in the negative, at the
same time proving the sinfulness of Jews and Gentiles by means
of O. T. testimonies. This argument lLe employs principally on
behalf of the Jews, as this method of argument bhad no special
force in the case of the Gentiles. But he employs it principally
against the Jews, Of the sinfulness of the Gentiles the Jews
were convinced even without this; but as concerns their own
sinfulness, their obstinate passion for self-justification could only
he brought to the dust by means of an authority acknowledaed
by themselves. This is the purport of vv. 9-20.

Ver. 9. 7¢ odv;] sc. éatiy, Acts xxi. 22; 1 Cor. xiv. 15; or
épobpey, vi. 1, vil. 7. What then? d.c what follows then ? what
takes place in consequence ? how, therefore, stauds the question ?
The same question of inference is found vi. 15, xi. 7.

—rpoeyoueda ;] In consonance with demonstrable usage, mpo-
éxecbar has but two meanings. Either it is passive: Are we
surpassed 7 In this case it cannot be, as supposed by some, a
question of the Gentiles, who would be introduced liere entirely
without warning, and to whom Paul, in what he said concerning
the Jews, had not given the slightest ground for such a question.
Rather we should have had here a question of the insolent Jews:
“ Are we surpassed by the Gentiles 2 are we worse thau the
Gentiles 7”  DBut apart from the consideration that then Daul
would have introduced the opponent’s question by an épels odv
instead of by 77 odw, this was in no sense the contention of the
apostle in what precedes. Not that the Gentile surpasses the
Jew, but only that the Jew does not swipass the Gentile, was
the position maintained by the apostle. Besides, what follows is
altogether irrelevant as an answer to ¢ies question. First, it must
have been said: od wévor 'Tovdalovs dAAd xai "EX\yras, ov at
least : “EM\yvds Te xai 'Tovdaious, but not: 'Ievdalovs Te xal
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"EM\nvas ktA.  Secondly, it would have been necessary anew
to establish this in particular, that the Gentiles also are sinners;
but not, as on the contrary is done first of all, that the Jews also
arc sinners. — But iu the sccond place, mpoéyeafar may be taken
as middle, in the sense of fo prefend, practexere.  But against the
rendering : How then ? Do we use a pretext? 4. should we put
forward a pretext ? it is first of all to be ohjected, that wpoéyeafar
in this sense canmot be proved to be nsed absolutely, like mpo-
bacileabar. As little as in German it could be said zor sich haltci
(to hold before oneself) in the sense of ctwcas vor sich Lalten (to hold
something before onesell) = to allege something in defence, could
it be said in Greek wpoeyeofac in the sense of wpoéyeabal e
In that case ¢ odv mpoexdueba ; must have been joined together :
what, then, can we put forward in defence? But against this
the o¥ wdvTws tells, for then it must necessarily have stood oddev
Tavtws. But further, according to this interpretation, Wpoexép,eﬁa
could only naturally refer to the pretext employed by the Jews,
vv. 5 aud 7. But these verses contain a secondary thought
already dismissed and done with, and the apostle now manifestly
reverts to the exposition contained in the second chapter; and
finally, the answer given does not suit this interpretation, for it
says that the Jews are sinners, not that they had and should
desire no excuse for their sios.

Nowise satisfied, then, with the regular meanings of 7poéyesfar,
we are compelled to attempt a modified use of the word. - But
then it is manifestly too harsh and arbitrary to attribute to the
verh wpoéyewy the altogether alien sense: fo prefer.  Are we pre-
Jerred 2 namely, on the part of God to the Gentiles. Rather is
this the more easy aund simple supposition—that the middle
stands for the active, mwpoéyecfar for mwpoéyeww, in the ordinary
sense of antecellere, pracstare.  Therefore wpoeyopefa = mpoéyopev,
nwm pracstamus? pun anteeellimus?  Have we a pre-cminence ?
Huve we any advantage? namely, over the Gentiles. So, now,
even Bawr and Umbreit. Elsewhere also in later Greek the
middle form is found instead of the active. Comp. Winer, p. 322
Kihner, § 398, 3; Tholuck on this passage,; Harless on Epi.
i 23, p. 131f An express instance of this in the N. T. is fur-
nished by Tit. 1. 5, where (provided that, as we believe, the lectio
receptee is correct, for the reading of Lachmann, émidiopfdans, is
perbaps only a grammatical correction) émibiop@otofar is used for
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émSiopfotv.  With the present wpoeyopuefa also may be com-
pared Tit. ii. 7: ceavrov wapeyouevos, instead of ceavrow
mapéywv. But in the present passage the middle form is not
used for the active without a slight modification of meaning, as in
Tit. . 5. Rather it may be interpreted : Have we any advantage
Jor oursclves?  Is the privilege of advantage o ws? This inter-
pretation is perfectly, nay, in regard to ver. 1, exclusively germane
to the context. It is found already in Theophylact: éyouév 7
maéor war eDdoxipobuer of 'Iovdalor, ©s Tov vopov xai TH
mepiropny Sefdpevor; and even the reading of some ancient
codices, versions, and Fathers : 70 o0v wpoxaTéyouer (or katéyouev)
meptaady ; (which also, in what follows, omit od wdvrws and vyap),
clearly at first merely a gloss on 7 odv wpoexduefa, presents the
same interpretation. The Vulg. also has: praccelliinus cos?

—o? mavrtes] The most obvious rendering would be: non
prorsus, non planc, non quovis pacto, not entively, not in cvery
point, as in 1 Cor. v. 10. But Paul’s object, as what is directly
subjoined shows, is not to say that the Jews, though not entirely,
yet partially excel the Gentiles, but that they do not excel them
at all.  od wdvTws then=mdvrws od, 1 Cor. xvi. 12, prorsus non,
nwllo pacto, not at all, not in any way ; Theoph.: oddauds; Vulg.
nequaguam. The od holds good wdvrws, Winer, p. 693. o0
mravv also is used in the sense of omnino non. As, therefore, the
objective pre-eminence, the mepioadv of the Jews, holds good xata
mdvra Tpomov, ver. 2 ; so a subjective pre-eminence, a wpoéyew of
the same, holds good xat oddéva Tpomov.

—mpopTiacapela) airia like the Latin causa, charge, accuse-
tion. airidabar, to accuse,to charge. wpo, before, namely in ii. 1 ff.
the Jews, in i. 18 fi. the Gentiles. Comp. wpoéypayra, Eph.
iii. 3. The compound mpoarridocfar does not occur again. The
comma after ydp is to be deleted, for "Tovdalovs e xai "EM\nras
wavras is not the accusative belonging to the infinitive, but the
direct object of the verb mpoyriacduefa. “ For we have before
accused Jews and Gentiles one and all” The apostle conld
regard his charge as established. “Vera accusatio,” says Calvin,
“nonnisi ea est, quae firmis validisque probationibus nititur:
quemadmodum inter accusationem et convieium alicubi Cicero
distinguit.”  srdwras does not stand hyperbolically for woAXos,
as is proved by odd¢ els, obx éomiv ws évds, vv. 10, 12, and mav
oTopa, was ¢ kooues, waca adpf, vv. 19, 20, All the less can
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ii. 14, 15 have been meant of the justification of particular
Gentiles by means of moral works of the natural law,  “ Loquitur
autem de omnibus hominibus praeter Christum,” says Melanchthon,
“ac de sanctis etiam quatenus sine misericordia considerantur.
Porro exemplum de Judaeis accommodandum est ad omnes
omnibus temporibus qui versantur in bonis operibus moralibus.”
In this way the general mode of speech, found in the plural
wpoeydueba, is justified.

—U¢’ apapriav elvad] specifies the matter of the charge = Tod
elvar UP’ apapriav, for we say alridsfar Tiwvd TL ov Twd TUWoOS.
Dut it is still more simple, perhaps, to join wdavras with eivac
as an accus. ¢. infin. depending on wpoyTiacdpeda =we have
before aecused Jews and Gentiles, that they all, etc.  With the
expression: “To be subject to sin as to a master,” comp. Matt.
viil. 9. “Jmo notat subjectionem tanquam sud tyrannidem peecati,”
Deugel. With the sentiment, comp. Rom. vii. 14: éyo 8¢
caprios elut, mempapévos Umod Ty apapriay, and John viil. 34:
wds 6 moldv THY dpaptiav, Sodkos éoTe Tis dpaprias. In this
expression v’ apapriav elvar = dpapTwloy elvar, thongh stronger,
it is clearly manifest how Paul, in his delineation of the actual
sins of the Gentile and Jewish worlds in the first and second
chapters, has at the same time described the sinful principle lying
at the Dbasis of the various manifestations of sin, and holding sway
over all mankind. From this point of view alone do the testi-
monies of David and Isaiah, which follow presently, prove what
they are meant to prove. Properly, they picture the moral cor-
ruption of their own age; but in this moral corruption the inner
and universal corruption of the human heart is reflected. In so
far are the words a perpetual proplecy.

Vv. 10-12 are taken from Ps. xiv. 1-3. Paul cites rather
freely after the translation of the LXX. The conjunction &7
serves to indicate quotation, somewhat like our colon or marks of
quotation.  odx éoTe Siratos ovdé eis] The LXX,, in conformity
with the Heb. 210 At N have odx ot mordv Xpno-'rc';-rn'ra, ovK
forw €ws évos. Altering the form more than the sense of the
words, Paul puts for this ovx &o7e Sixatos, both because otk &ore
oty xpnoToTyTa is repeated ver. 12 (although certainly in the
Ieb. and the LXX. the same expression occurs), and especially
because odi €ore Sixatos ovdé els is eminently appropriate, sum-
ming up by anticipation the general result of the following Seripture
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testimonies.  The general result is just this, that all are devoid
of the Swatooivwn Beod, because all are 0¢’ apapriav. Rightly,
therefore, Bengel remarks on the word 8ikatos: “aptum verbun,
in sermone de justitin.”  The addition of the LXX., ovx éotwv €ws
évos, for which Paul puts odéé efs, is found in the Ileb. text for
the first time in the third verse. Paul employs it here so early,
in order at once distinelly to express the unrestricted universality
of sinful corruption.

—olk éaTw 0 oUVLGY, oDk EaTiv o éklnTdy Tov feov] Ds. xiv. 2.
The LXX., conformably to the Heb. text: «pios éx Tod odpavod
Siéxvirev émi Tols viovs TéY avfpwmwy, Tob Belv el éoTi cuLY
i) éxlnprdv Tov feov. DPaul at once states briefly the negative
result of this divine scarch. ouvmody, in Heb. 5‘35:-"79, wise, in-
lelligent, as elsewhere B30, in the sense: pious, rightcous. On the
other hand, 593, Joolish, 1s often found in the sense: ungodly.
Piety is wisdom, both in its own nature and as ensuring salvation ;
ungodliness is folly, both in its own nature and as eusuring ruin.
The participial form ecuvwdv for the regular ovwiels, from ouwinue,
is derived from the root curiéw. It is especially frequent in the
LXX. Others accentuate, perhaps more correctly, ovviwy from
owiw ({w instead of fyud). Comp. Winer, p. 136, and Buttmann,
Ausf. Gr. Spr. L p. 543, éklpretv Tov Oeov, D‘U5§ ny v,
to scck after God (éxlnrelv, stronger than ¢yrelv), to direct lhis
thoughts to God, to concern himself about God. Luther: to
quire after God.  The article, omitted Dy some codices perhaps
merely as a correction, serves to indicate the entire genus. “The
pious nan, the man who inquires alter God, is not to he found.”
So Matt. xii. 35: o ayabos dvfpwroes ék Tob ayabod Onaavpod éx
Baxrer 1a dyaba, comp. Winer, p. 132, The following 12th
verse corresponds exactly with I's. xiv. 3, according to the LXX,

—mrdvres éfeehwav] all are turned aside, Z.c. from the right
way. In the Hebrew: "0 580,

—dpa gypeawlyear] To dua must be supplied in thought from
what precedes—mavres = all toyether, VI, the entire mass is depraved.
aypelas, uscless ; then iu a moral sense : worthlcss, good for nothing,
Matt. xxv. 30, nequam, improbus. From this sypeibfnoay, in har-
mony with the Hebrew an?_._‘\‘:__;, they are beconie worthicss, arc corrupt.

—odx éoTL Tody ypyaToTHTA] YpnoTés forms a contrast with
axpetos.  xpnaTorys, commonly = goodncss, bendgnitas ; here=
honcestas, virtus, virtue, Heb, 2id,
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—olx €rmw] mody ypnoroTyTa to be repeated in thought.

—é&ws évos] up to onc—i.c. this one included, there is none who
does good.  Heb. 18D, cren one—i.c. thou wouldst not find one,
even wert thou willing to be satisfied with one. olk éoTw €ws
évos is then =ovx éorev obdé eis. The Roman also says: “ad
unw ommnes improbi sunt ”—4.c. the one included.  Comp. LXX.
Judg. iv. 16: ob xateheipfy Ews évds.

Ver. 10 thus treats of unrightecousness in general which is
manifested as irreligion, ver. 11, and as immorality, ver. 12,
The Scripture passages which follow treat of special forns of sin,
partly in word, vv. 13, 14, partly in deed, vv. 15-17. The last
scriptural testimony, reverting to the Dbeginning, ver. 11, traces
back individual sins to their source, the absence of the fear of
God. The quotations, vv. 13-18, are found in editions of the
LXX. as four verses of the fourteenth Psalm.,  Dut they
are taken from other O. T. passages, and on the argin of
the Codex Vatican of the LXX. are added to Ps. xiv. from
the Roman epistle. In the Hebrew they are found only in onc
codex, manifestly translated into Hebrew by a Christian
reader.

Vv. 13, 14. 7d¢os . . . édorioloar] verbatim from Ps. v. 9 after
the LXX.

—Tagos dvewypévos 6 AdpvyE adrav] “ Their throat is an open
grave.” The Etymol. May. distinguishes NdpvyE &' of Nahodpuev
xal dvamvéoper and pdpvyE 8’ ol éolioper xal mivouer émeid)
&bo wopor elot Tov Naepot. According to this it is not the gula
that is meant, the gullet as the organ of swallowing, by which
they would be represented as bloodthirsty dvfpwmeddyor ; hut the
guttur, the throat as the organ of specch. So, too, AdpuvyE, LXX,
Ps. exlix. 6, exv. 7; Job =xxxiii. 2. Doubtless the original dis-
tinction soon disappears, and AdpuyE and ¢apwyE are interchanged,
so that Phavorinus is not wrong when he says: AapuvyE «al
ddpuyE Tavro. Comp. Job xxxiv. 3: AdpuvyE vederar Bpaciv.
Ouly in the present passage AdpuyE, the Heb. [, retains its
original meaning, as is proved by its juxtaposition with the other
organs of specch, yYAdooa, xeihy, oropa, which are referred to
simply as organs of specck. The fertium comparationis between
the throat and an open grave is destructivencss. Their words
and discourse threaten with ruin those who approach them, as
a grave swallows up corpses. In Jer. v. 16 the quivers of the
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(‘haldeans, pregnant with destruction, are compared to an open
grave.!

—Tals yAwooars alTdy édohodoav] with their tonguces they
dercive, Heb. iHP‘,BI:Ij D;it‘j?, they make smooth, their tongues—r.c. they
flatter and feign so as the more easily to lead the unwary to their
undoing. In the third pers. plur. of the historical tenses, the
{lexion ogav instead of ov is very often found in the LXX. and
the Byzantines—cg. Ps. Ixix. 1, #A\focav instead of 5Afov. So
here é8ohioliocav according to the LXX. comp. Winer, p. 91.
The imperfect (they were decetving) denotes what still continued
to take place.

— 05 aomidwy Umo T xelhn adrdv] from the LXX. Ps. exl. 3.
The whole verse there runs: jxévnoav yAdoocav alTdv doel
Spews, los aomidwy Imé T& xeikn alrdv. Adders’ poison is an
image of cunning and destructiveness combined. Bengel finds
the cuuning indicated in o, saying: “Sub labiis, nam 4n labiis
mel est.”

—&v T0 oTopa apls xal mikplas yépe] from Ps. x. 7, Heb.
7h) ninI Nbp il ﬁ';‘l$, “ His mouth is full of cursing, and deceit,
and oppression,” LXX.: ob apds To oTopa abTod wyéuer xal
mikplas xai 86hov. Thus they render P, deceit, by mucpla,
probably confounding it with MW, bitterness, although again they
add 8dhov, and then leave g untranslated. * Os ¢sse exceratione ct
amarulentic plenwm,” says Calvin, “quod vitinm contrarinm est
superiori: sed intelligitur omni ex parte ipsos spirare malitiam.
Si enim sunaviter loquuntur, decipiunt, ac sub Dblanditiis venenum
propinant: sin depromunt, quod habent in animo, illic prodit
amarulentia et execratio.” There have been mentioned, vv. 13,
14, the different instruments of speech,—throat, tongue, Ulips,
stouth—one and all lying at the service of unrighteousness, as
dmha adixias, vi. 13, to be employed for o neigchbour’s destruction.

Vv. 15-17 are taken frecly after the LXX. from Isa. lix.
7, 8. These read, with unimportant variations, agreeably to the
original text: of 8¢ wodes alTdy émi movpplav Tpéyova,

T Meyer well: ¢ When the godless bave opened their throats for lying and cor-
rupting discourse, it is just as if a grave stood opened (observe the perfect), to which
the corpse is to Le consigned for decay and destruction. So certainly and unavoid-
ably corrupting in their discourse,” So now also Matthias, Less in harmony with
the following description, Pelag. Beng. Estius: “ Sicut sepulerum patens exhalat

tetrum et pestiferum foetorem, ita ex ore illorum impuri, pestilentes, noxiique
sermones excunt.,” In the same way Tholuck and Mehring.
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Taywol éxxéar alpa, kal of Siakoyiouol adrdv Siahoyiopol
amo ¢pover chvtpippa xal Talatmwpla €y Tals odois
adTdy, kal 6dov elpijvns odk oidacy, kal odx &Ti Kpiots év
tais 0dols avTdv. The apostle omits émi movmplav Tpéyovat
because it is already implied in Taywol éxyéar aiua, and passes
over the sentence wai of Swah. ... ¢pdvwy, because he is here
treating, not of thoughts, but of deeds.

—avtpippa kal Tahamepla év Tals odols avrav] Where
they have walked, or walk, are found only ruin and misery. In
their paths are found only those whom they have plunged into
ruin and misery.

—rkal 080y elpijvms obk &yvwoav] A path in which they might
be the means of diffusing happiness, they have never become
acquainted with. They belong not to the elpnvomorots, they are
accustomed to nothing but the exercise of hostility. The 68os
elpnvns clearly supplies a contrast with the 68ots, in which
cUvtpippa kai Talavrowpia are found. It is therefore not to be
interpreted : They know not the way to peace, ¢.c. to their own
salvation. Against this also tells the parallel addition of the
LXX.,, taken from the original text: wal odw &or¢ xpiows év Tals
08ols abrdv, “and there is no judgment in their paths.”

Ver. 18. From Ps. xxxvi. 1, after the LXX. “The fear of
God is not belore their eyes;” z.e., it is not the fear of God which
they keep in view, by which they are guided in their dealings,
Ps. xxvi. 3.—The question is, lastly, with what right the apostle, in
the Scripture passages quoted, could find an assertion of the sinful
condition of the whole world. Now Ps. xiv. 1-3 certainly con-
tains such a universal reference. Comp. Hengstenberg, Comin.
on Ps, vol. I. p. 205 : “Paul justly puts this passage at the Zead
of his proof; for the O. T. contains no passage in which the
universality and depth of human corruption are painted in such
vivid colours.” In the other psalms the enemies of the sacred
psalmist are spoken of, “ubi in se ac suis,” remarks Calvin,
“ typum quendam regni Christi adumbrat; quare sub adversariis
ejus repraesentantur nobis omnes, qui alieni a Christo ejus spiritu
non aguntur.” Isaial’s rebuke refers to Israel: “itaque accusatio
cjus multo magis in gentes competit. Quid ergo?” continues
Calvin, “His elogiis hominum naturam depingi, nihil dubium est:
ut inde spectemus, qualis sit homo sibi relictus: quandogquidem
Scriptura tales essc omnes testatur, qui non sunt Dei gratia



124 COMMENTARY ON TIIE ROMANS,

recenerati,  Sanctorum nihilo melior foret conditio, nisi emendata
esset in illis pravitas”  Dut the regencrati most willingly and
without murmuring invariably apply to themselves such Serip-
ture accusations, in remembrance not only of their forier natural
state, but also of the sin still remaining in their flesh.

Ver. 19 sceks to strip the self-righteous Jew of the pretext, in
which he was disposed to take refuge, that the scriptural declara-
tions quoted, vv. 10-18, applied only to Gentiles, not to Jews.
olSapev &€] comp. ii. 2, introduces an acknowledged principle.
The matter, the meaning is, is well known to all who are con-
versant with Holy Seripture.

—37e baa 6 vouos Néyer] On the principle: a parte potiori fit
deiominatio, 6 vowos serves here to designate the entire Old
Testament ; for the seriptural passages were taken, be it noted,
from the Psalms and prophets, not specially from the Mosaic
law.!  Comp. John x. 34, xii. 34, xv. 25; 1 Cor. xiv. 21.
Paul expressly uses this title here, not only because of the legal
character of the citations, but also for the sake of the allusion to
the immediately following Tois év 7@ véug.

—ois év TG vopw Aaket] of év TG vouew, sc. dvres, who are in
the law (véuos here in the striet and proper sense) as their sphere
of life, 7.c. the Jews, ii. 12.  Aéyew refers more to the thoughts
expressed, Aaheiv to the utterance in words. “What the law
contains (says, Aéyer) it speaks (makes known, commands, Aahei)
to those who stand under it.” Hence in Matt. ix. 335, Lulke
xi. 14, it can only be said éxd\joer ¢ xwpds, not érever, becanse
lLiere the chief point is not the thoughts expressed, but only the
utterance in words. Comp. Liicke, Comm. John 1I. p. 290, and
Meyer on Johu viil. 43 ; Mark i. 34. The law speaks to those
who are under the law, in order that they may walk by it, apply
it to themselves, As matter of fact, the covenant-Scriptures were
given to the covenant-people. Therefore the rebukes in those
Seriptures were intended to apply to them. The rebukes to the
Gentiles were indicated as sueh by the prophets, constituted a
subordinate clement in the entire code, and were not recorded
directly for the benefit of the Gentiles but of Isvael, for their own
warning, that they might confess the justice of the Lord, that

b According to Hengstenberg, ibid., the name of the law was translerred from the

books of Moses 1o tho other books of the O. T. not a potiori, but because the latter
shared with the law its normative or regulative import.
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they might be convinced of their own kindred unfaithfulness.
The scriptural testimonies adduced, vv. 10-18, were doubtless
intended to establish the guilt of the Jewish and Gentile world;
but they were intended in particular to do this with respect to the
Jews by the authority of the O. T., which they acknowledged, and
above all to abase their pride. For the conviction of the Gentiles,
the apostle, with wise regard to their point of view, had brought
forward no testimony from Scripture, but dealt with them on the
ground of the so-called light of natural reason, which was always
summoning as a witness against them the remnant of that divine
knowledge and conscience which in their own breast played the
part of a standing accuser. Moreover, the Jews admitted the
guilt of the Gentiles without allegation of seriptural testimonies,
They needed, then, to be persnaded to apply the latter, not in any
sense exclusively to the Gentiles, but, above all, to themselves.

—va wav oTopa ¢payj] the mouth, not only of the Gentiles,
but also of the Jews, who were especially prone to contradiction
and boastfulness, ver. 27. i{va, not eéxBarikds, so that, but
TeMkDS, 10 order that, eo consilio ut. As a rule, the consecutive
sense of the particle i{va is not demonstrable in the N. T. with
certainty.  Rather everywhere, indeed (with the exception of
Rev. xiii. 13), we may be content with the telic acceptation. But,

iless, it is often only a question of a different point of view,
her one and the same thing is represented as a purpose or a
at.  For this reason in several passages iva is convertible
with doTe, without being of itself the same in meaning, Winer,
p. 573. On no ground is there reason in the present passage to
deviate from the proper signification of the telic particle va. On
he contrary, the real meaning here is : that which Scripture says,
1t says that every mouth may be stopped. In consomance with
awell-established biblical teleology, what is commonly to be taken
by us as an effect or consequence of God's Word is often de-
scribed as a purpose of God’'s Word itself, and still further of
God, the author of that Word. The phrase ¢pdocew 1o ooua is
founid in Heb. xi. 33 ; LXX. Ps. cvil. 42; Job v. 16.

—=xal Umobikes qévmrar Tas 0 woopos TG Oed] Umodixos
Theophylact explains by rardkpitos, dmwappnoiacros. It is=
Ume Slkmy v, punishable, liable to punishment, and certainly in
this case the punishment is due to God (7@ ed). yévprar,
like yiwégfo, ver. 4. The penal lability doubtless actually exists
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already, but it is first proved to be such by the testimony of the
Word. wav oropa, mas 6 xoouos stands, as Melanchthon says,
“insigni figura et verborum emphasi” In ¢pdooew orToua and
UmoSucov yiyveafae the judicial form of the expression is to be
observed. * Metaphora a judiciis petita,” says Calvin, “ubi reus,
siquid habet ad justam defensionem, vices dicendi postulat, ut
quae sibi imposita sunt purget: si vero conscientia sua premitur,
silet ac tacitus exspectat suam damnationem, suo jam silentio
damnatus. Eundem sensum habet illa loguendi forma, Job
xxxix. 34: Oppomam manum meam ori meo. Dicit enim,
etiamsi non destituatur aliqua excusationis specie, justificandi
tamen omissa cura se Dei sententiae concessurum.”

Ver. 20. The result arrived at, that every mouth must be
stopped, and all the world be guilty before God, is finally, with a
view to the complete abasement of Jewish pride in the law,
confirmed by the doctrine that the €pya vcpov could not be the
means of the dicatoaivn feod, because the aim of the wouos is
not to justify, but to condemn the sinner. Thus the apostle has
paved the way for a transition to the positive exposition of his
subject, namely, that Sicatoaivy is éx mioTews, 1. 17.

—dwore €€ épywv vopov kTA.] As to 8uéTi, comp. on i 1¢
Heve, too, it is not = propterca, &, but = propterca quo?
wlich case after feg, ver. 19, only a colon or comma is
put, or =nwm. All the world is guilty before God, be e
those works of the law which they can produce for their justi. -
tion fail to justify them. By wopos, of course, is here to be under-
stood, as everywhere, the positive Mosaic law, and the &pya vouov
answer to what the Rabbins call 2"ind o'®yp.  But these are net
merely works of the ceremonial law,—a notion which would result
in a purely abstract partition of the indivisible general conception
vopos, just as un-Hebraistic as it is un-Pauline, The antithesis,
in fact, is not that man cannot be justified before God through
works of the ceremonial law, but through works of the moral law
he may, which would be to do away with the essence and aim of
redemption through Christ. Rather the works of the law stand,
generally and without distinction, in antithesis to fadth., The
vopos, then, is the complete revealed law in its unsevered unity.
Nuy, on the contrary, in this expression in Paul is found, though
not an exclusive, yet a predominant reference to the ,moral law,
to whicl, in truth, litherto reference has chiefly "been made,
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iiL. 18, 21 ff, 26 £ Only on account of this most essential
moral constituent could the apostle bring the moral law of the
Gentiles into comparison with the Mosaic law, ii. 14, 15, and say
of the latter what he does say in iii. 20, 31, viL 7.
épya vopov, then, is explained on the one hand: works which the
law effects, which it wrests from man by its demands, 7. works
such as the unregenerate man who stands under the law is able
to perform in the strength of his own free will; therefore out-
wardly, merely legal works, épya vexpd so called. In this case
the genitive is genitivus quctoris or causae. Thus in the train
of Augustine and Thomas Ag.,, Roman Catholic expositors, since
the Reformation especially, but several modern Protestant ex-
positors as well, and I myself in the two first editions of this
commentary. So, too, Luther in his preface to the Roman
epistle: “Thus inure thyself to the saying that it is one thing to
do works of the law, and another to fulfil the law. Works of the
law are everything in the law which man does or can do of his
own free will and power. But since, among and along with
such works, unloving and constrained obedience to the law
remains in the heart, such works are all thrown away and use-
less.” This St. Paul means (iiL 20) when he says: “ By works
f the law no man becomes righteous before God” To épya
aov in this sense, works whick are done before conversion in
“i strength of the natural will, &eya dvafd, xadd would stand
-opposition, Rom. ii. 7; 2 Cor. ix. 8; Eph ii. 10; Col. i 10;
- Tim. ii. 10; Tit. ii 14, iii. 8, 14, works which are the fruits
of regeneration, of the Spirit, and of faith. On this view, it was
not altogether warrantable exegetically for the older Protestant
expositors to assert that Paul, by the expression épya vdpov,
directly excluded from justification all works, not only those pre-
ceding conversion, but also those following it. The dogma is
true in itself; but its exegetical confirmation lies not alonme in
the &pya wopov being excluded from justification, but rather, as
far as concerns the works of the regenerate, above all in this fact,
that épya dyafd follow as the comsequence of justification. Comp.
Eph. il 10, where the ém{ in émi &ryois dyabois serves to
indicate the final aim. But the consequence of a thing cannot
itself form a constituent element of its nature. In the well-known
Augustan Protestant doctrine: “bona opera non praecedunt justifi-
candum, sed sequuntur justificatum,” which is based upon profound
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acquaintance with the Pauline doctrinal conception, it is Likewise
asserted that justification does not consist in donis operibus, because
the latter are the consequentia of the former. At all events, at
the basis of that older interpretation of the expression épva
vauov lay the implied truth that épya dyadd, when they are con-
sidered as a fulfilling of the law, 2. when they are supposed to
be a medium of justification, at that very moment are placed in
relation to the law, measured by the standard of the law, and
thus themselves become épya vouov, not, indeed, in the semse of
works effected and compelled by the law, but in the sense of worls
demanded by the law and in correspondence with the law.

The latter, then, is the meaning assigned to the expression épya
vououv by older Protestant and a number of modern interpreters,
comp. especially, Wieseler on Gul. ii. 16, p. 194 ff. Accordingly
épya dyafd are not merely works which, as purely outward works,
cannot justify, even though in their sphere they are withous
defect (Phil. iii. 6); therefore, not merely works of the unregenerate
man. But under this designation are included as well the épva
arafd, kald of the regenerate, which likewise cannot justify, not
ounly because they are themselves merely the consequence of justifi-
cation by faith, but also because of themselves they are ever
imperfect. All works demanded by God’s law and in harmony
with it, which any unregenerate or recenerate man whatever can
bring forward, fail to justify him, because they are never a
perfect fulfilment of the spirstual Nomos. This signification of
épya vowov is advanced already by Luther on Gal ii. 16:
“ Loquitur Paulus de universa lege, quod opus secundum totam
legem factum non justificet. Ergo non occidere, non moechari,
etc., sive fiat secundum naturam, secundum vires humanas, secun-
dum liberum arbitrium, sive secundum donum Dei vel divinam
virtutem, tamen non justificat. Possunt opera legis fieri aut ante
justificationem aut post justificationem. Ante justificationem
multi honi viri etiam inter gentiles praestiterunt legem et fecerunt
egregia opera, et tamen per ea non sunt justificati. Post justifi-
cationem faciunt opera legis Petrus, Paulus et omnes christiani,
sed per ea mon justificantur, 1 Cor. iv. 4” In the same strain
says Calov on the passage : “ Puapistarum sophismata ut expedi-
antur, observandum (1) per legem hic non intelligi ceremonialem
legem, quasi opera tantum ceremonialia excludantur a justifica-
tione ; (2) per opera legis non intelligi opera solis naturae viribus
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facta ; quia hic omnia excluduntur opera. Neque (3) per opera
legis tantum opera ante fidem sine Det gratia facta intelliguntur,
quasi opera ez fide facta non excludantur a justificatione: sed
apostolus indefinite opera quaevis excludit.” Comp., lastly, Joh.
Gerhard, loc. xvii. de Justif. tom. vii p. 187 : * Ubicunque abso-
lute et simpliciter opera a justificatione excluduntur, ibi etiam
renatorum opera exclusa intelliguntur. Renatorum opera sunt
opera legis, quia Spiritus sanctus renatis proponit legem tanquam
normam bonorum operum.” Gal v. 22, 23 : “ Bona opera dicuntur
Jructus Spiritus, contra quos mon sit lex, utigue ergo sunt opera
legis, hoc est, a lege praeccpta et leg? conformia.” As the ground
upon which justifying virtue is to be denied even to the good
works of the regenerate, he lays down, p. 189 : “ Ex operibus
legis ideo negantur homines justificari, quia lex non potest per-
fecte impleri: lex spiritualis est, nos autem venumdati sumus
sub peccate, Rom. vii 14. Atqui ipsi etiam renati non implent
legem perfecte, ergo ipsorum etiam renatorum operibus deneganda
est justificatio.”

To this meaning of the phrase &pya vouov we now give the
preference over the ome advocated by us formerly. It might
seem, indeed, as if the apostle, in opposition to the unregenerate
Jew whom out of Scripture he had just convicted of sin, by the
épya vopov, which the Jew imight perchance allege against him,
understands only outwardly legal works. But this does not
prevent the expression épya vouov in the abstract retaining its
general meaning, if here it receives also its special application.
Moreover, among the Israelites there were devout believers who
had real épya vouov to show, whose works, as they still remained
sinners, the apostle intimates must be excluded from the matter
of their justification. And in the last place his Christian readers
were to be led, by the written preaching of the Roman epistle,
again and more thoroughly than heretofore, to make proof for
themselves of the way of repentance and faith, in doing which it
behoved them, above everything, to beware of bringing their own
works, even though wrought by the Spirs, into the matter of
justification. Epya vomov, then, are all works required by God's
law and in harmony with it, which, whether according to the case
in hand they are merely outward works of the unregenerate, or
truly good works of the unregenerate, do not justify before God,

because in no case are they a perfect fulfilment of the law.
Purriver, Rox. L 1
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Wherefore it is said on one side, €£ épywv vopov od Sikatwbrirerar
rdoa adpk, and on the other, of moprai 7ol vépov Sikaiwbricovras,
il 13; for they who have épva wopmov are still no woupral Tob
vépou in the absolute sense of the word.  But the genitive is the
zenitive of belonging to or remoter relation : “ Works which belong
to the law, which stand in relation to the law,” Winer, p. 23
Tbey stand in relation to the law just in so far as the law
requires them and they correspond to the law, in which aspect
the motive from which and the power by which (liberum arbitrium
or gratic De?) they are accomplished do not come into account.
Especially decisive for the interpretation in question is the fourth
chapter of our epistle. The divine oracle there quoted, which
ascribes to Abraham 8ikalwais odx €f Epywr, a\Aa Sia wicTews,
was uttered when Abrabam was already a believer, and engaged,
as to his conduet, in works truly good and well-pleasing to God.
And in the same sense the apostle tliere says that David excluded
works from justification,—David, 2 man believing and devout,
the man after God's heart. Finally, to the Apostle Peter and
the Galatian Christian church Paul proposes as a rule of per-
petual force even for them, ém¢ o0 Swratoirar dvfpwros €€ Epywv
vopou, Gal. ii. 16. For the rest, the expression €épva vopov is
found in characteristic fashion only in the Roman and Galatian
epistles (Rom. ifi. 28, ix. 31; Gal. ii. 16,iii. 2, 5,10). But épva
without vépmov stands in the same sense (Rom. iv. 2, 6, ix. 11,
xi. 6, and Eph. ii. 9; 2 Tim. i. 9 ; comp. the synonymous phrase,
Tit. iii 5). .

—ob Sucawwficerar waca cap§ évomiov avrov] Ps. cxliii. 2,
LXX.: 61 00 Sukarwbricerar evamov oov was {awv. The pegation
belongs to the verh. « All flesh shall not be justified = no flesh,
no one shall be justified, odepia oapf, or ovéels Sixatwlricerar.”
“ A Hebraistic syntactical construction,” Winer, p. 214. So eg.
Matt. xxiv. 22: otk v éowly miga odpf. That Sikawodv has
here its declaratory force is self-evident, for the righteousness
which any one has from épyois vépov cannot be infused into him,
but can only be declared to exist. But still further, évomiov
avrot (not U7’ adrod) indicates that here the only mention is of
a judicial, declaratory act, a being just before the divine tribunal,
te. of a justum declarari. The future Sixaiwfnoerar stands either
for moral possibility (comp. on ver. 6) or for the abstract future,
in the sense: In every case where justification takes place, as
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often as justification is in question. The latter interpretation is
to be preferred on account of the analogous dwaiwce:, ver. 30.
We are not to think of the time of the future general judgment,
for the very reason that already, in the present state of existence,
justification is invariably the immediate result of faith. maca
adpk, corresponding to mwds 6 xoouos, ver. 19, and was fav (H3)
in the passage of the Psalms quoted, is used probably without
special emphasis on the element of frailty in the capf. When
the apostle says that by works of the law no one is justified
before God, he does not mean that this holds good because no
one has works of the law. On the contrary, the Jews had them
and boasted of them, as Paul himself did before his conversion ;
for he says of himself in that period he was xata Sucatoovvny Ty
év vopw dueumros, Phil. iii. 6. Rather épya wvépov do not
justify, as observed, either because they are €pya vexpa, Heb.
vi. 1, ix. 14, or because, although épya dvafd, xald, even as
such they are imperfect. But then the apostle says mot merely
*hat no Jew, but quite generally, that no man attains justification
wvailing before God by works of the law. At the same time, we
are not to suppose that in the expression &pya wvopou, of itself so
sharply limited, he included those works which the Gentiles did
in conformity with their law of conscience, the deputy of the
Mosaic vopos (ii. 14, 15); and this the less, as undoubtedly he
would not have said of the Gentiles’ law of conscience that it
effects émiyvwoi duaprias; for this is only true of the vouos in
so far as it is wvevpaticos, vii. 14. Rather is Paul discussing
the supposition of the Jews, that by their &pya wopov they
attained the &ixatocivry Oeot, and that the Gentiles as dvopot
must first be placed under the vopos, and do its épya, in order
before God to share like honour with them.! This supposition he
combats by the assertion that no man by works of the law attains
righteousness, neither the Jew who has épya vouov, nor the
Gentile if he had them. At the same time it is self-evidently
true, that if even the Jew is not justified by his works of
law, far less will acts done in conformity with the natural law
of conscience assist the Gentile in attaining to real, valid
righteousness.

—8ia yap vépov émiyvwas duaptias] Confirmation (ydp) of
the preceding principle. Works of law justify not, because the

1 S0 now even Mehring, p. 307.
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very nature of law is not to justify, but to impart the knowledge
of sin. Comp. Gal il 10. door €£ é&pywr vouov elaiv, imo
xatdpav elodv. “ A contrario ratiocinatur,” says Calvin, “non
atferri nobis justitiam a Lege, quia convinmcit nos peccati et
damnationis : quando ex eadem scatebra non prodeunt vita et
mors.”  But the law works the knowledge of sin, because the
more familiar a man becomes with it, and the more he takes it
as his standard, the more, by its spiritual requirements of trust
in God, fear of God, and love both of God and one’s neighbour,
it reveals to him the unspiritual, self-seeking, sensual elements
of his nature, so that he ceases to boast of his Pharisaic righteous-
ness and outward reputation, and instead, as a sinner, confesses
himself guilty before God. Comp. vii 7ff. As to émiywass,
see on i 2S. Plena et accurata cognitio peccatv is at the same
time agnitio peccati.

The apostle has now come to the end of ome section of his
exposition. We recapitulate the results arrived at so far. The
theme of the epistle announces how all mankind can find right-
eousness and life only in faith in Christ. To establish this, it
must first of all be proved that in mankind, in their natural con-
dition, only sin and death are found. But mankind before Christ
fell into two great divisions, Gentiles and Jews, whose prevalent
sins took different forms of manifestation, The Gentiles were
given up to idolatry, to corruption of religious truth, unnatural
lusts, as well as to vice and crime of every kind The light of
divine knowledge and of conscience remaining in them could
only serve to reveal to them their inexcusableness and the judg-
ment of death hanging over them, and could not avail to secure
righteousness acceptable to God. Over against them stood Israel,
the people of revelation and covenant, proud in the possession,
first, of the law as the source of all true knowledge of God and
His will, and then of circumcision, as the sign of their covenant-
relation to Jehovah, the only true God and Lord of the world.
Puffed up with such gifts and endowments, the Jews claimed to
instruct the Gentiles, the ungodly, lawless, uncircumcised. But
by such conduct they simply passed judgment on themselves.
For neither fewer nor smaller vices were current among them
than among the Gentiles, and by their transgression of the law
they brought it to pass that the name of God was blasphemed by
the Gentiles, and that the law and covenant-sign stood as a wit-
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ness against theiv untruthfulness and covenant-breaking,  There-
fore, like the Gentiles, they were given up to sin and death.  The
apostle depicts the religious and moral coundition of the Gentile
and Jewish world of thet aye. ITrom this he excepts no single
individual, and in point of fact in the national spirit and character
prevalent in any age, every member of the nation without ex-
ception has a share. Every one contributes to this spirit, not
ouly when as a child of his age he is infected, if not by all, yet
by oue or other of the sins universally diffused; but also when,
through neglect of energetic protest, admonition, corrcetion, and
punishment, he does not mecet it with opposition sufliciently
decided.  But Paul has to do not merely with the external mani-
festation, but, at the same time, with the inner essence which the
manifestation reflects.  Sinful acts, manifold and widely ramified,
point back to sinful tendencics, of which they are manifestations.
There is nothing external without an internal counterpart. At
the root of illegal acts lies the illegal condition, the anomistic
state of heart. Wherefore neither the legal rules by which
Gentile life even in its deepest corrnption was regulated and
influenced, nor yet the works of law in which the Jews, in their
zeal for God's worship, God's service, and the Mosaic Nomos,
prided themsclves, could be any reply to the apostolic catalogue
of sins which to their confusion was licld up belore them. So
little was this the case, that even where, which yet was not easily
possible, Pharisaic legal strictness succeeded in avoiding cvery
illegal «et, and in carrying through a complete and faultless per-
formance of outward works of law, in no wise was either right-
eousness aceeptable at the divine tribunal attained, or implication
in the universal corruption of sin cancelled. Ior God’s eye
pierces to the heart, and His lips of truth describe the sinful
tendency as already a sinful act, a transgression of that law of
His which requires obedience of heart and inclination. Ience
the law, being of a spiritual nature, even to the legally righteous
in the outward sense of the word, brings only knowledge of sin
and death, not righteousness and life. Dut, then, if this is the
invariable attribute and purpose of luw, we see how the sinful
condition of that particular age, with its visible acts and hidden
tendencies, cannot at all be regarded as peculiar to that age—i.c.
fortuitous and transitory. Rather as the separate sinful tendencies
are the source of separate sinful acts, so the shifting sinful
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tendencies themsclves again lead back to an abiding sinful
principle by which mankind is perpetually governed. Evil lusts
lead back to evil lust as the universal source lyins deepest and
most sceret of all, a source which in all ages proclaims its trium-
phant existence in special corrupt tendencies and acts in an end-
less variety of forms. Thus, in depicting the condition of the
world in that age, the apostle withal gives us a picture of the
universal condition of mankind. He thereby proved man’s sin-
fulness and need of redemption in every age and without excep-
tion. If the moral character of his contemporaries was merely
fortuitous, if it did not prove the permanent corruption of human
nature, his entire train of reasoning inisses its mark. TFor neitlier
could he then have so confidently charged every individual without
exception with sin, since a few here and there might in secret
have kept themselves free from contamination, nor even would
the actually fallen need redemption through Cluist, but only,
with the purity and integrity of their nature still remaining,
a turning to repentance and righteousness of life by the spontane-
ous power of their own will. DBut least of all in that case was
the atonement by Christ’s blood an atonement for the sins
of the whole world; for neither was it by any means proved
that the possibly more moral races before Cluist had needed
it, and that the races after Him would need it, nor from this
standpoint of an external moral atomism were there any means
of proving it.

The apostle, then, having shown that all men are under sin,
and therefore that the law cannot be a means of justification,—
nay, that, on the contrary, it only mediates the knowledge of siu,
—tlie second, real, main division of his epistle now opens, con-
taining the positive exposition of his theme, laid down i. 16, 17,
namely, that only mio7is mediates the Swwatoovrn 6feod and
cwtppia. This forms again a coherent whole, iii. 21 up to v. 11.
In this chapter, first of all from ver. 21, the Pauline doctrine of
justification itself is set forth, according to which righteousness
availing before God comes without law through faith in the
atoning death of Jesus. In the fourth chapter this doctrine is
confirmed by the example of Abraham. In ch. v. 1-11 it is
shown in the last place how the possession of cwrnpia and {wr
is the immediate fruit of this righteousness by faith, and there-
fore the indefeasible inheritance of the justified by faith.
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Ver. 21. vuwi 8] may be a mere logical particle of transition :
algud, but then, as in vil. 17 ; 1 Cor. vil, 14, xv. 20 ; or vuwl is an
adverb of tme=€v 76 viv xapo, ver. 26, hoc autem tempore,
but at this tome, as vi. 22, xv, 23, 25, The latter view is to be
preferred, because the apostle glances back not merely to ver. 20,
but to the entire preceding exposition, In coutrast with the
pre-Christian period of heathenism and Judaisw, in which only
sin and the impossibility of attaining righteousness through
works of the law were to be seen, stands now the picture
of the Christian period, in which righteousness by faith, con-
sisting in the forgiveness of sins, is provided without aid of the
law, comp. Gal. iv. 4. “ Hitherto it was so, but now it is
otherwise.” '

—yxwpis vopov] Strikingly Luther: without the assistance of
the law, e without its co-operation. It forms the antithesis of
St vépou, ver. 20, and is to be joined with wedavépwrar, not
with Swkatootvy Beas. With the new revelation of God’s right-
cousness the law in no respect agrees. For the law reveals sin;
the gospel, righteousness. The law says: he that does me be-
comes righteous and Dblessed ; the gospel says: he that believes
in me Lecomes righteous and blessed, x. 5 ff. The law demands
aud does not give, the gospel gives and does not demand. Since
no one does or can do the law, only the gospel which gives freely
without assistance of the law comnmanding, reveals righteousness
acceptable to God.

—ucatoaivy Beoir] see on 1. 17.

—mepavépwrar] 1s made manifest, the completed matter of
fact; amokarimrerar, i. 17, 1s being manifested, the act still con-
tinuing. The ¢avépwars, amoralvyrs stands in antithesis to the
former concealment in the eternal divine counsel, xvi. 25; Eph.
i, 5, 9; 2 Tim. i. 9, 10; Tit. 1. 2, 3. '

—paptupovpévy Umo Tob vopov xal TOV wpopnTdr] Acts
xxviil, 23; Luke xxiv, 27. This new doctrine is withal the
old doctrine testified previously, i. 2, and precisely as such is of
unerring authority. ¢ vépos kai of wpodiirar =the O. T. Matt.
xxii. 40. Already Moses (iv. 3; Gal. iii. 8) and the prophets
(. 17; Acts x. 43) bore witness, that righteousness availing
before God is attained through faith. In so far as the O. T. is in
the main a covenant of law, the righteousness of faith is not
revealed by it but by the N. T.; but in so far as the old legal
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covenant, by means of the evangelic promise embraced in it,
already reaches forward beyond itself, it also bears witness to the
righiteousness of faith proclaimed through the gospel. As to the
relative disclosure of the N. T. revelation of grace in the O. T.
covenant-Scriptures, which is withal a relative concealinent, the
saying of Augustine holds good: “Novum T. in Vetere latet,
Vetus in Novo patet.”” For the rest, Bengel rightly: “ Lex
stricte (namely, in ywpis vopov) ¢t late (in dmwd Tod wouov)
dicitur.”

Ver. 22 specifies by what means righteousness availing before
God is mediated, namely, through faith in Jesus Christ.

—Bewarootvy 8¢ Beod] God's righteousncss, I say. The principal
idea is repeated, because it is now to be more precisely defined.
As to 8 in explanatory repetitions = tngquam, and that, comp.
Winer, p. 553; Phil. ii. 8. “God’s righteousness, but God’s
righteousness through faith.”

—dwa mioTews Incob XpioTod] not % &ux wior. 'I. Xp., either
because Sikatocivvy Sid wioTews is taken as one strictly connected
idea = Righteousness-of-faith, or because Siwatosivn 8id mioTews
recalls the formula 8icatodofar did wicTews, ver. 30; Gal. ii. 16;
Winer, p. 155. Moreover, the article was here the less called
for, as &watoctyn is without it. 'Incod XpioTod is genitivus
objectivus = faith in Jesus Christ. Jesus Christ is the object or
import of justifying faith (Mark xi. 22; Gal. ii. 20, iii. 22; Eph
iii. 12 ; Winer, p. 232).

—els wavras kai éml wdvras Tovs migTevovtas]| se. oboa,
whereas others preler to crase the comma after Xpiored, and to
make eis wdvT. kai ém wdvt. depend on wedavépwrar' The
repetition of wavras expresses unreserved universality, The
righteousness of faith exteuds absolutely to all who believe, not
stmply to Jews, but just as much to Gentiles. It comes unfo all
(els mdvras), and pours itself forth wpon all (émi wdvras) like a
stream. On the accumulation of prepositions for the purpose of
exhausting the idea in hand, comp. Winer, p. 521. «ai ém
wavras is wanting in several old Mss., translations, and patristic
quotations, on which account Lachmann has expunged these words
from the text. DBut since they are not to be regarded as a gloss,

1 But that this method of conmection does not deserve the preference, Meyer
rightly proves, “because the point at issue was not the mode of becoming manifest,
but the specilic characterizing of the rightcousuess itself that had become manifest.”
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of which els mdvras, intelligible of itself, stood in no need, it is
rather to be supposed that the omission of the words arose either
from the eye of the transcriber wandering from the first mavras to
the second, or from an intentional corrcction, the sense being
complete without «ai émi wavras.

—ov wydp éoTe SiagToM] namely, between Jews and Gentiles.
The righteousness of faith extends to all without exception, for
there is no distinction between one and another, because (ver. 23)
all are sinners. “Et opponi debent hujusmodi particulae uni-
versales (wartes),” says Melanchthon, “ periculosis cogitationibus
de praedestinatione.  Clare Deus offert omnibus remissionem
peccatorumn, omnes igitur andiamus hoc Evangelium, sciamus hoc
Evangelium ad omnes pertinere, omnes amplectamur et erigamus
conscientias his testimoniis.”

Ver. 23. mavres qap Huaprov] as was made good by the
apostle in i. 18 up to iii. 19. The aorist describes the act of sin
as a historical fact of the past. The perfect juaprirace = v’
apaptiav eici would represent the sin as continuing with its
consequences to the present.

—«kal Yorepotvrar Ty 80Ens Tob feol] YoTepetabar = DoTepov
yiyveaOau, posteriorem flers, to be left behind in the race, to remain
Ochind. DBut as one that remains behind a thing is without it,
voTepetofar in later Scripture passages means destitus, earcre, to
lack, to be without, and like all verbs of defect governs the
genitive. Similarly Aelmes@al Twos. Luther: “and lack the
glory which they should have with God.” In this case ofa Tod
feod, analogously with Sikatocidvny feod, stands for 86fa évdmiov
Tob Beod, mapa Te Oec’, “ glovy, honour that God deems such, that
avails before God.” Not really differing from this in meaning,
others interpret: “they are without the honour that God gives,
are without approval on God’s part (7ot feod, as genit. auctorss).”
Just so John xii. 43 : %) 86a 7ot feob, for which in John v. 44
7 8ofa 7 wapa e stands. Accordingly, as we interpret Suxaioavvny
Beod, righteousness availing before God, or: righteousness that God
gives, we shall prefer the one or the other of the interpretations
given, which in substance do not differ. But the interpretation :
they are without glorying towards Ged, is out of the question, for
8oka is gloria, not gloriatio. Glorying towards God is radynois
or xavynua wpos Tov feov, ver. 27. But just as little is Sofa
700 feod to be referred to the future glory which God will give
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in ecternal life, as in v. 2, the apostle here manifestly treating
of the desert of man in the present life! Finally, the reference
of the 86Ea Tob feod to the divine image implanted originally
is to Dbe rejected, though most of the older Irotestant and
sonte modern expositors maintain it. For neither can Sofa 7ob
feo De rendered likencss to God, nor does the expression in
the least degree suggest to any one a reference to a 8ofa that
is past, or the interpretation: “they are without the glory that
tod gave them in the beginning”  But neither can 86ka Tob
Ocob sionify God-like glory = image of God. If the apostle had
wished to cxpress this idea, he would undoubtedly have written
simply and intelligibly : xai JoTepoivrar Tis elrxovos Tod Beod.
1 Cor. xi. 7: elxdv xai 86fa Beod, furnishes no analogy sulffi-
cient to justify the reference of 6ofa 700 feod in this passage to
the divine image implanted originally. There man himself is
called 8ofa Tod Oeol; the subject is uot, as lere, the Sofa Tob
Ocob which man ought to have.

Ver. 24. 8Swwarovpevor] Luther: “and arve justified without
merit.”  But Swkatovpevor is not = xai Swcarodvrar, for the
participle does not arbitrarily stand for the copwla with the
finite verb. Rather are we to interpret: “and are destitute of
glory with God, being (since they are) justified freely;” Beza: “ut
qui justificentur.” Here, then, the idea of unworthiness (JoTe-
potvras 86fns) figures as the principal idea, to which the idea of
justification, upon which yet the principal emphasis lies, is
subordinated as a secondary notion. Elsewliere the Greeks often
annex the principal idea in a participial form to the wverbum
Jinitum, which is explained by their wealth in these forms, and
by their fondness for participial constructions. Comp. Matthii,
Ausf. Gr. Gram. Th. II. § 557, p. 1097, 2. But we do not
think that this mode of construetion is chosen here without
design and significance. Rather is it of such consequence to the
apostle to annihilate all 8ofa and all kadypoes in men, that from
the first lie so arranges the exposition of his doctrine of justifica-
tion as to direct it to this end. For this reason, when it is
finished, his first question, ver. 27, is: 7ol odv 7 xalynoes; All
men are destitute of glory before God in two certainly closely

7 Meyer justly obscrves that *“the following Zixasdusvar proves that the 3ife rov

fs0v cannot in reality Le anything essentially diflerent from the Zixaiaivn diod,
and cannot be merely future,”
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connected respeets,—first, because they have all sinned; and
sccondly, because they are all justified in the way of gift. It
cammot then be held that Paul would more plainly or correctly
have written xai Sucatotvrar instead of Sicaroduevor.

—dwpeav] in way of yift, gratuitously, i.ec. without payment
or merit through works of law on our part. Hence v. 17: 9
dwpea Ths Sikatoavvys, and Eph. ii. 8: feod 76 8dpov. In this
signification stands Swpedv, Matt. x. 8; Rev. xxi. 0, xxii. 17.
In the ordinary signification: gratis, without material payment,
Matt. x. 8; 2 Cor. xi. 7; 2 Thess. iii. 8; finally, in the sense of
sin¢ cause, John xv. 25, and of frustre, Gal. ii. 21.

—Tn avrob ydpert] specifies the ¢fficicnt cause of justification.
Its cause is not the merit of man’s fulfilment of the law, for it is
vouchsafed Swpedv. On the contrary, the cause is simply and
solely the free, unmerited love of God, the love which in relation
to the sinner manifests itself as yapes. Respecting the antithesis
of xdpes (or &ieos, Tit. iii. B) and mobos Epywy, or dpeinpua,
comp. iv. 4, xi. 6. DBut if man's being pronounced righteous
depends on divine grace, it is eo ipso identical with absolution
from the guilt of sin, with forgiveness of sins, just as in iv. 1-8
expressly Sucatody, Aoyileafar Sikatoocivny, ddiévar Tas dvoulas,
émwcalUmrTety Tas dupaprias are perfectly synonymous notions.
“By the position of the words 13 adrod ydpire (not 15 xap.
avrot) the divine grace is, in harmony with the notion of
Swpedy, emphasized precisely as the divine, opposed to all human
co-operation,” Meyer.

—38ia Tiis amolvtpdoews Tis év Xpiard 'Incod)] sc. yevoplvns.
“ Contained and resting in Him, in His person, who has appeared
as the Messiah (hence the Xpiword is placed first),” Meyer.
Herewith the mcans are specified of which divine grace, as
the efficient couse, made use in working out man’s justification.
*Amo\dTpwots, properly the redemption of captives in war by a
ransom, or generally redemption by payment of a Adrpor. That in
every passage, in which the subject is man’s justification, which is
mediated by an dmo\UTpwss, this strict signification of purchase,
acquisition by payment of a price, is to be held fast, is evinced
by the synonymous expressions dyopdfew, 1 Cor. vi. 20, vii. 23;
¢Eayopatew, Gal. iil. 13 ; mepimotelafar, Acts xx. 28 ; Avtpotobar,
Tit. ii. 14. But we must especially compare the Lord’s declara-
tion, Matt. xx. 28, Mark x. 45, that He came Sobrat mow puyiw
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avTob AUtpov dvri woAAdv, and the apostle’s corresponding ex-
pression, 1 Tim. ii. G: o Sods éavrov dvrivrpor Umép mdvTwv.
But in Eph. i. 7 the purchase price is expressly mentioned by
name, the alpa Dbeing pointed out as that which mediated
amoMTpwais for us.  Just so in the present passage, ver. 25.
Comp. Rev. v. 9, and Steiger on 1 Pet. i. 18, p. 171 ff. of his
commentary. But no doubt in other passages tle mnotion of
amorvTpwats is generalized into that of liberation in the abstract,
without intervention of a purchase price, Luke xxi. 28; Rom.
viii. 23 ; Eph. i 14, iv. 30. If, theu, we ask from what Christ
redeemed us by payment of His blood, Eph. i. 7 gives the
answer—from the guilt of sin; for there the nature of the
amrorvTpwos which we have in Christ is defined epexegetically
as consisting in ddeois Tdv maparTopdTwv. So, too, in this
passage, where Sikaiwois is conceived as identical with ddeois
TéY mwapamTopdToy, the remission of sins brought about through
amoriTpwors.  In unison with this is Gal. iii. 13, where the
xatdapa Tob vouod is described as the object of redemption. TFor
the curse of the law is merely the manifestation of the guilt of
sin.  With the guilt of sin we are at the same time delivered
from the penalty of sin, from the dpyy Tod feod, which not only
rests upon mankind now, Eph. ii. 3, but is also revealed hereafter,
tom. v. 9, 1 Thess. i. 10, as well as from death, temporal and
etornal death, in which the curse and sentence of the law is
finally executed, Rom. v. 17, 21. But with the guilt and penalty
of sin we are finally ransomed from the dominion of sin and
Satan, Tit. ii. 14, 1 DPet. i. 18, Acts xxvi. 18, Col. i 13,
although this element is not made prominent where the subject
is the dircet efficacy of dmordTpwois in justification. For the
objective forgiveness of sin (8ikaiwaig) is not in the mere abstract
identical with the subjective extirpation of sin (avaxaives:s,
dyiaoucs). We can only contemplate deliverance from Satan's
dominion as involved in 8tkaiwots, in so far as Satan is called o
KaTiywp TGOV dOeAPBY Tudv, 0 KaTnyopdy avTdv évémiov Tob
Beod Huépas rai vurtds, Rev. xii. 10, and 6 16 rpdTos Exwv Tob
favatod, Heb. ii. 14. Comp. Col. ii. 14, 15, But then the
sense in which the alpa XpioTod may be regarded as the means
of expiating sin is made clear to us in what follows. IHere it
only remains to be further noted, that if the apostle (ver. 22)
makes the &ikawootyy Oecod mediated Sia 7is wioTews Inoov
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XpioTob, but in the present verse Sia Tijs dmolvTpwoews Tis év
Xpiord 'Inoob, the two statements can only be reconciled thus—
that amolvTpwois is to be considered the objective, mioTis the
subjective medinm of justification,

Ver. 25. Amo\dTpwots was just mentioned by the apostle in
general terms, but it was needful to define it with greater exact-
ness as a redemption accomplished through alua. The objective
medium of justification Leing thus sufficiently characterized, the
subjective medium /o7ris could not remain unnoticed if the
proposition of ver. 22 is to be exhaustively developed. In the
last place, in the words eis évlecfir x7A. the apostle indicates
the divine purpose of this awolvrpwois 8ia Tol aipaTos.—dv
wpoéfero] mpotifeabfar may mean: fo propose to oncsclf, to
determine, as in i. 15, Eph. i. 9, and then we should translate :
“whom God predestined.” Then, perhaps, grammar would not
imperatively require elvac Aacmijpio, for as we say mwpoopilew,
éxhéyeafai, we may, perhaps, also say wporifecfal Twd 7i, in
the sense: “to predestine, choose one for something,” comp. Rom.
viil. 29; Jas. i 5. But the connection points not so much
to an eternal counsel of God, as rather to a fact realized in time,
a reference confirmed by the following els évdefr «Th. wpos
évdekiv év 7@ viv kapd.  Accordingly, in this passage the only
congruent interpretation is: whom God sct forth. The middle
signification of wporifecfar mneed not on this account be
given up, God set Him forth openly for Himself, His own
righteousness being concerned in this act, comp. els évdefw
s OucatoaVrns adrod. wporifecbar is often used in profane
writers in the sense of spectandum proponere, especially of
exposing the dead. Interpreters quote Plato, Phaed. p. 115 E,
ed. Beck: mporifecfar vexpov; Thucyd. . 34: Ta do7d
mpoTifesfart

! Despite the above explicit statements, Mehring maintains, p. 332, that I
interpret wpoidero in this passage by ‘“He predestined” (sic!), a proof of the
incredible carelessness with which he has read my words. It is just as strange that
lie should say, p. 330, that {resrsizsv occurs altogether but three times in the O. T.,
whereas I have quoted siv passages (and there are four besides), and that he shounld
call my assertion, that the word everywhere means the expiatory covering of the ark,
wrong, because in Num. xxv. 17 it is found as an adjective. On the contrary, this
Jassage quoted by myself supports my assertion. If, when used adjectivally, it
occurs only in cobnection with izitsuz, as a substantive it has itself only the
meauing of iraerdpor iwifizz. Comp. also further, Ex, xxv. 19-22, xxxvii. 9. 1,
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—aomjpwor] the translation given by the LXX. of mB3,
the name given to the cover of the covenant-ark in the
0. T. Ex. xxv. 18, xxxi 06, xxxv. 12, xxxvii. 6, 8; Num. vii.
§9.  Somectimes they add éwifepa, Ex. xxv. 17. When in
Amos ix. 1 they render P92 by iAaomipeov, without doubt they
read NI23 Dy a transposition of n and 9, or believed that it should
be so read. At variance with this coustant and frequent use of
the expression ihacmijpeor for the Kapporeth of the covenant-ark,
thactipiov is found only in Ezck. xliii. 14, 17, 20, as a translation
of MM, the ledge of the altar of burnt-offering. This rendering
is oxplained perhaps by the fact that according to ver. 20 the
Azarahh also, like the Kapporeth, was to be sprinkled with the
blood of reconciliation, or by the fact that the Azarali was the
standing-place from which the sacrifice was offered up. In any
othier sense fAagmijptov is never used by the LXX.  Therefore, as
the passage in Ezekiel, standing by itself in the description of the
idcal temple of Jerusalem, could not come into account, by the
expression thacrijpeov every one must have Dbeen reminded at
ouce of the Iapporeth of the covenant-ark. Hence it appears a
picce of simple exegetical wantonness, without the most stringent
nccessity, to depart from this meaning, the only one verified by
biblical idiom. The more so, as ihagTipror (used also by Philo
for the Kapporeth as the symbol of the {hew Svvduews of God) in
the single passage where it oceurs in the N. T. Heb. ix, 5, stands
in this meaning fixed by usage. The objection raised in these
days that Gentile-Christian readers would be unable to under-
stand an allusion intelligible only to Jews, must be turned
completely round. Even Gentile Christians, considering their
fawmiliarity with the O. T. in the trauslation of the LXX., by
the word iNaoTtijpiov, which, morcover, in this passage plainly
allndes to a current O. T. notion, could be reminded of nothing
clse than the Iapporeth of the ark. In the next place, the word
thacTpeoy in the present passage is taken in this sense both by
the church Fathers and by most of the older Protestant exegetes
(Luther : Guadenstull, mercy-seat), some moderns agreeing.  On

wlhere the expiatory covering is introduced for the first time, Ex. xxv. 17, it is
called for the sake of perspicuity {Aecrdpoy ixifiua, {rom that place onward in the
following verse and everywhere, equally with the substantivised adjective w3
iagTigioy, sc. imifiue, it means the expiatory (namely, instrument) = the expiatory
instrument, the mercy-scat.
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the other hand, most of the modern expositors, and those the most
important, speak of this reference of tAacTijpiov as untenable, if
not as altogether absurd and out of the field. In the first place,
it is asserted that the LXX. had translated (Aagtijpior wrongly,
because NP3 is to be derived from the Kal 183, to cover, and
means opcrculum, covering, not from the Piel 723, fo capinte,
seconcile.  But this assertion is utterly groundless (comp. DBithr,
Symb. des mos. Cult. I p. 381). Were the word formed from
the Kal, it must be 23,  If, then, the Kapporeth means in fact
nothing else than cxpication, cxpictory tnstrument, it is arbitrary to
assert that this symbolic signification sprang in the first instanee
from the translation of the LXX,, and thence passed on to Ihilo.
Not that it is to be supposed, on the other hand, that this meaning
was as well known or familiar to the older Jews and the later
non-Alexandrine Jews as it was to Panl and his readers. — It is
asserted, further, that Paul must have written 70 iNagTrpiov with
the article (not ihaoTrprov without article), as here the realized
1dea of the ark-covering, 76 dAnBwov (NacTipiov, is meant. Dut
docs not this ohjection tell with the same force against the inter-
pretation of the opponents who render (hacripiov, capiatory
suerificc? or was not Christ in very deed the realized idea of
expiatory sacrifice, the expiatory sacrifice xar’ éfoyiv? The
truth is, that, as the only one of its kind, the Kapporeth stood
in no need of the definite article; and even if we translate : an
expiatory instrument, ¢ nercy-seat, this may be quite well under-
stood of a spiritual Kapporeth, the counterpart of the material
one. The want of the article serves to characterize = He has
been set forth by God in the character of a mercy-seat, <.c. as is
self-evident, ol a spiritual, real mercy-seat. Comp. cg. the anar-
throus €v vig, Heb. i. 1 = through One who is a Son. — It is
said still further, that Christ, as Kapporeth, can only be regarded
as conducing els évdefw ydpitos, not, as is declared in what
follows, els &vd. Sikawoovvns. Dut every means of expiation,
precisely as a meaus of expiation by dlood, is an exhibition of
the divine righteousness, the IKapporeth not less than the sacrifice.
— Finally, as concerns the objection, that it is incongruous to
compare Christ, who shed His own blood, with the ark-cover
sprinkled with forcign blood, this is the very difference tihat
naturally follows in the antitype, and has justly been put down
to this account. In the same way, in the Epistle to the Hebrews,
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Christ, who offered His own blood, is represented as High Priest.
The fertinm comparationds is simply this, that Christ, sprinkled
with blood, resembles the Kapporeth sprinkled with blood. In
the same way that the latter, just as sprinkled with blood, covered
the tables of the law contained in the ark, and in removing the
curse of the law by means of the blood of reconciliation set forth
God Himself as reconciled, is Christ, sprinkled with His sacrificial
blood, the end of the law, Rom. x. 4 ; for as such He nailed the
Iaw to the cross, Col. ii. 14, and redeemed us from the curse of
the law, Gal. iii. 13, and thus in Him we have not merely typical,
but real reconciliation with God. As to how the Kapporeth of
the ark symbolized the expiatory compassion of God, comp.
Hengstenb. dic Auth. des Pent. 11 p. 642 ff.  Further, Paul’s
comparison of Christ to the Kapporeth as the central point of the
entire O. T. theocracy is a striking one. On the high significance
of the latter, comp. Biilr, @bid. p. 387 ff.; p. 390 it is said : “ The
Kapporeth was then in any case an expiatory instrument ; and
if, among the various cxpiatory instruments which the Hebrews
had, this one bore the very name of expiation, it must have been
the expiatory instrument xat’ éfoxiv, the first and most im-
portant.”” Hengstenberg says: “ To the Kapporeth all sin and
trespass offerings stood in the closest relation, It formed their
oljective base, a summons and obligation to present them., What
took place outwardly but once a year in the great sacrifice on
the day of atonement, the sprinkling of blood before the Kap-
poretls, took place spiritually in all sacrifices.” Hence, according
to Heb. iv. 16, it is the type of the heavenly Opovos Tijs ydperos.
As such was it set up in the midst of the people encamped
around the tabernacle, a token of grace, like the serpent lifted up
in the wilderness, under the old covenant concealed in the Holy
of Holies ; under the new, revealed and visible to all. Hence the
expression mpoéfero o Beos. The pride of the Jew in the law
could not he more cffectually humbled than by the allusion to
the Kapporeth as covering the Dblood-besprinkled, curse-dealing
law, — Thus we think we have vindicated the interpretation of
the word iAagripioy, formerly current, as the correct one.!  Other
expositors take the word as masculine, and translate : 2cconciler,

' According to Kahnis, Die Lehre vom Abendmahle, p. 66, we have done this

conclusively.  Our view is now accepted also ly Tholuck, 5 Aufl.; Umbreit, p. 34;
Ritschl, Die Entst. der altk. Kir. 2 Aufl. p. 85, Anm. 2; DBesser, 1. 192,
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which would be i\aoris, or: one rcconciling, which would he
iAagropevos. Those who abide by the neuter meaning interpret
either: reconciliation, which would be faouos, or: @ recanciliatory,
a propitiatory means in general. DBut the latter meaning is not
established, and, besides, is far too abstract. The most popular
modern acceptation of thagmijpiov is = capiatory sacrifice, after the
analogy of cwmijpioy, sacrificium pro salnte, TXX. Ex. xx. 24,
xxix. 28, as examples of which ihasrijpior *Ayatol 7 "AOnvd 9
"INeade, from Dio Clhrys. and Hesychius, who explain iAacTiptor
by xafdpoioy, are usually cited. DBut this does not prove the
biblical use of iaoTijpeor in the sense of cwpiatory sacrifice, since
i1 Holy Scripture the word has another fixed meaning, Add to
this that Secripture indeed says Christ presented Himself to God
an expiatory sacrifice (Heb. ix. 14, 28; Eph. v. 2; John xvii
19), but not, God offered or presented Him to mankind in
sacrifice.’  God does not offer or present the sacrifice, but the
sacrifice is invariably offered or presented to God. We must
thevefore rest content with the position that the substantivised
neuter of the adjective, which of itself has the general meaning
of an expiatory, a propitiatory, in this passage retains its histori-
cally-fixed reference to the I{apporeth as the means of expiation
kar’ éfoxiv. Dut Christ is set forth to all the world as the
true Kapporeth, first of all in His public crucifixion, and again
in the word of the gospel, whose echoes are ringing everywhere.
—bia Ths wioTews €v 7@ abrod aipari] The most obvious
interpretation appears to be: «through faith resting on His
blood,” comp. Eph. i. 15: miomis év 176 «upio 'Incod; Col i. 4.
But it is more germane to the context to make the elements of
wioTis and alpa, not hitherto mentioned, stand out with more
significance and independence. This is done by putting a comma
after wigrews, taking &ia 7ijs wioTews, év Td adTod alpaTi as

1 When Meyer replies, ““ the idea that God gave Christ to death pervades the
entire N. T.,"” it is still nowhere said that God offered Christ in sacrifice, which con-
tradicts the very notion of sacrifice.  And when Meyer in later editions answers :
“ Not that God thereby ofcred Christ in sacrifice, which is nowlhere asserted, but
that He set forth before the eyes of the universe Him who is surrendered to the world
by the very fact of His ollering Himself as a sacrifice in obedience to the Father's
counsel, as such actually and publicly, namely, on the cross,” still this setting forth
takes place only through the word of proclamation, the preaching of the gospel,
whereas liere manifestly the reference is to the actual surrender of Clrist as ixaos iz
on the part of God.

Purvirer, Ron. I, K
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parallel definitions, and placing both in connection with mpoé-
feto.  Cod set forth Christ an copintory covering, and this act is
realized on its subjective side through faith, for only through
faith does the individual make the expiation his own; on its
objective side, in the blood, for only in the blood is the IXapporeth
an instrument of capintion. Sa Tijs wioTews, év 7@ alTod aluat
micht also De connected with ilaeTijpor. But the first mode of
connection seems to introduce best the purpose of the act of
sctting forth directly subjoined (eis évdefew Tijs Sikatooivns alrod).
By the very fact that the exhibition of Cliist as a Kapporeti
was mediated through faith and the blood, did God manifest His
richteousness as the end of what He did. The blood here can,
of course, be only the blood of the expiatory offering, which on
the great day of atonement was also sprinkled on the Kapporeth
in tlie most holy place. In this blood really lay the atoning
virtue, according to Lev. xvii. 11. The animal destined for
sacrifice takes the place of the guilty offerer. By imposition of
hands the transference of sin and guilt to the head of the sacrifice
is symbolized. In the Dblood-shedding of the slain vietim is re-
presented the execution of the penalty assumed by way of
substitution.  DBut this blood is destined for the I{apporeth,
which only becomes a means of expiation when sprinkled with
blood. The curse of the law, hidden beneath the I apporeth, is
covered and cancelled only by blood, the token of the life poured
forth, of the transgressor’s penal suffering and death endured,
that death in which the curse of the law received its due. Hence
it is said, Heb. ix. 22 : ywpis aipatecyvoias ob yiverar ddeats.
As to the subdstitutory signification of sacrifice, comp. my Kirch-
liche Glaubenslehre, IV. 2, p. 247 .

—els &vdekiy Ti)s Suwcatosyns avrot] The divine purpose of
the exhibition of Clinist as a Iapporeth by His Dblood = va
évdelfnrar T SikatooVyny adrod, comp. Eph. i, 7. Luther:
“that He may give the righteousness which avails before Him."
Dut this translation depends on a wrong conception of the sub-
joined words, which Luthcr renders: “in the forgiveness of sin,
which had hitherto remained uwuder divine forbearance.” Paul
did not write 8:a Tis dpéoews TOV duapTnudTOY TOY TPOYEYOVOTWY
év T aoyy Tob feon. Luther's interpretation we should regard
as a superlluous repetition of the idea already expressed, ver. 21,
Finally, the words eis évdeckw Tijs Sixarooivns av7ob, ver., 20, are
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explained by the words els 76 eivar abrov 8ikatov. Therefore
Stcarocvvy Beod here can only denote, as in ver. 5, an immanent
attribute of God, and then neither the {ruthfulness nor the good-
ness of God, which Swcacoovrn does not mean, but His righteous-
ness, namely, His judicial, retributive rightcousness.  1f, as we have
seel, Swatody, Sikatoclry Beod = éx Beod or évamiov feod, has
always in the act of justification a reference to the judicial
richteousness of God, it is arbitrary to refer the Sixaiooivvn Beod,
operative in that act as an attribute of God, to His goodness
(xdpts, é\eos, dydmn, xpnoToTys, pavbpwmia, which, as observed,
Suwcatoatyny never signifies).  Gurlitt, Theol. Stud. w. Krit. Jakry.,
1840, p. 974. DBut it is just as arbitrary to explain the epexegeti-
cal addition, ver. 26, els To elvar avToév Sikatov Kai SucatobvTa KTA. :
“that He may be gracious, and i grace justify,” etc. DBut then
God made known His retributive justice in this way—Dby making
the blood of the expiatory sacrifice the objective medium of man’s
justification. Only the death of the substituted victim could
satisfy God’s penal justice. The objection that God wished to dis-
play His righteousness merely for the sake of men, as the notion of
évdetfis suggests, is futile.  The same might be said, according to
Eph. ii. 7, of the divine grace. 'What God makes known to men
has its ground in Himsell. If in the sacrificial death of Jesus
He makes known His righteousness, tlien His righteousness must
have demanded this sacrificial death for its own sake. Had the
purpose been merely a subjective one,—mnamely, the awakening
of a sense of guilt in man {comp. de Wette here),-—the surrender
of Jesus to death, so far from being a proof of the divine right-
eousness, would have been a proof of His untruthfuliess, in making
it appear as if sin really claims a sacrifice which at bottom it does
not claim, and of His arbitrariness in Dbringing about, or even
merely permitting, the death of the innocent, without its being
imperatively required in order to the absolution of mankind from
guilt. Thus the reproach of harshness recoils with full force on
this subjective theory of atonement. In the death of Jesus,
accordingly, is exhibited an objective veconciliation of the divine
righteousness and love, and, as far as the Anselmic doctrine of
satisfaction rests on this basis, the reproach of grossly anthropo-
pathic treatment is urged against it with injustice. In what its
defects consist, on this comp. my Kirchliche Glaubensichre, IV, 2,
p. 87 ff  But then the apostle’s discovering in the afua of Christ



148 COMMENTATRY ON THE ROMANS.

a manifestation of the divine righteousness rests upon this ground
—that God's grace appears in justification in so far as it is
bestowed on us without sacrifice on our part, but His rightcousncss
in so far as the bestowal still is conditioned by a sacrifiee, by the
aipa of Christ. Doubtless this sacrifice, consisting in the sur-
render of the only-begotten Son, the well-beloved, Eph, i. 6, is
withal a manifestation of the divine love, Jolm iii. 16 ; but the
necessity for the surrender was founded in the righteousness of
God, which demanded retribution. It is not, indeed, the love of
good-will that is procured for us through Christ, for this rests even
upon the sinner, and sent Christ for his salvation, but the love of
divine complacency, which is not consistent with the displeasure of
the divine righteousness at sin.  The love of divine complacency
rests only upon Christ, the Just One, who appeased God’s just
displeasure at sin, and upon the man who is justified through
faith in the righteous Propitiator. Christ then appeased not so
much God’s wrath against stancrs, as rather God's wrath against
sin, or God’s wrath against sinners, not in so far as they are God’s
beloved creatures, but in so far as they are creatures tainted with
the sin which is displeasing to God.*

—d8ua T wdpeaiy TAY TpoyeyovoTWY duapTnudTey év T avoxh
Tob feod] states the reason that determined God to the évdeifis
Tijs Owcatoovrns abred. At the same time, this confirms the
meaning of 8uwcatocuvy just given. God having patiently borne
with sins hitherto, cannot be a motive to reveal His goodness, but
only to make known His righteousness. wdpeats, here only in the
N. T. = practermissio, ncylectio, passing by; so also wapiévas, Ecclus.
xxiil. 2; similarly dmepedetv, Acts xvii. 30, and wapopdv, Wisd.

1 Meyer observes : ¢ Moreover, the 3aki of tho divine righteousness, which took
place through the atoning death of Christ, nccessarily presupposes the satisfuctio
vicaria of the irzoriper. Holmann's doctrine of atonement (compensation) does not
permit the simple and—on the basis of the O. T, conception of atoning sacrifice—
historically definite ideas of vv. 25, 26, as well as the unbiassed and clear representa-
tion of the &wsadrpwris, ver. 24 (comnp. the Adrpoy &vri, Matt. xx. 28, and Zvrirvrpoy,
1 Tim. ii. 6), to subsist along with it. On the other hand, these ideas and sugges-
tions given in and homogencously pervading the entire N. T., and whose meaning
can by no means be evaded, exclude the theory of Hofmann, not merely in form but
also in substance, as a deviation evading and explaining away the N. T. type of
doctrine, with which the point of view of a ‘ befalling '—the category in which Ilof-
mann invariably places the death of Jesus—is especially at variance.” And: “Itis
not to the ecclesiastical doetrine, but to Schleiermacher’s, and partially also Mencken's

subjective representation of it, that Hofmann's theory, although in another form,
stands related,”  (Meyer, I. 180.)
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Sol. xi. 23. On the other hand, dpeaes is condonatio, forgiveness.
Sins temporarily passed over may be subsequeuntly punished
(comp. 2 Sam. xvi. 10-12, xix. 21-23, with 1 Kings ii. 8, 9,
44-46), but not sins absolutely forgiven. mpoyeyovéra duaptij-
para are not those of individuals before conversion, but sins
committed before the appearance and sacrificial death of Christ.
The only question is, whether the sins of the O. T. covenant-
people included under the law are meant, or the sins of all man-
kind before Christ. We believe the first, because Christ was
lescribed as the true Kapporeth by His blood, the I{apporcth that
2ally blotted out the sins which were only covered in the form
» ¢ promise by the typical Kapporeth in the Holy of Holies. But
hese were the sins of the people of Israel. This view also
narmonizes with the avowed aim of the apostle, to humble Jewish
pride in the law (comp. ver. 24 on Sixawoduevor Swpedv), and
explains the special prominence of the é&vdefis of the divine
Sikaroavvy, which the Jews fancied they had satisfied by their
épya vopov. In this sense the present passage would agree per-
fectly with Heb. ix. 15: xal 8:a Todto Siabixns rawis peoitys
éoiv, bmws BavdTov yevopévov els dmordTpwaw THV émt TH TpdTY
diadijkn mapaBdaewy kT, and Acts xiii. 39: dwo wdvTwy Gy ok
édumifnre év 19 vopp Moicéws Siwaiwivar, év ToiTe was o
moTetwy Sixarobrar.  In other places Christ is exhibited as one
who by His sacrificial death abrogated the curse of the O. T.
Nomos, Gal. iii, 13, Eph, ii. 15, Col. ii. 14, and this for the
special purpose of redeeming those who are under the Nomos,
Gal. iv. 5. But therewith by natural consequence the guilt of
the Gentile world is blotted out, Gal. iii. 13 ; Eph. ii. 16. At
the same time, with the abrogntion of the Mosaic Nomos, not only
is the obligation of its peculiar law binding on the conscience
cancelled, but the absolute oblization, which, as it hitherto testi-
fied against the Jews, might also afterwards have testified against
the Gentiles. But it is self-evident that with the abrogation of
the Nomos as the perfect and therefore permanently binding
revelation of the divine will, the guilt of mankind after Christ is
abolished as well as that of mankind before Christ, John i, 29 ;
1 John ii. 2. Dogmatic truth of universal application is pre-
sented by the apostle in the form of a special historical exposition.
When the apostle speaks of a passing over of the sins committed
lunder the old covenant that necessitated a manifestation of God's



150 COMMENTARY ON TIIE ROMANS.

retributive justice, this of course does not preclude the oceurrence
even under the old covenant of relative and precursory revelations
of God’s punitive justice, but the highest and adequate disclosure
of Swkatoovvy took place only in the sacrificial death of the Son
of God.—év 7§ dvoxs 7ol feob is to be joined with & miw
wdpesiy = b 76 mapiévar Tob Peod Ta wpoyeyovora dpapTipata
év 1§ avoxn avtob. The avoyry of God, His forbearance, is to be
distinguished from xdpes, His grace.  The first delays sin's punish-
ment, the latter cancels it entirely. IFrom dwoys proceeds the
mapeas, from yapes the dpeots anaptidv. The necessity of the
&vdeafis Tis Swraroovvns is attested by the scorn and false inte
pretation of the divine dwvoys, of which, according to ii. 4, Isra
had been guilty.

Ver. 26. mrpos évdefw Tis Swaroaivns adrod év TS viv kap
contains a resumption of els &defiv Tijs Swr. adTob, ver. 25, with
the expressive addition of temporal definition, év 7@ viv raipp,
when, therefore, the passing over of sins by divine forbearance
has come to an end. The preposition els is exchanged for mpés,
perhaps merely for the sake of euphony, to avoid the threefold
repetition of the latter (els évdefww wrh., ver. 25 ; els &vdetbwy wTA.,
ver. 26 ; els 1o elvar w7\, ibid.). The article received by Lach-
maun, 7pos [THv] évdefw, may possibly be genuine, alluding to
the évBetfis already mentioned.

—els 70 elvar abrov Siraiov] that He may be just—ic. be
acknowledged as sach by men, comp. ver. 4. As to the teleo-
logical form of expression, see on ver. 19.

—«ai Sukarolvra 1oV ék mioTews "Incod] As els 70 elvar adTov
Sikawov 1s an epexcgesis of wpos (eis) &vdefw kA, so is kal
Sucatobyra 2 companion definition to &lkaror. The emphasis
rests on 1oy éx migTews 'Incod. God manifests His righteousness,
even in justification, in justifying, not the man who busies him-
self about works which do not satisfy the claims of His righteous-
ness, but only the man who by faith appropriates Christ’s
righteousness, 1 John ii. 1. “Summum hic habetur paradoxon
evangelicum, nam in lege conspicitur Deus justus cf condemnans :
in evangelio justus ipse et justificans peccatorem,” Bengel. As to
Tov éx TioTews, comp. on Tois éE épibelas, il. 8. ’Inood is wanting,
indeed, in some codices, and varies in others; but it is to be
regarded as genuine, on account of the implied reference of mic7is
to 'Incoby Sixatov, which in any case must be supplied. Perhapy
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in the particular manuscripts it has dropped out, after the analogy
of vv. 28, 30.

We have here, then (vv. 24-20), a sedes proprie of the Pauline
doctrine of justilication, a passage always acknowledged as such.
We saw that of the divine attributes ydpes and Suwcatoaivy come
into view as actively at work. The dmoMdTpwois €v 76 aiuats
XpiwoTob coutains the mutual adjustment and reconciliation of
these properties which the sin of man had placed in hostile
relations.  Through this dwoAiTpwos there is now procured for
man Siwkalwots, consisting in d¢eois 7oy auapridv. The sub-
jeetive medium by which this justifying grace, objectively pro-
vided and offered in Christ, is appropriated on man’s part, is
aiocris. We have still to investigate more closely this latter
notion, both as to its nature and operation. wie7Tis in Scripture
does not generally denote a mere intellectual acknowledgment of
the truth of the doctrine of atonement, or of the contents of
revelation. How could such a faith exercise an influence,
transforming human nature, and raising it above itself, such as
is everywhere ascribed to it in Secripture ? Ilow could it be a
power overcoming the world, such as is described 1 John v. 4?
Rather is such a faith merely the mioTisc vexpd spoken of
in Jas. ii. 20, a possession common to men with demons, which
thercfore can only beget ¢pixn, ver. 19, but cannot manifest its
energy in ayamn, Gal. v. 6, Faith which brings salvation,
according to O. and N. T. Scripture, is nowhere a mere
intellectual acknowledgment of the truth of revelation, but
everywhere a trust of the heart upon a God-given promise of
grace. IlioTis and émwayyelhia are everywhere inseparably inter-
woven. As such trust of the heart, the faith of all the heroes
of faith under tlic old and new covenant is exhibited as to its
nature, comp. the portrait of Abraham’s faith and Heb. xi. The
object of saving faith in general is any promise of divine blessing
and gift. Dut the object of just{fyiny faith in particular is the
promise of the divine blessing and gift in Christ, of the forgive-
ness of sins procured through Him as the atoner, and provided
in Him, as Swcacovpevor 8ia 7is dmolvtpdoews Tis év Xpiord,
ver. 24, alone proves. But then this saving, justifying faith
itself is mot a work of nature, but an effect of divine grace.
Even the choicest fruit springing from nature is merely a
work of Jaw, and as such cannot justify., We should not be
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justified Swpedv, T alTob ydperi, ver. 24, if wioTis were the
power still left in human nature of recciving by its own power
the dmorvrpwots év Xpiord Inaob. This act of reception, with
its immediate effect, the regencration of man’s heart, is alone of
sucli value that it would certainly detract from the unqualified
worth of divine grace if it stood Ly the side of grace as a co-
operating, ineritorious factor.  Further, Scripture says un-
reservedly : 70 ryeyevvnuévov €k Tis ocaprds, cdpf éari, John
iil. 6. But wiores is not of a carnal, but spiritual nature. It
is therefore yeyevvnuévov éx 7ol mvevuaros, ibid. Again, no one
can come to Christ except the I'ather draw him, John vi. 44.
But faith is nothing else than coming to Christ, than the result
of the Father's drawing to the Son through the Spirit. Specially
important for the understanding of the nature of faith as an
effect of the Divine Spirit of grace is Eph. iil. 8-10. If faith is
wholly a work of nature, or half a work of nature, neither has
xdpiti éaTe gecwapévor, nor yet odx €€ Hudv, Beod TO Sdpov, nor
va pij Tis ravysjonras, nor, finally, adrod ydp éoper moinpua,
ktigbévres év Xpiotd ’Inood, its entire and unrestricted import.
For in that case there is found at least a division of agency
between grace and our merit, God’'s gift and our work; self-
glorying is not abolished. We are then not God’s work only,
but our own as well; and we arc not created by God alone, but
with God are creators of our own righteousuess availing before
Him, and of our renewal in Christ Jesus. As an effect of God
and of His wredua, faith is also expressly deseribed in Rom. xii. 3 ;
1 Cor. xii. 3, 9; 2 Cor. iv. 13; Gal. v. 5. Justifying faith is
therefore, as we have so far seen, a divinely-wrought reliance of
the heart upon the reconciliation procured through Christ, or
upon God’s grace in Christ offered to us in the word of the
gospel in the form of promise.

The further question is then asked, how far faith thus imparted
can be the precise subjective meaus by which God's reconciling
grace is appropriated. The answer is, in so far as, viewed as
reliance upon Clrist the Mediator, in its innermost essence and
kernel it is nothing else than a renunciation of all work and
merit of our own, or in so far as it is the Organon by whiclh
man, unrightecous in himself, lays hold upon the righteousness
of Christ. Taith, in the specilic cvangelical sense of the word,
meaus just nothing else than a reliance, not upon our own épya



CHAP. III. 26. 153

véuov, but upon the drorimpwois 8ia Tob aiuares Tob XpioTobd.
A promise can only be embraced by believing trust. Auny other
mode of apprehending the promised good is in the nature of
things not to be conceived. But it is important to unfold
still further the scriptural, genuinely Pauline idea which lies
wrapped up in the abstract in this relation of Clrist’s objective
work of atonement and man’s subjective appropriation by faith ;
and in order to guard against any infringement upon the true
evangelical doctrine of justification distinctly to bring out this
point, that in the act of justification faith in no respect comes
into consideration as to its peculiar moral quality and excellence,
nor even in reference to the love and good works which issue
from it. ‘Were the renewal of the heart and life a co-ordinate
ground of justification, how could this latter be described as
consisting alone in the forgiveness of sins (Rom. iv. 7, 8), and,
indeed, in a forgiveness of sins already fully purchased and pro-
vided in the redemption effected through Christ’s blood (Eph.
i 7)? Thus faith in no way effects or completes forgiveness,
but simply accepts it as it is offered. For this reason it may be
said not only we are reconciled, but also we are justified, ia Tijs
awolvTpdoews, Rom. iii. 24.  But if faith here come into con-
sideration as the power of new birth to spiritual life, we should
not be justified through the atonement pure and simple, faith
which lays hold of the atonement adding nothing to it, but we
should be justified through the new man in us as an effect and
fruit of the atonement. Comp. Ronw v. 9, Sikaiw&évres odv év
76 avrod aipati Faith then in a word justifies, not on account
of its own worth, or on account of its moral effects, but solely on
account of its object and import, on account of Christ’s righteous-
ness, which it lays hold of and malkes its own. Only thus is the
apostle’s question (Rom. vi. 1) to be understood : ¢ odv époduev ;
émpevoipey Tf dpaprig, a % xdpis wheovdoy. If, along with
Jjustifying faith, its sanctifying and remewing power and efficacy
were already to be taken into account, if so far it came not into
view purely as the medium appropriating forgiveness of sins, this
question has no meaning whatever. Only after he has completed
his description of the justifying power of faith does the apostle
in this epistle, from the sixth chapter onward, as elsewhere (comp.
Gal. v. 13 ff.), describe faith’s sanctifying power. If this last is
the effect of the former, how caun it at the same time be its
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eanse 7 If the sanctification of man is always imperfect, so that
Scripture everywhere requires its growth, how can it Le a help in
supplementing in any -vay the perfection of Christ, which in
justification is given us to make entirely our own, 7c. form a
constitutive clement of justification itself? If the new life of
the regenerate is still constantly sullied by sin, 1 John i. 8, then
this new life cannot be the ground, or even a joint-ground, of
our perfect righteousness availing before God. This ground is
simply and solely the holy and perfect sacrifice of Christ which
becomes our possession through faith. Thus is demonstrated the
seriptural truth of the Protestant doctrine of impuiatio justitice
Clariste, of justificatio per fidem, not propter fidem, as well as of the
Reformation Shibbolcth—sole fide. In this formula, often called
dead and stiff, to the soul instructed by God’s word and Spirit
in the nature of sin and grace, and really feeling its need of
salvation and comfort, is thrown open the IHoly of Holies of the
evangelical faith.!

As, then, the apostle, in the very course of expounding his
doctrine of justification (vv. 24—26), has given a glimpse.here and
there of a controversial reference to the pride of the Jews in the
law, so, now that the exposition is finished, his purpose—hitherto
kept back, and only indicated—of humbling the work-righteous
Jew comes forth openly, and, so to speak, in the triumphant
consciousness of a victory won (vv. 27-30).

Ver. 27. arob odv % xabynois;] Where then is the boasting ?
See a similar form of question, 1 Cor. i. 20, xv. 55; Luke
viil. 25 ; 2 Pet. iii. 4. In the mod (“ Particula victoriosa,” Bengel)
is tmplied, so to speak, a search after something that has
disappeared. odv draws an inference from the doctrine of
justification, expounded vv. 21-26, which has just made all
wavymows disappear. 7 kavymaus, gloriatio, not 7o ravynua,

1 Comp. Meyer, 1. 169: ** Every mode of conception which refers redemption and
the forgiveness of sins not to a real atonement through the death of Christ, but sub-
jeetively to the dying and reviving with Him, guaranteed and produced by that
death (Schleierm., Nitzsch, Hofm., and others, with various modilications), is
apposed to the N. T.,—a mixing up of justification and sanctification.” Aund, p. 181:
“ As to keeping the scriptural notion of imputed righteousness clear of all admixture
with the moral cliange of the justified, see also Kdstlin in the Jakrd. fiir Deutsche
Theol. 1856, pp. 105 {I., 118 {f. ; Gess, ibid. 1857, p. 679 ., 1858, p. 713 fI., 1859,
1. 467 fI. ; compared, however, with the observations of Philippi in his Glaubenslehre,
1V. 2, p. 237 {f., second edition.”
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iv. 2, gloriandi materin.  The glorying itself, not merely the
ground or object of glorying, has vanished, no doubt the former
only because the latter. In full assurance of victory, the apostle
sces even the most stubborn gainsayer put to silence. The
article before xavynots denotes a boasting that is known, often
practised and heavd, or often already brought forward and
repelled, ii. 17, iii. 19. The xavynats, therefore, obliquely
rebuked everywhere from ch. ii. onward, may only be that of
the Jews, not of men in general. Rightly then Theodoret,
acreeing with Chryost., Theophyl, Oecum., already explains 3
kavynas by 7o Uymhor Tdv 'Iovdalwr ¢povnpa. DBut the
kavynaws of the Jews referred to their &pya véuov, comp. Eph.
ii. 9: obx €€ épywv, wa i s ravyionrar; 1 Cor. i 29. A
striking example of such xadynois is found, Luke xviii. 11 ff.
The apostle acknowledges only a xavydcfar év xuvpip, 1 Cor.
i 31; 2 Cor. x. 17; Gal. vi. 14,

—éEexheioln] Theodoret: odx &rv ypav Exer.  éxxhelew, to
cxelude, .c. either: not to admit one who is without, or: to turn
out one who is within. Then metaphorically : not ¢o allow, non
admittere, or: to put away, removerc. Here in the latter meaning,
as in Gal. iv. 17.

—38w molov vépov ;] sc. éfexhelcfn. By what law is all
boasting excluded ?

—7av Epywv ;] of works? 4.c by the law that enjnins works ?

—ovyi] not by this law; for, as the practice of the Jews
shows, this fosters, although contrary to its aim and destination,
which is to beget the knowledge of sin,—this fosters the legal
pride and boasting of men. By its very nature the law may
become, though not a cause, yet at least an occasion of false
kavymotis ; but the gospel not even the latter.

—aM\a Sia vopov mioTews] sc. ébexhelaln % kavynois. “ But
by the law of faith,” 4c. by the law that enjoins faith. The
apostle is fond of such sharp and stirring antitheses. The law of
Moses is a vopos €pywr. The gospel is really the opposite of the
vopos, and yet it is a vdpos, but a vépos miocTews, a law that
summons, not to works to be perfectly done, but to the grace of
forgiveness to be received. Thus in i. 5 the apostle speaks of an
Umukon mioTews, an obedience to faith, just as dmioria is often
described as dme{@ea, unbelief as disobedience to God’s word
(comp. Heb. iii, 19 with iv. 6); and in 1 John iii. 23 it is said :
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aiirn éativ 9 évrohy adrod, va mioTebowper 7@ dvouart Tob viod
avrol 'Ingot Xpioroi xrTh. Therefore even in the association
of wopos and 7ioTews the word voupos retains the meaning nori,
obligatory rule of conduct, and never means doctrine, comp. Rom.
vili. 2: vopos wvevpatos and vipos dpaptias; ix. 31: wouos
Sikatoaivns; Jas. 1. 25, 1l 12 : vopos élevBeplas.

Ver. 28. Noytopeba qdp] The teatus reeeptus reads obv instead
of yap ; but the latter reading has the greater weight of external
authority on its side. Aoyileofac is not = avAhoyifeabar, to con-
clude, but = to hold, to judge, consere, il. 3, viii. 18,  Tle apostle
represents his doctrine of justification as having gained universal
assent through the preceding course of argument. Aoyilesfar,
then, implies the absence of doubt as to the objective trath and
certainty of the doctrine held.

—dwatodabas wioTer dvbpwmov ywpis épywv vopov] The order
of words mioTer Suxarovobar, which the recepte has, is supported
Dy slighter authority, and looks like a correction for the purpose
of emphasizing miares as the chief element. Still mrioTee, standing
as it does in the middle, may receive a sharper emphasis = with
regard to justification, we judge that only by fwith does man
obtain it. wio7et, as the dative of instrumental cause, is essentially
synonymous with, and only in form different from, &ia mwioTews.
Luther . through faith alone. Catholics have reproached him
with falsifying Scripture, because «lone is not found in the text ;
but with injustice. For as Paul knows but one way of justifica-
tion under two forms, that by works of the law and that by
faith, it follows that if one is expressly shut out, as it is here, the
other alone remains. Comp. éav pif, Gal. ii. 16, and Luther’s
Sendbricf vom Dolmetschen, Erl. Ausg., Bd. 65, p. 108 ff.: “ But
they see not that it is implied in the meaning of the text; and if
we are to Germamize 1t clearly and foreibly, it (sole or solum) is
necessary. . . . But then I have not only relied on and followed
idiom in adding solum, Rom. iii. [ver. 28], but the text and St.
Paul’s meaning require and imperatively demand it.” Not only
the cliurch Fathers, but also a German Bible translation before
Luther, Niirnberg 1483, and even two Italian ones, Genua
1476, Venedig. 1538 : “per la sola fede,” employed these pei-
ticula cxclusive without objection in their days. Moreover, sole
fide stands in the sense of tantum fide, not of fide solitaria,
inasmuch as justifying faith is invariably attended by good works.
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Hence Protestant theology said: « Fides sola justificat : at nee
est, nec manet sola. Intrinsecus operatur et extrinsecus,” or:
“Fides, etsi nunquam sine operibus est, tamen sine operibus
Justificat.” The objection that épya vouov are only works of the
unregenerate, that the apostle excludes from justification these
only, not the épya dyafda of the regenerate, has no force. By the
endeavour to make his épya dyafd pass as the ground of justifi-
cation, the regenerate man falls back to the legal position, seeks
the complete fulfilment of the law not in Christ’s work, but in
his own good works, and thereby again stamps his épya dyafq,
by the legal relation that he gives to them, as épya véuov. See
on ver. 20, where, in addition, we have seen that the expression
épya vopov already of itself, and directly, embraces the good works
of the regenerate. We abide, then, by the decision of the
Formulae Concordiae Epit, iii, Affivin, vil. : “ Credimus, docemus et
confitemur, quod ad conservandam puram doctrinam de justitia
fidei corun Deo necessavium sit, ut particulae exclusivae (quibus
apostolus Taulus Christi meritum ab operibus nostris prorsus
separat solique Cliristo eam gloriam tribuit) quam diligentissime
retineantur, ut cum Paulus seribit: Ex gratic, gratis, sine meritis,
absque lege, sine operibus, non cx operibus.  Quae omuia hoe ipsum
dicunt : Sole fide in Christum justificaomur o sclvamur. Eph
ii. 8; Rom. i 17, iil. 24, iv. 3 seq.; Gal. iii 11; Heb. xi”
Comp. Sol. deel. IIL p. 691, ed. Tech. ywpis excludes all co-
operation of works in the act of justification. On the general
dvBpemov, « man, Chrys. remarks : 77 olxovuévy Tas @bpas dvoifas
Tijs cwTnpias, ¢naiv, dvbpwmoy, To Kowov Tis Pvacws dvopa Bels.

Ver. 29. Supplementary proof of the correctness of the dogma,
ver. 28, that only faith justifies, not works of the law. The
proof is drawn from the consequence which would inevitably
follow from the opposite supposition. If man becaine righteous
by €pya vopov, God would only be the God of the Jews, not also
of the Gentiles, for He had given the wopos only to the Jews.
%] introduces anotlier supposition which must certainly stand
good if the dogma, ver. 28, is wrong ; comp. ii. 4.

—Tovdalwv 6 eos povov ;] sc. éativ.  elval Twos, alicujus essc,
to belong to sume onc, Luke xx. 38 ; Gal. iil. 20.  Docs God belony
only to the Jews? It is needless, then, to repeat feos in the
sense of 7 0 Oeos "Iovdaiwy pbvov éotiv Beds ;

—ovyi kai éfvar;] forms a second independernt question, whilst
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the less authenticated lectio recepia, otyi 8¢ xai éfvav, forms only
the second portion of the one question beginning witl: .

—val kai é0vov] God is the God of the Gentiles also, inas-
much as He is the Saviour also of the Gentiles. That He is the
Creator, Lord, and Ruler of the Gentiles was acknowledged even
by Jewish particularism. On the other hand, O. T. prophecy, in
the Messianic prophecy of the calling of the Gentile world, bore
witness also to the former truth, that God, as the Saviour of the
Gentiles, is the God of the Gentiles.

Ver. 30. Paul argues ¢ concessis, namely, from the indubitable
truth of the unity of God. If He is one, His fixed counsel
respecting the human race must be one and the same. Were
He merely the Saviour of one and not of the other, He Himself
would not be oue, but twofold in nature. émeimep] quando scincl,
quandoquidem, sceing that, lays down a matter that is fixed, free
from doubt. The less authenticated reading, received by Lach-
maun, eiwep, siquidem, if at «ll cvents, rests perhaps merely on a
correction or change of the transcriber, émeimep being an dmaf
Neyopevoy in the N. T. Even elmep of itself would give a good
sense. For elsewhere also we find the rhetorical device employed
of leaving in suspense one’s own judgment on a matter as to
which the final decision cannot be doubtful, a course by which
the certainty of the position in question is only made the more
emphatic, comp. 2 Thess. i. 6. Since, then, God is one, He mani-
fests Himself as one towards Jews and Gentiles in justifying
Jews, as He does Gentiles, through faith.

—bs Oucardoe] not only in the general judgment; but the
future denotes an act in constant course of occurrence, ver. 20,
v. 19. What always holds good may be equally well repre-
sented as having taken place (perf), as taking place (praes.), or
as to take place (fut.).

—areputopny . . . akpoPuatiav] ic. the Jows, the Gentiles. So
dkpoPuoria, ii. 26 ; mwepirous, iv. 12.

—ék mioTews . . . dia Tis wioTews] The change of the preposi-
tion (éx, source ; éud, means) indicates no real difference of meaning,
Gal. iii. 8; Eph. ii. 8. At most, it might be intimated that the
distinction, if any at all, is merely verbal, not real, <.c. thereforc
in truth none at all.  Thus in the change of prepositions would
lie a certain Pauline subtlety. “ Itaque,” says Calvin, “ subesse
in verbis ironiam judico : acsi diceret, siquis vult habere differ-
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entiam Gentilis a Judaeo, hanc habeat, quod ille per fidem, hic
vero ex fide justitiam consequitur.” But probably the inter-
change occurs merely for rhetorical reasons. DMoreover, the
omission or insertion of the article (wloTews, Tijs wioTews) is
immaterial, since in the self-defined idea wigTis, both may occur
with equal propriety. DBut from the expression éx wioTews no
Justificatio propter fidem can be deduced. It indicates merely the
rise or origin of justification from faith in general. The mode of
origination may be variously conceived. But justification does
not spring from faith in the sense of the latter being the ground,
but only in this, that it is the mcans of justification. Hence, as
matter of fact, éx wioTews = dia wiaTews, per fidem.

Ver. 31. Several modern expositors, following in the train of
Origen, in harmony with whom Theodoret explains: dvwfev yap
kai 0 vouos kai ol wpodiTal Ta wepi TS wicTews éféamiaay, find
in this verse a resumption of the idea expressed in the words,
ver. 21 : Suwatoovvny Geod, paprvpovuévy vmo Tol vépov kai TOV
wpopnrv. The law would then be confirmed by the doctrine of
Jjustification through faith alone, in so far as even in the Pentateucl,
as the following chapter shows, Abraham is adduced as an ex-
ample of justification through faith. But in this case we should
expect in iv. 1 a yap instead of odv; for the bhare assertion that the
law agrees with the doctrine of faith could not directly form the
lasis of an inference (¢fv), but must first of all Le itself estal-
lished by evidence (ydp). Moreover, the view referred to is not
in perfect keeping with the context. The qguestion, véuov olv
katapyobuey Sia Tis wioTews, manifestly looks back to ver. 28.
The doctrine that man is justified through faith without works ol
the law, seemed to involve an utter abolition of the Nomos, and
to give countenance to a pernicious antinomianism. To rebut
this objection, it is not enough for the apostle to show that even
the book of the law teaches justification by faith. From this the
only inference would Dbe, that the law decrees its own abolition.
Thus the confirmation must be sought in something else.  But it
can neither be found in the fact that the law begets the knowledge
of sin and so leads to Christ, nor in the fact that in Christ's
sacrificial death the law obtained its due. For in this is still
implied simply an abolition of the law, ver. 20; Gal. iii. 21-25;
Eph.ii. 15; Col. ii. 14. Hence the meaning can only be: We
establish the law, inasmuch as from faith the wnew obedience
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proceeds, the love developes itself, which is the m\jpwpa vopov,
xiil. 10. The old establishment of the law, issuing from the
Jews, was rcally a xatapyetw, inasmuch as the law was still
violated. On the other hand, the xarapyetv of the véuos, issuing
from the doctrine of faith, is really an {ordvar, inasmuch as the
believer now fulfils the law by the Holy Spirit.  « Faith fulfils
all laws,” says Luther’s note on this verse; “works fulfil not a
tittle of the law.” Comp. viii. 4; Gal. v. 23.  Certainly the law
is abrogated only in the form of Imperative demand and the curse
annexed thereto (Eph. ii. 15 ; Gal. iii. 13), whilst in the case of
the DLeliever this is replaced by spontancous obedience to the law,
Ilom. vi. 14-18. The present verse then contains merely a
passing thought interposed by way of anticipation, an abrupt
setting aside of a natural objection. Moreover, this way of speaking
is quite in unison with the animation of the apostle’s course of
thought and style, comp. the subordinate argument in the opening
of this chapter. Just as the brief proposition, 8ia vouov émiyrwos
dpaptias, which concludes in ver. 20 the description of the sin of
the Gentile and Jewish world, is more fully illustrated in vii. 7-25,
so the present wopav {oTdupev, which concludes the description
just given of justification by faith, is treated at greater length
in vill, 1-11, Iere the apostle glances, so to speak, merely by
anticipation, at the more complete argument which follows later
on, The illustration of the idea suggested under every aspect
would have interfered too much with the course of the main
exposition at present in hand.

—«kaTapyodpev] abolemus, we abolish, ver. S, iv. 14 ; Gal. iii. 17.

—&ia Tijs mioTews] namely, inasmuch as we teach that only
through faith is justification attained. Comp. the reproach of
abrogating the law brought against Paul on the part of the Jews,
Acts xxi. 28.

—lordpev] stabilimus, confirmamus, we cstablish, confirm. As
heve katapyety and (oTdvas, so in Heb. x. 9 dvawpelv and ioTdvac
are contrasted. foTdper is not the conjunctive, but the indicative
derived from (o7dw, instead of {oTauer from ioTyue, comp. Winer,
p- 93. Tor the rest, the reading (ordvouey, received by Lachmann,
is attested by preponderant evidence, although certainly the rhythm
of the period is more in favour of the form {oroper [Fritzsche,
P- 210 in Wordsworth’s Commni]. See a declaration of the Lord
cotresponding to the affirmation of this verse, Matt. v. 17.
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Though the Nomos in the present passage comes into considera-
tion only with respect to its abiding moral substance, of this sub-
stance even the ceremonial law partook, in so far as under its
material and perishing garh it embodied types of higher ethical
conceptions.

Pumarper, Rox 1. 1,
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CHAPTER IV.

TuEey are two closely interlinked propositions which the apostle
has worked out in what precedes iii. 21 ff.,—first, that man is
justified by grace alone through faith, not through works of the
Inw; and next, which [ollows directly from the former one, that this
justification is imparted not only to Jews, possessors of the law, but
just as much to Gentiles. Doth propositions are now corroborated
Ly the example of Abraham,—the first by David’s judgment also,
-—Abraham, the progenitor of the Jewish people, the father of
the circucision, who was for the Jews the name of highest
authority, to whose sacred example they expressly appealed
when they extolled the righteousness of works, and insisted on
them as the sole meaus of justification. The fact of Abrahaw’s
example and David’s testimony coufirming the doctrine of
justification by faith, proves that, as is said in 1ii. 21, it was
witnessed beforehand by the law and the prophets.

Ver. 1. Ti odv épotper "ABpaap Tov matépa Nudv ebpyxévac
kara odpra ;] The phrase 7¢ oty or 7¢ odv époduer, common with
owr apostle elscwhere, must not lead us, with some expositors, to
insert a note of interrogation after odw or épovuer in this passage.
Then the second question would run cither: époduer 'ABp. =
war. jp. €bp. kKata odpka, or: ABp. T. war. Nu. ebp. kaTd odpra.
Dut then, as object, we must supply to evpmuévar cither 8-
rawoovvyy, which is arbitrary, or an indefinite 7, which would
ouly Le possible upon the supposition that what Paul had said
Lelore sugsests the notion that Abraham may have attained
something xata odpra.  Thus the sentence: 7/ odv ... xkata
capra, is to be taken as one question: “What, therefore, shall
we say that Abraham our father has found according to the
flesh?”  kara capra is to be joined with edpyxévar, not with
Tov watépa nudy. In the latter case DPaul mmust have written :
= obw époduev ebpnrévar 'APpadp Tov waTépa fudw Katd odpra.
This order of words is indeed recommended by numerous and
welghty  authorities, and Lachmann, who, moreover, reads
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mpomdropa {or watépa, has received it. Nevertlicless, it looks
far too like a designed transposition, especially as Origen and
Chrysostom lheld to the former connection. DBut wpomdropa,
uncomnon in the N. T., in use only among the church TFathers
to designate Abraham as the progenitor of the Israelites, is to be
regarded as a gloss, intended to prevent watépa rjudv here being
taken in the spiritual sense, as in vv. 11,12,16,17, 18. More-
over, the question: “What then shall we say that Abraham has
found, our father after the flesh ¢” would give a wrong meaning,
Tor the answer must still clearly be: “He has found nothing,”
which is without foundation. Certainly Abraham found some-
thing, and in truth much, namely, righteousness acceptable to
God. Abraham found nothing merely by works of the law, or
rata cdapra, which must therefore of necessity be joined with
evpnrévar.  Since Paul Ly ¢ maryp Hudv describes Abraham, not
as father of all Dlelievers, Lut as progenitor of the Jews, he
thereby indicates beforchand that in the subsequent reasoning he
concerns himself with the Jews, who maintained that Abraham
had been justified xara cdpra, éf épywv. Karta adpra seems
then to be explained by ¢€ &pyor, ver. 2. If the épya are referred
to the external, Iegal works which the unregenerate man performs
in the strength of his natural free will, this legal righteousness
would Dbe designated here as originating from the old nature of
man, the odapf, a 8ikatosivy kara cdpra, capruaj, in opposition
to the spiritual righteousness of faith. As the apostle (Phil
1ii. 4-6) comprehends under memoi@nois év sapri natural descent,
circumcision, and works of the law, and as generally circumecision
and works of the law from the Jewish standpoint are inseparably
connected, in agreement with the interpretation suggested, xard
capka should perhaps in the present passage also Le referred tu
both, to circumeision aud external works of the law. The ouly
circumstance to throw doubt on this explanation is that
Abraham had already in the obedience of faith complied with
God’s call, and already, as a believer, and one to whom righteous-
ness was imputed not by works but by faith (comp. ver. 3), stood
on tle ground not of mere outward and legal works, but of works
really good and acceptable to God. However, even bclicoiny
David (comp. ver. 6) excludes his good works from justification.
See my remarks on ver. 20. On this account the &rya of
Abraham, which are not to be taken into account in the matter
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of lis justification, must cmbrace unot only Ablraham’s works
while still an unbeliever, hut also Lis works when a believer
Chrysoston early confessed this when in lis cightlr homily on
the Roman cpistle he says: 70 wév vap épya py Eyovra ék
wigrews Swarwbival Twa, obdév dwewds, TO 8¢ woudwra v
katoplopact py évrevfer aA\ dmo wioTews vevécOar Sikaov,
tobTo 76 favpaotév. Little, then, as the apostle assicns the geod
works of believers to the sphere of the oapf, since they are the
fruits of the wvedua, for Paul they fall into this category, directly
that they are cousidered, as the Jews did with regard to the
works of Abraham, in the light of righteousness availing before
God.  ILverything wherewith man would magnify himself and
assume airs, especlally in God’s sight, even though of itsell a
good gift of God, 1nay be described as belonging to the sphere of
the human, phenomenal, perishing.  Comp. 1 Pet. i. 24, So alzo
in Gal. iii. 3, Paul calls the desire for righteousness througlh faith
alone a wveduare évdpyecfar, the blending with this of good
works a capwl émireelafar, comp. also Gal. v. 4, 5; Col. ii. 18.
The same view is expressed in the note of Ilacius on this
passage: “ Vox secunduin carnem hic significat ex operibus, non
sine extremo contemptu Justitiae operuwn, sicut et Isalas inquit :
Omnis caro foemun, et omnis justitia cjus sicut flos agri, et
sicut etiam habetur, Philipp. iii. 4, ¢/ Gal. 11 3, cum Spiritu
cocperitis, nunc carne consummamini: causa locutionis est, ¢uia
caro, id est homo ipse in se habeat et praestet illam justitiom,
non gratis ei a Deo imputetur, etiamsi eam praestet jam renatus,
nam illa quoque opera vox haec complectitur”  Calov, who
agrees with this note of TIlacius, in the end declares for a third
interpretation, followed by a number of interpreters before and
after him, according to which xara oapka in this passage is to be
veferred to circumeisio as a cercionie in carne obsignata.  In
modern days this explanation has been especially advocated by
Mehring (comp. also Schott, p. 226), who says, p. 368 : “If we join
the words xara odpra with edpyxévar, they correspond to the
subjoined €£ €pywy, and include circumeision, which was expressly
performed €v oapxi.  Nay, not without great probability they
will denote not merely with primery, but, considering the words
following immediately, with caxclusive reference to circumeision as
the chief representative of works (comp. Eecclus. xliv. 20: xat
év capxi avtob éotnoe Ocabhjrny), all external things, to which
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capecially worlks belong”  We are now disposed, although Meyer
calls it * entirely opposed to the context,” to give the preference
{o this interpretation, hecanse it secems to us to be the one most
directly suggested both by the expression and thing signified.
Abraliam, who is called the progenitor of the Jews, is as such
withal the progenitor of the circumcised. The Jews regarded
circumeision, not Iike the apostle as above all the seal of the
covenant of grace, but exclusively as the seal of the covenant of
law, as the sign of obligation to observe the law. It was to
them the primary and fundamental work, including in itself all
otlier works, as the cause includes the effect. Hence xata odpra,
ver. 1, is convertible with é£ épywy, ver. 2; and as surely as cir-
cumeision was a divinely ordained sign of the covenant, so surcly
wight works be regarded as divinely produced works. The
reference to circumcision is the more natural, as the Jews were
directly described, iii. 30 (iii. 31 being, as we saw, a sentence
only cursorily interposed), as the meperopsj, by which their specific
distinction from the Gentiles as the dxpoBuoria is emphasized.
I the weperows, like the drxpoPuvotia, is justified only through
wiaTis, then is mepetops) itself not the means of justification.
With this the question natwrally connects itself, whether
Abralinm had not been justified through circumecision, therefore
through works. Thus the special inquiry about the adérea Tijs
weperopdys, 1it. 1, which was started in opposition to the assertion
of its entirc dvwpélera apparently maintained (ii. 25-29), and
which still awaited its solution, is again taken up in the present
chapter, and in the following ver. 11 receives an answer.
Whether justification lies open to the Jew through circumcision
or without circumeision, 72.c. through works or without works,
this is the question which is ever emerging again and again,
and with which the apostolic exposition from ch. ii. to ch. iv.
deals. But when Paul in this passage says, not éx mepiTouds,
but kata odpka, in this disparaging description of wepitows) lies
wrapped up the answer to the guestion, namely, that in ¢his way
Abraham attained nothing. Comyp. the expression mepitoun év
capki xetporointos, Eph. ii. 11, and edwpocwmely, vavydobar év
capri—=év mepitopd, Gal. vi. 12, 13.  Just so even in Gal. iii. 3
gapkl émiredelofe may De said in severe irony of the circumeision
i which the Galatians now sought their perlection, a course by
which they simply made manilest their relapse into a carnal
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mind, in contrast with their former spiritual dispesition. With
ebploxew, N, {0 find, attain, gain, comp. Acts vii. 40.

Ver, 2 confirms the negation implied in the question of the
previons verse. el yap "ABpaau €€ Epywr édixarwby] Taul says
not é§ épywv wopou, because the vopos was not yet given to
Abraham; but in substance the expression is the same. The
Talmud even infers from Gen. xxvi. 5 that Abraham already
ohserved the entire Mosaie law. é8uxaidfn is not directly and
specially = was justified by God, but =was justified in general,
was found just, leaving it uudetermined by whom. Comp. iii. 4.

—&yer kavynual habet gloriandt meaterianm.  He has reason to
glory, namely, towards man, after human fashion,

—dA\" o0 mpos Tov Beov] but not towards God, who does not
recognise merit. So the apostle says even of himself, he was
kata Swatoctviy THY v vouw duepmros, hut calls this a
memolfnais év capxi that camnot justify him Dbefore God, Phil.
iil. + ff.  The interpretation now given of this verse is the only
one at once natural and in keeping with the simple tenor of the
words. That a general and indefinite reference is thereby assigned
to Sikarolofar is a comparatively slicht difficulty, as the word
still retains its radical meaning. But all other modes of inter-
Pretation are decidedly forced and untenable. Somme, altering the
punctuation, have tried to explain the meaning in two ways.
First: &M\’ ob mpos Tov febv. Dut this makeshift is to be re-
jected on this ground, that the formula of aflirmation must have
i, not wpos Tov Geov, but mpas Tod feod, or rather pa Tov fedv,
even 7wpos Tod Beod Dbeing a formula of oath, not of aflivmation.
Secondly: el wap ’ABpadp €€ épywv édikardbn ; “For was
Abraham justiied by works?” Answer: “IHe may glory, but
not before God.”  From this it follows that he was not justified
through works. This explanation is ingeunious enough, but arti-
ficial'  Against it the objection lLias justly been urged, that € is
not found in Paul in a direet question; that the question itself is
irrelevant to what precedes; finally, that the sentiment of the
auswer in its unrestricted extent is inadmissible. In accordance
with the connection of thought, the most passable sense would be
gsiven Ly the interpretation which regards @A\ o0 wpos Tov fedv
as the minor of a syllogism, of which the conclusio must be

! Meyer has now given this up, and follows the interpretation of the Greek
exegetes.



CITAD. 1IV. 3. 167

supplied.  “Tor if Abraham was justified Dy works, he has reason
to boast, but he has no reason to boast before God; therefore e
was not justifiedd by works”  Dut in this case Paul must clearly
have written : €xee kavynua wpos Tov Oedv' aAN oly éyer. Finally,
Theodoret observes: 2 Tdv ayabév Epywv mhjpwots adTols
crepavol Tovs épyaopévovs, Ty 8¢ Tod Beod piravBpwriav
oY delrvvor.  So, too, the rest of the Greek exegetes, Chrysost.,
Occumen., Theophyl. If Abraham was justified through works,
the meaning is; he eanmot boast of this at least ewilh respect to
(fod, since in that case his justification is not ¢ divine bencefit, but
Ie himself has earned it.  But this was precisely what the Jews
maintained.  They therefore were not silenced by this. Henee
tlieir refutation must have been contained in the declaration of
Scripture, ver. 3. Dut then this would bave been introduced by
&, not by ~ap. DMoreover, the apostle himself shares the
opiuion, that whoever is justified through perfect fulfilment of the
law has reason to glory even U¢fuore God.  Comp. Mehring on the
passage.

Ver. 3. That Abraham was not justified bdefore God Ly the
merit of works, is proved by the Scripture in which God Himself
Lears a different testimony about him, namely, that lLe won
richteousness availing before God through faith, not through
works. The Scripture passage quoted is taken from Gen. xv. C.
There Abraham reccives the promise of a son and of a nuinerous
posterity. Now, every divine promise is of necessity a pledge
of an earthly gift and seal of heavenly grace. Faith in the former,
therefore, always includes faith in the latter. The divine gift
invariably bears the character of a sacramental ratification of
divine covenant-grace and covenant-truth. Thus in Gen. xv. 1,
in the words: “Tcar not, Abraham, I am thy shield,” the Lord
first of all seeks to strengthen Abraham’s confidence in this, His
covenant-truth. But beyond this the earthly gift itsclf, made
sure to Abraham, included in quite a peculiar way the promise of
the highest heavenly gift. From his natural posterity was to go
forth no other than the Seed of the Woman promised from the
very beginuing.  Abraham’s faith, then, in the promise of a
posterity from which blessing was to diffuse itself over all nations,
implied faith in the promise of the Messiah, the Seed of the
Woman and Conqueror of the scrpent, whose birth was linked
to the seed of Abraham. Thus the higher divine word of promise
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stood or fell with the lower. Clearly, then, the apostle in this
passage brings into view the elements thus indieated of Abraham’s
faith.  Not in so far as Abraham believed in the birth of Isaac
aud his natural posterity simply considered was he justified hefore
God, but only in so far as this faith, looking both backward and
forward, included in it reliance upon divine grace and upon
the advent of the Messiah whiech was linked to Isaae’s Dbirtl.
This follows as matter of course {from the nature of the Pauline
doctrine of justification. If the object of .\brahamn's justifying faith
hiad been, not God’s grace in Christ, but only his future natural
posterity, the analogy between Abraham’s and a Christian’s faith
would simply have cousisted in the subjective spiritual guality of
trust. But had faith as a subjective quality of soul, as a spiritual
excellence of disposition, as a virtue well-pleasing to God,—had
this in Paul's view justified Abraham, the apostle would with his
own hand have cut the very sinew of his doctrine of justification.
For we have scen that, according to that doctrine, faith does not
justify man before God on account of its subjective character, a view
which must be described as a falling back to the legal standpoint,
but that faith justifies man only on account of its object and
import, whiclh is no other than Christ, or God's forgiving grace
in Christ. Tven Abrahamm knew aud in faith embraced the
promise of this grace, and this faith was reckoned to him for
righteousness.! That this is actually the apostle’s meaning is

1T rejoice that now even Meyer adheres to this proposition, so boundless in its im-
portance and pregnant in its issues, Loth as to the N. T\ doctrine of justilication al
as to the notion of O. T. prophecy. He says: ¢ Still less (in opposition to Neander
aud others) can the explanation of the subjective nature of faith in general, without
the addition of its specilic objeet (Christ), suflice for the conception of Abrahwm as
the father of all believing in Cherist ; since in that case there would only have been
present in him a preformation of faith as respects its psychological quality generally,
and not also in respect of its subject-matter, which is nevertheless the specific and
distinguishing point in the case ol justifying faitl.—We may add that our passage,
since it expresses not a (mediate) éssuing of righteousness from faith, but the impuia-
tion of the latier, serves as a prool of justilication being an actus forensis : and what
he Catholic expositors (inchuling even Reithmayr and Maier) advance to the con-
irary is a pure subjective addition to the text.” It is also far from suficient when
Tholuck, Aull, 5 (comp. Wieseler on Gul, iii. 6, p. 242 (L), ealls the parallel between
Abraham’s faith and the faith of Christians a zirfual one, on the ground that the
promise vouchsafed to Abraham was likewise a promise of grace. In the case of
justifying [aith, it is not a question of a promisc of grace in gemeral, but of the
promise of grace in Christ. Tholuck no doubt ealls the teaching of Lutheran
theology, that even fn the case of Alwalam the Messiah promised to him is to be
considered as the real olject of faith, a ptitio principii.  But il it is admitted, which
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proved by vv. 4, 5 beyond contradiction. It is said, ver. 3:
"ABpacp émioTevoe kai éNoyialn alr els Sikatoaymy, and ver. § :
T$ mioTebovTe émi TOv Sukaiobrra Tov doeBi) Moyiletar ) wioTis
els Swcaroovynr. Thus the wioTis of Abraham, which was ac-
counted to him for righteousness, consisted in his believing in
I@im that justifies the ungodly, just as David’s justifying faith,
according to vv. 6=8, had no other meaning. That Abraham
looked for the coming Messiah, the Messialt come expressly
testificd, John viil. 56. DBut if we always extract from the O. T.
text merely the minimum that grammatical and logical interpre-
tation, talen alone, can find in it, with no regard whatever to the
whole strain of O.and N. T. Seripture, and to the teaching of the
Lord and His apostles, the result is an exegesis in the highest
degree barren for theology. We must grant, indeed, that in clear-
ness, distinctuess, and unbroken continuity, Abrahamic saving
faith is not to Dbe compared with the Clristian, if only the
essential identity of their substance be held fast. We have already
indicated the connection of the Protevangelinm with the promise
of Isanc and with the universal blessing to spring from lhis seed,
which justifies the apostle in his conception of Abrahaurs faith.!
Dut then it follows from this that hie has not arbitrarily enlarged
the meaning of the Scripture testimony, to the effect that to Abraham
his fuith was counted as righteousness, in applying it to justification,
while originally it merely expressed, like Ps. evi. 31 (comp. Num.
even Tholuck does not deny, that for the apostle the justification of the Christian is
an actus jorensis, consisting in the imputation of the righteousness of Jesus Christ,
thien the petitio principii can ouly be discovered in the supposition that the apostle
lLias drawn his paralle]l between Abraham's justifying faith and the Christian’s justi-
fying [aith with due regard to ccactness. Dut to question this argues no particular
respect cither for Pauline precision of thought or for the anthority of the apostolic
word of God. The great and holy Apostle Paul is at least no vacillating, misty
divine of the modern mediation-theology. When Tholuck distinguishes in the
Pauline doctrine of justification between the apostle’s conception and the truth
cuhodied in this conceptlion, and discovers the latter in 1he notivn that in the appro-
priation of Christ by faith lies in fuct the prineiple of a perfect fulfilment of the law,
that justilieation is an anticipatory declaration which judges of the germ by ils sub-
sequent complete development (comp. on ver. 5, p. 178 f.), it is easily explicable
that he then also makes the apostle no longer so exact as to the object of Abraham’s
Justifying faith.  This may be more remarkable in Mehring, p. 385f.  Meanwhile,
cven he asserts that per fidem and propter fidem are not absolutely separable. In
that case one should simply acknowledge in so many words that the Romish Chureh,
in its theory of justification, in opposition to the Reformation, is fundamentally in
the right.
1 See more in detail in the Ezcursus to this chapter.
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xxv. 12), the divine approbation of a particular act well-pleasing
to God. In the case of Abraham it was his faith; in the case of
Phinchas, spoken of Ds. cvi, his deed, that was reckoned as right-
cousness. The faith of Abraham, the father of the covenant and
of faith, was specific faith in the covenant-promise. The deed of
Thinchas was an extraordinary heroic achievement, which, on
account of its apparent harshness, stood in need of special divine
approval aud of ratification in the shape of reward. Finally,
Abraham’s justification extended merely to his own person, while
the reward of Phinehas extended “ to all gencrations for evermore.”

—émiorevoe 8¢ 'ABpeap TH Ged] LXX.: wai émiocTevoev
"ABpap 7@ Bed] Taul puts the main idea, on which the emphasis
lies, first: émioTevoer, 0Vk épya émoujoato, olk elpydocate. The
particle 8¢ belongs merely to the citation, not to the connection of
the Pauline argument. Moreover, instead of ABpdp Taul em-
ploys the form of the name '4Bpadu, which appears first Gen.
xvil, 5, and afterwards is exclusively used. He was to be intro-
duced even here as the type and father of nations, of believers.

—«al éhoyloln alrd els Sucatoa'uvnv] literally after the LXX,
The Hebrew text has the active ¥ naeny, where God is to T
conceived as the subject. é\oyiaOn, zt awas recl: oncd, namely, 70
mioTedoar, which is to be supplied from émiorevoer, Winer, p. 495.
Aoyileafar in the present has sometimes (vv. 4, 5 ; contrary, ver. 6),
in the aorist passive has always, the passive sense, becanse for the
active sense the middle aorist forin exists. In the Hebraislic
mode of construction: Aoyilesfal Twi 7o els 7 (Us. cvi. 31:
‘D'l'.‘-‘? i 2N, els denotes the result of the reckoning, ii. 26.  As
an evidence, not so much of the Justifying power of faith as of
the reward bestowed on true faith, the passage of Geuesis cited by
Paul is quoted in 1 Mace. ii. 52 more in the apoeryphal Jewish
than in the Pauline canonical scnse.

Vv. 4, 5 lay down two general antithetical propositions
respecting the ground of justification, from the application of
which to the preseut case of Abralin the inference is that to
him justification was vouchsafed without the meritorions media-
tion of works. Thus vv. 4, 5 contain an illustration of ver. 3.
7@ 8¢ épyalopévo] Luther strikingly: “Dbut to him who is
occupicd with works”  “Operantem vocat,” says Calvin, “non
quisquis bonis operibus addictus est, quod studium vigere debet
in omnibus Dei filiis: sed qui suis meritis aliquid promeretur:

2
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similiter non operanten, cui nihil debetur operum  merito.
Neque enim fideles vult esse ignavos: sed tantwm 1ercenarios
esse vetat, qui a Deo quicquam reposcant quasi jure debitum.”
0 épyalopevos has therefore the pregnant signification : one ective
in aworks, whose life-clement is works, secing that he performs
them as a means to attain the Swatocivn Beod and cwTtnpia.
The metabatic & serves merely to indicate the transition {rom
one thing to another, or as a mere link of external connection.

—0 ueaBos] The reward due, which presupposes, on the part
of the receiyer, merit in the proper sense of the word.

—o0 Aoyiletar kata ydpw dAa kaTa opeiryual The emphasis
lics not on Noyilerar, but on xata ydpw, as the antithesis xata
opeirnua indicates. The apostle does not wish from the ex-
pression Aoyileafas itself to prove that justification is by grace,
which would be opposed to idiom. TFor Aoyileafar means: fo
bring into account, to rcckon. Whether this is done by grace or
according to merit each particular case shows, not the word
simply. The proof of Abraham having been justified by grace is
not that his faith was reckoned to him, but that his fuith was
reckoned. A work also may be reckoned, Is. evi. 31. More-
over, according to the former false couception, we should have
most awkwardly before kara ydpw to supply in thought a TodTo
8’ éotiv, and, in addition, to suppose a zcuyma, since alter dA\d
some such word as 8/8orar must Dbe extracted from Aoyiferar.
It has been justly observed, that if the apostle had given to
Noyilerar the pregnant sense of reckoning by grace, he must
have written: od NoyileTar 8¢, 6 éoaTe ydpis, 0 piohos TG
épyalouéve, kata Speilpua altov NapBdvovti, Aoyiletar 8¢
7@ iy épyalouévp, moTebovte 8¢ é. T. 8. T. doePi) 1) wioTis al. els
dwe.  To one active in works, we must interpret, God accounts
reward not by grace, but by debt. The épyalouevor, supposing
that they are momrai Tob vomov in the full sense of the word,
have therefore, without doubt, a claim to reward proportionate
to their merit. In reality, even to themn God owes nothing,
inasmuch as they have only done what they are bound to do,
Luke xvii. 10. Dut of His goodness He has assuwmed this debt,
bound Himself to them by the promise of rewird, to the fulfil-
ment of which they certainly have a just claim.

—T® 8¢ py épyabopéve] Opposite of 1@ épyalopuéve,
ver. 4. Not such an one is meant, therefore, as does mno
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cood works at all, but one who does them not with a view to
his justification.

—mroredorte 8¢ émi Tov Sikatolvra Tov doefBi] The doeBis
here is not Abraham in partienlar, who, according to the tradition
derived from Josh. xxiv. 2, and found in Philo, Josephus, and
Maimonides, belore his calling is said to have been an idolater;
for the proposition, as the parallelism of vv. 4, 5 shows, is to be
taken as a general principle. Swcaioly Tov daefr) yields a
stronger contrast than &Swwawdv Tov &dikov. All the more
illustrious also is the energy of the faith whieh in reliance upon
the divine xdpeis Dlelieves in spite of doéBea. moTedew éml
wwa, Lo belicve in sone one, ver. 24, Acts ix. 42, xi. 17, according
to the Pauline couception of justifying faith, is not dillerent frow:
“to put his trust in some one.”

—oyilerat 9 wioTis abrob els Siwarogvvny] The Latin church
(Pelagius, Ambrosiaster, Vulgata) added to these words: sccundum
propositum gratice Dei (ic. kata Ty mweobecw Tis yapiros Tob
feot, after the analogy of 2 Tim. i. 9). The intention clearly was
to make the antithesis more complete (1o épyalouéve ... hoyilerar
...xkaTd SPpeilnpa, T4 8¢. .. moTevorTe .. . NoyileTar . .. kaTa
Ty wpibeaiy Ti)s xdpeTos Tob feov). Dut we do not need this
addition, because for the apostle, as the connection shows, the
imputation of fuith as righteousness is of itself identical with the
huputation of rightecousness by grace. TFor him, faith is always
in the act of justification the opposite of works and the correlative
notion to grace (xi. 6). Hence with good reason the evangelieal
church bas explained the expression: “faith is reckoned as
righteousness,” seeing that this is done by grace for the sake of
Clrist’s righteousness, as equivalent to the proposition: « Christ’s
righteousness is reckoned to the believer as righteousness” Lt
sane res eodem reeidit, si orthodoxe explicetur,” observes Calov,
“sive dicomus, fidem imputari in justiticm, sew Clatstum fide
epprehensum: quia fides uihil aliud est, quam apprehensio Christi
et justitiae ejus; quid ergo diversi est, Christi apprehensionem
nobis imputari, et Christum apprchensum imputari nobis?”
The application of the general principle of vv. 4, 5 to the case of
Abraham follows naturally. I Abrahaw’s faith wes reckoned to
Lim as righteousness (ver. 3), then was he one that dealt not in
worls, clse ie would have reccived the reward of righteousness
as a debt due to him. Dot he was one that Dbelieved in Him
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who justifies the ungodly, one therefore who was justified ywpis
épywv.

Vv. 6-8. Confirmation of the contents of ver. 5 by the testi-
nony of David.  “ Perapposite,” says Dengel, “post Abrahamum
introducitur David : quia uterque in Messiae progenitoribus pro-
nissionem suscepit et propagavit.  Mosi nulla directa promissio
data est de dessie; quia hie ei opponitur, neque ex Mosis stem-
mate prognatus cst” DBy its very form («aBdamep), the testimony
and therefore also the example of David is alleged merely as a
subordinate confirmation of the doctrine of justification which has
heen established by the case of Abraham.  Still it contributes of
itself a uew, independent evidence of that doctrine.  And, in
fact, the appeal to David next to that to Abraham was peculiarly
apposite, because Christ was and was called a Son of David, and
to David, next to Abraham, the most definite promise of the
Alessialt had been given. Besides, Abraham lived before, but
David after the giving of the law. «afamep xal] sicuti ctiam, cren
as also, 2 Cor. i, 14; 1 Thess. iil. G, 12, iv. 5; Heb. iv. 2, v. 4,

—Méyer Tov pakapiopov] declaves the felicitation, simply a
more select phrase for paxapiler. paxapiopos is not convertible
with uaxapla. It means not: Davil declares the blessedness
that a man possesses, etc., but: David expresses the felicitation
of the man, etc., <.c. he pronounces the man blessed.

—& o feos Noyilerar Sukatocivyy] We must not, with the
older Protestant exegetes, supply Xpiorod, by which course we
should get the doctrine of the justitic Christi tmputate in a
directly scriptural expression.  But the correctness of this
Protestant doctrine follows by natural consequence from the
Pauline order of thought. That God imputes or accounts to the
believer a righteousness which of limself lie possesses not, takes
Dlace, if at least God is not to be guilty of unrighteous or
arbitrary conduct, precisely upon the ground of the existent
righteousness of Christ, which as a substitutory righteousness,
made ours by faith, is imputed to us. But the fact that in the
nresent passage the femminus fechnicus, met with clsewhere,
Sueatoty is interchanged with NoyileoBar Sixaiocivryy, furuishes a
uew proof that justification consists not in actually making man
righteous, but in an «ctus forensis pronouncing him righteous.

—xwpls épywv] to e joined with Aoyiferar. In the passage of
the Psahmns quoted (taken from Ps. xxxii. 1, 2, literally after the
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1XX)) épya are not positively excluded, but inasmuch as there
justification is delined as consisting in forgiveness of sins, it is
self-evident that in it works do uot come into consideration ; for
furgivencss of sins forms the very opposite of wmerit of works.
Further, the psalm does mot speal expressly of justification;
but inasmuch as paxapia, like cwTypia, only exists as the con-
sequence of the &wwatostvy Oeod, if the former must be placed in
dpeais Tdv apapTidy, so also must the latter.

—émecalvpOnaay ai duapriar] Heb. MyLn 02 (from MB3). God
so covers sin that it no more comes to light, 7.¢. IIe consigns it to
oblivion, He pardons, remits it. Augustine on Ps. L 1: “Si
texit Deus peceata, noluit animadvertere, si noluit animadvertere,
noluit punire.”

—ov uy Aoylentar] The intensive od wif (of what will or
should nowise take place) is construed in the N. T. only, and
indeed most usually, with the conjuuct. aorist, or with the indic.
futur.; in the classics also with the coujunet. pracscnéis.  The
rule of Herrmann, that the conjunct. aorist stands in 2¢ dncertc
irmporis, I the N. T. at least finds no support. The present
passage might indeed be explained in harmony with it, hut nut
¢g. 1 Thess. iv. 15, Comyp. Winer, p. 634 This passage shows
us that Swkacody is synouymous with AoyilesBar dixatooivyy, py
Aoyileabar dpaptiav, dpiévar Tas dvopias, émikalimTew Tas
apaptias, and that therefore the DProtestant church has the full
sanction of Secripture when it discriminates between justification
and sanctification.

Although now (vv. 7, 8) David in general pronounced all
blessed whose sins are forgiven, it might still be affirmed that
this Llessedness extended only to the wepitops), to the 'Tovéalor
mepirpyTor, to whom David himself belonged. On this account
the apostle (ver. 9) adds the question: ‘O paxapiouos . . .
axpoPBuariav ; by which he passes over to the second point
which lie was desirous to attest by the example of Abrahan,
namely, that it confirms not only this truth that righteousiess
comes by faith, but also that it is vouchsafed equally to Gentiles
with Jews.

Ver. Y. ‘O pakapiopos odv obros, émi Tiv mepitourjy ;] Some
would supply wimrer. Dut cadere in aliguem is a Latinism
unkuown to Greelk idiom.  Méyetar, too, cannot well be supplied
fromn ver. 6, comp. Ieb, vii. 13, Laul asks not whether Duvid
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applies his felicitation only to the circumecision or also to the
ancireumeision, but whether in and of itself it is to be applied
ouly to one or also to the other? It is best, therefore, simply to
supply éorv.  The odv draws an inference from the paxapiouds,
contained vv. 7, S.

—i) kai éwi Ty dxpofuotiav ;] or also. The xai intimates
that in what precedes émi Thv meperomjy is said in cxclusive
reference to the Jews = émi 7o mepiTouny wovor. Some codices
even add this wovor, manifestly supplied Dby themselves.
epiTopa], axpofvatia, abst. pro concreto, ii. 26, iii. 30.

—\éyopev yap xth.| The emphasis lies on 76 'AS8padu. “ For
we say that to Alrakam his faith was accounted righteousncss.”
As he was the first to receive circwmcision, it may be asked
whether he was justified before circumcision, or only as circum-
cised, and, further perhaps, even on account of circumcision.
This question is answered in the following verse. If it werc
wished to lay the emphasis on éhoyiafy, we must assizn to the
word the pregnant sense, “to account by grace, without merit of
works,” a sense that it has not of itsclf, comp. on ver. 4.
Better than this would be the emphasis on % wiores.  If fudth is
imputed as righteousness, an imputation by grace linds place
The mnext question is, whether this takes place altogether
independently of circumeision, or only on condition of circum-
cision pre-existent. The latter was the contention of the
Pharisaic Jewish Christians {Acts xv.), and of the Galatian false
teachers, From this followed the necessity of circumecision for
the Gentiles, if they would partake in justifying grace and
eternal Llessedness. Nevertheless, it seems to us more simple
and obvious to accentuate 7 'ABpadp than to give ewmphatic
prominence to % arioTis. The position of the words is not
decisive against our view.

Ver. 10. wds odv éNoyioln ;] sc. adrd.  How, in what way ?
not: i whut condition? as if Paul had written wds éyovre ov
wolew évre. Ilather is the question as yet indefinite, and is first
defined more exactly by the subjoined év mepitous 8Svre 3 év
axpoBuoTia ;

—ovk €v TeptT. ... depoB.] For Abrahaw's justification is
treated of Gen. xv., but his circumeision for the first time
Gen. xvii. The latter was only ordained by divine command
several (at least fourteen) years after the former.
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Ver. 11. Circumcizion was not the means, Luf the consequence
of justification, and the consequence, indeed, in the formn of a
confirming seal. Dy this representation the possible objection is
implicitly guarded against, that according to Paul’s view circumn-
cision was altogether without nse and meaning. «xai oyuelov
éxafe meperouns] The genitive is genid. appositionds, therelore =
kal anueiov éhafBev & éoTi mepitop, the sign consisting in circum-
cision, comp. Actsiv. 22: 7o onuelor TodTo Tis ldoews; Jas. 1. 12:
0 oTépavos Tis wils; Eph. vi. 17: 9 pdyatpa Tod mvedparos.
The reading wreperopijy, advocated Ly Bengel and Griesbach, is
not sufficiently attested by mamnscripts, and may most easily be
explained by an error of the copyist through the adjacent
accusatives (onueioy, oppayida). DBesides, Paul must have written
wal onuetoy Ehafe mepitouny kal opayida, or ral éafe mwept-
Touny onueiov xai oppayida. The arrangement of the words
xal onuelov €haBe meprrousis is only chosen for rhetorical cllect,
because it is more sonorous, solemn, and musical than either
ral onuetoy wepiTous)s éNafe or kal élaBe omuelov mwepiTOUTS.
The expression oquelor alone is not identical with onueiov
Swafijaps, M2 NIX, Gen. xvii. 11, but signifies simply the sign
that Abraham received in lus person, by which he was distin-
zuished from the uncircumcised. The religious significance of
this sign is first given in the words subjoined.

—o¢payida] forms the apposition to anuelov mepiToudys, thut it
miyght be « seal, as « scal—a metaphorical expression for: as a con-
Sfirmation, « ratifiration, pledge, comp. 1 Cor. ix. 2: %) yap odpayis
Ths éuijs dmooToNi}s duets éoTe; 2 Tim. ii. 19 ; Jolm vi. 27. The
scal subjoined confirms and ratifies the contents of a document.
Thus accordingly circumcision, ordained by God, was to Abraham,
50 to speak, a scal affixed to the declaration of righteousness
vouchsafed to him on the part of God. In the Targum on
Cant. iii. 8 the scal of circumcision is spoken of: n?*p oWl
as also in the formula of circumeision the words occurred :
“ Denedictus sit, qui sanctificavit dilectumm ab utero, et signum
(M) posuit in carne, et filios suos siyillevit (Dnn) sicno jfocderis
stnet”  The covenant which God made with Abraham, ch. xv.
(see cspecially ver. 18), and which was therefore only renewed
ch. xvii, was a covenant of grace and a promise on the part of
Gad.  In ch. xvii. 11 is circumecision fivst instituted as a sigi of
this covenant. As, then, God stood in covenant with Alraham
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throngh a promise of grace, so Abraham stood in covenant with
God throngh faith. The divine covenant-grace answers to the
Abrahamic righteousness of faith.  Justly, therefore, might the
apostle describe circumeision, which, according to the O. T. text,
was a covenant-sign, as withal a seal of the righteousness of faith.

—Tiis Swatocivys Tis wioTews| the rightcousness of faith, the
richtcousness of which faith was the medium, which had its
ground in faith,

—ijs €v 1)) akpoBuoTia] sc. oyebeioys. It seems natural to
bind together dikatooivns Tijs wioTews as one notion : the »ighteous-
aess-of-fuith, and then to reler Tijs év 75 dxpoBuaria to the
complete notion : the rightcousness-of-faith which he had attained
in unctreumeision.  But in the first place, for the sake of per-
spicuity, Paul must then have written : odpayida Tis éx mioTews
Sicatoovvys THs kTA.  Again, the subjoined mioTevorTwy 8¢ dipo-
Buotias, ver. 11, mis év 19 akpoPBuoria miocTews, ver. 12, shows
that in the present verse the emphasis lies on rijs wioTews, not
on 7ijs Owkatoovwns. Otherwise the apostle would have written,
ver. 11: els 70 elvar adrov matépa mavTov TOV TioTer Sikaiw-
févTwy, not: mavtey Tdv mioTevovToy. Tis v TH axpoBustia
is therefore to be joined with 7is wioTews, not with T#s Sicato-
ovvns.  “ And he received the sign of circumcision as a seal of the
righteousness of the faith which he had in uncircumecision.” The
apostle here takes circumcision simply as a seal of the covenant
and of grace. Its other meaning, as a symbol of inward circum-
cision of heart (according to Philo, a cvpBolov Tijs TdV 1jSordv
éxroutis), he does not here bring into view. Dut in point of fact,
the sanctification of believers is itsell a seal of their righteousness
of faith already present. Without justification by faith there is
no new life. The new life, therefore, bears witness to the presence
of justification, to which, accordingly, it serves as a seal. DMore-
over, if circumecision is a oppayls of the Swxatocivys micTews, it is
self-evident that since in the N. T, in baptism, a new onuetoy
ocppayiaTikoy is instituted, circuncision is abolished, Col. ii. 11,
12. “ Caeterum,” says Calvin, “quod in Abrahae persona cir-
cumcisio posterior justitia fuit, non semper in sacramentis locum
habet : sicut apparet in Isaac et posteris: sed Deus semel edere
tale ab initio specimen voluit, ne quis externis rebus salutem
affigeret,” as to which certainly the opposite, spiritualistic extreme

must be just as decidedly rejected. This passage is ol imiportance
Paivrer1, Roy. 1. M
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in determining the notion of sacrament, inasmuch as according to
it the sacramental sign stands out in antithesis, both to the opus
opcratuwm and the mere nota professionds, as a scal of the divine
promise of grice which can only be cimbraced by faich. It is, in
Augustine’s plrase, verbion visibile, a visible pledge of grace.

—els 70 €lvar abrov xkTA.] by some expositors is taken éxBari-
Kkis = kai oUTws éyévero wamjp. DBut it is more forcible and
more accordant with the biblical mode of conception to take it
TeAkds ¢ that he wmight be, ete.  Theodoret alrecady well says:
0 yap TGV 6Awy Geos wpoctdas ws Oeos, ws éva Aaov éE é0vdy kal
Tovdalwy afpoicel, kai Sia wicTews alTols Ty cwtnplay wapéfe,
v 76 mwatpuipyn 'ABpaap duporepa wpodiéypaye.

—matépa wavrev Ty wioT. & dxpoPBucsTias] It is, of course,
the spiritual fatherhood of Abraham that is here alluded to.
There exists a great faily of Delievers, at tlie head of which
stands Abraham, the futher of faith., Abraham is founder and
head of this family, and as such futZer of believers. Ol the
spiritual interpretation of Abrahaw’s fatherhood the Lord had
already set the example, John vitl. 37, 39 ; cowp. Matt. 1ii. 9 ;
Luke i11. 8. As matter of fact, Abraham’s rigliteousness of faith,
present already before circuincision, and only confirmed and sealed
by circumeision, was a strong testimony to the universality of
divine grace, bound to no external conditions. The national
limitation of God’s kingdom, that came in later, bound to natural
descent and an external cultus, was not, even during the time of
its continuance, an absolute one, as is proved by the believing
Gentiles who acknowledged the God of Israel, while prophecy
expressly anticipated a time when all limits should be done away.

—38." dxpoPBuaTias, tn, with uncircuincision, ii. 27 : 8id wypdp-
patos Kal mwepiTous.

—e¢ls 70 Moywobipar kth.] illustrates parenthetically the pre-
ceding words: eis 70 elvar avrov mwatépa kTA.  Abraham was
to be father of all believers from amoug the Gentiles, 2.c. to
Lelievers also fromn among the Gentiles was righteousness to be
imputed.

—rkal abrois] as to Abrallam himself. The xai, altogether in
keeping with the strain of thought, which Lachmann on the
evidence of some critical autlioritics evased, merely dropped out
through a mistake of the eye of the copyist (occasioned by the
var in the preceding AoyigOivar).
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—7p Swcatosiryy] which was already spoken of, namely, the
Sikatoaivy mioTews. Hence the article.

Ver. 12. Abraham is spiiitual father, not only of lelieving
Gentiles, but also of the Jews, provided that as his genuine
clhildren they resemble him not merely in circumcision, but also
in faith. Already in the O. T. the distinction is drawn between
the circumeised merely outwardly, in body, and the circumeised
spiritually, in heart, Deut. x. 16, xxx. 6; Jer. iv. 4. kai watépa
meperopdis] looks back to els To elvar adrov, ver. 11: «ai (els 7o
elvar avrov) mwarépa wepiropss. That the Jews may not under-
stand this in a carnal sense, Paul at once adds, as a necessary
qualification and illustrative definition : 7Tois ok xTA.

—dM\\a kai Tois aTouyobar kTA.] Dativ. commod.: “to those
who,” ete.  'We should have expected the apostle to continue in
the genitive : xal waTtépa wepiTouils TGV 00k kTN, AAA& xal TEV
aTotyovvTwy KT, Or rather: xal matépa mwepiTouss, TovtéaTs (or
Aéyw 8¢) Tdv olic kTA. However, we also say: elul T mamip,
comp. Rev. xxi. 7: xal éoopar alrd eos, kai adros éoTar por o5 ;
Luke vil. 12: vios povoyerys 19 pnpi avrod. The transition to
the more pointed dative (“I am a father fo ¢hee)” more direct
than “ I am thy father ”) cannot therefore be considered strange.

—ois olk ék wepitouds povov] like the unbelieving Jews, to
whomr Abraliam was not father in the Pauline sense, <.c. not a
spiritual father in faith. As to the plhrase ot éx wepiTouds, see
on ii. 8.

—aM\a kai Tols aTotyodor Tois iyveot rTh.] The expression
is not to be illustrated by comparison with Gal. v. 25 : wveduat:
arovyety, or Acts ix. 31 : mopevesfar TG PoSBp Tod Kuplov, or
Phil. iii. 16 : 79 al7® oTovyeiv xavovy, in which examples the
dative is to be regarded as the dative of the norm, and the
metaphor lies ouly in the word oToryetv (to walk = to live),
comp. Acts xxi. 24 Rather in the formula: 7ois fyvesi Twos
orouyelv or Paivew, the dative retains its original, local signifi-
cation, and replies to the question: Where 7 “ To walk in the
footsteps of some one.” In this formula also not merely the
word aTouyeiv, but the whole phrase is metaphorical = “ to imitate
some one.” The phrase: “walk in the footsteps of the faith
that Abraham had in unecircumeision,” instead of : “imitate the
faith that Abraham had in uneircumeision,” is not without a
touch of poetic grace. If, now, we look at the grammatical con-
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struction of the szentence, it appears as il ot ok €k mweptouds
povoy must be different from of ororyolvres xTh.; for were they
the same, we should have expeeted, not 7ois oToryoior, but oror-
xovor without the article: xai marépa wepitouils, Tois olx éx
mwepLTOps)S povoy, AANa Kal oToryobol Tols yveot Tijs év TH dxpo-
Buatia wioctews Tob watpos judy "ABpadu. On this account the
Peshito, Vulgata, Theodoret early relerred Tols ovx éx mepetouis
povoy, sc. odat, to the Jews, dM\a xai Tois oToryolor k7M. to the
Gentiles. “ That he might be a father of the circumeised, not
only of the cirenmeised (the Jews), but also of those who walk
in the footsteps of the faith of uncirewmcised Abraham.” So,
too, Luthier.  But, in the first place, it could not then have run :
Tois oUk éx mwepiropils wovor, but must have run: ol Tols ék
mepuropis povor, which some unimportant manuseripts even read,
clemly as a correction merely. In the first case odx would
negative érx wepiTopils povov eivar, in the second case warépa
elvar. To suppose, with some expositors, that Paul has written
Tots ok for ov Tois, would be to suppose an inversion as unin-
telligible as it is unexampled in harshmess. Further still, it is
altogether inconceivable that Paul should have repeated once
more the proposition already laid down ver. 11, that Paul is the
father of believing Gentiles, and done this, moreover, in an unlikely
form; for instead of dAla kai Tols oToryobou Tols iyvest KT\,
which could only serve to indicate the belicving Jews, we should at
least have expected : dM\a xai Tois dkpofBioTows Tols oToLyoloL
«tx. On the other hand, the requirement which, m kecping
with the tenor of thought, we naturally expected, that the Jews
also, if they would be Abrahaw’s children in truth, must possess
faith, would have Deen left altogether ummentioned. Nothing,
then, remains but to find in the words 7ols ok éx mepit. pov.,
dM\a xal Tols orovyolar kA, o description of the believing Jews,
“ That he might be a father of the circumeised, of those who are
not ondy circumcised, but also follow the fuith of unecircumcised
Abraham.” Thus ouly does ver. 12 completely correspond with
ver. 11. Abraham, a father of believing Gentiles, ver. 11, and a
father of believing Juws, ver. 120 It must accordingly be con-
ceded that the article Tols before orouyotor is repeated in error,
on which it has been rightly observed that Paul carclessly cou-
tinues with di\Aa «af, as if he had previously written ol povov
Tois. We may here call to mind the canon which Calvin
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enunciates on il 8; “IEx alils enim discenda est eloquentia :
hic sub contemptibili verborum humflitate spiritualis sapientia
quaerenda est.” DBut it is to be borne in mind that negligences
o{ expression occur perhaps in the most practised and correct
writers.— DBut of set purpose the apostle says, not: “of those
wlo follow Abraham’s faith,” but : “ of those who follow Abraham’s
faith manifested in a state of uncircumetsion,” in order thus once
again to strip the Jews of all pride in their circumecision.

The apostle, vv. 13—17, makes good the position that Abraham
is father of all Lelievers, not merely of the circumcised. The
gist of the argument beginning with ver. 13 is found in the
words of ver. 16: &8s éome waTyp wivrov judv. But the proof
lies in the proposition that the promise of inheritance was given
not through the medium of the law, but purely through the
medium of the righteousness of faith. TFor were only those
under the law, 7¢ the circumcised, heirs of the promise, with-
out doubt the Gentiles would Dbe excluded, and Abraham
would De father only of circumcised Jews, not also of believing
Gentiles. ’

Ver. 13. yap] serves to make good the position that Abraham
is father of believers, not merely of the circumecised.

—3&wa vopov] not : with the law, 7.c. wlile having the law, as
inii 27,1iv. 11. & vopov also is not of itself = dia Siratoovuys
vopov, or 8¢’ Epywy vopov, but generally : thiough the medivm of
tie law, by means of the law, for the law in no way co-operated
as the medium of the promise, comp. ywpis vopov, iil. 21.  Dut
doubtless the explanation of tle word given by Guotius, subd con-
ditione obscrvandt legemn, while of itself too narrow, may pass as a
not inappropriate paraphrase of the semsc. The vduos appears
here in correspondence with epiTous, mentioned before, just in
so far as from the legal standpoint circumeision was regarded as
a sign of obligation to render a complete fulfilment of the law,
Gal. v. 3. It is the more difficult to conceive such a condition
of salvation imposed in circumecision in the case of Abralain,
as the Nonos was not even as yet given to Zim, but was first
given, according to Gal. iii. 17, uera éry TeTpakooia rai Tpiikovta,
and, if the chronology be fixed more precisely, even later still.

—) émayyelia] sc. éyévero. With the word émayyedia the
apostle always associates the notion of the spontaneous, uncon-
ditioned promise of grace. Comp. Gal. iil. 18: e yap éx vopov 7
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kAnpovoula, ovkére €€ émayyehias' T 8¢ "APpaap éE émayyelias
rkexdpiotar ¢ Beds.

—) 16 oméppate avTod] or to bis seed. In negative sentences
the Greeks and Latins employ % and cut where xal and ¢f staud
in affirmative sentences, comp. Matt. v. 17 with Rom. iii. 21.
The oméppa are here manifestly believers, as the spiritual children
of Abraham, ver. 16. In the O. T, to Abraham and his natural
posterity was first of all promised the earthly possession, as an
inheritance, of the land of Canaan. Dut in different ways the
apostle arrives at the spiritnal interpretation of this promise. In
the first place, the history of Isaac’s birth is for him, in accord-
ance with the typical character of the entire O. T. history, an
Allegorumenon, Rom. ix. 7-9; Gal. iv. 22-31.  Isaac, the seed
of Abraham, to whom the inheritance was made sure, was the son
of promise, the son of the free woman.  Ishinael, on the contrary,
was the son of the bondmaid, born in the way of nature. The
former preficures the church of believers who are freed from the
curse of the law, begotten spiritually through God's promise of
grace.  The latter prefigures the community of those that live
after the flesh, that are busy in carnal works of the law, and are
under legal bondage. Ouly the first are heirs of the spiritual
Canaan, of {wy aldwvios, of Sofa émovpdvios. In this conception
he is justified by the fact, that through Abraham’s seed all races
of the earth were to be blessed. Dut according to the Irut-
evangelium, as well as according to the entire tenor of O. T.
prophecy, this seed was none other than Cluist, the promiscd
Seed of the woman, the true Isracl (Isa. xlix. 3), e in whom the
Israelitish nation reached its flower, its consummation, and the
complenient of its destiny. If Clrist is the true Seed of Abraham,
in whom every lower émayyehia, given to Isracl ward odpra, is
clevated into a higher, heavenly prowise, then are all believers
who are in Christ, as such, botli from among Jews and Gentiles,
both in the period before and in that alter Christ, Abraham’s
true sced and heirs with Clrist of cternal life, Gal. iii. 106, 29
Row. viil. 17, Finally, the apostle refers the promise given to
Abraham, Gen. xii. 3, that in 22m all nations were to be blessed,
to the blessing of rightcousuess and the gift of the Spirit promised
to belicvers, Gal. 1. 6-9, 14.  Deing blessed through faith they
are blessed in Abraham, z.¢ like Abraham the father of faith, as
wlose spiritual childven blelicvers are regarded. Just as he as
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natural father stands at the head of the natural Isracl, so as
spiritnal father is he at the head of the spiritual Isracl, who, so
to speak, ave born from his spirit of faith, hecause npon them the
spirit of Abrahaw’s faith rests, because they tread in the footsteps
of his faith. Dy this last conception Paul in this passage also
ohtains the notion of the spiritnal oméppa of Alraham, as vv. 11,
12, 16,17, 18 show. Dut this coincides with the first con-
ception, nud with this derives its truth and validity from the
nediatory interpretation.  Because Christ is Abraham’s omépua,
Lelievers in Christ also are Abrahaw’s omépua, who, like Tsaac,
arc born through promise, and walk in the footsteps of Abraham,
their father in the faith.

—T6 KAypovépov abTov eivar [Tod] kopov] forms an epexegesis
or a sort of apposition to 7 émayyeria (Winer, p. 663), aud is not
in reality different from dote elvac adrév xtx. The infin, praes.
etvar does not stand for the infin. fut. éoecfar, for by the promise
Abraham 7s already established in the inleritance of the world.
By adror Alraham is made to stand alone as the chicf sulject.
He appears as the representative of his omépua, so that the
promise given to him refers just as much to the omépua. The
article ToD is wanting before xoomov in the best manuscript
authorities, and must therefore be expunged. The reason of its
absence may be, that the word xoopos denotes an object the only
one of its kind, and therefore is self-defined. It is always absent
also in the phrases : amo kataBoXijs koo pov, Tpd kaTtaBoAiis k6o pov,
am’ dpxiis koapov, and elsewhere frequently, v. 13; Gal. vi 14;
Winer, p. 147. By xoouos, the object of the xAypovoula, if we
decline to have recourse to arbitrary explanations, may simply Le
uuderstood “all the world” But xdopos is here the glorificd
world, the new heaven and ncw earth, 2 Pet. iil. 13, the «riows
delivered from pataotns and ¢fopd, Row. vii. 18 ff. To
Abraham and his natural seed the earthly Canaan was promised
(Gen. xii. 7, xiii. 14, 15, xv. 18, xvii." 8; comp. xxvi. 3; Ex.
vi. 4). Just, then, as the apostle takes the natural seed mevely as
the type of the spiritual seed, the omépua of which he speaks
here being, as we have seen, Abraham’s children in faith from
among Gentiles and Jews, it follows that the earthly Canaan, the
possession of "Iopayh katd cdpra, may be regarded as the type
of the heavenly Canaan which was to be the possession of
Topay\ kata wvedua, the church of believers, Just as in Christ
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the natural Israel attained its flower and consummation, so also
in this true Isracl the earthly Canaun is elevated into the
heaveuly Canaan, e the eternal happiness, whose possession
Christ has procured. DBut this heavenly, invisible inheritance
conies forth in visible manifestation, and reaches completeness in
the new heaven and new earth for which we look in the xoouos
kawos. That xoopos is not the world in its present earthly forw,
is proved also by Rom. viil. 17: e 8¢ Tékva xai xAnpovduo,
xAnpovopor uév Beod, auyxinpovépor 8¢ Xpioroh. Comp. Heb.
xi. 8-10, from which we learn that the owéppua of Abraham, th
community of believers, has still to look for a heavenly inheritance,
i.c. the xAmpovouia XpioTed. As here the glorified world, so
elscwhere the glorified carth is prowised to believers as a future
possession, comp. Matt. v. 5: paxdapior oi wpgels 67T alTol
K?»npovom)'aovm v iy, and again, Ps. xxxvil. 11: BW
JINTWM S ver, 29 VY 'lpS LM N Y (Mats, six. 28
Luke xxii. 30); Rev. v. 10. Even in the O. T. the Messiah Hnn—
self is presented as the Ruler of the ends of the earth, Ds. ii. §,
Ixxii. 8 ff.  Dut in the present passage the comprelicnsive ex-
pression xoapos 1s not to be confined merely to the splere of the
carth [Koppe, Kollner, Maier], still less are we to think of
Messianic blessedness in general, present or even future [Wetstein,
Flatt]. Nor, finally, can the apostle, in allusion to Gen. xii. 3,
xviii. 18, xxii. 18, which passages already the old Greeck ex-
positors, Chrysost., Theodor.,, Theoplyl.,, make the basis of their
exposition, understand by xAypovouia xécuov the reception of all
nations into the theocracy [Beza, Estius], inasmuch as these very
nations themseclves are the oméppa to which this wAnpovouia is
promised.  Comp. also Mechilta in Jalkut Sim. I £. 69, 3: “hoc
planum est, Abrahamum neque hune mundum neque futurum
haereditate consequi potuisse, nisi per fidem, qua credidit, . d. Ge.
xv. 6. ZTanchuina, p. 165, 1: “ Abrahamo patri meo Deus
possidenduin dedit cocum ¢t tervam.”  In the O. T. the laud of
Canaan is described as sAppovopia, -‘IL;'Q;, Deut. iv. 21 ; but in the
N. T. the term is applicd not to the earthly, but the heavenly
Canaan only.

—aM\a S Swatocvvs wioTews] Certainly the promise was
given to Abraham belore the declaration of his righteousness
through faith, Gen. xii, xiii. But he was already actually
righteous through faith before the declaration recorded in xv. G,
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and the promise was also remewed to him after that declaration,
xv. 18, xvii. 8.

Vv. 14, 15. The proof of this assertion, that to Abraham and
his seed the prowise of the inheritance was mediated through the
richtcousness of faith, not through the law, the apostle deduces
from the impossibility of the opposite, which impossibility is
crounded on the nature of the law, or rather ou its relation to
man’s sinful nature.  After this he reverts, ver. 16, to the asser-
tion advanced ver. 13, and demonstrated vv. 14, 15. The nature
of the proof, therefore, here is dogmatic, whereas in Gal. iii. 15-18
lie pursues the historical mode of argument, showing that, since
the law was first given 430 years after Abrahamn received the
promise, the fulfilment of the promise canmot be dependent on
fulfilment of the law. of éx vopov] sc. dvTes, ii. 8,iv. 12. These
arc not such as fulfil the law, of mwomTal Toi vduov, ii. 13, nor
such as are occupied with works of the law, place their trust in
the law, ot épyalopevoe, iv. 4, but such as have, possess the law,
belong to the law, ver. 16. But, of course, the xAnpovoula is only
denicd to them in so far as they have only the véuos, not wioTis
as well; for ver. 16 intimates that even o éx wduov, in so far as
they are mioredovres only, are partakers in the éwayyeia. There-
fore, in accordance with the sense, we might supply a uévor not
so well to ¥Anpovopor as to of éx vopov. Those meant are such
as belong to the law simply. Those belonging to the law, as such,
attain not the inheritance, ver. 16. The vouos here is, of course,
the Mosaic law; but the proposition holds good in a still higher
degree of the moral law in general

—xA\npovduot] sc. elo.

—rexévorar ) wioTs] Terttum entm non datur.  Either the
vopos or mwioTes, 1.c. the xdpes Oeod of which mrioTes lays hold, is the
medium of the wAnpovouia. If, then, power to confer happiness
resides in the law, faith has lost its power, Gal. iii. 21, 22,
kexévoTar =15 made or become void, idle, useless, powerless (not
diffcrent from xevr) éoriv as the result of xewévorar); wevov xal
dypelov mpaypa evpioxerar, Theophyl, 1 Cor. i 17, ix. 15;
2 Cor. ix. 3; Phil ii. 7. We wmust not supply adrod to wiors,
i.c. To0 "ABpadp, for the proposition is general.

—kal kaTjpynTac 1) €wayyelia] and the promise s abrogated,
annulled, iii. 3, 31, vi. 6, 1 Cor. xv. 206, no longer finds place.
The reason of this assertion, consisting in the fact that it is the
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distinetive property of the law to work dpysj, the opposite of
k\mpovopla, is given in the subjoined ver. 15.

—0 yap vopos opyyy katepydgetar] wherehy, therefore, xapis
and the éwayyeria are precluded. This exclusion of grace and
the promise Luther has indicated by the perticule crclusive
“only,” translating : “ seeing that the law produces only wrath.”
Dut opy} cannot be understood of man’s wrath against the
divine judgment, as Melanchthon explains: “Hos terrores con-
scientiae vocat iram, in quibus videlicet conscientia irascitur
judicio Dei, fugit et odit judicium Dei”  Placed in contrast with
objective ydpes and émayyeria, dpyr) also must denote something
objective.  Elsewhere, indeed, éyfpa is ascribed to gnilty man
in relation to God, viii. 7 (Eph. il. 15), Jas. iv. 4, but never
épy”. This is predicated only of God, i. 18, ii. 5, 8, iil. 5, v. 9,
ix. 22; Eph.il. 3, v. 6; 1 Thess. 1. 10, ii. 16, v. 9, ete. But
just as little can opyy denote man’s consciousness of the divine
wrath (Miiller, T%¢ Christicn Doctrine of Sin, vol. I. p. 103) 5 for
opyi is wrath, not: consciousness of wrath. Therefore dpys) lere
is nothing but the opyy) feod in its objective reality. The cause
of the law working wrath, the degree, is stated in the next words.

—ob yap otk &oTi vopos, ovdé mapdfBasis] The law works
wrath ou this account, that its nature is so related to sinful
humaun nature, that, wherever it appears, it necessarily leads to
transaression.  This proposition is put negatively by the apostle
in the words: for where the law is not, there also is no
transgression.! From this it does not secem logically to follow
that where the law is transgression alicays is, but only that, as
often as transgression is found, it is Lrought about by the law.
But yet, «s wmatter of juct, the former consequence follows of
nccessity.  apaptia being alrendy present in the nature of man,
it follows that the »opos tnvaricbly heightens it into wapdBaais.
To the apostle, mapaBages is always the transgression of a
positive divine command, v. 14, 1 Tim. ii. 14, or of the positive
lnw given by God through Moscs, ii. 23; Gal iil. 19; comp.
Heb. ii. 2, ix, 15. The same is tive of wapaBdrys, ii. 25, 27;
Gal. ii. 18; comp. Jas. ii. 9, 11; and of wapaBaivew, Matt.

1 “TPaul, however, expresses himself negatively, becanse in his mind the negative
thought that the fulfilment of the promise is not dependent on the law still pre-
ponderates ; and he will not enter into closer analysis of the positive side of it—
viz, that faith is the condition—until the sequel, ver. 16 {I.,” Meyer.
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xv. 2, 8; 2 John 9. (In addition, only Acts i. 25 in an
intransitive sense.) It follows dircctly from this that the
absence of the article before vopos does not justify us in extend-
ing the notion of this word to every legal norm in general. To
the Gentiles, indeed, mepamrduara are ascribed, Eph. 1. 7, ii. 1,
(ol i1, 13, but never wapaficers vopov. Ilow the law enliances
¢uaptia into wapaBaces, Rom. vii. 7-13 deseribes. Hence the
rowos is even called, 1 Cor xv. 56, 7 Svwapes 7ijs duaptias.
According to Rom. v..20, it intervened &a wAeovasy 70
mopamTopa. According to Gal. iii. 19, it was given 7w
mapaBdacewy ydpw. Lightly Angustine: “Sine lege potest esse
gquis Ziiquus sed non pracvaricalor”  The law then, working
transgression, works also wrath and punishment. Dut therely
it is not affirmed that épyi falls only on the mapdfaais ropov.
On the contrary, i. 18, Paul speaks cexpressly of an dworudvyres
opyis that falls even on the Geatiles; and this justly, for even
they have a knowledge of God and of the moral law, i. 21, 32,
il. 14, 15, against which they sin, so that their dyvoia, Acts
xvil. 30, may always be regarded as nothing but a relative one.
Tut yet, apart from this natural consciousness of recligion and
worality, the opyn Geodr rests upon the human race on account of
the sinful principle innate within it, Epl. ii. 3, comp. s. 1i. 7,
John iii. 6, on account of whiclh, to all without exception, there-
fore inclusive of wnconscious children, death is decreed, Row.
v. 12, 14. Hence duapria ok éANoyeitar py 8vros vopov,
ver. 13, is to be taken only relatively, in so far as Ly the wouos
the guilt of apapria is aggravated. So already the scholion in
Multhiii: doTe o0 rata T¢ adro pérpov év kploer Noyilerar )
‘uaptia vopov un xeypwévov os vopov xetpévov. The same holds
cood of the assertion: o vépos dpyny xarvepyalerar. The law
works wrath by enhaneing it, since every enhancement is at the
sanie time a new production of the object already in existence.
I'requently in Scripture an absolute assertion, by the side of
another assertion placed in opposition to it, is to be reduced
to a relative degree.  Comp. e¢g. John ii 11 with vii. 39.
Compared with the wrath that falls on transgression of the law,
the wrath that lies heavy on original sin is to be regarded as no
wrath at all. Thus the divine 6py)f, and the xdlaces annexed
thereto, has its differences of degree. It rests upon the uncon-
scious sinfulness of Adamitic human nature. It is aggravated by
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the fact of sin against the natural perception of God and law
of conscience unce aroused inte activity, however variously dis-
cuised. It rveaches its highest point when sin is developed as
transgression of the law of God revealed from without, and at
the same time revealed Ly the Spirit within in its purity and
binding force. — Some good manuscripts and other authorities
read ob &€ for ob wydp. Lachmann has received the former
reading. It seems that some copyists found it easier to under-
stand the negative proposition as opposed to the former one than
as a statement of the reason, and accordingly changed yap into
8¢ DBut even if ob 8¢ were the original reading, 8¢ might have the
power of the connective particle, and even thus the proposition serve
as illustrative of the preceding. Comp. Hermann, ad Viger. p. 845,
and the example there quoted from Homer's Z/iad, xiv. 416:
Tov & obmep éxet Opdaos, &5 kev idnrar,
éyyds éwy' xahemos 8¢ Auos peydloto Kepavwos :

timet, qui prope videt fulmen inmnitti: grave autcn Jovis fulmen
est.

Ver. 16 draws an inference from vv. 14, 15. &id Todto éx
wiorews] Luther: “therefore righteousness must come from
faith”  DBut we should supply from the foregoing, mnot 7
Swcatoatry éotiv, but cither—inasmuch as the verse reverts to
ver. 13, whose purport has been verified by vv. 14, 15—
émayyeria éyévero, or—which is more natural on account of the
interpolatory ver. 14, and on account of the opposition between
éx mloTews, ver. 16, and éx vouov, ver. 14—~xhypovouia ryiverar,
or still more precisely: of k¥Anpovégor elalv. The order of thought
of vv. 13-10 is therefore DLriefly the following: “The promise of
inheritance comes not Ly the law, but by faith” (Zertivm enim
aon datur), ver. 13; for the law works only wrath, and thus
cannot be the medium of the inheritance; hence the inheritance
comes through faith, ver. 16.

—1va kata yapw] sc. 7} or @aw, according as to the foregoing
we supply w«Anpovouia ryivetar or kKAqpovopor elalv. iva indicates
the divine purpose. kata ydpew, by virtue of grace, by wuy of
favour = Swpedy, iii. 24, forms a contrast to xard dpeilnua, as
mioTis does to &oya vopov. xdps, émayyenia, wicTis are mutually
related and hang together, as do épya vopov and dpeiAnua. What
is imparted to faith is imparted of grace, because faith has nothing
in it of werit, but is simply the instrument apprehending grace,
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which it in no way supplements or completes. The correspondence
or identity of éx wioTews and xara ydpw demonstrates the accuracy
of the DProtestant thesis: that we are justified pcr fidein, not
propter fidem.

—els 10 evat BeBailav v émayyellav] is not to be taken as
a sentence expressive of consequence, but of puvpose, thevefore
not: so that, etc, but: in order that the promise might hold
cood. The sentence supplies the antithesis of warnpynrac %
émayyeria, ver. 14, It was part of the divine intention to give
certainty to the promise by making it depend entirely on grace. If
{ulfilment of the law is the condition of obtaining the inheritance,
the promise of inheritance is uncertain, or rather falls to the
ground, because the law only works wrath. Dut if the inheritance
is the gift of free grace, the promise stands firm, just because it
depends on no condition to be fulfilled on man’s part. “Hine
etiam colligere promptum est,” says Calvin, “gratiam mnon pro
dono regenerationis, ut quidam imaginantur, sed pro gratuito
favore sumi: quia ut regeneratio nunquam perfecta est, ad
placandas animas nunquam sufficeret, nec per se ratam faceret
promissionem.”  Withal, this passage furnishes a powerful argn-
ment in opposition to the scholastic doctrine of conjectura moralis.
If the promise of inheritance by grace stands firm, then the cer-
tainty of the inleritance throngh faith must stand firm ; whereas,
in case the inheritance of salvation is made dependent at all on
works, even though the works of the regenerate, through the im-
perfection of these works doubt must necessarily take the place
of certainty, or, at most, only a conjectural, not an absolute
certainty of salvation can be enjoyed.

—mavTi T® owéppars) = wavTi TG wioTevorTy, comp. vv. 11,12,

—oV 7@ éx Tob vopov povov] sc. oméppati.  Therefore mnot
=aot only to the circumeiscd Jews, for these do not merely as
such belong to the omépua *ABpadu in the Pauline sense of the
word, but =not only to the sced, ie. to belicvers from among the
circumeised Jews. ol éx vopov are therefore here simply = of
"Tovdaios, elsewhere of éx arepiropss.  But since ver. 13, véuos
has taken the place of wrepirou.

—dM\a kal T@ ek mioTews "Afpadp] ic. also to believing
Gentiles. 70 éx vomov oméppa is also ékx mioTews 'APpadp.
Wherefore from the contrast a ywpls vopov or povev is spon-
taneously supplied, in accordance with the meaning, to 7@ éx
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wicTews omeppare.  “ Notouly to the seed that possesses the law,
but al<o to the sced that is of the faith of Alraham, 7.c. without
possessing the law, 7.c. that is only of the faith of Abraham”
—3s éoTi Tmamip mdvTwv Nudv] se. Tov wioTevorTwy, wWho Is
futher of us all, 4c. of all believers, as well from among the
Gentiles as the Jews. Thus the apostle herewith reverts to vv.
11, 12, and concludes the second part of his affirmation. The
first consisted in the proposition: Abraham was justified through
faith, not through works; the second in the proposition: Abra-
Lo is a father of «lf belicvers, just as much of those fron among
the Gentiles as of those from among the Jews. This latter
proposition he has established in a twofold manner: (1) Abralium
was righteous through faith before he received ecircumeision ;
therefore [aith does it, not circumeision. (2) To Abraham sal-
vation was promised, not on condition of fulfilling the law, hut
on account of his fuith; therefore grace does it, not the law.  Dut
il neither circumecision nor the law does it, but only faith,
Alraliam is a father, not only of the Jews (his natuval posterity ;
therefore also natural descent does it not), but a father of all le-
lievers, not less of those from among the Gentiles than of those
from among the Jews.

Ver. 17. First of all, the universal spiritnal fatherhood of
Abraham is confirmed by a scriptural testimony, and then its
cuarantee and dignity are emphasized. xabos yéypamrar] Gen.
xvii. 5.

—o7e matépa woANGY €0vdy Téfeixd oe] literally after the
LXX. In the original the 67t gives a reason for the change,
imniediately preceding, of the name 'ABpdu (high father) into
"ABpaap (father of a multitude). In harmony with this, 65¢ in
this passage serves to indicate thie proof of s €o7e wamyp wdvroy
nuov. The apostle here also keeps to the spiritual meaning.
Abraham is a futher of many natious, <.c of the great host of
helievers from among Jews and Gentiles. o0 xava Quowryy
aguyyévetay, says Clirysostom, adha ka7t olkelwow mwloTews
0 yap TUmos Tijs €xelvov wiocTews wdvTas juds viods Toiel ToD
"ABpacdp.  Wilh 71éberva oé, I have sct thee, 1.c. I have made
thee, appointed thee, comp. Ileh. i 2: dv éOnre x\ypovopov
TAVTWY,

—=xaTévavte ob émicTevoe Beo] Several greatly interpolated
codices, several versions and Fathers read émiorevoas, which wrong
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reading Luther follows, translating: “Dbefore God whom thon
believedst.” The correction émicrevaas arose probably from the
difliculty, little regarded Ly expositors, of connecting xatévavte ob
émiorevae Oeol with 65 éomt wamyp mavrev ypev; for, since
Abraham is at present actually father of us all, he is this no
longer merely, as during his life, karévavte feod.  (Thew it must
have been said, Abraham is reelized ab present, as if he, just as in
that sacred moment of listory, were standing as father of us all
before God’s face.  But manifestly Paul was not yet thinking of
such realization when le wrote 65 éome watip wdvTwy HuH,
ver. 16. This could only have occuired as the sequel of the
quotation, ver. 17.) Accordingly, katévavre ob . . . feob is not
to be dircetly coupled with &8s éore watip 7. 7., but with a
phrase to be taken out of 6r¢ marépa woANdy vy Téfewra o :
“and as such le was appointed,” or: “and thus lie stood there
as father of ws all” DBut on this account xaflws . . . ge ought
not, as is commonly done, to be enclosed in brackets. Already
has Bengel {clt the necessity of the mode of connection given,
when he says: Constructio, Téfewxd oe, watévavri . . . Oeod,
stindlis est dlli: Tva el8fje, dpov, Matt. ix. G, conf. Rom. xv. 3;
Acts 1. 4.—rkatévavte ol émioTevoe Beod is usually resolved:
katévavty Tob Beod, @ émicrevce. But elsewhere the attraction
is only found in verbs that govern the accusative. It would thus
be altogether regular if the phrase were: xatévavre ob sjydmnoe
Ocol = katévavti T0D feod, by jydmnoe. In verbs that govern the
dative the attraction indeed is not unheard of in profane authors,
but in the N. T. there is no unquestionable instance to confirm it,
Winer, p. 204. Therefore a swer analysis is: xavévavrs Geod,
katévavte ol émiocrevoe, coram Deo, coram quo credidit, Winer,
D 206}  katévavte Tob feod = TiM '.J_’-)‘?, i Gud's prescinee.  raré-
varte is always in the N. T. = coram, in conspectu, ¢ regivue, o
adverso, befoie, over against, tn presence of, Mattb. xxi, 2 (xxvil 24 :
amévaytd) ; Mark xii 2, xii, 41, xiii. 3; Luke xix. 30. In the
present passage also the simplest course is to abide by this radical
meauing, according to which Abraham is represented as believing
and standing as watip wdvTwy judv in the prescuce of the God
who appeared to him. No doubt with this the derivative meaning

Yoepi Sv xavnyifns Aéywy, Luke i 4, cited by Tholuck, is no adequate parallel, as
here the analysis is not wspi Tav Adyawy, Tin &v xavayicns, but simply &y Adyay, =i
oy xaTxAbns,
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ecasily allies itself: 7i the judgment [Riickert, Kdllner, Fritzeche,
Maier, Umbreit], or: according to the will [Reiche, Krehl] of Gud,
which latter sense would here bLe the more fitting, inasmuch as
Abrahoaw is appointed to be father of all.  Still it is better to
keep to the radical meaning of the word, a course, moreover, by
which the language gains in realistic and vivid force. 1In
érioTevoe the wiomis of Abraham is again made prominent,
in order to intimate afresh low this alone mediated the true
spiritual and universal fatherhood of Abraham, and consequently
is the sole and exclusive condition of genuine childhood to
Abraham.

—Tob Ewormaewivros . . . ws dvra] contains a deseription of the
divine omnipotence. But the apostle says not simply Teb wavra
Suvapévov: Abraham was appointed father of all helievers in the
presence of the God whom he believed, who is almighty, 7.
Lecause Ile is almighty ; so that the remembrance of God's omni-
potence would confirm to Abraham the promise that he should
he a father of all Lelievers, although as yet he discerned no sign
of a realization which, according to sensible appearance, was
impossible. Dut instead of the general Tol wavra Suvapévov,
Paul individualizes, and, in allusion to the actual circumstances
of Abraham, says: Tob {womotodvros . . . o5 bvTa.

—7ol {womotelivtos Tods vexpovs| Deut. xxxil, 39; 1 Sam.
ii. 6 ; Wisd. Sol. xvi. 13; Tob. xiii. 2; John v. 21; 2 Cor. 1. 9;
1 Tim. vi. 13. The fact expressed is therefore to be taken as a
standing characteristic of the divine ommipotence, and wvexpo! is
neither to be referred to the spiritually dead, nor yet to be iden-
tified with vevexpwpévor, decrepiti, ver. 19, Heb. xi. 12, so that
the sense would be: “who to the dead (i.c. the decrepid, physi-
cally infirm, as Abrahair was) restores life (i.c. the power, there-
fore, to beget children).” Tather is fwomoielv Tods vexpods, as has
been observed, a solemn formula for: to bring to life the actucdly
dead.  Therefore here the meaning can be nothing else. Doubt-
less there is to be conceded an 4udirect allusion to the infirm
hody of Abraham, which determined the apostle to the choice of
this particular expression.  As God brings back the dead to life,
the more easily could He restore virile strength to Abraham,
physically infirm through old age.

—~xai kahoivros Ta py dvra &s dvra] The following expla-
aations of this difficult utterance must be at once dismissed:
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(1) “He calls into existence that which is not, as He called that
which is” This must have run: xai xalodvros Td py dvre,
kabos éxdrege Ta &vra. (2) “He calls those not yet born, as
He calls those bomn, to eternal life ” [Fritzsche, Mangold]. This
sense has no relevance to the context, perspicuity would have
required xai els Ty fwny aldviov kakobvros, comp. 1 Tim. vi. 12,
and the #Afjoes is addressed only in time to the actually living.
Tt is merely mpoopiauds, mpoyvwats, éxhoyr, which takes place in
the eternal counsel of God before the birth of the individual.
(3) “Who adds those not yet living to the living,” viventibus
adjungit, so that &s would stand in the sense of mpos, els [Lutler,
Wolf]. But, first, this interpretation is not a natural one; and
secondly, in this case we should have looked for the article rather
before dvra than before wy &vra. Moreover, in this sense ds
stands only in reference to persons! (4) Finally, it is gram-
matically impessible to take ds Svra for els Svra=els T elvar
[Reiche, Kollner, Tholuck, ete.], or for ds éodueva [de Wette], or
to adduce by way of explanation the Heb. idiom 3 "B (J02) D,
“to make one thing of the same nature as another thing,” for this
would be Ti8évTos or motodvTos, not kahobvros. There remain, then,
but two courses. (1) Either we may refer xaleiv to the creating
call of God,? and take dvrta as the accusative of result? so that
raholvTos Ta uy dvTa A5 dvTa=kaholyTos TA MY vTa els TO yevéo-
fai adra o5 dvra = kakoivros T uy dvTa MoTe evas adTd, “ who
calls those not yet living as living ones,” 4.c. that through His call
they issne forth as living ones, as those who live. But then it is
hard to see why Paul did not, as in the passage quoted from Philo,
write more simply: xal Td w3 8vta xalolvros els To elvas, or:
ral €€ ovx 8vTwv kalobvTos Ta évra. DBesides, ds is never found
elsewlere in this foorm of construction. Thus, at least, we should
bave expected: xai xalolvros Td ) 8vra dvra, as to which,

1 Comp. Hermann, ad Viger. ed. tert. p. 853: ‘‘4s pro cis ab Atticis de ro
animata dici solere animadvertunt grammatici, rarissime autem de re inanimata, ut
o 'Aﬁvsav."

2 Comp. Isa. xxii. 12, xli. 4, xlvili. 13; 2 Kings viii. 1; Wisd. Sol. xi. 25 ; Philo,
de creat. princ. P. T28: v ph dvra ixdAeowy eis o3 elvas.

3 Comp. Phil. iii. 21: &5 prvacynpurion 18 cipa . . . cippop@oy xrr, =t =i
yoviclas abTs slupopPey, as some codd, even read as a gloss, 1 Thess. iii. 13: s 7o
senpita opay Tag xtzfsfa; tl‘ué;l.r.rau,‘ iv (Z'ytuﬂ;vp; 1 Cor. i. 8; 2 Cor. iii. 6; 1 Thess.
v. 23; Jude 24 ; Ecclus, x1v. §; sec also, as to this proleptic use of adjectiva effcctus,
Winer, p. 779.

Luivnieer, Royr. I, N
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morcover, the use of the participle as participium effectus conld
scarcely he established. (2) For these reasons, the interpre-
tation which seems to us most in conformity with the words as
they stand simply is that which takes xahetv, like 8D, in the
sense of “to call, to command” (comp. Ps. 1. 1; Tsa. x1. 26):
“who calls the non-existent as existent, Z.c. who issues commands
concerning the non-existent as concerning the existent, who utters
His ordaining command concerning that which s not as concern-
ing that which is”  The description of almighty power, contained
in these words, is used in the next place in allusion to the actual
condition of Abraham, to whom, when le showed himself one
mioTevaas katévavte Beol, Gen. xv. 6, God, pointing to the stars
of heaven, said at once: ofrws €gTar 76 amépua gov. The non-
existent then finds an application to the omépua, concerning
which God, defining its nwumber, gave conunand, as concerning
what exists. Dut if He gives command concerning the non-
existent as concerning the existent, by this very act ITe attests
His power to call that which is not into being. Less suitably,
kareiy is taken in the sense of appellare, to name [Hofmann).
“He who calls by name that whicli is not as if it were.” In the
first place, it must then rather have Dbeen written xalefv Tols
ovopacw adtdv. Again, the phrase “to call by name” would
stand Detter as a designation of divine ommiscience than of
omnipotence ; and lastly, the striking allusion to Gen. xv. 5
would fall to the ground. The present xahobvros distinguishes
God’s act of command concerning the non-existent as an adiding
cliaracteristic of His ommipotence. Ta uy dvra denotes relative
negation, what exists not yet; odx &vra, on the other hand,
absolute negation. The description of divine ommnipotence is
universal. Hence it is not to Le supposed that the neut. Ta uy
Svra stands for the masc. Tods uy 8vras, comp. 1 Cor. i. 27, 28.
os is the comparative ¢s.  As a striking parallel, Philo, de Jous.
1+ 544, has been quoted, where it is said of the power of imagi-
nation that it pictwres Ta wy dvra ds grra; and Artemidorus,
p. 46, where it is said of the painter that he represents 7a wy
dvra @s dvra.  Dut in the words Tov fwomotobvtes . . . @s dvra
divine ommipotence is described in the form of a climax, advanc-
ing from the dead to the non-existent. Decause, then, God calls
to life the dead, Abraham believed that He would also quicken
his dead body ; and because He gives command concerning that
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which is not as concerning that which is, and therefore by His
almighty power calls into Dbeing that which is not, Abraham
believed iu the promise of & numerous posterity. Dut we know
already that, according to Paul's meaning, this omépua is the
community of believers. Abraham, then, believed in this his
future ewéppa, 1.c. not so much in the "Ispay\ kata odpka, in
which, of course, he believed as well, as rather in the "Iopann
kata mvedpa, the 'Iopagh feod, comp. Gal vi. 16. The object
of Abraham’s justilying faith lias accordingly three elements. It
consists in the deeais auapridv, vv. 3, 4; the spiritual omépua,
vv. 16, 17; and the «Aqpoveuia, ver. 13. Dut the ground, the
central point and the bond that gives unity to these elements, is
Clurist, without whom there is no pardoning grace which He
alone merits on our behalf, no community of believers which He
alone by Ilis Spirit begets, no eternal life whiclh He aloue pro-
cured. If, then, in what follows, vv. 18-22, the justifying faith
of Abraham is referred to the natural bivth of Isaac, this is only
done in so far as in the strength of faith with wlich Abraham
cmbraced the promise of natural seed, he at the same time
gave evidence of lis unshaken believing expectation of the
Messial, whose birth was conditioned by Isaac’s, as well as of
the forgiveness of sins, the spiritual seed and heavenly inlerit-
ance, of all which Christ was to be the exclusive ground and
Mediator.

Vv. 18 to 21 set in relief the strength of Abraham’s faith.
“Ostendit Paulus,” says Bengel, “fidemn non esse rem tenuem,
cui justificationem adscribat, sed vim eximiam.” This praise of
Abraham’s faith shows, at the samme time, that justifying faith is
no mercly theorctical contemplation and perception, but a living
trust, & confident reliance upon God’s almighty grace. Eibes
whs TiOnot kal Ta KwNdpata kal Ty WM Tod Sukaiov yrdunyy
wavra dmepPalvovaav, Chrys.

Ver. 18. &5] runs parallel with &5 éore xr)., ver. 16,

—map’ éwida én’ éamwibi] a thoroughly Pauline oxymoromw.
wap Awida THv wlpwwivy, ér’ emwidi + Ted Oeod, explains
Clwysostom ; wap' éNwida Thv kata ¢piow Méyer ém' énmid 8¢ Tijs
T0D Oeod Umoayigews, Schol. Matth.; « praeter spem rationis in spe
promissionis credidit,” Bengel. Were the meaning only this, that
Abrahani indulged Lope subjectively where, in an objective point
of view, there was nothing to hope for, his hope would he marked
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as mere illusion. map’ énwida, against hope, Acts xviii. 13, where,
according to appearance and the laws of nature, there was nothing
to hope for. ém érmidi, upon hope, denotes the basis of the
émicrevce.  He Dlelieved, resting himself, so to speak, upon the
ground of hope (in the divine promise). Comp. 1 Cor. ix. 10:
61 ém’ éNmwid ddeler 6 dpoTpudy dpoTpudv, also Tit. i. 2. “Una
eademque res,” observes DBengel, “et fide et spe, prehenditur:
et fieri ub res, quae vere edicitur; spe, ut res lacta, quae certo
Jide, potest et fiet.” The practical observation of Melanchthon
is also worthy of mnote: “Ita nos credamus, nobis ignosci,
credamus nos exaudiri, etiamsi nihil nisi peccatum in nobis
sentimus.”

—els 70 yevéabar adrov warépa mwoMNGy éfvdv] cannot be
taken as the object of émigrevae: he belicved that he would e,
ete., ke belicved tn his becoming futher.  Apart from the considera-
tion that then we should have expected éavrov instead of adrov,
the construction of mioTedew els with a substantival infinitive
(maTedw els 1o elvar (yevéabar) pé Ti), though logically possible,
cannot be supported by examples [Winer, p. 413]; also, the ener-
getic wap’ éamida ém’ éwib émicT. would be thereby weakened.
Moreover, in what precedes, the object of Abraham’s faith is never
dircetly speceified, and therefore is to be supplied here also from
the comtext. Lastly, in that case Paul would probably have
quoted a seriptural passage to evince the strength of Abraham'’s
faith (of wap’ é\miba éw’ éNmidi émicr.), not the great number of
his posterity. TFurther, as concerns the consecutive sense, Ly
which eis 70 yevéobar adrov = kai olTws éyéveto, the objection has
justly been made that it is opposed to the tenor of the passage;
for vv. 19-21 are a deseription of the faith itsclf,so that the result
of the faith (which is spoken of ver. 22) would be foreign to the
subject. Accordingly, nothing but the telic seuse is left, after
which Luther rightly translates: “<n order that he might be a
Jather of many Gentiles”  According to this, Abrahaw’s faith is
viewed, in harmony with els 70 €lvar adrov xTA., ver. 11, from
the standpoint of the divine intention. In the divine counsel
Abraham’s faith was ordained for this end, to make lhim father of
all believers (of many nations). Comp. Gal. ii1. 8. There is an
allusion to the divine oracle, ver. 17. To enclose in brackets the
subjoined ecitation from Gen. xv. 5, which confirms els 70 yevéaOac
evTor marépa moAA@y é0vdy with especial reference to mwoArdy, is
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arbitrary, on account of the close connection in which it stands
with what precedes.

—oUtws éotar TO améppa gov] namely, as the stars of heaven.
The passage of the original, according to the rendering of the
LXX, runs in full: éEjyaye 8¢ adrov éfw, kat elmer alTd:
avifBheyrov 8y els Tov ovpavov, kai apiBunaor Tols doTépas, el
Suvijon éfapibuijocar avTols® rai elmey’ oiTws €aTaL TO omEpua Gov
(upon which in ver. 6 follows: kal émicrevoer "ABpap 76 Oer,
kal eoyloln aird els Swatostvmy). In accordance with this—
with the addition of Gen. xiil 16, where it is said: xal mwovjow
70 amépua cov ds TRy duuov Tijs yijs—several codices and Fathers
have thought that the present passage should be completed by
appending to olitws éoTar 10 oméppa oov the gloss: @s ai (of)
doTépes Tob ovpavod kai To dupov (1) dupos) Tis Oakdoons. The
Vulg. also reads, in several manuscr.: “ sicut stellae coeli et arena
maris.” On the other hand, the observation of Calvin is to be
noted : “Consulto (Paulus) testimonium truncatum adduxit: quo
nos acueret ad scripturae lectionem. Religiose enim id ubique in
citanda scriptura curant apostoli, ut nos ad diligentiorem ejus
lectionem accendant.”

Ver. 19. xal uy dcBevicas 1) wiove] and because he was not
weals in faith. A litotes or melosis. Mp cofevijoas Th wioTes,
ax\’ toyvpav abTyy €xwy, Theophylact. “He was not weak”
=‘“he was very strong” For the doctrinal comprehension of
these words, Calvin’s copious exposition is helpful: “Quod ait,
non fuisse debilem fide, sic accipe: Non vacillasse, aut fluctuatum
esse, ut solemus in rebus ambiguis. Duplex enim est fidei
debilitas : una, quae tentationibus adversis succumbendo excidere
nos a Dei virtute facit: altera, quae ex imperfectione quidem
nascitur, non tamen fidem ipsam exstinguit. Nam nec mens
unquam sic illuminata est, quin maneant multae ignorantiae
reliquize : nunquam sic animus stabilitus, quin multum haereat
dubitationis. Cum iis ergo carnis vitiis, ignorantia scilicet et
dubitatione, assiduum est fidelibus certamen: in quo certamnine
fides eorum graviter concutitur saepe et laborat, verum superior
tandem evadit: ut dici possint in ipsa infirmitate firmissimi.” 74
wiotel, quod attinet ad fidem. It is the dative of reference,
denoting the sphere to which a general predicate (here uy dafeveiv,
as in ver. 20 évduvapoiobar) is to be conceived as limited. Comp.
1 Cor, xiv. 20: pn mawdia yivecOe Tals $ppesiv (in understand-
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ing) ; a\X' 75 xaxia (in regard to wickedness) vymialere, Winer,
p- 270.  The reading of several codices, év ) wioTet, 1s accord-
ingly to be regarded as a gloss. '

—ov katevonoe] Several good authorities, also the Cod. Sinait,
omit o0, which, accordingly, Griesbach deems suspicious, and
Lachmann has expunged. DBut the negation canunot be dispensed
with; for, as the subjoined & proves, Paul must then have
written : xatevonoe pév xth. The of was manifestly omitted
from regard to Gen. xvii. 17. Dut apart {rom the consideration
that Paul here, perhaps, refers only to Gen. xv. 5, 6, where
Abrallam’s faith is forthwith decisively expressed, even the doubt
of Abraham, related Gen. xvii, was but a transient one, which he
at once in faith overcame. “Sed quoniam omissa consideratione,”
says Calvin, “totum suum sensum Domino resignavit: dicit
apostolus, non considerasse. Et sane majoris fuit constantiae, ab
ca re, (uae se oculis ultro ingerebat, cogitationem distraliere, quam
si nihil tale in mentem ei venisset.” To this add, that xaTavoety
signifies not merely: “animum advertere ad, considerare,” but:
“ oculos, mentemque in re defigere,” to fix the attention on « thing,
to view a thing closely, so to regard a thing as to decide by it,
comp. Luke xii. 24, 27 ; Acts vii. 31, 32, xi. 6; Heb. iii. 1, x. 24
Accordingly, Paul would deny, not so much that Abraham in
general directed his attention to the difficulty in the natural cir-
cumstances of the case, as only that this engrossed the whole of
his thoughts. As of Abraham, Gen. xvii, so also of John the
Baptist, Matt. xi.,, an instance of wavering faith is recorded.

—10 éavTol odpa 1jn vevexpwpévov] %8y is absent in several
manuscripts, versions, and Fathers; the Vulgate read it before
éxatovtaérns. It appears therefore to be spurious. Lachmann
has bracketed it. The expression gains in force and conciseness
(To éavTol o@pa vevekpwpévov . . . TV VéKPWOW TiS MTpas
Sappas) without it. Terhaps it was inserted in allusion to the
ohjection, that the power of generation in one a hundred years
old was not unheard of in that age, against which Bengel's remark
is to be observed : “ Post Semum, nemo centum annoruimn generasse
Geu. xi. legitur.”  Comp. also Calvin on the passage. Dut as con-
cerns the power of generation mentioned still latev in the marriage
with Ketura, Gen. xxv. 1, 2, Bengel thus speaks: “Novus corporis
vigor etiam mansit in matrimonio cum Ketura” vevexpwpévor
= decrepid as regards power of generation, Heb. xi. 12,
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—éxaTovradrns mov Umapywr] wov, jfere, about, for le was
nincty-nine years old, comp. Gen. xvii. 1, 24 with ver. 17, xxi. 5.

—rkal ThY vékpwoir Tijs pijTpas 3dppas) 1) vékpwats, actively
= taterfectio, Lilling; passively, = (1) 70 vexpobofar, death, (2)
stutc of deatl. This may be taken, properly, of actual death,—so,
perhaps, 2 Cor. iv. 10,—or, fignratively, of extreme torpor of the
physical powers. According to Gen. xvii. 17, Sarah was ninety
years old.  The LXX. write Jdppa, because the 3 in MW, femine
pirinedgs, princess, according to the etymology (from M, to have
dominion), should have the Dagesh.

Vv. 20, 21. els 8¢ v émayyehiav Tob Oeod ob Siewplfn Th
dmioTia, dAN éveduvapwbn Th wiore] As the direct, positive
antithesis of ov «xatevdénoe, ver. 19, we should have expected a
simple els 8¢ Ty émayyeniav 1ol Oeod édvvaudbn T5 wioTer. Dut
this positive element acquires greater force when it is placed in
contrast with the prefixed negative, od Siexpifn 75 amaria. eis,
quod atlinet, with respeet to, as regards.  As concerns the promisc, he
doubted not <n unbelicf.  Comp. Acts xxv. 20: dwopodpevos 0é
éy® els ™YY Tepl TovTov Gjtnow. But the els may perhaps be
referred to émioTevae first of all supposed, negatively paraphrased
by ov Swexpifln T amioTig interposed, and positively expressed in
évebuvapdln 1) wioTer. 8¢ is not = aA\d, but conneetive = “ and
indeed.” Moreover, we may also, with Meyer, suppose that * the
negative proposition in ver. 19 is, in the first place, still more
specially clucidated, likewise negatively, by eis... dmarig (8,
the epexegetical awuteir), and then the positive opposite relation is
subjoined to it by aAN’ évebuvapwfn «7A. In the former negative
illustrative clause, the chief clement giving the ‘nformation is eis
7. émayy. 7. feob, which is therelore placed first with great
emphasis : but with regard to the promise of God, he wavered not
ineredulously, but waned strong in faith,” ete. T dmearia, dat.
tastr. diffidenticc adductus, through the unbelicf, which in this case
he would have lLad. Heuce the article. éveSvvapwfy, Luther
rightly : “ he becaine strony.”  évduvapoiofar is not middle: “to
make oueself strong, strengthen oneself,” but passive: “to be
made strong = to wax strong, become strong,” Acts ix, 22; 2 Tim.
il. 1; Heb. xi. 34. Therefore = Svvaros 7 wioTer éyévero. Thus
in Swexpifn, according to N. T. usage, the passive stands instead
of the middle form, whereas éveduvapwln is the actual passive,
Winer, p. 327. The dative 75 wiorer, like the dative in puy
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dabeviicas T3 wiore, ver. 19, is the dative of reference or rela-
tion, quod atlinct ad fidem. Sianpivew, to discriminate, distinguish,
scarch into, decide, Matt. xvi. 3; Acts xv. 9; 1 Cor. iv. 7, vi. 3,
xi. 29, 31, xiv. 29. In the middle: ¢ separate onesclf, to dispute,
Acts xi. 2; Jude 9; but mostly : fo dispulc with oucsclf, to doubt.
So here and xiv. 23; comp. Matt. xxi. 21; Mark xi. 23; Acts
x. 20, xi. 12; Jas. 1. 6, ii. 4 (see Huther, ©0id.). Elsewhere the
word occurs in the N. T. only Jude 22, where, however, both
reading and interpretation are doubtful.

—dovs 86Fav ¢ Beg] corresponding with the Heb, 22 & (179)
mimd (in Rev. xix. 7 we read Tiv 8dfav, ic. to give the glory due
to God). &ibovar Sskav 76 e, to give ylory to God = to thiuk, say,
or do what {urthers God's glory. The connection in each case
decides in what respect glory is given to God. It is given Him
by the acknowledgment of His ommnipotence, so here—Dby speak-
ing the truth, which implies acknowledgment of God as the
truthful One, who requires the truth to be spoken, so in John
ix. 24—Dy thanksgiving for Iis goodness, so iu Luke xvii. 18,
and so on. In general, therefore, &ibovar Séfav 7 Oed is
to acknowledge God for what He is, and to speak and act
as His will directs. The hallowing of God’s name means the
same,

—=xai mAnpodopnleis] The xai hefore mAnpodopnbels is wanting
in several important Western manuscripts. But it only seems
omitted because explicative; and if it is left out, whnpogopnlels
explains by direct addition in what the 8:8ovar Sofav 7 fegd con-
sisted. “He gave God glory in being fully persuaded,” ete. Ior
the rest, the participial clause Sobs Sofav 7. 6. xai 7Anpogop.
#TA. explains the mode in which the évdvvapwbivac 75 wioTe
manifested itself. The participia aor., aunexed to the wverd. fin.
in the aor., denote here an action contemporaneous with the latter
one; also, elsewhere, one preceding it. Comp. Delitzsch on Heb.
ii. 10, vol. L. p. 118, arh\mpodpopeiv, to fulfil, 2 Tim. iv. 5 ; lence
mApopopnbeis, properly, satisficd, i.e. fully convinced, xiv. 5. ovk
eime weoTevoas, alN éudaTikdrepor, Oecum.,

—émijyyenta] middle.  What Ile (namely, o Geos) has promised,
Winer, p. 328. “Docet item,” observes Melanchthon on this
verse, “quod fides sit certitudo quaedam, non dubitatio. Ideo
inquit: non dubitavit diffidentia, item : certus fuit. Has parti-
culas meminisse debemus adversus impiam et perniciosam doc-
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trinam scholasticorum, quae jubet dubitare utrum habeamus Deum
propitium,”

Ver. 22 reverts to the principal thought, ver. 3 (comp. ver. 9).
8o wal] hinc mimirum, on which account also (1. 24), namely,
because Abraham believed so strongly, as has been just deseribed,
vv, 18-21, We are thus again reminded that in ver. 20 the
érayyeria Tob Beod (comp. & émjpyyentar, ver. 21) is specified as
the object of Abraham’s justifying faith. Dut we know already
that not only the birth of Isaac, the numerous natural posterity,
and the possession of the land of Canaan, were the substance of
this émayyeria, but also the birth of the Messiali, and the
forgiveness of sins linked thereto, the spiritnal amépua, as well
as the heavenly inleritance, and that it was really the reference
of the promise to the latter, not the former element, that gave to
Abrahany’s faith its justifying power. Further, when justification
is liere ascribed to Abraham’s faith on account of its strength, we
must not from this deduce the proposition that only absolutely
perfect faith justifics. In this case faith must have made
righteous before God on account of its own perfection, and not,
as it rveally does, on account of its objective import, the pardon-
ing grace of God in Clhrist. Even Abraha’s faith is not to
be conceived as absolutely perfect (comp. Calvin’s observation
above on uy dolevicas 75 mwiore, ver. 19). Rather was it a
faith growing stronger through conflict with doubt (comp. ver. 20,
éveduvapwln 14 miorer, and Gen. xvil. 17). But, doubtless, in
him faith conquered unbelief, so that he was not like a wave of
the sea driven helplessly hither and thither by the wind of doubt
(Jas. i. 6, 7), but God’s strength was mighty in lis weakness
(2 Cor. xii. 9),

—@&Noyion] it was reckoned, namely, the miorederr just de-
picted, comp. ver. 3.

Vv. 23-25 contain the application of the seriptural testimony
concerning Abraham’s justification through faith to the justifica-
tion of all believers in Christ through faith. éypddn] 4t was
written, namely, in Holy Scripture. The aorist is here chosen
instead of the perfect, usual elsewhere (yéyparmrar, 4t is writtcn),
because here there is not quoted a Secripture testimony in force
at present, but reference is made to the historic fact of such a
testimony being recorded then, in order to draw attention to the
divine purpose linked with that historic fact.
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—38¢ alrov pévov] on Iis account only, ie. in order to malke
known the way and method in which Abraham was justified.
Rightly Calvin: “ Non propter ipsum duntaxat, aesi privilegium
aliquod singulare foret, quod in excuplum trahere nou conveniat.”
This is no lhistory past and dome with, but one continuously
rcalized.  Here historice is seen in the highest sense of the word
as vitac mayistra.  Therelore 8 adroy, on Lis behalf, is not to be
interpreted : “that he might be honoured by posterity.”

—&7e éNoyloln alr@] that it was reckoned to him, namely, 76
mioTeve els Owatoovvny., The addition els Sikacootvmy or 1)
wioTis (adrod) els Siwarooivny, supported by fecble authority, is a
manifest gloss.

—&80 pas] on our account, i.c. to testify to us, that we may
hence discern the only possible way and method of our own
justification.  Comp. xv. 4: doa wpoeypdidn, eis THv HueTépav
Sibackariav wpoeypadn; 1 Cor. ix. 10, x. 11; Gal. iii. 8; 2 Tim.
iil. 16,  “Quoniam probatio ab exemplo non scmper firma est,
ne id in quaestionem veniat, diserte asserit Paulus in Abrahae
persona editum fuisse specimen communis justitiae, quae peraeque
ad omnes spectat. Locus, quo admonemur de capiendo exem-
plorum fruetu in Scripturis,” Calvin. Comp. Deresch. R. x1. 8:
“Quiequid seriptum est de Abrahamo, scriptum est de filiis ejus.”

—ols péAher Aoyileabar] to whom it is to be reckoned, namely,
10 maTevew els Swatoctyny. It is laid down that it will be
imputed to them as often, that is, as the case occurs, that they
believe. Justification is deseribed as a divine act accomplished
in time. pé\ker therefore refers neither to the future day of
judgment, for justification is found already in the present aeon,
not fivst of all on the threshold of the future aeon, the last day.
Nor still less can péer stand for éuede, to whom 4t was to be
reckoned, in which case the apostle would place Lis point of view
in the time of Abralham, or of the recording of the Seripture
testimony concerning him.

—mots mioTevovoty] those who belicve, expresses the condition
of imputation. “It shall be imputed to those who believe in
Clhrist’s resurrection, Z.c. if we believe in Christ’s resurrection.”

—émi 10v éyelpavra 'Ingodv Tov wipiov fudv éx vexpdv] The
Christian’s faith is here referred to God the Father, not to Christ,
but to God in so far as He raised Christ from the dead. In both
clements the analogy of the Christian’s faith with that of Abraham
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shows itself, for hie also, according to ver. 17, believed e 76
{womorodyte Tovs wekpovs.  “Tides Abrahami” says Dengel,
“ferebatur in id, quod futwrmn essct et fieri posset: mnostra in
i, quod factum ecst, utraque in Vivificatorem.” The faith of
Alraham was faith in the God who, by the quickening of His
decayed powers, gave assurance of the birth of the promised Seced
of the woman which was linked to his natwral posterity. The
faith of the Christian is faith in the God who raised Chuist from
the dead, and thus accomplished the work of vedemption. Thus
for the Christian’s faith, the object, which is the same in the faith
of Abraham and the Christian, stands forth in its N. T. revelation
in its lhistoric clearness, limitation, and completion. DBut that
the raising up of Christ is here adduced not merely as cvidence
of divine omnipotence in isolation from divine grace, but as evi-
dence of this omnipotent grace, which is the sole object of the
faith of justificution, is shown by ver. 25, where Christ’s reswrrec-
tion is expressly described as the saving ground that conditions
justification.  In the phrases: éyeiperw, éyeipecfar, avacTivar, Ly
éx vexpov in the N, T. vexpov never has the article (only Eph.
v. 14 forms an exception, and Col. ii. 12;in 1 Thess i 10 a
varie lectio is found). On the other hand, it is said almost
always éyelpecar, avactivar ¢md Tdv vexpdv. Profane authors
also regularly omit the article before this word, Winer, p. 153.

—bs mapedodn] namely, els OdvaTov, comp. Matt. x. 21, con-
tains probably an allusion to Isa. lili. 12, LXX.: «ai &id Tas
avoplas abrdv wapedodn, where also els @dvaTov is spontaneously
supplied from the immediately preceding dv@’ dv mrapedofn eis
fdvator xtA. The apostle says both feos mapédwre Tov viov
avrod, viil. 82, and Xpwotos mapédwxer éavrov, Gal. il 20,
Epl. v. 2, or even é8wker éavroy, 1 Tim. ii. 6; Tit.ii. 14. God,
then, did not give Christ, the guiltless One, against His will for
the guilty, but Christ of His own free will surrendered Himself
to the pains of death. The redeeming counsel of the triune God
is one and nndivided. The love of the Son calls for His surrender
not less than the love of the Father. The active and the passive
elements in this surrender are indissolubly and inseparably one.
If it is said, Acts iii. 13: v Juels mapédwrxate, men can only he
regarded as instruments of the divine counsel, Acts ii. 23, iv. 28;
Gen. 1. 20. There is exhibited lLere the unity of the two his-
torical factors, human freedom and divine ordination.
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—&8d Ta mwapamrdpara Nudv] on account of our sins, 1.c. to
expiate and atone for them, iii. 24, 25.

—8a v Swkaiwow Npdv] on account of our justification, ..
to cffect it, to convey to us the &weatocivy feod. Sikalwos
(found, besides, only v. 18 as the opposite of xardrpipa) is the
act of God by which man is brought into the relation of the
Sikatoovvn Oeod, of righteousness in relation to God. Llsewhere
everywhere Scripture sets forth the death of Cluist as the ground
of our justification, iii. 24, 25, v. 9; 2 Cor. v. 21 ; Eph. i. 7;
1 John i. 7. In point of fact, the work of atonement and justi-
fication conditioned thereby, as the Terédeartar of the Lord on the
cross testifies, John xix., 30, is finished with the death of
the Atoner. But the resurrection is the actual victory of the
righteousness and life of the Prince of Life over the sin and
death to which, not for His sake but for ours, He was given up.
As such a victory the resurrection of Jesus Christ from the dead
is withal His justification before men, z.c. the cvidence that He
died, not for His own sins, but as the eternal Son of God, as the
holy and just One, &d 7d wapawtopara Hudv, i 4; 1 Tim.
iii. 16; Jolm xvi. 10. Therefore, were He not demonstrated by
the resurrection to be such a victor over sin and death, our faith
were vain, as a faith in one who lies in the power of sin and
death. Therefore, were not Christ owr Atoner, there would be
no justification for us, and we should be still in our sins, 1 Cor.
xv. 17. DBut now in His resurrection our righteousness, which
is in Him, and our life are secured and hidden. Along with
Him, the Substitute, believing humanity has risen from sin and
death, and, as righteous and endowed with eternal life, is seated
on the throne of majesty. This security and hidden character it
has, in so far as, exalted by Iis resurrection to the right hand
of the Father, by His high-priestly intercession and prayer He
renders effectual and perpetuates the merit of His sacrifice in
the presence of God for His own, viil. 34; Heb. ix. 24; 1 John
ii. 1; Rom. v. 10. TFor as His atonement avails not nerely for
the clect, so His resurrection also avails not merely for believers,
although it does avail for these in a special manner, but for the
whole Cosmos, that it may be led to faith in His atonement.
Just as it is an actual victory, evidence, security, and defence, so
is Christ’s reswrrection finally the condition of the appropriation
of the salvation procured by Him, for God has exalted Him by
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His richt hand to be a Prince and Saviour, to give to Isracl
repentance and forciveness of sins, Acts v. 31,  Although, there-
fore, the death of Jesus alone has obtained righteousness and life
for us in the way of mcrit, yet the apostles are right in making
His resurrection everywhere the foundation of their preaching of
the gospel. Ouly &' dvasrdcews "Inood XpioTod éx verpdy is
there given us an éimis {doa, 1 DTet. i. 3, seeing that, while
atonement and the possibility of justification are mediated
indeed through His death, the actual efficacy and reality of these
depended on the resurrection. “Quamquam enim praccessit
meritum, tamen ita ordinatum fuit ab initio, ut tune singulis
applicarctur, cum fide acciperent,” Melanchthon. Just as here
the Swcalwoes, which the death of Christ effects, is referred, for
the reasons given, to the resurrection, so in x. 10 is the cwrpia,
which is imparted to faith, anunexed to confession. Finally, in
opposition to modern interpretations, the remwmks of Calov on
this passage are still worthy of note: ¢ Pervertunt autem
sententiam Apostoli Papistac, cum id eum hic velle contendunt,
mortem Christt cxemplar fuisse mortis peceatorwm, resurrectionen
autem cxemplar renovationds ct regencrationds tnicrnac, per quam
i novitate vitac ambulamus, vid. Bellarm. 1. II. de justific. c. G,
quia hic non agitur vel de morte peceatorum, vel de renovatione et
novitate vilae, de quibus, cap. vi,, demum agere incipit Apostolus,
sed de non imputatione vel remissione peccatorum, et imputatione
Justitiae vel justificetione.” Comp. also Calvin on the passage; and
as to subjective spiritual death and resurrection, vi. 4, 5, 8, 11.

EXCURSUS TO CHAPIER 1IV.

THE PROTEVANGELIUM, OR THE SEED OF THE WOMAN AND
OF ABRAHAM.

A STUDY IN BIBLICAL THEOLOGY.!

Whoever would take a comprehensive survey of the end and
aim, the import and progressive development, of O. T. revelation,
will arrive at no certain and satisfactory result as long as,

1 Reprinted from the Kirchlichen Zeitschrift von Kliefoth und Mejer, 1855,
p. 519 1L
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heginning so to speak «b ovo, he follows the O. T. step by step,
and endeavours to understand it simply from its own contents.
It is only in the New that the O. T. has found its fulfilment, and
only through the N. T. that the Old is unfolded in its real import
and true sigunificance. Here, in vicw of the two main consti-
tuents of divine revelation, if anywhere, holds good in its entire
strain and compass the first principle to be observed in the inter-
pretation of Holy Scripture from itsell: “ Seripture is the true
interpreter of Seripture (scripture scripturam docct).” Even the
advent and witness of the Lord Himself, like the teaching of the
apostles, was in reality nothing else than a fulfilment and unveil-
ing of O. T. revelation. In this sense Augustine justly said:
“The N. T. i3 caclosed in the Old, the Old is disclosed in the
New ;7! and Luther compared the O. T. to the moon that borrows
its licht from the sun of the N. T. I, therefore, we would
penetrate into the spirit and meaning of the O. T., we must above
everything seek to discover the spirit and meaning in which it
is understood and explained in the N. T. Not mercly the N. T.
doctrine of salvation in general, but also the N. T. view of the O. T.
(hoth of which are inextricably bound up one with the other,
nay, in a certain sense, fall one into the other), must govern and
decide our view.  But mow, if, amid the rich varicty of separate
statements in the N. T. respecting the O. T., we desire a fixed
point where we may obtain firmer foot-hold, and thence look
about us, especially in the N. T, for a systematic treatment and
exposition of the different stages in O. T. revelation and its rela-
tion to N. T. revelation, we are dirvected without doubt at once
to the writings of the holy Apostle Paul. By bivth, character,
course of training, as well as by divine call, was Paul—the
Pharisee, the zealot for the law, the perseentor of Clristians,
and then the Gentile apostle converted to the Lord, and by Him
direetly called to office and service — expressly destined and
chosen «love all the other apostles fur this purpose—to discover
to the chureh of Cliist the real signilicance of the old covenant;
to alford the deepest insight into the O. T.; both to perceive as
clearly and deseribe as distinctly as possible the relation to each
other of promise, law, and gospel ; and in the most comprehensive
fashion, to set forth those educative dealings of the Lord with
Isracl and with the Gentile world before and after Christ’s advent

b Novum Testamentum in Velere latct, Tetus Testamentum in Novo patcl.
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that were intended to prepare them for faith in Christ, and to
lead them to faith in Christ. As long as Paul went upon the
crroncous assumption as a Pharisee, that mau, by fulfilling the
law given of God through Moses, should and could attain perfect
richteousness availing before God, and along with it life and
salvation, the preaching of Christ erucified must have been scandal
and foolishuess to him.  His standpoint at that time was simply
the ordinary one of Jewish particularisin.  Only the people of
Israel, descending in natural course from Abraham, distinguished
by the covenant-sigu of circnuncision, had a right, by virtue of
this descent and of their covenant-relation to God ratified by
circumeision, on condition of fulfilling the law, to the futwe glory
of the Mlessianic kingdom. For the Messiah Himself was to
appear, not in a state of humiliation, but in a state of glory, in
order to lead His elect people to the glory they deserved. Dut
on the godless Geutile world He was to execute judgment, so far
as in the case of separate individuals it was not incorporated
into the O. T. theocracy Ly submission to eircumneision and the
law. ' :

But wlen the apostle, Ly the light of the Holy Spirit, came
clearly to perceive that perfect fulfilinent of the law is impossible
to sinful man, that therefore to attaiu richteousness and salvation
on the ground of perfect fulfilment of the law is altogether out
of the question, that, on the contrary, man can ouly thoroughly
attain righteousness acceptable to God, and eternal life necessarily
connected therewith, by means of faith in Christ, who took upon
Him the guilt and penalty of our sin, and by His atoning death
made satisfaction to the law and divine justice, then the position
from which he regarded the subject must have Leen changed in
every particular, nay, completely reversed. WWhile snone but the
sinner who is justified by faith in Christ has righteousuess and
life, every sinner who is justified by faith in Christ has righteous-
ness and life. Thus neither Jew nor Greek longer avails, hut
only « scw creafere through faith in Cluist.  Thus all depends
not on descent {rom Abralhiam, but on faith. If the law cannot
justify because man as a sinmer is incapable of fulfilling it, it
cannot have been given by God for the purpose of justifying the
sinper. Not to lead to righteousness, but to expose sin, and to
lead to the conplete knowledge of sin as well as of the sentence
of death on account of sin, by this knowledge to prepare and
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dispose man to accept salvation in Christ through faith, and thus
by effecting the knowledge of sin to become a sclioolmaster unto
Christ, remaius the only conceivable end of the law. TIrom this
truth flowed for the apostle a stream of light over the entire O. T.
covenaut economy and its divinely-ordained course of develop-
ment. There is but one way of justification in the old as in
the new covenant—justification through faith. In this way even
Abraham was led. He was justified through faith in the promise.
But the promise is older than the law. Of all the principles of
the apostle bearing on the economy of salvation, this is one of
the most far-reaching. If rightecousness and life were assured to
Abraham and his race by God’s free promise of grace, the mean-
ing of the law that came in later cannot be, merely by way of
supplement, to make the attainment of the inheritance, that was
given frecly, dependent on the imnpossible condition of fulfilling
the law, which would be to render the promise nugatory.
Abraham accordingly received circumeision not as a sign that
he was bound to fulfil the law (for the law was not even given
in his days), but as a seal of the righteousness he obtained through
faith in the promise, through faith which he had even in his state
of uncircumcision.  Therefore natural descent fromm Abraham,
circumeision, and fulfilment of the law will not, as the Jews and
Paul the Pharisce fancied, lead to righteousness and life, for
Abraham himself attained not thereto in this natural, carnal way.
It is spiritual descent from Abraham, walking in the footsteps of
his faith, of which as father of all believers he is an illustrious
type, that leads to righteousness and to life. In the place of
Israel after the flesh stands Isracl after the spirit; in place of the
natural seed stands the spiritual sced of Abraham as the real heir
of the promises.

Let us lhere pause and look somewhat more closely at the
passages of the Pauline cpistles bearing on the point. We begin
with Gal. iii. 15-18. Paul here says that even a human testa-
ment, when it has acquired legal force instecad of being annulled
or added to at pleasure, will be kept unchanged by all. How
much more will this be the case with an ordinance of God! Dut
God gave to Abraham and his sced the oft-repeated promise
(heuce the plural the promiscs, on account of the frequent repeti-
tion of one and the same promise). Therefore this legally valid
ordinance or this covenant of God ratified previously, the law,
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which was given 430 years later, cannot annul so as to make it
void (430 years =the time of the sojourn of the children of
Isracl in Egypt, for the promise to Abraham was repeated to
Isaac and Jacob. Therefore the giving of the law on Sinai fell
430 years after the time of promise had come to an end). The
purport of the promise was the inheritance, with Paul always the
inheritance of salvation, of eternal life. This inheritance God
gave to Abraham freely by promise. Were, then, the inheritance
by way of supplement made dependent on fulfiliment of the law, it
would necessarily become the fruit of work and merit, and the cove-
nant-promise previously ratified by God be abolished and rendered
void by God Himself. God forbid this to be said or thought !
But a special difficulty arises in this—in itself clear—exposi-
tion of the apostle in the 16th verse, the correct understanding
of which, as we shall see, is of special importance for our purpose.
The verse runs: “ Now to Abraham and his seed were the pro-
mises made. He saith not, And to sceds, as of many; but as of
one, And to thy seed, which is Christ.” Thus the apostle says
that the seed of Alraham to which, as to Abraham himself, the
promise was given, is Christ; for that the person of Christ is
liere meant is shown by the closing words of the chapter, which
glance back to this passage: “ Ior ye are all one in Christ Jesus.
And if ye Le Christ’s, then are ye Abraham’s seed, and heirs
according to the promise” Thus the community of believers is
called Abraham’s seed, on this ground, that it stands in uuion
with Christ, belongs to Christ. Therefore the real seed of
Abraham is Christ (comp. also ver. 19).  But then it seems
hard to understand how the apostle can frame his argument as
he does. e bases his course of reasoning on the use of the
singular “seed ” (10 oméppa). This denotes a single individual,
since, if more were meant, it would have Leen said “seeds” (ra
oméppata). Therefore it is not the nunierous natural descendants
of Abraham that are meant, but Christ—the one descendant, so
called by way of eminence. This appears, indeed, as if it were
a simple Rabblinical gloss (Midrasch), without any objective
evidential force; for it is known well enough that sced (omépua,
¥ is used in the singular collectively, and signifies posterity,
whether this consist of many or one.! Even apart from the
! Moreover, the plural B'WIT does not occur in the Hebrew in the sense of soboles,

but only in that of seed-grains, 1 Sam. viii. 15.
Poivirer, Roa I, [0}
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inspiration of the apostle’s langunage, it is evidently the more per-
verse to attribute to the apostle a mode of dogmatic proof lised
on grammatical ignorance of so crass a kind, as he himself often
cmploys seed in the collective semnse, as presently in this ch.
v. 29: “Then ye¢ are Abraham’s sced,” and elsewlere, as especially
in Rowm. iv., refers the promise given to Abraliam’s seed to
Abraham’s spiritnal children, the body of believers. We are
hence led, especially after this passage in the Roman epistle, in
this 16th verse, in the words: “ Now to Abraham and his seed
were the prowmises wade,” to refer “and to his seed” as matter
of course to Abrahian’s spiritual posterity, to which, according to
Rou. iv., just as much as to Abraham himself, the inheritance
was promised. From this we conclude, further, that the apostle’s
precise object is to prove that to this spiritual, not as the Jews
and Galatian Judaizers supposed, to the natural posterity of
Abraham, the promise is given. IHe proves it thus: Were the
natural posterity meant, the plural would be used! For Abvaham,
indeed, had more than one natural line of posterity, the one
springing from Isaae, from Ishmael, from the children of Ketura,
as well as the one springing from Esau. These natural lines of
posterity, as natural, stand on exactly the same level. But the
singular is nsed. Therefore one altogether unique posterity, dis-
tinguished from the many natural lines standing on the same level,
is meant, i.c. therefore the spiritual posterity, the hody of believers,
as the seed of Abraham so called by way of eminence. But then
to: “but as of one, and to thy seed,” the apostle does not add
as an explanatory apposition : “ which is the church,” or: “ which
13 believers,” but: “ which is Christ.” Not quite precisely do
Augustine, ¢f al., explain this: “ Christ and 1lis clureh,” Bengel,
¢t al.: “the church alone,” so that Christ would be put, as iu
1 Cor. xil. 12, in a wmystical seuse for His body, the chureh of
believers. On the contrary, we have already seen that C7rist
here (comp. also ver. 17, where, no doubt, the addition eis
Xpiorov, unto Christ, is critically suspicious) must denote the
personal Jesus Christ. 1t thevefore seems more correct and
exact to say that the apostle passes from the church to Christ,
because both are so closely and inseparably connected as members

¥ To this it makes no difference that in the Hebrew 89 cannot be proved to
occur in the sense ol posteritics. A corresponding expression, like NASCM, might
certaiuly huve been used.
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and head, that in one the other is always implied and involved.
The church of believers as the body of Jesus Christ has its
oround of permanence and unity in Clirist its head. Therefore
every promise made to the church is made to Christ, because it
is only made to the church én Christ. Hence the apostle can
say, the one sced of Abraham to which the promise is made is
Christ, Lecause the prowise is made to Abraham’s seed in Christ,
because Abraham’s seed attains to unity in Christ, really exists
only in Him, in whom by faith it germinates and grows, and is
elevated to true unity. In the same pregnant sense in ver. 28
he says: “for ye are all one in Christ.” The apostle therefore
says expressly that to Abraham the promise was given, that iu
Clrist, on him, and on all who like him belong by faith to
Christ, the inleritance of eternal life shall be bestowed, which
promise could not be rendered doubtful or invalid by the law
that entered afterwards.

But then the question is, whether the apostle’s meaning is that
Abraham himself understood Christ and the church- of believers
to be the crowning point of the promise vouchsafed to Lim, or
whether lLie means that only in the N. T. is this knowledge found,
the O. T. typical language and the O. T. typical history being
only now explained by means of the mystical mode of interpre-
tation, which deeper sense remained a mystery to Abraham him-
selt. In favour of the latter supposition one might appeal to the
fact that the apostle himself, Gal. iv. (comp. Rom. ix.), treats the
history of Isaac and Ishmael as typical, and by an allegorical
mode of interpretation regarded the former as a type of those
born by prowmise, the church of believers, the latter as a type of
those Lorn after the flesh, natural Israel. Still, in the first place,
the apostle may have meant to ascribe even to Abraham spiritual
comprehension of the types referred to; and again, the genuine
typology belonging to the economy of salvation, which le opposes
to false Rabbinical typology, does not preclude the apostle from
also finding the promise made to Abraham of Christ and the
church of believers in the form of a direct prediction in the Old
Testament. Now, that Paul ascribed even to Abraham conscious
faith in Christ the personal Messiah, and in the believing church
in union with Him, there cau be no manner of doubt. According
to its simple and natural signification, the Galatian passage
already treated of allows 110 other sense. For the apostle says in
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so many words that to Abraham the promise was given, whose
very purport was Christ, and that by this promise the inheritance
of cternal life was freely bestowed on him. How unnatural and
artificial would be the notion, that for Abraham the direct purport
of this promise was not Christ and the church of believers and
the heavenly inheritance, but only Isaac and his natural posterity
and the earthly inheritance! Desides, this latter view is cex-
pressly precluded by the exposition immediately preceding the
passage.  For the apostle there shows (Gal iii. 6-14) that
Abreham was justified not, as the Jews and Judaizers supposed,
hy works, but by faith. Therefore is he the father of all Lelievers,
and the promise that in him all Gentiles should be Dlessed is
fulfilled in the Gentiles, like him, inheriting the blessing by faith.
Now, was it meant that Abraham was justified by faith m the
promised Lirth of Isaac, in the natural posterity and possession of
the land of Canaan, and not by faith in Christ? By such a view
the apostle would cut in two the very sinew of his entire doctrine
of justification, and pluck it up Ly the roots. For, according to
the apostle’s doctrine, it is not subjective faith of itself that
Justifies man, no matter what the contents it includes or the
object to which it is directed; but only faith in Christ is our
righteousness availing before God, because Christ Himself, who
hore and took away the curse of the law, procured this righteous-
ness availing before God imputed to believers. In the same way
(Gal. iii. 13, 14) Paul extends the blessing of Abraham in Christ
Jesus to the Gentiles,—in Christ Jesus, who bore the curse of the
law, and thus transformed the curse into blessing.

Now, that Abraham was justified, not by faith in the birth of
Isaac, but by faith in the promiscd Messiah, is stated in the
clearest way in Rom. iv. After the apostle has there quoted
(ver. 3) Gen. xv. 6—a common proof- passage with him—
“ Abraham Delieved God, and it was counted to him for right-
eousness,” he continues : “ Now to him that worketh is the reward
not reckoned of grace, but of debt. DBut to him that worketh
not, but believetll on Himn that justifieth the ungodly, his faith
3s counted for righteousness”  We therefore infer with the
utmost stringency that to Abrabam also faith was reckoned for
righteousness, as to one that believed in God who justifies the
ungodly. DBut God only justifies the ungodly through Christ.
Abrahaw, therefore, was not justified Dy his faith in the birth of
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Tsaac, but by his faith in God, who justified him when ungodly
through Christ. In the same way, continues the apostle by way
of coufirmation, David declares the blessedness of the man to
whom God Imputes righteousness without works, when he says:
“Blessed are they whose iniquities are forgiven, and whose sins
are covered.  Dlessed is the man to whom the Lord will not
impute sin.” Taul next shows further, that to Abraham this
blessedness and justification came when he was yet in an
uncircumcised, not first in a circumcised state, so that he Dbe-
cae father of all beliceers, as well of those belonging to the
uncircuwmeision as of those belonging to the cirecumcision. To
this church of believers, the true and genuine seed of Abraham,
lie says further, the promise of inheritance was given of free
grace; it was not made to depend on the condition of fulfilling
the law, by which the promise would be directly frustrated.
That Abraham is father of all believers, he finds declared in the
words of Gen. xvii. 5: “I have made thee a father of mauy
nations,” and says expressly that Abraham himself believed in
the promise of this spiritual seed, and, indeed, so firmly and
strongly, that on that account he regarded not his own and Saral’s
dead body. We see here how the apostle couples the promise of
Isaac and the natural posterity springing from him with the
promise of Christ and the body of believers, the spiritual posterity
of Abraham. For the church of believers was to spring from
Clhrist, Christ from Israel, Israel from Isaac. Had not Abraham
then believed in the birth of Isaac, he had not believed in the
birth of Cluist, the advent of Christ and of the church—the true
and real seed of Abraham—Dbeing from this time bound to the
birth of Isaac and his posterity, the people of Israel. And pre-
cisely because Abraham believed so strongly and firmly in the
promise of the true spiritual seed, he also believed so firmly and
strongly in the promise of the natural seed, as from this time one
promise stood and fell with the other.

Now, in the same way in which the Apostle Paul was led was
Luther led, aud hence also called of God to disclose to God’s
church afresh the meaning of our apostle’s writings. TUpon the
patviarchal age, the age of promise and faith, followed under Isracl
the age of law. Dut Israel knew not that the law is only a
schoolmaster unto Chuist, {for the purpose of kindling to greater
ardowr desire for the fulfiiment of the promise. They supposed
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that the law was itself a means of justification. The time being
fulfilled, God sent His Son, and at the same time IHis apostle, who,
himself delivered by faith in the Son of God from the false right-
eousuess of law and works, now imparted to God’s church correct
insight into the relation of promise and law, law and gnspel
Thus the Gentile church, founded by the apostles, reproduced the
history of the patriarchal church, in possessing again rightecousness
and life by faith in Him that had come and in the promise
of future inheritance. Again, the church of believers having
developed in the course of lhistory under God’s leading into a
national chureh, it came, like the nation of Israel that grew out of
the patriarchal family, under the dominion of law, TFurther, the
Christian national church, living under law, instead of using the
law as a schoolmaster unto Cluist, supposed, like Istael, that it
was a means of justification. Then God raised up Luther the
monk, as once Paul the Pharisee, and leading him from monastic
work-righteousness to justifying faith, chose him as an instrumeunt
to instruct the church of God anew in the distinction between
promise, law, and gospel. And thus our church, in the point of
biblical theology mnow in question, faithfully followed its grea
teacher, the Apostle Paul.  With him, it attributed even to
Abraham, the father of all believers, faith in the personal Messiah,
and held him justified, like all Dbelicvers of the old and new
covenant, by this faith. It did not and could not subscribe to
the modern subjective theory, according to which Abraham’s
justifying faith is said to be identical with the Christian’s faith
merely as regards its subjective character, while having an
cssentially different object ; for by doing this it would in point of
fact have contradicted the Apostle Paul to the teeth, utterly per-
verted the doctrine of justification taught in Scrvipture, and thrown
to the winds the genuine evangelical analogy of faith.

The next question is, What authority the Apostle Paul has in
the words of O. T. Seripture itself fov his view of the promise
made to Abraham? Dut before proceceding to answer this
question, we call attention to the way in which the Lord is
Himself in harmony with the apostle’s view. ILiven John the
Daptist had warned the Jews not to trust in their heing
Abraham’s children, since from these stones God could raise up
children to Abraham (Matt. iii. 9). Therefore not the natural,
but spiritual descendants, the children of Abraham’s faith, are his
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aenuine seed.  In the same sense the Lord, in John, says to the
Jews: “If ye were Alraham’s children, ye would do the works
of Abraham.  Ye would then not seek to kill me (but believe in
me), that have told you the truth which I have heard of God,”
John viii. 39, 40. Ispecially pertinent here is the Lord’s
declaration, #2id. v. 56 : “ Abraham rejoiced that he was to see
my day, and saw it, and was glad” The Jews had previously
asked, ver. 53: “Art thou greater than our father Abraham ?”
In order to show. that He is greater than Abrahain, the Lord says
that Abraham rejoiced to see Iis day, thereby himself acknow-
ledging that Christ is greater than he. Abraham therefore
brought himself into comparison with the person of Christ, and
in spirit rejoiced that he should behold Cluist's glorious day,
which le actually beheld.! .

We now return, having gained this basis of N. T. authority,
to the O. T. itself. The Apostle Paul, in his conflict with the
Judaizers, everywhere refers to Abraham, the founder of Israel’s
race and faith, and thus puts himself on equal ground with,
and, as it were, in the very citadel of, his opponents, who also
on their side appealed to Abraham the pattern of the righteous.
If he succeeded in proving to them that Abraham was mnot
justified Ly works, but Dby faith in the promise, their entire
doctrine of works fell to pieces. Dut if we would learn from
the O. T. itself the meaning of the passages in which the
promises of a seed (Y, omépua), blessed and diffusing blessing,
are given to Abraham, we must go still farther back to the point
where mention is first made of such a seed in the O. T.  This is
done in the Protevangelinm. The seed promised alter the Fall is
one and the same with the Dblessed sced promised to Abraham,

1 How this took place, whether in Sheol, where the tidings of Clhrist’s advent
penetrated to Abraham, or, which we take for the right view, in a specially luminons
apocalyptic vision, or otherwise, as regards our purposc may be left undecided.
Enough that even the Lord testifies that Abraham during his lifetime waited to
behold His day, thereby acknowledging the clinistological import of the promise
made to him. Comp. also Meyer here. Even apart from the general tenor of the
rassage, the day of Christ in general, the day of the Lord, can only be understood,
in consonmance with universal biblical idiom, of the day of the Lord’s personal
advent. We refuse, therefore, to say with Hofinann ( Weissag. . Erf. 1I. 18) that
Abraham witnessed the day of Christ, because lie witnessed the day of the birth of
Isaac, the son of the promise, Christ being set forth, i.e. typieally, in the person of
Isaae. At least this could only hold good for the present passage, if in the birth of

Isaac even Abralam really acknowledged and beheld the pledge and anticipatory
representation of the future personal Christ ; but this Hofmann expressly denies,
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whose advent was ouly subsequently linked on to Abraham and
his race. We lave then above all to enter upon a closer ex-
amination of the Protevangeliwn.

It is said, Gen. iii. 15: “And I will put enmity between thee
and the woman, and between thy sced and her seed. He shall
strike thy head, and thou shalt strike his heel.” !

That the serpent, which with its seed is here placed over
against the woman with her seed, was not the actual tempter,
but ouly the orgau of the tempter, Satan, both follows as matter
of course, and is attested, as is well known, by the entire Satan-
ology of Scripture as well as by particular declarations of the
N. T, e¢g. John viii. 44; Rom. xvi. 20; 1 John iii. 8; Rew.
xii, 9, xx. 2. Thus, as the serpent stands behind Satan, so behind
the penal sentence passed upon the serpent must be recoguised
the penal sentence passed upon Satan. Nay, as to the gist of
the meaning, this sentence will the more relate to the real tempter,
as le alone bad really done what deserved punishinent. The
innocent animal, the serpent, might indeed, like the entire
creation, be involved in man’s sufferings on account of sin; but as
it 1s ineapable of moral action, and therefore of responsibility and
guilt, no real punishment can fall on it. But at the very fore-
front of the penal decree it is said: “ Becausc thou hast done this.”
Moreover, it we refused to acknowledge this deeper underlying
meaning, the mere literal interpretation would give rise to in-
superable difliculties.  Indeed, this interpretation ecaunot be
strictly canied out. It is alleged that in the curse on the serpent
its deleat in the struggle with man is expressed. DBut when

CAmN) U TDWY NN AP P TN PD AEND PD PR DU ar
py 1uewn. The LXX. have : Kzi £y fpay frow &ré picov cov xal &va peiooy %5 yovainis,

xed dvd pbooy wob ewippatis gov xai &ve pieev Tov owippares abras. Adrés cov Twphon
xsPardy, xal ob ropious abred wripway. 1lere all that can be called in question is the
translation of sy by eapsiv, to walch, aim at. llowever, whether instead of this
we translate : to overtuke, come up with, strike, or even: fo crush, the senso remains
substantially the same. Even in the first case, what is meant is a successful over-
taking, one that misses not its aim, so that: striking the head is = crushing the
licad ; and even in the latter case : to crush as to the heel is = to destroy as to the heel,
to deal a deadly blow against the heel, to strike the heel successfully. The word
only occurs further, Ps, exxxix. 11, Job ix. 17, where the interpretation is likewise
disputed. The translation advocated by Hengstenberg, Christology, 1. p. 26, to
crush, which is also attested by the Chaldee (comp. Delitzsch and Keil here), is
certainly confirmed by svszpide, Rom. xvi. 20, supposing, as can scarcely be doubted,
that this passage contains an allusion to the I'rotevangelium.
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the serpent strikes man on the heel, the bite is so dangerous
and deadly that the poison spreads thence through the whole
body (Gen. xlix. 17). Therefore, all that would be really ex-
pressed would be a mutual destruction of the serpent race and
human race. In any case, then, we must depart from the literal
conception, and fix our attention simply upon the contrast of head
and heel as the nobler and less noble parts. A wound to the first
is, as a rule, incurable ; to the latter, curable. But even then the
threat is by no means carried out completely, the victory of the
human race over the serpent race, which, as ending with the over-
throw of the serpent, is represented as total, in reality being never
more than partial.  Further, if hiere not merely a threat of punish-
ment against the serpent, but also, which certainly cannot be
doubted, a promise on behalf of wan is meant to be expressed, we
cannot of course find in this, taking the words in the bare literal
sense, with Hofmann and others, simply the preservation of the lile
of the human race, despite the machinations of tle serpent. The
serpent is far from being the only animal hostile and deadly to man,
and in any case can only be named as representing all beings and
powers that aim at destroying human life. Thus we are compelled
by the text itself, looked at on all sides, to go beyond the limits
of the bare literal interpretation, which no doubt retains its lower
aspect of truth, while receiving but a relative and partial fulfilment.

All depends, then, upon a clear and strict analysis of the text
according to its higher reference. If the serpent is Satan, the
seed of the serpent will be the children of Satan (the so-called
rékva Tov SiaBorov in the M. T, children of the devil). In
allusion to the present passage, the Lord says in the parable,
Matt. xiii. 38 : “ The tares are the children of the wicked one”
(where Dengel rightly observes: mali, masculinum ; Luther,
wrongly, as neuter : “ the children of wickedness”), and continues,
ver. 39 : “ The enemy that sowed them is the devil,” manifestly a
N. T. finger-post pointing the way to the deeper interpretation of
the Protevangelium. The devil's seed here answers to the serpent’s
secd there (comp. Hengst. Christol. I. 26). In harmony with
this, the Lord (Matt. xxiii. 33) calls the Pharisees serpents, broods
of vipers (8¢peis, yevvrjuaTa éyibvdy), xii. 34, iii. 7. (The serpent
is an image of wickedness, of the wicked oue, the devil) 1If,
then, in the Protevangelium enmity is put between the serpent’s
seed and woman's seed, and the serpent’s seed are the children of
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the devil, it follows that the woman’s seed are the children of
God (7éxva, vioi Tod Beod). Thus in Matt. xiii. 38 the Lord
opposes the children of the kingdom to the children of the evil one.
We find, therefore, deseribed in the present passage the enmity
and conflict between the kingdom of darkness and the kingdom
of light. Dut the contrast between the serpent’s seed and
woman's seed seems strange, for from the very time of the Fall
all born of woman are the serpent’s secd, children of the devil.
They form Dby nature the world, the prince of which is the evil
one (Job xiv. 4, xxv. 4; Ps. 1i. 7; John iii. 6). The contrast,
therefore, to the serpent’s seed in the spiritual sense is not the
woman’s seed, but God’s seed, who are born not of blood, nor of
the will of the flesh, nor of the will of man, but of God, John
1.13; 1 Jolhn iii. 9: “ Every one that is born of God sinneth
not, for His (i.c. God’s) sced (omépua adrod) remaineth in him,
aud he cannot sin, because he is horn of God.” More in con-
formity with the spiritual sense of our passage would have been :
“and between thy (the serpent’s) seed and my (God’s) seed,” than
as the words run: “and thy (the woman’s) seed.” When Storr
in his treatise, de Protevangelio, Opuse. 11, remarks : “ We readily
sec that even the posterity of the serpent is the posterity of the
woman, but that it has been unworthy of the latter name since
the time that it apostatized to the common enemy of its race”
(comp. also Calvin, Com. in Gen., here), and even Hengstenberg
relies on this observation, this is no way sufficient to solve the
difficulty meeting us here. As if already in the very I'all a wnq-
versal apostasy of the human race to Satan’s kingdom lad not
taken place! And if we would restrict the designation “ serpent’s
seed ” specially to men who of set purpose persist and harden
themselves in apostasy, so that on this account they no longer
deserve the name of men, of sced of the woman, stil], after taking
away this seed of the serpent proper, the men left are nothing
but the natural seed of the woman, not God’s seed ; certainly not
children of the devil in the strictest sense of the word,—children
of men merely, yet not on this account children of God. The dis-
tinction, then, would be that of children of the devil and children
of men, as in Gen. vi. 2, children of God and daughters of men =
children of men. It would then be necessary to take another step
still in the explanation, and say that as among the serpent’s seed,
to which all born of woman belong by nature, only they bear the
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name pre-eminently who wilfully settle and harden themselves in
their natural condition, and thus really become ever more and
more like the devil, so as matter of course the seed of the woman
opposed to themn is also intended to stand in strict ethical con-
trast with them, and thercfore presents itself before us as the
woma’s seed born of God. Dut this explanation, in truth, is so
artificial and strained that we must still look for a more simple
and natural solution of the hard knot, the problem in question
here. We proceed, then, first of all, a step further in the analysis of
the Protevangelivm. It is said further : “ He shall strike (or crush)
thee on the head, and thou shalt strike him on the heel” 1lere,
therefore, the woman'’s seed stands in contrast, not, as before, with
the serpent’s sced, but with the serpent itself. If, then, we were
compelled previously, in the antithesis to the serpent’s sced as a
plurality, to regard the woman’s seed collectively, we must here,
in logical strictness, in antithesis to the serpent as an individual,
rezard the woman’s seed as an individual. Over against the one
serpent stands the woman’s seed as a unity, an individual ; over
against the serpent’s sced stands the woman's seed as a multitude.!

! Thus the LXX. early reasoned. For it is noteworthy in the highest dezrec that
although previously they translate: év& wésev 765 cxépuaris cov xai évi picov Tov
exipravos abris, they forthwith proceed, not eé+é, but (according to the unanimously
attested reading) «isés (thercfore not =4 sxégua as a collective, but =i exipu« as an
individual) sov snpicss xs@urds. Joh. Gerhard, Comm. super Genesin, p. 107, secks
to deduce an argument for the position that the woman’s seed in the Protevangelium
is to be understood povemposdrws xai tvirds, in individuo de solo Christo, ex oppo-
~itione, because in parte ljus vaticinit posieriore semini maulieris non opponitur seuen
serpentis, sed ipse serpens in individwo. Dut the argument loses in conclusiveness,
because Gerhard glides too casily over the opposition of the serpent’s sced to the
woman'’s seed in the first clause with the words: *“In priori quidem membro semini
mulieris opponitur semen serpentis, Z.e. Diabolus cum omnibus asseelis, sed in hae
oppositione non praccise ad vocum significata, sed ad rem ipsam respiciendum. Unus
Messias toti infernalium hostium catervae opponitur.” When the Roman Vulgata,
derived from later codices, reads: *‘ Ipsa conterct caput tuwm,” a translation which
Jias been combated by Luther in his Comm. on Gen., and again with special thorough-
ness by Joh. Gerhard, #bid. (comp. also Calov, Bibl. illustr., here), this reading has
acquired special interest in modern days, because, as is well known, modern Jesuitism
las based the Scripture proof of the immaculate conception of the Virgin Mary, the
serpent-conqueror, upon this reading exclusively. A striking evidence of what
immeasurable dogmatic importance for Catholicisin is the Vulgata in contrast with
the original text, but at the same time a providential warning to Protestantism not
to reply to the Catholic substitution in the Protevangelinm of the Virgin Mary by a
substitution of humanily in the place of Christ (comp. cven Calvin, Inst. lib. ii.
. 13,§2: “Non dc uno duntaxat Christo illic sermo hiabetur, sed de toto genere
humano”).



220 COMMENTARY ON TIIE ROMANGS,

Now, what kind of individual is he who shall trample on the
serpent’s head, Ze. triumph over Satan ?  He is a sced of the
woman. Ilere we shall be still less justified than Defore in
understanding by this a child of God in the sense of one horn of
woman, and spivitually born again of God, the woman’s seced
stauding here In contrast not with the serpent's sced, i.r. those
born spiritually of Satan, but with the serpent itself. There is
therefore no allusion whatever to spiritual offspring.  Thus he
will be a seed of the woman in the proper sense of the word.
Jut liow can a sinful seed of woman overcome the serpent when
from his very bivth he himself is overcome Dby the serpent?  He
will be then no sinful, but a holy seed of woman, yct not, as we
saw, one made holy by regeneration, but holy from his very birth ;
therefore a supernatural and miraculous, though true and actual
sced of woman. Nay, we must go further, and conclude that,
since Satan is the adversary who opposes God, and can only be
overcome Dby the Lord God, who alone can abolish the sin and
death that Satan brought into the world, and thereby strip Satan
himself of his power and dominion, it follows that the Lord God
Himself, as one born of woman, and on this very account a seed
of woman,—holy, wniraculous, supernatival,—will trample on the
serpent’s head.  Moreover, man was already vanquished. There-
fore, if a mere man were destined to achieve the victory, the
promise on this side also had stood on doubtful ground. The
enigma proposed before now resolves itself. The woman’s seed,
as an individual, stands in such close union with the woman’s seed
as a collective, that we may pass from the latter to the former as
matter of course. “I will put enmity between thee and the
womau, and between thy seed and her seed (collective) ; he (as an
individual) shall bruise thy head.” Now for the first time we
perceive why the collective woman’s seed denotes the church of
God’s children, namecly, because, standing in union with this
individual seed of woman, it has itsclf become a holy seed. It
now bears the name and nature of that loly seed of woman, just
as the church of Christ is itself called Cihrist (1 Cor. xii 12).
The individual seed of womaun is God’s Son, therefore is the
collective seed that stands in union with Him, the church of
God’s children. In 1 John ii. 29 also a birth from Christ is
spoken of, and in iii. 8-10 God’s children horn fromn Christ are
opposed to the devil's children. Was not the Apostle I’aul, then,
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right in saying in the Galatian cpistle : “ ITe saith not : To thy
seeds, as of many; but as of one, And to thy sced, which is
Christ ”?  He says exactly the same of the church as the body
that is said in the Protevangelium, passing over to Christ as the
Head, and we see how Ile associated the seed promised to
Abraham with the seed of the Protevangelium.!

We have been hitherto engaged merely with the second and
third clauses of our text. But in the first clause it is said:
“And I will put enwmity between thee and the woman.” The
serpent is hostile to the woman, because the woman's seed will
prove too strong for it. As the woman succumbed to the
temptation of the serpent, so, too, from the woman victory over
the serpent is to proceed. With the man the serpent had
nothing to do directly, but only with the woman. Hence the
woman only, not the man, is opposed to the serpent. The woman,
without the man, brought ruin; from the woman, without the
man, comes salvation, The woman stood in Paradise face to face
with the serpent as a chaste virgin, for only after the TFall is it
said, Gen. iv. 1: “ And Adam knew lis wife.” And so also the
woman, when placed by God in the Protevangeliwun face to face
with the serpent as the channel of salvation, was still a chaste
virgin. From a chaste virgin, therefore, without man, was the
blessed seed, the serpent conqueror, to take his birth. This
mystery Isaiah, by the Spirit, knew and indicated when he said,
vii. 14, not as Luther renders, “ Behold, e Virgin,” but with the
article : “ Behold, the Virgin (ambyn) is with child, and shall bring
forth a son, whom they shall call Immanuel !”

1 When Holmann, Schriftbeweis, 1. 576, dismisses the exposition of the Protevan-
gelium, given above, with the words: *‘ To pass by in entire silence the impossible
votion that qymt was meant to be a collective, the chureh of believers, and on the

other hand Y47, relating thereto, an individual, namely Christ,” this is merely a
dismissal, not a reply. The possibility of our view lies precisely in the wnigueness of
the relation that this individual bears to this collective, which may be described as a
rclation of identity. Delitzsch, Comm. zu Genesis, p. 182, pronounces judgment
more cautiously. Hesays: * As the serpent’s sced has its unity in Satan, it is to be
presumed that the woman's seed, that overcomes the former, will have a person as a
point of unity,—a presumption that, as we gladly concede to Philippi, was the more
natural, as in this second clause ¥ has as its antithesis not the scrpent’s seed, but
the serpent, and in the scrpent Satan.” No doubt this concession is partially with-
drawn in what immediately follows, and the sharp distinction between collective and
individual again disappears. Even in the rcasoning of Keil Liere we desiderate point
aud definiteness.
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We return, finally, to the third clause. We have, in the
first instance, only taken into consideration its first half: “ He
shall strike or crush thy head.”” The second half runs: “ And
thou shalt strike his licel, or crush him on the heel.” Thus
the serpent-conqueror will not, without suffering, win the victory
over the serpent. But we saw that on the one side the serpent’s
bite on the heel is deadly, and, on the other, that the con-
trast of heel and head, the heel only being struck, denotes the
iniliction of a curable wound. We have thus a death that is yet
no death. And while the woman’s seed tramples on the serpent’s
head, the scrpent pierces him in the heel. Both meet together
in the sanme moment of time, the death of the serpent abiding in
death, and the dcath of the serpent-conqueror, which yet is no
death. “The day that thou eatest thereof,” the Lord had said,
“thou shalt dic the death.” By means of its temptation, the
serpent had brought death into the world. Therefore must death
be carried into effect in the woman and all her race. Even the
serpent-conqueror must suceumb to death, but, in order to van-
quish death, retaliating and inflicting it on the serpent. There-
fore must Jesus in the serpent’s form (the form of the guilty
serpent’s seed) liang on the cross in order to vanquish the serpent
(John iii. 14). The claim of the devil, death, must be met. An
actual death, which yet is no death, but a vanquishing of death,
a rising from the dead! When, therefore, the holy One succumnbs
to the death due only to the sinner, and yet vanquishes death,
He endures it in the sinner’s stead, in his behoof to bring right-
cousness and life to light. If the devil is a liar from the begin-
ning, then is his adversary the true Prophet. If the latter, for
our sake, endures the serpent’s sting, then is He our eternal High
Priest. If Ie tramples on the serpent’s head, then is He the
heavenly King. Thus in the Protevangelium is Christ’s three-
fold office significantly intimated. “ O the depth of the riches
both of the wisdom and knowledge of God! Who hath
kuown the mind of the Lord ? or who hath been His coun-
sellor 2 or who will instruct Him? But we have the mind
of Christ; and the Spirit searcheth all things, yea, the deep
things ‘of God.”

‘We have considered the Protevangelium in the light of N. T.
fulfilment, but we have inserted nothing not actually implied iu
the words, Direetly alter the fall of mankind, the Lord put forth
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a holy enigma. The solution of the enigma is given only in
Clrist ; and now that the Lord has appeared, we are able to show
how every other solution either explains away the enigma, Zc.
with rationalistic shallowness eniptics the words of all mysterious
meaning, or at most but approaches the solution, without perfectly
satisfying the enigma. In God’s wondrous wisdom, the enigina
is so arranged that there is but one solution auswering to the
words perfectly and in every vespect. It is lere as with every
ordinary enigma. One broods long on it, perhaps even approaches
the meaning, but this and that word refuses to fall in with the
solution, and the feeling remains of wncertainty whether the right
one hus been reachied. DBut directly the right key is found it fits
the lock exactly, and one says with joyous certainty : “ Yes, here 1s
the real solution !” and is able to show how it suits the words of
the enigma, liowever strictly taken. The Protevangelium is the
bud, holding wrapped up in it the flower, Christ ; in Christ the
flower has unfolded its perfect bloom and most glorious hues.
When even Hengstenberg remarks, in relerence to the interpre-
tation of the majority of the ancient Christian, and especially
Lutheran expositors, who by the seed of the woman expressly
understood the DMessial, but certainly then exclusively, that by
this explanation the gradual development of Messianic prediction
so clearly evident in Genesis would be upset, that a gradual
advance is just as obvious in the kingdom of grace as in the
kingdom of mnature, we may reply that the very characteristic of
organic progress is this—that in every step of the development,
the whole, with all its parts and members, is involved and
present, and this ever grows as a whole and reaches forward
towards completeness. The child does not so grow, that, while
the trunk is present, the head is only added in later years. Dut
whoever finds expressed, in the first instance, in the Protevan-
gelium merely, the antithesis of God’s church and Satan’s church,
and then supposes thie annonncement of the personal Christ to be
introduced in later ages, really believes in a body to which the
head is added later. Or would this be an organic development,
if for two thousand years and more divine revelation foretold
merely a general victory of the kingdom of light over the kingdom
of darkness, and then suddenly, we may say like a pistol-shot,
cither in Jacob’s blessing the Shiloh steps forth as the personal
Messiah, or in Balaaw’s oracle Jacob’s star, or in the prophecy ol
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Deuteronomy the prophet like unto Moses?' We fear that
the concessions made here to a spurious historico - genetic
development will at last leave the conceders exposed without
delence to all the consequences of this principle. We, too,
have a historico - genetic development, but we believe the true
instead of the false form, in which, in the very germn and root,
all is wrapped up which subsequeﬁt]y in plant and tree comes
forth in complete manifestation. “ My ways are not your
ways,” says the Lord ; “but high as the Lieaven is above the earth,
so are my ways higher than youwr ways” The Lord, in His
dealings with mankind, proceeds by historical ways; but they
are divine, not merely hwman ways, that Ie takes with them,—
really ways at once divine and human, whose essence consists i
this, that they are meither wholly divine nor wholly human.
Thus in the Protevangelinin He made the actual historical occasion,
the relation of the woman to the serpent, His starting-point, and
shaped the language of His verbal announcement in exact corre-
spondence with these relations; but, notwithstanding, in this
prediction He reached forward across untold generations, and in
the protevangelical enigma sketched completely the entire kingdom
of God, as regards its head and members, up to its triumphant
historical conclusion. On this divine enigma the studies of
countless generations have been fixed, and will only be completed
in the new heaven and new earth, where Satan, the great dragon,
the old serpent, shall be utterly overthrown, the serpent-victor
complete His conquest, the church of God triumph with Him,
and the serpent-seed be consigned to its final doom. TUntil then
it does not yet appear what we shall be, because as yet He las
not appeared whom we shall be like, the seed of the woman,
of whom it is said that we are of His flesh and of His bones,—
Ie the head, we the mewmbers of His body,—we the seed of the
woman because He is zhe seed of the woman, children of God
beeause e is the Son of God.  Until then it is still true: “ It
is a great mystery, but I speak concerning Christ and the church,”
Iiph. v. 30-32. Until then, like the great fathers of our race,
we still see through a glass in an enigma (8 éoomrpov év
aiviypare), 1 Cor. xiil. 12. Just as the whole of divine revelation

1 We, of course, acknowledge in the fullest degree the striking exposition of the

Shiloh-prediction in Hengstenberg's Christology, of the prediction of Dalaam and
of Deuteronomy in Kurtz' History of the Old Covenant.
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is seminally involved and compendiously swmmed up in the
Protevangelium, so from it has the whole of O. T. prophecy, of
course under the continuous supernatural inspiration of God’s re-
vealing Spirit, beeu evolved, now this, now that aspect of prophecy
being set in clearer relief. Dut to the original revelation no abso-
lutely new elements have been added, just as invariably, in a really
organic structure and course of development, nothing is evolved
which is not to be found complete from the first in the germ.
What degrec of clearness and definiteness subjective knowledge
of O. T. revelation attained in believers of the old covenant, it
may be hard to determine. In the case of individuals, there must
have been far greater differences in degree on this point than
among believers of the new covenant ; and even in the sanie indi-
vidual at different times, the light of knowledge must have shone
with brighter or dimmer radiance. Less information is given in
Scripture on the subject, because it has to do for the most part
merely with describing the objective progress of revelation. But,
on the whole, the stage of knowledge reached at any particular
time must have corresponded to the receptiveness of the time.
But with respect to whom should we assume a greater degree of
receptiveness than in our first parents themselves,—the very ones
wlho had fallen and been driven as exiles from Paradise to the
curse-burdened earth, from life to death, from immediate converse
with God to abandonment by God, from God’s image and like-
ness to sin?  How they must have longed and looked for some
word of salvation and comfort from their God! After the Fall,
indeed, the Lord only met them as a judge, and even the Prot-
evangelium was merely woven into the word of judgment uttered
over the serpent, and on this account appeared in the very form
of a penal sentence upon the serpent. But even in the judgment
on their enemy, tempter, and destroyer they found wrapped up the
salvation which, as we have seen, was expressed with sufficient
definiteness in the Protevangelium. This word of comfort they
bore with them fromn Paradise into exile. The Lord had vouch-
safed it to them as a stay and staff, as bread and water of life,
that they might not perish by the way. This was for them the
law of the Lord upon which they meditated day and night; and
who will determine the limits within which they penetrated into
the meaning, so rich in mystery, of this wondrous enigma ? Should
we mnot perhaps gain some light on this subject by rendering
Puivierr, Roy. I, P
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with Luther, should it appear improbable to render—=t*s 0
nim g : “T have the man, the Lord” 21 That in the Protevan-
gelium the man the Lord, the God-man, is meant, we have
scen.  To Eve it was sald that Zcr seed should trample on the
scrpent’s liead.  Thus she was very likely to refer this to
herself in o direet, not merely indirect sense. The birth of the
fivst man must for her have been an overwhelming wonder.
In her ecstasy of feeling she might easily overleap all bounds.
She perhaps erred. Yet was her Magnificat a prophecy of that
Magnificat of Mary which, unlike Eve's, was no illusion, but
issued in areal fulfilment. ILve,indeed, had yet to learn that the
serpent-conqueror would not be born of a sinful seed, that the
natural sced of woman is merely a seed of the serpent. And
this she was to find out in the most bitter and painful form; for
Cain was the head and ringleader of the serpent’s seed, was ol
the wicked one (1 Joln iii. 12), and as a fratricide imitated his
father the devil, a murderer from the beginning. Thus must
history and experience have led owr first ancestors both negatively
and positively to deeper and still deeper knowledge of the Prot-
evangelium, for it began at once to be realized. In Cain and
Abel the serpent’s seed and woman’s seed stood face to face as
cuemies. DBut the woman’s seed was God’s seed not by birth,
but by faith in the future woman’s seed, who would be God’s
seed by birth. And the woman’s sced liere did not vanquish the
serpent’s sced, but was vanquished and slain by it, so that longing
and hope after the true womau's seed, the victorious hero and
serpent-congueror, must have been heightened and fostered all
the more. Just as in the Protevangelimn the woman’s seed was
only opposed to the serpent’s seed collectively, but the victory over
the serpent itsclf was promised ouly to the woman’s seed as an
individual, and therewith no doubt indirectly to the woman’s seed
collectively, and as the woman’s seed eollectively was made to pre-
cede the woman’s seed as an individual,—so also was it to be in the
historical development.  Christ did not appear at the commence-

! Even Hofmann, Weiss. u. Eyf. 1. 77, allows that the rendering : *“ with the help
of Jehovaly,” is exposed to grammatical ditticulties, as N never, like DY, occurs in
that meaning.  Ile would translate : in presence of Jehoval, and explains, as it seems
to us very artificially : ¢ Eve looked upon the birth of Ler son as an event happening
in presence of Jehovaly, in reference to Him, and is right in this ; it is a step in advance
in her relation to Him.” Further, it is self-cvident that our exposition of the Prot-
evangelinm does not stand or fall with the rendering and view of Gen. iv, 1relerred to,
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ment of luman history Lo conquer Satan, but the individual seed of
woman was preceded by the collective seed of woman. From the
outset the human race parted into the race of Cainites and Sethites,
who stood opposed as enciies, and certainly represented and pre-
figured typically in the form of an historical process the actual
appearance, and cousequent upon this the perfectly victorious
tinal conflict, of Christ with Satan himself. Thus typical predic-
tion {from the first went hand in hand with direct. Neither was
prediction merely typical, nor even did direct prediction merely
spring from typical ; but, on the contrary, the direct preceded the
typical, and the typical rested on the direct. The Protevangelium
is direct prediction, occasioned, not directly caused, by actual his-
torical relations, and in form and contents corresponding to then.
It began to be realized in a provisional and imperfect way in the
opposition of Cainites and Sethites, and this initial and imperfect
realization was again a pledge and typical prediction, in fact, of
the perfect realization which the directly prophetic Protevangelinim
was finally to receive.  O. T. revelation shows us not merely the
reflected image of the sun in terrestrial water, but the very sun in
hecaven itself. The former is merely the effect of the latter, and
where the latter is wanting, the former vanishes. DBut prophecy
raises our eyes from earth to heaven, and points to the original
image from which the earthly image springs. No doubt tlc
sun in heaven and the sun in water appear illusively alike. But
the confusion of one with the other rests on mere deception.
The former is recognised by its difference from the latter in
dazzling splendowr and genial warmth. The sun of righteous-
ness avose in the morn of human history, in the Protevangeliun
it shines full upon us, still later it threw forth an hmage of itselt
in the national history of Israel, and vose higher and higher in
the horizon until in canonical prophecy it attained its meridian.
Direct prophecy thus preceded typical, and again also doubtless
followed it, expounding the type and refening it back to its
original. It is the Dbeginning and the end which enclose the
middle, the word of testimony of Him who is Alpha and Owmega,
and who was before Abraham not merely from eternity with the
Tather, but also in the word of prophecy, in the Irotevangeliwm,
the promise of the woman’s seed, the promise which later, as a
promise of Abraham’s seed, blessed and blessing, passed over to
Abraham himself, and was linked to his race.
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CHAPTER V.

HAVING now proved that righteousness availing before God comes
not by works of the law, Jews, like Gentiles, being under sin,
and that the law therefore brings only knowledge of sin, or
declares the whole world guilty,—having explained, further, how
justification is mediated only through faith in Christ, who by His
blood atoned for our guilt, and that therefore, for Jews as for
Gentiles, there is but one path of justification, namely, solely and
exclusively faith in Him who was crucified and rose again for
us, apart from all reference to natural descent, circumecision, and
law,—and, finally, having confirmed these propositions by the
example of Abraham and the testimony of David,—the apostle
next describes, first of all, in v. 1-11 the blissful results of justi-
fication, consisting in elprjvy mpos Tov feov and in the unalterably
certain éamris Tis 8ofns Tob feod. In i 17 he had summed up
his theme in the prophet’s words: o 8¢ 8ikaios éx mioTews bicera.
Having shown how 8ikaiootvy is only ér mioTews, Lie next makes
elear how, by this Sueatocivvy éx miorews, fwr is rendered sure.

Ver. 1. dicarwbévres odv éx miorews] Hurving thercfore been
Justified by faith, i.c. we who have believed in Jesus Christ, even as
iv. 23-25 prescribed such faith to us as the condition of justifica-
tion. The odw thus draws an inference from iii. 21-iv. 25 with
special allusion to iv. 23-25. Following immediately on &ia o
dikalwow ., iv. 25, Sikarw@évres is placed at the head of the
sentence with triumphant emplasis.  As the apostle previously,
while dealing with the world of Gentiles and Jews, kept himsell
in the background, so now he stands consciously within the circle
of the Christian churel.  Hence, from this point forward, we
and you.

—elpivmy Exopev wpos Tov Beov] we have peace with respeet to
(fod, in velution to God. Luther: “we have peace with God.”
Elppwny moweialar, éyew, dyew, mpos (cum) denotes the relation
of peace in which one party stands towards auother, or eacl
towards the other. Expositors quote, as parallel passages from
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profane authors, Herod. viil. 7, 8: dwrl wolépov pev eipijvyy
Eyovres mpos Beovs; Diod. Sie. xxi 12 : "Ayabfordis . . . morvw
xpovoy . . . eipnuevwy mpos Kapyndoviovs; Plato, de Lep. v. 445 :
elprivnr mpos GAMiNovs of dvdpes dfovay. Comp. also Acts ii. 47:
éyovtes yipLy Tpos Ehov Tov Naov ; xxiv. 16. By elpsjun then here,
we are not to understand subjective peace of soul, tranguillitas
animi, pax conscientiec; for it were incongruous to associate
the element of external relation with a mental state so purely in-
ternal as this. In the latter meaning we may rightly say elprivmy
éxew absolutely (il. 10, viii. 6, xiv. 17,xv. 13); elprivyy Exew aro
Ocob. 1. 75 1 Cor.1. 3, ete.; 7 elpjvy Tob Beod (genit. cutor.), Phil.
iv. 7; 7ob Xptorod, Col. iii. 15 ; ov év Xpiore, John xvi. 33, but
never eip. &x. mwpos Tov Beov.  The latter denotes not a mental state,
but a relation of man to God. And, indeed, in this passage the
relation consists not in the reciprocal removal of divine épy7 and
human éxfpa, but simply in the removal of the former. This is
sliown not only by the connection of thought in vv. 1-11,—which
is not yet concerned with the sphere of the dywaopos that is
identical with the removal of the éyfpa, but with the sphere of
Naogpds and Sikalwois,—but also, and chiefly, by ver. 9, where
Sikarwbévres viv &v 76 alpati aiTod, cwinoouela 8¢ adrod dwo
7iis opyis glances back illustratively to &ikaiwdévres olv éx
miaTews, elpyny Eyopey wpos Tov feow, ver. 1. In this objective
seuse of removal of the divine dpyy, elpsjvn stands also in Epl.
ii. 14, 15 (comp. at least Harless, ©id., and Col. i. 20). While,
no doubt, the cancelling of the opyy feod really took place bLefore
through the afoncinent, and in the act of justification we actu-
ally received this deliverance from divine wrath, still withal it is
a permanent consequence of justification, inasmuch as by justifica-
tion we are brought into the state in which the dydmy Tod Oeod
(ver. 5) rests continually upon us instead of the former dpyy. Tlhe
cancelling of opyy past is the pledge of escape from that to come.
But then, of course, this elprjvn cannot but mirror itself in sub-
jective elpyry.  Owr peace with or before God, 7.c. the peace that
God has and holds with us, has necessarily inward peace of soul
for its result. Here, therefore, it is not yet, as in viii. 2 {f,, the
removal of our éyfpa against God that is meant, but only the
removal of the éxfpa (comp. on ver. 10), the dpyrj of God against
us. Not the sanctifying, but the saving and gloddening results of
Justification are depicted vv. 1-11. In this entire chapter the
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apostle does not as yet quit the subject of the objective aspect—so
wondrous and rich in comfort—of the doctrine of atonement and
justification, but first of all, by unfolding their blessed effects,
Jeads us to a more profound insight into their nature. For this
reason we must regard as out of place and untenable the reading
—supported, certainly, by weighty though not preponderant
evidence—which Lachmann has reccived in spite of its rejection
by most expositors, and which arose, probably, from the ecclesi-
astical, hortatory employrirent of this passage, viz.: elpyvny Exwper
mpos Tov Oeov, let us (by abstaining from sin, or by a life well-
pleasing to God, ov hy remaining truly devoted to Clivist) magntain
peace with God. It our peace with God consist in the removal of
divine wrath, it is not e that can, but God that must maintain
peace. Onmly the maintenance of fuitk, not of peace, belongs to
man. Moreover, the apostle cannot exhort us to wmaintaiin peace
with God, because he has not yet spoken at all of our Zazing peace
with God. What we are to maintain we must first heeve.  And
it is just this, that we lLare peace, which is expressed by the
indicative éyoper. Comp. also with this passage Isa. xxxii. 17:
Di‘?gf RN YD MM, and the worlk of righteousness s peace.

—8u Tob wvpiov udv 'Incot Xpiorot] Jesus Christ, by His
atoning death, mediated this peace with God, or rather He con-
tinually mediates it for ns; for the love of God abiding upon the
Deloved, Epl. i. 6, abides also continually upon us, the rightcous-
ness of the Beloved being ours through faith.

Ver. 2. 8 ol kal] through whom also. «xaf is not intensive,
mwpocarywy) eis Tyv xdpw being not something higher, but the
ground of the elprjvy.

—Tw Tpogaywy)y éoxikaper TH wieTEL €65 THY Xdpew TavTHY]
The expression éyew Tav mpogaywyiy occurs only again in Eph.
ii. 18, iii. 12, both times in the intransitive sense aceess (not tniro-
duction). So, therefore, here. Vulg.: aceessum.! In mo passage
are we to think of the usage in despotic courts of mediated access
to the sovereign through the subordinate and often even infamous
person of a wpocaywysls, scquesicr, admissionwn magister, ad-

! Meyer, indced, has again defended infroduction as the invariable meaning of
the word ; hut he himself concedes, in Herod. ii. 58, processions as at least a derived
meaning. It is there said: Huvn'yt;p:; 3 Gpx xal Topwas xal q‘pwwywy&; ';rp;nl &vﬂpé-
mwv Alybariol elos of wanedpwvas.  The conjunction with wavyyidps and repwds favours
the intransitive meaning. Comp. Schweigh. ad loc.; Hesychius, * mporzyoys est
Tezidewais, Yecte o accessio, nempe ad deorwm avas, sipplicatio,” and Mchring, p. 464,
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masstonalis,  The word itself does not suggest this; and the
comparison, as taken from heathen antiquity, is far-fetched, and,
moreover, ignoble.  Dut access is mediated for us by the atoning
passion of Christ, 1 Pet. iii. 18. In the other passages the
mpocaywyl] is wpas Tov Beov, here els Ty ydpw TabTyy; for it is
out of the question to make these last words depend on 7§ mloTes:
throuyh fuith {n this grace, for this reason, that while indeed it is
said wigTes els Tov lpiov, els XpiaToy, Acts xx. 21, xxiv. 24, the
expression els v yapew is without any N. T. analogy. xdpis
here can only be the grace of justification, for no other yeapis was
spoken of so far, iii. 24.  The reference of yupes Lo elpyrn, ver. 1,
would give a meaningless tautology, or at least a flat, nugatory
sense: “We have elprvn through Christ, throngh whom also we
have had access to elpivn.” Rather the sense is: “Justified
through faith, we have eipjyny through Christ, throngh whom also
we have lad access to the grace of justification.” 717 rio7er,
indeed, is wanting in good authorities, and is erased by Lach-
mann ; but it was perhaps omitted originally for the purpose
of ensuring the connection of T mpogaywyny with els T ydpw.
The reading év 7§ wioTer owes its origin simply to dittography
(éoynxapEN "EN). aricTis is here specified, as in Eph. iii. 12,
as the condition of wpocaywyy, comp. Heb. xi. 6 : moredoar vyap
8¢t Tov mpooepyduevor 7 fe. The unusual dative 7§ wioTer,
throuyl fuith, comp. iit. 28, is chosen instead of 8ia 7#s wioTews,
in order to avoid the iteration of &ud, which has just preceded.
daynrapey, we have had, comp. 2 Cor. i. 9, ii. 12, vil. 5, in con-
trast with é&yopey, ver. 1. Therefore it is not = habemus, not =
aactt sumus cf habemus, but habuimus, i.e. when we became believers.
For justification is complete directly we believe. We have had
(éoynkapev) access to the divine grace of whicl, as justified, we
are partakers, and hawve (éyoper) now peace with God. Tavryy
implies a trinmphant allusion to the glorions grace at present
existing.

—év 5} éamikapev] in which (nawmely, grace) we stand, 7.c. stand
firm, abide continually, which we possess inalienably, John viii. 44;
1 Cor. xv. 1; 2 Cor. 1. 24; Eph. vi. 13; 1 Pet.v.12. “ Postea
subjicit continuo, ejusdem gratiae tenore fieri, ut firma stabilisque
salus nobis maneat: quo significat, perseverantiamn non in virtute
industriave nostra, sed in Christo fundatam esse,” Calvin.

— kal xavywpeba xTA.] adds a new leading idea, on which
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account the sentence is more aptly joined to eipyumy Exopev k.,
ver. 1, than to the subordinate sentence év 7 éomijkauer. The
consequence of justification is first present elpsjuy ; next, the hope
of future 6ofa. xavyasbas is not merely = to rejoice, but = to glory.
But joyous glorying in a blessing that is the gift of grace is at the
same time praise of this divine grace itself. Dengel observes,
very acutely : “ kavywueba, gloriamur, novo ac vero modo, conf.
iii. 27,” although the apostle has not positively indicated this
antithesis.

—é’ é\mribe] propter spem. émwi, with the dative in verbs of
cuotion, serves to specify the rcason. So yeldv, péya ¢poveiv,
palvesBar, ayavaxtely émi i As lere, so also in LXX. Ps.
xlix. 6, Wisd. xvii. 7, Ecclus. xxx. 2, ravydcbas émi Twe is used.
Llsewhere in the N. T. is only found the construction xavyasfa:
év Tim, ii. 17, 23, v. 3, 11, ete.; mép Twos, 2 Cor. vil. 14, ix. 2,
xil. 5; and mepl Twos, 2 Cor. x. §; also xavyacfai 7i, 2 Cor.
xi. 30. The kadynua Tijs érmribos is spoken of also Heb. iii. 6.

—i)s 80fns Tob Beot] Luther: “the future glory which God is
to give.” Then the expression would bLe parallel with uéAdovoa
8oka dmokalupbivar els sjuds, viil. 18, and the genitive Tod feod,
genit. autoris.  So John xii. 43: fydmnoav yap Ty Sofav Tov
avbpaomov pallov, frep Ty Sofav Tob Beod. Dut in the latter
passage, the honour which God gives stands in contrast with the
honour which men give ; whereas in this passage, that God confers
doka would be a predicate of 8cfa of little significance, because
self-evideut. For this reason it is preferable to interpret Sofa
Tob Beod of the glory that God Himsclf has, of the glory of God
in which believers are one day to share, comp. John xvii. 22,
1 Thess. ii. 12, Rev. xxi. 11, where the seer beholds the holy city
Jerusalem descending from heaven éyovoav Tyv 8ofav Toi Oeod.
2 Pet. 1. 4 also affords illustration, where it is said that we ave to
be Belas wowwvoi pigews ; and 1 John iii. 2: oibauev 8¢, 6T éav
davepwbi, uowor avre éoopefa.  Melanchthon: “ quod Deus sit
nos gloria sua acterna ornaturus, ic. vita aeterna et communica-
tione sui ipsius.” “ Atqui hic evertuntur,” says Calvin, “ pestilen-
tissima duo sophistarum dogmata, alterum, quo jubent Christianos
esse contentos coujectura morali in percipienda erga se Dei gratia,
alterum, quo tradunt ommes esse incertos finalis perseverantiae.
Atqui nisi certa in praesens intelligentia, et in futurum constans
ac minime dubia sit persuasio: quis gloriari auderet 2 DBut the
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ground of our xadynaes, and of the éxwis is 8ofns, lies in the
elpijvy mpos Tov feov, which we have as being justilied.

Vv. 3, 4 cary to a climax the last thought of ver. 2. The
xavynoes of Christians takes place not only on account of the
éxmés of future Sofa, but even on account of present sufferings,
of course only in so far as the latter enhance the former éisrds.
ov udvov 8] We must not supply Tovore which the apostle would
have added, but repeat from ver. 2: xavywueba ém’ éxwibe Tis
Sofns 7ol Beol.. Comp. ob wdvoy &, ver. 11, viil 23, ix. 10;
2 Cor. viil, 19.  And not only do we boast of the hope of futwre
glory—d\\a xal xavywpefa év Tais Ohiyreow] but we boast of
tribulations also, which is saying far more, the unbeliever usually
murmuring at these, and allowing himself to sink under them.
Thus the antithesis év 7als ONiAfrecww must be made dependent
on ravyoueba: gloriamar de calamitatibus, not: gloriamur i
calamifatibus, so that only the situation would be indicated in
which the boasting occurs. That xavydcfar €v Tive, to boust on
account of a thing, is in the N. T. the most common construction
used with xavydobfa:, see on ver. 2. Concerning such xaidynois
of Dbelievers in tribulation, comp. Matt. v. 10, 12; Acts v. 41;
1 Pet. iv. 12, 13. Paul himself glories in his ¢oéverar, 2 Cor.
xi. 30, xii. 9. But while such glorying excludes neither the
painful sense of sufferings nor occasional despondency, both are
overcome by the believing assurance of the salutary natwe of
sufferings. “ Ubicunque enim profectus est salutis,” says Calvin,
“illic non deest gloriandi materia.” Not sufferings simply are the
object of glorying, but the fruit of sufferings, namely, the pledge
they contain of the hope of glory.

—elddres] knowing, being certain, states the reason of the
glorying, 1 Cor. xv. 58; 2 Cor. i. 7, iv. 14; Epl. vi. 9. The
following words : &7¢ 5 ONiYris . . . ol kaTaiocyive, form a climax,
viii. 29 ff, x. 14 ff.; 2 Pet. 1. 5 ff. Believers glory in tribulations,
not so much because they work Jmouovsjy and doxeuijy, as because
they work énmida, fTis ol kaTatoyiver, the last and highest issue
of their influence.

—&é7t ) ONAres Umropoviy katepydferar] This takes place, of
course, only in the case of those justified by faith; but in their
case, as long as they are such, takes place without fail. Jmropor)
is not so much paticntia, paticnce, i.c. quiet submission to evil
(avéyeabaus), as rather constantin, persevcrantia, stabilis permansio.
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caduranee, sted fustness (pévew), comp. ii. 7 ; Alatt. x. 22, xxiv. 15
2 Thn, ii. 12; Heb. x. 36, and Luke xxil. 28 : of Stapepevnuores
per éuob év Tois mepacuols. This very constentie in suffering,
which is a higher grace than paticintic, works Soxiusy] d.c.
dndolem spectatanm, tried fidelity, approval.  Just so 2 Cor. i1 9,
ix. 13; Phil ii. 22.  Only through vmouory does Soweur avise,
for it ¥mopows fail to hold out, the man becomes an ¢8owiuos.
Hence it is not correct to say that endurance merely makes
known tested character, but does not produce it. Only out of
perfected Umopory) springs Soweu), the latter thus being the result,
not merely the manifestation of the former. The radical meaning
of Soxepdf is testing (1 Cor. xi. 28; 2 Cor. viil. 2), then the word
denotes the festing borne = tried worth, approval. This signification
is required in the present passage by the counection, and cannot
he rendered with Grotius: “ exploratio sui ipsius,” and still less
with Luther: expcrience, probably as “ experientia bonitatis Dei,” as
Calvin also explains. If it is said in Jas. 1. 3: 70 Soxipior Dudv
s wioTews ravepydferar Umoporiy, this does not contradict the
present passage, for Soxlutov is=means of proof, or = Soxiuacia,
pioof, whose effect is Soxipr as approval.  Soxipiov therefore
corresponds to ONiyrs in this passage, which as the means of
testing or test of wioTis here, as there, dmoporyy rarepydlerar.
But the state of approval, as observed, is nothing but the test
horne. If, then, the proof is a proof of faith, the state of approval
is nothing but the proof of faith borne, the final approval of
faith, comp. 1 Pet. i. 7. In the present passage, also, Soxipy) is
perhaps to be taken as Sowiun miorews. Such final approval of
faith Paul affirms of himself, 2 Tim. iv. 7: Tov ay@dva Tov xalov
Ayoviopar, Tov Spouov TeTéhexa, Ty mioTw Terjpnxa. How
OrnYris perfects mwiores is explained at length in Rom. viii. 35-39.

— 8¢ Bomuun é\wida) sc. Tis Sofns Tob Beod, ver. 2. Thus
mrls returns in a circle upon itself.  “In orbem redit oratio,”
Dengel.  In the consciousness of the épyy feod removed, justifying
faith produces é\aris Tijs Sofns, and faith, approved by stediast
fidelity in tribulation, merges in a higher and enhanced measure
of this é\mis. Therefore faith tested and approved produces
hope in enhancing and confirming it; for in the spiritual life
every enhancement and confirmation is at the same time a {resh
act of production, Comp. oniv. 15, and John ii. 11 : émicTevaar
els adrov of wabnral abrod, where the faith of the disciples,
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alveady existing, is produced by the miracle of Jesus, in so [ur as
Ly the miracle it is heightened and corroborated.  We find a state-
uient analogous to this passage in meaning, Jas. i. 12: paxdapios
p bs Umopéver meipacuoy 6L Sbriuos yevduevos Nipjretar Tov
orédavov Tijs {wijs, dv émnyyelato o xipios Tois dyaTdoLy ajTov.
Here, in like manner, ONAs (mepacuss) produces vmopovy),
Iropovi)—S8oxius) (Soripos yevouevos), Soxipm)—éwis (MajyreTar
crépavoy Tis Lwis). Also, while in the passaze in James foi)
appears as the reward of dydmy, not as the immediate possession
of simple wloTes, or of wioTs approved by fidelity in tribulation,
the expression émnyyeiiato indicates that this reward s to be
reoarded merely as a reward of grace. And in point of fact, the
inheritance that belongs to the children already by right of birth,
is withal a superabundant reward of their obedicnce attested
by love,—a reward of their obedience, in so far as by disobedi-
ence their birthright might have been forfeited,—a reward of grace,
in so far as their obedience is full of defect and imperfection.
Comp. on ii. 6.

Ver. 5. 7 8¢ é\mis od wataioyivel] 57 éxmis cannot be put for
atrn 7 émwis =“a hope attested by stedfastness under tribulation,
therefore a hope established.” Rather # éAmls stands in exact
parallelism with the preceding plhrases, 5 OAijrs, 9 Umouord), 7
Sorceun.  In all these words the article points back to the same
substantive standing before without article (iii. 30). Thercfore
7 éamés, in distinction from éAwis, is simply =spes, quam dizz,
the hope just mentioned,
ob xataoyvvel] makes not ashamed, ie. deccives mot (TV21,
LXX. DPs. exix. 116, and Ecclus. ii. 10), comp. ix. 83, x. 11
(after LXX. TIsa. xxviii. 16). For whoever is deceived in his hope
blushes for shame. “Habet certissimum salutis exitum,” Calvin.
“ Nec fallet, spes erit res,” Bengel. The reason why the hope of
future glory does not deceive the believer, does not suffer him to
be put to shame, is stated in the words 67¢ 9 dydwn . . . Huiv.

—1) dayamn 100 Oeod] The genitive Too Beod is genit. sulject,
not geait. olyjeet.  Not: the love that we have to God (so wronsly
Theodor., Pelag., August., Bernhard, Anseln, several Socinians and
Catholies, the latter of «mor tnfusus, also Umbreit here, and Hof-
mann, Sehriftbaw. 2 Aufl. 1. 523), but: the love that God has to us
(so Orig., Chrys, Ambros., Theophyl.,, Luther, Melanchthon, Calvin,
the older Protestant, and nearly all modern interpreters). The
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latter signification is proved by the epexegetical Sth verse
(cuvicTnoe T éavrod aydmny els Nuas o Bess). It is the dydmy
T00 Oeod 1) év Xpioro "Ingob, viil. 39, comp. 2 Cor. xiii. 14, Not
our love to God, but God's love to us, is therefore alleged here as
the basis of our hope.

—éxréyvtar év Tais kapdlars fudv] We are not to suppose
an attraction out of éxxéyvrar els Tas kapdias Hudv, kai éoTi
(évouxet) év ciTals, Winer, p. 516. The Greeks, like the Latins,
could think, for example, of wine as poured Loth into a glass and
in a glass. So Suctonius says, Galbe, c. 20 : “amputatum caput
in loco abjicere,” which might also be expressed as <n locum. So,
as is well known, the Latins say simply: ponere ¢n loco. Comp.
LXX. Ps. xlv. 2: éfexifn xdpis év yeihea! gov. Love is poured
out into the heart, <.c. it is shed abroad in the heart. In
éxyéw, as in the Latin ¢funderc, in the German auschiitten, pour
forth, lies the notion of abundance, fulness. Comp. Acts x. 45:
o1 kai émwi Ta é0vn ) Swpea Tob ayiov mwvelpatos éxxéyvrar, Tit.
iii. G, where mhovoiws is expressly added. So, too, the Heb.
78¢, Ezek. xvi. 36. Thus God’s love has not merely dropped on
us as dew, but like a stream has been poured into owr hearts, it
is shed alroad in our hearts, Isa. xliv. 3; Tob. iv, 17; Ecclus.
i. 9; Acts il 17, x. 45 ; John vii. 38, 39. But the love of God
is poured into our hearts in so far as by faith we have an assured
consciousness of this love, as we find ourselves in possession of it,
1 John iv. 9, 16. Strikingly Calov: “quae charitus effusa in
nobis non qua nhacsionem subjectivam, sed qua manifestationem et
qua effectum vel sensuan ejusdem in cordibus nostris effusum.”
The objection that, according to this view, the certainty of God’s
love is made interchangeable with God’s love itself, is nothing to
the point ; for in the faith that grasps the love of God, not only the
certainty, but also the actual possession of this love is involved.

—&8ua wvedpatos dylov ol Sobévros nuiv] As the Holy Ghost
is the cause, so also is He the fruit of faith—He is given to
belicvers.  “ Datum praeterea hunc Spiritum dicit,” remarks
Calvin, “gratuita scilicet Dei bonitate erogatum, non auntem
redditum nostris meritis.”  But then the first effect of the Ioly
Spirit’s working is, that the believer learns throuwgh Him the
abounding love which God feels towards him in Christ Jesus.
Accordingly, the wvebua appears liere, not as dgpaBwy, as in
2 Cor. v. 5, Eph. 1. 14, but as testds, comp. viii. 15, 16: éxaSeve
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mvebua viobeaias, év @ kpdlopcv’ABBa, o watip! AbTo To wrebua
CUMRApTUPEL TG TVebpate Nudv, 67¢ éouty Téxva Geot ; Gal. iv. 6.
Thus we see that the apostle, although he contemplates the hope
of eternal life as enhanced by stedfastness and fidelity in sulfer-
ing, is so far from regarding this stedfastness and fidelity as
an adequate ground of this hope, that, on the contrary, he puts
forward as the sufficient and certain basis of ouwr hope of future
glory, not our love to God attested by fidelity, but God’s love to
us, resting on Christ’s atoning death. The idea worked out in
vv, 1-5 is therefore as follows: He that is justificd by faith has
nothing more to fear from God’s wrath, this being cancelled
through Jesus Christ. On the contrary, he enjoys the hope of
future glory. Even tribulations cannot rob him of this hope, but
only heighten and strengthen it; for by the Holy Spirit he is
assured of the love of God towards him, so that even tribulations
1o longer appear to him a manifestation of divine wrath, and can
no longer make his faith stagger. The God who from pure love
to simers sent His Son to make atonement, when they have
hecome objects of grace and established in faith through tribula-
tion, will the more assuredly bless them with eternal happiness.
Ver. 6. The love of God is demonstrated (ydp) by the fact of
Christ’s atoning death for us when we were without God. ére yap
XpiaTos Svrwv fudv acfevdv] Some expositors take ére ydp in
the scnse of insuper, porro, morcover (but this would be éru
8¢, Heb. xi. 36), or of adeo enim, quin ctiam, for cven, nay cren
(but this would be xai yap or aAia xai). Rather ver. 8: ér
GpapTwAdy SvTwv fudy, shows that we must connect together
€Tt SvTwy Nuav aclevav.  For when we were still without strength,
Christ, ete.  Such a hyperbaton is not by any means unknown,
especially with €re.  Expositors quote Eurip. Orest. v. +16 : €xTov
708 fjuap &re wupa Oepury Tdpov; Achill Tat. v. 18 : éyd 8¢ étu
oot TabTa ypidw mapbévos; comp. Winer, p. 692, and Luke
xv. 20 : ér 8¢ adTod paxpav dméyovros. The needless difficulty
caused by the order of the words provoked corrections. Hence
some codices read eiye ydp, others els 7¢ ydp, instead of ére qdp,
and place the ére after dofevdv. The latter is even done by some
manuscripts which retain &r¢ ydp at the head of the sentence,
either blending the true reading with a portion of the correction,
or even borrowing the second ér¢ from the Lectionaries, which
in like manner read €1e after aocfevdv, because the old church-
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lection began with Xpeoros. Grieshach has therefore reccived
this repetition ol ére wrongly; Lachmann, indeed, scarcely rightly.
dalevijs never signifies anything but <mbecillis, infirmus, weal,
cither 1o couati, where it is used either of physical weak-
ness or sickuess, ov 7@ vow of meuntal weakness, Tois ypijuac:
of poverty, 7h wioTer, Rom. iv. 19, xiv. 1, and in many other
relations.  What the relation is, is indicated in each case by
express addition or by the context. Here maniflestly spiritual
weakness, the weakness of sin, is spoken of.  Comyp. Isa. xxxiii,
24 : «“No inhabitant shall say, I am weak (sick, ‘D‘?‘D), for the
people that dwell therein shall be forgiven their sin;” liii. 4 :
N Nn -‘.J_‘_%D:, LXX.: ras dpaprias fpudv ¢éper; Matt. viil 17 :
Tas dofevelas judy énaBe; Matt. xxvi. 41 ; Heb. iv. 15. Sin
in this passage is represented as weakness, helplessness, in con-
trast with the strengthening love of God. DBut the expression
aaferjs liere may possibly be chosen in allusion to the contents
of vv. 2, 3. The justified one has xadynow in the conscionsness
of God’s love ; the sinner has do8évecav, which calls for the strong
help of love. The former has strong confidence in the aryamy and
8ofa Bend ; tlie latter, on the other hand, is weak and fearful {rom
dread of the dpy7) feod and koragis aldwos. Comp. 1 Cor. ii. 3:
(v aclevela kai év PoPw xal év Tpouw, and Heb. ii. 15.  dobevijs,
therefore, of itself is neither = doeBrs, which follows presently, nor
~ apapTohos, ver. 8. Rather it denotes a condition of helpless-
ness and spiritual dread as the consequence of doéBeta and
apaptia. Least of all do we need the correction féwv for
acfevidv,

—«ata kawpov Umép doeBdv améfave] Some interpreters wish
to join xarta kaipoy with €re = &1 Téws, &1 ToTe, wdhue co lempore,
adhue twm, still ot the téme when we were weel.  DBut the separa-
tion in the order of the words tells against this, and also in that
case kata kapéy would be a useless addition.  Others join it with
Golevdv. So Luther: “ Wihen tn accordunce wil the period we
weee still aweal.”  kara karpor would then be=pio fumporum
satione, scewandum radionem tempords, i1 so far as in the period
hietore the advent of Christ we could not be otherwise than weuls.
Dut this would imply an inappropriate apology for the aofévea,
diametrically opposed both to the spirit of the passage aud the
teaching of the apostle.  xaTe xaipor must accordingly be joined
with améfave. It may then be explained after Phavorinus: «ata
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Tov ebralpov kal mpocixovta raiwov, at the proper time, fenpoie
opportuno, the opposite of wapa xatpov, practer opportunitaton,
tempore alicro, Heb. xi. 11. So xaipov petrakaBov, Acts xxiv.
25. In much the same sense also, katd xatpov, LXX. Num.
xxiii. 23 ; Isa. Ix. 22, In this case the death of Jesus would be
conceived as taking place at the »iyht instant of time for antici-
pating the imminent outburst of divine wrath, inasmuch as the
TAPETLS TV TPOYEyOVOTOY dpapThudTey, il 23, had just come
to an end, and God must then have vindicated His justice. Yet
such o conception does not occur elsewhere in Paul, and would
thercfore scarcely have been expressed by the brief phrase xata
katpoy.  Still less Panline appears the conception : “ The death
of Jesus took place at the proper point of time, nawmely, for
the uets; as for these, it was not mwapa rawpov, but scasonclle.
Had Christ appeared and died latcr, they would have perished
uuredeemed in their sins, and would have had no part in His
work of atonement.” Moreover, this would equally hold good,
if at all, of cvery generation in whose time Christ might appear,
and at least of believers of the O. T. would not hold good, because
as to these the saying: “ Mors Christi profuit, antequam fuit,” is
true. It is therefore preferable to explain xata xatpov: at the
appointed time, tempore a Deo constituto. In John v. 4, also, xatd
catpoy stands in the sense of ccrto tempore.  In meaning, then,
karéd raipov is identical with &7e JN0e 70 mAjpwpa T0d Ypovov,
Gal. iv. 4, comp. Eph. i. 10; 1 Tim.ii. 6 ; Tit. i, 3. Christ
appeared as the Propitiator at the time determined beforehand in
the divine counsel, anuounced beforehand by the prophets. The
divine wisdoin and love, which contain the reason of all divine
determinations, without doubt ordained this precise point of time
for the advent of Clhrist. So far, therefore, xata rxacpor har-
monizes well with the connection of thought in this passage. To
the inquiry as to the real cause of this particular time being fixed,
different answers may be given, Comp. J. G. Walchii, Miscellance
sacre, Meditatio xviii.: “ de tempore adventus Messiae idonco.”
The most fitting auswer still seems to be the one at which some
of the TFathers hinted, that the siuful disease of mankind must
nceds reach its full development before remedial means could be
applied to purpose.  So already Gregory of Nyssa says (in Walch,
tid.): “Sic animorum aegrotantium medicus exspectavit, dum
malitiae mworbus, quo natwa hominum vieta laborabat, se totum
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aperiret, ne latens aliquid incuratum remanerct, si curaret id
solum, quod cerneretur;” and Theophyl.: 87 wav eibos warias
dicEenboiioca 1) Puows 7 dvbpwmivy édeito Oepameias, éfaméaTeine
Tov viov avTod o fecs. Comp. also vv. 20, 21 of this chapter. — It
is true that the preposition Imép in itself is not convertible with
dvri, Winer, p. 479 ; Harless on Eph. v. 2; Meyer here. dvri is=
{nstead of, loco; Umép (interchangeable with the synonymous mepi)
= for, for the sake of, in commodum. One may die vmép, and yet
not avti{ Twos, as the death that I submit to on another’s behalf,
to secure him some good or avert some evil, does not always
assunte that he must have died if I had not died. Still this will
usually be the case, and with respect to Clirist it wwas the case,
His death being, as we know from other sources, a vicarious,
sacrificial death, comp. on iii. 24. The phrase Xpioros dmep
Yuov amébave, mapédwxkey éavrov (Rom. viii. 32, xiv. 15; 1 Cor.
i.13; 2 Cor. v. 14; Eph. v. 2; 1 Thess. v. 9, 10; 1 Tim, ii. 6;
Tit. it. 14), therefore expresses the compassionate love of Christ’s
cicarious, sacrificial death, so that in dmép the dvr{ is assumed or
rather included, comp. Steiger on 1 Pet. iii. 18. In the present
case Umrép implies the notion of compassionate substitution. That
Umép sometimes of necessity involves the idea of dvri, is shown by
passages like 2 Cor. v. 15, 20, 21 ; Gal iii. 13 ; Philem. 13.
T'inally, the apostle in the present passage writes: vUmép doeSBav,
uot : Omep nuodv, for the express purpose of setting forth withal
the misery of sin (do@éveia) in its penal, degraded, and guilty
character, in which aspect alone the love providing the atonement
is seen in its true antithesis, and receives its adequate illustration.

Ver. 7. What men are able to do and sacrifice being placed
in contrast with the deed and loving sacvifice of Christ, the latter
stands out in its absolute uniqueness. wuodis ydp Umep Giraiov
Tis dmofaveltar Umep ydp Tob dayabod Tdya Tis kal ToAud dmo-
faveiv] The Peshito read d8ixwy for Sikaiov, which is clearly to
he regarded as a mere correction, yielding, no doubt, an easy
meaning, but at the same time a sentence somewhat flat and
halting. “ Christ died for the ungodly, ver. 6. Scarcely, that is,
does one (se. among men) die for an ungodly man; for on behalf
of a good man one perhaps (that is, even among men) wmight
venture to die, ver. 7. But God shows His love to us in that
Chuist died for us though ungodly, ver. 8.” Some expositors,
even while retaining the fully established lectio recepte Sicaiov,
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sought to obtain the meaning just given by altogether arbitravy
means. Oixacos elpe, with the following infinitive, is said to be =
dignus sum gqui. They accordingly supplied to dicalev, from the
following amofaveitar, an dmofavetv. “ Scarcely will one die for
one worthy of death.” DBut then, manifestly, dmofaveiv could not
have been omitted ; and it has been justly remarked that Paul
wust have written : uohis yap el Tis Sikaios éotwv amobaveiy, Umép
TovTov Tis amoflaveitar. Luther renders : “ Now scarcely does one
die for what is just; for what is good one might perhaps die.”
After the example of Jerome and Erasmus, he takes 8ucaiov and
700 ¢yafod as neuters.! But to take Sixaiov as neuter is gram-
matically impossible, because in that case the article could not be
absent. Justice is not Sikacor, but 7o Sixatov, comp. Luke xii, 57 :
7{ 8¢ kal &’ éavrdy ol kplvere 10 8lkarov; Col.iv. 1. And were
7ol ayafol meant to be neuter, it must have stood, either in the
sense of To cuudépov, 7o képdos, which expression we should have
expected, seeing that the ethical conception of Sikaiov requires
the cthical acceptation for 7ot dyafoi as well; or in the sense of
summamn bonum, the highest good. In the latter case the antithesis
is lost altogether, since Christ also in dying dmep 7dv duaprordy,
died mép 108 dyafol. Accordingly both Sikaiov and Tod dyalfod
must be taken as mascwline, which is intrinsically probable, as the
point in question in the death of Christ is a dying on behalf of pcr-
sons. But in that case dikatos and o dayabos cannot be synonyms,
serving alike to designate a good, righteons man. Thus Calvin:
“ Rarissimum sane inter homines exemplum exstat, ut pro justo
quis mori sustineat: quamguam illud nonnunquam accidere
possit.”  “For scarcely for a righteous man will any one die, but
perhaps one may venture to die even for the righteous man; but
Clurist died for siuners.” But Paul must then have written : ToAud
8¢ (not ydp) xai Taxa TS, or: Taya 8¢ ral ToAud Tis dmwobaveiv
Umép Tov dyablod.  But with the present arrangement of the words
the emphasis clearly lies on 7ot aya@od, which is thereforc con-

1 Melanchthon’s interpretation is the same: *‘ Vix pro justo aliquis moritur
i. e. inviti in causa justa mortem oppetimus ubi mori debemus. Ut fur invitus
moritur ctiam si debet mortem legibus,  Milites inviti mortem oppetunt, etiamsi
mori debent pro republica. Intelligatur igitur in verbis Pauli pro justo de re seu
causa justa seu debito. Sie deinde, sed pro bono fortassis ausit aliquis mori, intelli-
gatur etiam de re bouy, jucunda et utili, Nam facilius suscipimus pericula incitati
cupiditate aut opinione utilitatis, quam coacti debito,  Sicut multi mortem oppetuut
ad retinendas res caras, ut conjuges aut gloriam,” etc.

Puirteer, Roy. 1. Q
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trasted with Swxafov, and cannot of cowrse Dhe identical with it.
Add to this, that in pohss, with the difficulty at the same time, the
possibility is sufficiently intimated that some one might die for
a just man, whereupon the second sentence becomes somewhat
superfluous and tame. Accordingly 7od dyafob must stand to
Swcalov in the relation of a different degree, as is indicated even
by Tdya, perhaps, in relation to wohs, scarccly. It is important
in this case above all things to define the conception ayafss. It
is ordinarily taken in the sense of bencfactor; so that o ayafos
(with the article) is said to he={ke bencfactor whom he has, lis
benefactor.  “ Hardly does any one die on behalf of a righteous
man (who stands to him in no nearer relation) ; for on behalf of
his benefactor one perhaps takes it upon him (from gratitude) to
die.” Tor this signification there is quoted from the classics,
Xeuoph. Cyrop. iii. 3. § 4: Kidpov dvarakoivres Tov ebepyéTyy,
Tov &vdpa Tov ayabov; Hell. vii. 3. § 12: ol pévror mworiTar
alrov, &s dvdpa ayabov womcduevor, éfajrav rkTh.  Oltws oo
mhelaTor opllovtar Tovs elepyétas altdy dvdpas dyabovs elvar,
Charito Chacrea et Callizvhoe, viil. 8 : émevdrjunoey o Sijuos” dyabe
avdpl, mohvydppw, pihe’ mioTd 0 Siuds cou yapw émicTarar
T matpida evnpyérnras; Lucian, Caucasus, c. 18 : xaitor Oeots
ve dvras ayablovs xpn elvar xai dwTipas édwv ral €a ¢bovov
wavros éotavar; Aelian, var. Jist. iii. 17: Tapavtivors éyéveto
aya@os 'Apyvras. However, in all these and other passages
aryabos is perhaps = noble, graciovs; but not exactly = lengfactor,
as the distinction from edepyérns in the first passage clearly shows.
The same holds good of Matt. xx. 15: € 6 dpfaruos gov mTovnpos
éoTw, 61t éyw ayabos elpe; 1 Pet. il 18, Very striking is
Cicero's illustration of the notion of the ayafes, de of. iiil. 15:
“Si vir bonus is est, qui prodest quibus potest, nocet nemini, recte
Justum virum, bonwm non facile repericmus;” de nat. deor. il 25 :
“« Jupiter optimuns dictus est, id est beneficentissimus;” upon
whicl, again, to illustrate the use of 8ikatos, Tholuck aptly quotes
Xenoph. Sympos. ¢. 4, § 42, where the 8ikacor are defined as those
ol fjxiaTa TAY (ANoTplov dpéyovTar kal ols dpxel TA Tapovra;
Occon. c. 14, §§ 6=9, where the slaves who are not thievish are
described as 8ikacoc; and id., as likewise Agesilaus, ¢. 11, § 8,
where the édevfépios is placed over aainst the Sikatos: ypypaci
e pv ob wovov Sikalws, dANa kai énevleplws EypiiTo, TG pev
Sueaity dprely Tyyovpevos To édv T4 dANéTpia, T 8¢ énevbepip xal



CHAP, V. 8. . 243

Tév éavtod TpocwpelyTéov elvar.  Accordingly 8ikatos is a just
man who does no wrong ; ayafos, a noble, gracious man, a tender-
hearted friend of human-kind, who does good to every oue.
Similarly, Bengel explains 8ikatos Ly Lomo innoxius; o ayabés by
omnibus pictatis nwmerds absolwtus, eximius, lautus, regalis, beatus
v. gr. pater patriae; and observes: “articulus climaca efficit;”
that is, the article with ayafds intimates, perhaps, that this
ayafos is known and recognised as such in the family, the church,
the city, the nation. As matter of fact, one will more readily
venture to die for such an one than for a righteous man, who has
indeed 2 just cause and suffers innocently, but still has not, like
the kind, generous friend of humanity, drawn to himself the
hearts of men. Thus, doubtless, 6 dyafos comes very near to the
meaning of o evepyérns, yet without quite coinciding with it; o
evepyérns, implying more another's relation to mnysell in respect
of conduct ; 6 dyafos, more a description of another’s character in
itself. Fuwther, in auapTwiss, ver. 8, may be given the opposite
of botli expressions, not merely of &ixacos, but also of dyafos.
Man scarcely dies for one thet is just, at most for one that is
good ; but Christ died for us when we were still sinners, there-
fore neither just nor good. The first ydp is explicative : namely;
the second ydp causal: for. “ Scarcely, that 4s, will one die for a
just man; for (to suck a point perhaps a man attains) on Lehalf
of a good man one perhaps ventures to die.” amobaveirac is
used not of ethical possibility, but the proper future,—of what
will not easily occur, in fact, in the entire future, Winer, p. 349.
xai helongs to Tohugd, not to damobflaveiv, which, on account of the
previous dmofaveirar, carries mo special emphasis. Besides, it
must have read ToAud xai dwobavelv, not kai ToAud dmofaveiy.
kal = also, cven,; ToAu@ = sustinet, a s¢ vmpctrat, prevails on oncsclf,
undertakes, comp. 1 Cor. vi. 1, 2; 2 Cor. x. 12

Ver. 8. Contrast (6¢) between God’s love and man’s love,
ver. 7. awvilomor, demonstral, probat, proves, as in iil. 5; not:
commendat, as the Vulgate, or: commends, as Luther translates.
The present is sclected, because the efficacy of Christ’s atoning
death continuing, the cvidence of the divine love is conceived
as continuing. owwiocTnoe is placed first, with an emphasis,
in harmony with the strain of thought. What God prowves,
cannot be called in question Ly man.  Wherefore, from the
matter demonstrated, further inferences are confidently drawn
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ver. 9. — ér¢ dpapTordy dvtwv judv] Now are we no longer
sinners ; not as if we were never guilty of sin, but because our
sin is no longer imputed to us,—because we are Sixarw8évres év
7% alpate Tob Xpiartod, ver. 9. The ér, glancing back at ére,
ver. 6, furms a contrast with »iv, ver. 9 ; but duaprordyr answers
to acfevéy and doeBov, ver, 6, and is opposed to Sixates and
ayafcs, ver. 7. Concerning the death of Clrist as the highest
demonstration of God's love, comp. John iii. 16; Rom. viil. 32;
as an evidence of Christ's love towards us, Gal. ii. 20; Eph
v. 2,25, Whenit is said, ver. 7: “ Among men one scarcely dies
on behalf of a just man,” we should expect the contrast, ver. 8:
“But God proves His love towards us by dying even for the
unjust.”  Instead of this, it is said that “ Christ died for the
wunjust”  Dut the two are one, because Christ is God; and God,
in surrendering Christ, the vios povoyevijs, the gyamrnuévos, Himself
presented the sacrifice.  Comp. 2 Cor. v. 19: feos 7w év Xpiotd
koopov kataildoooy éavre. Hence also God here proves Ty
cavtot ayarwny, His own love, by the fact that Cheist died
for us.

Vv. 9-11. That hope does not disappoint, Paul had inferred,
ver. 5, from the consciousness of God’s love dwelling in our
hearts; and the real existence of this love he proved, vv. 6-S,
from the atoning death of Christ. Instead now of simply turning
back to his point of departure, ver. 5,—namely, to the proposi-
tion 7 éamis oV kataioyvve,—and affirming that this has been
proved correct, from wvv. 6—8 he draws a further conclusion,
namely, that if, when we were sinners, we were reconciled through
Christ’s death, still more, as reconciled and justificd, we shall be
preserved from God’s wrath throngh Christ’s life, and are able to
glory in God, the giver of future glory. Thus, with vv. 9-11,
although as to form advancing a step, really as to substance he
turns back to his point of departure, ver. 5 (and, still further, to
the fundamental thought of the whole exposition found in ver. 2),
that the hope of the glory of God, of which we boast even in
tribulation, makes not ashamed; whieh assurance of hope is now
attested to us in a twofold way,—first by Christ’s death for
sinners, and then by Christ’s life for the righteous.

Ver. 9. moA\@ odv pdXhov] raises to a climax the assurance of
the hope of glory. * TFar less, therefore, for us who are justified,
is our salvation a matter of doubt.” The conclusion (edw) pro-
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ceeds a majors (vv. 6-8) ad minus (ver. 9). Tt is a greater thing
to be reconciled when sinners, than to be preserved from wrath
when justified.

—Swarwbévres viv év T alpate adrod] comp. iii. 25. The
sentence forms the antithesis of ére apapTordy SvTwy Judv, ver. 8.
But the fact that justification is here represented as depending on
the blood of atonement, without special mention of the mediating
wloTis, proves, as previously observed, that in the act of justifica-
tion faith is merely regarded as the organ laying lold of the all-
perfect rightcousness of Christ, not as completing or supplementing
it,—not as a spiritual quality meritorious and commending to God
on its own account. In the act of justification, wioc7is has its
sole merit through the afua Xpiorol, which it receives, and
through the ydpis feot, i11. 24, on which it relies. It is only the
doctrine of justification of the Protestant Church which, from the
clements that concur in Sikaiwos,—xdpts, alua, mwioTis,—is able
to form a harmonic triad, while in every other combination they
make hopeless discord.! _

—owlnaoucba 8’ avtod amo Tis opyfis] i 16,18, 1. 8. “We
shall be saved and rescued from wrath.” A constructio pracynans,
comp. Winer, p. 775 ; Acts ii. 40. The same brachylogy is found
in the reverse form, 2 Tim. iv. 18: cwoer els Ty Baoikelav, He
will save me into His Kingdom, v.c. He will save and place, ete.
The épryr is the wrath issuing forth on the future day of judgment.
Theodor.: % péA\lovoa rohaois; comp. Matt. iii. 7: dedyew dmo
Ti)s pexhovens dpyhis; 1 Thess. 1. 10: plecfas dmo Tis dpyis Tis
épxopnérns. DBut with future final wrath, of course all wrath
that might fall on us in the present life is cancelled. If we are
safe from épyy, then eiprivy mwpos rov Beov and énwris Tijs 8oEns
To0 feod are confirmed to us and rendered inalienably sure.
Upon the justified man there is no longer épy, but only dydmy

1 Meyer remarks rightly: “ Faith, as the An7sixév of justification, is understood
as a matter of course (ver. 1), but is not mentioned here, because only what has
Leen accomplished Ly God through Christ is taken into consideration.” But when
Tholuck remarks heres ““ The justification of the believer depends, in fact, npon the
anticipation of his moral perfection, which living faith in grace in the end also
Lrings to pass,” this position of the modern mediation-theology rests on an absolute
misconception of the seriptural, Pauline doctrine of justification. It stands, as even
Mohler has remarked with pleasure, in essential harmony with the Tridentine

transformation of justitia impuluta into justitia infusw. Cowp. my observations ou
iv. 4,
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700 feod, so that even tribulations are for him no évdecfis Spyis,
but an évdefis aydmns, Heb. xii. 6 ; Rev, iii. 19.

Ver. 10. The purport of ver. 9 is further developed and
vindicated. In this verse we have a double antithesis,—first of
éxOpol and ratalhayévres, next of 8ua Tod favdrov Tob viod
adrot and év T3 Lwp adrad. On the exposition, therefore, of this
notion the understanding of the verse depends. éyfpoi] sc. Tod
fcod, may have beth an active and passive meaning, either =
hating God, t.c. enemies of God, or = hated by God, i.c. exposed to
His wrath. Just so tle Latin czosus = hating and hated. The
first meaning is found Rom. viii. 7; Col. i. 21; Jas. iv. 14 ; the
second passive meaning, Rom. xi. 28: xara wév 70 ebayyéliov
éxOpol 8 Upds kata 8¢ Ty ékhoyyw dyamwpTol Sid Tods
watépas; comp. ix. 13. Which meaning is to be assigned in the
present passage depends, as xataAlevyévres forms the antithesis
to éxBpol, on the decision as to the meaning cf rataA\drrecfar.
kataAidrreofal o, again, may mean, as is acknowledged in
owr day, two things, both: fo be reconciled with some one, in the
sense of laying aside enmity, anger against him, so 1 Cor. vii. 11,
and : Zo be reconciled with some onc, in the sense of his laying
aside enmity, anger against us, of our ceasing to be treated by
him as enemies, comp. LXX. 1 Sam. xxix. 4; Matt. v. 24!
That the latter meaning is intended in the present passage
follows not only from the correspondence of xaraNAayévtes with
Sikarwbévres, ver. 9, but also from the entire course of doctrinal
development to the present point, according to which man’s
reconciliation with God consists simply in the removal of the
divine wrath resting upon him, iii. 25. The removal of man’s
enmity against God is only the effect of the removal of divine
wrath against men, the effect of (Aaouos, kaTarhayi, Siraiwos.
Besides, Taul nowhere bases cworppla (comp. raTaAlayévTes
cwlnaopefa) upon our friendship with God, but only upon God's
grace towards us. If, then, «araAlavyévres are those with
respect to whom God has laid aside His wrath, His enmity, the
éxbpoc are those who are burdened with His enmity, His wrath.

! The distinetion formerly laid down by Tittmann, de synonymis in Novo Testa-
mento, lib. i. p. 102 sqq., between Jeadxdrrey (‘“cficere, ut quac fuit inimicitia
mutua, ea esse desinat”) and xarzardrray (‘*facere, ut aller inimicum animum
deponat™) is arbitrary, and may be regarded as abandoned, comp. Theluck, Sermon
on the Mount, on v, 24, and Fritzsche bere.
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As already remarked, it is no contradiction, that while God’s
éxlpa rcsted on mankind, His aydmn instituted a scheme of
reconciliation (comp. xdopoy kataridoowy éavrd, 2 Cor. v. 19);
because the &fpa falls only on sin, the dyamy, on the other
hand, regards sinncrs.! The first antithesis, then, is as follows:
If we were reconciled to God, cven when IHis wrath rested upon
us, much more, being reconciled, shall we be saved; for the
actual removal of wrath is a pledge of permanent deliverance
from wrath, of final salvation and blessedness, since even among
men it is a harder task to become reconciled than with a
reconciled heart to manifest goodwill. The second antithesis is
given in 8ia 7ot favdrov and év 1 fwf avrod. If the death of
Christ, in which in humiliation and weakness He lay under
God’s wrath, appeased God’s wrath, much more will the life of
the Risen One, in which He now stands as our eternal and
almighty Mediator and Intercessor before God’s throne, keep far
from us a retwrn of wrath, viii, 34; Heb. vii. 25; 1 John ii. 1;
also John xiv. 13, 14. But not merely Christ’s high-priestly
office, but also His kingly office forms sueh a safeguard for His
own, since in virtue of that office He has power to bestow on
them the benefits of His death, shield them from all hostile
might, and carry to its end and £inal consummation the purpose
of His atonement. év 1§ {wf) alrod illustrates 8¢’ adrod, ver. 9.
Concerning the instrumental év, comp. Winer, p. 485.

Ver. 11. od povor &] Some codices add Todro, clearly origin-
ally but a gloss.

—aX\a kai kavywpevor € Bep] If we wish to take the
participle xavywpevor as such, it cannot stand in contrast with
katalhayévres, ver. 10: “Not _hierely reconciled, but also
boasting in God shall we be saved,” for xataAhavyévres is not a
more precise definition of cwfpoouefa, but = émel xaTpAhdynuev.
Rather in that case xavy@uevor must be regarded as a definition,
added later, of cwbnodueda: od povor 8¢ (namely, cwlnoiueba,
ver. 10) a\\a «ai (namely, cwbnoduefa) xavyduevor év e :
“not only (shall we be saved), but also therewith glorying in

1T abide by the interpretation of the phrases ixépei and xernirdynuey given in the
text, notwithstanding the polemic directed against it by Mehring, p. 492 ff,, a
polemie which amounts to nothing less than a subjective transformation of Paul’s
objective doctrine of reconciliation. Comp. also against it my Kirchl. Glaubensl.
Iv. 2, p. 2701
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God.” The apostle would then distinguish bLetween cdeafar
(simply and actually) and xavywpevor év fepp cdfeabar (comp.
Winer, p. 441), but the xavydofar would be contemporaneous
with the cwleobfar, ic. both would take place in the future,
But, apart from the awkward and tame formn of expression
which this gives, the xavyacfac hitherto (comp. vv. 2, 3) was
always conceived as something present, not as something future,
postponed to the day of judgment. So therefore here. * The
participle xavywpuevor is used then, with éouév to be supplied, for
the wcrbum findtum. The reading ravywueba itself (or even
kavy@uev, as some codices read in ervor; is not sufficiently authen-
ticated, and must therefore be deemed a gloss which has crept
into the text, or a desigued correction. We have then the con-
trast and climax of the negative cwlecfar amo Tiis dpyis,
vv. 9, 10, and the positive wxavyacOar év fep, ver. 11, which
is grounded in the é\wris 7ijs 6ofns Tov Peud, ver. 2. Not merely
shall we be finally delivered from wrath (o0 wovor &4, sc.
cwbnoopeda), but we also boast in God (éAN& xai rxavyduevor)
as in one who will make us partners in His glory. Thus the
reasoning turns Dback to its point of departure, and reaches a
sclf-contained couclusion. . elpypqw éxouer mwpos Tov Bfeov, ver. 1
= cwbnoopeba amo Tis pyis, vv. Y, 10; «ai xavyduefa én’
(8 Tijs Sofys Tob feod, ver. 2 =«al xavywueda év Ged,
ver. 11.  Rejoicing and boasting in God as the author of all
blessings is often mentioned in the O. T., Ps. xxxiv. 2, xliii. 4;
Hab. iii. 18, Of the use of the participle (savy@pevor) instead
ot the verdi finiti (kavywueba), examples may be quoted from
the Greek poets (Sophocl, Oedip, Tyr. v. 157: mpdrd oe
xexhopevos, sc. eul = wéhopasr) and the Byzantines (comp. Winer,
1 440, note; Kithner, dug/e. Gr. d gr. Spr. IL p. 379, § 680).
Among the Hellenists this construction is further justified by
Ilebraistic usage (comp. the quotation from the LXX. in Rom.
ix. 28, also 2 Cor. vii. 5, xi. 6).

—&8/ ob viv Ty xataM\ayyy éndBouev] The xaraliayi) is
in possession, we receive it through faith, so that xaral\ayijv
AapBvew = SikatovaBas, comp. 2 Cor, v. 21 : xuradhdayyte T¢
Oe.  The viv alludes to viv, ver. 9, and therefore stands in
contrast’ with past, not future time.

The apostle has now delineated the universal sinfulness of man,
as well as the reconciliation, justification, and bliss provided for
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all in Clhrist. He had thus reached the end of one main section
of his exposition, nay, had really developed the fundamental
theme of his epistle as to its essential elements in every aspect.
But before he proceeds to add to the foregoing a new course
of reasoning altogether, he glances back once mcre at the
general substance of his teaching hitherto, and, by way of con-
clusion, sums it up in the form of a parallel drawn Detween
Adam and Christ—Adam the sowrce of sin and death among
mankind, Christ the source of righteousness and life. Thus the
whole of hwmnanity is seen summed up and represented in these
its two federal leads, the first and the second Adam, comp.
1 Cor. xv. 21, 22, 45 ff. The religious historical development of
humanity accordingly parts off into two great epochs—the period
of the dominion of sin and death, and the period of the dominion
of righteousness and life. At the head of one, as the principle
deterinining its character and ruling its movements, stands
Adam; at the head of the other, in likke capacity, Christ. In the
interval between these two chief epochs enters the intermediate
economy of the law, bridging with its provisions the space from
one to the other. This is the essential purport of vv. 12-21, in
which are given the base-lines of a true and genuine philosophy
of history. At the same time, the parallel here drawn includes
an element of doctrine not hitherto mentioned, tracing back the
sinfulness, so far merely described as existing among mankind,
to its prime origin and source. Moreover, the substitutory satis-
faction of Christ now stands forth with greater independence and
emphasis, whereas previously it came into notice mercly as the
basis of justifying faith. Further, the purposc of the law is now
intimated, ver. 20, whereas before only its consequence was
described, iii. 20, iv. 15. Finally, in vv. 15-17, the super-
abounding fulness and transcendent glory of salvation in Christ
are pictured in contrast with the ruin and misery of which
Adam was the source. But the apostle did not make it his
express object to introduce these new and weighty clements by
way of adding a supplementary exposition. Rather the parallel,
whose main points are found in vv. 12, 18, 19, is intended simply
and directly as a comparative retrospect and summary conclusion.!

1 ““TRespicit totam tractationem superiorem,” says Bengel, “‘ex qua hace infert

apostolus, non tam Jigressionem faciens, quam regressum, de peceato et de justitin.”
Then the fine remark : “ Paulinae methodi fmitatione agendum primo est de peccato
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Ver. 12. dwd Tolro] thercfore, accordingly, on this account,
joins on to the last words of the 11th verse in such a way as
at the same time to refer back to the entire train of reasoning con-
tained in i. 17-v. 11. 1In &’ od viv Ty xararhayiy éidBouev
is involved the idea that we, previously sinners, have now (viv)
through Christ received the reconciliation (m4v xaTaAhaypw), ie.
are justified, and therewith also become partakers of Lwx and
cwTnpla, as is explained in vv. 1~11.  DBut therein is given an
epitome of the entire purport of i. 17—v. 11.

—domep] We have here an dvavramodorov, as in Matt.
xxv. 14; 1 Tim. i. 3. In exact correspondence with the protasis,
as the whole of the succeeding exposition, especially vv. 18, 19,
shows, the apodosis must have run: ofirw xai &/ évos avfpwmov
% Sukacoavvn els Tov xdouov elaihfe xar Sua Tis Sikatocuvns 1
fwii kal oUTws els mdvras avfpamovs 1) Lwy SiehevoeTar, ép &
wavres Owarwbioovrar, or even the second half (xail ofres . . .
Sucaiw@riocortar) more briefly expressed: fva wdvres dvfpwmor
Sikarwbévres {iocwaw. The protasis is too short to allow us to
suppose that this apodosis escaped the memory of the apostle
directly after ver. 12. TRather he was unable there to introduce
the apodosis, as lie wished first in vv. 13, 14 to verify the state-
ments of ver. 12. Hence the place in which the apodosis dropped
out is after the words 7#js mapaBdaews 'Addp, ver. 14, where, after
the long argument found in vv. 13, 14, it could only have been
added in grammatical form and at due length with awlkward effect.
But then it 1s clearly indicated in the words of the 14th verse:
8s éoti Tmos Tob pwédlovtes, which, however, neither amount to
a proper apodosis as to form, nor yet comprise all the elements of
a complete apodosis.  They are therefore most aptly subjoined
simply as a virteal and provisional substitute, but are not to be
regarded as a grammatical apodosis. Among the many methods
adopted to explain or supply the dvavramddorov, this is decidedly
the most simple and least artificial, and is followed, after the
cxample of Calvin, by most modern expositors. For the refuta-
tion of other modes of construction, see Meyer here.
actuali, dcinde retro de peccati ortu.—Et ex justificatione liomo demum respiciens
doctrinam capit de origine mali et reliqua.” But Melanchthon passes over to this
section with the following words: * Absoluta est supra praccipna epistelac hujus
disputatio. Sicut autem dialectici docent avaxesn facere, hoc est membra proposi-

tionum dissolvere et singula revoeare ad mcthodum, ita hic fit Zvaives, membra
propositionum, de quibus hactenus disputavit, methodice explicantur.”
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—&8¢ évos avBpamov] namely, Adam, ver. 14; 1 Cor. xv. 21,
22, 45, 47. “ Cur nihil de muliere ?” asks Bengel. (Comp.
1 Tim. ii. 14 ; 2 Cor. xi. 3; Ecclus. xxv. 24.) Resp. 1, “ Adamus
mandatum acceperat; 2, caput erat non solum generis sui, sed
etiam Evae; 3, si Adamus non audisset vocem mulieris sunae,
peccatum non venisset ad plures.” It is especially on the third
clement in his answer that stress must be placed, for it did not
concern the apostle so much to specify with historical exactness
who was guilty of the first sin, as rather who, as the first sinner,
became the representative and gemeral head of a sinful human
race,

—1) duaptia els Tov kéopov elai\be] sin entercd itnto the world.
79 dpaprie denotes (1) sin as an acf, which signification is the
only one belonging to dudprnua, Mark iil. 28, iv. 12 ; Rom. iii.
25; 1 Cor. vi. 18. So Matt. xii. 31; Acts vii. 60 : xipee, p
oTians adTols Ty dpaptiav Tavryy; 2 Cor xi 7; Jas. i 15,
il. 9: el 8¢ mpoocwmwohymrTeiTe, apapTiav épydleafle ; iv. 17 ; 1 Pet.
ii. 22. Thus especially frequent in the plural, Eph. ii. 1 : vexpovs
Tols wapawTopact kai Tals auaptiass ; Jas. v. 15: xdv dpaprias
7 memounrews ; Matt. 1il. 6 : éfopohoyodpevor Tas duaprias; ix. 3:
dpéwvral oo ai dpaptia cov; Heb. 1. 17: iNdoxeslar Tas
apaptias. Whether here the apapria, the sinful acts, are to be
conceived as issuing from a single generative principle lying at
their root, as conditioned by a sinful propensity, is not intimated
in the expression as it stands, and therefore could only be dis-
covered from the general strain of scriptural teaching. But
without doubt % auapria signifies also (2) sin as a propensity, as
an inuer principle, as a power ruling in man, the parent of the
whole brood of particular sinful desires and acts. So Rom. vii,
8: 7 apapria . .. katepydoato . . . wicay émbuplay; vii. 9: 9
apapria avéfnoev; Vil 17 : 1) olkoboa év éuol duaptia ; vii. 23:
TG vopw THS duaptias Td Syt v Tols péheci pov. Fimally, §
apapTia denotes (3) sin as the synthesis of the propensity and act.
So John i. 29 : 8¢ ¢ duvds Tob Oeod, 6 alpwv TV dpapTiav Tob
kogpov; Rom. iii. 20, iv. 8; 1 Cor. xv. 56: 70 & révrpov ToD
Oavdarov, 9 duaptia. 1 8¢ Slvaws ris auaprias, 6 vépos; 2 Cor.
v. 21; 2 Thess. ii. 3: ¢ dvbpwmos Tis dpaprias; Heb, iv. 15,
ix. 26, x. 18 : mpoodopa wepl dpaprias; 1 John i 8, iii. 4, 5.
This latter meaning should perhaps, in harmony with Scripture
practice, which is not to view things according to their abstract
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logical divisions, but to blend together in one graphic conception
their inner essence and outward manifestation, be assigned to the
word in every case, in which we are not compelled by the form
ol expression or connection of thought to fix our attention merely
on one element of the subject, on sin as expression, manifestation,
act, or on sin as propensity, principle, power bearing rule within.
In the present passage, then, we are naturally led to include
under i apapria everything which this expression can denote
according to the teaching of Scripture and of the apostle. It is sin
as the synthesis of the Aabitus and actus, but at the same time
sin as a generic conception, 7.c. not merely the individual sin of
Adam, but the sin of mankind in general ; for Paul says not that
the sin of one man, but that ¢hrough one man sin came into the
world. Just as comprehensive, ¢g., is the idea of apapria, also
inJohni 29 ; 2 Cor.v. 21 ; Heb. x. 18, In this verse, therefore,
under 7 apapria, the sinful condition of the world, with all sinful
acts issuing therefrom, is contemplated as an abstract unity. It
is the sin of the world taken as a totality both as to its prineiple
and its manifestation. It is everything universally that can be
called sin. This signification epapria has thronghout the present
section, comp. vv. 13, 20, 21, where, moreover, éBacilevoer 7
dpaptia év 7¢ favard is to be taken as defining the meaning of
7 apaptia els Tov xocpov eloiAev xTA., ver. 12. It is only the
conception of duapria thus defined that really involves the right
connection with the import of i. 18-iii. 20, and sums up all that
is there developed. Paul here traces back the world’s sin there
delineated to its original source, placing Adam, in whom the apapria
Tob koopov is wrapped up, in antithesis to Christ, through whom
Sikaroaivy, the fAaopos Tob xoopov, is accomplished. The sub-
sequent exprsition of the present section will still further verify
and corroborate this acceptation of dpapria in this passage, whicl
is thoroughly confirmed by idiomatic usage,—nay, will evince it to
be the only one possible. Desides, it is not essentially different
from what is meant when dpapria is explained: sin as a power,
as a jJoree exercising its dominion, working and coming into
manifestation in concrete sins, so that the siuful condition of the
world is regarded merely as the c¢ffect of the apaptia that
came in. For, of course, the actual sin of the world came
into the world through Adam only potentially, but, without
question, as a 7ecal power, Before Adam’s act of sin there was



CHAP. V. 19 253

nothing in the world that could be called sin. With Adam’s act
of sin came into the world not merely something that could be
called sin, but sin in general (not merely auapria, but % duapria),
in so far as in this act of sin the entire sin of the world lay
wrapped up; for Adam’'s fall was the fall of the entire human
race, as has been subsequently proved by the fact of his posterity
being born sinners. — In the phrase eloépyecfar els Tov réopov
we must not refer 6 woomos to the wnsversitas rerum (to enter
into the waiversum = essc tneipere), but to this sublunary world,
or the world of man, so that the expression denotes outward
entrance into the hwman world, first occurrence among men.
Comp. Wisd. ii. 24, xiv. 14; Heb. x. 5: eloepyouevos els Tov
roouoy, of the entrance into the human world of the Messiah
who, as the eternal Son of God, already existed in the wniversitas
rerum (so, too, 1 Tim. 1. 15: épyesOar els Tov roopov; and
Gal. 1ii. 23 : épyeabac simply); 2 John 7: modhol mhdvor elaijh-
Oov els Tov woouoy. The first entrance of sin into the wniversum
cannot be intended here, because according to universal Scripture
teaching, and therefore according to the apostle’s own view, sin
already existed in the domain of evil spirits, and therefore in the
koopos as the rerum wundversitas.  “In mundwm hune,” says
Bengel, “qui dicitur genus humanum ; esse coepit in mundo;
nam antea non fuerat extra mundum.”! But yet we must not
think of sin’s entrance into the human world as infecting with an
inward taint individual men, of its entrance in the form of a
principle ruling within and diffusing its influence, because eloép-
xeabar eis Tov roopmov does not express this. Paul would then
have written eloépyecfar els T kapdiav Tév dvfpdTay, or at
least eis Tovs davfpamous. Should it be objected to the meaning,
“to enter into the human world =to appear among men,” that
this human world did not as yet exist when sin came into
existence upon earth, it may be said that the apostle, directing
his gaze backwards, beliolds Adam’s posterity already surrounding
him as their federal head, if we do not prefer to understand
elaépyeabfar els Tov koopov of entrance into this sublunary world
in general, of appearance in this earthly world as a whole. In

! ¢ Porro cur nikil de Satana,” observes the same Bengel, * qui prima peccati
causa est? Resp. 1, Satanas opponitur Deo ; Adamus Christo ; ad hie oeconomia
gratiae deseribitur, potius, ut est Christi, quam ut Dei.  Ideo Deus semel nominatur,
ver. 15, Satanas nunquan. 2, Quid Satanac cum gratia Christi ?"
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this sense xéapos stands, Matt. iv. 8 ; John xvi. 21 ; Rom. iv. 3;
1 Cor. vii. 31. “In hanc partem mundi, secil. terrenam, in qua
homines habitant,” Abelard. Through one man, therefore, accord-
ing to the apostle’s declaration, the sin of mankind came into
existence in this earthly world.

—«xal Sia Tis apaprias o Odvaros] sc. els Tov Kogpov elaiiAle.
It is iwmportant, first of all, to investigate the conception of
favatos. Bavaros invariably signifies death as the antithesis and
abolition of fwi, life.  As, then, life may be bodily, spiritual, or
eternal life, so also fdvaTos may be (1) bodily death. So John
xi. 4: 1) dobéveia olk éomi wpos fdvaror; xii. 33, xviii. 32:
moi BavdTy fjuehev dmobvickew; Phil. i. 20 : peyarvvdicerar
Xpiords év 16 oduati pov, eite diud {wils, elte dia BavdTov KT
(2) Spirituel deuth. So 1 John iii. 14 : oiSapev, 670 peraBeSi)-
kapev ék Tob OavdTov els Ty Ewy, 8Tt dyaTdper Tovs ddehpovs
0 uy ayamwdv Tov adehdov, péver €v 7@ Bavate. Comp. Matt.
viii. 22 : ddes ToUs vexpovs Odyrar Tods éavrdv vexpovs; Eph.
il. 1: xal Vpds dvras vekpods Tols mwapamwTwpact xal Tals duap-
7lats ; ver. 5 ; Col. ii. 18. This fdvaroes forms the antithesis of the
ton Tob Beod, Eph. iv. 18, and consists in the privation of the
holy and blessed existence of which the soul in fellowship with
God is partaker, in which representation sometimes the loss of
holiness, sometimes the loss of blessedness, is most prominent,
according to the connection of thought. (3) Eternal deatl as the
antithesis of future {wy aldvios. So Nom. i 32; 2 Cor. ii. 16,
vil. 10 ; Jas.i. 15, v. 20; 1 John v. 16. This death (in Rev.
ii. 11, xx. 6, 14, xxi. 8, called also o Odvatos o Sevrepos) is the
ultimate outgrowth and completion of the spiritual death already
actually present in the soul of the sinner.' Dut then it lies in
the very naturc of such Dbiblical notions embracing a rich variety
of elements, that often several, or even all of these elements,
should appear in combination, the context of the passage deciding
how many and which are to be conceived as blended in ouc.
That by this means a difference of interpretation as to particulars
can scarcely be avoided is easily couceivable, as the compass of
the expression may bhe taken now more narrowly, mow more

' In Scripture the metaphorical use of the phrases ddvaros, vexpls, dofvioxts, has
the same Jatitude as that of the idea of Zws.  Thus we may speak of a death of the
sinful lile, of an inward, spiritual dying to sin, to the law, of dead faith, dead works,
and so on. Comp. Rom. vii. 4, viii. 13 ; Col. iii. &5 ; Heb: vi. 1, ix. 14; Jas, ii. 17,
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widely, while the text itself does not in every case give an
absolutely certain deliverance. A combination of all three
elements we think, ¢g., should be held, 2 Tim. 1 10, of the first
and second, Matt. iv. 16, of the second and third, John v. 24,
viii. 51. As relates, then, to the present passage, in the first
place the element of bodily death should not be excluded from
the idea of 8dvaros; for not only is the allusion to Gen. ii. 17,
iii. 3, 19 unmistakeable, but this meaning is assured to the word
Odvatos by ver. 14, where the presence of sin before the law was
to be demonstrated mainly from the presence of bodily death as
that which alone had for every one the force of an undeniable,
universally acknowledged fact. But then it is not to be imagined
that here, where the apostle is describing the entire penal judg-
ment which fell upon the whole of the world’s sin, he should be
satisfied with referring merely to the lower element, temporal
death, without at the same time including the higher element,
eternal death. That, on the contrary, the latter is done is proved
by vv. 17, 18, 21, where fw7 alovios forms the antithesis of
Oavartos. For there is no ground whatever for the assertion that
in the idea of {wy aidvios the chief notion is that of bodily
resurrection as the opposite of bodily death. Comp., on the
ontrary, 1 Cor. xv. 21, where évdaraois vexpdv forms the express
»posite of deatll in the bodily sense. In any case, thercfore,
: first and third elements in our definition of the idea are
:monstrably included in the word @dvaves in this passage. It
might then e supposed that the apostle, having here selected
physical death as the point of departure for his view, could not
well include in the same thought spiritual death already present
in the soul, since this is anterior to bodily deatl, but could only
include future and eternal death, to which bodily death is the
-introduction and portal. But then without doubt, in an indirect
way, present spiritual death would be involved, as a matter of
course, in future eternal death, as in its crown and completion,
just as in bodily death are involved all ills, diseases, and in-
firmities preceding and predisposing to it. In this case Paul in
this passage would coraprise in its crowning point everything
which can be called bodily and spiritual death. However, it
seems more appropriate and more in accordance with fact, from
the first and directly to give the same breadth of meaning to the
idea of @avaros as to that of duapria, so that as the latter denotes
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everything which can be called sin, the former also embraces
everything which can be meant by the simple term death. We
have accordingly in the word fdvatos to recognise the union of
the three elements laid down by us. It is death in the most
comprehensive sense, z.e. bodily, spiritual, eternal death alike; for
nothing but the entire domain of death can be regarded as an
adequate punishment for the entire domain of sin enclosed by the
apaptia, which came into the world through one man. It is no
sufficient objection against such a combination of various elements
of the notion that the same word cannot at the same time have
a literal and tropical meaning, for the word fdvaroes, taken even
in the greatest range of its constituent elements, has still only
one fixed sense—it is the negation, abolition, destruction of all
that which is called life. Further, according to this passage,
agreeably to the teaching of Scripture elsewhere, bodily death is
not to be taken as an original principle of nature, but only as one
that appeared among mankind subsequently in consequence of
sin. Comp. Krabbe, die Lekre von der Sinde und vom Tode,
pp. 194-198.

—rxal ovTws] and in this way, and in conscquence of this,
namely, because death came into the world as the consequence of
sin, 7.c. in consequence of the causal connection of sin and deat}

~—o0 fdvatos] is critically suspicious, but in any case, even
it is left out, is to be supplied as subject to S:jAfev. But
omission mars the symmetry of the sentence, which is otherwi
perfect, so that it is not easily conceivable that it was not origin-
ally written by Paul himself. TFurther, it is found in the oldest
manuscripts, even in the Cod. Sinait.

—els wavras avlpamovs StijAlev] penctrated, extended to all men,
spread itsclf abroad to all men. 8iépyeabar, to go through. A place
or country may either be crossed in one¢ direction (Luke xvii. 11,
xix. 1; John iv. 4), or one may pass through it in all directions
(Acts viii. 4, ix. 32, x. 38). In the latter meaning here. Death
planted its foot in the world (elo7\fev), and has now gone hither
and thither in the world to all men (8:7Afev), has not remained
with one only.

—€Q & wdvres fpaptov] because all sinned. The cause of the
extension of death to all men without exception is the fact of
all without exception having sinned. That é¢’ & is to be taken
in the sense of a conjunction scarcely needs mow to be proved.
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The reference of the relative ¢ to els dvfpwmos, with the excep-
tion of some Catholic exegetes, is now rightly given up by all
modern interpreters. Not only is such a reference shown to be
arbitrary and inadmissible by the entire construction of the clause
and the remoteness of & évos avfpamov, but in addition all the
meanings assigned on this supposition to ép’ & are beyond ques-
tion untenable. For it means neither in quo, in whom (according
to the famous saying of Augustine: “in guo, sc. Adamo, omnes
peccaverunt,quando omnes ille unus homo fuerunt;” so still Aberle),
—this would rather be év ¢,—nor yet per quem (sc. “ omunes peccati
poenam subiere,” Grotius, or: “peccatores facti sunt,” Melanchthon;
meanings, moreover, which do not at all belong to #juzaprer),—this
would rather be &’ ob,—nor yet propter quem or cum quo, which
would be &’ v or cvv ¢. More natural would be the reference,
proposed by some, of the relative ¢ to the subject ¢ fdvatos
directly preceding. DBut supposing us in this case to understand
éd’ & of the designed result: “ for which all sinned,” there arises
the impossible notion that some may sin for the purpose of being
punished ; and a passing ironical remark can the less be supposed,
as the apostle is not engaged in controversy with definite oppo-
nents. If we take éd’ & of the undesigned result, in the first place
this mode of employing éwi with the dative, especially in prose
discourse, could not be proved; and in the next place, the idea
that the death to which all are subject is the result of the fact
that all sinned, would inappropriately stamp é¢’ & wdvres
Auapror with the character of a cursory observation, whereas the
entire construction of the thoughts and sentence compels us to
co-ordinate it in meaning with the remaining three clauses, and
to find in it the statement of the reason why death came to all
men without exception. dpaptia brought Odvares, Odvatos came
to all, decause (thus must we, as matter of course, further conclude)
duapria had come to all 'E¢ & is therefore without doubt to
be taken as a conjunction. But this being so, it signifies, like dv8’
@v (comp. Luke xii. 3), either: gquare, wherefore, so perhaps in Phil.
iii. 12, or it stands in the sense éml Todre 671 =propter id quod,
Jor that, because, so in 2 Cor. v. 4, perhaps also in Phil. iii. 12.
Thomas Magister and Phavorinus say expressly: é¢’ & dvri Tob
8iore. Respecting ém with the dative in the sense on account
of, comp. Matt. xix. 9; Acts iii. 16; 2 Cor. xii. 21. In classical
Greek, €¢’ ofs, the Latin propter ea quod, is more usual than éd @
PrILIPPI, ROt I R
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The meaning for that, or because, is also quite appropriate in the
present passage, and on this account is received by modern inter-
preters almost without exception.!

“Huaptov cannot mean: became sinful, or: were sinful, for
Gpaprdvew is not = duaptwhov yhyveafac or elvar.  Still less does
it mean: bore the penalty of sin. Rather fjuaprov is nothing but
= actually stnned.  If, now, by auapria we understand only actual
sins, in the sense that through Adam first of all committing sin, or
through his act of sin, and in consequence of this, death came into
the world, and that then death extended itself to all because all have
actually sinned, we thus ascribe to our verse indeed a grammati-
cally possible meaning, but at the same time leave altogether out
of account not only the principle, scripture scripturam docet, but
also the entire tenor and strain of thought in the epistle itself.
For not only in the preceding chapters by duaprie was intended
the sinful principle already always dwelling in humanity, the
sinful principle conditioning and causing the world’s sinful state,
but also in the entire subsequent exposition (comp. especially
ver. 19) it is a real connection of the sin of humanity with Adam’s
sin which is spoken of. But above all, the very sinew of the
Pauline parallel is severed, if we sweep away this counection
between the actual sins of all and Adam’s transgression, seeing
that the apostle makes the righteousness of all absolutely condi-
tioned by the righteousness of Christ. When itis objected to this
that Adam is set over against Christ the author of life, not as the
author of sin, but only as the author of death, it is evident at once
liow baseless and halting the comparison becomes, if to Christ,
as the direct and sole source of righteousness and life, Adam is
opposed merely in so far as he is the indirect source of death to
his posterity, who, being independent of him as sinners, are con-
demned in the penalty of death, instead of in any other penalty,
for no other reason than that this penalty by a positive, arbitrary

1 To say nothing of the tramslation, altogether without support, quamquam, the
acceptation which Rothe (Neuer Versuch einer Auslegung der Paulinischen Stelle,
Rom. v. 12-21, pp. 17-38) has assigned to {9’ & Las gained no special favour. He
would resolve i’ &, not into iz} redre 5ri, but into ixl redre dore, and ascribes to
it the meaning which it has with the infinitive praeterite following : on condition
that, onthe more definite condition that, ea conditione, ea ratione ut. But, in the tirst
place, this signification has never been confirmed by examples to the point ; and
further, as our subsequent exposition will show, the causal sigpification, commonly
received and amply supported, is perfectly appropriate in the passage.
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act of God’s will was denounced against Adam’s sin in the first
place, and then in justice against the like sin in his posterity.
Moreover, the Pelagian accommodation-theory, by which the con-
nection between the sin of Adam and of mankind is placed merely
in the spontaneous imitation of Adam’s example, is arbitrary and
inadequate, since not merely in this passage is there no mention
of such imitation, but, as Calvin justly remarks: “ quia hoc modo
Christus exemplar tantum esset justitiae, non causa.”

If, then, dpaprdvew does not denote Zo be or become sinful, and
yet the connection between the sin of mankind and Adam’s trans-
aression is to be preserved, nothing seems left but to é¢’ & wdvres
HuapTov to supply in thought : in consequence of Adam’s sin. « All
have sinned in consequence of the taint derived from Adam’s sin.”
But in this case, in the first place, one sees not why Paul did not
write either: xai oUtws els wdvras avBpdmouvs o Odvaroes SuiAbev,
€p’ & 7 dpaptia eis wavras &uijhle, or: P’ & mavres duapTwiol
éyévovro. Again, 1 apaptia would have to be referred to the
sinful habit which entered as the dominating principle into the
hearts of mankind. But we have seen that eloépyeafac els Tov
xocpoy has not this meaning. Finally, according-to the view in
question, in the second clause of this verse the unreserved uni-
versality of the dominion of sin and death would be especially
emphasized and accentuated, seeing that the existence everywhere
in the human world of ¢uapria and @dvaros was already affirmed
" in the first clause. Now, apart from the halting and disjointed
character thus given to the language used, clearly vv. 13 and 14
must then be meant to prove €¢’ & mwdves fjuaprov, that all have
sinned ; which view, as the exposition of these verses will show,
cannot be borne out.

For these reasons we are driven of necessity to accept the
interpretation which, although abandoned by modern expositors
(comp., nevertheless, Olshausen), and apparently remote, is yet the
most obvious, simple, and natural ;' namely, to fuapTov to supply

1T rejoice that this dogmatic interpretation of the passage, in which, when I
first revived it in all its stringency and point, a critic in Tholuck's literarischen
Anzeiger prophesied that I should find no follower, has now found an earnest advo-
cate in Meyer. Perhaps I may say that now, too, Thomasius will agree with, instead
of opposing me and the rest who share my views, comp. Christi Person und Werk,
L p. 276. He decides for Hofmann’s view of this passage (comp. Schriftbeweis, 1.
477>, But Meyer on the passage has already rightly observed that the reference ot
i9' ¢ as a simple relative to s dévares = ** they sinued under the dominion of death,”
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in thought: év ’A48dp, or still more precisely : “ Adamo peccante.”
“ Non agitur de peccato singulorum proprio,” says Bengel. “ Omnes
peccarunt, Adamo peccante,” or, as Koppe puts it, “ ipso actu, quo
peccavit Adamus.” The momentary sense of the aorist fuaprov
tells also on the same side. Death penetrated to all, because all
sinned when Adam sinned, because in Adam’s sin their own sin was
included. Thus as to substantial meaning, although by way of a
different grammatical construction we should get back again to
Augustine’s ““ in quo omnes peccaverunt.” We may aptly compare
2 Cor. v. 15 : €l els Umép wdvrwy amébavey, dpa oi wdvtes améfavov,
to which we find here the corresponding antithesis: el els vmep
TdvTwy fpapTey, dpa ol TdvTes fjuaptov. Further, as here the duap-
rdvew, so in 1 Cor. xv. 22 the amofvijorew of all év 7¢ 'Addp is
spoken of. The apostle therefore represents the sin of mankind as
objectively wrapped up in Adam, precisely as he contemplates the
righteousness of mankind as objectively wrapped up in Christ,
and in this way alone the parallel attains its true precision and
plastic intuitiveness. The doubt which may thereupon be raised
against this interpretation, that the supplement év T@ ’Addu or
tob 'A8ap dpaprdvovros is not expressly added, is removed by
the very interpretation we have given of the notion of auapria
in this passage. If ) apaptia denotes the collective sum of the
sin of mankind, or even the sin of mankind as a real power, it is
self-evident that the sin of all is comprised in it, and the supple-
ment required appears necessary and natural. Through Adam
the sin of mankind came to be manifested, and in consequence of
it death ; and thus death spread abroad to all, because in that very
sin of mankind the sin of all was included.! * Peccatum est prius
morte : sed mortis universalitas prius innoteseit quam wuniversalitas

cannot be justified grammatically. Thomasius himself interprets: i¢' & wdvres fuaproy,
tynder which relation all have sinned, namely, under this relation, that in conse-
quence of Adam’s sin death ruled asan objective nll-embracing power.” This mean-
ing of ip' & also is not grammatically justifiable. Mloreover, as a fact, would this inter-
Pretation follow more simply and naturally from the construction of the sentence
than the one given ?

1 When Hofmann, with whom Tholuck agrees, objects to the supplying of Adamo
peccante, that it is unjustifiable *‘ at pleasure to supply in thought what nothing but
one's own arbitrariness suggests to thought,” the answer given in what is said above
to this objection is sufficient for every omo who will consider and weigh it. DMeyer
also justly replies : *“ The objection, that in this way the essential definition is arbi-
trarily supplied (Tholuck, Hofmann, Stélting, Dietzseh, and others), is incorrect ; for
what is maintained is simply that more preciso definition of #uaprer for which *he
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peceati, Iacce ratio ordinds incisorum gquatwor in hoc versu,”
Bengel

Vv. 13, 14. As already remarked, according to the view of
several, especially modern expositors, who differ from our inter-
pretation of é¢’ & mdvres fuaproy, ver. 12, these verses furnish a
confirmation of these latter words. They are thus supposed to
demonstrate the unlimited universality of sin in the world. - Such
proof might seem necessary to the apostle on account of the
statement, iv. 15 : ob yap ovx éaTi vopos, oUdé mapifBaais. For
it seemed as if the assertion of the universal presence of sin
must be qualified by the principle, that before the advent of the
law there was no transgression. In comsequence of this, vv.
13, 14 would lay down that even before the law sin existed.
Doubtless sin is not imputed where law is not; but yet from
Adam to Moses death reigned, proving that even if wapdBadis
did not, duapria did exist always in the world. Neverthe-
less, this acceptation presents manifold difficulties. In the first
place, the apostle might regard the fact of all having sinned,
iii, 23, as settled once for all, and even iv. 15 furnished no
sufficient occasion for a fresh confirmation of this position. For
there it was not denied that dauapria, but only that mapdBacis
sxisted before the law. Still, had Paul thought it necessary
expressly to emphasize this distinction, it must at least have
been done more clearly and definitely by some such words as:
dpapria pév yap dypr vopov 7y év xéouw, Tapdfacis &
vopou Tote ovx 7v. But if we were willing to overlook the
general incongruity between the form of expression and the
meaning stated, still in the separate particulars the language
must have been shaped quite differently. Instead of dype yap

immediate connection has necessarily prepared the way.” This holds good also
against Mehring, who, p. 536, ventures to affirm: ““if we would act with perfect
honour, i.e. not foist our own thoughts into Scripture, we can only supply from what
goes before.  But in what goes before not ir 'Ad2g, but only 3/ ivés dvfpwrov has been
spoken of, and hence we can only supply 3/’ ivés avéparov, which, indeed, is understood
as matter of course.” But in what goes before not only was 3" ivés &v/puiarov spoken
of, but also 3.’ ivés avlpdrav n duapria v wov xaopor ticirds, which words, rightly under-
stood, already involve xdvres & 'Adzu nuapres. But in the further course of this
chapter the apostle himself gives 2 commentary on his own meaning. Nothing but
this incontestably clear meaning, not as Mechring supposes the Augustinian doctrine
of imputation, which I should quite readily bring to the passage by way of supple-
ment, led me to my interpretation, with which now, mereover, Besser and Ortloph
agree. Comp., too, Delitzsch, Bibl. Psychology, p. 433.
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véuov, at least a xal yap dxype véuov must have been used, and
instead of dut in duapria &¢ ovx éNhoyeiTar, a certainly ov of cowrse.
But finally, according to the interpretation in question, one sees
no reason at all why the apostle wrote: xai émi Tobs up
dpapricavras érl 16 opodpar Tis mapaBdoews "Addu, and not
rather: xai émwi Tovs un wapaBdvras Tov véuov. There remains,
then, only the second interpretation, according to which, in vv.
13, 14, the main thought of the 12th verse, namely, that through
Adam sin and death came into the world, or that Adam’s sin
brought death to mankind; or, which amounts to the same, the
interpretation, according to which els wdvras dvfpamovs o Odvaros
Suihfev, ép’ & mavres fpapTtor in the sense accepted by us, is
confirmed.! That this interpretation accords exactly with the
meaning and connection of the words before us, and avoids the
difficulties accompanying the other one, the exposition of the
particidars will evince.  &ype vap wopov] Some expositors,
following Orig., Chrys., Theodor., take dype in the sense of donce,
quamdiu, during, e. as long as the law lasted, during the law,
till the end of the law, therefore from Moses to Christ. So dype
stands, 2 Macc. xiv. 10: dype yap 'Toddas mepieaTw advvarov
elpnyns Tuyely Ta wpaypata, and Heb. iil. 13: dypis oD 7o
orjpepov xaheitar. But dype vopov means here, in harmony with
the usual sense of &ype, until the law, till the time when the law
was given, which would be from Adam to Moses. That this
latter meaning is to be adopted is shown by the words : amé "Aéau
péype Mwicéws, ver. 14. “ Par est ratio omnium ante Mosen et
gentium deinceps, c. il. 12,” Bengel.

—adpuaptia W €év xoouw] sin was in the world. duaptia
without the article does not differ from 4 auapria, ver. 12, comp.
Winer, p. 148, and Gal. ii. 17; 1 Pet. iv. 1; Rom. iii. 9, vi. 14.
The presence of sin before the law is proved by the testimony of
Genesis. The apostle himself demonstrated this in his picture of
the sins of the Gentile world. For, as observed, as the Gentiles
had not the law of Moses, their sins stood on exactly the same
footing as the sins of the whole of mankind before the law.

1 sccording to the passage of Chrysostom quoted by Bengel, Paul teaches in this
Verse : drs oix aben A cpapria Th; ToU vipou wepafdews, EAX ixtlvn % o7 wov 'Adaw
Aapaxois, abrh Ay 7 Tdvre Avpawopim, xai Tis % Tobroy dwidufis; w0 mai Wpd Tou vigow
mdvras &mofviexew, *“‘non id peccatum, quo lex violatur, sed illod, quo Adam

inobedicns fuit, omnem dedisse perniciem : nam etiam ante legem omnes csso
mortuos,"”
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Further, duapria here is one and the same duapria that is spoken
of ver. 12, It is the one sin of mankind—there, ohjectively
wrapped up in Adam ; here, subjectively present in the world, and
conceived as having its abode in it.

—dpaptia 8¢ odrx é\hoyeitar py Svros vemov] Luther, after
the example of Ambrose and August.: “but where no law is, one
regards not sin.” So, too, Calvin, Deza, and several moderns.
According to them, the imputing person is supposed to be man
himself, and the sense, that where no law is, men do not impute
sin to themselves, have no keenly impressed sense of their guilt
and sin.  But é\loyely, o take account, to rcclon, found again
Philem. 18, alludes of itself rathier to the relation between two
parties, so that if a sc//~imputation were meant, this would have
been expressly said. Next, the present proposition ecvidently
corresponds with what is laid down iv. 15: o yap odx éote
vouos, ovde mapafBacts, comp. Acts xvii, 30, and thercfore teaches
that where law is absent an odjective imputation is absent. Lastly,
ver. 14: uy duapmicavtes éml Td opowwuatt Tis Tapafdoews
*A8dp, correspond to those who siuned : g 8vros véuov, ver. 13 ;
and as the former are plainly described as those who committed
sins which God did not impute, in é\Aoyely also God is to be
conceived as the imputing person. That voues liere means the
Mosaic law, is evident as matter of course both from the allusion
to the immediately preceding dype vomov, and from the observa-
tions on ii. 12,

—a\N {dBacilevoer ¢ Odvatos a.'A. p. M. kal émi Tods p)
apapTicavras] dA\d is not atqui, but now, used in the assumption
or winor proposition ; this would be dAA& iy, kal pijy, or even
8¢, Dut yet it is not exactly = attamen, verumtamen, nihilo scetus,
but yet ; this would be dAN Suws or Suws mpévror, Rather is it
= at, but, howerer, in opposition to the preceding ovx éAhoyetTac.
Comp. Meyer and de Wette on 1 Cor. iv. 15. Death appears
here, so to speak, personified as a lord to whose sceptre men are
subject, vi. 9, 12, 14, vii. 1. The Greeks say : dpyew, vdaoew,
Baagi\ebew,iyepovevey, kuptedew Tivos, or even el ; the Hellenists:
Bacirevew émi Twa (LXX. 1 Sam. viil. 9, 11; Luke i. 33,
xix. 14), in imitation of the Hebrew construction : "p by 3'2?9 (Ps.
xIvii. 8), "2 ¥ vdy (Neh. v. 15), and "B %% % (Prov. xxviii. 15).
In kal émi Tobs uv) duapmicavtas, as is now universally acknow-
ledged, the reading is to be tegarded as adequately attested, the
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evidence for the omission of xal being altogether insufficient; for
the omission of uij, nowise sufficient. From Adam to Moses death
reigned.over those also who had not sinned.

—émi 7@ opowpate Ti)s wapaPBdoews 'Adau] Chrysost. and
Theophyl. join these words with éBaciAevoer o Buvaros. In the
same way DBengel, who interprets: ¢ Quod homines ante legem
mortui sunt, id aceidit eis super similitudine transgressionds Adain,
¢ quia illorum eadem atque Adami transgredientis ratio fuit:
nortui sunt, propter alium reatwn, non propter eum, quem ipsi
per se contraxere, id est, propter reatum ab Adamo contractwun.”
In this case, in Tovs w3 dpapmijcavras would lie a peculiar Paunline
keenness of distinction; namely, sinners before the law would be
called w7 auapmijcavres, because they committed sins which weve
not imputed,  Comp. 2 Cor. v. 21.  This interpretation has much
to attract, because according to it the thought which confirms
ver. 12 is openly expressed, instcad of being merely supplied by
inference after "Adau. Also the aArd, but, as well as the én(
befure opowdpaTe, is thus capable of easier explanation. Only,
then, one would have expected uy mapaBdvtas Tov vopov instead
of wuy apaptijcavres, and instead of éml T opowpare ThHs
mapafdoews 'A8ap the more direct émi 7 wapaBdaer, or dia Ty
mapdfBacw Tob "Addu. On this account it seems hest to join
émi 1 op. s mwap. "A. with wy dpapricavras. Those, then, are
deseribed who did not, like Adam, transgress a positive divine
commmand, but ouly committed sins not imputed by the law.
Nevertheless, if over these death, the penalty of sin, reigned,
this goes to prove that they are punished on account of Adam’s
mapiBaais, or in so far as they sinned in Adam. apaprdvew
émi T does not occur elsewhere, but it is not without analogy.
We may cither take émé in the sense of rule, comp. Lulke i. 59,
2 Cor. ix. 6, or interpret : with, under = the likeness existing, évros
opouduaros, Hel. ix. 17, x. 28, Therefore duapr. émi 7. op. T
mwap. 'A.=to sin in such a way that one has or presents the
likeness of Adam's transgression, 2.c. as he transgresses a positive
command. Since Origen, many interpreters have understood by
u) apapmio. xth. young, irresponsible children. Clearly these
are not to be excluded, but they are neither specially nor directly
intended.  Dut, without doubt, every interpretation of vv. 12-14
which views the mors dnfantivm otherwise than as stipendivm
peecate must be wejected as a coutradiction to the unlimited
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generality with which the Pauline doctrine teaches that death is
conditioned by sin. Most aptly now do the words come in—
8s éore TUmos Tob wélhovros]. Since after 'Adap the thought
naturally arises that all arc subjeet to death on account of Adam’s
wapdfBaais, on this naturally follows the thought that Adam is
therefore a type of Christ, inasmuch as just as Adam’s sin brought
death to all, so Christ’s righteousness brought life to all. The
words are to be understood thus: s (sc. "A8dp) éore Tvmos Tob
pé\\ovtos, sc. "Abap, ic. Tod Xpiorod. In 1 Cor xv, 45, also,
Paul places in contrast o mpdTos (dvbpwmos) *A8au and o
éoyaros Addp, asa Rablinical saying runs: U0 M7 {imARD D70,
the last Adam (in contrast with the ¥ DIN) is the Messiali
As alov pé\rwv, in contrast with alwv odros, denoted the Messianic
period, so 'A8au o péMwv or o €aryaros, in contrast with "A8au
0 mpdros, denoted the Messiah, The participle 6 pédhwv is
neither to be resolved by the imperfect: «which Adam is a type
of him who 2as to come,” nor yet is Christ Himseltf to be con-
ceived as still to come, inasmuch as He is expected to return from
Leaven. Without doubt, in the phrase 6 pé\iwr, Paul employs a
designation of the Messiah borrowed from the pre-Christian stand-
point.  Doth on account of the familiarity of this conception of
the Messinh as the '48ap o pé\hwv, and on account of the natural
reference of 65 to the immediately preceding "Ad8d, it must be
described as iwmprobable and artificial to take Tod méAdovtos as
neuter, and, referring ¢ to Tumos, to understand it as used by
attraction for ¢=which thing contains a figure of that which
should one day take place, in which extension of death to all men
on account of Adam’s sin is contained a type of the future, or of
a future thing, 7e of the life procured for all by Christ’s right-
eousness. TWmos from 7tUmTew, the impression of one body on
another produced by a ULlow or otherwise, the impressed form, the
tmpressed fiyure or type, so John xx. 25: 7ov Témov TV ihwy;
then generally, the type, fiyure, Acts vil. 43, and that conceived
now as the eriginal type, general form, pattern, norm, so Acts
vil. 44, xxiil. 25, Rom. vi. 17, Heb. viii. 5; now as fore-type,
cither as a =wral, so Phil. i1 17, 1 Thess. L 7, 2 Thess. 1ii. 9,
1 Tim. iv. 12, Tit. ii. 7, 1 Pet. v. 3, or historical jfore-type, so
1 Cor. x. 6,11, and so here. The ajter-type, anti-type (avriTvmos,
Heb. ix. 24 1 Pet. iii. 21), here is Christ. IIds tdmos; asks
Clrysostom. o6te, he answers, wowep €éxelvos Tots €f abrou,
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kaiTorye py dayodow dmd Tob EbNov, yéyover aiTios BavdTov Tod
S T Bpaiaw eloaybfévros olitw ral o XpiaTos Tois éE adTod,
kaitouye ob Sukatomparyjoaat, yéyove mpokevos Suratoovvns (rather
Lwils), v dua Tob oTavpod wagw fulv éyapicate. Doth, then, are
representative heads of mankind—one the representative head of
sin and death, the other of righteousness and life.

The exposition to follow of the remainder of the section will
make manifest how only the interpretation we have accepted as
the right one of vv. 12-14 renders possible an exposition of the
rest of the section at once precise and in perfect harmony with
the connection of the words. Dut we wish first of all to describe
in its relations the apostle’s general point of view in reference to
the sin found among mankind, as far as we are able and authorized
to do this by the principles already considered. TPaul in the first
place draws a distinction between % auaptia and % wapdBacis.
The latter is the single act of transgressing God’s positive law,
such as was done hy Adam (ver. 14); the former, the sin of the
world conceived as a unity, as this was wrapped up objectively
in Adam’s act (ver. 12), or subjectively dwells in the world
(ver. 13). Only the mapdBaais of Adam is to be regarded as sin
that is imputed, punished with death; the duaptia Tod xéopov is
so only in so far as it was included in this wapeBacis. DBefore
the revelation of the Mosaic wouos there was no sin imputed,
punished with death, other than the mapdfBaats of Adam, including
in itsclf the dupapria Tob xoouov. Not the duapria 7ol Koouov,
but only the 7wapdBacis vopov stands in the same category with
the mapdBaais "Adap, and as such is in and of itself imputable
and penal, just because it is not merely sin, but transgression of
the law. Dut, on the other hand, the deputy of the vduos, which,
according to i 19, 20, 32, ii. 14, 15, the Gentiles possess in
their law of conscience, is sufficient to render them inexcusable;
so that, in connection with 2Zosc declarations, the absolute dictum:
auaptia obk é\hoyeirar wy Gvros vowov, must be reduced to a
relative import. That is, in comparison with the wapdBagis
*A8dp and with the mapdBacis vopov, indeed the inmputation, to
which the duaptia Tod roopov is subject, cannot come at all into
account, seeing that it finds its primary and essential imputation
only in the wapdBasis of Adam. Nevertheless this very apap7ia,
as a violation of the natural law of conscience, is imputable
enough, e is guilty and penal. “Sane unius lapsui,” says
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Dengel, “ mors multorum assignatur immediate, ver. 15. Sic non
negatuy, cujusvis peccati stipendium esse mortem, sed ostenditur,
primariam mortis causam esse peccatum primum.  Hoc nos
peremit: sicut latro post homicidium furatus punitur ob homi-
cidium, nec tamen impune furatus est, furti poena in poenam
homicidii confluente, sed ad homicidii poenam vix aestimata.” If,
now, we wish to formulate still further for our dogmatic conscions-
ness the Pauline doctrines which are to be connected in the way
indicated, we are, as matter of fact, naturally led to the old-
fashioned method of distinguishing between, as also of associating,
nature and person, genus and individual, or, more particulaily,
between the generic will and specific personal will, the latter of
which is to be regarded merely as the individually-determined
impression of the former, so that the latter is invariably involved
and implied in the former. The universal generic will committed,
in Adam, the personal, conscions act of transgression against God’s
positive law, and is accordingly subject to the penalty of death
assigned to this imputable act of transgression. The particular
individual, born afterwards, can of course have no recollection of
this original act of transgression in which he was partaker, because
on his part this act was the act, not of a conscious person, but
merely of an unconscious genus. Nevertheless, that he did really
and truly partake therein is proved by the fact that this act dwells
in him from birth in the form of sinful propensity. For in this
Labitus is manifested nothing else than that aversion of human
nature from God which took place in Adam. On this account
there also dwells in the individual, along with the principle of
sin, the principle of death as the wages of sin. Wlhen the indi-
vidual advances into the arena of mature consciousness aud inde-
pendent will, he cannot, as matter of course, reverse the act of
determination once done in Adam, but, in keeping with the
primal sin committed once for all, goes on doing sin always,
This doing of sin is nccessary, because it is merely the consequence
of the primal act; yet it is also ficc, because the generic act of
determination doue once for all time is a free act. When, there-
fore, the individual reproduces that generic sin in individual sinful
acts, he does so freely, because in this he merely repeats the
primal fact of apostasy, and continnally determines himself person-
ally in the same way in which he determined himself as a part of
the genus. In proportion, then, as the individual detaches him-
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sclf, so to speak, from the basis of nature, and by his own act
niakes the universal sin of nature his own, does he Dbecome
personally responsible for it, although, in consequence of the
davkness that has fallen upon moral and religious consciousness,
this appropriation and responsibility appears merged in the
orivinal act and original guilt, and is only then fully complete,
when, face to face with God’s law anew revealed, it anew takes
the form of a personal act of transgression.!

The apostle, having indicated rather than fully expanded the
parallel between Adam and Christ, proceeds, vv. 15-17, first of all
to specify the points of difference which are found along with the
resemblance.  Thus, before the parallel itself is drawn out in
detail, o limitation in it is indicated. Bengel says well : “ Adamus
ct Cluistus, secundum rationes contrarias, conveniunt, in positivo ;
differunt, in comparativo. Convenientiam Paulus primmum, vv.
12-14, innuit, protasi expressa, apodosi tantisper ad subaudicn-

1 The Protestant Churceh had therefore adequate Scripture-ground, as well as sufli-
cient dogmmatic justifieation, for its doctrine of the imputatio peccati Adamitici ad
culpam ct poenam, and its consequence peceatum originale consisting in the hadifus
peccandi and the reatus, of which this is the ground. It is ome merit of Julius
Miiller's treatise (The Christian Doctrine of Sin), that it has decisively demonstrated
the untenableness of tlie modern mode of conception, according to whicl the natural
sinful tendency or moral disorder caused by the fact of sin in Adam’s posterity is
regarded merely as innocent misfortune; so that in this matter all that is to be
imputed to them is free consent (vol. IL p. 307). On the contrary, it is a funda-
mental element of Miiller’s doctrine,—as thoroughly in accord with Seripture anl
experience as it is far-reaching, —honourably distinguishing it from modern theories,
that the sinfulness of the individual present from the very time of Lirth is subject
to divine imputation, or constitutes a relation of guilt before the divine tribunal.
Nevertheless even Miiller holds fast to the rationalistic supposition of the absovlute
dependence of guilt upon personal sell-decision. In order to get rid of the con-
tradiction commected with this, he takes refuge in the speculative hiypothesis of an
exlra-temporal state, and original fall of man as a personal Leing out of time (vol.
IL p. 357). But this mode of solution only scrves, in our opinion, to bring clearly
out the necessity of giving up ono or the other of the two contradictory premises;
as well as, if the former is to be maintained, of sceking a further understanding of
the mystery of original sin only in the way marked out by the church. As matter
of fact, the speculative atlempt at reconciliation in question does not, as its author
supiposes, merely begin beyond Seripture, but runs direetly in its fuce, Seripture, as
this passage of the Romans shows, clearly representing the hnman race, not only
willt respect to its physical and mental, hat also with respeet to its spiritual powers,
as wrapped up in Adam, sceing that sin, not merely as a corruption of body and
soul, but sin in gencral,—therefore, above all, as selfishness, as an apostasy of the
«pivit from God, and rebellion of the will against 1is command,—is expressly tracel
back to Adam’s fall. Comp. the more thorough exposition of the doctrine of sin in
my Kirchiichen Glaubensichre, 111, pp. 1-217.
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dum relicta. Deinde differentiam multo magis directe et expresse
describit.”

Ver. 15. A\ oly s 70 wapdmrwpa, oite kal T0 xdpioua]
T0 wapdnTwpa, from wapawirTew, lapsus, the offence.  mwapdmTopa
is used of the lupsus Adami also Wisd. x. 1, as here. IlaparTopa
invariably denotes a definite sinful act, which, as in the case
before us, may at the same time be wapd2aois, comp. ver. 14, but
not necessarily so; for the Gentiles have wapemropara, Eph. 1. 7,
il. 1, but no wapaSdaeis vopov. To ydpioua, the gracious gift of
God, consisting in the imputation of the righteousness of Christ
in justification, consequently =7 Swped in this verse; To Swpnua,
ver. 16 ; 7 dwpea mijs Suwcatoovwms, ver. 17.  Therefore: But not
as the offence, so also the gift of grace. In the predicate, eotiv, 1s,
or €yet, stands, i3 to be supplied. We should now have expected
the apostle, over against the mwapdmrwpa of Adam, to place the
Sikalwpa of Christ, ver. 18, not the ydpiwopa of God. But the
form of expression is concise. On one side stands the wapdrropa
of Adam, the xataxpipa of God upon mankind in consequence of
this wapamrwpa, and fdvaTos in consequence of the ratdxpipa.
On the other side stands the dwaiwpua of Christ, the ydpiopa of
God in consequence of this Sixaiwua, consisting in Sikaiwats, in
the Swpea Tijs Sixatoaivns, and {wn alwvios in consequence of this
xdptopa. As the apostle then opposes ydpiopa to mapdrrwpa,
from the latter xatdxpipa @avdarov is, as matter of course,
supplied to wapdrrwua, just as ydpioua also points to {wy, its
consequence. The complete sentence would run: But it is not
with the transgression of Adam, which had God’s judicial wrath
against mankind and death for its consequence, 2s with the
gracious gift of justification, depending on Christ’s righteousness,
which has life for its consequence. Dut mapdmropae and yapiopa
are emphasized aad opposed merely in a preliminary way as the
chief conceptions upon which the chief stress is laid in the
exposition immediately following.

—Ei yap 79 Tob évos wapamTapati ol wodkoi dwéfavor] This
passage confirms our interpretation of ver. 12; for the fdvaros
of the many is described here as the direct consequence of the
wapdmTwua of the one, precisely because in this wapamrwua the
dpapria of the many, of which death is the wages, is directly
included. According to the other interpretation of ver. 12, the
connection of the transgression of the one with the death of the
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many must be conceived as brought about by the sinful acts or
sinful tendencies of the many themselves, an idea ,f which there
is not a trace in the words before us. ef, not =quandoquidem,
since, but the conditional particle sz, ¢f, usual in the hypothetical
syllogism. oi mo\\ot, the many, as to extent not different from
wdvres avfpwmor, ver. 12.  But the expression i3 selected in con-
trast to els; for in the abstract all need not be many, ver. 19,
xii. 5; 1 Cor. x. 17; also Matt. xx. 28, xxvi. 28, where likewise
wavres are described as woAlel. “ Possunt aliqua esse omnia,
quae non sunt multa,” observes Augustine.

— oM paldov] A quantitative plus of intensive demon-
stration of power can only occur here to a perplexed exegesis
that is unable in any other way to conceive a real differ-
ence between the results issuing from Adam and from Christ,
while the higher degree of ¢ priori evidence belonging to
one fact above another seems to constitute no real distinction
between the two facts. DBut the structure of the sentence leads
us, precisely as vv. 9, 10, 17, xi 24, to think merely of the
logical plus of certainty. For the conditional inference, that if
(el) the one is, much more (woAAd padlov) the other is, simply
asserts that the existence of that other has a far higher degree of
certainty and evidence than the existence of the ome. moAAw
paXhov is therefore not = in how much greater a degree, but =
much more is it to be supposed, much less can it be doulbted.  Rightly,
Clrysostom: moAA@ rvap TolTo elMoywrepor. For how should
not the issues of a dirine act working salvation be far more
certain than the issues of a Auman act working ruin ?

—1n xdpis 10U Beol xal 7 Swped] As previously ydpiopa, so
here xdpes and Swpea are opposed to wapamrwpa. In this way
the ydpiopa, the gift of grace, is merely divided into its two con-
stituents, the grace (7 xdpss) and the gift (7 Swped). “H xdpis
7au Beov denotes, then, faror Dei, God's gracious disposition
towards men, from which, as from its fountain, flows 7 Swped.
But in this case the Swped itself, as is proved by the entirely
parallel statement ver. 17 (oi ™)v wepiaaeiav Tijs yapiros xai Tijs
Swpeas Tijs Sixatoaivns AapfBdvorres), can ouly be the Swped Tis
Sikatoovwns, the gift of justification, of which {w7n is only the
result, not the Swped i fwijs itself.

—&v xdpere T Tob évos avlparmov 'Ingot XpioTou] As 7
Swped =70 xdpiopa naturally requires the supplewent €y ydpirs,
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it is the most obvious course to connect these words, actually
subjoined as they are, with % Swped, not with émepicoevoe. The
addition, naturally to be looked for, év ydpere is then to be
regarded as an essentially constituent part of the substantive
idea, and is therefore connected without the article (instead of 7
év ydperi) with the preceding substantive, comp. Winer, p. 155,
and Harless on Eph. L 15. yapis is then more precisely defined
as the grace of Jesus Christ. Hence the subjoined article év
xapere T4 x7A., which unusual employment of the article (comp.
also 1. 18, ii. 14) cannot well be explained or supported if these
words be connected with émepicaevae. The apostle desecribing
xapes, which, according to what is said just before, we must have
been disposed to regard as the yapis Tod Oeod, as the ydpis
"Incob Xpiorod cannot surprise us, as there is in truth but ope
grace of God, which is quite as much the grace of the Son as
the grace of the Father. Concerning the yapts 'Ingod Xpisrod,
comp. Acts xv. 11; 2 Cor. viii. 9; Gal. i 6; Tit. iii. 7. But
Paul says mot simply 74 xapis 'Incod Xpiotod, but % xapws
100 évos av@pomov 'Incod Xpiotod, in opposition to the
wapamwtopa Tod évos. Doubtless, as dvfpomos Christ is the
mediator, 1 Tim. ii. 5; but in so far as such He exercises ydpss,
He is this only as the dvfpwmos, who is at the same time the
vios Oeod, as Gedvfpwmos! The apostle, as the beginning of this
verse shows, would oppose ydpiopa to mapdwrwpa. This he
now does, but in such a way that in the words 7 yapes . ..
"Incot Xpiorob he resolves, paraphrases, and expands the notion
of xdpwopa, and then, instead of opposing to 7@ Tob évos
mapawTeuaTt oi wolhoi améfavor a T@ Tob éwds yaplopate ol
woMhol fjoovral, speaks of the mepiooevewr of the ydpioua.
This also shows that the conmection of év ydpere wrA. with
dwped is correct, whereas the connection with émepiooevae

1 ¢ Libenter,"” says Bengel, *‘Jesum Paulus (prae ceteris apostolis, qui cum ante
passionem viderunt) hominem appellat, in hoc negotio, 1 Cor. xv. 21; 1 Tim. ii. 5.
Quis humanam Christi naturam excludat ab officio mediatorio? Paulus hoe versu, ubi
nomen hominis Christo tribuit, Adamo non tribuit: et ver. 19, ubi Adamo tribuit,
Christo non tribuit. Scilicet non eodem tempore Zumanitatem et Adamus sustinet
et Christus: et aut Adam nomine hominis indignum se fecit; aut nomen hominis
vix satis dignum est Christo. Porro denominari solet Christus ab humana natura,
ubi agitur de hominibus ad Deum adducendis, Heb. ii. 6 sqq., a divina vero, ubi
agitnr de adventu Salvatoris ad nos, et de praesidio, quod ipse nobis praestat
adversus hostes, Tit. il 13.”
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needlessly perplexes the order of thought, since T¢ ToD évos
wapamtopare has then a double opposition, first, 7 xdpes Tob
bead xai 1 bwped =10 Yapioua, and next, év ydpite T KTA.

—els Tovs wol\ous émepiooevoe] The mwollol are wavres
SieawwOnoopevor, vv. 18, 19, who are described as many, in
opposition to the eis dvfpomos. The aorist émepicaevae refers,
not so much to the subjective and actual participation of the
moAXot in the ydpis and Swped, as to the objective and actual
existence of this ydpis and Swped for the morhoi. Ileptocever Tt
eis Twa has not so much a comparative as a superlative import,
iil. 7 = something comes to onc most abundantly, something falls
to one’s lot beyond measure (wepioaov, abundanter, largissime, in
most abundant degree). The difference, then, in the results of
Adam’s and Christ’s life lies in the supcrabundance (the emphasis
rests on émepioaevoe) of the results of the latter, and indeed this
superabundance is set forth as an evident and npatural fact
(oM@ pailov). And this is the more evident as it is grounded
in the grace of God and Christ, which, if manifested at all, can
only be manifested superabundantly.

Ver. 16 introduces a further point of difference. As the one
sin of Adam brings us condemnation, so through the righteous-
ness of Christ, imparted to us in the way of gift, we are absolved
not merely from the one sin of Adam, but also from the many
sins which we ourselves have added. Kal oly @s 3¢ évos
dpaprijcavtos, 1o Swpnua] Some modern expositors expunge the
comma after duapticavros, and make dwpnua the exclusive sub-
ject of the sentence, only supplying after it the copula éoriv =
and not as through one who sinned is the free gift, e it is not
as if it were occasioned only through one sinner, rather is it
bestowed on occasion of many trespasses. But the similarity
with the beginning of the 15th verse suggests the necessity of a
like construction here. The most simple mode of supplement
would then be: xai oby ds 8 évos duapmicavros éyévero, TO
dwponud éori.  The expression is, no doubt, very coucise, but it is
explained by the fact that above all special prominence was to
Le given to the els duaprijoas, on whom in what follows every-
thing turned, in opposition to the woAXoi duapricavres, or rather
to their woA\& mapamrduara. On this account it is perhaps
superfluous, in antithesis to 70 Swpnue, to supply either, as is
indicated by what follows, 70 kardxpiua, or provisionally with
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still less definiteness 70 wdfnua, as the subject of the first
clause = kal oly ds &' évds duapricavros To kaTdrptua (TO
wdfnua) éyévero, 76 Sdpnud éorew.  Similarly Luther, who
renders in paraphrastic form: “And the gift is not only con-
cerning ome sin (kai ol 76 BSdprua Umep évos duapTruaros,
namely, in order to obliterate only this one dudprnua), as
through.the one sin of the one sinner all the ruin” (ds & évos
dpaptiuatos, since he read, on the critical authority of the
Vulgate, mdv 70 wdfnua or xkatdkpipa). But the reading
dpaptipaToes, not sufficiently authenticated, instead of duapry-
gayTos, is plainly to be treated as a mere correction to remove
a difficulty.

—70 pév yap xpipa EE évés els xatdrpepal sc. éyévero, For
the judgment was from one unto condemnation. 7o xpipa is of
itself a neutral idea. The result of the xpiua may as readily be
acquittal as condemnation, accordingly as a righteous or un-
righteous man is submitted to the divine judgment. Here, then,
kpipa becomes xatdxpipa, the judicial sentence becomes a
sentence of condemnation, the judgment a penal judgment. This
is the most simple and natural interpretation of xpiua in the con-
nection, and in relation to xatdrpipa. €E évos, sc. apapTicavros, or
even avlpdmov, vv, 12, 15, 17, 19. évos cannot be neuter, be-
cause in what precedes we read auaprroavros, not dpapriuaros;
and the reference forward to mapamrwpdrwy =¢f évos mapam-
Topartos, instead of the reference backward to dagaprnsavros,
is arbitrary. The sense remains substantially the same, whether
I say the sentence of condemnation came through one sinner or
through one sin; for even in the first case the one sin of the one
sinner is meant. Here, as throughout this section, the gaze of the
apostle is tixed on the els, and when he speaks of his waparropa
he calls it mapdmrwpa Tob évés, not &v mwapdmTwpa. But even
here the chief stress rests upon évos, as in évos duaprjgavros; for
in addition to this no emphasis is meant to be placed on xpiua
and xapiopa, kardkpipa and Sikaiwpa, as points of difference.
These indeed are real contrasts, and perhaps the intention is to
intimate that it is not accidental that the free grace, from which
issued the yapiopa, has a wider circle of operation than the
justice which passed the xpipa. But it is perfectly self-evident,
and therefore meed not be instanced as a special point of

difference, that if Adam and Christ are ever brought into
Puivieer, Roor 1. S
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comparison, from the one issued «piua els kardxpipa, from the
other ydpiopa els Sukaiwpa. €€, from, allied to, but not identical
with &ed, stands for the source or cause from which something
proceeds, comp. Winer, p. 460. The «xatakpiua is completed in
fdvartas, and extends eis Tods moAhous, as follows necessarily
from the ideas developed in vv. 12-15.

—710 8¢ ydpiopa ék mOMNGDY TapamTwuATWY €5 Sikalwpa) sc.
éyévero. But the gift of grace was from many offences unto sentence
of justification. éx stands here also for the active occasion, inas-
much as the many sins are conceived as invoking the divine
compassion to pass sentence of absolution, just as there the
one sinner is conceived as invoking the divine justice to pass
sentence of condemnation. oA\ mapamTwupara are the actual
sins of individuals. Here, then, merely the eis duapTroas, or the
mapamTwpa of Adam, and the moA\a wapawTopara are brought
into contrast. The auapria included in the wapamrwpa of Adam,
and inherent in the individual as Aabitus peccand?, is not specially
emphasized, though of course it is the principle and source of the
particular mepamrwopara. dixaiwpa is not to be identified with
Sikaiwpa in ver. 18, which latter as Christ’s satisfaction of the
law stands in contrast with the wapamrTwua of Adam. Here, on
the other hand, 8uwalwpa forms the opposite of xardxpipa. One
might even explain the form of the word merely from this
opposition, so that dwcaiwua, the termination denoting product or
state being chosen for the sake of resemblance to xardaxpiua, is
equivalent to Swxaiwars. Still a difference of meaning may be
supposed, which at the same time makes the substantive opposi-
tion still more precise. Swaiwua signifies, i. 32, the ordinance;
but here, derived from &ckacodv in the specific Pauline sense,
the ordinance by which an unrighteous man is declared righteous.
Thus dikaiwas is the act of justification; Sukaiwpa, on the other
hand, the sentence of justification, the decretum absolventis, and in
this way &waiwpa, the sententia absolutoria, stands in appro-
priate contrast with xaraxpiua, the scntentia damnatoria, not
only as to form, but also as to meaning. Comp. Bar. ii 17:
Sdoovor 8ofav kai Sikaiwpa TH rvple, also Ecclus. xxxv. 16.
Whereas, then, ver. 15 depicts the intensive, this verse depicts
the extensive superabundance of grace, Christ having repaired not
merely the loss inflicted by Adam, but also that which we added to
it. “Gratia,” observes Melanchthon on this verse, “abolet multa
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peccata, scilicet originale et actualia, radicem et fructus” So
Augustine early: “quia non solum illud unum solvit, quod
originaliter trahitur, sed etiam quae in unoguoque homine motu
propriae voluntatis adduntur.”

Ver. 17. On ver. 15 the thought naturally suggested itself
that the future life of the many who receive the wepioaeia of
xdpes and of the Swpea év ydpete, is far more certain than the
death of the many through the transgression of one. This
thought now finds expression ver. 17, the verse thus containing
indeed a supplement or inference, but in no sense a confirmation
or exposition of ver. 15. The ydp by which ver. 17 is intro-
duced can accordingly only confirm the purport of ver. 16. Were
it intended to confirm ver. 15, then ver. 16 must be regarded as
a parenthesis, a view which seems altogether arbitrary. Ver. 16
affirms that the gift of grace makes reparation not merely for Adam’s
sin, but also for the many transgressions of his posterity. This
is corroborated by the fact of the indisputable certainty that they
who obtain the superabundant fulness of grace will one day reign
in life. And, in fact, had Christ made satisfaction merely for the
waparTopa of Adam, and not also for the many srapamrropara of
his posterity, neither would the grace bestowed on them have
been called superabundant, nor could their reign in life have
been regarded as assured, since that reign would have been still
dependent on their own satisfaction for their moAla mapamre-
para. The intensive abundance of grace, and the certainty of
life springing therefrom (ver. 17), are thus without doubt the
ground of the extensive all-sufficiency of this grace (ver. 16).
E! yap 1) 7ob évos mapamrdpara ¢ Odvaros éBacilevoe Sid
Tob évos] answers to e wap TO ToD évds mapamTduaT. of
moMMoi dmébavov, ver. 15. The reading is uncertain. Passing
by Origen and an unimportant codex having év évés mapamrouar,
as well as the simple 76 wapamrdpars, which is the reading of
another unimportant codex, the reading év épi 7rapa7r-r(b,uan Te-
commended by Griesbach, has c0n51derab1e the reading év 7¢ évi
wapafr-rw,uan not inconsiderable attestation. But such attestation
is not wanting to the lectio recepta.  Both the variants worthy of
notice, év.évi and €v 79 vl mapamrwpaT, are now, indeed, to be
looked on as corrections ; first, because they occur, for the most
pnrt in the same codices Wb.lch reading in ver. 16 duapripares for
dpaprijcavros, took évés there as neuter, and must thus have been
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disposed to substitute, ver. 17, é&v mapimToua for mapdrropa
70D évos; secondly, because this disposition must have been
strengthened by the apparently tautological repetition of 8ta Tod
évés. A positive evidence for the recepte is the correspondence
with ver. 15, the reference to that verse in general in the present
verse being unmistakeable. Instead of of moA\oi améfavov, the
apostle says here: ¢ fdvartos éBacilevae, chiefly by this expres-
sion to prepare the way for the following év {wj Bacilelaova:;
for it behoves him here, in harmony with the strain of thought
indicated, to make prominent that certainty of the abundance of
life and reiyn in life which confirms the certainty of the atone-
ment made for the moAA& mapartdpara, ver. 16. For the same
reason also in &wa Tob évos the els is repeatedly and expressively
emphasized, &id Tob évds "Incod XpioTod being meant for this
purpose to form a striking contrast, as the certainty of the reicn
in life depends on this very fact, that the els who is its Mediator
is Jesus Christ!  As 7é Tob évos mapamrwpate, in the beginning
of this verse, runs parallel with T& 7ol évos mapamrwpar:, ver.
15, so &ia Tod évés answers to 8. évos duapricavros and €E
évos, ver. 16.  But the repetition of of oMol was of no moment
here.

—moMA@ wallov] as in ver. 15, not the quantitative plus, but
the logical much more of inference to denote greater force of
evidence.

—ol Tv Tepuaaelay Tis xdpiros kal Tis Swpeds ThHs Swcatoaivns
NapfBdvovtes] The mepiooela, the abundance, the exuberant great-
ness, 2 Cor. viii. 2, resumes émepioaevae, ver. 15, ydpis and Swped
being distinguished from each other here as there; but Swped is
expressly described with reference to Sixalwpua, ver. 16, as Swped
Tis Oucaloobuns (genit. apposit). of NapBdvovres might, as the
participium praesentis with the article often is, be used substan-
tivally, so that, converted into a noun, it excludes all definition
of time (=the recipients), comp. Winer, p. 444, and the examples
there quoted. But it is best to preserve its participial and
present force, the reception of grace, the objective existence of
which was spoken of ver. 15, being thus described as continuing
in time. “ Accipere (AapBdvew),” says Bengel, “ potest vel

! Similar emphatic repetitions are found also Matt. xxvi. 24: ¢ dvfparmes ixsives ;

2 Cor. xii. 7: & pa drypaipwpar; Eph vi. 19, 20: ir aajjaciz o . . Dz iv zivs
Wﬂﬁic‘.’lé’h’!‘ﬂl.
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tanquam neutro-passivum reddi empfungen, erlangen, kricgen, vel
active annchien. Ilud potivs. Relatio tamen ad Swpedv, donum,
cum actu sumend? melius convenit. In justificatione homo agit
aliquid : sed non justificat actus sumendi, quatenus est actus;
sed illud quod sumitur sive apprehenditur.”

—év tw)j Bacihedoovai] Manifestly to be understood of future
fwy aldweos, in which alone the Baciievev takes place. Hence
the future. DBut the apostle says not: % {wy Bacikeloer émi
Tovs . . . AapfdvovTas, in correspondence with o @dvaros éBaci-
Aevoe, but of . . . AapBdvovres év {wi Baciiedoovar, because the
siuner is in subjection to death as to a foreign power lording it
sver him with despotic sway, whereas the justified man, as one
Ailivered from the power of death, is himself raised to exercise
Ao, ‘nion as a king in life.  As to this Bacihedew of believers

1 eternal life, which is a ovyxAnpovouciv, a gvvdofdleafar, and

cupBacihevew adv 74 Xpiord, comp. viil. 17; 1 Cor. iv. 8,
1 2,3; 2 Tim. it. 12 ; Rev. xx. 4, xxil. 5.

—38wa Tob évos 'Inoot XpuoTod] “ In uno hoe versu,” observes
Bengel on ver. 14, “ ponitur nomen individui *48dpu, in caeteris
noweun appellativum, Zomo. Nomen autem Jesw Christe, Adamni
nomine oblivioni tradito, clare praedicatur,” vv. 15, 17. If we
briefly summarize the dogmatic elements in which the super-
abundance of the grace and gift of Christ is manifested, we shall
put it thus: Adam possessed a finite righteousness and con-
ditional promise of eternal life; Christ brought an infinite
righteousness and the free gift of eternal life itself. Adam com-
mitted one sin, and in virtue of this incurred the penalty of
death ; Christ atoned for many sins, and not merely abolished
death, but planted life in its stead.

The apostle had not yet explicitly drawn out the parallel
between Adam and Christ, but now does it, vv. 18, 19. It was
indeed, as to its essential substance, already contained in the pro-
tasis, ver. 12, taken along with o éome TUmos Tob uéANovTos, ver.
14. 'Wherefore, even in the limitation of the parallel which the
glory and exuberance of God’s grace in Churist, filling his soul,
compelled him to put first, in order clearly to set forth how much
greater is the gain through Christ than the loss through Adam,
—even in this Paul could take for granted the substance of
the parallel itself, as in vv. 15-17 we have on one side the
mapirTopa, katakpipua, and Odvatoes; on the other side, the els
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avlpowmos "Incots Xpiotos, Sikaiwars, and fwi.  Still he mmst
perforce draw out at length and set forth in due form the
parallel itself on which, in the whole exposition hefore us, he
laid emphatic stress. Hence after the incidental limitation he
turns back to the beginning of his description, and now brings
forward in their complete mutual relations all the ideal elements
that come into view in the comparison between Adam aud Christ.

Ver. 18. "Apa odv] Accordingly then. Paul places these
particles of inference, in very frequent use with him, contrary to
classical usage at the beginning of the semntence, vii. 3, 235,
viii. 12, ix. 16, 18, xiv. 12, 19, ete. It serves often as here,
cg. vil. 25, to introduce a summary conclusion of the preceding
exposition; for the substance of the summary recapitulation
results as an inference from the contents of the detailed sto.
ment going before. Here, as remarked, the exposition, to whic]
the resumyptive inference refers, is partly introduced and indicar !
vv. 12-14, partly contained in the form of the presuppositin.
vv. 15-17.

—38 évds mapamrdparos] That évds, both here and in the
following &/ évos Oukawwpatos, is to be taken as masculine, not
necuter, follows, apart from the contrast in which it stands with
els wdvras dvBpomous, from the fact that throughout the ex-
position, vv. 12, 15, 16, 17, 19, it is always used in the mas-
culine. The apostle was under no necessity to write: 8:a Tod
mrapamwToparos Tov évos. Rather here, where he begins the
matter as it were afresh, the omission of the article is quite
appropriate. So ver. 12 we read &’ évos dvfpdmov, and then
ver. 15 7o évos, because this els was already named and familiar.
Just so ver. 16, where again a new clement is introduced, évos,
but ver. 17 Tob évés. Just so heve, ver. 18, évés, and ver. 19,
100 évés.

—els katdrppa) se. Bavartov, as after ver. 12 ff. is understood
as matter of course. Comp. wijs expressly added to the following
Swaiwow. But the immediate connection in which, even as to
outward phraseology, the mapdmrTwpa of Adam is placed with
the xardxpipa Bavarov of all men, intimates that this immediate
connection obtains also as to actual fact, and that we have no
authority to supplement or rather alter the apostle’s meaning by
any alien combination of thought. He says nothing but this,
and this he does say expressly and exclusively, that through
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Adam’s transgression God's sentence of condemnation, which in
death is carried into effect, came upon all men.

—oltw kai 8 évos OSiwkawduaros] Siwaiwpa lere stands in
opposition to mapdmrTwpa. It must therefore receive a sense in
liarmony with this contrast. Consequently it means neither, as
in i. 82, ii. 26, ordinance, statute, nor yet, as in v. 16, sentence of
Justification ; but, as in Bar. ii. 19, Rev. xix. 8, fulfilment of right,
rightcous act. The explanation quoted from Aristotle, Ethie.
Nicom. v. 10: Suxalopa 8¢ 10 émavipbwpa Tod adikfparos,
reparation for an wwjust act, would indeed be strikingly appro-
priate in the connection, but it cannot be supported by biblical
idiom, Aristotle probably does not mean reparation by means of
a just action (i.c. by means of Swcatompdynua), but in keeping
with the classical use of Sixaiolv=to punish, to chastisc, probably
takes diwvalwpa in the sense of punishment as reparation for an
unjust action, As Adam’s wapdwrepa is a transyression of law,
so Christ’s Suwcalwpa is a fulfilment of right or of law. As the
one sufficed for the condemnation, so the other suffices for the
justification, for the absolution of mankind. Christ's recte fuctum
(Sikalwpa) is thus in very deed a satisfactio, and, in truth, as both
the previous exposition and the present strain of thought evince,
a satisfactio vicarie. DBut as Adam’s mapdwropa, so also Christ’s
Sikaiwpa is to be taken as a particular definite action. The latter
is the death of Christ, upon which the apostle has lhitherto ex-
clusively based our reconciliation and justification. ~Accordingly
the death of Christ has a twofold relation. It is quite as much a
fulfilment of law as a bearing of penalty,—the former principally
as an act of spontaneous surrender, John x. 17, 18 ; the latter, as
endurance of the curse of the law, Gal. iii. 13. The following
verse shows that, as the result, the crowning point of His obedience,
which was tested and proved through the whole of His life, is
itself Umaxoy. In this obedicnce Christ gave Himself up to the
will of the Father, John iv. 34, etc., and so perfected the voluntary
suffering of His death. Thus in the expressions Sikaiwpa and
Tiraror) is, without doubt, given the groundwork for the dogma of
obedicntia activa, while the old dictum is justified : actio cjus fuit
passive ¢t passio fuit active. The death of Christ being not only
kardpa but also Siwkaiwpa, the Sixalwois based upon it is not
merely a negative removal of guilt, forgiveness of sins, but
also a positive declaring just, since the justified are not merely
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regarded as if they had done no sin, but as if they had fulfilled
the law.!

—eis mavtas avBpwmovs] in parallel opposition to the pre-
ceding els wavras avfpomovs.  Still there follows here as matter
of course the qualification, that by wavres dvfpwmor are only
meant all that Delieve, The doctrine of universal restoration
contradicts not merely the doctrine of Scripture elsewhere, but
also other explicit statements of the apostle himself, Phil. iii. 19 ;
2 Thess. i. 9. Taul here has in view on one side the race of
those lost in Adam, on the other side the race of those saved in
Christ. There are wdvtes dvfpwmor katarexpipévor, liere wdvTes
dvBpwmor Sikawwbnaopevor.  Both are of molhoi, in opposition to
the eis. Those who remain in the Adamitic state of ruin he does
not take into account. DBefore his spiritual vision there rises
only the antithesis of Adamitic and Christian hwmanity. See an
exactly similar limited use of waves, 1 Cor. xv. 22; comp. also Ronu.
xi. 32; 2 Cor. v. 15, as well as the explicitly stated limitation,
Gal. iii. 22; 2 Thess. iii. 2. The remark of Thomas Aquinas is
so far right : “quamvis possit dici, quod justificatio Christi (= 7o
évos Sukalwpa) transit in justificationem (= efs Sikalwow) omnium
hominum, quantum ad suficientiam, licet quantum ad cfficientiam
procedit in solos fideles.”  Still what is meant here is not merely
the possibility or offer, but the real experience of justification.

—eis Swkaivaw fwils] unto justification of life= justification
nnto life, 7.¢. which carries life with it, makes partaker of life
(namely, of o aldvios). fwijs may be taken as genitivus ¢ffectus
or qualitatis.  Winer, p. 235, classes it with genitives of «inner
reference of a remoter kind.” “dSwcaiwars fwis,” remarks Dengel,
“ est declaratio divina illa, qua peeccator, mortis reus, vitae adjudi-
catur, idque jure.” To the first clause an améBn, rcs cessit, abiit
i, is to Dbe supplied; to the second, as ver. 19 indicates, an
amoBaivet, or rather amofyjoerar. So, rightly, Winer, p. 734
If the second time we supply an améBsn or éyévero, the apostle
would contemplate the act still continuing in time as already
completed.

1 Upon the history of the development of the dogma of Christ’s active obedience
in the Lutheran Churely, comp. de obedientic Christé activa historiam et progressiones
inde o confessione dugustana ad formulam usque concordiae enarravit, Thomasius,
Erlangac 1846, On the dogma itsclf, comp. my Z'hitigen Gehorsam Christi and my
Kirchliche Glaubensichre, 1V, 2.
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Ver. 19 contains the confirmation (yap) of ver. 18. auaprwioi
karectifnoar] The radical meaning of xabicTdavas is sistere, con-
stituere, to set down, constitute, Acts vil. 10, 27, etc.  (From the
meaning, fo sct down, bring down, comes the meaning, fo conduct,
Acts xvil. 15.) In the passive: constitui, to be put down, sct down,
constituted, Heb, v. 1, viil. 3, Jas. iil. 6, iv. 4, 2 DPet. i. 8 form
no cxceptions to this, At least in N. T. idiom the mecaning of
wa@loTnue never passes into that of seddere, fucere; passive,
vedd!, fieri,  Accordingly in this passage we can do nothing
but abide by the only radical meaning of any authority, and
duaptwlol xateoTalnaav is =were sct down as stuners, were pul
titto the category of sinners.

—38ikaior xaracrabijocovrar) = shall be sct down as righteous,
shall be put into the eategory of rightcous.  If, then, the latter takes
place, as the whole tenor of the Pauline doctrine of justification
has shown us, through imputation of the righteousness of Christ,
the former must be conceived as having taken place, if the
parallelism of thought is to be preserved, as also in harmony
with the interpretation of é¢’ ¢ mwdvres Fjuaprov, ver. 12, ac-
cepted by us as correct, through imputation of the sin of Adam,
“ Habemus ergo hic,” says Calov, “ justitiem ct obedientiam Christi,
quae imputatur nobis in justificatione nostra, in judicio divino
per fidem, vel cum fide apprehenditur, quemadmodum inobedientia
Adami imputata est posteris ejus. Ut enim hi peccatores con-
stituti sunt dmputatione enobedicntice Adami, sic justi nos con-
stituimur smputatione obedientioe vel justitiae Christi”! The
future (katacTabrioovrar) is used, as in iii. 20, because justifi-
cation is to be conceived as an act not yet come to an end, but
continuing in the future. It does not refer, then, to the future
revelation of glory after the reswrrection. Not then for the first
time shall they be put into the category of the righteous.

—oi moA)ot] in compass = wdvres, is placed in both clauses

1 The passage quoted Ly Bengel from Thom. Gataker. Diss. de wori instr. stylo,
c. 8, is worthy of note : ““ Aliud est justum constitui, etiam ubi de imputatione sermo
habetur, alind justificari : cum illud justificationis fundus et fundamentum existat,
et justificationem veram, cui substernitur, necessario praecedat, justus enim quis
existat, prius necesse est, quam possit verc justificari, Utrumque autem a Christo
habemus : nam et satisfactionis Christi meritum homini ex se injusto imputatum,
justum eundem jam constituit, quum justitiam ei coneciliet, qua justus sit; ct
justitiac hujus virtute, quae merito illo comparatur, justificatur necessario, ubi id
opus fuerit : b, e, jure merito absolvitur, qui hae ratione justus exstat.”
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at the end with emphasis.  Thus: “ through the transgression of
one it has come upon all men unto condemnation (ver. 18), be-
cause through the disobedience of the one they have all been put
into the category of sinners (ver. 19), and through the fulfilment
of right of one it shall come upon all men unto justification
leading to life (ver. 18), because through the obedience of the
one they shall all be put into the category of righteous (ver. 19).”
Moreover, from the entire strain of Pauline teaching, such as we
have hitherto listened to, the distinction follows that the sin of
mankind, wrapped up objectively in Adam, at the same time
inheres subjectively in mankind, whereas the righteousness of the
justified through faith remains objectively wrapped up in Clrist.
(Comp. Calvin’s remark on ver. 17 of this chapter.) But this
distinction, though not denied (comip. vv. 13, 14, 20, 21, where
the mapamtwpa of Adam is expressly conceived as inhering in
mankind in the forin of duapria), is not expressly noted in the
parallel itself, because in it only the point in common is placed
in contrast, namely, the objective inclusion in Adam of sin bringing
death, and in Christ of righteousness bringing life. DMoreover,
the limitation of the parallel does not specially bring out this
difference, because ¢s only purpose is to set in clear relief the
exuberant abundance of grace in relation to the greatness of sin
and Tuin.

The apostle knows then, as we have seen, but one economy of
sin and death, and one economy of righteousness and life. The
head and mediator of one is Adam, the head and mediator of
the other Christ. The question is now asked, Wherefore served
the economy of law that intervened as a form of divine revelation
between the period of sin and that of grace? This question, in
conclusion, is auswered, Not at all to bring righteousness and life,
and so take the place of Christ, but to aggravate sin and death,
and so complete the work of Adam, was the law given, ver. 20,
3y this means grace found occasion to manifest itself in super-
abundant fulness, ver. 20, so that the divine purpose to make
grace reign unto life, where Dbefore sin reigned in death, was still
accomplished, ver. 21. Without doubt, this supplementary re-
mark concerning the purpose of the law was necessary to the
completeness of the argument, especially in an epistle the ever-
recurring refrain of which may be deseribed as this: the law is
nowise the mediator of grace, of righteousness, and life,
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Ver. 20. Nopos 8¢ mapecoinfer] The following explanations
of mapeiciih@er we must reject as idiomatically indefensible :—
(1) It came in between (Adamm and Christ). (2) wpos xarpov,
obiter, ad tempus intravit. (3) Intravit, adesse cocpit = elaiiBev,
in which case the preposition mapa is left altogether out of sight.
Demonstrable (Gal ii. 4; 2 Pet. ii. 1; also 2 Mace. viii. 1:
mapeiocmopevopevor Aenfotws), although mnot tenable in the
present passage, is the rendering of the Vulgate: subintravit
=clam arrepsit; for the notion of the law stealthily creeping
in is opposed to the solemnity and publicity of its promulgation
(Ex. xix. 16 ff.; Gal. iii. 19), to the esteem and reverence
that Paul manifeste for it (Rom. vii. 12 ff), as well as to its
wise divine purpose as stated in this passage. The meaning
practerce intravit, tnsuper introtit, or tngresse cst lex, it came in
or tnfo the world besides (i.c. beside duapria, which, according to
ver. 12, had already entered), yields a parallelism between the
vopos and dpapria not altogether pertinent. In this case, too,
one would rather have expected mpds (comp. mpogeréfn, Gal. iii.
19, according to the lect. recept.) or émi as a designation of what
is added to something already existing, instead of mwapd. There
remains, accordingly, nothing but the rendering : o come in by the
side of, by the way, by which the law is described as a subordinate,
accessory institution!  Alongside the chief economy of sin
(elai\@ev % dpaptia, ver. 12) ran the secondary ecomomy of law
(rapetaiiMlev 6 vépos), modifying it, not in a specific, but only in
a gradual way, since it did not, like Christ, abolish, but only,
while preserving its essential character, enhance it. Rightly
therefore Luther: but the law came in by the way.

—va Theovdon To TapamTwua] that the offence might be in-
ercased or swell beyond mceasure. The conjunction da is to be
taken Tehcds (see on iii. 19), not éxBarikds. The increase of
the mapamTopa as the result of the law must have been expressed
Ly the words: vopov 8¢ mapeigeNfovTos émhedvace To TapdTTwua.
Jut if fva be taken as a particle of purposc, it is arbitrary to supply
to {va wheovdopy 70 mapdmTwpa: “in the eyes, in the conscious-

! Least of all may we render, with Mehring : ¢ The law entered in opposition thereto,
or appeared in opposition thereto.” Apart from the doubt raised as to idiom, ¥
wAtovioy 70 wapiwrwpe forbids this. The apostle would scarcely have expressed a
psychologically true proposition in the form of a logical contradiction (‘‘the law
appeared in opposition to sin for the purpose of enhancing it”),
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ness of men ;” for Paul did not write: fva mieovdoy 9 émiyrwors
s apaprias. Then, too, in what follows, the dmrepmepioaevew of
xapes must likewise be conceived as taking place in the acknow-
ledgment of men, clearly in opposition to the apostle’s meaning
(comp. also vi. 1). According to Paul's teaching, therefore, it
wag really the design of the law to multiply sin, just as it is said,
Gal. iii. 19, that the law was given 7&v mapaBdcewyv ydpw, 1.
wt transgressiones fierent, and, 1 Cor. xv. 56, the law is called 4
dwaus Tijs auaprias.  On the very ground that it leads to
mapdfBagis it works Spyijy (Rom. iv. 15). DBut, of cowrse, the
increase of sin by the law is only to be regarded as a mediuic
purpose of God, for the final purpose is, by increasiug to force sin
from within outwards, and leave it without concealment, and so
work the Znowledge of sin. & yap vopov émiyvwars duaprias,
Rom. iii. 20. How the enhancement of sin brings about the
knowledge of sin, Rom. vii. 7 ff. describes. Iere, then, the sul-
ject is not the final purpose in view, but only the mediate pur-
pose, becanse the chief point was to insist that the law was nowise
a medium of righteousness, but only a means of enhancing un-
righteousness. Accordingly the emphasis lies on wAeovdaoy. Comp.
Augustine, Enarratio in Ps. cil. ¢. 15: “ Hoc est in lege magnum
mysterium, ideo eam datam, ut crescente peccato, humiliarentur
superbi, humiliati confiterentur, confessi sanarentur.—~Non cru-
deliter hoc fecit Deus, sed consilio medicinae. Aliquando enim
videtur sibi homo sanus et aegrotat: et in eo quod aegrotat et
nou sentit, medicum non quaerit : augetur morbus, crescit inolestia,
quaeritur medicus, et totum sanatur.” 70 wapdmTwpa is never
the sinful habit, the power of the sinful principle, but always the
sinful deed. Moreover, it never, like % duapria, stands abstractly
or collectively, just as little as the synonymous audprnua, but
always refers to tlie concrete case only, to the definite particular
sin of an individual. So therefore here. 7o mapdwrwpa is the
trespass of Adam,—a meaning which, even if another were idio-
matically possible, must still be maintained, because in this entire
section (vv. 15, 17, 18) mapdmrwpa invariably has this definite
reference.  Until the vouos there was only Adaw’s mapdmropa ;
the law was given to multiply this waparropa. But the wrapar-
ropa of Adam can only be multiplied by the law in so far as in
the form of apapria it inheres subjectively in mankind, on which
account directly afterwards 7 duapria is used in the place of 7o
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rapdrTopa.  Our verse then supplies a new proof of the correct-
ness of our view of the exposition contained in vv. 12-19.  akeo-
valew = mhéoy wyiyvecBar ov elvac, to become or be more, auyeri,
multiplicari, abundare, nsed of cwtensive or infensive abundance
(2 Cor. iv. 15, viil. 15; Phil.iv. 17 ; 1 Thess. iii. 12 ; 2 Thess. 1. 3 ;
2 Pet. 1. 8). Here in the latter meaning, as the contrast of
Umepmepiocetew, ver. 20, mheovalew, vi. 1, indicates.  The wapamr-
ropa or the duapria implied in it was intensively aggravated by
the law, inasmuch as from simple dpaptia it became wapaBacts
vogou. Luther: “in order that sin might become more abundant.”

—oU 8¢ émheovacey 7) duaptia, Umepemepicaevaey 1) yxdapis] The
apostle does not begin this sentence with {va. We have there-
fore no reason to suppose that he regards the superabounding of
grace as the final purpose of the enhancement of sin by the law.
Rather one took place merely on occasion of the other. The aorist
(Umepemrepioaevaer) might Le taken, as serving often in Greek to
denote a general result of experience, in the sense of what s
usual. Comp. Kiihner, Ausf. Gr. d. Gr. Spr. IL. p. 76. We
shorld then have a general proposition, from which, in order to
restore the thread of thought, we must still deduce the particular
historical concrete case (where sin has abounded, there grace is
wont to abound still more exceedingly, as took place in this case,
etc.). Otherwise the following fva would be left without adequate
point of connection; for to regavd the general proposition as a
parenthesis, and make the second statement of purpose: {va domrep
éBacirevaev k., depend on the first : (va Theovdan T0 wapdmTTopa,
will not do, because the purpose, that as sin reigned in death, grace
should reign unto life, was not accomplished only by the increase
of sin throngh the law, as of course this purpose might be accom-
plished without this, ver. 17, and in the sphere of the Gentile
world, which had not the law, must have been so accomplished.
It appears preferable, then,~—no certain instance of this use of
the aorist, moreover, being forthcoming elsewleve in the N. T,
comp. Winer, p. 346,—to refer o0 ¢ émhedvacev .. . % ydpis in
this passage at once and directly to the particular historical
coucrete case, or to take it as a pure historical allusion. Then
we might regard of as an adverb of time = dre, émeeds, when,
answering to the Latin «bi, as this temporal sense actually occurs
in the combination d¢’ of, ¢€ od: “Dbut when sin increased, grace
waxed exceedingly abundant.” Nevertheless this use of o must
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be regarded, especially in Greek prose, as nowise established, and
in the N. T. unknown. We are accordingly compelled to abide
by the local meaning, the only one established (iv. 15; 2 Cor.
. 17 : ob . . . éxel, ete.) = where, t.c. in the reyion where, in the
sphere in which. In the same sphere in which sin inereased,
arace abounded beyond measure. But then this sphere is no
other than the nation of Israel placed under the law; so that
Abelard’s view of the ol may stand as a correct paraphrase of
the sensc: “in eodem populo, quo.” But, no doubt, what has
been done once on the part of God may be expanded—as re-
peating itself amid like circumstances in like manner—into the
idea of a general law of divine action. dmepmepiaoedey has not
the comparative (Luther: “there grace became far morc abun-
dant”), but, like other compounds with Umép, the superlative
meaning: supra modum, valde redundare, to abound cxccedingly,
Mark vii. 37, 2 Cor. vil. 4; comp. dmepAiuy, 2 Cor. xi. 5; dmep-
mieovdalw, 1 Tim. i 14; dmwepavfdve, 2 Thess. i. 3 ; dmeprinuw,
Rom. viil. 37 ; Umepriréw, Phil. ii. 9. The apostle’s holy fervonr
loves expressions that transcend common limits. Moreover, he
chooses vmepmepioaevew instead of dmrepmheovalew, because mepio-
gevew is stronger than mAeovd{elv,—mepiaadv denoting abundance
absolutely ; 7Aéov, merely more than what is necessary. At the
sane time, Umepmrepiaaelew is perhaps used in allusion to wepio-
gevew and wepioaeia, vv. 15, 17.  They who died 7¢ Tob évos
mrapawropar have received Ty wepiaoelay s ydpetos; but in
respect to those in whom the mapamrwpa, inhering in them in
the form of dpapria, was increased through the vouos, a vmep-
mepuoaevew of grace found place. Finally, in relation to the pre-
ceding mAeovalew, the Imepmrepiaaevew still retains a comparative
meaning.  If, where sin rose high, grace rose to a still higher
point, it is self-evident that the grace was greater than the sin.
Ver. 21 concludes the entire train of reasoning, carried on from
ver. 12, bringing forward once again the main thought lying at
its foundation. Even the cconomy of the law must subserve
God’s final purpose of making grace reign as previously sin had
reigned.  The law had indeed enhanced sin; but over against
the increase of sin a superabundant {fulness of grace had been
given, in order that still the final purpose of God might be accom-
plished. In this verse, then, neither to éBagilevoer % apapria

uot to 7 xapis Bacilevey have we to supply the addition: “in
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abundant measure.” The apostle says not that sin and grace
have been enhanced that not merely sin and grace, but abundance
of sin and abundancc of grace might stand in mutual contrast, but
that abundance of grace has been set over against the enhance-
ment of sin, in order that the universal, original purpose of God—
through grace to abolish sin, through Christ to make up what had
been lost through Adam—might not fall to the ground. This
verse answers completely, although with a different turn of
phraseology, to the meaning of ver. 17. Thus it contains no new
thought, but merely the fundamental thought previously expressed
by way of conclusion, to indicate that everything, even the legal
economy, has tended to subserve the end stated. — 7 duapria)
sin, which, in consequence of the mapamTwpa inhered in man-
kind, and in the case of those who were subject to the vouos, had
been enhanced into mapdBaais.

—év 79 favate] i death; not as Luther trauslates: wntfo
death, which would be els 7ov fdvaror. Sin reigued év 7o
Bavare, grace els Lwny aiwviov ; for the sphere of death, in which
sin exercised its sway, was one already existing; whereas {wy
aiwvios, comp. ver. 17, is conceived as future. The antithesis of
favaros and {wy alowios, vv. 17, 19, pervading this section,
clearly appears also here, on which account it is inadmissible to
translate év 7 Oavarte, through death, as if in contrast with Sia
Sikacoavyns.  Instead of ofitw xai 7 Sikawoaidvy Bacilevoy, Paul
says, in allusion to yapes, mentioned just before,

—olTw kai 1) xapis Bagileboy Sia Sikaioatyns] Grace reigns
unto eternal life as its final goal, to which it leads, since it is
grace alone that works and bestows eternal life. But Sixacoatvy
is the 8uxawootvny mwioTews, the righteousness of faith, which grace
imparts; not righteousness of life, which the apostle only begins
to describe in the sixth chapter.

—&wa "Incot XpioTot] Righteousness is the medium, Christ
the Mediator. Hence the repeated &i¢. “Jam ne memoratur
quidem Adamus,” says Bengel, “ solius Christi mentio viget.”
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CHAPTER VL

Tue theme of the apostle, announced 1. 17, that in the gospel the
Sikatoavvy feod is revealed as coming éx wioTews, had now been
discussed under all aspects. DBut the peculiar mature of the
evangelical doctrine of justification left open the possibility of a
suspicious misinterpretation. Thus from the declaration just
made, v. 20 : od 8¢ émheovacev 4 dpaptia, dmepemepicaevaey 1)
xapes, ignorant or malicious conclusions might be drawn. That
this was actually done has been already intimated in the words,
ili. 8 : kabws Bracdnuovucla kal kabws dpaci Twes Huds Aéyew,
07 movjowpey Ta kaxa, wa Oy Ta dyabd. And, indeed, even in
apostolic days the doctrine of grace was perverted by some to the
practical service of sin (Gal. v. 13; 1 Pet. il. 16 ; Jude 4 ; also
Jas. ii. 14 ff.)—a circumstance which night give a semblance of
accuracy and truth to the objection that this is the inevitable
consequence and fault of the doctrine itself. For this reason the
apostle in the present chapter anticipates this perversion and
misinterpretation, himself raising the question: 7{ o0y époduev ;
émipevobuey 1) dpapria, va 7 xdpis mheovday ; which he repels
with a pn gévorro, and then shows how justifying faith, by its
very nature, is the death of the old and the rising of a new an,
on which account whoever is renewed by justification must of
necessity be the servant of righteousness, not of sin, whose power
and dominion over him is broken. DBut the doctrine of justification
forms the all-determining and central thought of the epistle to
such a degree that cven the doctrine of renewal and justification,
in itsclf so important, is introduced and discussed merely in the
form of a defence against a false inference from the doctrine of
justification. Moreover, the first introductory question of the
chapter furnishes a new proof that, according to the apostle’s
teaching, the sinner’s justification consists purely in the grace of
forgiveness, not withal in the grace, without doubt directly
implied in it and most intimately associated with it, of sanctifi-
cation and rencwal. If sanctification and renewal form a cou-
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stituent element and intcgral factor in the notion of justification,
the question : émuevobuev 7§ apaptia, lva 1) ydpis Theovdoy ;
lhas neither reason nor meaning.

Ver. 1. TY olv épobuev ;] ili. 5. TVhat, then, shall we say?
ie. what shall we infer from what was just said? v. 20. The
apostle himself introduces the possible false inference. He does
not represent it as made by an opponent—a Jew or Jewish
Christian. In this case he would not have said : 7¢ odv époduev,
but : épeis odv pot, ix. 19.

—émpevodper i Gpapria] The best codices give émiuévoper,'
which reading, rightly approved by all modern expositors, Gries-
bach in his smaller edition, Lachmann, and Tischendorf have
received into the text. The copyists wrote émriuevobuer, after the
pattern of épobuev. The conjunctive is deliberative : Are we to
continne ?  Comp. Mark xii. 14 : &feomi «ijvoov Kaloapt Sotvar
# ov; Sduev, i py Oduev; Comp. Winer, p. 356. émuévew
Twi, to continue in something, comp. xi. 22 ; Col. i. 23.

—{va 7 xdpis Theovdon ;] glances back at v. 20.

Ver. 2. u7 vyévoiro] comp. on iii. 4.

—oimwes] causal, quippe qui, we being such as, see on 1. 25, 32,
The fact of our having died to sin is the reason why we shall no
longer live in sin. But the relative sentence is placed first with
empliasis, in order to bring out with greater force the impossibility
of the &y év apapria. The apostle argues from the Tefvnrévar
i apaptia as an acknowledged fact against the absurd inference
of the first verse, without entering more deeply into a logical
analysis of the false conclusion, whose possibility was fitly repelled
by pn vyévorro.

—amebavopey T dpapria] comp. Gal il 19: véue dmobvi-
oxew; Col. ii. 20 : dwobviorew amo Tdv arouyelwy Tob KoTpov;
1 Pet. ii. 24 : 7als dpaptiaws dmoyiyveafar; Rom. vii. 4: fava-
tobcfar 76 vopw; Gal. vi. 14: oravpoiofar 16 xoope. Thus
amobvickew T apapria = to dic to sin, or as regards sin, not: fo
dic by sin, and not : to dic on account of sin (with Clirist). Comp.
Theodoret : 5pviifns, pnoi, Tyv dpaptiav xai vekpos alrij yéyovas.
To die to sin means to break off living connection with it, to have
no further relation to it, no further communion with it. The

1 “SoCod. ABCD E F G, Min. Cod. Sinait. read imuévouer, but perhaps only
as an error in copying. For the indic. pres. would involve the supposition, not
occurring here, of an actual desire to continue in sin,” Winer, p. 354.

PmiLier1, Roar. I, T
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sorist denotes an occurrence that happened once. According to
the previous exposition, this can only be the moment and act ol
justification itself, which by the following verse is represented as
annexcd to the reception of the sacrament of baptism. Thus
forgiveuess is at the same time the death of sin. Iforgiven sin
only is hated, that unforgiven is loved. DBy means of justifying
faith the life of sin receives, as matter of course, its death-blow.
This does not first take place through a second isolated act
following upon faith.

—mrds] expresses the impossibility of the thing. Whoever in
the past died to sin, can and will no longer live in sin.

—é&11 Djoopey év adrh] ver. 11; Col. i, 20. To live in sin
=to maintain living fellowship, relatiou, connection with it.
Similarly mepimrately €v e, 2 Cor. iv. 2; Eph. iv. 17. Still
wepumraTeiy is the external manifestation of the &y that denotes
internal spiritual fellowship, Col. iii. 7; Gal. v. 25. Calov’s
remark is worthy of mote: * Pontificii hinc exlorquere volunt
dogma suum de omnimoda peccati sublatione et exstirpatione ; sed
non urgenda est mclaphorice locutio, neque extendenda ultra
mentem Spiritus Sancti contra analogiam fidei. Nam Apostolus
de dominio peccati loquitur, quod justificatis peccatumr non
dominetur, quodque non serviant illi peccato, non vero eosdem
sine peccato et peccati sensu esse docet.”

Ver. 3. The impossibility of the Christian living in sin, the
apostle deduces from the significance and effect of the sacrament
of baptism. He refers to the baptismal act, because by it the
Christian has been taken into communion with Christ. Irom its
import, therefore, the nature of the Clristian’s position must
needs be clearly apparent. If, according to Paul’s niode of view,
baptism were merely a symbolical attestation to the fact of
regeneration which has previously taken place, and not rather,
as is expressly stated Tit. iil. 5, comp. Eph. v. 26, the effectual
wmedinm by which maleyyevesia is accomplished, the apostle
would more aptly have reminded the church of the moment of
their believing than of the moment of their baptism. Tor faith
also is a faith in Christ’'s death. It may not be said that the
reference to the baptismal act is ouly chosen because by xaradvors
and avadvoes the submergence of the old and the emergence of
the new man is shadowed forth ; for in that case 1’aul would
have named these symbolical acts and indicated them more
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definitely, whereas it must remain doubtful whether in this
passage he even so much as glanced at them, although doubtless,
comp. especially ver. 4, this is probable. Elsewhere also Paul re-
minds the churches of baptisin as the sacrament of their initiation
into communion with Christ, comp. Gal. iii 27, Epl. iv. 5, and
the passage analogous to the present one, Col. ii. 11, 12, While,
then, in the preceding verse he only said in general terms that
they actually died to sin, in this verse he intimates that this took
place in baptism, because what took place in them as Christians
must certainly make itself known as having taken place in
baptisi, the sacrament of their incorporation into Christ. This
lLolds true especially of infant baptism preceding the ministry of
the Word. DBut even the Word that precedes the baptism of
adults is merely preparatory to baptism as the real crowning act,
just as the Word following baptism simply points back to baptism
by way of continuous exposition and application. The Word that
goes before offers to all collectively the gracious gift which baptism
conveys to the particular definite individual. Faith before baptism
accepts for itsclf also the gift promised in the Word to all; faith
in and aficr baptism accepts the blessing given by God Himsclf to
it specially.  In the former case takes place a subjective and
human (though one willed and brought about by God), in the
latter an objective and divine individual application of the
blessing of salvation. Wherefore, as in baptism the general
act of salvation has Dbeen accomplished in me directly by
God, my faith as to its assurance of salvation rests upon my
baptism, in which, as in a focus, the Word going before or
following is gathered up, and sheds upon me its illuminating
rays. 7 dyvoeite, §7¢] vil. 1 =4) otk oidate, 61¢, xi. 2; 1 Cor
vi 2, ete. Or (if what is asserted ver. 2 should still appear
doubtful, if you are unwiiling to concede it), Anow you not?
(which not to know as something universally known would be a
reproach to you.) “ Doctrina de baptismo fuit omnibus coguita,”
remarks Bengel; and: “ Ignorantic multum officit : scientia non
sufficit.”

—dbooi] quotquot, as many as, all we who.

—éBarntiotyuer] passive. Paul lere speaks, not of what
Clhiristians did, but of what was done in them in baptism. Just
$0 in the main in the uext verses up to ver. 11. No doubt he
already touches beforehand on the subjective design (iva . . . xai
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Nuels & rawdmre fwils mepmamjcoper, ver. 4; Tol pmréne
Sovebewr udas Th dpaptia, ver. 6) which they, in consequence
of that objective fact, have to realize. Dut it is not till ver, 12
that he expressly sumnons them to the actual fulfilment of that
duty.

—ets Xpuarov "Inaodv] unto Christ Jesus, in relation to Him.
DBut the relation, as the exposition itself proves, is one of most
intimate union, dependence, and fellowship.

—eis Tov Odvatov adrob éBamTicOnuev] were baptized unto
His death.  “Qui Dbaptizatur,” says Dengel, “induit Christum
Adamuwm secundum ; in Christum, inquam, totum, adeoque etiam
in mortem ejus baptizatur: et perinde est, ac si eo momento
Christus pro tali homine, et talis homo cum Christo pateretur,
moreretur, sepeliretur.”  Comp. 2 Cor. v. 15. The apostle
describes a psychological event, mysterious indeed, but real and
certain, although conceivable only by caperience of the new birth
effected through justification. As the death of Christ is the
crown and chief element in His redemptive work, baptismm above
all introduces into union with the deat’ of Christ. Hitherto the
fellowship with Christ’s death, in which baptism places us
objectively and faith subjectively, was only considered in so far
as it justifies, now it is considered as it sanctifics. But it does
the one through the other. The iucorporation of man inte
Clrist’s death through justifying faith is at the same time his
sanctification. Ior the sin of his, which he belolds by faith
lying upon Clrist his substitute, and in Him ecrucified, is no
longer present in him; it is crucified, 7.¢ forgiven, and at the
same time Dblotted out. The act by which lhe subjectively
transfers his own sins to Christ, who objectively bore them, as
one and the same act both justifies and sanctifies. Although,
therefore, the apostle here treats of sanctifying incorporation into
Christ’s death, he does not thereby exclude justifying incorpora-
tion into the same death. Nor does he even regard the former
as subsequent to the latter in time. Rather for him fellowship
with Christ’s death, mediating the forgiveness of sins, is co 7pso
the act of sin’s obliteration, or the death itself of the old man.
Only in this way can we explain the sudden transition {rom the
delineation of believing fellowship with Christ’s death as one
that justifies to the description of identity with Christ’s death as
one that sanctifies, and the phraseology answering to this in the
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exposition now following. Dut hence results the inference that
justification s regarded, not as the temporal, but as the causal
antecedent of sanctification, and, although not separable, to Dbe
distinguished from it. “ Utriusque finis causa in mortem Christi
baptizamur, ut ct liberemur morte Clhristi a peceati reatu et
Spiritus S. effundatur in nos, cujus virtute liberi reddamur a
dominio peceati, ut peccato mortui amplius non vivamus eidem,
sed Domino nostro, ejusque sanctissimis vestigils Insistamus.
Fines hi subordinati sunt; nam liberationem a reatu peceati vel
justificationem consequitur liberatio a dominio peccati, ut justifi-
cati mon vivant peccato, sed peccato mortui Domino, qui eos a
peccati reatu et maledietione liberavit, vivant atque serviant,”
Calov. Luther'’s small Catechismm distinguishes the gift or
benefit of baptism, consisting in the forgivencss of sins and
eternal blessedness, {rom the significance of baptism, which consists
in this: “that the old Adam in us, with every sin and evil lust,
is to be drowned, and to die through daily sorrow and penitence,
and a new man, living unto God in righteousness and purity for
ever, daily to come forth and rise up.” But wliat is to be
actually done by us daily was done in us originally in the very
act of baptism; as also the gift and the significance of baptisi,
although standing to each other in the relatiou of cause and
effect, are yet combined in onme and the same moment of
baptism.

Ver. 4. If by baptism we are brought into fellowship
with Christ’'s death, it follows that we are also buried with
Him, inasmuch as burial is the attestation of the truth and
reality of death. “Sepultura mortem ratam facit,” Bengel.
guverdpnuev odv avr@] The oww in cwveradnuer does not
merely express a comparison =domep adros, as if Christ’s
physical burial were to Dbe taken as a type of our spiritual
burial. Rather it denotes a real fellowship, secing that in the
dead body of Christ our substitute, in virtue of our spiritual
incorporation in Him, our sinful body is conceived as buried at
the same time. Cowmp. Col. ii. 12: cquvragévres alrd év 76
Bamrtiopare. On the figure, Chrysostom remarks on Joln iii.:
Wudv kaldmep & Twe Tdde TG UdaTi KaTadvortwy TAs Kedalds
o malaios &vbpwmos Odmwrerar, xal kaTadls KkdTw KpUTTETAL
OAws xal kabdmak.

—d8wa Tob Barmtiopatos els Tov favartov] corresponds to els



204 COMMENTARY ON TIE ROMANS.

Tov Bdvatoy adrot éBamticOnuev, ver. 3, for which reason els
tov Odvaroy is to be joined with 8wz o0 Bawriopartos, not with
cuveTagnuey, the expression “buried unto death,” morcover,
containing an incongruous figure. The repetition of the article
hefore els Tov Buvatoy is needless, because 1o Bdmrioua els Tov
Odvarov = 10 els Tov Odvarov Barrifecbar, forms one notion.

—va «t\] in order that, etc. {a is to be taken Tehikds,
not éxBarcids. We are dead and buried with Christ, not that
we may contimic dead, but that we may rise again as Christ
rose again, or rise again in and with Him. Dut the apostle
forthwith describes the ultimate purpose of sanctification, which
is not only an dmwobvijockew ) dpapria and a cuveyelpeafar TR
Xpiord, but also an év kawornre fwis mepimareiy, in contrast
with the former wepirarelv év dpapria. As incorporation into
Christ's death is the death of the old man, so is incorporation
into Christ’s resurrection the resurrection of the new one. In
truth, this death and this rising again are one indivisible act, for
no neutral condition of the human spirit is conceivable even for
a moment. But the two are rightly separated in idea as the
negative and positive sides of one and the same process. Besides,
there is no doult implied in the forgiveness of sins, mediated by
faith in Clirist’s death, along with the destruction of the old life
at the same time, and, indeed, as matter of course, the creation of
the new one. Nevertheless, this last element is not arbitrarily
referred to Christ's »esurrection, because the deatls of Christ is
only the principle of the new life in so far as it is the death of
the Prince of life, in so far as in it that holy and eternal life
was laid down whicli by the resurrection manifested and asserted
itself in its truth, and reality, and triumphant immortality. Bnt,
in like manner, as incorporation into Christ’s death obliterates
sin by cancelling guilt, does incorporation inte Christ's resurrec-
tion regenerate by positively just{fying, Eph. ii. 5, 6; Col. ii
12, 13, 1i. 1.

—&w Tijs Sofns Tob watpos] Through the glovy of the Father.
The glory of God comprises the manifested plenitude of His
attributes; but among them, in a particular case, one may he
especially illustrious.  So here the omnipotence, the Sdvaus, to
which elsewhere the raising of Christ is uniformly ascribed,
1 Cor. vi. 14; 2 Cor. xiil. 4; Eph. i. 20, comp. with Col. i. 11,
where we; read 70 xpdros THs 6oEns.
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—é&v rkawbmyre Lois] not absolutely identical with év fwi)
kawf, but stronger, inasmuch as the idea of newness is put for-
ward as an independent idea, and thus special attention is
dirvected to it, vii. 6 ; 1 Tim. vi. 17; Winer, p. 296.

Ver. 5 contains the confirmation (ydp) of the last thought,
ver. 4: {va domep kA, We are able to walk in a mnew life,
hecause, if we are dead with Christ, we shall also be partakers in
1lis reswrrection.  Of our resurrection to the new life the apostle
had not directly spoken in the last verse, but simply of its con-
sequence—onr walls in the new life. But this wallk is conditioned
by, and possible through nothing but the resurrection. el yap
copduTor yeyovaper TG Spouduare Tob Oavdrov adrod] Luther:
“but as with Him we are planted in « like death.” Calvin: “nam
si insititic facti sumus similitudini mortis ejus,” with the remark:
“ Ergo ut surculus communem habet vitae et mortis conditionem
cum arbore in quam insertus est: ita vitae Christi non minus,
quam et mortis participes nos esse consentaneum est.” But
cbudutos is not to bLe derived from ¢uredw = éudvrevros,! en-
grafted, set, implanted, but, like cvpduvis, from ¢vw, as the Etym.
Mayg. rightly remarks: Euduros, 0 avyyeris, dmo Tob Edv kal
¢vw. The meaning of avuduros, as has been shown by modern
expositors (comp., beside Losner, obss. sacr. p. 253, Reiclhe and
Tritzsche here), is very diversified :—(1) Derived from ¢dopat, in
the sense of o become, to become by birth, it means connate, una
natus. LXX. Zech. xi. 2: 61¢ kareawdaldn o Spupds o aluduros,
1.¢. the primeval oak-forest, coeval with the place. Hence
(@) cxisting jfrom birth, innate, innatus. So Joseph. Antt. J.
vi. 3. 3: 9 oluduvros Sukaoaivy; 3 Mace. iil. 22: 9 oduduros
xaxoifea. In the same sense stands éuduros, Wisd. xii. 10:
wovnpa 1) yévesus adtdy kai éuduros 7 kaxia adrdv. The opposite
of this eduduroy, tnnate, natural, is given in émikrytov, émarToy,
émiBerov, adventitium, adscititium, what is gained in addition,
what is added, strange, counterfeit, artificial.  (3) Of lile specics,
race, descent, birth, nature, cognatus, cognate; metaplorically =
simalis, similar.  (c) Arising simultancously, growing stmultanc-
ously, Luke vill. 7: ocvpdueicar ai dxavfar, spinac simul cxortac,
This leads us to the second class of meanings of oduduros:—
(2) From ¢pvopar, in the meaning fo grow, it signifies (@) grown
together, eoncrctus, connaturatus; metaphorically: eloscly wnited.

1 As may casily be suggested by the analogy of gurcurés actually occurring.
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Ience of places, (b) overgrown, consitus. A Tomos oluduros,
accordingly, is a place, as it were, grown together, densely covered
with trees, Z.c. overgrown with trees. LXX. Amos ix. 13 : «ai
mdvres ol Bovvoi aupduror écovrar.  DBut in the present passage,
manilestly only the meaning (1 ) or (2 «) can find place. It is
most appropriate to take the latter, as by it both the choice of
the expression oduduros is better explained, and the Zntimate
fellowship of believers with Christ is more definitely set fortls.
Besides, the phrase “ cognate or similar to the likeness of death”
is tautological, or rather illogical. We might indeed connect
alpduror with 79 Xpiord, to be supplied, and take 7@ opotdpare
7ot favdTov avTod as the dutivus tnstrumenti: “for we are be-
come cognate (similar) to Christ through the likeness of Iis
death (Ze. through our dying spiritually as Chuist died bodily,
vv. 2—4).” But in this case Paul would probably liave written :
€l yap avuduror yeybvauey adTd TG ouowwpatt Tob favdTov. As
the words now run, we are naturally led to the simple and most
obvious connection of oduduror with 7o opoiduars, a connection
which is to be retained as long as it yields an appropriate sense.
But such a sense demonstrably exists. “For if we grew together,
2.c. became closely united with the likeness of Ilis death.” The
ouolwpa (analogue) of His death is the spiritual dying with whicl,
in baptism, vv. 3, 4, we grew together, 7.c. became closely united.
But to Le closely united, or, as it were, covered with the likeness
of Clrist’s death, means nothing else than (in virtue of His death)
“to be dead spiritually as He was bodily,” or “to be such as that
it belongs inseparably to their nature to set forth in themselves
likeness to His death (in a moral relation, ver. 3 £).”

—dA\Aa kai] verume ctiam, but also. The antithesis to which
d\Aa refers is found, as here, so also occasionally in classical
Greek, in a hypothetical protasis. Homer, Il viii. 153: elmep
yip o "Extwp ye xaxoy kai dvikeida dijoer, aAN’ o welgovTa
Tpddes.

—7ijs avacTdoews éoouefa]l We might perhaps attempt here
to apply the construction eivai Twos =to belong to some one.
So Tis avasTdoews eivai, to belong to the resurrection = to
stand in fellowship, to be closely united with the reswrrection.
Jut elsewhere eival Tivos refers only to relation to a person, and
denotes dependence, subjection, not mere fellowship.  Desides, in
this way the parallelism of expression in the protasis and apodosis
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would be lost. eoduduros, then, being construed as well with the
genitive as the dative, several expositors have made Tijs dvasrdoews
depend on oduguror, which is to be repeated in thought. Never-
theless, as the expression 7§ avaotdoet lay at hand for this purpose,
the abrupt change of construction must appear the more strange.
Accordingly nothing is left (in accordance with the familiar form
of comparatio compendiaria, comp. Matt. v. 20, etc.) but to supply
clpdutor 76 opowwpare, in which, especially as the emphasis lies
on Ttob Bavdtov and Tis avagTdoews, there is no difficulty. “We
are closely united, as with the likeness of Iis death, so also with
the likeness of His resurrection.” The dvdoTacis is the dvd-
oTagts alTod, the resurrection of Christ, and the ouoiwua of the
same is our spiritual resurrection. ‘We are not then to think of
the Dbodily resurrection of believers, a motion altogethier foreign
to the connection. The future éoouefa expresses neither a should
nor a wowld, but denotes that which is the consequence, in the
nature of things, of another thing presupposed or preceding. If
we are dead with Christ, it follows that we shall rise with Him,
because otherwise our fellowship with Him were imperfect and
defective. Incorporation into His death 1s not conceivable without
incorporation into His resurrection.

Ver. 6. The apostle had spoken hitherto of an incorporation
into Christ’s death, of a being covered with the likeness of His
death. The representation was thus pre-eminently objective,
inasmuch as the man was pictured as transplanted out of himself
into Christ’s death, or into the likeness of His death and resurrec-
tion, .. into the new spiritual man projected, so to spealk, out of
the subject. It is now declared, more precisely, what conse-
quences this objective event has in the nature of the subject
himself. It is, as to its mnature, a destruction of the sinful
principle in us, an annihilation of corrupt desire and inclination.
The Bamtiobivar eis Tov Odvatoy Tob XpiaTod, the curradivac
abrd 8ud Tob Bawriopatoes els tov Odvatov, the adupuror yeyo-
vévas T opowwpatt Tob Bavdtov adrod, subjectively regarded, is
nothing else than a overavpwlijpar of the wakawos dvfpwmos, a
katapynbijva of the cdua Tis duaprias. Accordingly Tobro yevd-
axovtes] is meither to be taken as confirmatory nor causal ; but
the participle, as often (ii. 4), simply continues the construction
= Kal TODTO YWWTKOKED.

—o walaws fpdv dvpwmos] comp. Harless on Eph. iv. 22

&y
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and Bucer’s comment on that passage: “(dcponere) veterem
hominem h. e. naturam nostram quanta est, quae erroneis con-
cupiscentiis perpetuo fertur.” The wakaios dvfpwmos, the old
man, is the sinful ¢go, the éyd oapricos, Rom. vil. 14; éyo 4
capf, ibid. ver. 18. It is madwwss, viewed from the standpoint
of avayévwnos, wakvyyeveaia (John iil. 3; Tit. iil. 5), the former,
previous man, to whom the dvfpwmos véos, kawds, created by the
new birth, or the xawy xrioes, is opposed, Eph. iv. 24 ; Col. iii.
9,10; 2 Cor. v. 17. The phrase wahaids dvfpwmos is therefore
a personification, not of the former mode of condauct (Col iii, 9,
mpakets avrod are distinguished from the wadaiwws dvBpwrmos
himself), but of the previous (sinful) ciaracter or ruling tendency
of the whole life.

—ocwvestavpaln] sc. 79 Xpiord.  Elsewhere an amobécfar,
dmrexdboactar of the malaids dvfpwmos is spoken of; lere, a
oravpobofas, in allusion to the crucifixion of Christ, with which
we enter into fellowship, and so experience the crucifixion of our
old man. “Hunc veterem hominem dicit esse affixum cruci
Christi, quia ejus virtute conficitur. Aec nominatim allusit ad
crucem, quo expressius indicaret non aliunde nos mortificari,
quam ex ejus mortis participatione,” Calvin. “gdv non simili-
tudinem notat, verum simactatem, ut ita dicam, et communioncm,’
Calov.

—{va xarapynff To cdpa Tis dupaprias| that the body of
sin might be destroyed, specifies the purpose of ¢ walaios Hudv
avBpwmos auveaTavpwly. DBut as the xatapyeichar of the cdua
appears here as the end and aim of the cTavpoticfay, it can
ouly be understood of an actual annihilation, not of a mere
cessation of activity, a reduction to inactivity. The odpa Tis
dpaprias cannot then denote the physical, material body, in so
far as it is the seat or organ of sin; for this is only destroyed by
natural death, comp. 1 Cor. vi. 13 : katapyeiv Tyv rxoikiav. Nor
can the incidental meaning of the subscquent odupa Ovyrov, ver.
12, be decisive as to the sense of the preceding odpa Tis
apaprias appearing in another connection. Accordingly in this
latter plhrase we can only, with many older and some modern
expositors (comp. especially, Julius Miiller, Christ. Doct. of Sin,
I. 330), recognise a continuation of the figure. auapria is
conceived as o o@ua, and in the crucifixion of the old inan, not
the actual body, but this c@ua 7ijs duaprias is destroyed. In
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this ease it is most natural not to suppose a mere periphrasis {so
Theodoret : mepippacTinds adry 9 apapria), but to explain the
choice of the figurative expression by supposing that the apostle
cousiders the mass of sin as an warticulated organism, as céua,
whose members are particular sinful lusts. So Pelagius: “ Quia
unum vitinm membrum peccati, omnia corpus totum.” Quite
analogous, then, is the phrase, Col. ii. 11: év 7§ awexdioer Tod
copatos Tis dapkos (comp. Julius Miiller, ilid., Bihr, and Steiger
on the passage). . In that place is meaunt the totality of the oap,
the natura corrupta, the dméxdvois of which is represented, as in
the present passage, as accomplished in our joint-burial in baptism.
Were gdpa here man’s natural body, the améxbvois Tod caparos
in this passage must have been understood, analogously to
amendiaacbai, 2 Cor. v. 4, of bodily death. But this cdpe Tis
capros has its pén. These are 7& uén T émi Tis vis, Col
i, 5, consisting in particular lusts, mopreia, arabfapcia, etc.,
wlhose vekpobofas, analogous to oTavpoicbai, xarapyeiolai,
dmewdieabfas, is enjoined. Already Chrysost. interprets 0 copa
ths dpaptias here by v dmd 7dv Saddpwy uepdv movnpias
cvyrepévrny xaxiav. “Ideo autem cum Christo crucifizus cst homo
vetus,” remarks Calov, “ut aboleatur non hoc vel illud tantum
peccatum, sed totum peccati corpus cum omnibus membris suis,
nt posthac non serviamus ulli peccato, nam ita aboletur peccatum,
quantum ad dominium, quando non servitur ciden.”

—T7ob pnkéty Sovhevew nuds 74 duaptie] “finem abolitionis
notat,” Calvin. As in ver. 4 our walk in a new life is described
as the end of our spiritual resurrection, so here it is described as
the end of our spiritual death with Christ, that we slould no
longer render obedience to sin. We are to do what God did in
us. DBecause sin's dominion over us is abolished, we are no
longer to serve it. If we commit sin, we serve it according to
John viii. 34, it is our Bagikels or xlpios; we, its Sobhos or
Umrkoos, vv. 12, 14,

Ver. 7 confirms Tob unkére SovAedew rjuds 15 duaptia by the
proposition: o yap dmwofavav Sedivaiwtar awd THs auapTias] for
he that is dead is absolved from sin. Several, especially modern,
interpreters refer amofvioxew to physical death. In that case a
threefold interpretation is possible. (1) He that is dead is freed
from sin, because by death he is freed from the body, the seat of
sin. This view rests upon an anthropology quite as unbiblical as
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it is un-Pauline, comp. Julius Miiller, T. 315 (2) “ Usus eost
sententia civili de operibus,” says Melanchthon. “ Mortua natura
non est efficax.” The dead one sins no more against the statutes
of the civil law. T's wyap éfedoato mdmore, comments Theodoret,
vercp&v %) yduov (D»)»éTpLou BLopﬁT"rov'ra. ... &0 T TOV aTomey
ScampaTTopevoy ; DBut against this view it has been remarked, in
the first place, that Paul would have simply expressed this imeaning
in the words: o6 yap vexpos obrére aupaprdves, and then he would
probably have added the more exact definition: against the civil laaw,
as withiout doubt he helieved in an duaprdvew against the divine
law in the life hereafter in the case of the amioTors, just as much
as in the case of the 8udBoros. For if duapria ceased, fdvatos
would be abolished. (8) Others explain the proposition of death
by execution, by which sin is atoned for. In this case with
SedixaiwTar is compared the juristic expression of ancient German
criminal law, according to which it was said of the executed: /ic
s justificd. DBut here clearly the apostle speaks mot only of
freedom from subjection to punishment, but also of freedom from
sin itself. In the latter lies the motive for umwére SovAelew
m apapria. Moreover, we have no authority for referring o
dmofavdy specially to death by exccution. Accordingly dmwo-
Ovijgwery must be referred to the cthical death spoken of in the
preceding vv. 5, 6, and in what directly follows (ver. 8: el 8¢
amefdvopev otwv Xpiotg, which stands in relation to o vyap
amofavwy, ver. 7). In this case it is not necessary to supply 74
duaptia to amobfavwy, although even then the sentence would not
be directly tautological. Just as we say: he that lives to sin is
the slave of sin, may we say: he that is dead to sin is freed from
the slavery of sin. Notwithstanding, 6 amofavey is to be simply
interpreted : ke that is dead, whereupon it follows naturally from
what precedes that here is meant the inner, spiritual death carried
into effect in Delieving fellowship with Christ’s death, Ly which,
as by death in general, all former relations and connections
are dissolved, and therefore the comnmection with sin, which thus
loses its old authority and power over man. DPut if man is
absolved from sin, he ought not again to hold converse with it.
Seducardpela amd The dpaptias, va pmréte Sovhedwmer advTi.
8ebukalwrar Chrysost. explains by amjiaxtar; Theophl, Oecun,
Schol. Matth. by fhev@épwrac.  “Nil jam in eum juris est peccato,”
? Nevertheless this is still repeated by Meyer.



CIIAD. VI. 8, 9. 301

explains Dengel, “ ut non jam sit debitor, c. viii. 12, Justus est,
ratione praeteriti a reatu; ratione futuri, a dominio, ver, 14.”
Sikeatody retains, then, here the meaning absolvere, to acquit, which
the added definition dmo Tijs dpaprias cnlarges to the notion of
liberare, to sct free. Comp. Eeclus. xxvii 29; Acts xiii. 39.
Man Dleing set free from sin, it has lost its power over him, its
power to acense and to govern him, Comp. also with the state-
ment of this verse the analogons utterance, 1 Pet. iv. 1: &7¢ o
mafoy év capki, méravtar dpaptias, and Steiger, ibid.

Ver. 8 continues the thought expressed invv. 6, 7. The emphasis
falls on dmefdvouer and ovlijooper. 1If we died with Christ, we
believe that we shall also léve with Him, for only thus does our
fellowship with Him become complete. The sentence corre-
sponds with the one contained in ver. 5. Still there is no tautology,
but a systematic carrying forward of the exposition. The process
of sanctification is treated first of all as to its objective, vv. 3, 4,
next as to its objective and subjective, ver. 5, and finally as to
its purely subjective aspect, vv. 6-8. If by faith we stand in
fellowship with Clrist’s death and resurrection, we .are thereby
incorporated with the spirvitual death and spiritual resurrection
(cUppuror xTA.) that manifest their subjective existence in us
as the death of the old man and as a new life (cvlijoouev).
marevoper] This confidence is based on the assurance that God
will not leave His work of grace unfinished in us, which would
he the case if He made us partakers merely of the death of
Christ and not also of His life, 1 Thess. v. 24; 2 Thess. iii. 3;
2 Tim. ii. 11.

—ovlijooper] rtefers mot to the future fw?) aldvios, neither
exclusively nor partially, in so far as this may be resarded as the
continuation of the present {wn év Xpiord. Neither miaredouer
(see ante) nor the future (which is to be explained as in the
similar case, ver. 5) commits us to this opinion, which is also
alien to the strain of thought (comp. the summary couclusion,
ver. 11). Rather cvljoouer refers exclusively to the new life of
believers in this world, which no doubt, according to John iv. 14,
is in itself the water that springs up to eternal life.

Ver. 9 introduces the new thought that this twy év Xpiord
iIs a continuous one, never again to be interrupted, since Christ,
raised from the dead, dies no more. el8ores] = xai oldapev, comp.
ywwakovTes, ver, 6,
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—o11 Xprotos, éyepOeis éx vexpdv, odréti dmobvicwer] from
which it directly follows that our life, being conformed to His, is
an enduring, unending one ; for in Christ’s life lies the power and
the promise of the unbroken continuance of our life. But this
does not preclude the possibility of our again losing this life, sup-
posing us to fall away.

—Oavatos avTod odréTe kupieded] death is no longer (as formerly)
lord over Him. An emphatic repetition of odxére dmoBvijoxer,
strengthened by the formm of asyndeton. As the sinless Son of
God, Christ was lord of death ; but as our substitute, made sin for
us (2 Cor. v. 21), He made Himself its servant.

Ver. 10. Confirmation of odkére dmolwiocker Bdvatos adTobd
ovkéte wvpiever, ver. 9. The death which Christ died He died
to sin épamaf, therefore He will not die a second time; but
the life which He lives He lives 7¢ e, in which lies the
cuarantee for the imperishableness of His present life. & vyap
améfave] comp. Gal. ii. 20: & 8¢ viv §d év capwi, Winer, p. 209,
é is paraphrased by several expositors : guod attinet ad id, guod, as
concerns this, that ; but by others is more correctly taken as the
casec of object. dmobviorew Ti, Ly 1= aliquam mortem mori,
aliguam vitam vivere. So therefore 6 améfave, what He dicd =
the death that He died, He died, etc. ‘

—7 apaptia amébavev] (this) He died to sin, i.c. died in rela-
tion to sin. The phrase is chosen in allusion to ver. 2: oiTwes
ameBavopey, and ver. 11: vexpovs pév 7 apaptia. DBut the
parallel is merely a formal one, Christ having died to sin in a
different manner from us; He, as the previous exposition and the
teaching of Scripture elsewhere show, to atone for and efface it;
we, to get rid of fellowship with it. DBut of course our dmofvi-
oxew Ti apaptia is only a consequence, and takes place only in
virtue of the dmofvijoxew 5 apapria on the part of Christ.

! Meyer, following Hofmann, explains: “ He is dead to sin (dative of reference),
i.e. Ilis dying concerned sin ; and, indeed, so that the latter (mamely, the sin of the
world, conceived as power) has now, after I{e has suffered death on account of it,
become without influence upon Ilim, and has no more power over Him ; Ile sub-
mitted Himself to its power in His death, but throngh that death He has died to ils
power,” If this exposition is not to detract from the biblical doetrine of atonement,
which at least in Meyer is not the case, it would in point of fuct be equivalent to our
view ; for in no other way had sin power over Christ than that in His death He

bore the penalty of sin as a substitute. Moreover, the exposition: ‘to die in refer-

ence to sin = to die to the power of sin,” seems to me artificial. Neither ver. 2 nor
ver. 11 [urnishes a purallel instance.
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Bengel calls the dative 73 apaptia a dativus detriments.  Although
as to grammar more correctly described as dative of relation, as
matter of fact Chvist no doubt died, not in commodum, but in
detrimentum peceati.

—-épamal] used emphatically, once, 7.e. once for all, not to be
repeated, Heb. vii. 27, ix, 12, x. 10; 1 Pet. iii. 18; Heb. ix.
26, 28.

—&) 70 B¢ He lives to God. His life belongs no longer to
the death-causing power of sin, but to the eternal, immortal God
alone, with whose glory it is penetrated, clothed with whose omni-
potence He Himself now reigns as king for ever. “Vivit Deo,
vitam ex Deo gloriosam, divini vigoris plenam, in perpetuun.
Nam Deus est Deus viventium,” Bengel.

Ver. 11. Application of ver. 10 to believers in the form of a
recurrence to ver. 2, and conclusion in the same form of the pre-
vious course of reasoning. obrw] in ltke manner, namely, as
Christ once died to sin and lives to God, ver. 10. Griesbach
and others needlessly place a colon after duels. It is true it was
said of Clirist that He died to sin, not that He reckoned, etc.
But even with this new punctuation the same difference remains,
for Noyilecfe w7 still contains the exposition of ofre wxal Juels.
At most, Griesbach’s reading renders the language more emphatic.
As an example of the usual mode of connection, comp. Luke
xvii. 10.

—Xoyiteole éavrovs] Imperative, not indicative, in which case
we should have expected ol wai juels Noyilouefa, comp. ver. 8.
Noyileale, not colligite, conclude, but cxistimate, reputate, censere,
consider, judge, be assured, iii. 28; 1 Cor. iv. 1. Believers are
to acknowledye themselves for what they are; and with this is
conmected the summons, ver. 12, to represent it also in their life.
But what they are they becamme through baptism unto Christ’s death.

—vexpovs wév i apaptia] The lect. reccpt. elvar after vexpods
wév is rightly removed from the text by Griesbach, Knapp, and
Lachmann on preponderant authority. It is also said AoyileaOar
Twa T, “ to take one for something,” Wisd. v. 4, xv. 15.

—tavras 8¢ 1o Oew] to His will and service, given up to Him
as His property (xiv. 8 ; 2 Cor. v. 15 ; Gal. ii. 19). Besides, the
parallelism of thought with ver. 10 proves as matter of course
that the spiritual death is to be viewed as having taken place
ouce for all, the spiritual life as of unbroken continuance. “ Ut
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Christus excitatus est ad incorruptibilem vitam, ita vos Dei gratia
renatos esse, ut totam vitam in sanctitate et justitia traducatis:
quando aeterna est semperque vigebit haec, qua renovati estis,
Spiritus sancti virtus,” Calvin.

—év Xprord 'Inood] not per Christum Jesum, but in Chrisio
Jesw, in fellowship with Christ.  év denotes, as often, the clement
in which the Christian’s spivitual life is lived (1 Thess. ii. 14).
The words may be joined with vexpods pév . . . 7@ fed in common,
or simply with {Gvras 7o fe@. The former seems preferable,
because vexpovs . . . {@vTas, in strict parallelism with ver. 10, is
connected in thought, and in conclusion receives in common év
Xpiore "Incod as an accessory definition.

—7¢ Kupiw nudv] according to decisive critical testimony, is
to be deemed spurious, and is therefore rightly expunged from
the text Ly Griesbach and Lachmann. It is to be regarded as
an ascetic or liturgical addition, or inserted by copyists in the
text without special design, in reminiscence of v. 21, vi. 23;
1 Cor. xv. 31; Phil. iii. 8, ete.

The apostle having shown what Christians have become in
virtue of fellowship with Christ mediated by baptism, and what
they are to deem themselves, exhorts them now, vv. 12, 13,
actually to be what they have become, Ly their own act to ratify
God’s act in them, or to realize subjectively the spirit of their
objective regeneration. They are accordingly to exhibit them-
selves in life as vexpovs T apaprig, ver. 12, up to auapria, and
as tdvras 18 feg, ver. 13, from dA\a mapasmicate onward. Thus
the import of vv. 12, 13 corresponds with that of ver. 11.

Ver. 12. M7 otv Bacihevérw 3 auaptia) Whercfore let not sin
reign.  An inference (ofv) from tlie foregoing. Because you have
to regard yourselves as vexpovs 1§ duaptig, ver. 11, it follows
that sin ought not to reign, for one would contradict the other.
The antithesis of Baci\edewv is not the existence of sin in general,
as if the latter were supposed and permitted, and only its sway
precluded and forbidden! The thing is correct in itself, but is
not here expressly mooted. IRather the apostle pays no regard to

' So Augustine in Calov : * Non ait non sit, sed non regnet. Quamdiu enim vivis,
peccatum necesse est esse in membris tuis, saltem illi auferatur, ne fiat, quod jubet.”
Certainly in itself this is fully as true as Luther’s gloss : ‘¢ Mark, the saints have still
evil lusts in the flesh, which they follow not.” Comp. also Cualov’s observation
against the Pontificii on ver. 2 of this chapter.
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this aspect of the relation, but depicts the Christian position
according to its idea, in conformity with which sin, being buried
by baptism unto Christ’s death, is never again to wield power
and influence in man. p5 Baoci\evérw 7 duaptia answers to Tod
pnkéte Sovhevew fuds TH dupaptia, ver. 6 ; comp. Umaxovew in
this verse, and xuptedery, ver. 14.

—&v 10 Oyl Vudv odpati] to be joined with Bacievérw,
so that it describes the sphere of activity of dpapria; not with
apaptia, in which case the aticle (5 auapt. 9 €v 76 Ov. dpu. o.)
must have been repeated. odua cannot here denote exclusively
the physical, material body. As such it must have been con-
ceived either as the source, or the seat, or the organ of sin.
The sensuous theory, according to which the body is set forth as
the source of sin, contradicts just as decisively the Dbiblical as the
Pauline moce of conception (comp. Jul. Miiller, I. 295). On the
other hand, the body is doubtless the scat of sin, but neither its
exclusive nor original seat. By this mode of view the apostle
would leave nnnoticed the chief sphere of sin’s activity, and by
dwelling exclusively on the bodily sphere, fall back upon the
notion that the body, as the exclusive seat, is also at the same
time the primary source of sin. But if, finally, we view the body
as the organ of sin, sin manifests its dominion in man through the
organ of the body, but does not reign <n the organ. Paul would
then have written : év duiv &ud Tob OvnTol cwpates, but not: év
70 OTd budv copati.  Besides, the notion of the organ of the
reign, when the point in question is merely the reign, is out of
place. But, on the other side, cdpa cannot be simply identified
with odpf or makaiés dvfpwmos as a designation of the corrupt
tendency of human nature. This conception can be proved neither
idiomatically nor by usage. For the understanding of the peculiar
modification intended by Pauline idiom in the word cdpa,—for
it is certain that sacred philology ought as little to be restrained
within the narrow limits of classical usage as biblical conceptions
are exhausted by pagan forms of ideas, just as words like duapria,
Sucatootvy, odpk, Odvatos, Lwr, etc., appear in Holy Scripture
with a perfectly distinct modification of meaning,—we must take
into consideration passages like Rom. viii. 10, 13. In the latter
passage, favatody Tas mwpdakers Tob cduatos forms the antithesis
of kata odpra Lijv. As little, then, as the latter should he

referred merely to the activity of the lower impulses of sense,
Purrreri, Roar I, U
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can the former concern the mortifying of these impulses. We
may not say with Miiller, I 328, that the gdpf is related to
the mpdikers Tod cwpatos as the genus to the species. Why
should the apostle mention merely one, and that a subordinate
species of the odpf, just there where the chief point was to
require the @avatovw of the entire cdp&? But a positive guide
for the clucidation of the word ec@pua is supplied in ver. 10 by
the contrast in which capa and wvedua ave there placed. mvedpa
there is the spirit of man in so far as it is pervaded and governcd
by God's Spirit; odua, that which is left of the entire man after
the subtraction of the spiritual element, thercfore as much the
soul as the iaterial body, in so far as it is not the abode of
God’s Spirit. The designations are selected in accordance with
the natural, anthropological division of man into wvedua and ocdpa.
Ilere, as there, mredpua denotes the higher, inner ruling; capua,
the lower, visible, and concealing, earthly, servile prineiple.
adpa, then, in both the passages cited, is that portion of man
which is conceived as not yet illuminated by the arvedpa Oeod,
the source and seat of sinful inclination, as well spiritual as
sensuous, without yet, like oapf, denoting inclination itself. This
chpa is a copa Tob Bavdrov, vii. 24 ; vexpér, viil. 10 ; Ovprov,
viil. 11 ; for precisely as the seat of auapria is it subject to
favaros, the wages of sin, vi. 23. Thus the phrase fvyTor adpa
in the present passage is explained. The odpa is man as to
body and soul, in so far as he is not yet permeated by the
mvedpa. As such it is Ovnroy, morial, and lerewith are we
admonished not to suffer it to live in sin, or to surrender it to
the dominion of that which alone brought death upon it. In the
fatal effects of sin lies a reason for shunning it. The penalty of
death passed on the odpa on account of sin at the same time
strips it of all rights; for, as tried and under sentence, it is
without rights. Thercfore has it no right to suffer sin to reign
in it, or, which is the same, by permitting sin itself to reign over
the 7rvebpa. The odua of the Christian, then, is dead, not that
it may remain in dcath, but that it may be raised from death to
life, comp. viii. 11 : {womoujoes kai Ta Ovyra cwpara Judv. In
the soul this takes place through the continuous process of re-
generation and sanctification; in the body, through the reswrection.!

1 If we would still refer soue exclusively to the material body, we must in that
case say that the apostle, speaking édeally, looks upon regencration, according to
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—els 70 Umaxovew Tals émbuplass adrov] This reading, the
one most strongly attested, received by Knapp, Lachmann, and
Tischendorf, approved by several modern expositors, is, as can
scarcely be doubted, the original one. Irom this, as a gloss,
arose the reading: eis 70 Umaxolew airf, the émbuuiat
700 owpatos being identified with apaprtia, as to meaning,
rightly. The combination of both readings, along with the in-
sertion of év which became necessary, resulted in the lectio
recepla : €ls 76 Umaxobew avti év Tals émibupiars adrod, which
accordingly cannot well be accepted as the original from which
the two others sprang by partition, because it is the least attested.
The same holds good of the opposite, 7.c. shortest reading: els 7o
vmarovew, received by Griesbach, from which, then, the others
must have arisen by means of explanatory supplements.

Ver. 13. undé wapiordvere] nor yet present.  mwapiaTdvew, the
N. T. form for wapiordvar = to yicld up, present, place at the dis-
posal, place at the scrvice, give up to somcthing, vv. 16, 19, xii. 1;
Matt. xxvi. 53 ; Acts xxiii. 24; 2 Tim. 11, 15.

—a péhny vpdv] The pén are the different parts of which
the odpua consists. Hence here not merely the members of the
body, hand, foot, etc., but also those of the soul, heart, will,
understanding, vil. 5, 23.

—ob6mha adwcias] as weapons of unrightcousness. Several ex-
positors take dmha in the sense, certainly in itself well-grounded,
of instruments. DBut everywhere else in the N. T. the word has
the meaning weapons, and, indeed, in the literal sense, John
xviil. 3; elsewhere only tropically, Rom. xiii. 12: &xia Tob
Ppwris; 2 Cor. vi. 7: dmha Tiis Sikatoctyys; x. 4: Td émha Tijs
orpateias 7u@v. This analogy of the Pauline idiom may be

vv. 2-11, as already entirely completed in the spirit. Then wo only need note the
observation of Calov : ¢ Quod autem corporis et membrorum mentionem facit, non
eo accipiendum, ac si in corpore tantum dominetur, anime vero a pravis desideriis
immunis sit, nee peccati dominio subjici possit, sed quod in corpore et membris
corporeis apertins sese exserat peccatum, quodque non permisso dominio peceati in
corpore ac membris corporeis, nee in nervum ita erumpere peccatuin aut vim snam
plenc exerere aut vires ctiam eas acquirere possit, quo nos captivet et in miseram
servitutem redigat, et ex adverso imminuatur ita ac [rangatur vis concupiscentiae et
desideriorun, dum non permittitur tale dominium : ubi tamen intermittenda etiam
non est veleris hominis et pravae concupiscentice interioris mortificatio ac desideriormn
inde prorumpentium subactio, cohibitio et repressio,” cte. But the exposition of
the idea of vare given in the text still seems to us to deserve the preference in this
passage.
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aceepted as decisive with respect to the present passage. Add
to this that the apostle elsewhere shows a fondness for military
images, vii. 23, 1 Cor. ix. 26, Eph. vi. 11 ff, 1 Thess. v. 8,
and that in the present passage the explanation in question is
supported both by the Bacihevew of duapria, ver. 12, and by
the expression ta oyrwwma, ver. 23, likewise borrowed from
military service. duaptia is pictured as a Bacikeds, who uses
the members of man as weapons by which to win and establish
a kingdom of unrighteousness, and then to reward his soldiers
with death as their wages (ra oY@wa). But adiria is un-
rightcousness, not as a special vice, but, as often, unrighteousncss
in the sense of immorality generally.

—aM\\a mapactijoate] The imperative aorist (in distinction
from the imperative present wapiordvere just nsed) denotes here
not so much an action passing rapidly, or one which should take
place at once, Winer, p. 393, but marks an action which took
place but once, as once for all.

—~éavtots] yoursclves, your entive personality, the entire man.
“Primo consideratur persona Christiani, deinde actiones et
munera. Homo in peccato mortuus non commode diceretur
sistcre SEIPSUM peccato: sed vivens potest se sistere Deo,”
Bengel.

—as éx vexpow Lovras] as those who were dead and now live,
who from being dead have become alive. @s denotes the
character, and the mode corresponding to this, in which they
are to regard themselves. The phrase glances back to ver. 11;
but the vexpol are not vexpol 73 auaptia in the sense of ver. 11,
but in the sense of Eph. ii. 1, 5, Rev. iii. 1, Z.c. not those who
died in baptism Zo sin, but those who are dead in sin.

—=xal] sc. mwapiordvere, which is to be taken from wapa-
omjcate, in contrast with the former wapiordavere. The entire
eqo is surrendered once for all to God, but its separate wen-
bers in a gradual process.

—7a péhn vpdy] figure here as members of the entire cgo
(comp. the preceding éavrots), which confirms our view of cdua
and péhy.  “ Membra quoque nostra illius arbitrio destinata sint
ac consecrata: ut nihil, quam ejus gloriam spirent omnes animae
ac corporis nostri facultates,” Calvin.

—&mha Sucaroabvns] as weapons of righteousness.  Sucarooivy
Liere is a notion quite as general as aducla its opposite.
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—76 Be] Contrast with 75 duapria.

Ver. 14. The assurance uttered in this verse contains the
reason (yap) justifying the apostle in addressing to his readers
the exhortation given in vv. 12, 13.  duapria qyap tudv ov
kvpievaer] for sin shall not reign over you. The sentence cannot
be taken imperatively, this meauing applying to the second but
not to the third person future. Moreover, it is not an expression
of confidence in the Romanus, for in this case Paul would have
said: You will not let sin reign over you. It expresses, then, the
certainty of a fact, or, as this is to be concecived as future, a
promise, fitted to give the readers comfort and cousolation in
reference to the exhortation just addressed to them. “ Consolatio
et promissio,” Melanchthon.

—ov qdp éaTe Umo vopov, aAN Umo ydpw] The reign of law
is in keeping with the condition of man’s bondage to sin, iii. 20,
iv. 15, v. 20 ; but with the reign of pardoning, justifying grace,
the freedom of man from sin’s bondage, vi. 2-11. Conscience
fettered and terrified by the law hates the judge; conscience set
free through grace loves the reconciler. But hate binds fast to sin,
whereas love releases from it. “ Gratia non solum peccata diluit
(Zc. dimittit), sed ut non peccemus facit,” Augustine. Of the
relation of the law to sin, the apostle has only spoken hitherto in
brief sentences by way of intimation. It is not till the seventh
chapter that le treats of it in the shape of more detailed ex-
position.  elvac ¥mwo T¢, to be under something, to be under its
dominion, iii. 9; Gal. iv. 21, v. 18.

As from the doctrine of grace abounding through sin abounding,
v. 20, the inference might be drawn that it is good to continue in
siu that grace may be multiplied, vi. 1, so the statement: od rydp
éate Umo vopov, dNN' Umd xdpw, might awaken the idea that
with freedom from the law licence is given to sin. This idea
the apostle repels with the utmost enersy. But yet he does 1ot
Lere so much develope the inner psychological impossibility of
the legal state fostering and furthering righteousness, and of
the state of grace fostering and furthering sin, as rather again
remind of a matter - of - fact relation into which his readers,
through faith in the gospel, have entered. As baptism into
Christ’s death mediates the death of the old and the rising of the
uew mau, ver. 3 fi,, so is freedom from the law, in point of fact,
a bondage to righteousness, the dominion of grace a freedom
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from sin, so that once a Sovrela duaprias eis Bivatov, but now
a Sovhela Oeod kai Sikatoaivns els Loy aldvioy, takes place. In
the contrasted outcome and end, on one side @dvatos, on the
other {wy, lies withal a motive for renouncing sin and serving
righteousness.  This is the purport of vv, 15-23,

Ver. 15. T¢ oty ;] comp. on iii. 9.

—apapTicopev] shall we sin ? 1s to be taken as a pure future
=shall sin find place in us? Here also, as in ver. 1, the
apostle himself draws the inference, in order thereby to antici-
pate another’s possible, and, indeed, often already urged objection.
Good codices have auaprrioopey ; are we to sin? a reading recom-
mended by Griesbaclh, received by Lachmann and Tischendorf. It
seems, like émipévoper, ver. 1, to be genuine, although, especially
as it is not countenanced by quite as many authorities, it may
have been conformed to ver. 1. dpaprijoar, comp. v. 14, 16,
stands in later Greek for auaprelv, Winer, p. 99.

—&7e odk éopév Umo wopov, 4NN Dmo ydpw] an emphatic
repetition.

Ver. 16. The p9 yévouro is established by an appeal to a truth
admitted unconditionally by the readers themselves, for odx
oidare] introduces an uncontradicted proposition, for which the
experience, the consciousness of the readers may be appealed to.
Know you not, to whom you wield yoursclves unto obedicnce, his
slaves (actually)' you are, whom yow obcy? The sentence is a
ceneral one, hence

—mrapiaTdrere] present absolute, to denote what always stands
good. The bond of slavery, once contracted, binds firmly.

—els Umakony] wnto obedicnce, i.c. to obey it henceforth.

—38olMol éore] sc. ToUTov or éwelvou.

—@ Umaxolere] whom you obey, mob: whom yow obeyed,
emphasizes the notion of vwaror still ‘more strongly. Slaves
to him whom you obey =slaves rendering service by obedience.
In #7oc . .. Sikatoobyyy is given to the general sentence its
special reference.

—ijror apaprias] sc. dobror. The Tol added to 4, which in
classical Greek is usually strengthened by «e, “expresses an ex-

! T incline now to agree with Meyer, that here not irré, but, as the order of words
and the correlation with waperdvrs lzvreds require, 3oohes has the emphasis.
*“ Whoever places kimself at the disposal of another for obedience as a slave, is no
longer free and indepeudent, but is simply the slave of him whow he obeys.”
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clusive force with respect to external objects, the given case
being severed from all other otherwise conceivable possibilities,”
so that #jToe = 7 = either this only or that, fertium non datur.
Herod. i 11: wiv 7ot Svolv odolv mapeovoéwy, T'iyn, &ibwps
alpeci, oxorépny Bovhear Tpdmecfai, etc., AN Fro Kelyoy e
Tov Tabra Povieoavra 86 amiMvabar 1) o€, Tov éué quury
Oymoduevor.  Hartung, Lehre von den Partikeln der Gr. Spr.
II. 356 {.; Kiihner, dusf. Gram. der Gr. Spr. 11. 444.

—els Gdvarov] unto death. Clearly @avaros here, as in vv.
21, 23, is in contrast with w7y alowvios. It cannot then be
taken as the opposite of els Sixatoavvny, which only comes after-
wards, and exercises no retrospective force, 4.c. of the cessation of
moral action in life. The idea may be taken quite as compre-
hensively as in v. 12, although in that case the element of
spiritual, and especially eternal, death predominates. If it is
supposed that because bdodily death falls still upon the &odAos
vmaxovijs, and on account of the contrast of fdvates and Cwy
alowos, vv. 21, 22, by Bavatos cternal death exclusively must be
understood, it may be replied that by means of actual sins death
in the utmost compass of the idea, therefore also bodily death, as
it rests already on man on account of the corruption of original
siu, is also personally appropriated and deserved through his own
act. But for the Sodros vmarovijs even bodily death is abolished,
partly already in the shape of penalty, partly herveafter by the
resurrection.  Ispecially on account of ver. 23 we wish here to
abide by the general notion of favaros, for Ta wyap oyrwwa THs
dpaptias Odvaros seems to us to point back expressly to v. 12,
The same death that falls on man on account of originel sin,
v. 12, falls on him also on account of ectual sin.

—7 Umakons] namely, to God, opposite of duaprias, which as
to its cssence is waparxor, v. 19. The church doctrine of nove
obedicntia finds here even as to expression its point of connection.
It follows also from the entire tenmor of the previous as of the
subsequent exposition, that it is in harmony with the apostle’s
meaning to teach that the abolition of the law for believers con-
sists only in deliverance from the curse and constraint, not from
the obedience of the law. This obedicnce as to its nature is a
free one, but from freedom we cannot be made free. The use of
the word Ymrarxois, employed here in a different relation, is in the
Pauline style occasioned by the preceding els vmaxonv.
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—ets Siatootvmy] unfo rightcousness, as matter of course not
to be understood of the righteonsness of faith, but of righteous-
ness of life, as in vv. 13, 18 ff.  Swrxatoavvn, moral rightcousness
as a condition, is the result of the continuous act of vmaxes. As
the exactly corresponding opposite of sjror auaprias els Bdivarov,
we should have expected % Sikatooivns els Lwijy instead of 4)
vrakol}s els Ouwcatoovrny. DBut it was of prime importance for
the apostle here to lay stress on the ethical elements of dmraxos)
and Sccatocvwy. The motive of terror and attraction, lying in
@avatos and in fwij, is only brought forward expressly and inde-
pendently from ver. 21 onward, to which eis @avator liere merely
forms a prelude. Nevertheless, perhaps along with Sweatos., its
consequence, fwy alovios, is to be supplied in thought out of
the antithesis Odvartos. 8wkatooivy liere denotes, then, neither
“ righteousness subjectively realized, even as this is the object of
ultimate ém5,” nor yet “ the righteousness awarded to believers
in the judyment on account of Chuist’s death.” Against both, the
conception of Siwkarocdrvy, ver. 18, is decisive. To vmaxoy els
Sweatoayny is analogous Sikatoaivy els dyiaouov, ver. 19. With
the doctrine of this verse, comp. Matt. vi. 24.

Ver. 17 contains the application or minor proposition of ver. 16.
xapes 0¢ 6 Oew] sc. ein.  “ Adjungit gratiarum actionem ; prinnun
quo doceat, non esse id proprii meriti, sed singularis Dei miseri-
cordiae: simul ut ab ipsa gratiarum actione discant, quantum sit
Dei bLeneficium, coque magis ad peccati detestationem animentur,”
Calvin. The ydpis feob challenges the ydpis dvfpdmwy.

—&87e nre Sodhor Tiis duaprias] The thanksgiving of the
apostle cannot of cowrse refer to their having been the slaves of
sin, but only to the following imyxoboate xTh. According to
this view, 87¢ 79716 Sobhot Tijs du. Umnxovoate 6é xTA. stands for
ot Bvtes woté Sodhor T. dp. Umnk. éx xapbias, comp. Winer,
D- 785. Dut this construction excites some suspicion, and still
more the absence of the preparatory pév after fre, scarcely to be
dispensed with in this case, an absence of which uo quite corre-
spouding instance can be adduced. As the sentence gives here a
wrong sense, if it is not understood in close relation to the sub-
sequent contrast, the particle indicating this relation was here
altogether indispensable. It is preferable, therefore, with several
modern expositors, to place the cmplasis upon 7re, a view which
is favoured by the precedence given to 7jre. “ But thanks be to
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God, that ye were slaves of sin (that this is past and gone).”
Comp. 1 Cor. vi. 11: «ai Tabrd Twes j1e; Eph. v. 8: fhre ydp
mote okotos, and Ilarless there. The attraction following caun
ouly be resolved, as is acknowledged by all modern interpreters,
by UmrnkotoaTe B¢ éx fcap&'a,q (&) 1':571'(‘0 3L3axf)s‘ els dv Tape-
8a6nre, Winer, p. 205.

—UmyrodaaTe] corresponds to Umaxor, ver. 16, save that the
former 1wore general dmarxor here appears more definitely as Vraxoy
Tob edayyeliov.

—éx kapbias] comp. Matt. xviil. 35, and éx Yrvyijs, Eph. vi
6; Col. iii. 22. o08é yap Rvaykdobnte, ovde éBidobnte, aAN
éwovtes pera mpofuplas améotyre, Chrys. “ Veritas et efficacia
religionis Christianac,” remarks Bengel. “ Mali non possunt plane
ex animo esse mali, quin cos semper vel inscios poeniteat sui et
servitutis suae: sed boni ex animo boni sunt et libere.”

—eis ov mwapedofnte] namely, by God through the Spirit of
God at work in the gospel, for which ydpis is due to God. mip
Tob Beob Borbeiav alvirrerar, Clrys. The passive (mwapedifnre)
emphasizes the passive relation of man in regeneration, his activity
(vmnrovoate) Leing only the result of this relation, according to
the well-known axiom : “Ita a Spiritu Dei agimur ut ipsi quoque
agamus.” Wherefore the

—TUmos 8idayi)s] cannot be understood in the subjective sense
of “ the form of doctrine, imprinted in the heart,” as this is rather
imparted to or impressed on him. Luther and others: (ke
pattern of the doctrine, exemplar, ideal which the doctrine sets up,
sentiendi agendique norma ac regula.” DBut we cannot well say,
to obey a pattern. In any case, the meaning is simpler and more
in keeping: jform, definite type of doctrine. Expositors guote
from Jamblichus, vit. Pyth. c. 23, the perfectly analogous Timos
Sibackalias = Tpomwos Sibackarias. Comp. il 20: popdwois Tis
wacews; 2 Tim. 1. 13: drotdrecis Uyiawovter Adyev; Acts
xxiil. 25.  But by rvmos 8dayis, in agreement with the connec-
tion, is meant the gospel in the stricter, not in the droader sense,
the doctrine of the righteousness which is in Christ, a righteous-
ness of faith closely connected and inseparably interwoven with
righteousness of /ifc, which includes and produces rightcousuess
of life as certainly as the germ the fruit.

Ver, 18. Several interpreters find in this verse the logical
conclusion, regarding, and indeed justly, ver. 16 as the major,



314 COMMENTARY ON TIIE ROMANS,

and ver. 17 as the minor proposition. DBut, in the first place,
the particle 8¢ raises a doubt, for we should have expected ofw
instead, even if we take it as 8¢ peraBarikov. Again, even in
Umnrovoate . . . dudayis as to substance is contained édovAd@nTe
79 Sukaroovy, which is therefore more naturally taken as a more
precise explanation than as a final inference. Wherefore ver. 18
is perhaps to be directly and strictly linked to ver. 17, and
separated from it only by a comma, not by a period or note of
exclamation, so that #j7¢ Sodhot Tijs duaptias corresponds with
fiTor apaprias els Odvaroy, ver. 16, vmnrovoate . . . Sibayfs with
its more precise explanation, contained in the 18th verse: éiev-
Oepowlbévres . . . édonndbnre ) Sikarocivy with 4 Umaxoiis els
duaroovyny.  But we may, nevertheless, with Lachmann and
Meyer, set a colon before érevf., when the sentence is no longer
dependent on &re, but stands out independently, and so more
emphatically. The conclusion then follows of itself: “ Thus the
question raised, ver. 15, is to be answered in the negative, and
duly repelled by a p% vyévorro. Therefore must you obey, not
sin, but righteousness.”

—édovrabnTe T Sucatoavvy] you were enslaved to righteousness.
The expression is no doubt paradoxical, but very significant,
sharply emphasizing the subjection, the fruit of grace, of the
justified man to the law of righteousness. ITas o wyeyevvnuévos
éx Tob feob . .. o0 SVvaTa: dpaprdvew, 1 John iil. 9. He is
one freed from sin and a slave of righteousness. Comp. the
analogous paradox, 1 Cor. vil. 22, Elsewhere Sovheferv, Sovhody
expresses for the most part the ethical servitude, the slavery to
sin and the law, which is freedom from righteousness, Gal. iv. 3 ;
Tit. ii. 3; 2 Pet. ii. 19. But comp. also vii. 25, xiv. 18; Col.
iii. 24 ; 1 Thess. i. 9.

Ver. 19. avfpamwor Méyo] in a similar way to xar &vfpwmov
Aéyo, iii. 5, apologizes for the expression éSovAwbyre 77 Siraio-
ovvy, which is somewhat gross and accommodated to dull powers
of apprechension. “ Humanitns se loqui dicit non quoad substan-
tiam, sed quoad formam,” Calvin.

—8ia v acbéveav Tis capros Uudv] Comp. 1 Cor. ix. 22,
The capk is the natura merc hwmana, in contrast with the divine
mvebpa, Matt. xxvi. 41.  From this weakness of the flesh, found
still in every Dbeliever in a higher or lower degree, flows slow-
ness of comprehension in spiritual things. Only a nature
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wholly spiritual is able to understand and appreciate purcly
spiritual truth in a purely spiritual form. Until then it stands
in need of conceptions and expressions put in a figurative, strongly
scosuous way. “ Humanus sermo frequens et quodammodo per-
petuus, quo scriptura se ad nos demittit. Sermo apertior non
seruper aptior ad rem ipsam,” Bengel. Paul had used the ex-
pression: “ you were enslaved to righteousness,” lest they should
fall into the carnal mistake of supposing that freedom from the
law is freedom - from rightcousness; as, on the contrary, it is
freedom fo righteousness, or, more strongly put, bondage to
richteousness. Moreover, the marks of parenthesis must Dle
erased ; for the following &omep ydp xTA., while it clucidates
édovndlnTe 75 Swcaroaivy, does so likewise dvfpwmives with
reference to the doféveia of the odpf, seeing that here also the
Sovreia Tijs Stkatoctrys is placed in parallelism with the Sovhela
Tiis duapTias.

—domep . . . oUrew] Comparison between the former and present
condition.

—dp] namely. The explanation is given in. the form of
exhortation. The apostle exhorts the church, in harmony with
the nature of the sanctifying process, to become that which it
already is.

—r17 drkabapoia kal 5 dvopla] Instead of the one 77 duapria,
ver. 13, two sinful principles are specified; but these merely
characterize the idea of auapria under its two aspects, subjective
and objective ; or regard sin with respect to its inner essence, as
which it is daxabfapaia; and with respect to its relation to the
divine law, as which it is évoufa. Comp. 1 Thess. iv. 7: od yap
ékaleaey Nuds o Oeds éml arabapoia, AN év dyiaopud, and 1 John
ii. 4: 7wads 6 wody ™ dpaptiav kal Ty dveplav woiels Kal 7
apaptia éotiv 1) dvopla. As drxabapaia, sin is defilement of body
and spirit; as dvopia, it is guilt,

€ls Ty dvopiav] = daTe Toweiv Ty dvoplav. dvoula, the first
time, denotes opposition to law as a principle; the second time,
opposition to law in its manifestation—the unlawful deed. “ Just
as you yielded up your members slaves to impurity and to law-
lessness, for the practice of lawlessness or for doing what is
unlawful,” so now yield up (ofire viv wapacTicare, where, with-
out doubt, the aorist, as the viv added intimates, denotes what is
to be carried out at once; sec on ver. 13) your members slaves—
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—17) Suweatooivy eis dayiacuov] to righicousness unto holiness of
wall.  Suwkacoavrn, again, denotes the principle; dyiacuds, the
manifestation, the practical matter of fact.

In conclusion, the apostle urges, vv. 20-23, to a ready com-
pliance with the exhortation last given, by reference to the
wnhappy effects of the former bondage to sin, and the happy
cffects of the present bondage to righteousness and God, of which
the former should deter them from sin, the latter encourage to
lholiness.

Ver. 20. “Comply with the exhortation just given, ver. 19,
for” etc. The particle rdp introduces a motive, which is not
itsclf given till ver. 21 ff. In the present verse the way is pre-
pared for it. The apostle, therefore, without any essential altera-
tion in eaning, might have written: tiva wyap xapmov elyere
T0T€e, 6T€ Gobhot nTe Tiis auaprias, é\evbepor 8¢ TH Oikatoguvy.
But he begins, first of all, by reminding them of their former
state, addueing, not without a touch of irony, its advantage
(énevbepov eivas 7§ Sikatoaiyy), in order, over against the imaginary
advantage, to make the real disadvantage and injury stand out in
more striking colours. é\edfepor fiTe Th Sivaioaiyy] ic. de fucto,
not de jure. Engaged in the scrvice of the opposite sovereign, sin,
as 1o one can serve two masters, you were in fact free from the
other sovereign, righteousness. Even then you had freedom ; but
of what sort, and linked with what issues! That delicious
freedom from restraint brought at length the bitterness of death.
é\evlepor tjTe T Ouxatoaivy = ok 7Te Sobhor TH Sikaroaivy, free
Jrom rightcousness, i.c. free with respect to righteousness, in rela-
tion to righteousness. It stands in antithesis to doviobofar 7§
Sucatoaivy, Sothor TH Swkatoavvy, vv. 18, 19 ; Winer, p. 263.

Ver. 21. Several interpreters connect together tiva . . . érato-
xUveaOe; as one question. “What fruit had you then (of the
things) of which you are now ashamed ?” The answer to be
then supplied is: none, or pernicious fruit. But the supplying
of éxelvwv or €€ éxelvwy before é¢’ ols, which then becomes
necessary, is difticult, and not fully borne out by vil 6. 1lore-
over, the parallelism ol thought requires those sins and shameful
deeds (éreiva ép' ols viv émaioyiveafe) to be just as much
regarded as the xapmos of their former condition, whose Téhos is
Odvaroes, as in ver, 22 good works are represented as the xapmwos
of their present state, whose 7é\os is {wy alowos. DBut if we
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would interpret: “ What fruit now had you then of things, of
which you are now ashamed ? 7.c. you had then no fruit, no moral
gain of, etc.; for what leads at last to death could bring you no
moral gain,” it is quite self-evident that things of which one is
ashamed, 7.c. sins and shameful deeds, bring no moral gain. Tt is
therefore best, with Luther and most modern interpreters, to place
the note of interrogation after tore, so that é¢’ ols viv émaio-
xUveabe forms the answer. “ What fruit had you then? Things
of which (é¢p’ ois = Toadra ép’ ols) you are now ashamed.”
Comp. in Gal v. 19-22 the antithesis of &pya Tijs capros and
kapmos Tob wvevpatos. The things of which they are ashamed
now that they are converted, are sinful deeds as the fruit of their
Londage to sin; dvouia, ver. 19, as the effect of the SovAela Ths
akaflapoias xai Ths avoulas. Elsewhere, indeed, the apostle
speaks only of the xapmos ol mvedparos, 700 pwTds, Tis dikaio-
oguvns.  But here a sort of ironical oxymoron is found. They had
a kapmov drxapmay, comp. Eph. v. 11. 76 wyap Télos éreivwy,
fdvatos] Reason of the shame. You are now ashamed of these
acts ; for liow shameful must the act be whose end is death! The
hurtfulness of sin sets in relief its shamefulness, the destruction
that it brings, as a divine punishment, embodying a judgment
upon its worth. 7éhos, end, issue, final result, 2 Cor. xi. 15, Phil.
iii. 19, 1 Pet. i. 9, not absolutely identical with oyrwwea, wayes,
ver. 23. Rather ver. 23 expressly shows that Téos, which may
be quite as well ydpioua as oyrevioy, is in itself neither of them.
Respecting favavos, see on ver. 16. If the reading received by
Lachmann, 70 pév yap 7élos «7\., is genuine, the uév does not
correspond to the following &, but is to be rendered : for the end
wdecd, ete. Comp. Hartung, Lchre von den Part. d. Gr. Spr.
IL 414.

Ver. 22. Antithesis to vv. 20, 21. They were é\edfepor 75
Sicaroatvy, but are élevfepwbévres amo Tis dpaprias] for
their freedom in reference to the law was their natural condition,
preceded by no other fr'om which they had been set free ; whereas
they were sct frec from sin by regeneration.

—SovAwfévTes 8¢ 7o Bed] To serve righteousness is to serve
God, vv. 18, 19, for only the righteous is God's servant, Isa.
lii. 11. Augustine says, strikingly : “Deo servire vera libertas
est” Comp. also 1 Pet. ii. 16.

—éxete TOV wapmov Uudv els dyiaspov] Breviloquence for ¢
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kapmos v Exeré éoTw (dyer) els dyaoudy, “the fruit that you
now have leads unto holiness” The xapmos is the €pya Tod
wrevpaTos of believers, which are a fruit that they enjoy, which,
apart from all rcwerd, are on their own account to them a
delightful fruit of grace. The end and aim of grace, certainly
only to be attained in this life in unceasing approximation, is
wyiaopds, loliness. There is here clearly a glancing back to the
conclusion of ver. 19, to ovhela Tijs Sikatoaivrs els dytaauoy.

—76 8¢ Téhos Loy alwwiov] still dependent on éyere. fwy
al@vios is here conceived as futurc. Comp. on i, 16.

Ver. 23 ratifies what is said, vv. 21, 22, of the final result of
the bondage to sin and to God. T& dyrdmal=1 dvrimcbia.
*Ovrdviov kvpios MéyeTar T0 Tols aTpaTidrars mapd Tob Bacihéws
Sedopévov aurnpéaiov, Theophylact. The expression is used in
allusion to ver. 13. The collective plural, to indicate the very
various elements in kind or coin used in payment, is more usual
than the singular. Comp. 1 Cor. ix. 7.

—76 8¢ ydpiopa Tob Oeob] Death is the well-earned and
merited wages that sin gives, but eternal life is and remains the
unmerited gracious gift of God. We have it

—év Xpiotd 'Inaod] in believing fellowship with Him who
is at once righteousness and eternal life, 1 John v. 20. Thus the
inseparable connection of justification and sanctification, which
forms the basis and fundamental view of this chapter, reappears
at its end.  He that is justified by faith in Christ has eternal life
as God’s gracious gift; and inasmuch as sanctification is simply
the subjective development of the objective gift of justification,
twy alwvios temains, even for the sanctified, what it was at first,
namely, yupiopa Beod, whose possession he does not first earn
by means of dyiaapés, but only awaits, and, when he has attained
the end of sanctification, actually receives. Bone opera, according
to St. Bernard’s well-known saying, are merely the via r¢gns, not
the causa regnandt.
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CHAPTER VIL

Tue law is lord over man as long as he lives. Only death can
dissolve his relation to the law, just as the wife can only come
into the power of another husband when her husband is dead.
Iu the same way, then, the church is dead to the law; and, this
first marriage-bond leing dissolved, has become the possession of
Clrist, her second husband. The purpose of this new union is to
Lring forth fruit to God; for the law did nothing but stir up
sinful desire, and only through freedom from the law has service
in the new spiritual nature been made possible and real. This is
the purport of vv. 1-6. If, then, we ask, to what point in the
foregoing exposition this teaching links on, the statement, ver. 14,
at once occurs to us: duaprtia yap Uudv ob kupieloer ol ydp
éate Umo wvopov, AN Umo yapw; for vv. 1-4 of this chapter
manifestly correspond to o ydp éote Umwd vopov, AN Imwd ydpw
=ol ydp éaTe vopov, dAAa XpioTod, and vv. 5, 6 to the inference
to be drawn from this: duaptia dudv ov kupteboe.. The decisive
statement of vi. 14 might easily cause offence, especially in the
Jewish-Christian portion of the church, as it was always difficult
for Jewish Christians to look upon the dominion of the law as
entirely abolished by Christ. Hence the apostle in the present
section proves at still greater length that this is the actual state
of things, that the notion of a union between the law and Christ,
and of the first being retained alongside the latter, is altogether
without warrant, and that only by the passing away of the
dominion of the law is the dominion of sin broken and the
dominion of righteousness established. Every other mode of
connection with what precedes, although in appearance more
probable, is to be regarded as really more improbable and artificial.

Ver. 1. "H ayvoeire] vi. 3; 1 Cor. vi. 16. In the nature of
things, 7 usually relates to the subject inmediately preceding ; but
there is no logical necessity for this. The point of connection
may also lie farther back, provided that there is sufficient reason
for this, and that it is obvious to the reader. But here this is
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actually the case. The proposition vi. 14 might, as vi. 15 shows,
lie open to a dangerous misconstruction. This must first of all
be repelled.  After this is done in vi. 16-23, the apostle returns,
according to intention, to vi. 14, in order to expand the sentiment
of that verse move fully, and defend it against the doubts that
might avise. Still, if it is desired formally to connect the deferred
exposition of vi 14, contained in vv. 1-6 of this chapter, with
what immediately precedes, we may say that the position that
the Clristian, set free from the service of sin and become the
servant of God, has his fruit nnto holiness and eternal life as the
final result, vi. 22, 23, could not be Zruth, if the Christian were
not free from the law, and did not belong to the risen Christ
instead, ctc., vii. 1-6.

—adehgol] As Paul is about to examine a doubt usually
raised only by Jewish Christians, we cannot wonder at his here
addressing himself specially to them with the title ¢8eAgpol. In
iv. 1, also, his question is specially directed to Jewish Christians,
and on this account calls Abraham owr (¢.c. natural) father. In
a quite similar way, xi. 25 (comp. dueis, vv. 28, 30), as likewise
follows from the context, only Gentile Christians are addressed by
adeddol. The purport of this passage clearly stands in positive
and direct relation to the Jewish Christians, and can only bear a
secondary and subordinate application to the Gentile Christians.
But it is obvious that this gives no ground for the assertion that
the Roman church consisted in overwhelming proportion of
Jewish Cluistians (against this, see Introduction), and that there-
fore the entire church is described « parte potiori; for, as observed,
even a part of the church may be exclusively addressed without
noticing the other.

—nywookovsL yap vopoy hakd] not: “for I speak to those
among you that know the law,” <c. to the Jewish Christians,
which would be Tols ywwdor. xrh, but: “for I speak to you as
to those that know the law; I speak to those acquainted with
the law.” wap then belongs, not to &dehgol, but to 3 dyvoelte,
and confirms, not the reference of the address to the Jewish
Christians, but the assumption of knowledge in those addressed.
But certainly the pregnant and specific description ywworovTes
vopov applies only to Jewish Christians, ii. 17-20, and could
not as matter of necessity leave the readers in doubt as to who
were addressed in adehgol.
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—¢ wopos| here also the Mosaic law, as is proved by the
allusion to vi. 14, yworovar vouor in the present verse, and the
application ver. 4 of the present chapter. Therefore neither the
moral law in general, nor yet merely a part of the Mosaic law,
namely, the marriage-law.

—~xvpteder Tob avBpmov] comp. vi. 14: duapria o rupievoed.
The xvpiederr of sin holds good as long as the xupteverw of the
Nomos holds good ; but the xvpievew of the Nomos holds good—

—é¢’ boov ypovov &f] sc. o dvbpwmos, for as long time as he
lives. Most expositors take the sentence o vouos . . . {7 as a general
proposition. “The law wields its power over man for the whole
period of his life.” But apart from the triviality of such a pro-
position, it was already of itself sufficiently obvious, so that, in
fact, no appeal was necessary on its account to the yvdaois vopov
of the readers. Add to this, that in reality it is false and in any
cage anti-Pauline. Paul might, indeed, say that the law is given
to man for the whole period of his life, but not that it rules over
him during the whole period of his life (kvpieder ToD avfpwmov).
For the believer, as is here to be expressly proved, the dominion
of the Nomos has ceased. He is no longer dmo vouov, and the
vopos is no longer his «vpios. Accordingly &Av here is to be
understood, not of physical, but spiritual life, and we have a
statement analogous to the words: ¢ yap dmofavoy dedivaiwTar
amd Tis apaprias, vi. 7. As long as man lives, 7.e his old,
natural life continues, he is a servant of the law; only when he
is spiritually dead is he free from the power of the law, o yap
amobfavewy dedikaiwTar dmwo Tod vopov. To this, then, éfavatwbyTe
TG voug, ver. 4, and xaTnpyibnuev amo Tob vopov, dwobavévres,
ver. 6, correspond, the apostle by the latter more precisely defining
the summons to spiritual death stated generally in this verse as a
summons to die Zo the law. Thus only does the appeal to the
knowledge of the law on the part of his Jewish-Christian readers
acquire its profounder meaning. It is such a knowledge as they
could not but have derived from the experience of their former
condition of subjection to the law in contrast with their present
condition of freedom in Christ. Several expositors as subject to
é¢’ Gaov ypovor ¢ supply, not o dvfpwomos, but o vépos. This
certainly has the advantage that the simile, vv. 2, 3, is made to
correspond still more closely. But the apostle, as ver. 4 shows,

intends to speak here, not of the death of the law, but of the
PuiLeerr, Roat. 1. X
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death of man in relation to the law; and, as he puts this topic
in the very front, our view of é¢’ daov ypovov {i (among the
advocates of which Umbreit and Desser are now to be numbered)
is perlectly agreeable to the context.'

Vv. 2, 3. Most modern expositors find in these verses an
example in support of the general proposition, ver. 1. So Estius
carly: “Quod dixit, exemplo declarat legis conjugalis, a qua
deinde (namely in ver. 4) comparationem sumit.” But, first of all,
this proposition, as already remarked, was sufficiently evident of
itself without illustrative example. Again, those expositors them-
selves must ackuowledge that the example is inapposite, nay,
halting. If it were meant to correspond to ver. 1, it must in-
versely have beeu said: % ydp dmwav8pos yuvy, éd' Gaov ypovor {7,
T$ avdpl Sédetar voue' éav 8¢ dmobdvy (sc. 7 yuvif), kaTipynTal
amo Tob vouov Tov dvdpds. Finally, in that case ver. 3 is a
casual and necdless expansion of the example, although in the
application, ver. 4, the chief stress is placed on this expansion,
and the chief reference made to it. It is best, then, to take
vv. 2, 3, not as an example demonstrating by a concrete case in
necdless and clumsy fashion the proposition: that death dissolves
the relation to the law, but—according to the view once uni-
versally received, in modern days held ornly Ly Reiche, Klee,
Olshausen, Tholuck (although in the fifth edition with trembling
hand), and Besser—as a simile or allegory. Several interpreters
then, in the train of Aungustine, understand by the v the human
soul; by the onc dwvijp sinful lust, the ma@jpata Tdv dpaptidv
spoken of ver. 5, the malaiwos dvfpwmos; by the vopos Tov avdpos,
the law, which constitutes the union of the soul with sin; lastly,
by the other awrjp, Christ. DBut, first of all, it is somewhat far-
fetched and forced to place the wahacds avfpwmos over against
the éyw as the dvip in relation to the ywvrs; and again, according
to this view, Paul must have written in ver. 4: xal Upels
Oavarwbévres (sc. 7 dpapria) Sua TOU owpatos Tov Xp.
hevbepwlyTe amo Tod vopou, whereas he is now clealy treating
of death in relation to the law, not of death in relation to sin.
Ife wishes to prove, not that by being freed from the law we are
dead to sin, but rather the reverse (vv. 5, G), that by being dead
to the law we are freed {from sin. It is therefore best, with the
najority of interpreters, who follow the allegorical explanation of

! The ohjections raised by Meyer and Tholuck we look upon as not conclusive.
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the verse, in the train of Origen and Chrysostom, to understand
by the yuwj the church, by the one awjp the law, by the other
Clist. It is common with the apostle to set forth the relation
of the church to Christ under the image of marriage, 2 Corn
xi. 2; Epl. v. 32; and Hengstenberg, Comant. on Psalms, I1. p. 120.
We have lere a striking and beautiful expansion of the image,
the mariage-covenant serving to set forth the relation of the
covenant of lew to the covenant of grace. The partial inversion
of the comparison that appears in the exposition, ver. 4, presents
no difticulty, because in reality the death of the law is identical
with the death of the individual in reference to the law.

—yap] either confirmatory: for, for thus is it prefigured in
the law, or explanatory : nempc, namcly, because the allegorical
iustance borrowed from the marriage-law illustrates the relation
in question of man to the law, Jas. ii. 2.

-—bmavdpos] wmarito subjecte, 1.c. married. The expression
occurs also in classical Greek, and is used by the LXX. for the
Hebrew A% _OR g, Num. v. 29, etc.

—7¢@ Lovre avdpl 8éberar] is bound to her living Lusband, is
bound to be his only. Comp. &édedac yuvawi, 1 Cor. vii. 27, and
yvvi) 3édetar é¢’ Goov ypovoy L7 o dvyp adTis, ver. 39.

—véup] by the lew, namely, the Mosaic.  He appeals to the
law in the presence of those who ywwarovar vowov. The law,
indeed, contains mo express command of the sort, but ouly an
indirect precept; for as only the husband could dismiss the wile
by Dill of divorce, Deut. xxiv. 1, it followed that the wife on her
part was bound to the husband during her life. That the wife
also by the bill of divorce was released fromn obligation to the
husband (Kidduschin, f ii. 1: “mulier possidet se ipsam per
Libellwm repudii et per mortem mariti, Deut. xxiv. 2 £7), Paul
leaves out ol sight, not so much because hLe only takes into
account the rule, not the exception, as rather because it only
concerned him here to lay stress on this,—that the wife on her
part has no power, while her husband lives, to separate and
release herself from him, in which relation no change is made by
the power of the husband on his part to frce himself from his
wife.

—kaTijpyyTaL awo Tob vouov Tob dvdpos] the phrase xarap-
vetobar amo Twos, not used in classical Greek, is found again
in ver. 6 and Gal v. 4. In weaning it corresponds with éxevfiépa
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éativ &mo Tod vopov, ver. 3 (comp. éievfepwbévres o, vi. 18,
22), although it is stronger and Dbest compared with ¢Beipecfac
amo, 2 Cor. xi. 3. We should have expected xatijpynTac 0 vouos
Tob avdpos (iil. 31) xai avry é\evfépa éoriv. DBut in energetic
phrascology the notion of abrogation is transferred to the person, and
by a constructio pracynans katapyeiobar amé is put for karapyeiodar
kai ywpilecOar dmwd Tod vopov, to be anmdiled and released from
the law, i.c. to be entirely set free from the law and released from
it in every respect. o vouos Tob dvdpés, lex ad maritum pertinens,
de ¢o lata, the law referring to the husband, made in reference to
him. Comp. LXX. Lev. vii. 1: od7os o véuos Tob kpiod KkTA.,
obTos 6 vopos Buaias cwmypiov; xiv. 2: Tob Aempod; xV. 3: Tijs
dkabapaiac, etc. Thus it is not really different from ¢ wvopos
mepi Tob avdpos, LXX. Lev. xi. 46: odros o vopos mwepi TGV
kTNUAY kai TV TeTewdy «TA., and the genitive expresses, accord-
ing to Winer, p. 235, inner reference of a remoter kind. Zaw of
the husband, i.c. the law fixing the relation to the husband, 7.c as
results here from the context, in such a forin that it binds to him.
Bengel remarks on Tob vopov Tod dvdpos, “non incommode statuas
appositionem : a lege, viro.”  Although this grammatical construec-
tion is untenable, it may be said that Paul has not without
purpose chosen the phrase amé Tod vépov Tob dwdpos (ver. 3,
é\evfépa éoTiv dmo Tob vépov) instead of the simple dmwo Tob
avdpos, in order to intimate that the freedom of the wife from
the husband in the spiritual sphere, prefigured by this relation,
is freedom from the law.

—dpa olv] see on v. 18,

—xpnpaticer] The verb ypnuarifw, derived from ypfiua,
originally =to transact business, then: to manage state affairs,
especially to hold councils, to give answers and decisions upon
questions, to consult, ordain, decide. Hence in the N, T. of
divine answers and decisions, ypnuatiley = oracula cdere, divinitus
admonere, edocere, Heb. xii. 25 ; the passive ypnuatilesfas, oraculo
moncri, oraculum accipere, divinitus admoneri, Matt. ii. 12, 22;
Luke ii. 26 ; Acts x. 22; Ieb. viii. 5, xi. 7 (hence Chrys.: yp7-
paTiocuds mpopnyreia éativ ; Rom. xi. 4 : ypnpaTiopos = oraculum).
From the meaning : to conduct state affairs, to hold a public office,
has arisen in later profane writers, Polybius and Diodorus (ypn-
patile Baairels, he assumes the title of king, has himself called
king), Plutarch (véa "Igws éxpnudriae, she had herself called a new
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Isis), Strabo (éypnudrice Kapyndovios), and others, the meaning
xpnuatilo, I take, assume a title of office, character, name ; then
simply : I am called. So here, poryahis ypnuatioet, she shall be
called an adulteress.  Comp. Acts xi. 26 : éyéveto . . . ypnuaticar
wpatov év 'Avrioyelg Tobs pafnras Xpiotiavovs. The future
xpnpaticer is used, because what always holds good may be
conceived as holding good also in the future.

—éav yévnrar avdpi étépe) if she shall become another maw's (as
wife). Cowmp. the U‘h5 M, Ruth i 12; Judg xiv. 20; Ezek
xvi. 8, xxiii. 4. érepos is here well chosen, because it concerns
not merely another husband of two, but also one of another kind,
belonging to another class or category. So Christ, in relation to
the law, is not merely dAdos, but €repos dwijp, Gal. 1. 6.

—7o0 pi]=dare p, of result, not of purpose, comp. Acts
iii. 12, vii, 19; Winer, p. 408.

Ver. 4. daoe] Particle of inference, quare, itaque, accordingly,
therefore.  On the following indicative, comp. Winer, p. 377. It
Jollows that they also are dead to the law through the body of
Clrist, because through the body of Christ the law is slain, and
therefore they, like the wife through the husband’s death, are free
from the dominion of the law. The apostle, glancing back to
ver. 1, says : vuels é0avardlnre T¢ vouw, instead of, as vv. 2 and 3
would have led us to expect, ¢ vouos éfavatwln, xatnpyifn, not
so much to avoid giving offence to the weak Jewish Christians
by the former harsher expression (forin x. 4 lie says: 7é\os vouov
Xpuoros; Eph. 1. 15 : Tov vopov Tév évrordv év Soyuaat, xarap-
qioas ; Col. ii. 14), as rather because, in keeping with vi. 14, he
would deal, not with the abolition of the law, but with the release
of believers from the law. DBoth are no doubt inseparably inter-
woven, nay, identical, and therefore the transition could be made
from one conception to the other without difficulty. But had he
(vv. 2, 3) chosen the purely objective representation, it might
then have seemed as if the abolition of the law left the Christian,
like the wife in the preceding comparison, in his natural state,
without the inner subjective change substituting for the yoke of
the law the lordship of Christ. Moreover, since the odua Tod
Xpwrrob is to be conceived as favatwlév, and in this very odua
favatwBév the law is at the same time slain (comp. the passages
of the Eplesian and Colossian epistles just cited), we can scarcely
speak of an inversion of the simile, the proposition: you are pu‘vt.
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to death to the law through the bLody of Christ, being in reality
identical with the propusition: sinee through the body of Christ
the law is put to death, you are set free from it. There is accord-
ingly found here not so much an inversion as a contraction of
thought and expression.

—~«al Vpels] you also, namely, damrep 3 yuvj, vv. 2, 3.

——é&0avatwbnre 76 vouw] not dwebdvere Té voug, because only
the ocdpa OBavarwhév Tob XpioTod and your incorporation by
God's gracious act into this cdua favatwbév are the ground of
your deliverance from the law. On the dative T¢ vopo, put to
deatl, dead to the law, as to the law, opposite of yiyveaBar (fijy)
érépw, comp. Winer, p. 263.

—&a 700 cwparos Tob Xpiorod] sc. Qavatwbévros, which is
supplied naturally from éfavaréfnre, or even because éfavate-
Onre 7o voue Sia Tob cwpates Tob XpioTod may be regarded as
a contraction of é\evfepwbnTe dmwo Tod vouov Sia Tob cwpaTos
favarwbévros Tob Xpiorod. Through the fact that the body of
Christ was slain, through the slaying of Christ’s body you are put
to death to the law, in so far precisely as through the slaying of
Christ’'s body the law is slain. Therefore the death of Christ
even here comes into view as a vicarious sacrificial death. With
ocwpartos, comp. Eph. ii. 15 : év 1§ capxi adrod; and ii. 16 : év
&t adpari.  The expression odpatos is used instead of favdrov
with plastic insight. Christ’s obedient sc/f-surrender to death is
not to be conceived as excluded, Heb. x. 10. Had we, moreover,
in ver. 1 only a general proposition, and in ver. 2 f. the example
illustrating it, ver. 4 would contain, not an inference, but an
application. But it would then be introduced Dby oirrws, not
by dare. At least if we interpret (comp. de Wette, Romers.
4 Aufl. p. 91) 2  Therefore yyou also are put to death to the law” (so
that it no longer reigns over you as dead), we must say that it
does not at all follow that they also are dead, because only death
releases from the law, vv. 2, 3, but that the law no longer reigns
over them ounly follows on the supposition, or because it is
actually the case, that they also are dead. Therefore either:
oiTws rai Duels amebdvete TG vouw, kal Sud TobTo OUKETL 6 VOuOS
Kkvpiever Dp@y, O GOTE O VOpOS OUKETL Kupever oUSE Updy, SioTi
wal Dpels amebdvere.

—e€ls TO yevéaBar Vuds TG éTipe] tn order to your becoming
another’s.  Explication of yerouévny dvdpl érépw, ver. 3, els 10,
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telic, not consecutive ; for the end of the law being abolished is
that they should belong to Christ.

—7® éx vexpdv éyepBéyTi] apposition to érépw, used in allusion
aud contrast to cdua favarwhév. They belong not to the dead,
but to the risen Christ. Through the slain Christ they are dead
to the law. The other husband, to whom they now belong, is
therefore not the slain, but the risen, the living Christ, vi. 5.
There may also be supposed a refercnce to the active power of
the Risen One who remains not in death, a reference preparatory
to (va kapmogop. 7. Ge, v. 10, vi. 9.!

— va kapmoopricwuey To fe@] specifies the purpose of
vevéabar Upas étépe, and the final purpose of éfavarwbnre 7o
vouw. The change of person is found in other places also, viii. 15 ;
Gal. iii. 14. The transition to the common mode of speech in
the first person plural expresses the generality of the demand,
promise, ete., and thus adds force. On xapmodopiicwuer, Bengel
remarks : “° Fructus respondet proli : nam similitudo est a matri-
monio.” So, too, the majority of ancient and modern interpreters,
who understand «apmés of the fruit of marriage, good works.
Theodoret early remarks : xal émedy) cvvdderav rai yduov T els
TOV KUpLov TpocTyopevee micTw, elkoTws Oelkvvol Kkal Tov TOD
yauov kapmov. But as this metaphor, occurring so often else-
where in Secripture, of xapmov woetv, Matt. iii, 8, 10 ; xapwov
8udovar, Mark iv. 7 ; wapmov ¢pépew, John xii. 24, xv. 2 ; kapmov
éxew, Rom. 1. 13 ; rapmodopeiv, Matt. xiii. 23, Mark iv. 20,
28, Luke viil. 15, Col. i. 6, 10,—is always taken from the soil,
trees, grain, vine, and as even in this epistle kapmov éyew, vi. 22,
just before, and xapmogopely T¢ favdTe, vii. 5, just after, refer
to fruit of the soil (comp., besides, Gal. v. 22 ; Eph. v. 9; Phil.
1. 11), there is no adequate ground for supposing a deviation here
from this use of the word, which is invariable in the N. T. The
metaphor of xapmodopeiv, so familiar, needed in fact no special
occasion to suggest its employment. It must therefore remain
exceedingly doubtful whether, while retaining the trope from the
soil, merely an allusion to the xapmos rothias (Luke i 42) should

t ¢ For if Christ became through His bodily death our deliverer from the law, we
cannot now belong to Him otherwise than as the Risen One for a new and indis-
soluble union. The importance of this addition, in its bearing on the matter in
Liand, lies in the xawizns Zwas (vi. 3, 11, 13, 22), which, on the very ground of the
ethical communion with the Risen One, issues from the new relation,” Meyer.
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also e supposed. But against the noticn that the kapmos wokias
is here directly meant, beside what has been already quoted,
tells the somewhat indelicate coarseness of the figure, which,
morcover, would stand out in strong contrast with the bare
intimation of the marriage-relation lying in the phrase: els 7o
yevéabar Dpas étépp.  xkapmodopeiv Tuwe, to bear fruit for one, .
to bear fruit that one may enjoy, that is agreeable to him. Since
the end of our union with Christ consists in our being bound to
bear fruit to God, it follows that through Christ the law is only
abolished relatively. “ Ac tenendum quidem est,” says Calvin,
“ Paulum eam duntaxat partem, quae propria est Mosis ministerio,
hic attingere. Nam quatenus decem praeceptis tradidit Deus,
quid rectum sit, vitamque nostram instituit, nulla nobis somnianda
est Legis abrogatio: qui vigere perpetuo debet Dei voluntas.
Itaque diligenter meminerimus, non essc hanc a justitia, quae in
Lege docetur, solutionem : sed a rigida exactione et ea, quae inde
sequitur, maledictione. INon ergo bene vivendi regula, quam Lex
praescribit, abrogata est: sed qualitas illa, quae libertati per
Christum partac opponitur, nempe dum summam perfectionem
requirit, et quia non praestamus, constringit nos sub aeternae
mortis reatu.”

Vv. 5, 6. Confirmation of {va rapmodopiowuer 76 fed. This
xapmogopeiv 7@ B is now to take place, for (yap) under the
law only a xapmodopeiv 7é favdre took place, ver. 5; but now,
when we are delivered from the law, a Sovhedew év wxawdryTi
wvevparos, ver. 6, which by its very nature is a xapmodopelv 76
Oew. Thus is justified our initial assertion, that as vv. 1-4 of
this chapter are the development of the second half of vi. 14,
olx €aTé Umo vopov, AAN" Umo ydpw, so vv. 5, 6 are a more pre-
cise presentation of the first half, duapria Judv od xupievoe, or,
if one cliooses, of the entire sentence, duaptia Du. ov xvp., 67¢ odx
éaté U. vop., aAN U. ydpew. Instead of G7e yap Huev év 74 oapkl]
according to the connection of thought, we should rather have
expected 6te yap 7pev Umo Tov vowov, to which, then, vuri 8¢
katnpyifnuev amo Tob vowov, ver. G, stands in opposition. On
this ground Theodoret early explained év T capi by év 73 rata
vopov moleia, and supported the explanation by the words:
cdpka vyap Tas T caprl Sedopévas vopoleaias dvopace. Certainly
€ival év 1) aapx! cannot be identitied offhand with elvac vmo Tov
vopov. DBut the reference of the expression to the essence of the
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law is imperatively demanded by the connection, unless the struc-
ture of the language is to be described as altogether out of harmony
and irrelevant. odpE, then, is the old essence of human nature in
opposition to the new essence of the mwvedua. DBut this manifests
itself not merely in the dominion of sinful lusts and propensities,
but quite as much in reliance upon descent, circumeision, external
prerogatives, and works of law. Comp. on xara cdpxa, iv. 1.
The Jewish Christians, therefore, were év t§ capxi, just as they
relied upon those carnal things ; and elvat év T4 gapwi accordingly
means not to be under the law, but to be in a legal position, of
a legal nature.

—7a mabijuara Tdv dpaptidv] the passions of sins, ie. the
passions leading to sins, that have sins for their result. Comp.
on els Swwalwow fwis, v. 18. T4 wabijuara, elsewhere in a
physical sense sufferings—only again, Gal. v. 24, in an ethical
sense—oceurring also in profane authors, passions, in the latter
passage co-ordinated with émfvuiats. But wabijpata Tédv auap-
T1&dv cannot be inverted “ passions brought about by sins,” because
while ) auapria indeed does, ai dpapriar does not denote the
sinful principle active in the heart. Parallel is Jas. i 15:
7 émibuvpla oviraBoloa TikTer apapTiav.

—7a Sia ToD vopov] cither directly a more exact definition of
Td mabipara, as perhaps 1 Thess. i 8 : 9 wioTis Judv 7% mwpos
Tov Beov, or dvra (not merely dawopeva or qrwpifoueva, as,
besides being ungrammatical, Chrysostom wishes) is to be under-
stood. For the law not merely works émiyvwow dapaptias, but
is also Svvapis duaprias, 1 Cor. xv. 56. “Hoc est legis opus,”
says Calvin, “ corda nostra magis accendere, ut in tales cupiditates
ebulliant.” How this is done is explained at length, ver. 7 ff.
The wafjuara brought about through the law (8ed) are those
excited and set in motion through the law. * Lex enim,” Calov
strikingly remarks, “ob peccatum accusans et damnans, nos ad
iram fremitumque contra se et Deum excitat, et interna malitia
sentiens legem urgentem et damnantem, tanquam ignis 7n calee
vive perfusus aque, tanto magis exaestuat, quum virtutem obse-
quendi haud videat.”

—évnpryeite] were active, middle, not passive, which occurs
nowhere in the N. T. Of persons Paul invariably uses the active
evepyeiv, 1 Cor. xii. 6 ; Gal. ii. 8, iii. 5; Eph. i 11, 20, ii. 2;

3

Phil. ii. 13 ; of things, the middle évepyetafar, 2 Cor. i, 6, iv. 12;
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Gal. v. 6; Eph. iii. 20; Col. i. 29; 1 Thess. ii. 13; 2 Thess.
il. 7, comp. Jas. v. 16; on the other hand, Matt. xiv. 2; Mark
vi. 14. In profane authors the middle does not occur. From
1 Cor. xii. 11, therefore, according to this invariable Pauline
idiom, an argument may be deduced for the personality of the
Holy Spirit.

—év Tois péxecw npdv] The pén as parts of the gdpa
(comp. on vi. 12) are here mentioned in the same sense as in
vi. 13, 19. Hence Melanchthon justly observes: “ Quod autem
dicit affectus peccatornm per legem excitatos, efficaces fuisse in
membris nostris intelligit de dubitatione, indignatione adversus
Deum, desperatione,” save that scmsual lusts are just as little to
be excluded.

—eis 7o xapwodopijcar 7@ BaviTw] The fruits are no other
than the sinful deeds that bring death, vi. 21, 23, and Jas.i. 15:
7 8¢ apaptia amworenecOeloa dmwoxler OdvaTov. els To, in keeping
with doTe, ver. 6, is to be taken éxBaTikd®s, not Tehikds. Re-
specting Odvaros, comp. on vi. 16, 21, 23.  Again, what is here
said in particular of Jewish Clristians may also be applied,
although only in a subordinate and analogous manner, to Gentile
Christians, and, moreover, to all Gentile Christians, not simply to
those anong them who formerly belonged to the proselytis portac.
Even the law of conscience possessed, according to ii. 14, by the
Gentiles, as the deputy of the Mosaic Nomos, stirred up the lusts of
the flesh. It was, so to speak, an emanation of the divine, revealed
law, by means of which that law exerted its influence even over
the natural life of man. Hence the law of conscience may be
licre viewed as included under the Nomos, and condensed in it
as in its culminating point. Besides, what is said in this section
could only bear application to the Gentile Christians, in so far as,
had they not become Christ’s, they must have come under the
Nomos, since no third form of revelation exists or can exist. But
by the ancients (comp. Calov lLere) this verse is rightly under-
stood to intimate that belicvers, even in the time of the old
covenant, were justified and regenerated simply through faith in
the promise, and were thus delivered from the law which excites
fleshly lusts.

—vwwi] used as adverbium temporis in contrast to &7, ver. 5.
Just so vuvl, vi. 22, in opposition to d7e, ver. 20.

—«&atnpyifnper dwo Tod wouou] Theophylact: dmwerifnue,
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[45]

evbepdlnuev. Comp. rkarmijpygrar &md Tob vopov Tob dwdpos,
ver. 2.

—amofavovres] This reading, the best attested by manuseripts,
is the one approved by all modern editors and interpreters. The
lectio recepta amoBavovtos is really a mere conjecture, that has
crept into the text through a misunderstanding on the part of
Teza of Chrysostom’s interpretation, comp. Reiche, Com. C'rit. 1.
p- 50 ff. The connection of xaretyouefa is no doubt thereby
made easy, but the representation of the vduos as dmofavew
would Dbe inconsistent with the idea of ver. 4. The reading
ol QavaTov, occidental only, is likewise to be regarded as a
correction to remove difficulties. The wvomos was described as
vouos Tov Bavdrtov in allusion to ver. 5, where fdvatos was men-
tioned as its consequence, because amofavivres was understood,
not of spiritual death in relation to the law, but wrongly of death
brought about Dy the law. wvwwi karnpynOnpev amo Tob vépov
amofavovTes, so that amrofavovTes gives the mode of kaTnpyifnuer,
is in meaning identical with Juels éfavatwbnre 1o voue, ver. 4,
on which account the connection of év ¢ with Tod vépov appears
easier than that with an éxelve or Tovre (neut.) to be understood
after damofavovres, Winer, p. 198, note. With amofavovres,
comp. Gal. ii. 19: éyd yap & vopov voue dmébavov ; Col. ii. 20:
el amebavete adv XpioTd dmo TAY gToLyElwY TOD KOTHOV.

—ratevyopefal as a captive in prison, Gal. iii. 23 : Hmo vouov
éppovpovpcla ovyrekheiauévor, iv. 3, also Rom. xi. 32.

—dae] so that, consequence of release from the law.

—Sovevew nuds] as is self-evident 7¢ fed, vi 22.  Just as
self-evident is it that the SovAevew év maraibTnTe ypdppaTos is a
Sovrevew T4 apaptig (vi. 17, 20), for which reason neither 76 fed
nor 74 apaptia need be expressly added.

—&v KaWOTYTL TYEUpaTOS Kai 00 TANALOTYTL ypdppaTos] comp.
il. 29; 2 Cor. iii. 6. TFrom the last passage it follows that
mvedpa here is the mvebpa feod Himself, not merely the human
spirit renewed by God’s Spirit, which wvedua may perhaps mean
elsewhere. nwypappa is the law, in so far and as long as it is not
written by God's Spirit on man’s heart, as it presents itself to
him merely as an external, dead, and fatal letter. rawdrns
might, then, be referred to mvedua, so that xawdérns mveduaTos
would be a more energetic expression for xawov mredua, Vi, 4:
waworns fwijs. But the mwvebpa can only be called xawdy, in so
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far as it attests a new condition of life; and elsewhere only
avBpwos or «Ticis, not wvedua, is accompanied by this predicate.
Hence it is preferable to understand xaworys of this new condi-
tion of man which the 7vetua conditions aud effects; and in the
same way maiawTys 1s to be understood of the former condition
of life moulded under the influence of the ypduua, of the inward
and outward constitution of the walaws dvfpwmos.  Luther
therefore rightly : “thus that we may serve in the new nature of
the spirit, and not in the old nature of the letter.” That this old
nature is sinful and the new nature lioly, results naturally as
well from the character of the principle which is its source, as
from the entire tenor of the exposition. év denotes the sphere,
the element in which the Sovieverr takes place, and is of course
to be referred to walacoryTe.

In the exposition of the doctrine of God’s justifying and
sanctifying grace in Christ, which has engaged the apostle up to
this point, he had continually made reference, although mostly
but in brief seutences, to the Mosaic Nomos, and repeatedly
asserts its inability to confer righteousness, lioliness, and life.
Nay, on the contrary, he describes the law as a prineiple that
mediates sin, divine wrath, and death. His doctrine of grace
stood in complete contrast with the doctrine of law. Thus we
read, iii. 20, that the vduos justifies not, because it brings émiyve-
ow apaprias; that, accordingly, righteousness availing hefore God
is revealed ywpis vopov, ver. 21; just so, iv. 15, that the véuos
works wrath, because it has 7wapdBasw for its consequence ; v. 20,
that it is given to aggravate the mapdmrropa ; vi. 14, that with its
dominion, the dominion of sin is broken. 'With a similar apparently
disparaging remark concerning the law he had concluded the
section, just expounded, of this seventh chapter. What the apostle
said there, vv. 5, 6, leads him to the subjoined apology for the law,
now indeed become necessary, in which he vindicates the Nomos
from the guilt of its evil consequences, and charges them abso-
lutely to the account of the sinfulness of human nature. This is the
drift of the exposition that now follows, vv. 7-25. The apostle
uses the first person, and therefore utters his own experience. Still,
at the same time (the rhetorical oyfiua may be called xolvwas,
kowvoToiia, (8lwats, Or petacynuaTiouss), the universal experience
of mankind is delincated. If merely his individual spiritual
states were meaut to be described, without our being justified in
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giving them a universal reference, such a description would be
deprived of all evidential force, since it must then remain utterly
uncertain whether the law invariably produced such effects as he
had once and by the way experienced. DBut, on the other hand,
that Paul here, excluding his own experience, pictures only the
general experience of mankind, or that of the Jewish people under
the law, is, to pass by all other inconveniences, out of the question,
because the apostle, as his life, his writings, and the case itself
testify, had actually gone through the conditions here delineated,
aund pictures them with such a vivid touch as mnothing but
remembrance of past or consciousness of present occurrences can
impart!  “ Imprimis in rebus spiritualibus,” says Melanchthon,
‘“ prodest Sanctorum experientiam nosse, ut ex eorum exemplis
agnoscamus vim verbi et opera Dei” “Se ergo in exemplum
sistere voluit apostolus,” observes Calvin, “ partim évepyeias ergo,
siquidem illustrior fiat exemplis oratio, partim wifavoroyias gratia.
Nihil enim loqui se ostendit, nisi quod sensu atque experientia
suapte compertum habeat. Tunc enim utilissime docetur, cum
in se quisque descendens doctrinae vivum experimentum ex se
ipso capere potest.” Rightly, Theodor. Mopsu. on ver. 8: 70 év
éuoi 6Te Néyer, 70 KoLvov Néyer Tav dvBpdmrov, and Theophyl on
ver. 9: év ¢ olkely 8¢ mpoodme THY avbpomiviy $low AMéyer
But if we ask, of what period in his life the apostle treats in this
section, it is unquestionable and really conceded by all expositors
that vv. 7-13 can only refer to the legal condition of the un-
regenerate. 'We consider then, first, the content of these verses,
and defer till afterwards the consideration of the gquestion, what
stage of the inner life is described in vv. 14-25.

Ver. 7. T{ odv épodper ;] comp. iii. 5, vi. 1, also iv. 1.

—o wvopos dpaptia;] Is the law sin? Most interpreters
suppose a metonymia ¢ffectus pro cause = is the law the cause of
sin? comparing it with Gal. ii. 17: dpaprias Sidxoves, and

-

appealing to Mic. i 5: {im¥ Ni&_‘! By wiamw,  “Who is the

1To the view of Grotius (‘‘ Apostolus autem hic sub prima persona describit
Hebraeum genus quale fuit i=i =5 #21d primum ante legem, deinde post legem ™),
which Calov calls o ‘“glossa Pelagiana, Sociniana et Arminiana,” in modern days
only, Reiche (who even finds, ver. 15 fI., in the double ¢34 ** the empirical, sinful Jew,
as he appears in experience and history, and as such does evil, distinguished from
the ideal Jew free from sin, as he might and should have been, who as such dis-
approves that evil”) and Fritzsche have adhered. See its thorough refutation in
Tholuck, Com., 1842, p. 349 (L.
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author of Jacol's transgression? Is it not Samaria?” But,
apart from the consideration that there the expression is poetical,
and that in this sense we should at least in the present passage
have expected o vopos duaptia por yiverar; Paul also could not
offhand and in every respect deny that the law is the cause of
gin, seeing that, according to his own representation, although
not its efficient, it is yet its proximate cause. On this account
several modern interpreters, following Tittmann, de syn. n N. T.
lib. I. p. 46 (manifestum est, in verbis: o6 wopos auaptia;
apaptiay non esse incitamentum ad peccatumn, sed quod per se
pravum et vitiosum est), have rightly taken apapria in the sense
of duaprihos, rakxés (abstr. pro concr.). Is the law sin? 4c
something whose nature is in itself sinful, immoral? The
supposition is natural, that, from the homogeneity of cause and
cffect, what occasions sin is itself sinful. The abstract auapria
is chosen, then, instead of dpapTaroes (2 Cor. v. 21, also 1 John
iv. 10) on account of the subjoined dpapriav. The contrast,
ver. 20, 0 vopos dytos = oy dpuaptélos, also favours this inter-
pretation.  But, of course, it only seems possible to suppose
that the law itself is sin in so far as it could be held answerable
for the sin that it occasions, when of set purpose and malice afore-
thought it brings to ruin man in himself without sin; for the
supposition that the law is sin, on the ground of its commanding
wrong instead of right, or rewarding instead of punishing sin,
would be too diametrically opposed to the universally admitted
idea of law. Hence Calvin’s intermediate view: “ Quum autem
rogat, an peccatum sit: intelligit, an peccatum sic generet, u¢ il
imputari ¢jus culpa debeat,” and Bengel’s: “num lex est peccatum
sive causa peccatl peccaminose,” may perhaps be nearest the truth.
The law would be itself sin if it were the direct cause of sin.
This dangerous wmisunderstanding the apostle now rebuts, as
usual, by a

—un yévorro] comp. on iii. 4.

—aAAa] not = but indeed, but = dmo, on the contrary, or = but.
It introduces the opposite of what was denicd in ) yévorro.
That which is desigied to lay bare and make known sin cannot
itself be the malicious and guilty cause of sin. duaptia pév ovx
éori, Pyai, yrwpioTikos 8¢ apaptias, Theophyl.

—Tyw apaptiav odx Eyvwv] I knew not sin. apaptia here is,
ol course, as the subjoined explanatory 7y Te yap émbupiar ovk
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58ew proves (vv. 8, 9, 11,13, 14), sin as an inward principle, not
sin as an act, for the sinful act was known indeed before the law.
But “I knew not sin” is not to be directly explained: I Kknew
not that sin is sin; for the apostle says not olx 58ew Tyv
dpapriav eivar apaptiav, but man knows not sin at all, just
because he knows not that sin is sin, 4.c., before the revelation
through the law, the character and essence of sin is unknown to
him, because he takes the sinful propensity, dwelling in him, for
a lawful, divinely-implanted inclination. In the apodosis, as
often (John viil, 39, ix. 33, xix. 11; Acts xxvi. 32), the av (olx
&yvoy instend of odkx av &yvwv) is omitted for emphasis. I knew
not sin = certainly I should not have become acquainted with it,
answering to the Latin cognoram. Comp. Kiihner, dusf. Gram.
Zh. I p. 556. But the emphasis implied in this form of ex-
pression is not always regarded in later Greek, in which the
owission of &v becomes increasingly frequent, Winer, p. 382.

—el pn Swa wvopov)] sc. &yvwy adrir. The Nomos is lLere the
Mosaic law, as is proved, if further proof were needed, by the
express citation from the decalogue. The purpose of this entire
section is, no doubt, to vindicate the Mosaic law, but therewith, of
course, the law of conscience is vindicated in all its analogous
effects.

—Tiv 1€ yap émbupiav ovx Hoew) for I should have known
nothing of lust. Te yap, for indecd, is stronger than the simple
yap. Hermann remarks on a similar 7e ydp in Soplocles,
Trachin. v. 1015: “re illud non copulat, sed lenius affirmat
quam 7oi, unde natum est, ut Germanice per je vel wohl exprimi
possit.”  émBupla here, of course, denotes not the divinely-
implanted, natural instinct, the rational dpefis in itself, but its
perversion in God-opposing, evil desire.  Of the existence of the
latter, man knows nothing until the precept of the law, for-
bidding it, is brought home to him in its inward personal
obligation.  Until then he knows, indeed, that lust exists in
him, but unot that this lust is sinful. Certainly here also the
apostle does not divectly say: odx fdew THv émifuplav eivas
kagyp, but simply: v émbupiav obx #idew; but, supposing by
the expression émifupia nothing but émefuuia xaxn to be meant,
the sense amounts to the same. Just because man, until the
appearance of the prohibitory precept, knows mnot that the lust
existing in him is evil, he knows uot the specific character and
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real nature of émfupia at all, he knows nothing of evil desire.
“Consuetudo loquendi obtinuit,” says Augustine, de civ. Dei, 1. xiv.
c. 7, “ut, si cupiditas vel concupiscentia dicatur nec addatur,
cujus rei sit, non nisi ¢n malo possit intelligi” The apostolic
position is corroborated by experience. Civil law judges but the
act, the moral law of philosophers the consent of the will. Only
the revealed Nomos, just because it is wvevpaticds, ver. 14,
judges cven the evil desire and inclination itself. But the
present Pauline teaching condemns just as much the Catholic
doctrine that the evil desire of the regenerate is not in itself sin,
as the certainly equally warranted rationalistic opinion that the
evil desire of the unregenerate is not in itself sin. If evil desire
is forbidden, it is sin; and if it is sin in the unregenerate, even
though he knows it, it is so much the more sin in the regenerate,
because he knows it. The subject here is not the so-called
concupiscentia formata or voluntaria, ie. concupiscentia in union
with consensus, as Catholicism, Socinianism, and Arminianism
with arbitrary shallowness maintained.  Rather the apostle
describes émiBupla simply and absolutely, therefore even con-
cupiscentia involuntaria or informis, as dpapria. émbupia may
then be identified with the preceding auapria; but it is perhaps
more precisely (ver. 8: 7 apapria ... kaTeipydoato . ..
émifuplav) viewed as the most immiediate effect and primary
manifestation of dpapria, which is conceived simply as the
radical, underlying principle.  “‘Apapria, peccatum,” says
Bengel, “est quasi materia peccans, ex qua omnis morbus et
paroxismus concupiscentiae.” And: “ Penitior et reconditior est
7 auaptia, peccatum: 7 émibupia, concupiscentia, magis in sensum
incurrit, eademque peccatum prodit, ut fumus ignem.”! In the
existence of émiflupia I learn the existence of auapria; wherefore
I knew not sin, for I knew mnot concupiscence, without the law.
But the yraois apaprias, here spoken of, is not absolutely
identical with émiyvwais apaprias,iii. 20. It is rather simply the
first step towards the latter. Tor the full knowledge of sin it does
not suffice to know that lust is evil, but we must also apprehend
that it is not to be overcome by natural, human strength. This
latter knowledge, ver. 13, is the final result of an inward process,
joining on to the former knowledge, as is described in vv. 8-12,
—el un o vopos é\eyev] namely, in Ex. xx. 17.

1 Inverscly, Jas, i. 15 takes éuapric as the sinful act, whose cause is irifuxis.
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—odx émbuuiaes] The future, chosen in conformity with the
0. T. legal idiom, views the command as already obeyed in the
future, and is therefore mmore commanding in tone than the impera-
tive, Wirer, p. 396. Paul does not here adduce the ohjects of lust,
specially mentioned in the striking passage in Exodus, because
his point was desire in general, evil lust universally. Indeed,
the meaning of that special indication was not to represent desire
after objects not specially mentioned as lawful. DBut we see how
the apostle regards ovx émfuproecs as the innermost kernel and
centre of the entire law, just as the Lord does the positive
ayamijoess corresponding to it, Matt. xxii. 37, comp. Rom.
xiii. 10. And, in reality, the act only takes place through the
good or evil desire after the really good or evil act. But under
émiBupia here is included, not merely sensual desire, but quite as
much, nay, pre-eminently, éyfpa eis feov and ¢ravria.

Ver. 8. But the propensity to sin is so little suppressed by the
prohibition of lust, that, on the contrary, defiant and invincible
by the law, it takes occasion from this very law for the first time
to break forth into evil desire and lust of every kind—an un-
answerably certain, psychological fact, which man can more easily
reason and argue against than get rid of. d¢opunv 8¢ AaBoiica 7
dpaptia Sz 7is €vronsjs] Elsewhere it is only said: ddopuny
ANapBdvew éx, wapd, dmwo, not: iz Twes. On this account several
modern expositors suppese a¢. 8¢ AafB. 1 du. to be used absolutely,
and join &a Tis évrohfjs with the following xareipydoarto. But
then the more suitable order would have been: rareipydoato év
éuol macay émifuplay Sia ThHs évTolfis; whereas, upon Sa THs
évTonfjs placed first, an unwarranted emphasis would be placed.
The same relation obtains in ver. 11; whereas 8ua Tod dryafob,
ver. 13, placed first, really has a special accent. On this account
the connection of & Tis évrolijs with adopunr AaBoica, more
probable even according to the previous context, seems to deserve
the preference, if it can only be justified grammatically. The choice
of the preposition &id may possibly be explained thus: that in
this way reproach was meant to be still farther removed from the
law and thrown upon sin. The Nomos did not so much give
occasion to sin, as sin tock occasion by means of its appearance,
on the ground of its innocent intervention (8:d), to express itself,
to manifest its own nature. Hence we prefer to interpret d¢op-

pv AapPBdvew DLy: to take occusion, mot by: to reccive, oblain
Paivirri, Roy. 1. Y
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occaston.  ODtaining occasion would allude more directly to the
giving of occasion on the part of the Nomos. Vulg, Erasm.
translate : “ aceepta occasione;” more correctly Beza: “sumic
occasione,” adding the remark: “occasionem autem cupiditates in
nobis excitandi non pracbet lex, sed eam arripit cupiditas nostra,
legis interdicto irritata.” The évrohd, the command, or rather,
lierve, the prohibition (namely, ovx émibuusjoes), is related to the
vopos, as pars to fotum; comp. Eph. ii. 15: o vopos 7év évrorév.
“ Pracecptum,” remarks Dengel, “ pars est legis, addita expressiore
connotatione virtutis coactivae, quae coercet, injungit, urget, pro-
hibet, minatur.”

—~xatewpydoato v éuol wacav émbupiav] brought about in me
all manncr of desire.  xarepyaleobar, to work powerfully, stronger
than épydfeafar, asiniv. 15, v. 3; comp. onii. 9. DBut the bring-
ing about of desire consists in the enhancement of desire already
existing and at work through the Nomos. waca émifuvuia, all
manner of desive, desire of every sort, i. 18, 29; Eph. iv. 31.
The general otk émbuwiceas touches each separate concrete
émbupia, and incites it to burst forth in greater strengtll. &rav
Twos émbupdper, eita rxwlvoueba, alperar palov TS €mi-
Gvpias 3 ¢roE, Chrysostom. With the sentiment of this verse
comp. Prov. ix. 17, xx. 17, as well as the Ovidian: “ Nitimur in
vetitui semper, cupimusque negata ;” and the Horatian: “Audax
omnia perpeti Gens lumana ruit in vetitum nefas.” The heathen
world knew well that prohibition fans desire into passionate eager-
ness for the unlawful act, and that the accomplishment of this
act is punishable; but Scripture describes even this kindling of
desire itself as sinful. “ Desperati morbi remediis exasperantur.
Sic legi membrorum eo ipso dulecia fiunt pleraque, quia lege Dei
sunt prohibita. Tanta enim est naturae nostrae depravatio, ut
quo exquisitius in lege prohibetur peccatum, eo magis in con-
trariuin nitatur.  Tendit enim ad libertatem suam, quae vinculo
legis quasi adstricta videtur, adeoque illud vinculum rumpere
nititur,” Calov.

—-ywpls yap vopov auapTia vekpd)] sc. éaTiv, not p, which the
apostle must have expressly added. The proposition is general.
As long as the law, with its prohibition of coneupiscence, does
not come within man's consciousuess, sin is dead, z.c. it slumbes,
so to speak; not raging with desire, as when it is stirred up by
the law. It flows along smoothly till it is met by an impeding
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barrier, over which it leaps with tumultuous violence; comy.
1 Cor. xv. 56 : % 8Yvams s duaptias o vopos. Here, too, vouos
denotes, not the moral law in general, but the Mosaic Nomos, for
no other contains the prohibition of émefuumia pure and simple.
The explanation of this verse by the Znowlcdge of sin (“ Defexit in
me omuem concupiscentiam : quae dum lateret, quodammodo
nunlla esse videbatur,” Calvin) is manifestly forced and untenable.

Vv. 9, 10, éyo 8¢ élov ywpis vépov more] The question is,
what period in his life the apostle characterizes in these words.
Melanchthon here distinguishes a threefold status of man : the
status sccurifatis, the status sud lege, and the status rcgenerationds.
In the words: ywpis yap vopov apapria vexpi. "Eyo 8¢ éfwv
xopis vopov woté, Paul describes the first, thence to ver. 13 the
sccond, from ver. 14 onward the third stage of the inner life.
In the state of security man lives a life of unrestrained lust
without regard to the divine law, or fancies himself, with a hypo-
critical show of righteousness, to be righteous before God by
outward works of the law. In this latter condition Paul found
himself during his Pharisaic period. He then lived without law,
because the law did not yet alarm him, did not accuse him.
“ Lex enim tunc vere lex est, cum judicat ¢t terret, non cum est in
parietibus seripta.  Ita Panlus hic dicit, se sine lege vixisse, hoc
est: se fuisse securum, cum arbitraretur, se legi satisfacere, quia
habebat hypocrisin externorum operum.” So most of the old
Lutheran and Reformed interpreters, Calov, Carpzov, DBengel,
Calvin, etc. In that case, the condition described in the words
exfovans 8¢ Tijs évToAdjs, ete., must begin with the moment when
the Lord appeared to the apostle, and, Ly revealing the true
nature of the law, effected in him, although not as yet the new
buth, the repentance that precedes it, as eg. Luther says in his
first disputation against the Antinomians, Z%es. 34: “Paul is
first of all smitten to the earth by the law, when he lLears the
voice that said to him, ¢ Saul, Saul, why persecutest thou me ?’
Then be was made alive by the gospel, when the Lovd said to
him, < Rise, ete., Acts ix.” Dut we believe that this view, at least
with regard to its sharp, unrestricted definition of Paul’s Iharisaic
life as a lawless status sccuritatis, is involved in no insignificant
difficulties, both cxegetical and psychological. In the first place,
it is not probable that Paul would have described his life in
Pluvisaism, without qualification, as a &ijy ywpis vouov, seeiny
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that he characterizes precisely the same condition as a Sidwew
vopoy Sikatoavwvns, Rom. ix, 31; as an elvac vwo vopov, 1 Cor.
ix. 20, Gal. iv. 5, 21; as an 9o vopov ¢povpoichar cuyxexheio-
wévovs, Gal. iil. 23 ; comp. also Phil. iii. 6. Again, vv. 7-13 of
this chapter plainly contain a more minute development of ver. 5,
in which latter passage certainly the subject is not merely the
legal condition aftcr, but before the appearance and revelation of
Christ. As concerns, further, the course of Paul's religious de-
velopment, he assuredly did not belong to that class of the
Pharisees who, without having received any impression of the
inward holy and inviolable nature of the divine law in the soul,
sought to make a show before God and man with a superficial
appearance of righteousness. On the contrary, we are obliged to
suppose that, even before his turning to the Lord, he acknow-
ledged the unconditional obligation of the command requiring
pure love to God, and of the command forbidding evil desire, and
strove most earnestly to obey them. But he went upon the
mistaken belief that he was able in his own strength to fulfil
God’s law, to extirpate and overcome forbidden inclination,
and by perfect obedience secure for himself God's approval
Therefore he must learn by experience how desire is only
stimulated and inflamed by prohibition ; and thus, instead of
approbation, wrath, instead of life, death fell to his lot. The
outward history of his nation was again reflected in his inner life.
Israel, placed under the law, by its contiunous rebellion against
the law became a nation of transgressors, which in consequence
experienced the continuous judgments of the Lord. But such
experiences did not make the Pharisee Paul waver in his belief.
Encouraged by what he believed he had already attained by his
moral strivings, he still hoped at last to accomplish his end—
to satisfy and get the better of the divine judgment, and reach
perfection of life.  When the law of God encounters man’s
unregenerate nature, it no doubt exerts on him its ¢mperative and
terrifying influence, makes lim a wapaBdrys vouov, proves to
him the 8dvauis apaprias, and brings to him épyijv, karapav, and
fdvatoy; but yet it is unable to humble his pride, disabuse him
of the notion that at last he will hold the ficld as victor, and
conduct him to the trne and full émiyvwois dpaprias. This
Taembling influence the law only then exercises when the Spirit
of God within makes clear to man the relation of the carnal
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character of his nature to the spiritual essence of the Nomos,
imparts to him along with the knowledge of the guilt of the evil
lust and inclination dwelling in him an insight into its unconquer-
able nature, and thus gives himn the contrite spirit and broken
heart in which desire towards sin dies, instead of reviving. Only
then does he learn to renounce confidence in fulfilment of the
law as an illusive means of justification before God, and to acknow-
ledge Christ as the end of the law and its condemnation. Thus has
the vopos become to hinm a waidaywyds els Xpiorov, and he himself
begins to lay hold upon grace, instead of, as before, persecuting
it. Thus we have no doubt, with Melanchthon, to distinguish a
threefold status in the life of Paul, a status sccuritatis, legalis, and
regenerationis, only that we place his Pharisaic period, not in the
first, but in the second status. éyw 8¢ &wv ywpis vopov moré
falls therefore Dbefore this Pharisaic period, or even if partially
within this, still only up to the moment when the depth of the
law’s demand unfolded itself in his soul by perception of the
obligation of obx émibupsjoes, and he now saw that the law
requires not only outward act, but inward inclination. That
the apostle also, even when a persecutor of the church of Chuist,
still felt the sting of the law’s condemnation in his heart, which
he endeavoured by legal strivings, all the more earnest, to blunt,
appears to be intimated in the Lord’s word: orxhnpov oot wpos
kévrpa Naxtilew, Acts xxvi. 14.  In {ijy ywpis véuov, therefore,
thie subject is not merely the first stage of clildhood, or so-called
childlike innocence, although this is not to be conceived as
specially rejected.! The phrases: duapTia vekpd: éyo 8¢ éwv . . .
1) apapria aélnoev, éyw 8¢ améfavoy, plainly form designed anti-
theses. It is natural, therefore, to give to éfwv a pregnant signi-
fication. “Nam mors peccati,” says Calvin, “ vita est lLominis:
rursumn vita peccati mors lhominis” éwy would then= fwyv
eixov, but may not on this account, with Augustine, be imme-

! Although we still Lelieve ourselves compelled to abide firinly by the exposition
given above, yet agreement with the view of the older teachers of our church now seems
to us toallow that Paul’s status legalis during his Pharisaic stage was still to be called
relutively a status securitatis, For, in spite of the perpetual condewnation and terror
of the divine law, he perpetually lulled himself in security, sinec he supposed him-
self able to prevail over this condemnation by performing works well-pleasing to
God, and thus sought and found in his works an apparent life that stifled and hLin-
dered the full and abiding experience of lis spiritual death. Only when the Lord,
appearing to him, completely subdued him and smote him with three days’ bliud-
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diately interpreted by wivere mihi videbar, althoush doubtless that
life, comparatively undisturbed, unruffled by expericnce of the
law’s curse, was in itself merely an apparent life, not the true
twy. That the assertion of Moris: élny, aTTikds éfwv, EAAYVLLDS,
is unfounded, éwyr being the better form, as is proved by the con-
sonous form é€fwr used invariably in the 3d plur, see Buttmann,
Ausf. Gr. Spr. 1L § 114, p. 144, wnder {o. On the contrary,
the compound sound 7, prevailing in contraction, in accordance
with which the 2d and 3d sing. éns, éfp were formed, early
led usage astray into the formation in ue, so that it was also said
étny, and in the imper. &jos.

—ébovons 8¢ Tijs évtorss] “Data Israelitis lege,” interprets
Grotius, referring the preceding éyw 8¢ élwy ywpis vopov woTé
to the life of the Israelites in Egypt. But if this view were at
all allowable, Paul must at least have written éx@évros 8¢ Tob
vowov. The évrory is the prohibition ovx émifuwijsets, and its
coming is to be referred to its entry into man’s consciousness.

—) auaptia avéfnoev] “ revizit,” remarks Bengel, « sicut vixerat
cum per Adamumn intrasset in mundum.” Demonstrably ava&ijy
signifies everywhere reviviscere, to come to life again (Luke xv. 24,
32; Rom. xiv. 9; Rev. xx. 5, the last two passages according to
the lect. recep.).  TFor the meaning wviverc tucipere, to come to life,
no example has been adduced. The appeal to the meaning
etymologically possible (ave, again, like dvamnddw, dvaioua,
avafBodw) avails nothing against invariable usage. Even the
analogy of avafB\émw, John ix. 11 (comp. Liicke here), is illusory.
First of all, avaBAémewy actually has hoth significations, both o
{look up (Matt. xiv. 19; Mark vii. 34; Luke xix. 5) and to
see again, to recover his sight (Aects ix. 12, 17, 18). Again,
the latter signification is fonnd whercver the blind seeing is
spoken of, even in John ix. 11, 15, 18. For although there
the blind man is expressly described as dorn blind, ver. 1, still

ness, did he become so perfectly conscious of the law’s sentence of death which conld
awaken but could not remedy evil lust, that he was no longer inclined to seck life
in himself, but in Him that died and rose again for him. Strikingly Besser: *‘ Ac-
cordingly we shall say that ‘Dbeing alive without law, the commandinent coming,
and sin living again,’ extends through the whole period that Paul was in the llesl,
ver. 5 ; but that “dying’ through the law, althougl it announced itself long before,
again and again, only came to completion in the three days of his physical Llindness,
when he felt the law most deeply as he mever did before, and ‘in the hot-bath of
conscience’ beheld its rcal purity.”
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sceing is considered as man’s normal condition, which is restored
to him although he had lost it from birth. But avafijy, in the
sense reviviscere, agrees Derfectly, not only with the only certi-
fied idiomatic usage, but also with the dogmatic teaching of the
apostle. Paul then views (which harmonizes very well with bis
exposition given v. 12 ff, and with his entire conception else-
where of the relation of the world’s sin to Adam’s sin and to the
law, and furnishes a new evidence of our view of his doctrine of
sin) one and the same sin as {dea, in so far as it is wapdBasis
vopov, but otherwise as vexpa. It was alive in Adam’s dis-
olbedience, is dead in mankind living without law, and comes to
life again in renewed transgressions of the law. We have no
need, therefore, of the conjecture of Hemsterhuis, in itself in-
genious, avélece, ¢fferbutt, which besides is precluded by manu-
script authority and by the antithetical phraseology (vexpd, éfwy,
avétnoev, améfavov). The Attic dialect usually forms the aorist
and perfect of Ly from the form Bidw, Buttmann, p. 90 and p. 144.

—éyw 8¢ dméfavor] forms the antithesis as regards form to
dvéfnoev, as regards substance to €lwy. dméfavor = I fell
wictim to death. As to the notion of fdvaros, comp. on vi. 16,
As original sin and actual sin work death, so does transgression
of the law, meriting it in an enhanced degree. Here also the
element of spiritual and cternal misery predominates.

—=xai €lpéln po] and it was found, proved to me, Winer, p.
770.  ovk elme yéyove avartos, ovde érexe OdvaTov, GAN’ eDpéfy,
70 xawov kal wapddofov Ths dromias oUTws épunvevwy, Kal To TaAv
€ls TV érelvov (men) wepiTpémwy kepahzy, Chrys.

—1} évtory 1) els L] the command that was to serve wnfo
life, namely, according to divine intention. The law as to its
nature shows us the way in which we may attain salvation (Lev.
xviii. 6; Deut. v. 33; Luke x. 28; Rom. x. 5; Gal iii. 12).
Its proving to us, notwithstanding, the means of ruin and death
lies not in its nature, but in ours, and is therefore not its fault,
but owrs. Thus a medicine, curative by nature, aggravates in-
stead of removing an incurable disease.

—abrn els favatov] sc. odoa, 1 Pet. i 7. The question is,
whether avt# or atry is to Le read. In the abstract both adrds
and obros, and even éweivos, serve for the purpose of resumption
and emphasis, Winer, p. 199. Here airyg seems preferable on
account of the parallel TodTo, vv. 15, 16, 19, 20. This resump-
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tion of 4 évTohy 7 els fwijy immediately preceding has a tragic
emphasis.

Ver. 11. The reason of the évrol working fdvazos instead of
Swij lies, not in the évrohsj itself, but in auaptia, which is there-
fore put emphatically at the head. The sense of this verse is
illustrated by ver. 8. Sin took occasion by the commandment
(1) yap auapTia ddopuny AaBodaga Sia Tis évrohijs) and deceived
me (éEnmarnaé pe), making the very command that was given for
the purpose of extinguishing my lusts an occasion for exciting in
me every kind of lust, The deceitfulness of sin, therefore, consists
here not so much in its presenting as a good the object of lust,
that, as soon as it is attained, proves an evil, as in this, that it
turned the law, in which I ought to have found a guide to right-
eousness, in my case into a means of furthering unrighteousness.
Rightly has it been remarked, that in the conduct of duaptia,
such as is described in this verse, there is probably an allusion
from the nature of the case to the serpent in Paradise. Cowmp.
even with the form of sentence in Gen. iii. 13, LXX.: ¢ &¢us
AmdTnoé pe, and 2 Cor. xi. 3. Calvin arbitrarily remarks:
“ Merito dicit Paulus: Ubi peccatum a lege detegitur, nos a vita
abduci. Ergo verbum éfamardv non de re ipsa, sed de notitia
exponi debet: quia scilicet ex lege palam fit, quantum a recto
cursu discesserimus.”  Similarly Flacius, who in his Clavis renders
éEnmarnoé pe, deceptum me declaravit, against which Calov here
justly remarks: “de psa deecptione agitur” It is still the
struggle of the more earnest Pharisaism that is here described,
in which with all outward righteousness of law and works (comp.
Dhil. iii. 6: xaTa Sikacosvvny Tyv év vop vyevouevos ApENTTOS)
the commandment yct exeites inward lust and wenaces death to
the transgressor. But as long as man in this condition regards
evil desire as only an incidental emotion of the heart, which by
energetic effort he can eradicate, and fancies that by pangs of
repentaince or acts of righteousness he can overcome the wrath of
God, which manifests itself in the sense of unhappiness that
attends evil desire, he is still at a great distance from that spiritual
knowledge of the law, from that émiyvwois auaprias the pro-
duction of which is the final aim of the wvomos. Only when this
aim is accomplished does he recognise evil desire, not merely as an
incidental product of his free will, but as an inevitable expression
of his sin-enslaved condition, and along with this the impossibility
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of satislying the divine justice by épya wopov. This latter know-
ledge was communicated to the apostle only on the appearance of
the Lord. The Pharisaism of Taul thus always involved this
self-contradiction, that whilst the vduos wrought in him émbvuia
and OavaTtos, he nevertheless always hoped by its means to attain
Sucaroavvn and fwi. TEven during the three days of his physical
blindness after the Lord’s appearance this struggle still continued.
Nay, it only then reached its highest point, when Paul perceived
clearly and felt deeply in all its greatness, weight, and irresistible
force the fatal sentence with which sinful desire, aggravated
by the spiritual law, menaced him. But at this point the aim
and end of the strugcle is accomplished. Now, at length, he
desisted from the attempt by the performance of works of law to
overcome the wrath of God, fully and frankly acknowledged
himself exposed to that wrath in confessing his hopeless bondage
to sin, fled for refuge to the pardoning grace of the Lord who
appeared to him, and by this faith was buried with Him in death
to sin, and rose with Him to a new life of righteousness.
éamarav stronger than dmardv, comp. éxmemhjpwne, Acts xiii. 32.
dméxtewev] procured me death, answers to dméfavov, ver. 10.

Ver. 12. dore] Consequently, therefore, deduces the result of the
exposition vv, 7-11. The apostle would prove that the ruinous
effects described ver. 5, are the fault, not of the law, but of sin.
This purpose he has now accomplished, and accordingly puts into
words the result arrived at. The vouos is not duaptia, but dyeos.

—o pév vopos] The particle wév leads us to expect an
antithesis introduced by &8¢, such as 75 8¢ duaptia or apapTwhos.
This antithesis is omitted, because the apostle’s animation of
spirit leads him first to anticipate an objection (70 odv dyafdv xTA.),
the answer to which, ver. 13, substantially contains the missing
antithesis, Winer, p. 720.

—=xal 1) évron)] namely, odx émibuuioes. Whereas the
vopos had received ounly one commendatory predicate, the évrohs)
reccives three, because by it auaptia had taken occasion to break
out into all émbuuia.

—ayla xal Swaia kal dayai] Theodoret interprets: dyiav
mpoanyopevae, is 10 Séov Siddfacav Sikaiav &, ds dpbds Tols
wapaBdraws Ty Yipov Eeveyroboar ayabny 8¢ ds twiy Tois
purdTToVow evTpemifovoav. Similarly, although defining the
notion of drwoy and 8ikaior more correctly, Calov: “ Suncta
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dicitur lex ratione causae ¢ficicntis et materielis: quia a Deo
sanctissimo est, et circa objecta praecepta sancta occupatur: juste
est formaliter, quia justitiae divinae awreiwovioua, nostrae regula
est; bonee cst ratione finds: quia bona femporalia ct acterna pro-
mittit. S sancte et justa, non ergo deceptionis causa: st bone, non
ergo causa mortis ct condemnationis” Thus ayafss would be, not :
morally good, but : wscful, beneficial, comp. the synonymous xahos
o vopos, 1 Tim. 1. 8. But the parallelism with &yios xai Sikatos,
with xaXes, ver. 16, as well as ver. 13, favours the former signifi-
cation. For 7o dyafov, ver. 13, clearly represents the common,
essential root-idea of the three predicates, dyios, 8lkasos, dyafos,
and sin appears far more sinful as a perversion and abuse of the
morally good than as a perversion and abuse of the merely useful.
The better interpretation, therefore, is: dyeos, holy, as revealing
the holy nature and will of God; 8ixatos, just, just in character,
such as it should be, .. answering to the idea of righteousncss
and laying down its rule; dyafos, good, excellent, faultless.

Ver. 13. The apostle himself raises the objection, which might
be deduced from his last words: 7o odv dyabov éuoi yéyove
Odvaros ;] “ Has, then, that which is good become death to me ?”
i.c., “ Has, then, that which is good procured me death ?” In ver.
7 the question was raised: o vopos duaptia; here it is asked: o
vopos Bdvaros ; DBoth are repelled in the same manner, the fault
being charged, not on the wowos, but on duapria. The most
weighty Ms. authorities, also Cod. Sinait., read éyévero, which,
received hy Lachmann, may be genuine. It answers to améfavor,
ver. 10 ; dmwéxrewey, ver. 11. Dy it is explained without difficulty
the rise of the lect. rccept. yéyove, as also, the difference of reading
having once appeared, the omission of the verh altogether in some
codices. Odvartos, death = cause of death, comp. on ver. 7.

—u7 yévorro] 1t is said, indeed, ver. 10 : evpéfn por 7 évrory
. . . ets Odvatov. But the really effective cause of this was
nothing but duapria, not the nature of the évrony itself.

—dM\\a 7 apapria]=sc. éuol yéyove Bdvaros. The law is
merely the occasion, sin the real cause of death. The con-
struction : dAA& 7 dpapria Sia Tob dyabol por kaTepyalouévn
(v) Odvatov, {va ¢avi apapria, which even Luther in his
translation follows, apart from the self-made difficulty of the
participial construction (xatepyafouévn instead of xatetpyalero),
is also of itself less simple and natural.
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—Wa ¢avy) tpapria] Some expositors take duapria as subject,
and join xatepyabouévn with ¢pavj. “ That it might appear that
sin wrought me death by means of what is good.” But duapria
would then have the article. duapria, therefore, is predicate:
“that it might appear sin.” The subject referred to here is, first
of all, the appearance, the actual manifestation of sin’s character,
as also the parallel sentence {va yévnrat x7A. shows. This burst-
ing forth of sin without doubt was involved in the divine purpose,
comp. {va mheovdagy To mwapdmTwpa, v. 20. DBut the final purpose
of this objective manifestation of sin is its subjective acknow-
ledgment, its manifestation in the consciousness of man. By
the very fact of its proving the 8dvapis duaprias does the vouos
lead to the émwivvwais duaprias.

—8a Tob dyaboi pot rarepyalopévn Odvaror] Causal sen-
tence: “ Since it wrought me death by means of what is good.”
Sin stands forth as sin, as a rebel against God and His law,
precisely by this, that it abuses God’s good and Dblessed law to
evil ends.

—va yévnrac kad ImepBorny duapTeos % duapria Sid Tis
évrondjs] Climactic parallel sentence. The first {va is reswned in
order to put still more definitely the sentence introduced by it,
iii. 26; 2 Cor. ix. 3, xii. 20; Gal. iii. 14, iv. 5; Eph. vi. 19, 20.
“ That sin might be sinful beyond measure by the commandment.”
In yévmrar as in ¢avij the objective and subjective (might be and
might appear, iii. 4), the real and the ideal elements are to be
considered as combined, and, indeed, the latter as the result of the
former. As sin became mapdBacis vouov, it became xa@ vmrep-
BoAyy auapTwhos, 1.c. stood forth in its most intimate essence as
sin, and was at the same time known as such. Thereby is com-
pleted the process, preparatory toredemption, of which the Nomos
is the means; for with the émiyvwois auaprias now attained is
necessarily associated the longing for redemption, and thus the
vopos has become o maidaywyos els Xpiorov. With «ad’ varep-
Borsy, comp. 1 Cor. xii. 31; 2 Cor. i. 8, iv. 17; Gal. i. 13. &ea
s évtohijs, by means of the command, which it so shamefully
abused, stands emphatically at the end of the whole exposition.

Before proceeding to the exposition of the following verses
14-235, it behoves us, in the first place, to understand in general
what condition the apostle describes in these verses, whether that
of the regenerate or unregenerate. On the Aistory of the iuter-
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pretation, comp. especially Tholuck in his Commentar, 1850,
p- 335 f.  On the whole, it may be said that the pietistic and
rationalistic exegesis refers the passage to the status vrregenitorum ;
on the other hand, the Augustinian and Reformation exposition
understands it of the status regenitorum. At the first glance, no
doubt, the former view alone seems to be the one exclusively
warranted. It is said to be dishonouring to the power of the Spirit
of regeneration, and to give dangerous encouragement to carnal
security, to maintain that the regenerate man las nothing but a
powerless will to what is good, which is overmastered and taken
captive by the opposite doing of what is evil; so that the entire
gain of regeneration would be reduced merely to an impotent
longing, after which, as before, the doing of what is opposed to
law would maintain its ground. Nay, this is contradicted both
by what the apostle affirms of the regenerate, ch. viii. and else-
where (ch. vi.), as well as by the account of his own life and his
own consciousness, Phil. iv. 13. Hence it is not to be wondered
at that the reference of this passage to the legal struggle of the
unregencrate has come in modern days to enjoy an acceptance
almost without exception; comp., however, Delitzsch, dic biblisch-
prophetische Theologie, p. 260 f., Anm. ; Harless, Christian Ethics,
§ 26a, § 27b; Besser, Pibelstunden, VII. 1, p. 483 ff.; Luthards,
die Lchve von freien Willen, p. 404 £.; in reality, also, Umbreit in
the Stud. w. Krit. 1851, p. 633 ff, and Romerbr, p. 74 i1 It

1 Even Thomasius, Christi Person und Werk, Th. 1. p. 230 fl., according to the
whole driflt of his exposition, is to be reckoned in the above class (comp. especially
p. 2382 f.), although his exposition seems to me to be at variance with itself. Il¢
relers at the same time to my interpretation of the passage and to Hofmann's
Schriftbeweis, 1. p. 460 {f.  But in Hofmann I find the reference of this passage to
the unregenerate only skilfully covered ; and if Thomasius, 2 Aufl. p. 276, Anm,,
docs not comprehend how I can describe his exposition as at variance with itsell
when he agrees both with me and Hofmann, it seems to me that he has not
rightly understood Ilofmann’s rcal meaning. IIofmann says (Schrifth. 1. p. 469):
‘¢ Before the thankful response (ver. 25) to his anxious question (ver. 24), Paul has set
forth the state of eontradiction in which le finds himself, when he considers himself
iu the abstract, apart frotu what he is in Chirist, seeing that as ego, as the inner ma,
e is subject to the law of God, but as regards his nature, as the outer man, to the
law of sin.”  And: * Therewith it is also certain that from ver. 14 Paul says cvery-
thing of his present cxperience, but only as he deseribes himself, when delighting in
the law of God, entirely with regard to his own moral relation to God, apart [rom
the moral capacity aceruing to him from community of life with Christ.” Therefore,
even apart from what he is in Christ, considered in the abstract (¢.e. therefore con-
sidering the condition of the regencrate after abstracting the effects of the Spirit of
regencration), the apostle as ego, as the inner man, is subject to the law of Gad, i.e,
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is therefore essential above everything to enter upon a closer
examination of this mode of conception, as well as of the different
modifications it has actually assumed or possibly may assume.

In the first place, when it is supposed that delight in God’s
law may be ascribed to the unregenerate, it does not seem easy
to see with what justice it can then be said that this delight is
never answered by corresponding, but always by contrary con-
duct. This may be the case in particular moments, when the
powerful excitement of sensuous impulse overmasters the rational
will. It may even be found as a permanent condition in feeble or

suvadsabas, Joukescv v vipw wob eot xaTa wov fow &vépwwov, belongs to the matural, un-
regenerate personality in itsclf. Meyer also, ii. 4, has understood Hofmann exactly
as I have done, while he commends him for rightly returning to the pre-Augustinian
interpretation.  Moreover, this professed picture of his present condition on the
apostle’s part, abstracting what he is in Christ, scems to us to be nothing but an
empty abstraction. If' I am in Christ, and depict what I am out of Christ, I depict
in concreto not what I actually am, but only what I once was out of Christ.
Delitzsch, Biblical Psycholoyy, indeed, calls this ‘“a sophism” (p. 455) ; but even
Schott, Romerbr. p. 276, agrees with my judgment, and ealls the abstraction on which
ofmann's view rests a casus non dabdilis. Comp. my Kirchl. Glaubensl. 1I1. p. 227 {I.,
and the confirmatory observation of Meyer here. Delitzsch (p. 453, note) now, indced,
recalls his opinion expressed in the Bibl. proph. Theol., that in vii. 14 . of this
epistle the regenerate man, as such, is the speaker, and adheres unreservedly to the
view of Hofinann. Ie calls the sovideobai rw voua weu diov an effect of God’s law, not
of the Spirit of regeneration,—ofl God’s law which the man learned to like, because
it won his love (p. 453). He even describes this eflect of the law as an elfect of
grace, when he says, p. 447 : ““ The apostle does not mean (by the frw &vlpwms) a
higher and better self left to man after the Fall, but the self effected by grace (!),
namely, the paedagogy of the law in the order of salvation, or, as may be said, the
one st free (!) by grace.” Expressed dogmatico-historically, this is a retrogression
from the Augustinian to the semi-I’elagian mode of view. For what, then, remains
for the spirit of regeneration to do, except to support the higher self, set free by the
law, in its effectual carrying out of its will against the recalcitrant ¢<pg? Morcover,
this is not Paunline. For in the present chapter the apostle expressly teaches, not a
release of the higher self, but only a releaso and aggravation of evil desire, of i
dupiz, by the law, and a death-bringing operation of the Nomos. Finally, it agrees not
with the evangelical ordo salutis, which only knows of love to the law as an effect
of the gospel bringing forgivencss, not as an eflect of the law bringing a curse. Even
in the 2d edition of the Schriftbeweis, Hofmann remains faithful to Lis view. But
lie calls it (I. p. 556) an unjustifiable wrong on my part to hint suspicion that he
only skilfully concealed his real meaning, narely, the refercnce of vii. 14-24, to the
unregenerate. But the question is simply this, whether #iaw dyadiv and eienu,
quvidopecs, Sovhedw vipw died is an effect of the Spirit of regeneration, which Hofmann
expressly denies. That it is found, according to Hofmann, in the regenerate is
nothing to the point, for according to him it is to be found in the regenerate not in
so far as, but in so far as he is not regenerate. In that case, it must also be found
even in the unregencrate, and the struggle depicted in vii. 14-24 is in itself the
struggle of the unregenerate ego, whick runs through the life of the regencrate as well.
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passionate characters. Dut there are also men of strong will,
lheroes of self-denial, calm and temperate characters, who prove by
their conduct that they are able to fashion their life by the law
of reason, and to keep sensuous desire in unbroken subjection to
the moral will.  Even heathendom has real wonders of asceticism
to show. If in such ascetics, ot generally in the so-called xaXois
xdaryabots, the viris bonis, there is but the Gérew of good, the
mpacaew follows inevitably. DBut just here the second difficulty
ocewrs to us.  Could the apostle ascribe to man’s natural will the
peaeiv of evil, the cvvijbesfasr and Sovhelew ¢ vou Tob eod, and,
indeed, a consent to that Nomos which lie has expressly described
as spiritual 2 Could he conceive the éyd of man, the innermost
ceutre of his personality, as at one with the law of God? How
does this agree with his descriptions, and those of Scripture else-
where, of the deep corruption of the human heart ? If he has
ouly just said that the law works wdeav émbuvpiav, according to
the view in question, he might much rather have spoken of ém:-
Bupia of good than of evil. If (viii. 7) he characterizes the ¢ppovnua
Tijs capros as an éxbra els feov, and yet in the dominion of this
carnal mind a hatred against evil finds place, its inmost principle
is rather to be described as love than enmity to God. If (Phil
ii, 13) le ascribes not only the évepyely, but also the Gérew of
good to the power of God’s grace, and yet this willing of good
forms the very substance of man’s moral condition as it is by
nature, it is to be regarded simply as a gilt of nature springing
from God’s creative power, not as a gift of grace springing
from redemption. Accordingly, to the unregenerate man who
strives to obey the law, there can as little be ascribed merely a
woweiv of evil as a 8érew of good. If the inmost ego of man, the
éaw avlpwmos, the vois, was directed only to good even before re-
generation, so that only the adpé prevented him from exhibiting it
in outward act, we should then certainly be driven to foist on the
apostle the anthropology of rationalism, according to which man’s
will, good in itself, is only fettered by the power of the sensuous
nature, and in the performance of the sinful act is overburne;
whereas it is acknowledged, without doubt, and that by the fore-
most modern inquirers, that the cthical conception of the oapf is
one far decper and more comprehensive than that of the sensuous
natuve. It cmbraces the entire sphere of the corruption of
human nature, its alienation from God and sellishness, not less
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than its mere sensuous desire, on which account the apostle
enumerates (Gal. v. 19) among the &ya 7is capkos, not ouly
woprela, axabapaia, doéhyea, pébas, and kdpor, but also elbwlo-
Natpela, papparela, Exbpas, Epes, Gihot, Guuol, épibetar, Buxoo-
Tacias, alpéoes, dplovor, povor, deseribes (Rom. iv. 1, Phil. iii. 4)
confidence in works as a carnal sentiment, and (Col. ii. 18) even
calls a theosophic asceticism an eix) ¢voiovuevor vmo Tob voos
s capros avrod.

The wnotion of the odpf just indicated might no doubt be
retained in the present passage, and nevertheless this night be
taken as characterizing the condition of the unregenerate. The
adpf would then be not merely irregular, sensuous impulse, but
the old man as to his selfish, sensuous tendency, in whom only
the spirit and will would have to be considered as at natural
variance with each other, so that the excessive power of the lower
ezo would Dbe confronted by the impotent longing of the higher
cgo. Again, the first difiiculty raised against the former view
might Dbe supposed to be obviated by the statement that even
where the outward act corresponds to the law, in the life of the
natural man prava concupiscentic veigns; the merely legal act is
not therefore to Le described as really good, and the performing
of evil spoken of here by the apostle consists not merely iu
outward law-opposing action, but quite as much in the profoundly
inward act of evil inclination triumphantly overpowering and
bringing into bLondage the better selt. The only question is, in
what this higher, better self consists ? It could clearly only Le
found in the action of conscience ineradicably implanted in man.
DBut apart from the consideration that conscience appears inore as
au inevitable power, standing face to face with the real act of
will in man, than as a mental function, the product of the {ree ego-
life, and therefore asserting itself far more in the form of a law of
conscience than in the form of an <mpulsc of conscience (as ey.
Bleek describes the véuos Tod vods in the carnal man, comp. the
Dirth of the Christian Life, p. 13, Outlines of Biblical Psychology,
p. 42), still the content of the natural law of conscience is nowise
identical with that of the véuos mrvevpamixds, ver. 14 ; of the
vopos feod, ver. 22, to which the longing, the joy, and the service
of the higher ego here described is said to be directed. For the
law of conscience contains esseutially nothing but the acknow-
ledgment of the authoritative sanction of the universal in opposi-
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tion to unlimited individual inclination ; but it knows nothing of
the real principle and quintessence of the divine Nomos, namely,
of the requirement of love to God—the very primal, personal
love—and of love to God’s divinely established and divinely
hallowed image represented in the person of a neighbour. To
question this is to question the natural development of man’s
ethical conception, such as is presented to us in heathenism, and
only in heathienism untouched by the influences of revealed truth.
Tt the psychical, fleshly man possessed a remnant of ¢his know-
ledge and ¢his love for the spiritual law, then he would have
within him by nature alongside the fleshly a spiritual principle as
well.  Scripture could not with such sharp severance everywhere
contemplate and describe everything spiritual in him as a super-
natural, gracious effect of the wvefua feotr; it would be false that
what is born of the edpf only is cdpf, John iii. 6; that the
psychical man understands nothing of spiritual things, 1 Cor. ii.
14; that he is one wwebpa pn éywrv, Jude 19. And this
difficulty, again, is not absolutely removed if we make, as
Augustine in the first period of his dogmatic development, Bengel,
Olshausen, Tholuck, the so-called gratia praeveniens a co-operating
factor in the condition of the unregenerate here described. At
least such is the conclusion if this takes place in the synergistic
sense, according to which the divine Pneuma is conceived as
awakening, exciting, strengthening, and supporting the natural
pneumatic germ of spirit which hitherto lay slumbering under a
fleshly husk.

If the objection is to be thoroughly cleared away, and the view
in question placed in perfect harmony both with the unsophisti-
cated anthropology of Seripture, which nowhere contains a trace
of the notion that in the fleshly man as such there still lies
concealed a remnant of spiritual life, and with far-reaching and
complete views as to the nature of human sin and its relation
to renewing grace, we must take the Oéiew, ouridesfar, and
dovAevew of the éow dvfpwmos in reference to the spiritual law
of God as the pure and exclusive product of the creative divine
I'newma Himself, who, in the stage of development of the inner
life here described, merely began His activity, and had not as yet
carried it on to the point of real regencration, who merely planted
the germ of the new nature, but had not yet ripened it to the
perfect Llower,  Only thus could the reference of this passage to
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the unregenerate be called dogmatically and psychologically un-
objectionable from the standpoint of the general biblical and
specific Pauline form of doctrine. We should no doubt find our-
selves verging towards the opposite interpretation, yet without
overstepping the boundaries and entering its proper domain. It
is a point in favour of the application of the passage to the stafus
irregentlorum, modified in this way, that we thus obtain an easy
connection with what immediately precedes. TFor if with ver. 13
we had reached the point where the Nomos, unfolded by the
Pneuma, awakened the knowledge of sin and the felt need of
redemption, in vv. 14, 15 the very nature of the spiritual con-
dition which has thus arisen is further developed; and to this
links on just as easily and naturally the still further advance
contained in the account, ch. viii, of the state of regeneration.
Hence also Augustine, even in his later period, retracting his
former view of this passage, only says: “ Longe enim postea
etiam spiritalis hominis (et hoc probabilius) esse posse illa verba
cognovi,” comp. Retractt. 1. 1 e 23,1 il ¢ 1. From this it
would follow that even at the end of his life, though he deemed
the reference of the passage to the “homo sub lege positus,
nondum sub gratia ” improbable, he did not deem it impossible.
Now, though we on our part regard this application, taking it in
the way more exactly defined by us last, as not contradicting the
analogy of faith, and therefore dogmatically free from objection,
there are still weighty excgetical difficulties that seem even tlen
to confront us.

First of all, in vv. 17-20, the real ego of man is presented
before us as on the one hand entirely separate from sin and
opposed to it, and on the other harmoniously united and bound
up with the spiritual law of God. But manifestly only the
ruling, not the inferior part of man’s nature, can be deseribed as
the real ego. If sin rules, the éyo, the primary and active will
of man, is itself oaprwcor; if the Spirit and grace rule, it is
mvevpaTikéy.  Only in the personality truly made free by Christ
can the real ego, the higher and ruling will, amid the duplicity
of the ego continually found, be considered as released from sin.
If, on the other hand, all that is still found in man is a spark of
longing, awakened by the Pneuma, for such a will, a spark so over-
laid by the ashes of selfishness and evil desire that consent to sin,

the act and dominion of sin, remains the permanent condition,
Poivieri, Roxt, L Z
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the real ezo yet stands on the side of évowwoloa apaptia, not
of the divine vopos; it is the ally, not the foe of sin. Comp.
Augustine, Contre duas epistolas Pelagianorum, L i e 22, and
c. 18 : “Nam si concupiscit et consentit et agit, quomodo non
ipsc illud operatur, etiamsi se operari doleat, et vinci graviter
ingemiscat 2 Add to this that the apostle depicts the spiritual
stute of development here set forth not as past, but, as the present
tense beginning with ver. 14 proves, as present. Now, in order
to account for this striking phenomenon, which certainly cannot
he supposed to have arisen merely from the vivid realization of
the past, it has been alleged that the condition of the unregenerate
here described occurs still in the life of the regenerate merely as
an abnormal, not as 4 normal condition, and therefore was known
cven to the apostle, not simply from memory, but withal from
still continuing experience. But, in the first place, such conditions
of absolute spiritual impotence will not harmonize in the least
with the spiritual fuluess and vigour of the apostolic life such as
lics here without a break before our view. But if they occurred,
certainly it would be but very occasionally ; and the animation,
graphic clearness, and impressiveness of the picture of his present
Talarwpia remains as striking and inexplicable as ever. Still
fuither, it is not at all an occasional, but a perpetual and pre-
vailing condition, and, indeed, one described by the present tense
ns now existing, that is in question. DMoreover, we coufess it
appears doubtful to us whether the description “abnormal con-
dition of the regenerate,” if subjected to strict amalysis, yields
any tenable meaning at all.  The normal condition will be
that in which evil desire and inclination, while not indeed
utterly extirpated but continually alluring and tempting nan, is
yet overpowered by sanctified inclination, so that it fails to gain
the consent of the spiritualized will, and to be expressed in act.
Or, where the carnal principle breaks out in word and act, and
comes to open manifestation, these will only be oments ol
unwisdom, feebleness, and rashuess, to which the innermost will
of man reluses its assent, with which he stands in no alliance,
and to which he does not yield a painless and unresisted
dominion.  The factors, invariably forming the life of the
regenerate man, are thus without doubt mvedpa and odpf, the
oue ruling, the other serving, although tempting, and alluring,
and impeding hiw as he follows the path that is good and well-
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pleasing to God, and opposing, and often, indeed, as it were
behind his back and against his real wish, overpowering his
sanctified will in its attempts to carry out its purpose. Within
the limits of this permanent condition there are, doubtless,
degrees and Huctuations, a more or less powerful sway of the
Pneuma, a stronger or feebler opposition of the adpE, a more or
less frequent surprise by peccatis ignorantiae, tnfirmitatis, and
praecipitantiae ; yet, withal, the Pneuma never ceases to be the
permanently ruling principle.  On this account these various
fluctuations, degrees, and inconsistencies of themselves furnish
1o clear and definite principle of division, and do not justity
us in speaking of normal and abnormal conditions of the
regenerate.  If, on the other hand, the Pneuma loses the
ruling power, and falls back into a state ol servitude, such as
according to the view In question must be depicted in this
passage, then a retrograde movement takes place, which, unless
it is again reversed, leads at last back to the original state
of spiritual death; aund this status can no longer be called an
abnormal condition of the regenerate, because in the case of the
backslider regeneration in the proper and strict sense of the word
no longer exists at all.

We are therefore involuntarily carried a step farther, and
adopt the view which must be described as the opposite of the
one hitherto dealt with. But it is clear from the previous dis-
cussion in what sense, with Augustine in his later period, Luther,
Melanchthon, Calvin, Beza, the chief representatives of this view,
we apply the present passage to the condition of the regenerate
man. It must first of all be laid down that this condition
is seen exhaustively set forth only in the combined teaching
of ch. vii, 14-25 and ch. viii. 1-11. For in these two pas-
sages, one immediately folowing the other, are pictured the two
aspects, ever appearing in mutual connection, of one and the
same spiritual status; so that the regenerate man, according as
his glance is directed to the one or the other aspect of his
nature, is able every moment to aftirm both of himself, as well
what is said vii. 23 as what is said viii. 2. Hence also ever
rises from his heart with equal truth the twofold cry, as well
Talairwpos éyw dvBpwmos as evyapioTd ¢ fe.  But certainly
the combination of elements so opposite is only conceivable if, as
observed, in the life of the regenerate sin is considered, not as
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ruling the consent of the will and the conduct, but only as the
stimulus of evil desire dwelling constantly in the heart, ever
impeding and defiling the new, holy inclination, and therefore
ever {elt more and more as a yoke of bondage. But clearly the
apostle has here chiefly in view a profoundly inward doing, as,
indeed, already everything from ver. 7 on was referred simply to
émfupia, not to the outward act merely. Even when the life of
the regenerate man is holy and governed by the Spirit, the un-
interrupted, persistent sinful emotions of the heart may very well
be described as a doing of evil that is not desired. To this is
to be added that these very emotions never remain absolutely
within ; but, even apart from the manifold sins of ignorance,
weakness, and unwatchfulness in which they manifest them-
selves, leave their hindering or polluting influence on the best
acts of the regenerated ome, and thus envelope even his
brightest experiences as it were with a veil of earthliness.
Comp. Augustine, Contra duas epistolas Pelag. 1. i. c. 18, where
he observes on ver. 16 of this passage: “Facere ergo se dixit et
operari, non aflectu consentiendi et implendi, sed ipso motu
concupiscendi;” and bid. ¢. 19 on ver. 18: “Hoc est enim
perficere bonum, ut nec concupiscat homo. Imperfectum est
autem bonum, quando concupiscit, etiam si concupiscentiae
non consentit ad malum;” and on the same verse, Contra
Julianum Pelagianum, 1. iii. c¢. 62: “Facere bonum, est post
concupiscentias non ire : perficere (xkarTepyalecfac) autem bonum,
est non concupiscere.” Comp. Retractt. 1. 1. c¢. 23: “Propter hanc
itaque concupiscentiam motusque ipsos, quibus ita resistitur, ut
tamen sint in nobis, potest quisque sanctus jam sub gratia
positus dicere ista omnia.”

Now it would be unjustifiable to suppose that, according to
our interpretation, there is too sudden and abrupt a leap from
the description of one condition to that of the other. For with
ver. 13 the apostle had already reached the limits of the legal
condition, seeing that, where the law has worked émiyvwow
dpaptias, the conscious need of redemption is awakened which
finds its satisfaction in the justification and new birth that follow,
so that the transition to the latter stage seems prepared for and
altogether natural.  Moreover, it is to be borne in mind that the
bond of connection for the representation of the two diverse
conditions is found in the purpose announced in vv. 7, 13, to



CIIAT, VIL 13. 357

avert blame from the law and fasten it on sin. DBut this purpose
was most surely effected by setting forth the life of the regenerate,
because in it, as ver. 16 declares, it is precisely the higher will of
man, brought into unison with the law, that is best entitled to
head the vindication of the law. Add to this that even the con-
dition depicted in vv. 7-13, as vv. 14, 15 expressly show, still
enters into and runs through the life of the regenerate man,
although now certainly no longer as an exclusive, but erely as
a partial and secondary element in it. For as far as le is still
aapk, lie still experiences continually that émfuvpia is stirred up
by the wopos, and to him duapria becomes xaf’ TmepBohy
dpaptoros through the évrors. And if we look at this poing
narrowly, we may even say that in what follows in vv. 7-25
the apostle explains the condition characterized in vv. 5, 8 of
this chapter, and in viii. 1-11 that characterized in ver. 6 of
this chapter, showing more at length how the Nomos, encountcr-
ing the odpf of mau, excites always only ra wabijuata ToVv
apapridy, without on that account being liable to any just
accusation.

But while glancing, by this reference, at the carnal element still
always prescnt in the life of the rtegenerate, he at the same time
brings up for discussion a point hitherto kept in the background,
but essential to the complete development of the doctrine of
regeneration and sanctification,—one which could not be omitted
in a complete representation, and which accordingly furnishes a
new evidence of the correctness of our view. If we take into
account only the delineation ch. vi, ch. vii. 1-7, and ch. viii. 1-11,
we may easily gain the impression that the regenerate man has
become all mrvedpa, and the oapé has been utterly extinguished in
Lim ; so that we are no longer able to perceive why the summons
to mortify the oapf, beginning viii. 12, is necessary. It was
thus every way essential expressly to characterize the carnal
element still constantly adhering to the spiritual life.! A very
striking parallel with the present passage in nuce is supplied, as

1 “Postquam legem divinam vindicavit, vel pravae concupiscentize omnem
culpam transeribendam  docuit, ejus vim sese etiamnum experiti, ingemiseit
apostolus, eliamsi renatus jam sit, et justificatus; idque ideo, quia nondum ex asse
spiritualis, sed exparte adhue carnalis, quum Spiritus quidem primitias acceperit,
sed carnis adhue reliquiae superent, a quibus mirem quantum fatigetur. Id quod

operose exequitur, ad confundendam ¢t contundendam perfectionem proprine
Justitiae, quam venditabant Pharisael, ut unice laus maneat gratiae Dei, et reden-
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is well known, by Gal. v. 17, where, certainly and beyond gues-
tion, the suliject 1s the si«tus regenitorum; and we believe the
stme view must be held in regard to the Lord’s declaration, Matt.
xxvi. 41,

Lastly, as concerns the practical significance of the different
interpretations of this passage now passed in review, it may be
«aid that the application to the state of regeneration in the way
we have defined must be called not the laxer, so much as the
stricter one. The former would be the case if the meaning were,
that the regenerate man has nothing but an impotent and fruit-
less will to what is good, along with a constant performing of
what is evil. DBut since, according to the other mode of interpre-
tation, the condition of the unregenerate man here professedly
described must enter, although abnormally, into the life of the
regenerate, it must be said, on the contrary, that by this view
dangerous encouragement is directly given to earnal security, as
the regenerate man may then always comfort himself with the
thought that he is there and then in such a condition, which
nevertheless leaves him in statu rcgenitorwm.  But, on the -other
side, the view combated by us may certainly lead as far astray in
the direction of pietistic self-complaining, if, that is, it is sup-
posed that, in the regenerate man, the root of sin must be so
destroyed that he has no need continually to join in the cry,
ver. 24. Thus the rock of wantonness threatens on one side, of
despair on the other, like a Scylla and Charybdis.

Ver. 14 confirms (ydp) the inevitable necessity of the experience
hitherto narrated, and introduces the highest and best vindication
of the law by means of the experience of the regenerate. It could
not but be that 7§ duapria, dpopuny AaBodoa Sta Tijs EvToldfs,
kaTelpyigaTo wacav émibvuiav kai Buvatov, for o vopos mwvev-
patikos, éyw 8¢ aapicos. The apostle depicts here the character
of human nature in the abstract in its relation to the divine law.
His declaration thus holds good of the oapf universally, whether
it be that of the unreyenerate or regenervate. The sole point ol
tiane Christi, solinsque fidel adseratur justificatio.  Ideo tum de concupiscentia in
renalis proliza lamentatio, ad vers. 24 inclus. tum pro liberatione a Christo facta
nervosa gratiarum actio hic habetur v. 25,” Calov. He also calls vv. 1-6 of the
seventh ehapter, Pars 1. ““2Axnyopixo . . . 3daxminy e lege matrimoniali status non
renatorum el renatorum differentiam llustrans;" vv. 7-13, Pars IL.: ‘¢ Zroroynrixn

Ir'! is sanctitatem Ui"lliCtl)lS,"’ vV, 14, 15, Pars 111.: ¢ oxevrizoring uerelam apostoli
4 X ’
de i pravae concupisccn!iac exhibens.”
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difference is, that of the former nothing /s holds good; of the
laiter, what is here said holds good only in so fur as he is still
oagEl!  As far as he is no longer such, what is said viii. 9 also
holls good of him : Jueis 8¢ ovx éo7é év aapri AN év myedpare.
In like manner he can just as well say of himself: éyw mewpa-
péves elut Umo Ty duaptiav, as, according to vi. 18: éyw e
xevlepwleis amd Tis dpaprias, é8ovhwbny T Sikacocivy.  The
deliverance accomplished once for all is withal, as a sclf-developing
principle, a progressive redemption from bondage not yet absolutely
abolished. The expressions, chosen by the apostle here and sub-
sequently, are really not stronger than the quite similar tones to
be found so commonly in the prayers and hyrns of the Christian
church in all ages. It would in fact he, not an evidence of
special progress, but a sign of defective sclf-knowledge, were a
believer, upon appeal to his regeneration, to refuse to apply to
himself, and to describe as appropriate to his condition, in any
moment whatever of lis life, the sentiments expressed in these
prayers and hynms. Besides, it is to be well observed that the
apostle here Legins with oi8auer ydp, such knowledge belonging
to Lelievers only. It is doubtless true that of itself it holds good,
cven for the unregenerate man, that the law is spiritual, while he
is carnal, sold under sin; but that it is so to him he knows not,
nay, denies. This knowledge only the regenerate one possesses, for
it is itself the resnlt of enlightening grace. Very justly Delitzsch
observes, Lill. proph. Theol. ibid.: “ Directly the spiritually-minded
man, confronted with God’s spiritual law, feels most acutely and
profoundly that he has still of himself a carnal nature, and cannot
ransom himself entirely from tlhie power of sin, by the very fact
of his accusing himself in daily repentance as capxixos, it is
apparent that, as to the fundamental tendency of his personality,
lie is wrevpaTinos.” — olSauev yip] dporoynuévoy ToiTo kai Sijhov
frTiw, 6Tt mrevpatirds éate, interprets Chrysostom. Comp. ii. 2,
ii. 19, viil. 28, But it is only for the Cliristian consciousness
that this is an duohoynuévor xai dirov. The otherwise pretty
equally attested reading of8apev 8¢ appears to have come into the

1 At the same time I have no wish to deny, as Meyer in his former editions misunder-
stood me to deny, that the subject in vv. 14-25 is the same as in vv. 7-13. Thereby
Aifferent states of the same subject are described; and ver. 14, in passing {rom one
state to the other, for the first time characterizes the ratural character of the subject

such as hie is in the abstract and never absolutely ceases to be.  So also Melanchthon ;
¢ Primum autem narrat Paulus qualis sit natura carnalis secundum sese,”
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text from the pavallel passages just quoted. &8¢ would have to b2
taken as 8¢ peraBaticov, comp. en iv. 15. Semler’s conjecture,
0ida wev yup, is needless, because éyw O¢ caprixos elue does not
depend on ofdauev 67¢, but forms an independent sentence; and
watenadle, because Paul would then have written o uév vouos, not
oida pév.

—3&7e 0 vopos Trvevpaticos éotw] The conception of zwev-
paTicos defines itself from the antithesis capwiwos. But lere
plainly it is not the physical antithesis of oapf and mwvedpua, as
in Col. ii. 5, but the cthical antithesis so frequently occurring
in Paul, Gal iii. 3, v. 16 ff, vi. 8. ¢ vouos mvevparinés éoTw
cannot then mean: the law refers to the mvevpa of man. ic. it
requires 1ot merely the outward worlk, but also the right disposi-
tion (“mentem et mteriorem hominem respicit,” Beza). Iather,
here, the reference to the felov wvebpa is to e decidedly held ;
but not on this account to be interpreted, with Theodoret: el
vdp, ¢Pnoiv, éypddn mvevpaTy TavTns peTéxwyv TiS XdpiToS O
paxdpios Mwaiis Tov vépov cuvéypairev ; for here it was important
to describe, not so much the origin as the character of the Nomos
in contrast with the character of man. As the latter is capriros,
so the former is mvevparixds, 1.c. carries in it thie nature of the
mvedpa. This is really the invariable signification of mvevparixoy,
only that the reference to origin is sometimes, as in i. 11, glanced
at as well. Moreover, in this passage both elements might be
united. The Nomos has its origin from the mvedua, and therefore
has the nature of the mvebua. Still, by this antithesis of caprixss
no direct allusion at least is made to the former element. Dut
then the Nomeos is spiritual in nature and essence, in so far as
it sets up the ideal of a spiritual man, and by such an one only
is fulfilled, because he, as Calvin says: “coelestem quandam et
angelican justitiam requirit, in qua naevus nullus appareat, ad
cujus munditiam nihil desideretur;” or because he, as Bengel
interprets: “requirit, ut sensus omnis humanus respondeat sensui
Dei: Deus autem est Spiritus.”

—éry> 8¢ oaprurds etue] Griesbach, Scholz, and Lachmann, after
the best manuscripts (so also Cod. Sinait.™) and several Fathers,
have received the reading edpriwos (in the same way 1 Cor. iii. ) ;
Heb. vii. 16), which is approved by the majority of modern ii:-
terpreters.  Decision is difficult; for whereas external authorities
are conclusive for edpxiwos, intermal reasons favour capruco:.
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The former siznifies merely of flesh or fleshy (as adjeetiva propai-
oxytone in wos denote almost invariably the material, ¢g. Eohwos
of wood, mikwos of clay, arxdvfwos, Biaavoes, kpiblos, yiivos, etc.,
comp. Buttmann, Ausf. Gr. Spr. 1L p. 340; Winer, p. 122;
Fritzsche, ad Marcum, p. 797 sq.; and in Comm. on Romerbr. here),
the latter is carnel. That Paul observes this distinction is proved
by 2 Cor. iii. 3, where the perfectly idiomatic antithesis of év
mhafl MOivais and v mhafl kapblas aaprivass is found, whereas
caprikds is used everywhere else where the antithesis mvevparicos
is expressed or understood (Rom. xv. 27 ; 1 Cor. iii. 3, 4, ix. 11;
2 Cor. 1. 12, x. 4). It is therefore hard to suppose that in some
passages Paul deviated from this fixed distinction. Nevertheless,
were oaprwos in this passage to be considered genuine, we must
either say that popular language confounded the forms, and used
odprwvos in the sense of caprikos, especially as all adjectives iu
wos do not denote material (comp. avfp@miwvos, Winer, p. 123,
note ; Tholuck here), or, which is especially favoured by memwpa-
pévos Umo v dpaptiav, that odpxewos, placed in antithesis to
mrvevpaTikes, is stronger than caprirds. 1 am of flesh=1 am
made of flesh as of a material, 7.c. simply and purely flesh, comp.
John iii. G: 7o ryeyevvnuévor éx Tijs capros, cdpE éoTi. But
from this it can neither be inferred that sin consists in sensuous-
ness, for the fleshly material denotes even here the entirve corrup-
tion of nature,! nor yet that sin is the substance of human nature,
for a rhetorical expression is not to Le construed with Jlogical
stringency. Comp. Formul. Concord. Sol. Decl. i. 51, upon Luther’s
expression : ““ peccatum et peccare esse corrupti hominis nateram.”
In 1 Cor.iii. 1, Paul at least calls the regenerate who are not yet
strong in faith vymiovs év XpioTd, caprixols. But every Chris-
tian, when he looks at the sin still remaining in his flesh, appears
to himself such a mjmeos, and therefore a caprixds.

—mempauévos Uro v apapriav] lllustrative supplement to
Tapkikos Or adpkives el Sin is represented as a lord, man as
@ slave who must do what the lord commands. ¢ Coactionem
semper excipio,” remarks Luther, “sponte enim peccamus, quia

1 Even Meyer understands by the odpE the material psychical nature of man that
.sists the divine mv:zz. I do not understand how an expositor whe finds in the
apostle’s writings the doctrine of the imputatio peccati Adamitict, of the satisfactin
ccaria, and justitia imputata Christi, can everywhere attribute to him the authro-
pology of rationalism.
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pececatum non esset, nisi voluntavium, Sed addicti sumus ita
peccato, ut nihil sponte possimus nisi peccare: quia malitia, quae
in nobis dominatur, huc nos rapit. Quare haec similitudo non
cotetam (ut loquuntur) astrictionem sonat, sed voluntarium obse-
(uium, cui nos ingenita servitus addicit.” Comp. herewith the state-
ment of Augustine, de grat. et Lib. arbitr. . 15: “Semper est autem
in nobis voluntas libera, sed non semper est bona.” mrimpdoxecfar
w6 T, like Sovhobobar vmo T¢, Gal. iv. 3.  Elsewhere it is said
mirpdokesfal T, ? 1903, Lev. xxv. 39 ; D 22007, Deut. xxviii. 68,
and Bar. iv. 6 : émpafnre 7ois é0veary. With the sentiment of
the expression mimpdoresfar Imo v apapriav, comp. zlso espe-
cially the phrase 27 nib’}k 2N, 1 Kings xxi. 20, 25; 2 Kings
xvii. 17 ; mumpdoreaar 1ol woijoar 76 wovnpow, 1 Mace. 1. 15.

Ver, 15. Confirmatory elucidation of the preceding éye mempa-
pévos elut vmo Tyv apapriav. The Dbondage of sin shows itself
precisely in carrying out sin’s comwmands in inveluntary Dblind
obedience, without consciousness and inquiry; for such is the
relation of a slave to his lord. & «yap «arepydlopar, ov
ywworkw] In the wake of Augustine several expositors have inter-
preted od ywookw, non approbo, I approve not. Bengel: “non
agnosco ut bonum.” But neither the Heb. ¥ nor ywwoxew has
this meaning. Even in the passages quoted for it, Ps. i. 6 (comp.
llengstenberg here), Hos. viii. 4, Amos iii. 2, Eeclus. xviii. 28,
AMatt. vii. 23, Joln x. 14, Rom. x. 19, 1 Cor. viii. 3, Gal
iv. 9, 2 Tim. ii. 29, Y2, yowwokew, means properly nothing but:
cognosco, novt, 1 know, discern, perceive, not: agnosco, I acknow-
ledee, I approve. Rightly Chrysostom early interpreted: oxovod-
pai, pnol, cvvapmdadopat, émipetay Umopévw, odk 0ida mHs UmogKe-
MEopar. Vulg.: ¢ guod enim operor, non intellizo” Luther:
“for I know not what I do.” Comp. Luke xxiii. 34: od yap
oidace T mowober.  The regeneratc man sins not consciously
and willingly. It is the blind natural impulse of evil desire and
inclination mnot yet entirely eradicated that carvies him away.
1lis better ego knows nothing of this act of his sinful nature.
DBut from this it certainly follows, of course, that this higher self
does not acknowledge and approve such an act.

—obU yap 6 Bé\w, TobTo Tpdcow aAN b piad, TodTo word] The
fact of the regenerate man as such wishing and loving only the
sood that is well-pleasing to God, just proves (yap) that the cvil
he performs is not done of conscious (o0 ywwoxw) purpose.
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Oé e cannot here denote the so-called vellecitas, the weak, power-
less will of the schoolinen. To encreetic dislike (ueoetv) only
enervetic wishing can correspond.  @€éreww has not this diluted
meaning in the passages gquoted for it, 1 Cor. vil. 7, 32, xiv. 3,
2 Cor. xii. 20; for even there 0érew expresses thorough deter-
mination of purpose, which is only opposed by outward hindrances,
not by any paralysing indecision. Here, accordingly, must be
meant the regenitus, whose new higher ego alone can be the subject
of such a 8éxew and peoeiv. The will spoken of by the apostle
is nothing but the will of the new man. Iiven the old man has his
will ; but Paul calls that which in the regeunerate one is the deepest
wish and innermost longing of his heart, his will «at’ éfoynv.
On the contrary, that which wars with this he calls what is
opposed to his will.  The parallel passages quoted from the
classics, among which the best known are Epictet. Eickirid. 1. ii.
c. 26: 0 dpapTavwy . ..o pév Oéhe, ol moiel, kai O py Oéne,
mocet, and Ovid, Metam. vii. 19 “ Alindque cupido, mens aliwd
suadet, video meliora proboque, deteriora sequor,” supply an
analogy to the apostle’s statement, belonging merely to the sphere
of natural morals, not to the Christian sphere. There, the ques-
tion is only of contradiction between reason and sensuousness ;
lere, between mvevpa and capf. Well Calov: “ Nihil huc Medea
facit, aut quicquid hic geminum ¢ gentilibus collegit.”  Grotius:
“non enim de appetitus sensitivy adversus intellectualem pugna, vel
de vationis et voluntatis contentionce, quam non renati experiuntuy,
cum ea, quae non probant mente, eligunt tamen et sequuntur
voluntatis affectibus abrepti: sed (de) pugne spiritus ct carnis, quae
non locum habet, nisi in renatis, hic disseritur: quod cxemplo
Apostoli satis constat, siquidem de semetipso loquatur.” The apostle
is spealking of sin which constantly besets and surprises the believer,
not exactly in outward word and deed, but above all in thought
and inclination. When he says: 1 do not what I wish, but what
I hate that I do, this does not mean that the believer never does
anything good, but that with the good he does sin is ever mixed,
disturbing, hiudering, causing him to {fall, or at least to waver.
He never does what he wishes, because he never performs a per-
feetly pure act in perfectly holy love. 1When he glauces from the
height of spiritual freedom, to which grace has raised him, down
into the deep abyss of nature’s sin, which is always alluring and
enticing, often even causing him to tremble, and leading him to
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the brink of ruin, there attends him continually, along with the
consciousness of inward strength and freedom, the sense of an
alien power and bondage. And it is just this aspect of his
experience and feeling that the apostle pictures in this section.
“ Negat se facere, quod lex exigit, quia non facit omnibus numenris,
sed quodammodo fatiscit in suo conatu,” Calvin. The ToiTo
before mpdoom is to be accounted suspicious on critical grounds.

Ver. 16 by the metabatic 8¢ draws from what precedes an
inference by which the thought from which the entire discussion
sprang—the inuocence and excellence of the law, ver. 14 (comp.
vv. 12, 7)—is corroborated. This thought is here expressly
stated for the last time, the delineation of the condition of man
under the law, vv. 7-13, and under grace (the latter, as regards
its two aspects of subjection still remaining, vv. 14-235, and of
freedom already existing, viii. 1-11, which delineation serves as
a basis for the vindication of the law) being carried on from this
point without further express reference to this apologetic purpose.
But the reasoning of the apostle is fully demonstrated. The will
of man, condemning its own unlawful acts, thereby takes its stand
as an advocate for the law. The phraseology is determined
Ly the preceding 6 uiocd (=06 od Oérw), ToiTo word. Other-
wise the reverse forn: e 8¢ ov 8éhw ToiTo, & Torw, would have
Leen more suitable.  avppnue 76 vouw, 87 kakos] I agrec with
the law that 1t 1s good, i.e. I confirm the assertion which the law
makes respecting its own character, Deut. iv. 8; Ps. xix. 8—11.
Thus ocvpgnue with the dative retains its original signification: I
say with, agree with, conscntio, and has not, with odv merely
intensifying, the signification: I assent, I grant, confitcor. The
law is good, because it commands the good that I myself wish,
forbids the evil that I myself wish not.

Ver. 17. If I consent to the law that it is good because my
inmnost lLeart’s desire, my real will, is in unison with the law, it
is no longer I that do the evil, but sin that dwells in me, It is
thus a power alien to my real man that still holds me prisoner,
and verifics éyd capkikds elpi, Tempapévos Umo THY duapTiav,
ver. 14, The fact that the apostle here sets his real ego in
opposition to sin, shows, considering the matter from the stand-
puint of biblical and Pauline hamartology, the impossibility of
interpreting the present passage otherwise thaun of the regenerate.
Yet, certain as it is that he is depicting the sinfulness that clings
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to the believer, he can, it must he remembered, on the other hand,
pay no higher tribute to the dignity of the Christian’s position
than when lhe says: It is not 7 that sin. Thus odxéri éyw
kaTepydfopar avTo is in a certain sense a correction or qualifying
exposition of éyw caprirds eipr.  DBoth, without doubt, hold good
of the ego of the man, but the former more than the latter, inas-
mueh as the innermost and most real will of the regenerate is seen
in the fulfilment of the divine law. Inthe redeemed man sin has
withdrawn from the centre of personality to the circumference of
elementary nature. vvvi 8] not a temporal particle = “ nunc post
legem datam” (Grotius), or = “ex quo Christianus factus sum”
(Koppe), but: dut now, if it is so, or: dut thus, since this is the
case, namely, since I agree with the law that it is good. Just so—

—ovxer] is to be taken logically, not temporally, of that
which cannot be conceived after what Das been said. But it is
true no longer, can no longer be supposed that 7 commit evil.
Comp. ver. 20, xi. 6; Gal iii. 18,

—7 olxoboa év éuol apaptia] As of sin, so of the Spirit of
God it is said: é7¢ oixel év Auiv, viii. 9; 1 Cor iii. 16, comp.
vi. 19. The regenerate man is not only a lodging-place of sin,
but also a temple of the Holy Spirit. The purport of the 17th
verse, as is shown by the 20th verse, which repeats it almost
verbatim, is elucidated and confirmed by the consciousness that
springs from Christian experience (ol8a ydp).

Ver. 18. The qualification, Tot7 éo7ev év 7§ capri pov, added
to év éuoi, is another proof that Paul can only be speaking of
the regenerate. In me, Z¢. in my flesh, dwells no good thing
(— nothing good, Luther), is the same as saying that in my real
éyad somet,lunﬂr good dwells. And, indeed, this good, so called in the
highest sense a.nd corresponding to the pneumatic Nomos, can itself
be only of a pneumatic nature, so that by the real ego, to which
the éy ocaprirss is opposed, only the éyd mvevpaTids, the xaiwds,
moevpaTicos dvfpwomos can be meant. As everywhere where it
appears in a moral sense, so liere gdpf stands for caprixcs, ..
wakaws avfpwmos, and postulates as its constant antithesis véos
Gvfpwmos. — 76 yap Oé\ew mapdrsital por] Bengel remarks on
Béxew: “ Accusativus, donum, non additur: et hujus orationis
tzimitas tenuitatem 7od velle exprimit.” But with as much justice
i ight be maintained, in the oppoute sense, that Paul's here
wiways using @élew, without express mention of the object, only
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of wishing what is good, shows that he is treating of the man
rencwed by the Spirit, in whom, since he is eonsidered a parts
potiori, no real willing of what is evil any longer exists. wapa-
reeral, @ lalere jucet, lies beside me = mdpeste, cst in promplu,
wihi adest, is present in me. Comp. the analogous wrpoxerrar,
2 Cor. viil. 12, in conspectu jacct, and Hom. Odyss. xxii. 65 : vov
Uuiv maparectas évavriov fe payecfar ) ¢edyew. The apostle
looks round, so to speak, in the space of his inner ego, and finds
lving right before him the @érew of what is good ; but of the
katepyalesfar (comp. on ii. 9) 76 katov, on the contrary, of which
Le looks round iu search, he is compelled to say—

—ovy evpiokw] I find it not, 2.c. I know not where it is, it is
not there. ovy elpiockw is thus=od mapdreirar, not =1 cannot
attatn it. Still the meaning is not, that the believer's only
characteristic is an wholly ineffectual state of desire (comp.
agninst this, Phil. ii. 13), but that even in his best act, since sin
is ever mixed with it, he does not perform the act that corresponds
to his will sanctified by the Spirit of God. He would love God,
and finds in himself the love of sin; so that, looking upon this
power ol sin still lingering in him, he ventures at the very best
to affirm of himself a willing, not a performing of what is good.
Well worthy of note here is Luther's marginal gloss: “To do,
means not to perform the work, but o feel lusts stirring them-
selves.  But to perform is fo live without lust, guile purcly, which
does not happen in this life.” Instead of oy elpigxw, attested
by the occidental codices, the Alexandrian (also Cod. Sinait.)
rcad merely o0 (namely, mwaparecrrar), which reading has been
approved by Griesbach and accepted by Lachimaun. But, to say
nothing of the difficulty creauted by thie double od at the end of
this verse, and directly again at the beginning of the next verse,
this mode of expression seems altogether too abrupt, harsh, and
trigid.  Were 1t original, the glossarists would scarcely have
supplied a term so very appropriate as edpioxw, but would far
more probably have repeated wapaxerrae. Thus an dBAeyria of
the copyists scems to have occwred, their eye wandering from
ovy, ver. 18, to ov, ver. 19, when oby elpiokw dropped out, and
the manilest hiatus was then sopplied by a simple o, or as one
codex reads, by o0 yuwworwe, after ver. 15, or, as the Aeth. has,
by otk éyw.

Ver. 1Y proves 70 8¢ kavepyalcolar 70 kadiv, ovy « rw,
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ver. 18, by repeating the statement found already, ver. 135.
Only that in this verse ayaflov is expressly added in apposi-
tion to & OéAw, and kaxor to & o félw. The parallelism of
ver. 19 and ver. 135 tells in favour of omitting TolTo before
mpdoow.

Ver. 15: ol vap b Oé\w, mpdoocw dAN' & piocd, TobTo ToLd.

Ver. 19 : od yap d 0élw, word (ayabov) dAN’ § ol Oéhw (raxov),
ToUTO TPAToW.

Ver. 20 deduces from ver. 19 the proposition announced ver.
17, that had to be proved. The éym after férw, on the authority
ol nunierous and important manuscripts, Fathers, and versions, in
which it is altogether wanting, or placed after TodTo or bLefore o2,
is to be accounted suspicious in the highest degree, and has
indeed been rightly omitted by Lachmann and Tischendorf. The
analogy of vv. 15, 16, 19 also is against the use of this prououn,
as well as the absence of the antithesis whicl, by its emphatic
neaning, it imperatively vequires. It thus seems to lhave been
awkwardly supplied by copyists from the next clause of the verse
(o¥rére éyw ratepyul), in order to intimate that the real ego not
only does not perform, but does not wish what is evil.  But the
Panline antithesis is not at all: It is not 7 that wish what 1s
evil, I do it nevertheless, thus 7 do it not; but: I wish not what
is evil, I do it nevertheless, thus 7 do it not.

Ver, 21. So far, two points were established ; first, that the
law. is good, ver. 16 ; and next, that it is not 7, but sin dwelling
in me, that does the evil; .., that sin, as involuntary, is a power
alien to me, reducing me to boudage against my will, ver. 20.
But these were just the two elements contained in ver. 14, and
now sufficiently expounded. Both elements were established by
the experimental proposition that I indeed desire the good but
perform the evil, that I do what I desire not, vv. 15, 19. This
latter j roposition, since both the propositions contained in ver. 14
depew! tpon it and are to be traced back to it, may accordingly
Le reg: -led as the tfinal outcome of the entire previous discussion,
vv. 14-20. In the present verse, therefore, it is advanced as
suel, @l in its turn is establishied, vv. 22, 23. Difficulties
arise in ihe construction of the words. Interpreters are divided
into two classes. The one refer 7ov vépov to the Mosaic law.
Amcnyz the different explanations given by them, the one advo-
cated especially by RKuapp, Seripte varit aryuwmcita, ed. sec. tou.
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II. pp. 383-303, Fritzsche, and Tholuck here alone deserves
notice : “ I find, then, that while I wish to practise the law, the
¢ood, evil is present with me.”! 7ov véuov is thus dependent on
7awely, and 70 xalov in apposition to Tov vomor. We have no
wish to press strongly against this econstruction, which is no doubt
grammatically possible, the objection often raised of intolerable
lLiarshness, because it might be replied that this depends simply
upon exegetical feeling, which is always but an uncertain and
changeable rule of judgment, and because the same objection
might be retorted by the advocates of the view in question upon
its opponents in reference to their own interpretation. But other
difficulties seem to us to stand in the way. If it is certain that
Paul deduces the import of this verse, not only as to meaning
but as to form, from the preceding, it must first of all appear
strange for him here to speak abruptly of a fé\ew, woteiv Tov
vouov, whereas so far he has spoken only of a @érew, motetv 7o
kaldy, ver. 18 ; 70 ayafov, ver. 19. When, moreover, in the
very next clause we find the antithesis, so common before, of
wotely, mpdooew, katepyalealar, or even wapdreicfar of xaxov,
we are at once led naturally to connect together also in this verse
7% OéhovTs éuol mowelv 70 kakov. Add to this, that if the apostle
liad even adopted the altered mode of expression, Tov vouov
7 OéhovTi énoi matelv, there was yet no reason for the epexe-
getical supplement, Tov xkaXov. To guard against the notion of
the vouos being a xaxov (comp. ver. 16) were here altogether
irrelevant, and for the mere purpose of paving the way for the
following contrast of 70 xawov mwapdxeirar the supplement 7o
kahéy was the more needless, as, if the previous phraseology
were once abandoned, it would have been far more simple and to

1 Tortuously, and opposed to the context, Meyer (in former editions), alter the lead
of the Greek exegetes: ‘I find, then, the law for me, so far as I am disposed to do
the good, because evil lies before me ; i.e., I find that the law (namely, the Mosaic),
so far as I have the will to do what is good, is designed for my advantage, becausc
to me (to my personality in itself, apart from this moral will) evil is present. The
latter circumstance makes the former relation evident ; for if evil lies before my
prrson in itself, as regards that better will the law can only be de.i;- 1w for my good
to serve as a rule to this moral will, in opposition to this impulse.”” Even the

exposition given by Meyer in recent editions is very forced: ““I carl, * en, in me,
whilst my will is dirceted to the Iaw to do what is good, that evi) !icv iefore me.”
Against this comp. Delitzsch, Psychol. p. 445, note. Not less J:r- * Hofmann,
Nchriftbew. 1. p. 463 : ““Its ever lying near me to do evil causes me 1 v that the

law to me who wish to do it is good.” Against this comp. Meyer, 11. 24,
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the purpose to write: edpilorw dpa, Tov vopov T Oéhovte éuol
Totely, oTe éuol 7 apapTia wapdrerrar. But if it were stmply
intended to intimate that what is now called @érewr, mocelv Tov
vopov is the same that was previously called Géneww, rowelv To
kaloy, this would be a remark just as little to the point as a
mere play of words.  Inversely, the apostle might have said
with more reason: elpickw dpa, T6 kakov Té OélovTe éuol Totciy,
7oy vopov, in order to intimate that the xalor which he had
spoken of wishing to do is no other than the wvouos feod, not a
rule chosen at will by man, but one fixed by God, by which
simply and solely perfection of conduet can be estimated. Thus,
not that the Nomos is the xaXov before named, but perhaps that
the xarov before named is the Nomos, might have been remarked
in an appropriate and significant sense. Therefore, since the text
is to be regarded as completely authenticated, and the conjectures
attempted can only be described as arbitrary, we are compelled
to adhere to the second class of expositors, which is also the
most numerous. They agree in interpreting ¢ wvdmos in this
passage not of the Mosaic law, but in the sense of norma,
requla, pracscriptum, i.e law in general, rule, natural necessity,
analogously to the use of vouos, ver. 23, where Bengel renders:
dictamen. The construction, then, may be in one of two ways,—
cither the dative T7¢ Béxovte is dependent directly on elpiloxw :
“1 find, then, for me that wish to do what is good, the law
that evil is near me;” or, supposing an easy transposition of
6re (Winer, p. 697), it is to be explained: “I find, then, the
law, that to me that wish to do what is good, evil is near.”
Decision is not easy, but we incline to the second view, because
by it the proposition : “ I wish to do good, but evil is beside
me,” which was plainly intended to be expressly brought for-
ward as the result of what precedes, stands forth more pro-
minently. The objections urged equally against the two latter
views appear not difficult to remove. They consist principally in
two points. Tirst, that in this case Todror Tov wopor must have
been said instead of Tov vowov. Dut, first, the nccessity for this
is not apparent, as the demonstrative meaning is not imperatively
called for ; and again, even the atticle, as has been observed, may
be used demonstratively in the same manner as in Acts xi. 16:
70D priparos Tob xupiov, ws ENeyev; xx. 35: TV Niywy Tod wvp.
'Ine., 67t avros eiwe. But, further, vopos, where it has the
Puivrer1, Royi, I, 2 A
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wider signilication, is said to be used only in contrast with vopos
in the proper sense, ili. 27, vii. 23, vili. 2, ix. 31. But cven
this contrast is not to be excluded, since it is introduced now
preparatory to the further exposition, ver. 23. The very con-
sideration hitherto of the relation in which the regenerate man
stands to the law suggests to the apostle the law, that to him
that wishes to do good evil is present. But this experience is very
significantly called a law, just because it expresses no accidental
and transient, but an inevitable and abiding phenomenon.

Vv. 22, 23 elucidate the result stated in ver. 21, that to me
that wish to do good, ver. 22, evil is present, ver. 23.  oumjbouar
yap TG vouw Tob Beol] for I tale delight in the law of God.
aurijbopal Teve may mean: (1) to rejoice together with some one
over a thing. Dut the interpretation: “ I rejoice with another in
God’s law, I share the joyous delight that is taken in the divine
law,” is irrelevant, becaunse the idea of another is Lere altogether
out of the question. Exceedingly forced and far-fetched is the
makeshift: “ T rejoice with the law of God, so that its joy (the law
personified) is also sméne, namcly, concerning the moral good
desired by the law and by me” (2) Intus, apud animuwm ncum
lactor, to rejoice in something inwardly, in his soul. So here.
Analogous is the meaning of odv in ovwodd por and in ocvArv-
wovpevos, Mark iii. 5. One cannot then say offhand either that
auv is pleonastic, or that it adds strength. And yet Loth might
be maintained under cover of the signification just given, by
supposing either that “to rcjoice with oneself” was reduced in
the course of usage to a simple “to rejoice,” or that, which of
itself is more natural, apud animum lactari is meant to describe
depth and inwardness of delight, i.c. strong delight. The latter
nicaning is also to be preferred on account of the following xaTa
Tov éocw dvfpwmov, which accentuates this element still more dis-
tinctly. Dut cumjdopuar 76 véue is distinguished from ovudmue
T vope, ver. 16, the latter denoting the consent of the intellect,
the former, appropriation by the heart and will. The vduos is
defined as wépos feol (genil. auclor) in contrast with &repos
vopos immmediately following. The delicht in God’s law here
deseribed is treated of Ds. i 2, xix. 8-12, xL 9 (comp. Hengst.
here), exil. 1, exix. 14, 16, 47, 70, 77, 92, 143, 174. Even in
these passages, so important for the exposition of the present one,
delight in God’s law is the delight of the »iyktcous, the regenerate,



CIIAD. VIL 22, 23. 371

and even there with delight is blended lamentation over sin still
remaining in the flesh.!

—«xaTa Tov éow dvfpwmov] “ Interior homo,” says Melanchthon,
“significat hominem, quatenus venovatus est Spirvitu Sancto.”
Just so Calvin: “ Interior homo non anima simpliciter dicitur,
sed spiritualis ejus pars, quae a Deo regenerata est” Comp.
Luther’s marginal note: “7The inward man means here the spirit
born of grace, which in the saints contends against the outward
man, Z.¢. reason, mind, and everything that is natural in man.”
But ¢ éow dvfpwmos is not in the abstract and directly identical
with 0 xawos, mvevpatikos avfpwmos. Rather o6 éow dvfpwmos
(which expression is ncedlessly derived from the phraseology of
the Platonic school, comp. Harless on Eph. ii. 16, p. 314 f)
denotes in the first place merely the vobs, vv. 23, 25, the mvetpa
avfpdmov in contrast with the éfo dvfpwmos, the odpua, or the
gap§, <.c. man, in so far as he is not outward and visible to others,
7.c. body, but as he is inward and hidden, 4e. spirit. So 2 Cor.
iv. 16 ; Eph. iii. 16. DBut without doubt, as these very passages
show, it is the éow dvfpwmos, to whom the wveipa feot is given
to work in him the new Dbirth and renewal.  Accordingly, by the
érw dvfpwmos even the kawds dvfpwmos may be denoted, on the
supposition that the former is to be conceived in a definite order
ot thought as necessarily dvarxexaivwpéves. Quite analogous to
this is the employment of uys, 1 Pet. ii. 11 (comp. Steiger
here): dméyesfar 7dv caprikdy émibumdy, alrwes oTpaTebovTa
kata s Yruyis. The reference here cannot be to the soul in its
natural character, for, as such, it is itself a Jruyn capsicy, but to
the soul as it had been renewed in the believing readers of the
¢pistle, in whom it was pervaded by the Holy Spirit, so that
Calvin rightly interprets: “ipsa animae regenitae natura, quae
spiritualis est. Totus homo interior, qui per Sp. 8. renovatus
est, intelligitur.”  On the other hand, in 1 Pet. iii. 4 it is certainly
doubtful whether the description ¢ xpvmros Tijs xapdias dvfpwos,

! Tholuck, p. 341, directly quotes these passages from the Psalms as an evidence
against our relerence of swvndiobas =4 vipw oo éeou to the regenerate. Nay, he even
appeals to the prayerin Oed. Tyr. v. 845. Thus he places the believing Israelite
on a par with the devout heathen, and identiles the patural law of conscicnce with
the spiritual, revealed law of God, whose fundamental requirement is love to God,
of which the heathen knew nothing., In fact, only on such grounds is it possible to
refer this passage to the counlflict in the unvegen:rate. DBut this alone is enough to
condemn the reference lor ail deep, truly spiritual understanding of the Seriptmies,
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corresponding with éow dvfpwmos, signifies simply every inward
ego, even of the matural man in contrast with the body,—so
Steiger, in wlich case we must iuterpret: “ Outward adornment,
that of the body, becomes not Christian women (dv éoTw, oy 0
éfwBev xoapos), but the inner man in the imperishable ornament
of a meek and quiet spirit (év 76 adpbapTw Tod mpatos kal favyiov
mrevpaTos),” so that the imperishableness of a meek and quiet
spirit is conceived as the principle pervading and sanctifying the
kpumrTos Tis xapdias dvfpwmos,—or whether o xp. Tijs . dvbp. of
itself is to be conccived as pervaded by the wredua feod, comp.
Wiesinger here, in which case (which we hold to be the right
view) we must interpret: “ the inward (= spiritual) man, consist-
ing in the imperishableness of a meek and quiet spirit” (“in pectore
latitans homo, qui perpetuitate mansuetae et tranquillae mentis
cernatur,” Fritzsche, Comm. in ¢p. ad Rom. tom. IL p. 64), so that
10 dpbapTov Tod Kp. k. %a. wvep. more precisely explains the
character of this inner man (comp. Rom. ii. 29: 0 év 7& rpvmTd
) " \ \ ’ 3 , - N
Tovdaios, kal mepiTopsy kapdias, év wvevpare). Now, in the present
passage, o écw avfpwmos is in point of fact the inner man, not
simply in so far as he may and should be pervaded by the Spirit of
God, but in so far as he actually 4s pervaded by the Spirit of God,
for only as such has he delight in God’s law.! The apostle’s use
1 Meyer asserts that ‘“it is quite arbitrarily denied by me that to the unregenerate
man belongs, as respects his moral ¢1,’ the cvvidouas 74 vipw cov deov (comp. ii. 15),
and it mrust belong to him, since the sinful nature has its seat and home in the odsE,
vv. 18, 25, as the antithesis of the yov;. This does not, indeed, consist with the
assumption that it is precisely the Zigher powers of the natural man that by nature
are at diametrical variance with God and His law (Form. Conc. p. 640 f.), but it
nevertheless rests on an exegetic basis.” We ask, on the otlier hand, whether
Meyer really supposes that lis carnal Hamartology consists better with the Augustan
Tormula of 1530, to whicly, inthe preface to his 2d edition, he so strongly adheres, in
distinetion from the Concord Formula? DBut, as concerns his assertion that his
anthropological positions are exegetically established, we hold precisely that they are
not excgetically established. Whoever is acquainted with the position of investigation
respecting the biblical notion of the #4;%, will be compelled to declare both assertions
at least equally warranted. Harless e.g. says, Christian Ethics, § 26a: “It is
confessed that the biblical notion of rdgZ has nothing further in common with the
Gentile and modern notion of sensuousness than that it includes under it the
so-called sensuous desires ™ (comp. §10).  Comp. also Harless, Comment. zum Ephes.
Br. p. 162 ; Wieseler on Gal. v. 13 ; Tholuck, ¢ Erneucrte Untersuchung iiber odg
als Quelle der Siinde,” Stud. u. Krit. 1855, II1. 1, . Com. zu Roém. 5 Ausg., the
exposition of vi. 6 ; Delitzsch, Bibl. Psych. p. 439 5 Luthardt, die Lehre vom freien
Willen, p. 394 fI.  All these inquirers, as well as Jul. Miiller, Lrnesti, Thomasius,

etc., in spite of many variations in particulars, dccidedly agree in opposing Meyer's
narrow view of the biblical conception of the «4/Z.
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here of this expression, not of xawss, wvevuatids dvfpwmos, is
explained by the tenor of the previous exposition. He wishes
just to show that sin is a power foreign to the believer, bringing
him into bondage against his will.  This he does by showing how
his real ego, the imnermost ground and core of his desire and
being, is free from sin. Thus there was here no occasion whatever
for describing this innermost ground and core as expressly spiritual.
Lather, on the contrary, since in the apostle’s teaching it is self-
evident (and in harmony with the entire doctrinal exposition
given so far by the Roman epistle of sin and grace, flesh and
spirit, bondage of the law and freedom of the gospel cannot be
conceived otherwise) that only that which is created in man
through the Tnenma can be (ver. 22) in sympathy with the
puewmatic law (ver. 14), the only thing of importance was, to
describe this desire of the Pnewma in man as his real ego (ver. 17),
lus real inward man (ver. 22). The péry (ver. 23), then, are not
the sinful corruption of human nature in the abstract, just as
little as the éow dvpwmos or the vols (ver. 23) is the new cha-
racter of sanctified linman nature in the abstract; but the former
is here described as wenn (cdua, ver. 24 ; oapf, vv. 18, 25), the
latter as &ocw dvfpwmos (éyw, vois), by a mode of expression
borrowed from and corresponding to natural, Z.c. morally indif-
ferent authropology. The higher, inner, hidden part (the &ow
avfpwmros, vols, the éyw proper) of wan simply is a rational, in
the regenerate man a spiritual essence. What remains in the
former, after taking away the mvedua dvfpomov, is called odpua,
odpE, péhy; and just so, therefore, is all that called which remains
in the latter, after taking away the mrvedua Oetov, which is con-
ceived as having become the principle subjectively active in man.
“ Interior igitur homo,” remarks Calvin, “ non anima simpliciter
dicitur, sed spiritualis ejus pars, quae a Deo regenerata est: mem-
brorum vocabulumn residuam alteram partem significat. Nam ut
anima est pars excellentior hominis, corpus inferior: ita spiritus
superior est carne. Hac ergo ratione, quia spiritus locum animae
teuet in homine, caro autem, id est corrupta et vitiata anima,
corporis, ille interioris hominis, haec membrorum nomen obtinet.”
Comp. the remarks on gapa, vi. 12. Thus odpf, cdua, péry,
vv. 18, 23, 24, 25, in this section really hold a middle place
between the purely physical and purely ethical meaning, and in
a certain sense form the point of transition from the former
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to the latter; as respects the form of the conception leaning to the
one side, as respects the substance to the other. “ Nec scinbre
tantum intelliguntur externa,” observes Calov, “sed <nterioics
quoque fuculfates, quae veluti membra sunt, quod per easdem
operetur homo vetus, et in iisdem consistat.”

—PBN\émw B¢ Erepov vouov év Tols péheal pov dvTiaTPATEVOUEVOY
T vopw Tod voos pov] may be construed in two ways. We may
either make the partic. dvriorpaTevopevor governed by Bhérw
(after the manner of wcrba videndi joined with the participle,
Acts viii. 23 ; 1 Cor. viii. 10; Heb. x. 25; Mark v. 31; Luke
xxiv. 12; John v. 19), so that év Tols ;éheci pov very closely
coheres with dvricTpaTevdpevor: “But I see that another law
wars 1 my members against the law of my spirit,” or we may
join év Tols péhes! pov with érepor wopov, and resolve the
participtum by the pronomen rdlativum. So Luther: “Dut I
see another law in my members that wars against the law in my
soul,” and most expositors. This latter mode of construction
seems to deserve the preference on account of the sharp antithesis
it gives between év Tois péheoi pov and éoco dvlpomos. Fhérw,
like edploxw, ver. 18, denotes perception after inward survey.
érepov vopov, a law of another Lind, ver. 4, not merely dAhov
vopov.  Comp. Tittmann, dec Synon. in N. T. p. 155 sq.: “ d\\os®
érepos.  Illud denotat altum, nulla diversitatis, nisi numeri,
ratione. &repos, non tantum alium sed ctiom diversum indicat.
a@\os "Incobs . . . Erepov edayyéhoy, 2 Cor. xi. 4 sq.” A law of
another kind, namely, than the law of God, in which I take
pleasure after the inward man, év 7ois pékesi pov, vi. 13,
vii. 5; Jas. iv. 1. dvmioTparevopevov, comp. the remark on
omAa adixlas, vi. 13, and Jas. iv. 1; 1 Det. ii. 11; also dvrixeiras,
Gal. v. 17. The vouos Tob voss is not identical with the vouos
Tob feot, but is the law issuing from and immanent in the
human spirit that has become spiritual, the law demanding and
consisting in guwijdecfar & vope Tob Geod. vobs is the spirit, not
nmerely as to its theoretical, but also as to its practieal "aspect,
mand, 1. 28, xii. 2; 1 Cor. i. 10, ii. 16; Eph. iv. 17, 25 (Harless);
Luther here: “Gemiith, soul.” (Meyer: “practical reason;” Beck,
Wbl Psych. p. 42: “the soul’s spiritual sense.”) The mind and
soul of the Christian are directed to what is spiritual, to the voL0S
feob. On the form voss in later Greek (after the third deelension),
instead of vob, and vof instead of voew, vé, see Winer, p. 72,
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—«al alyparwtilovtd pe TH vopw TS dpaptias TG Svty év
Tols uéheal wov] The ficure implied in avricTpatevouevor, taken
from 1military service, is continued in alypareotifovra. The
contending foe takes prisoner his opponent, and thus gains the
victory. The prisoner of the law of sin as such does what sin,
Lis master, commands. Only this takes place, as already re-
marked, not in such a sense as if nothing but sin were present
in the regenerate, but in such a sense that the law of the spirit
does mot thoronghly permeate his will, inasmucli as sin still
mingles with the will, constantly hindering and disturbing its
operations. This impossibility of ever attaining perfect holiness,
this countinuous encompassing by edmwepiocraTtos apaptia, Heb.
xil. 1, this perpetual cloud on the spiritual life from the
encumbering body of evil desire and incliration, is just that
which is felt by the Dbeliever as an ever-continuing bondage of
sin, existing side by side with the freedom that he lhias in Christ.
alypalwtibw (Luke xxi, 24; 2 Cor. x. §; 2 Tim. iii. 6) from
alyui dhiokomatr, “to make prisoner of war;” Té voud Tis
dpaptias, comp. mwempapévos Umd Ty auaptiav, ver. 14. The
slave may be either a prisoner of war or a bought slave. But
with equal pertinence man might be described as a slave born
in the house of sin (verne). The ancient Attic writers say
alypiahoTov mowety. Still later than elyualwrilew is the form
aiyparotedbeey, Eph. iv. 8, also 2 Tim. iii. 6, according to the
less attested lect. recepta.  Now, Eph. iv. 8 Dbeing taken from
LXX. Ps. Ix. 18, alyparwr{lw may be described as the sole form
occurring in the N. T. pe is not the éow dvfpwmos, the vois, the
real éyd, ver. 17, for neither is it emphatic, nor does the vois
cense to be subject to the vépos feod, comp. ver. 25, but it is the
entire ¢go in the abstract, considered as morally indifferent, which
as subject to the law of God is vods, éow dvfpwmos; the rcal cgo,
as subject to the law of sin, is odpf, capa, comp. ver. 25:
abTos éyw T pev voi . . . 74 8¢ caprl. The dative 7§ voue Ths
apaptias is dativ. commod., not instrum.: “and takes me captive
for the law of sin,” Ze. under the power of sin. By wéuos Tis
dpaprias the €repos vépos is more exactly defined as to its
character. This érepos wopos is simply, which before was not
expressly said, a wvopos dpaprias. Hence also it is not said
merely aiypaloTilovrd pe éavrd, ic. the érepos vopos makes me
its prisoner. Ifurther, the supplement 76 8vre év Tols péheo! pov
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expressly identifies the one wopos with the other, and obviates
the supposition that the vopos Tis apaptias is a vopos different
from the érepos wopos. “The law of sin that, as was seid, is in
my members.” 1lereby, too, the connection of érepos vopos év
Tols péheoi pov is again corroborated. The distinction that some
have attempted to discover between érepos vopos and vowos Tijs
apaprias must be regarded as more or less untenable. If it is
wished to distinguish a fourfold instead of a threefold vopos, with
logical strictness the vopos Tod feod, the law proceeding from God,
could only be opposed to the vowos tijs dapaprias, the law pro-
ceeding from sin.  With the first, the vopos T0od vads, delight in
good, would then harmonize; with the latter, the érepos vopos év
Tols péheo:, inclination to evil DBut the vépos Tis dpaprias
itself, just as much as the érepos wopos, Leing found év Tois
péeoy, this distinetion between an objective and subjective law
of sin fulls to the ground, and there remains only a threcfvld
vopos, 4 vopos Toi Beod, a vbpos Tov vods pov, and an ETepos
véuos, or a vopos Tijs dpaptias év Tols péheol pov. “DBut e
calls both the spirit and the flesh,” says Luther in his preface to
St. Paul's Epistle to the Romans, “a law, because, as is the
manner of the divine law, it impels and demands: therefore also
the flesh impels, and demands, and rages against the spirit, and
would have its desire. This conflict lasts in us as loug as we
live, in one more, in another less, according as the spirit or the
flesh is stronger. And yet the whole man himself is both these,
spirit and flesh, which contends with him until he becomes all
spiritual.”

Ver. 24. The fact of the still - continuing captivity of sin,
realized in capericnce, impels the apostle to the lament and cry
for help of this verse. Even the redecmed Christian, and he
expressly, in view of Lis carnal nature, is seen still ever lament-
ing and seeking redemption. Tadaimwpos éyw davfpwmos] Cry of
distress.  Unhappy man that I am ! Wrongly Dengel: “me
miserum, qui homo simi The nominative is the nowminative of
exclamation, Winer, p. 227. Talaimwpos, Rev. iil. 17, joined
with é\eewss, accordiug to the usual derivation from TAjvac Tov
wopov, te. 7o mévbos, according to IPassow se., perhaps a
poetical variation of Talametpios, a strong expression to denote
misery, comp. iii. 16: ovwtptupa sai Tarawmepia (LXX. for
1); Jas. v. 1: whaloate ShoAvbovtes émi Tals Talarrwpiass,



CHAP. VIL 24. 377

iv. 9: talairwpioate kai wevbijoare xal kKhavsare. On the
cery of distress follows the eall for Lelp in the form of an inguiring
survey.

—is pe pioetar ék Toi cwpatos Tob favdrov TovTov;] The
redcelned man is ever, as it were, crying afresh for a new
Redeemer fromn the power of sin still remaining in him. “ Noun
quaerit autem, a quo sit liberandus, quasi dubitans ut increduli,
qui non tenent unicum esse liberatorem: sed vox est anhelantis
et prope fatiscentis, quia non satis praesenten opem videat,”
Calvin. Several interpreters refer this cry for help to the
Christian longing for death, which with redemption from the
body brings redemption from the evil of sin. DBut cdua here, as
observed, denotes the material body neither exclusively nor
abstractly, but body and soul, in so far as they are not yet per-
vaded by the mwvedua. Moreover, the longing expressed here, as
ver. 25 ebyapiord . . . fudv, in connection with viii. 1 f. shows,
finds its satisfaction in the present life. Thus the point treated
of is not the wish for deliverance from the sapa in itself, but
from the odpea in so far as it is subject to sin and death, e for
the deliverance of the bLody from sin and death, comp. ver. 23.
But, no doubt, inasmuch as this wish can only receive its final
and complete fultilment in the future life and in the glorification
of the body, this element may Dbe conceived as eclioing, so to
speal, Dbreaking forth involuntarily from the background of
natural feeling. The genitive 7ob favdTov may be taken as
simply gendt. possess.: “the Dbody Dbelonging to death” 7o
xepwbév Do Tob favdrou, or also according to Winer, p. 235,
as genitive of reference: “the body leading to death.” Respect-
ing favaros, comp. on v. 12, vi. 16, vii. 10. The question is,
wlhetlier Tov7ov should be joined with favdrov or with copaTos.
It is supposed that in the latter case the apostle for the sake of
clearness must have written éx Todrov Tl cwparos Tob favdrou.
But this judgment, in our opinion, rests on a very precarious
canon. A writer often intends a particular definite collocation of
words, without reflecting that for the reader it may be ambiguous.
The placing of Tovrov after cwuaros, moreover, was required by
the emphasis aimed at, and there remained then nothing but the
order €x Tob cwuatos Tob BuvaTov TobTov, which in addition is
relieved of difficulty Ly the consideration that c@dua Tob Bavdrov
may be joined together as a single conception,  body-of-deatl.”
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The only point in question, then, is to decide with which of the
two substantive (cwpatos or Bararov) the pronomen demon-
strativion is joined with greater rclevance to the connection of
thought.  As to this we certainly believe with cwpaTes, for
fcvaTos was not the subject, vv. 14-24 (we must, then, with
Luther in his original note interpret : “ He calls the misery and
sorrow of the conflict with sin death”), and the allusion to ver.
10 ff. appears too remote. The emphatic indication, contained
in TovTov placed last, can thus only refer to the odua, hitherto
spoken of as the seat of auapria.

Ver. 25. Thanks for redemption found in Christ, and recapitu-
Intion of what was last explained. edyapiord 16 Oed 8id "Incod
XpisTob Tob xupiov nudv] This lectio recepte has no adequate
confirmation from manuscripts. For edyapiotd 79 fed are found
the variations yapes 7 Oed, ydpis 8¢ 76 Oeds, 7 xdpes Tob Oeobd,
3 xapes kvpiov. The two last readings are plainly alterations made
to obtain a dircet answer, 5 yapis Tod Geod or xvpiov (sc. ploeral
pe), to the foregoing question, ver. 24: 7is pe pvoerar; Thus
the only choice seems to lie between ydpis 76 fed 81 "Ingod
Xpiorod T. xvp. Hu., which Mill and Griesbach approve, and
Lachmann has received, and xdpis 8¢ T Bed kTA., as Fritzsche
reads.  We give the latter reading the preference, on the ground
that the omission of &¢ is more easily explained than its insertion.
The supposition that this reading was taken from vi. 17 has no
probability in its favour! It might just as well be said that
ebxapioTéd T Beg is borrowed from i. 8, where, in addition, &ié
‘Incot Xpiorov is likewise found. After the wail and cry for
help, ver. 24, the apostle’s language becomes calm and measured ;
whereas, if xdpis 7o fed is read without 8¢, it acquires an abrupt
and unconnected character: “ Wretched man that T am! Who
shall deliver me from this body of death ?”

xapis 8¢ 4 Oep 8ud "Incod XpioTod T. xvp. #iw.] “ But thanks
he to God through Jesus Christ our Lord.” There is thus no
oround for misgiving. Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 57: 7¢ 8¢ Beis yapts,
1@ Si8ovTe Nulyv TO vikos Sua Tob kvplov Nudy 'Ingov XpioTol.
With this, also, the subjoined calm, recapitulatory exposition
links on more simply and readily. yapis 8¢ 76 6egs, comp. 2 Cor.

VYt this is maintained even by Meyer. In this case, with him, we should have

to retain the recepta edxepers xra. This is no doubt confirmed also by the Cod,
Sinait., which only reads x4z 3¢ by a second hand.
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viii. 16 ix. 15, & 'Incod Xpiorod, comp. i. 8. Thanksgiving
is presented to God through Jesus Christ, because Ile is the cause
of our having reason to present thanksgiving to God. airiov
dvtos Tis edyapiorias, explains Theophylact, adTos yap, ¢noi,
katopbocer & 0 vopos olk NSurifn: adros upe éppucaTo €k Tijs
acbeveias Tod cwparos, évduvaudaas aiTo, dore unkéTt TUpav-
vetg@ar Um0 Tis apaptias. The apostle having, on the one hand,
in view of the sin still remaining in the flesh, broken out into
the wail and cry for help which dwell perpetually in the Christian
soul ; and, on the other, mindful of the redemption found in
Christ,—enjoyed already in experience by himself, and anew and
more and more deeply to be appropriated in ever-advancing
progress,—having presented his thanksgiving to God, he now
recapitulates, in the form of an inference, the essential purport of
what lhas been explained {rom ver. 14 onward, especially from
ver. 21 to xvplov judw, ver. 25, Two positions are advanced:
first, that the regenerate man with the spirit serves the law of
God, but with the flesh the law of sin; and secondly, that, never-
theless, having reason for praise on account of the redemption of
which Christ is the mediator, in spite of the twofold mature of
His ¢jo already mentioned, no condemnation falls on those who
are in Christ, because in them the sin remaining in the flesh no
longer comes into account, but only the new nature of the spirit.
The first inference is drawn by dpa odv in this verse, the second
by dpa vbv in viii. 1 f.  Thus the division of the chapters here
interrupts the strict connection of thought, and may therefore he
described as little to the purpose. A beginning might perhaps
be made of a new paragraph, since certainly the description of a
new aspect in the condition of the regenerate opens, but 1ot
suitably of a new chapter. The seventh chapter would thus con-
clude better with viii. 11.

—dpa obv avTos éyw TG pév vol Sovhebw vope Beod: TH 8¢
capkl vope dpaptias] Comp. the striking practical explauation of
these words by Haldane in his Exposition gf the Epistle to the
Romans, as well as the profound and rich comments of Besser on
this entire section, vv. 14-25. (Ouly, we find the twofold sense,
which the latter would assign to the expression vépos duapTias,
“the law that has sin for its subject,” and “the law that judges
sin,” incapable of being sustained czegetically.) The fact that the
apostle, after the thanksgiving for deliverance accomplished,
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repeats this proposition, shows that it contains a deseription of
the state of the regenerate man. Otherwise we should have
expeeted to see it prefixed to the thanksgiving, And after the
utterance of the thanksgiving, if the description of a new and
opposite state of life were meant to be forthwith introduced, there
was no reason whatever for a passage recapitulating and repeating
the deseription of the former state of life. DBesides, in that case
xaprs 6¢ 7 fed wrh. would acquire the character of a paren-
thetical interpolation, with which only viii. 1 links on, dpa otv
adros éyw xTh. referring back to ver. 24—manifestly an unnatural
and violent mode of connection. On this account even Olshausen
refers the words dpa olv avrds éyw xTA. to the new Dbirth now
introduced ; whicl then, certainly, since they clearly contain the
substance of vv. 14-24 <n nuce, should by reflex influence
have changed completely his view of the entire section. &pa
oby, comp. on v. 18, ad7és éyd, comp. Fritzsche and Tholuck
here.  alros éyd has either an adversative or declarative significa-
tion. The first occurs Luke xxiv. 39: 676 adros éyd elue, that 1t
7s I mysclf (not a spectre that has mimicked my form). Comp.
Ron. xv. 14, In that case, the contrast in this passage would be
contained in &a "Inood Xpiorod. I myself, ie. I alone, apart from
Christ's interposition.  On this view, indeed, xdpis 8¢ 16 ed kA
need no longer be regarded as a parenthetical interruption. DBut
it must be described as far-fetched, because the thought with
which: “J amyself with the spirit serve the law of God” is sup-
posed to stand in contrast, namely: “Jesus Chaist is my deliverer
from this body of death,” can only be indirectly taken from the
thanksgiving expressed Lefore. The second signification of airos
answers to our German cben, cven, just, very, and denotes the very
one spoken of just before, or just now, or about to be spoken of.
It is found ix. 3 : nOyduny yap alros éyw avdbepa eivas dmd Tob
XpioTod Umép Tdv ddedpav pov. “ Even I, who have just made
known the sorrow of my heart;” although in this passage the
first meaning also might bLe found: “7I anyself,” in contrast with
his brethren. 2 Cor. x. 1: adrds éyo ITabhros ... bs xavd
wposwmoy pév Tamewos év Vuiv xth.  “Eren I, Paul, who,” ctc.
xii. 13 @ 7¢ ydp éorew b frmifnre Imép Tas Nouras éxrhnaias, €l pi
67 adrds éyw o kaTevdprnoa Vpwy; “Eren I, who by mauy signs
proved myself an apostle of Christ,” comp. ver. 12. So especially
olten in the phrase adrd Tobro, Rom, ix. 17, xiil. 6; 2 Cor. il 3,
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v. 5, vii. 11; Gal. ii. 10; Eph. vi. 18, 22; Phil. i. 6; Col. iv. §;
2 DPet. 1. 5. So also in the present passage: Lven I who was just
aow spoken of, i.c. who just now bewailed to God my sin and
misery, and presented my thanks for deliverance. Some exposi-
tors interpret adrds éyd here by idem cgo. “T, one and the same
man, do a twofold act, with my spirit,” ete. But adrés is never
in the N. T. = 0 atros, Winer, p. 139 ; and the other attempts
made to extract this sense are to be regarded as artificial and
without sufficient evidence. SovAedw. If it is maintained that
in the regenerate no Sovhevew voue dpaptias takes place, we
must reply that this takes place mnot absolutely, but only 73
capxi; wlereas, on the contrary, it must be maintained that in
the unregenerate no Sovhever vouw feod, even T voi takes place.
On the siu still remaining in the flesh, even in the regenitus, comp.
Eph. iv. 22; Col. iii. 5. ¢ Brevis epilogus,” observes Calvin, “quo
docet, nunquam ad justitiae metam pertingere fideles, quamdiu in
carne sua habitant: sed in cursu esse, donec corpore exuantur.—
Fatetur, se ita esse Deo addictum, ut reptans in terra multis
sordibus inquinetur. Notabilis locus ad convincendum illud per-
niciosissimum Catharorum dogma, quod liodie susecitare rursum
conantur tumultuosi quidam spiritus.” The strong expression
Sovheverr (vi. 18) shows that even in the @é\ew moiely T6 deyabov
and the ovmjdecfar 76 vope Toi Beod mo mere vellcitas, no mere
impotent and fugitive acquiescence, is to be supposed.
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CHAPTER VIIL

Tue apostle now presents to us the life of the regenerate man
under its other aspect. He had described fully the circumstances
out of which the sin perpetually cleaving to him necessarily
arose. He describes now the might and glory of the new life-
principle, of the grace and Spirit that believers receive in Christ
Jesus.  Thus ch. vil. 14-25, viii. 1-11 do not picture different
and successive conditions in a Clristion’s life, but, taken together,
furnish an exhaustive description of one and the sane condition
with respect to the two elements of which it is invariably com-
posed.  As already intimated in the remarks introductory to vii
14-25, the believer, glancing at the duaptia év capxi, has reason
every moment to cry : Talaimopos éyw dvlpwmos ! Tis pe fioera
éi Tob odpaTos Tod favdrov TovTov; but being év XpioTd "Inoad,
and in Him delivered from ratdxpipa, he is withal able to say :
6 vouos Tob mvevpatos Tis fwils NhevBépwoé pe amo Tl vopov
wijs auaptias kai 7o favdtov. By this view we do not call in
question the fact that the one or the other elemeut is uppermost
in consciousness, according as he finds himself more vehemently
assaulted by sin, or governed and influenced by the spirit of
frcedom and life.  Luther's words, in his preface to the Roman
epistle, may stand as a general introduction to the cighth chapter:
“ In the eighth chapter he gives such combatants the comforting
assurance that the flesh does not condemn thems, and intimates,
further, the nature of flesh and spirit, and how the Spirit comes from
Christ, who has given us His Holy Spirit to make us spiritual
aud quench the flesh, and assure us that we are God’s children, and
how fiercely sin rages in us as long as we follow the Spirit and
strive to mortify sin.  But as the fiesh is kept under by nothing
so clfectually as the cross and suffering, he comforts us in suffer-
ing by assuriug us of the sympathy of the loving Spirit and all
creatures, seeing that the Spirit groans in us and the creature
Iougs with us that we may be delivered from the flesh and sin.
We thus sce that these three chapters relate to the one work of
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faith, which is there called mortifying the old Adam and doing
violence to the flesh.”  As introductory to the section, vv. 1-11,
which has first of all to e interpreted, Calvin’s words are worthy
of note : “ Uli certamen subjecit, quod habent pii cum carne sua
perpetuum, redit ad consolationem illis valde necessariam, cujus
antea wmeminerat ; quod tametsi a peccato adhuc teneantur
ohsessi, mortis tamen potestati jam exemti sint et ommni male-
dictioni, modo non in carue vivant, sed in spiritu. Tria eniwm
simul conjungit, imperfectionem, qua semper laborant fideles, Dei
indulgentiam in ea condonanda et ignoscenda, regenerationem
spiritus : atque hoc quidem postremwn, ne quis vana opinione
se lactet, acsi liberatus esset a maledictione, carni suae interim
secure indulgens. Ut ergo frustra sibi blandiatur homo carnalis,
st de emendanda vita nihil sollicitus hujus gratiae praetextu im-
prnitatem sibi promittat : ita habent trepidae piorum conscientiae
invictum propugnaculum, quod, dum in Christo manent, sciunt,
se esse extra omne damnationis periculum.”

Ver. 1. Inference (dpa) from what precedes. The question is,
from which words the inference is deduced. To connect it with
ch. i1, or iv, or v. 12 {f, or vil. G, is too remote, and therefore
arbitrary. On the contrary, we must certainly find a point of
conuection with the context immediately preceding. Now, they
wlho see the condition of the unregenerate described there seek a
link of counection in part in the last words of vii. 25 (dpa odv
.. . apaptias). The train of thought would then be as follows :
“YWhen I was yet under the power of sin, on account of sin I
was doomed to death. Now, theu, when we are in Christ Jesus
we are saved from condemnation, for in Christ Jesus is freedom
from the law of sin and death.” According to this view, the
emphasis lies on »oy. DBut in this case the more apt and natural
arrangement would cleaily have been: viv dpa ov8év rxardxpiua
rols év XpioTe 'Inaod, or even oddév dpa xatdxpiua Tois viv év
Xpiorg 'Ingob. NMoreover, this thought would have been far
more suitably expressed in an antithetical than in a consecutive
form : vy 8¢ oldev kavdxp. wTr.: “ Formerly I was a slave of
sin and death. Dut now,” etc., comp. vvvi &, iit. 21. Therefore
the connection must be made with the first part of vii. 25
(ebxaptaTd . . . nudv), whose contents, no doubt, point back to
ch. il ff.  Dut il; accepting this mode of connection, dpa odv
avtos éyw . . . auaptias is meaut to refer to the status ive-
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gendlorum, then edyapeord . . . judv could ouly be viewed as a
subordinate parventhetical sentence, despatched, as it were, in an
instant, or, at all events, after these words a pause (comp. de
Wette here) must be supposed. In both cases the mode of con-
nection proposed would acquire a strange and forced appearance
which does not belong to it on our view. According to our view,
the idea embodied in the context, vii. 24, 25, is as follows : “ The
believer, with the soul serving the law of God, with the flesh the
law of sin, while he has reason to mourn, has also reason for
thanksgiving to God.” Now, from this it follows that on those
who are in Christ Jesus no condemnation falls, for in Him they
have freedom from sin and death. Thus the sin and death still
present in them are not only constantly swallowed up in the
righteousness and life to be found in Christ, but also, in the case
of those who are in Christ Jesus, are no longer even brought lefore
God in judgment. ob8év dpa viv kaTdxpipa] sc. éoTiv. dpa viv
= on this account now, on this account then, like dpa ody, v. 18,
vii. 3, 25, viii. 12, ete. Respecting »Ov as a logical particle of
transition, see on iii. 21; and besides the passages there cited,
comp. especially Heb. xi. 16 ; Jas. iv. 13, v. 1; 1 John ii. 28.
dpa ovv Paul always places at the lead of the sentence; but
after dpa odw, vii. 25, this would have been very awkward lere.
xatdepipa, as in v. 16, 18, = sentence of condemnation, carried
into effect in the very act of death in the entire compass of the
notion, the clement of spiritual and eternal misery predominating.
Yor them no more is there sentence of condemnation =it falls on
them, etec. The interpretation: “nullac poenae, nihil damnatione
dignum”—Luther, “nothing worthy of condemnation”—cannot be
accepted, at least as a precise interpretation of the word. With the
sentiment, comp. kaTa Tév ToroUTwy odx €oTe vopos, Gal. v. 23.
—ois év Xpioro 'Incov] sc. odaw. After the whole exposi-
tion contained in ch. iti.—vi. there needs nothing else to disprove
the arbitrary and superficial explanation that puts oi év Xpiord
ou a parallel with the designations oi 700 Zijvwvos, o apdi IThd-
Tova, ol amwd tob ITuBayopov (we never do say of év Zijpww,
II\drwn, ITubayopa, of a scholar’s relation to his teacher), or to
prove that the phrase eiva: év Xpiord "Ingod in the apostle’s lips
can only denote a real, spiritual, and no doubt mystical com-
munity of life on the part of the believer with Christ. Comp.
John xv. 3 {f.; Acts xvii 28: Rom. xvi 11; 1 Cor. i. 30;
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2 Cor. v. 17 ; Gal. iii. 27, 28 ; Winer, p. 484, note. In 1 John
il. 5, Typeiv Tov Aoyov adrod is expressly described as a charac-
teristic of év adr@ eivar. The two, therefore, cannot be identical,
From elvas év wuplp follows elpioreafar, Phil iil. 9; orixew,
iv. 1, 1 Thess. iil. 8; wepimateiv év xupip, Col ii. 6. DBy faith
we are incorporated with Christ, the Atoner and Redeemer. By
eivar év Xpioro 'Inood, therefore, we have, under their subjective
aspects, Sukalwais and dytaopos in inseparable connection (1 Cor.
i 30), and thercwith the abrogation of every xardepipa. The
following supplement—

— 1) kaTa cdpra weprmaTobow, ANA kaTd mwrebpa] is wanting
in the most important codices, versions, and Fathers either
entirely or as to its latter half (@\\a xara wvedpa). It has
therefore been justly deseribed by most editors and interpreters
as a spurious gloss from ver. 4. Moreover, such a condition (and
conditionally it must be translated in the absence of the article
ToZs) yields an irrelevant sense lere, where there is no occasion
to specify the condition on which xardxpipa is abolished, but,
above all, to establish the fact of the abrogation itself, ver. 2. The
express treatment of this condition as such really begins only
with ver. 12 £, ,

Ver. 2 states the reason (ydp) why for helievers there is mo
watdrpepa. The vopos 7ol mrvedpatos Tis fwijs forms an anti-
thesis with véuos Tijs duaptias rai Tod favdrov. On the latter
phrase, Chrysostom early remarked: O¢ Tov Mwgéws vopov Aéyer
évratfa oldapol yap adrov vépov duaprias kakel. Ilds vyap bv
dikatov kal Gytoy ToNAdris dvopace xal auaptias AvaipeTikoy ;
AN éxeivov avTioTpaTevouevor T@ vouw Tob voos. Indeed, it is
obvious that here in the vopos Tijs auaprias we must hold fast by
the reference to the vépos Tijs duaptias év Tois pékesi pov, vil. 23,
25. Just as there the subject spoken of is captivity (alyparwri-
Cew) to this law, so here the subject is deliverance (eAevfepoiv)
from it. The Mosaic law can be so much the less inteuded, as
I"aul would scarcely have called it a vouos Tijs dpaptias xai Tob
favdrov in this connection. For although (vii. 5) he speaks of the
mabhjpara TOV duapTidy, T& Sa Tod pépov, describes the vouos,
1 Cor. xv. 56, as a SVvaus Tiis duapTias, and ascribes to it, 2 Cor.
iii. 6 (comp. ver. 7), amoxrelvew, yet in the exposition immediately
preceding the present passage, as it were correcting these expres-

sions and reducing them to their due measure, he expressly
Piicirer, Roar L 2D
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observed that the vduos is not auawtia, and not the cause of
fdvaTos. On the contrary, it is dyeos, Sikatos, ayafos, and
ka)os ; and émbupia is not brought about by the évroAs, but only
upon occasion of the évrohs} by apaptia, which is likewise the
cause of favaros, vil. 7, 8,12, 13, 16. It is therefore impos-
sible that directly afterwards he should describe the same vopos
4s a vopos Tijs dpaptias xul Tov BavdTov, as a cause of sin and
death. The subject spoken of here, then, is that mighty principle
of sin in our members which wields the power of a law, so that
Chrysostom and Theodoret not inaptly interpret this vépes Tijs
Gpaprias by Swaocrteia Tis dpaprias. DBut inasmuch as our
cdpa with its uély is subject not merely to auapria, but also,
precisely through dpapria, to 8dvatos, vii. 24 (comp. v. 12),
the power dwelling in our members and making us its slaves is
a vopos Tiis dpaptias xai Tot favdTou, 2 power issuing from
sin and death (genit. auctor.). Upon this view, the meaning of
vopos Tob mvevpaTos Tiis {wijs now explains itself. By this, in
like manner, must be understood a principle dwelling within man,
By vopos, therefore, cannot Le meant the gospel, the new covenant,
the Christian scheme of salvation (somewhat after the analogy of
vopos ioTews, iil. 27), in contrast with the O. T. Nomos. But
the vopos Tob wvebpaTos is nct, therefore, identical with the
vopos Tob voos pov, vii. 23, not even if the latter be conceived
as vobs mvevpatikos. For the vipos of the vods mvevpaTikés does
not make man free from the wvopos of duapria and Odvaros, but
ouly when the mvedua feod sets him free from the latter does
the vopos of the vols wrevpaTikss come into existence in him.
Comp. ver. 10 in relation to ver. 11. The wwvedua here, then,
must be the wrebpa fetov, dyrov himself. In so far as Ile works
cternal life, Les) (comp. 2 Cor. iii. 6: 70 wvedpa lwomorer), He is
o wvedpa Tis {wijs; and in so far as this Spirit leading to life
(comp. as to this genitivus cfectus, Johm vi. 35 : o dpros Tijs {wijs;
Ronw v. 18: Swaiwais {wijs) is a principle dwelling and ruling
in 1an’s heart, does a vépos Toi wreduaTos Tijs Lwis find place, a
sovereign power proceeding from the Spirit who is the means of
life, that breals and masters the power of sin and death. DBut
the mvedpa leads to Ly, the opposite of Ouvares, in abolishing
apapria, the cause of @dvaTos. This antithesis, complete at every
point, of vépos 7ol mvedpatos Tis fwis and wvopos Tijs auaptius
kui 700 BavdaTov at once suggests that év Xpiorg Incoi] is to
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be connected neither with 7ijs &wis, which would give one item
too many in the first member of the autithesis, nor with 7ob
wvedpaTos, nor with 6 vopos Tob mwvedpatos Tijs {wijs (which, in
spite of the article being absent, is no doubt possible, Winer,
p- 171, although here, certainly, on account of the possible
ambiguity, the explanatory o, Tod, or T7js before év Xp. 'Ino. was
to e looked for), but with the following prev@épwoe. This mode
of connection corresponds perfectly with the contents of the pre-
ceding and following verses. The object is to prove that for those
who are év Xpiwore "Inood there is katakpipa no longer, ver. 1.
This is the case preciscly, because év Xpiomd Incod freedom is
viven from the law of sin and death through the Spirit of life,
ver. 2. And to prove this position again, it is shown that
¢papria is condemned, not by the wopos, but év Xpiord. Thus
€v XpuoTg "Inoob coming first in this verse is explained, not only
Ly the fact that the words immediately following JAevBépwoé pe
amo Tot vépov atA. would not bear interruption, but also by the
emphasis lying on év Xp. 'L in this verse both in allusion to év
Xp. I, ver. 1, and in opposition to vouos, ver. 3. At the same
time, by this mode of connection subjective redemption is traced
back to its objective ground. The Spirit of life has made us free
fron the law of sin and death in Christ Jesus, so that we partake
in this freedom ouly as we are in Him. Thus subjective renewal
depends upon the objective atonement and justification of which
we are partakers through our being in Christ by means of faith.
Respecting é\evfepia év Xpiotg, comp. the Lord’s saying, John
viii. 36.

—nhevBépwaé pe] The aorist denotes the single act of deliver-
ance by incorporation into Christ through faith, comp. oi 8¢ Tob
Xpiotol v cdpra éoTavpwoav, Gal. v. 24 This freedom,
ideally complete, is in reality to Le conceived as a principle in
comrse of development. The reading jhevfépwaé oe instead of ue
Las clearly arisen merely from repeating by mistake the last
syllable of sjAevfépwoe. Here Paul speaks of himself for the last
tilne as representing all believers. Already previously, ver. 1, of
év Xpiore were mentioned in general. Then appears sjuels, ver. 4,
and Jueis, ver. 9. The wail over the power of sin still continuin
he takes specially on himsclf. In picturing the glory of re-
demption, his language becomes inclusive and general,

Ver. 3 coufirms év Xp. "I jAevfépwaé pe kTN, ver. 2. 7o yap
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a8dvatov Tob vopov] adivartor may either be taken in the active
sense = 7 advvapia, the impotence ; or it has a passive significa-
tion = what cannot be carried out, the impossible. But the latter
would be 70 ¢8vwator & vopw. The wopos is here, of course,
the réuos Mwvaéws, the vopos feod. The question is, how the
sentence before us is to be construed. It is altogether arbitrary
to suppose an accusat. absolut., or to supply the preposition xata
or Sia = “ as respects the 1nability of the law,” or “ on account of
the inability of the law.” Detter than this would be the supposi-
tion of an anacoluthon, 76 dévvaTor Tod wopov . . . o Bfeds Tov
éavtod viov wéuras . . . xatéxpwe Ty dpaptiav for To ddivarov
Tob vouov . . . émoinoev o feos, méuras . . . kal xaTaxpivev
e\, “ What was impossible to the law . . . God, sending His
Son, condemned sin in the flesh,” instead of “this God did, and
condemned,” ete. So Winer, pp. 290 and 718! Dut there
is no need, as is acknowledged in these days by the most pro-
found interpreters, to suppose an anacoluthon. On the contrary,
the construction may be regarded as according to rule. 76 add-
vaTov Tod vopov is to be taken as nominative, and in apposition
to the subjoined principal sentence: o feds . .. év 1 capxi, and
to be resolved relatively: b 7w 76 ddvwatov Tod wopov (Vulg.:
“quod erat impossibile legi”), thus: o feds xatéxpve THv duap-
Tiav, & (sc. TO kaTakpivew THv duaptiav) W TO dbvvaTtoy Tod vouov.
“Tor the impotence of the law—God condemmned sin in the
flesh,” .., “ God condemned sin in the flesh, which was the
impotence of the law (i that which the law was not competent
for).” Quite analogous is the construction, Heb. viii. 1: xedpdAaiov
odv émi Tols Aeyopévors, TototTov Exoper apytepéa. In exactly the
same way, even in classical Greek, stand the phrases : To péyioroy,
id quod mazimum ¢st, 76 SeworaToy, TO EoxaTov, TO Keddhaiov,
70 Tehevtalov, as apposilional adjuncts before the prineipal sen-
tence. Comp. Kiithuer, Adusf. Gram. d. gr. Spr. Th. I1I. p. 146,
§ 500, 1, Amn. 2. The prefixing of addvarov Tob is here
specially warranted by the contrast in which it stands with év
Xpiard "Incob, ver. 2, and the emphasis thus gained.

—év ¢ jjaféver 8ua Tis capkds] év ¢ here is plainly to be taken

1 S0 too Luther: ““This God did and sent His Son, and condemned sin in the
flesh through sin,” where i dpaprizs is translated through sin.  We might indeed
resolve or paraplirase xawixpws DY imoings xrraxpivav, but not, as Luther seems, though
not necessarily, to have construed wéuvas by ireings wéuas,
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not as a relative 4n which, as in ii. 1, but as a conjunction. As
such it may mean: (1) quo tempore, so Mark ii. 19, Luke v. 34,
John v. 7, comp. év wavti ypove, év @, Actsi. 21, and év ¢ xawpg,
Acts vii. 20; (2) as an attraction for év TodTw &7i, either in co
quod, quatenus, as far as, or propter hoc quid, propterea quod,
quoniam, because, Heb. WN3, comp. év ToUre wioTedoper, propter
hoc, on this account we Dbelieve, John xvi. 30, and odx év TovTe
Seducalwpat, per hoc, by this am I not justified, Winer, p. 484,
Heb. vi. 17. The temporal meaning cannot be accepted here,
because the law was not merely powerless to abolish sin at a
particular time when it was weak through the flesh, but was
powerless at any time to do that which was the peculiar office
of Christ. There remains then nothing but the meaning “as far
as,” or “because,” and indeed the latter is preferable, because
what is here affirmed of the law’s weakness bears no limitation,
It is powerless to abolish sin, not merely in so far as it is weak
through the flesh, but by its very nature, just because wherever
sin is confronted with sin its weakness is apparent. It is
aalevijs and dvoperés, Heb. vii. 18; o Sdvatar {womroicar, Gal.
iii. 21. The imperfect (dobéver) serves to indicate what con-
tinued to be true up to the time of Christ's advent; comp.
the exactly similar imperfect, vii. 5, 6. In truth, this advreuia
of the vopos continues even in the case of the redeemed Christian,
so far as he is still odpé, comp. vii. 14-25. On the other hand,
with respect to the most essential aspect of his ego he has become
mvedua, and as such is competent to the wM\jpwais vouov, as is
explained at length, viii. 1 ff. The weakness of the law was
brought about 8ia tijs capros. The cdpf was the mediating
cause. In conflict with the Nomos it showed itself the stronger.

—06 feds Tiv éavTob viov Téuras év opouwpaTL capids cuapTias]
By putting 7ov éavrod vidy first, marked emphasis is laid on God’s
act of love. Just as Ly éavrod (comp. iBios visgs, viii. 32) the
filial relation of Christ is described as a metaphysical one (comyp.
on i. 3), so Ly wéumeer xrh. Clrist’s personality is described as
a pre-existent one, comp. Gal. iv. 4; John x. 36, xvil 3, etc.:
dmooTéMew els Tov koopov. But Clrist appeared not év capwi
apaptias, which is the Ebionite conception, nor év dpotduare
gapkos, which is the Doketie,! but év ouoiduar: caprds duaptias,

! Aeainst this Doketic view Tertullian observes, contra Marcionem, 1. v. ¢. 14:
¢ Similitudo ad titulum peccati pertinebit, non ad substantiae meudacium,”
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which is the Biblico-Pauline. gapf llere is manifestly the entire
nature of man, as in John 1. 14, Rom. 1. 3, ix. 5, 1 John 1v. 2, as
regards body and soul.  But this a-apE, as we know from vii. 14,
18,25, is a capf u,uap-rtac Christ could appear indeed €v capx!,
Iut not év gapki dpaprias, for He must of necessity be ywpis
cpaprias, Heb. iv. 15 (comp. John viii. 46, xiv. 30; 2 Cor. v. 21;
Heb. vii. 26; 1 Pet. ii. 22, iii. 18), for the very end that He may
be able katakpivew Ty dpapriav év v aapxi. Thus He appeared
év opotdpate capros dpaprias, comp. Phil. ii. 7: év cpodpar:
vfpdmwy yevopevos. Theodoret early remarked: olxk elmev ev
opordpare capkos, GAN' év oporduaTi gapros GupapTias.
pvow pcv yap dvbpwmelav é\afev, duaptiav 6¢ avbpwmelav olx
é\afe ToUTOoU O Ydpw TO Apfév oly opolwpa caprss, AN
opoiwpa capkls dpaptias éxdlege THv yap avTiv Exywv ¢roww
Nl Y adTyy otk Eoyev uiv yrdunr, and Oecumenius: 76 €v
opotwpaTe ob wPOS TO gapros opd, dAAG TPOS TO CApPKOS
cpaptias. In the saime way Theophylact: adpra éxovra opoiav
pév kata Ty obolav TH nueTépa TH GpapTwh®, cvapdpTyTov Oé
8wore yap éuvijaln dpaprias, Sia TobTo TO omolwpa Tpoaébnke.
Wherein this resemblance in Christ to human naturc as a sinful
nature consisted, we shall see later on. The fact that cdp§ here
denotes not merely the physical aspect, but the entire nature of
man, and indeed as such is called a gapf dpaprias, corroborates
our view of the notion of adpf in the seventh chapter.

—«ai mepi apaptias] to be joined with wéuyras, whose pur-
pose it specifies, not with xaréxpive. Taken alone, wepi dpaptias
nmight no doubt intimate the relation between the mission of Christ
and sin merely in general; but as it is a formula current elsewhere
to denote the purpose of expiating sin (LXX. Num. viii 8, Heb.
nxen; Psoxl. 7, Heb. m00; Lev. vi. 25, 30; Heb. x. 6, 8, 18;
1 Pet. iii. 18), and, moreover, as the relation of Chrlsb to sin lms
been expressly described in this epistle (iii. 24, 25, v. 11, 18) as
that of a propitiator, this eclement, spontaneously suggesting itsell,
cannot by any weaus be excluded. On the other hand, the con-
nection of thought, both with ver. 2 and with ver. 4, requires us
to regard Christ as standing to sin not merely in the relation of
its atoner, but of its obliterator. It would thercforc be a one-
sided course, supplying fvaiav after the manner of the LXX,, to
take mepi apaprias here directly and cexclusively in the meaning:
“expiatory sacrifice.” On the contrary, we must leave to this
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phrase its broader reference, and interpret: “respecting sin, on
account of sin;” but in the thoroughly definite acceptation: “to
obliterate by expiating sin.”

—rkaTérpve Ty dupaptiav év 1) oapri] The expression rxaTé-
kpwe is manifestly used in allusion to /ca-rciKpL,u.a, ver. 1. Because
in Christ Jesus the kardxpipa is carried into effect on sin, it no
longer exists for those who are in Christ Jesus. év 7§ gapxl is
to be joined with wartéxpive, not with Tyv duapriav. Not only
would the article be called for in the latter case (rqv év T4 aapxi),
—the same reason not existing for its omission as in analogous
instances, Winer, p. 147,—0lnut the keenly contrasted order of
thought also sugaests the first method of connection. Sin had its
home év gapxi, and as such could not be judged by the vopos.
Wherefore the Son of God appeared év gapxi, and by Him the
judgment on sin was carried out év gapxi. The question is, in
what way the xatdrxpipa of sin was carried out. We might
think of a sanctification of human nature by the sinless life of
the Redeener, a sanctification itself involving a condemnation, <.c.
a victorious extirpation of sin in and out of human nature. But
in this case the phrase rxaTaxpivew is most strangely chosen. Dy
that phrase we are driven involuntarily to think of a definite
moment in Christ’s life, when an actual xardrpiyua in the proper
sense of the word took place. This is the moment of death, the
katdrpepa being always executed in Odvatos, v. 16, 18,  Else-
where, too, Scripture ever ascribes the obliterative condemnation
of sin to Christ’s death; and the doctrine of redemption taught
in the Rloman epistle is wholly rooted in the idea that the xara-
kpipa of auapria is supplied in the Odvatos, the alua XpioTob.
The foregoing mepi duaprias also, as observed, points to the same
conclusion. But just as little can the apostle’s doctrine of atone-
ment, known to us from cl. iii.—v., leave us in any doubt as to
the way in which the xaTdrpiua dpaprias is to be conceived as
carried out in the @dvatos Xpiarod. The sin of mankind lay
upon Him, their surety and representative (vmwép judv duapriav
émoinaev, 2 Cor. v. 21), and in Him was condemned. And this
condemnation was really carried out in the penalty of death.
But then the sin condemned, <.c. expiated in the death of Christ,
is ¢co ipso taken away and blotted out, to which the resurrection
of Christ bears witness. Therefore they who are in Christ Jesus,
with the remission at the same time enjoy the extirpation of sin,
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both blessings subsisting in Christ in inseparable unity. The latter
clement had been already dwelt on in ch. vi, and vii. 1-6. DBut mn
the present passage it was necessary to put this expressly forward
as the final aim of the atonement, the connection of thought with
vv. 2, 4, where a real deliverance from sin is treated of, requiring
it. xaraxpivew therefore here, as regards meaning, is not=‘o
overcome or destroy simply, which is countenanced neither by the
notion of the word nor aunalogous example, but=*“to destroy or
overcome by judgment, to take away by condemning, to obliterate
by atoning.” So already Irenaeus: “condemmnavit peccatum, et
jam quasi condemnatum ejecit extra carnem.” Comp. Jolhn
xii. 31 with xvi. 11 ; and as to the analogous amplification of the
notion Sucawody, on vi. 7. The antithesis to advvatov Toi vopo,
thus resulting, is as follows : “ The law was able indeed to condemn
siu, but not so to condemn as by the condemnation to remove
or erase it. But God by the death of His Son so condemned sin
as by this very (expiatory) condemnation to destroy it.” The
powerlessness of the law was the work of the edpf, because sin
jn human nature, condemmned by the law, is not blotted out but
only inflamed to so much the greater intensity. On the other
hand, laid on the holy humanity of Christ, sin was Dlotted out
and reduced to nought. But this leads us back to the expression
év opowdpart capkds duaprias. The truth intended to be con-
veyed here cannot be the christological one, that the Son of God
appeared not €v gapki apaprias, but, because sinless, merely év
opowwpate of such odpf, for there was no occasion here for
pressing the sinlessuess of Jesus in opposition to any alleged
sinfulness. Rather the expression is of a soteriological nature,
and is meant to show how Christ was able to destroy auapria év
™ capxi, because He Himself appeared év capki duaprias. But
this description it was needful to guard against possible misunder-
standing, by appending the more precise definition év opotdpare.
Cluist appeared év omow gap. du. means, therefore, nothing Lut
this: that He appeared in the likeness of sinful humanity, in so
far as He took upon IIim our sin, and, as ¢ were (év opotwpats),
Himself became a sinner (Isa. Lii. 12; John i. 29 ; 2 Cor. v. 21),
in so far as in His nalefactor-death, although holy in Himself,
He appeared in the form of a siuner. DBut this malefactor-death
was nierely the crown and culmination of the course of sufferings,
full of shame and ignominy, in which He appeared év opotduare
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capros dpaprias, a course stretching through His whole life from
the cradle to the grave. “ Eum vero in similitudine carnis peccati
venisse dicit: quia tametsi nullis maculis inquinata fuit Christi
caro, peccatrix tamen in speciem visa est, quatenus debitam
sceleribus nostris poenam sustinuit” Calvin. If it is supposed
that a mere assumption of another's sin involves no similarity of
nature, we must observe that it is not even said that Christ
appeared in a nature like man’s sinful nature, but merely in a jorm
like it. Every one condemned innocently appears év omotwpuare
of a criminal, without being himself a criminal. If, on the other
hand, we seek the opolwua in the liability to temptation of the
odapf of Clrist, this belongs to the very idea of human nature,
and while it involves the possibility of sin, does not involve like-
ness to it. Even of the first Adam, on the ground of liability to
temptation, it could not be said that he was created év opowduats
capros apaptias. Least of all can the phrase before us, with
Menken and Irving, be perverted to support the unscriptural
doctrine of a sinful tendency dwelling in Christ Himself, and
only overcome by non-acquiescence on His part. Ou this view,
opoiwpa is meant to denote, not similarity, but identity. In this
case the qualification év opotdpare were altogether superfluous,
and the apostle would simply have written év capxi dpaptias.
Nay, the kataxpivew Tiv apaptiav év Th caprl would have been
carried into effect, not by God at all, but by Christ by His non-
acquicscence in the tendency to sin. If we join év 75 capwi
with xatéxpeve, this is not indeed to be referred directly to the
odpf of Christ, where then ad7od (Eph. it. 15) would have been
added. The subject is the genecral condemnation of sin in the
very human nature in which it hLas its seat. But this human
nature in which sin was condemned is of course none else than
the human nature of Christ. In the interpretation of this verse,
expositors for the most part divide into two classes: one referring
the words mepl auaprias and xatéxpwe THv dpaptiav év 5 capx
exclusively to the cxpiation of sin by the death of Christ; the
other, exclusively to the blotting oni of sin by Christ’s holy life,
But the truth, as we have confessed, lies in the truth that com-
bines both. The precise point treated of is the blotting out of
sin by means of expiation.

Ver. 4 states the design (iva) with which God karékpwe v
auaptiav év Tj gapri. But of course this design is to De con-
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sidered as actually accomplished, so that, instead of the par-
ticle of design fva, the particle of result dore might have leen
used. fva 70 Swaiwpa Tod vopov mAMpwbi év Huiv] We have
already passed in review the various senses in which Siwxalwua
occurs in the N. T. in general,—(1) Judicial ordinance in general,
legal award, i. 32; Rev. xv. 4; LXX. Num. xxxi. 21; 1 San.
xxx. 25. Closely allied to this, (2) legal demand, statute, ordinance,
moral precept, 1. 26 ; Luke 1. 6 ; Heb. ix. 1, 10. (3) Fulfilment
of right or law, right conduct, v. 18; Rev. xix. 8; Bar. ii. 19.
(4) Justifying sentcnce, sententin absolutoria, in opposition to xard-
kpipa, sententia damnatoria, v. 16. Ilere the only choice lies
hetween the second and fourth meaning. If we decide for the
meaning legal demand, we must understand the statement in
question either, with most modern expositors, of sanctification, or,
with most of the older Protestant exegetes (in harmony with
their exclusive reference of ver. 3 to the satisfactio vicaria), of
justification. With respect to the first view, the demand of the
Jaw is fulfilled in us by the very act of our walking not after the
flesh, but after the spirit. But, first of all, in this case Sivalwpa
must needs be taken in a collective sense, whereas in a collective
sense it is found elsewhere only in the plural. And further, on
this view it presents no contrast with xatdxpipa, ver. 1; xaré-
kpeve, ver. 3. Desides, mAnpwds; would more suitably have come
first than &wxaiwpa Tob wopov. Referred to justification, the
demand of the law would be fulfilled by justitia smputate. DBut
if by Tois pp xT\. the ground or condition of justification were
meant to be indicated, the Pauline doctrine of justification would
he cmtirely altered. Or if by these words the consequence of
justification is meant to be indicated, we must (with Luther)
interpret: in us who aow (ie. having been justified) walk no
longer after the flesh, but after the spirit. But we have no war-
rant for interpolating a »ov. There is left then pothing but the
interpretation Stxaiwpa = sententia absolutoria, justifying sentence.
This meaning agrees well with the strain of thought, and yields
a striking contrast to xatdrpepa, ver. 1, and to katéxpie T
dpaptiav, ver. 3. TFor those who are in Christ Jesus there is no
kaTdrpipa, but a Sikaiwpa vopov, becanse in Christ Jesus duapria,
which calls aloud for kardrpipa, is itself smitten with xardrcpipa.
In perlect analogy with this, it is said in reference to the specially
mentioned xapmos Tob mwyevpatos, Gal. v. 23: katd TV ToLOUTWY
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ok Eori vopos = kata TAV TotovTwy 0Udéy ot KaTdrpipa vopou
= ¢y Tols TotovTois émAnpwldy 10 Swalwpa Tod vépov. Thus vépov
ietdperv, Rom. iil. 21, has now verified itself; for through the
fultilment of the law by Delievers the law has gained its due, so
that over them the law can now pronounce its sentence of acquittal.
“To Sikaiwpa,” vemarks Bengel, «antitheton, condemnatio, ver. 1.
Peceatum est condemnatum : qui fuerat peccator, nunc recte agit,
et lex cum non persequitur.” Comp. Rom. xiii. 8; 1 John iii. 9.
Whilst by this mode of representation the apostle guards the
doctrine of justification from being mistaken for a mere magical
charm that covers without at the same time extinguishing sin;
on the other hand, in consonance with the entire course of the
apostolic exposition, it is ever to be borne in mind that only on
the basis of the perfect righteousness of faith can there be any
uestion of real richteousness of life. Only because we are justified
in Christ does the sin perpetually cleaving to us (vii. 14-25,
viii. 8) no longer come into account. Only thus can the holy
acts which are the fruit of God’s Spirit in those who are righteous
in Christ be called a fulfilling of the law. Comp. our exposition
of 1. 6. wAppobobas, ratum fieri, to be carried out, Luke iv. 21 ;
LXX. 1 Kingsii. 27; 2 Chron. xxxvi, 21, év sjuiv, on us, 1 Cor.
iv. 6, so that the diwcaiwpa vopov is carried out, and becomes
visible on us, %.e. by means of our spiritual walk. év #juiv here,
then, is mot: ¢n us, nor yet: by us, which would be ¢’ Hudw.
—Tols ) kata cdpra mepimaTodaw, aA\a xata mrebpa] de-
seribes the character of those on whom the justifying sentence of
the law is carried out. But this character at the same time is
the ground of the act. Primarily 70 wvedua is the objectively
real Holy Spirit, the self-subsistent divine Spirit. On the other
hand, mvedpa without the article is the Spirit as a principle
dwelling and active within man, a subjective possession.  Comp.
Harless on Eph. ii. 22.  As, Lowever, mvedua &yiov is already to
be regarded almost as nomen proprium, even where the objectively
self-subsistent divine Spirit is meant the article may be left out.
Comp. Fritzsche here, and Winer, p. 151. On the other hand,
one can see no reason why, in certain connections, even to wveipa
in the suljective sense the definite article should not be added.
Thus whether, in particular cases, the objective or suljective
meaning obtains, cannot be decided with certainty by the insertion
or omission of the article. As to the present passage, Bengel's
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remark is worthy of note: “ Spiritus denotat vel Spiritum Dei,
vel spiritum fidelium, ver. 16.  Hic est vis nova ab Illo producta
in nobis et sustentata: et de hoc sermo est, ubicunque caro stat
in opposito.” Here, then, without doubt the subjective meaning
is to be preferred; and wvebua, in opposition to the gdpf, is the
pueumatic essence of man as the product of the dyiov wretua, the
self-subsistent Spirit who is active in man, Comyp. Jolm iii. 6:
TO yeyevvnuévov éx Tob Trevuatos, mvedud éaTiw, e the spivitual
nature and essence, in opposition to the edpf, the corrupt, carnal
lnunan nature, is the product of the self-subsistent, personal Spirit
of God. Tn this passage, then, we must interpret: «“ To walk by the
rule of corrupt, carnal human nature,” and “ by the rule of renewed,
spiritual human nature.” DBut Theophyl. rightly observes: xata
cdapka {j 0 Ty adpka rvplav Ths Lwis xal décmoivav Tijs
Yruyijs. The substance of vv. 1-4, Luther indicates rightly in the
marginal note: “ Although sin still rages in the flesh, it condemns
not, because the Spirit is vightcous, and strives against i¢. Where He
is not, the law is so weakened and overpowered by the flesh that
it is impossible for the law to help man, save to sin and death.
Wherefore God sent His Son, and laid on Him our sin, and thus
helped us by His Spirit to fulfil the luww.” “ Caeterum aliud est
scrvirve carne legt peceati, cum legr Dei mente servitur, quod de
renatis, quia non prorsus spirituales sunt, affirmatur cap. vii. 2
wlt. alind amdulare non sccundum spiritum, sed sccundwin carnem,
quod in renatis locum non habet, nec cum gratia Dei aut fide
justificante consistere potest. Quia ibi nvite servitus est, hie
voluntaria in iis, quae caro dictitat, exequendis occupatio: nam
76 ambulare studivm et frequentationem peccati voluntariam et
malitiosam infert, Ps. 1. 1. I07 caro luctatur quidem adversus
spiritum, non autem ei praedominatur, Zic vero praedominatur
caro. Iienati ergo etsi imbecillitates carnis adhuc sentiant, non
tamen secundum carnem ambulant, aut carnalibus desideriis
indulgent,” Calov.

Ver. 5 contirms (ydp) juty, Tols py) kata odpka mwepimaToboLy,
«\\a kata wretpa. TFor those who are in Christ Jesus there is
no xardaxpipa, but Sikalwpa vopov, because they are no longer, as
once, kata aapka, but xara wrebpa. DBut instead of elvac Paul
had just written: wepematelv katd odpxa, xata mwvedua. He
therefore explains in this verse how the latter results necessarily
from the former. From xata gdpra eivar follows Ta Tijs oaprcs
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¢povelv ; on the other hand, from xard mvedpa eivar follows Ta
Tob Trvevparos dpovelv. Dut from Ta Tis capxos, Ta Tod
wrevpaTos dpoveiv, results again, of necessity, xata cdpra, kata
mvedpa wepumrate. Thus Ta Tijs gapkos, Tob mrelparos dpoveiv,
forms the intermediate notion between xara cdpka, kata mredpa
evar, and kata gdpka, xatd Tvebpa mepimatelv. We walk not
after the flesh, but after the Spirit. Ior only they who are after
the flesh are fleshly-minded, and therefore walk after the flesh;
but they who are after the Spirit are spiritually-minded, and there-
fore walk after the Spirit. But we are not after the flesh, but after
the Spirit. (Comp. Juels 8¢ odx éore év gapki, dAN' év mvelpary,
ver, 9.) Therefore we walk not after the flesh, but after the
Spirit.  of yap xata cdpra 8vres] qui carnis indolem referunt,
synonymous with év cupki, caprikov elvar. “ They who are alter
the flesh, 7.c. they who carry in them the nature of the flesh, are
fleshly.,” To this corresponds the opposed of & xata mvebua, sc.
SvTes.

—7a Tiis caprds ppovodaw] Comp. Matt. xvi. 23 : od dpovels
Ta Tob feod, dANG Ta TéY avfporey ; Phil. iii. 19 : of Td émiyea
¢povodvres; Col iii. 2: Ta dvw Ppovety. poveiv T¢ signifies to
direct thought and endeavour to something, to brood upon, strive
after something. Ta Tis capros=what is of the flesh, what
belongs to the flesh, the interests, aims, and possessions of the
cdpf.  The antithesis of this is Ta 700 mvedpatos, sc. ppovodar.
From this ¢ppoveiv Ta Tijs capkos, Tob wrveduatos, follows next of
necessity and naturally mwepiratety kata odpra, kata mvelpa.
Endeavour corresponds to being; action, to endeavour.

Ver. 6 states the reason why they who are xata wvedua, 7a
To0 mvedpatos ¢povoiow. They do it because the ¢ppovpua of
the aapf is Bavaros, but the ¢ppornua of the mvedpa, Lwrj. — 7o
vap bpovmua Tis capros Bavatos] for the striving of the flesh is
death.  This is not to be resolved and paraphrased directly by
the proposition : “ for the striving of the flesh lLas death for its
result””  Rather is favaros (in which notion here again the
element of spiritual misery especially predominates, as the con-
trasted elprry shows) conceived as already realized (comp. &doa
Téfvmre, 1 Tim. v. 6, and Eph. ii. 1, 5), as not merely a result,
but characteristic note, immanent property of a carnal disposition.
In favour of this tells not merely the expression itsclf taken in
its simplest sense, but also the comparison of 76 wrelpa wij in



398 COMMENTARY ON TIE ROMANS.

contrast with 70 ocdua vexpov, ver. 10. Further, we must not
interpret : “ for the striving of the flesh is directed to death,” ..
the ohjeet of carnal effort is death, for the simple reason that
every one, even the carnally-minded, seeks after life, not deatl.

—06 8¢ ppovnua o mvedpatos, Loy kal elpijvy] but the striving
of the Spirit is life and peace. Ew7 is put first as the direct
antithesis of favaros.  elprvm, peace, as a subjective spiritual
quality, comp. ii. 10, sets in relief that element in the more
comprehensive notion of {ws; which here comes chiefly under
consideration. “ Addito verbo, paz,” says Bengel, “ praeparat sibi
transitionem ad v. sq., ubi describitur tnimicitic.” DBut this {wy
and elpyjvn, in which the ¢povnyua of the mwvelua consists, is
nothing else than that which is already directly associated with
Sicaiwars. Sikaiwois éx mioTews is Lwi xai elpijyn, i 17, v. 1;
but justification being naturally and inseparably bound up with
man's renewal to a pneumatic essence, kara mwrebua or év wyevpaTe
civas likewise is fwn xai elpivn. The same is true also of the
¢povnua Tod wvevparos, the immediate and necessary conse-
quence of elvar év mveduari. Just as the wvebua itself, ver. 2,
is wy rai elpivy, so also is the ppovnua Tob wvedpaTos. Rightly
remarks Bengel : “ favavos . .. {wi}, in hac jam vita cum con-
tinuatione in altera.”

Ver. 7 states the reason (80w, propterea quod, because, for, see
on i. 19) why the striving of the flesh is deatl, for it is éybpa eis
feov] enmity against God, the sole source of life. As here the
carnal disposition, so in Jas. iv. 4 the love of the world is called
éxBpa 100 Oeol. DBut the ¢ppovnua of the tesh is enmity against
God—

—T6 yap voue Tob feod oy Imoracaeral] for it is not sulject
to the lww of God. The rebel against the law of a ruler is an
adversary (éxfpos) to the sovereign who gives the law. But it
1s not subject to the law of God—

—o08¢ wap OSuvatai] for ncither can it be. It cannot be,
because it is against its nature, the nature of the carnal dis-
position being simply rebellion against God and His law. Just
as in presence of the odpf an aduwapia of the womos holds
aood, ver. 3, so, on the other hand, in presence of the wopos
an ddvvapla of the aapf holds good. The wopos is umable
to master the odpf, because by it the latter is only the more
provoked and inflamed, and the oapE is unable to submit to
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the vopos, nay, necessarily revolts against it, just because thc
vopos is pneumatic in essence, the opposite of the carnal nature,
vii. 14, The present verse contains a strong argunent against
the doctrine of the so-called fiberum arbitrinm of the natural ma.
This carnal disposition, which cannot submit to God’s law, is
neither the product of man’s spontancous determination, nor can
it be got rid of by spontancous determination. On the contrary,
according to the apostle’s teaching, it constitutes his actual
original nature. Ilow far this is the case vii 14-25 shows,
where it has been described to us how this odpé, still remaining
even in the regenerate man, despite the fact that his éyw, Lis vods,
has become pneumatic, is by an inner necessity dominated by the
principle of rebellion against God’s law. Notwithstanding, the
regenerate man is no longer xata odpra, and has no ¢pévyua Tijs
oapros, because the oapf has been reduced to the position of a
subordinate element in his nature, always deplored and always
resisted, his real ego, the ruling principle of his personality,
being the pneuma.

Ver. 8. ot 8¢ év capki bvtes, Oed dpéoar ob Svvavrai] but they
that arc in the flesh cannot please God. This proposition, intro-
duced by the metabatic 8, couples on directly to the first
proposition in ver. 7, 8wre . . . els fedv, TG yap vouw . .. Shvata
being simply interpolated to confirw the latter proposition. *The
striving of the flesh is enmity against God ; but they that are in
the flesh cannot please God.” Thus is made good the proposition
of ver. 6: “the striving of the flesh is death.” Tor enmity
against God that has God’s displeasure as its result, cannot be
conceived without death as its result, nay, is itself death simply
aud absolutely. Upon éxfpa eis eiv follows invarially the pysy
Bcot, which is here expressed by fed dpéoar ob Svvavrar. év
gapxi evar (comp. vil. 5), to be in the flesh, to live and move in
it, differs from xara odpka, Viii. 5, caprikoy elvar, vii. 14,
merely as to the form, not as to the substance of the conception.
év indicates the clement or sphere, xata the rule or course. The
distinction made (2 Cor. x. 3) between év gapsi mepimrarely and
kata capra otpatevesbac lies not in the formula in itself, but
in the fact that there sapf is used the first time in a physical,
tlie second time in an ethical sense. Just as the phrase éxbpu
els feov, ver. 7, forbids our taking ¢pdvnua tis capkés as
mere sensuous fecbleness instead of malignant opposition of
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the will to God, so few dpécar ob Svvavrar in this verse
forbids our thinking of the avvauia of the adpf, ver. 7, as a
merely innocent instead of a guilty incapacity. “To be
carnally-minded,” says Luther in the marginal gloss, “is when
onc seeks mnot after God, or cares not for Ilim, aud knows
nothing of Hin.”

Ver. 9. The apostle here omits the proof of the second half of
ver. 6, namely, that the ¢povnua Tod mveduaros is Lo rat elpivy,
because it is ¢iia feod and is in the possession of strength for
the mA7pwots vouov, and therefore has the evdoxia Oeod as its
result,—a proof that is in fact implied as an antithesis in vv. 7, 8,
and formally drawn out would have rendered the exposition flat
and prolix,—and instead of this proceeds at once to apply ver. 8
antithetically to the Roman church. The truth expounded vv. 1-8,
in general terms, that they who are in Christ Jesus are no longer
in the flesh and death, but in the spirit and life, is here expressly
and specially applied to the readers, and this in such a form as
at the same time to challenge them to prove whether or not this
glorious assuinption is founded in fact. év wveduare] Opposite
of év gapii, in the element of the spiritual nature, synonymous
with xata wvedua, ver. 5,= wrevuaTixol,

—elmep mwvebpa Oeod olxel év Uuiv] elmep Chrysostom was the
first to interpret by émeimwep, quandogquidem, appealing to 2 Thess.
i. 6. This may be the meaning of eiye indeed, but not of eimep.
Comp. Hermann, ad Viger. § 310, p. 834 : “ elmep, quod nos wenn
anders (if at all events) dicimus, ita ab eirye, quod nos dicimus
wenn denn (if then) differt, quod eimep usurpatur de re, quae esse
sumitur, sed in incerto relinquitur, ntrun jure an injuria sumatur
(see confirmatory instances in Hartung, Leire von den Partikeln
der gr. Spr. Th. I. p. 343); eiye autem de re, quac jure sumta
creditur. Elmep Soxel cot, wenn ¢s anders dir so gefallt (if at all
events it seem good to thee) dicimus ei, de quo non certo scimus,
quid ei placeat, aut de quo id nescire simulamus. Elye Soxel aot,
wenn es denn dir so gefdllt (if, indeed, it scem good to thee),
dicimus ei, de quo scintus, quid ci placeat.” This meaning elmwep
lhas also in all other passages of the N. T., ver. 17, 1 Cor. vii. 5,
xv. 15, 2 Cor. v. 3, where likewise elmep, not eiye, should be
read, 2 Thess. i. 6; see on Rom. iii. 30; 1 Pet. ii. 30." Mere

¥ According to Tholuck also, Beitrige zur neutest. Sprachcharacteristik, p. 146;
and ou this passage the distinction can Le verified universally Loth in classical and
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ihis meaning must be the more firmly held (dudiBorias éotiv,
remarks Theodoret on elmep), as the subjoined e 8 Tis Tvedua
Xpiorob odx éyer shows that the apostle would lere urge the
church to examine whether their Christian profession were not a
mere show without their really possessing the Spirit of Christ.
This is not necessarily inconsistent with the glorious testimony
that lLie bore to their faith, 1. 8, eimep, “if at all events, if as I
may presume,” involving no positive doubt. With olxel év duiv,
comp. 1 Cor. iii. 16, also vi. 19; 2 Tim. i. 14. olxelv doubtless
implies the notion of a permanent abiding, without the element
of permanence being meant to be specially emphasized in distinction
from a mere momentary, fleeting phenomenon. But elvac év
mrevpat:, being in a spiritual nature, is the consequence of the
évolknas Tob myedpaToes, of the indwelling of the Spirit of God.
—et 8¢ 75 mvebpa Xptatod ok Eyel] The mvebpa Xpiorod
(Phil. 1. 19; 1 Pet. i. 11), as the interchange of wvefua feod anid
wvedua XpioTod shows, is not different {rom the former. This
identity follows also from viii. 14 f.,, comp. with Gal. iv. 6. DBoth
denote here the self-subsistent divine Spirit, which wrvebpa with
the addition &yeov, feod, XptoTob, invariably signifies. Therefore
mvedpa Gecod, mvetpa XpioTod, is the Spirit that is the common
possession of God and Christ, not the Spirit sent by God and
Christ to men, proceeding from both in time. This is proved by
Gal. iv. 6 : ¢EaméoTerev o OBeos TO Tvedua Tob viod adTod els Tds
kapSias Judv. If God sends the Spirit of His Son, He cannot
be called the Spirit of the Son because the Son sends Him into
the heart. But if He is called the Spirit of the Son because He
is the posscssion of the Son, so much the more must He be called
the Spirit of God because He is God’s possession, for this reason,
that the Son possesses only what the Father does. Were He
merely called God’s Spirit because God sends Him, it would be
said indced éfamésTeirer o Beos To Tredua adrod, but not To
wvebpa Tod wviod abrob. There is no inconsistency here with
1 Cor. ii. 12, vi. 19, for it is self-evident that the Spirit who is
God's proceeds also éx feob or amo feo. Ouly because God and
Christ possess Him can they impart Him to men, or, in dogmatic

N. T. usage, and only disappears in degencrate Greek, that efrep = ¢“ if at all events,”
expresses slight doubt, ¢fye = ““if then,” an admitted assumption. Meyer, indced,
now disputes Hermann’s canon, but allows that the meaning assigned by the latter
exclusively to e/mep suits the connection in the present passage admirably.

Puiviepr, Rom. 1. 2C
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tarminology, the temporal sending of the Spirit into believers'
Learts by the Father and the Som is Dbased upon His eternal
procession from both.  Thus the present passage contains, without
doubt, a dictum probans for the occidental doctrine of the pro-
erssio Spirilus S. a patve filiogue.  Certainly that the wvedpa Geod
xai Xpiworod is to Dbe conceived as a self-subsistent, personal
prineiple, not as a inere impersonal divine power, both dmmancnie
and franscunte, does not follow directly from the present passage
2lone, but is made good in other ways from N. T. teaching.
Trurtlier, if the P'neuma is equally the eternal possession of God
and Clirist, if mwredpa Oeob = wvebua Xpiotod, then is Xpioros
also Himself = fecs.  “ Spiritus Dci, spiritum Christi. Testimoniui
illustre de S. Trinitate,” remarks Bengel. But Taul in this
passage uses the expression wvebpa feot interchangeably with
mvebpa XpioTod, just because the truth of odx elvar Xpiorod,
where God’s Spirit is wanting, is thus the more clearly apparent.

—obTos 0bk ot atTot] With elvar Tob Xpiorod, comp. 1 Cor.
iii. 28, 2 Cor. x. 7, and oi 7od Xpiorod, 1 Cor. xv. 23, Gal. v.
24, “To be Clhrist’s” =to be Christ’s property, to belong to Hin.
This denotes a relation of possession by another not of a mere
outward, but of an inner nature, so that in substance it really
coincides with év Xpiord 'Ingoed eivai, comp. Gal iii. 28, 29:
mavres yap vpeis eis éote év Xpiord 'Inoob. EL 8¢ vpeis
Xpiorod. Dut whoever has not the Spirit of Christ belongs not
to Christ, because Christ imparts His Spirit to all that belong to
Iim. Thus the possession of the Spirit of Christ 1s the cha-
racteristic note of those belonging to Him. Comp. 1 Johniv. 13:
'Ev To0T@ ywokopey, Tt év alTd pévopey, xai alros v juiv,
671 €x Tob Tvebpatos alTol Sédwwrev Nuiv. As to e ob instead
of e pif, comp. Winer, p. 599. The od here belongs to the
verb, not to the conditional particle. ovx éyew = to be without,
destitute of.

Ver. 10. Tiesult of belonging to Christ. e 8¢ XpioTis év duiv]
After ver. 9 we should have expected e 8¢ mvedpa XpioTod
éxere, or €l 8¢ wvebpa XpioTob €év Yuiv. DBut here, as in adrod
civas, ver. 9, the nceessary consequence is at once stated, for in
Ilis Spirit Chyist 1limself dwells in us. Dy faith we are év
Xpiorg 'Inood, ver. 1, comp. 1 Cor. 1. 30; 2 Cor. v. 17, xiii. 4;
Jolm vi. 56, From this it follows that we are partakers of the
mvebpa Xprarob, vv. 2, 9. DBut, in 1lis wvedpa, Xpioris Himselt
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is &y suiy, ver. 10, 2 Cor. xiii. 5, Gal. ii, 20, iv. 19, Eph. iii. 17,
Col i. 27, Joln vi. 56, xv. 4, and with Christ the Father also
comes to make His abode with us, John xiv. 23. Thus the
wnto mystica is carried into elfect under its objective aspect in the
real indwelling in believers of the triune God, the Father and the
Son making their abode in believers’ hearts in the Spirit. “ Qui
Spiritum habet, Christum habet: qui Christum habet, Deu
habet,” Bengel.

—70 pév copa vexpov & dpapriav, To 8¢ mvebpa Lwy Sa
Sucaroavymy] The principal clewent, the result of XpioTos év
buiv, lies in the second proposition, 76 wvedua . . . Sikatoo v
The preceding qualification, 70 cdpa . . . duaptiav, ratifies our
view of vil, 14-23, showing that even in the regenerate the
aapa Tob Bavdrov, vil. 24, is present. What the apostle has
said of the regenerate man so far in ch. viii. might malke it seem
as if he were all wvedpa and fwd, which would be inconsistent
with the exposition found in vii. 14-25. He therefore takes
the description, hitherto treated ideally, and reduces it to its real
dimensions. Thus what is said in vv. 7, 8 takes place partially
even in believers, whilst no doubt the opposite, to be taken from
those verses (70 ¢povnua Tob wyvelpatos {wi ¢ihia ydp éoT
Tob Geolr 7o yap vopw Tob Oeod UmoTdoceTar =710 8¢ wvebua
fwy Sia Sikaioayny), is the ruling principle in their nature.
Thus, while the second half of ver. 6 (To ¢povnua Toi wveduaros
twn xai elpyvn) is not, indeed, supplementarily demonstrated in
the present verse, in conjunction with its demonstration implied
as a facit contrast in vv. 7, 8, it is applied directly to the readers
of the epistle. The interpretation of the separate expressions in
this verse differs very widely, according to the dilferent views
taken of this and the preceding chapters (comp. the account of
the divergent explanations in Meyer, Fritzsche, and de Wette).
In the first place, as concerns the expression 7o 8¢ mvedua Cw,
it clearly points back (o 70 8¢ ¢povnua Tod wvevpaTos {wi,
ver, 6. The mrebua here, then, is not the divine Spirit simply,
for He would least of all by the apostle be ealled {ws.  Rather
1s 7vedpa the lhuman spirit penetrated and sanctitied by the
divine Spirit, the pnenwatic essence of the regenerate, itself, like
the ¢povnua issuing from it, peaceful, blessed life ({wy xai elprjvy,
ver. 6). Ilvedpa O¢ évradfa Tiyv Yuyiw wpognyopevaer (o
Ilairos), @s wvevpatikny 8y yeyevnuivny, observes Theodoret.
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The &wi, then, is to be viewed not merely as future, but as
actually present. On this view, it seems most obvious to reler
the dikatoovyn to inherent righteousness of life, vi. 18. Dut
against this tells 8ta with the accusative=‘on account of,” for
righteousness of life is not the ground of life. Mloreover, taking
into account the reference to the wvefua dytov in the present
context, dyiwodry would have been spoken of rather than
Sikatocbvy. The Siratooirn, then, is the righteousness imputed
to faith, With 7o wvelpa fwy Sia Sikatoctvny, comp. o dlkatos
éx wiorews Ojoerar, 1. 17. Thus the majority of the older, and
several modern expositors. In exact anmalogy with the contrast
contained in the present verse, in vi. 23 fdvatos as the oyravia
tijs apaprias was opposed to {wn alwvios as the ydpiopa év
Xpiord 'Incod. Indeed, in ver. 6 the ¢povnua Tob Trvevparos
was itself called w7 xai elpvy. But it was not said that the
spiritual disposition is the ground of life. On the contrary, the
ground of life is, and remains alone, the righteousness imputed to
faith, from which issues the righteousness of life, or spiritual
disposition by which faith is attested and maintained. Thus
even this righteousness of life is partaker in the life that is the
fruit of the righteousness of faith, and in so far also 76 ¢povnua
T00 mvedpatos is {wn xal elpgvy.  Comp. Jas. i 25: o
mapaxkiyras €ls TOv vouov Téhewov Tijs €hevbepias, kal mapa-
pe(vas, . . . obros paxdpios év T movjocer (not Sed THY Toinow)
aitob éotat. TFurther, to refer Sikatoocvwn in this verse to the
righiteousness of faith, is not inconsistent with referring mvebpa
to the human spirit become preumatic. For the first thing the
hman spirit does when renewed by the Spirit of God is by
faith to lay hold on the righteousness of Jesus Christ, and the
eternal life which that rightcousness secures. In this sense
the older Lutheran dogmatics placed re¢gencratio as the collatio
viriwm spirttualium ad eredendum before justificatio. On tlus
iuterpretation the meaning of the first clause now explains
itselt  To mvebpa is opposed ocdua; to twrn, vexpov; to e
Sukatoavvny, 8. duapriav. The odpa, then (comp. on vi 12,
vil. 23), opposed to wvedua, is all that remains of the believer’s
individuality after the wvebua is abstracted. 1t is soul and body,
in so far as these are not permeated by the wvevpa, and are
therefore the seat of sin still remaining. This cdpa, on the very
ground of sin still present, is a cdua To0 faviTov, vii. 24; <.
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it is just as much Ouprdy, vi. 12, viii. 11, as vexpov. It is
Ovnrov, in so far as death, which like the odpa itself is to be
conceived as both spiritual and corporeal, is only completed
licreafter. It is vexpow, in so far as this death even at present
dwells in body and soul as the dominating principle.  Comp.
2 Cor. i. 10, iv. 11 ff.; Eph. ii. 1, 5; Rev. iii. 1.

Ver, 11. According to ver. 10, fdvaros is still found in the
Christian by the side of {w, because apaptia is still present by
the side of mwvedpa. According to the present verse, dvaros is to
be vanquished by a gradual process, and finally to be entirely
swallowed up in {wi). — el 8¢ To mvetpa Tob éyelpavros 'Incoiv
éc vekpdv olker €v vuiv] The wvebpa Ocod, mveipa XpioTob,
ver. 9, in whom Clrist Himself dwells in us, ver. 10 (so that,
inversely, this mvefpa also dwells in those in whom Christ is,
ver. 11), is here called the Spirit of Him that raised Jesus from
the dead, our {wsj being included in Christ’s reswirection, vi. 4, 5;
Epl. ii. 5; Col. ii. 13; 2 Tim. 1. 10. Therefore, if the Spirit of
Him that raised up Christ dwell in us, in this Spirit is given to
us the pledge (2 Cor. v. 5) that we are partakers in Clrist’s
resurrection and its Dblessed fruits. If, then, God that raised
Christ from the dead, and thus brought life and immortality to
light, has given us His Spirit, in whom is involved the pledge of
our fellowship with the Risen One and of our participation in
the power of His resurrection, it follows, ¢f course, that He who
raised Christ from the dead will complete His work in us,
and swallow up the death present in us in life, or that He will
quicken the vexpov odpa, ver. 10.

—o0 éyelpas Tov XpioTov éx vexpdv] On the preceding "Incodv
Dengel remarks: “ Mox, in apodosi, Christum. Appellatio Jesw
spectat ad ipsum; Ch2isti, refertur ad nos. Illa appellatio,
tanquam nominis proprii, pertinet ad personam; haec, tanquam
appellativi, ad officium.”

—Lwomoujoer kai Ta Ovnra odpata Judv] “ Mortalia corpora
vocat quicquid adhuc restat in nobis morti obnoxium: ut mos
illi usitatus est, crassiorem nostri partem hoc nomine appellare.
Unde colligimus, non de ultima resurrectione, quae momento fiat,
haberi sermonem, sed de continua Spiritus operatione, quae
relignias carnis paulatim mortificans, coelestem vitam in nobis
instaurat,” Calvin.  Still the bodily resurrection, as the final
goal of this life-giving process, is not excluded, but included witl
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the other, for the very reason that the odpa on which the
{womoinots is carried out is to be considered as partaking of the
nature of both soul and dody; in Tholuck’s plrase, “ the process
ot the body’s glorification as the outcome of the process of redemp-
tion.” Tespecting this twolold aspect of the &womoinars, comp.
John v, 21 ff, also iv. 14, vi. 58. But, on the other hand,
were odpa mercly the material body, and therefore only the
bodily resurrection here meant, one would have expected, in the
inverse order to the present, Gvproy, ver. 10, and vexpd, ver. 11.
But, of course, the gradual absorption of fdvaTos into fwy can
only take place through the gradual absorption of auapria into
Stratootvn, conceived as righteousness of life, or of the e@dua into
the wveﬁpa by which soul and body are hallowed and glorified.
—38ta 70 évourody avrod év Juiv] This reading is reccived by
Erasmus, Stephanus, Mill, Bengel, Matthai, Guesb'lch Kuoapp,
Scholz, Hahn, and approved by nearly all modern expositors.
The Elzevir edition, on the contrary, read: 8ta ToD évoikolvros
alrob mveduaTos év Vuiv; and Lachmann and Tischendorf have
restored the »ccepte, which de Wette also thinks the original
reading. The critical authorities are pretty evenly balanced.
Comp. Reiche, Com. crit. I. p. 54 ff. The codices A B C, Cod.
Sinait., indeed expressly have the genitive; on the contrary,
D EF G J; and from Maximi monechi Dial. iii. de s. Trinit. wn
Athanas. Opp. ii. pp. 228, 234, it appears that the orthodox de-
fended this reading in their dispute with the Macedonians, in
order to prove by it: 8¢ Tijs avTis éoTe qucrewc TO 'rrveu,ua 'n'a-rpu
xat vid, because it follows from this reading: o warep 0 ra-n)p
G’YE(PEL 'TOUQ VGKPOUQ ICaL C(DOTTOLEL, OP.O[(D? 85 lCal, D ULOQ, OUTO)Q Kab
70 mvebua fwomotel. They also asserted that the genitive is found
v Bhows Tols dpyaiows dvriypddors, and that the Pnenmatomachoi
had falsified the text in the interest of dogma. DBut, on the other
hand, the accusative 1s found in the most ancient Fathers and
translations, Iren, Orig., Tert., Peshito, Ital, thercfore before the
outbreak of the controversies referred to; and on this account the
Macedonians, not unjustly, question the assertion of the orthodox
in Maximus, that the genitive is found in all ancient manuseripts.
But, inversely, it is just as little to be supposed that tlie orthodox
on their part had falsified the reading, since, apart from the fact
that this cannot be shown to have been the practice of the
chareh, they were able to deduce the deity of the Spirit from so
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many other passages in the N. T, and even for the &womoieiv
proceeding from Ilim could appeal to John vi. 63; 2 Cor. iii. €.
Furthermore, before the outbreak of the controversies mentioned,
the genitive occurs once in Clemens Alex. and in Methodius,
although the latter, another time, has the accusative. Even in
still later Fathers—Chrysostom, Ambrose, Augustine—sometimes
the genitive is found, sometimes the accusative. Thus a decision
can only be arrived at upon internal grounds. These certainly
seem to us to favour the accusative, did 70 évowkoiv adTol Tyelua
év Vuly, on account of His Spirit dwelling in #you, i.ec. because His
Spirit dwells in you (Luther: on this account, that His Spirit
dwells in you); for if we suppose this supplement absent alto-
aether, we shall still be compelled to supply it in thought. “ Dut
if the Spirit of Him that raised Jesus from the dead dwell in
you, He that raised Christ from the dead will also quicken your
mortal bodies (just because His Spirit, the pledge of your fellow-
ship with the Risen One, dwells in you, and God who gave you
this pledge will not deceive you, cannot deny Himself).” It
cannot be said that this supplement is useless, merely repeating
what is contained already in the protasis. For, first of all, such
a repetition would have special emphasis; and, again, the idea
contained in the protasis is not so much repeated as simply
expressly drawn out, since in the protasis it was not directly
expressed, but only capable of being educed from it by inference.
But the genitive, 6tz Tob évoroivros adrod mveluatos v Duiv,
would add a new idea, and would therefore be linked on by a xat
Tovro, and this, xiii. 11; 1 Cor. vi. 6; Eph. ii. 8; Phil. i, 28;
S John 5, Lachmann., IFurther, the transition of the accusative
into the genitive seems more easily explicable than the converse
change. In order to substitute the accusative for the genitive,
there must have been a more exact analysis of the connection of
thought, whereas the genitive suggested itself naturally, since it
was customary to think of the Spirit as the mcdiator of the divine
acts of creation and redemption; and in this very place, without
doubt, He is the principle effecting the {womoinas of the fvyrov
adpa (ver. 2).

The apostle has now delineated the spiritual state of the re-
generate in all its features; the power of the still remaining
cap, which brings forth @dvaros, vii. 14-25; the glory of the
mvedpa, which is $wij, viii 1-9; aud the operation, ever pro-
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gressing and advancing to its final goal, of this latter principle in
those who are not yet entirely wvebpa, but still at the same time
odua, vv. 10, 11. Now follows the admonition to walk also
after the Spirit, so as from the Spirit to reap life; and not
after the flesh, so as not to fall a prey to death, vv. 12-17.
If the analogous admonition, vi. 12 ff, has as its postulate the
description of the spiritual state of the regenerate man in its idea
and completeness, the paraenesis now following relates to his state
in its concrete reality, in whicl it is seen to be a state of progress,
in the form of a contrast of mutually hostile powers. And thus,
from the consideration of this state results the summons to
subjugate the evil principle still existing, and energetically main-
tain and prosecute the good.

Ver. 12. "4pa odv] draws an inference from vv. 1-11, Because,
then, wvebpa brings us twi, we are bound to live mnot after the
flesh, but after the Spirit. “ Habet autem haec conclusio vim
exhortationis : quemadmodum semper a doctrina exhortationem
solet deducere: sic alibi, Eph. iv. 30, monet, ne contristemus
Spiritum Dei, quo obsignati sumus in diem resurrectionis. Item
Gal. v. 25: Si Spiritu vivimus, et Spiritu ambulemus,” Calvin.
The loving address—

—ddendoi] is meant to open and win the readers’ hearts to
the admonition. It answers to deAgpal pov, which we last read
vii. 4. What tley became by divine act (favarofévres), vil. 4,
this they are now to become by their own act (comp. favaroire,
viii. 13), to affirm spontaneously the purpose (els 70 ... iva,
vil. 4) of the divine act upon them.

—dgeérar éopéy ob Th capxi Tob raTa cdpra Cijy] The
antithesis dAAa 70 wrveduati, Tod xata wvelpa iy, which is
indicated by the position of ol (not: odx odeiNérar éopév Tj
capki, but: édehérar éapéy . .. ob T capkl), is readily under-
stood of itself. According to Fritzsche, ad Matth. p. 844, in
¢p. ad Rom. IL p. 131, and Winer, p. 410, the infinitive 7ob xata
odpka Cfv is to be considered as dependent on operérar, after
the model of the formula, édehérns elul 7wl Twes. DBut the
expression: “We owe to the flesh the living after the flesh,”
appears to us harsh and strained; and we think it in any case
more natural here to take the genitive of the infinitive, substan-
tivised by the article, as is done so frequently, especially in Paul
and Luke (Winer, p. 408), as the genitive of design or resuls,



CITAP. VIII. 13. 409

comp. on i. 24. “We are are debtors, not to the flesh, in order
that we may live after the flesh;” <.e., if we stood in a debtor's
relation to the flesh, the design of this relation would be to incite
us to live after the flesh. Or: “ We are debtors, not to the flesh,
so that we live after the flesh;” 4.c., if we stood in a debtor’s
relation to the flesh, the effect of this would be that we should
live after the flesh. IFor that this genitive may also be a genitive
of ¢ffecct (Winer, p. 410), may be inferred, among others, from the
formula previously cited: odehérns elui Twl Twos. So: “I am
thy debtor in a great sum ”=*1 am thy debtor, so that I have
to pay thee a great sum.”

Ver. 13. There is no motive for living a life after the flesh,
for (yap) to live after the flesh brings death. el yap xata odpxa
e, pédhere amofmijaxew] We live after the flesh, when we give
way to the inclination of the old man without restraint. uéAhere
awobfviiorew, mors vobis proposite est, death s appointed you, lirs
before you, you must die, comp. iv. 24 ; 1 Thess. i1l 4; Jas. ii. 12.
That dmwofvijorew here cannot be understood exclusively of bodily
death, one might suppose, would be self-evident, for this comes
even to the regenerate man who lives after the will of the Spirit.
Nevertheless, some modern expositors, prejudiced by a real idio-
syncrasy against the spiritual, or combined spiritual and physical
conception of the notions fdvaroes, vexpos, Bvnros, Ovnaxeiy, amo-
Ovnoxety, would even here hold to the purely physical meaning.
They have therefore been compelled to resort to more or less
arbitrary or artificial supplemeunts of thought, either: “you shall
50 die, that for you there is no dvdertads,” contrary to express
Scripture teaching, John v. 28, 29; Aects xxiv. 15; or: “you
shall so die, that for you {ws} no longer remains, that you shall
live a vita non vitalis in Hades.” DBut what, then, can we make
of such passages as John vi. 49, 50, xi. 25,26; 1 Tim. v. 6;
Rev. iii. 2?7 How the above-mentioned explanation always has
some expedient ready in such and many like cases, one may see
among others from Kiuffer, de Biblica {wijs aiwviov Notione,
Dresden 1838, pp. 100, 114. e are further told here, p. 90,
that even in Eph. ii. 1, 5, Col. ii. 13, vexpos is used sensu proprio
and per wpeApyrwv for obmnoxius vel adjudicatus morti. The unpre-
judiced expositor has no choice but to confess that in the present
passage dmofvioxew, in contrast with iy, embraces as wide a
sphere as the latter, and that both terms, in manifest allusion to
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vv. 2, 6, 10, 11, denote the broadest conception of death anl
life.  ITere, above all, is meant spiritual and present, yet withal
bodily and spiritual death. Just as Christianity acknowledges a
transcendent and at the same time immanent God, so, too, it
acknowledges a present and at the same time future fwi. The
same holds good of @avatos. The oft-repeated ohjection, that the
same word cannot at the same time have a natwal and tropical
meaning, has the less foundation, as 8dvatos, wherever it appears
as the consequence of apapria, denotes the wndivided idea of
divine penal judgment, consisting in every kind of physical anl
spiritual misery. For those, therefore, who are év Xpiard 'Inooed
even bodily death remains no longer as a penal judgment, which
alone makes it veally 8dvaTos, Dut merely as the completion of
amolUTpwats, as a transition to {wy) alwwvios. Desides, whatever
we are wont aud able to include in thought under the word
“death,” this certainly the Apostle Paul was able to include
under it. Comp. our exposition of the notion fdvaros on v. 12.
The declaration before us supplies a dictum probans for the pos-
sibility of apostasy, the so-called amissibilitas graiiac.

—e2 8¢ mredpate Tas wpdfeis Tob gopatos GavaToire, Hioesle]
Giv after the adpf has Odvartos as its result, favatody of the oapk,
fwiy. We may here refer wvevpate to the objective Spirit of God,
and take it instrumentally. By mcans of this Spirit of God
dwelling in him, ver. 11, by whom le is led, ver. 11, the believer
mortifies the flesh. Still the practice of Scripture is to make the
Spirit use man as the instrument or organ of His activity, but not
man the Spirit. We therefore think it best to refer mvedua here,
in harmony with the meaning settled by us in vv. 4, 5, 6, 10, ta
the subjective, pneumatic character of the rezenerate spirit, and
to interpret not so much “dy the Spirit” as “in the Spirit,” in
analogy with wveduare mepimateiv, ororyetv, Gal. v. 16, 25. The
following mwvedpa feot, ver. 14, referring to wrvedua in this verse,
does not preclude this view, for even man himself is mrvedpa or
év wredpaTt, in so far as he is the abode or under the influence
of the mvedua Beor. TFurther, in ver. 13 mwrvedua only is spoken
of in contrast with odpa; on the other hand, in ver. 14 the
mvedpa BGeod is expressly mentioned, vv. 9, 11. The mpafes
are not identical with &pya, acts, deeds, but wpakiws is either
“ behaviour, bearing,” Matt. xvi. 27; or “ business, occupation,”
Rom. xii. 4; or sensw malo, an nprobum facinus, a machinatio,
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Tuke xxiii. 51.  Tn the latter meaning, the plural is specially in
use, Acts xix. 18. 8o here and in the parallel passage, Col. iii. 9 :
dmenduoduevor Tov malawy dvbpwmov ovv Tals wpdfeow avTob.
They ave the prace facinora, the machinationes, the molimine, the
sinful tendencics of the adpk, of the maraios avfpwmos. Tichtly,
therefore, Theodoret: Tas mwpafes 700 ocwpatos, TovTéoTe 70O
$povnua Ths capkds, Ta TOY wabnudTwy ckptipara.  Moreover,
it is only these that can be mortified (i.c. the capt ovv Tots wabij-
upage kal Tais émbupiacs, Gal. v. 24), not &pya, for fucta infretn
tieri nequeunt. This also confirms our view of the word edua in
the present passage (comp. on vi 12, vii. 23, 24, viii. 10, 11);
for to the material body as such no mwpafes can be ascribed, but
to body and soul, in so far as these stand in opposition to wvetpua.
Exclusively sensual tendeucies cannot be meant here in con-
sistency with the general xata capra &Gy, If it is alleged that
the odua, in itself indifferent, only comes into account here as
thie executive oryan of sin, still the ¢endeacics of sin do not spring
from the body. The reading Tijs gapkos, not adequately atteste,
instead of Tob cwuaros, is to be regarded either as a correct gloss
or a correction, which arose from a wrong understanding of the
word o@pa in this passage, but from a right perception of the idea
required here. favatovy = xaTapyeiv, comp. vii, 4. Melanchthon’s
comment on this verse is noteworthy: “Si secundum earnem
vixeritis, moriemini. Est antem secundum ecarnem vivere ohsequi
cupiditatibus carnalibus. Id vocant peccare mortaliter. Si spiritu
actiones carnis mortificabitis, vivetis. Hic fatetur TPaulus in
salctis esse actiones carnis et malos motus, sed tamen sanctos non
obsequi illis motibus.  Atqui hine sumi potest quae peccata
venialia, quae mortalia dicuntur,”

Ver. 14 confirms the prowmise of w3}, given in Hjceabe, ver. 13.
Ver. 14 bhegins the confirmation, which is only concluded in
ver. 17. Being under the influence of God's Spirit is an evidence
of divine sonship, ver. 14; for when the Spirit is received, He
makes Himself known as a Spirit, not of bondage, but of divine
sonship, vv. 15, 16.  But sonship is inseparably bound up with
inheritance (namely, the inheritance of fwiy), ver. 17. 8aoc yap
mvedpat Beol dyovrad] for as many as arc moved by the Spirit of
God ; but. according to ver. 9, these are all who really belons to
Christ.  dayesfar wvedpari feod is the ground; srveduare Tas
wpafes Tob owuatos Gavatoly, the result. Where the latter is
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found, the former must be present. IIence one expression takes
the place of the other without difficulty, because one is derived by
nccessity from the other. 7rveduare dyecfas is also found in Gal
v. 18.  ayecfac is used of an abiding influence, in opposition to
a transient impulse, to ¢pépeofar, 2 Pet.1. 21 ; comp. olkeiv, ver. 9.
Man’s passive relation to the operation of the Holy Spirit is the
primary and anterior ; man’s active operation, the secondary and
subsequent element. Without dyesfar mveduare Beod there is
no wvevpate Tas wpakets Tob gwparos Bavarovv. “Ita a Spiritu
sancto agimur, ut ipsi quoque agamus.”

—ob7oi] these, and no others. Comp. Gal. iil. 7: ywdoxere
dpa, 670 ol éx mioTews, olTol elaww viol 'ABpacu. Would you
then really be and remain God’s favoured children, and thus heirs
of life, which without doubt is your wish, prove and attest your
divine sonship by yielding to the influence of the Spirit prompt-
ing to mortification of the flesh.

—uvioi feob] vios eod as a designation of the believer is used
by Paul in opposition to Sodros, comp. in ver. 15 the antithesis of
wvedpa Sovielas and mvebpa viobeclas, Gal. iii. 23-26, iv. 1-8.
As long as man lives under the law he is &ofhos, as such seeks
by works to earn for himself reward, though reaping only wrath
and curse, and stands before God his Lord and Judge with fear and
trentbling. As a slave he has no part in the inheritance. Not
life, but death awaits him. DBut by justifying faith man passes
from a state of slavery to a state of sonship. Imnstead of the
Judge’s wrath and curse, the Father's love now rests upon him.
Instead of the fear of a slave, he has now the trust and confidence
of a child, and {ree access to the Father’s Leart. Dut as a child
he has a legal title to the inheritance. The wios is xAgpovouas.
All this is secured for him by the Son of God, on whom the
Father’s love rests by nature, Eph. i. 6, who redeemed him from
the curse of the law, being made a curse in his stead, Gal. iii. 13,
and having now become His brother, John xx. 17; Rom. viii. 29.
Thus by faith he is invested with the rights of Him who is the
Son by nature, whereas he himself is a child, not by nature, but
by adoption. He is not ¢vaes, but féoer vios, he has obtained the
violcaia ; for ¢vaer he is a Téxvoy dpyis, Eph. ii. 3, not a Tékvor
feod.  Comp. also Rom. ix. 26; 2 Cor. vi. 18; Eph. i 5. Just,
then, as in Paul, in harmony with the central thought of his
teaching, the vioBesia is viewed in opposition to SovAeia, and tie
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several clements of this idea coincide with the characteristic
marks of this relation ; so, on the other hand, John on his part
employs the phrase Téxvov feod in a meaning likewise in harmony
with his mystical vein of contemplation. This mode of view
occupies itself not with the contrast of law and gospel, justification
by works and justification by faith, bondage nnder the curse of
the law aud frecdom under grace. On the contrary, its central
point of observation is the new spiritual birth from God, imparted
to us through faith in Christ in contrast with natural, carnal
generation, For it, the 7éxvor Beob is identical with wyeyervy-
uévos éx GeoD, John 1. 12; 1 Jolm iii. 9,10,v. 1, 2. This divine
seneration obliterates sin, the product of Satanic generation. The
Tékva Tob Oeod form for it the antithesis to the Téxvors Tod
dtafBorov. Finally, in the Synoptics, likewise in conformity with
their line of conception and representation, which, falling before
Pentecost, falls also before the period in which the Spirit was to
keep before Him the wondrous facts of atonement, justification,
and regeneration as the central object of Iis contemplation,
around which all His thoughts revolve, the natural, purely human
side in the notion of sonship is more the ruling element. It is
the idea of the child’s likeness in disposition to the father that is
here specially brought forward, Matt. v. 9, 16, 45, 48; Luke
vi. 35. Still there are not wanting points of accord with the
Tauline idea of viofeaia (especially in Luke, comp. xv. 18,19, 21,
xx. 36, but also in Matthew, comp. xvii. 25, 26), as conversely in
Paul the clement predominating in the Synoptics is found, Phil.
il. 15. Tékvov, vios feoi denotes, then, in Panl the position and
privilege, in John the origin and natural likeness, in the Synoptics
the identity in disposition of the child with the father. Only by
combining these elements is the N. T. notion of a child of God
exhaustively presented. One element follows naturally from
another ; froin justification, the new birth, from this the child-like
mind answering to the mind of the IFather in heaven, But
in Jobn is found only the expression Téxvov, in the Synoptics
only vids feof, in Paul both meanings. The former expression
may have leen selected by John in allusion to the etymology
apparent on its very face (Téxvov from TikTw, one begotten, born,
a derivation more familiar to the popular consciousness than that
of the word vios from o with the digamma = ¢dw), to which, as
we have seen, lic holds fast in his idea of vékwov. Moreover,
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with Lim the wotd has a certain touch of tenderness, 1 Joln iii. 1,
just as in the N. T. generally in aflcctionate addresses réxvov or
Texvioy is very frequently used, vié never. (Heb. xii, 5 forms
mercly an apparent exception, because there it is a quotation, and
the child is viewed as under age. On the other hand, it is said,
Acts xiil. 10 : vi¢ étaBorov, not Téxvov SafBorov.) In Paul, vios
and Téxvov Beod are interchanged in such a way that there seemns
to be no difference whatever in meaning, Rom. viii. 14, 16, 17,
19, 21; Gal. iv. 7. Still, although hoth words alike indicate an
inner relation of love on the Ifather's part, a relation of con-
fidence and right of heirship on the child’s part, in wios withal
the notion of maturity in distinction from inunaturity under the
law, which is not included in wids, may perhaps Dbe specially
emphasized, Gal. iii. 24-26, iv. 1-7.  Hence, too, Christ as Son
of God is ever called viss, never Tékvor feod. (The phrase wals
feob, applied to Israel, David, Jesus, Matt. xii. 18, Luke i. 54, 6Y,
Acts iii. 13, 26, iv. 25, 27, 30, corvesponds with the O. T.
nim 73y.)  Therefore the Synoptics mse only wvios feod, because
only the full-grown clild can Dbe called upon to initate the
father’s spirit. Finally, if the arrangement vio/ elow 6eod, re-
ccived by Lachmann and Tischendorf in this passage, which is
countenanced by the uncials, Cod. Sinait., and several Fathers, is
genuine, viof, in contrast with SodAos, ver. 15, would have the
emphasis next to oot

Ver. 15. For the truth of the assertion advanced ver. 14, the
apostle appeals to the Christian experience of his readers. “They
that are moved by the Spirit are God's children, for you reccived
not the spivit of bondage, but the spirit of sonship.” od yap
é\dBere mrebua Sovheias walw els ¢poBov, AAN' e\dPBere Tveiua
vioBeoias] The antithesis of wvebua 8Sovielas and wvebupa vio-
Qeaias requires that both the genitival relation and the notion of
avebpa in both expressions be taken in a corresponding sense.
mvebpa vioBeo as, then, cannot be “the Spirit that works sonship,
or places in a filial relation to God,” for the impartation of the
Spirit s an effect of adoption, Gal. iv. 3, G, not the rcverse. It
must therefore he interpreted, either: “the spirit that proceeds
from sonship,” or: “the spirit that peculiarly pertains to sonship,
the spirit of sonship, spiritus, qualis adoptatorum est;” Luther: “a
child-like spirvit.” The latter meaning most aptly falls in with
the interpretation of wvetua Oovhelas, “the spirit that is the
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characteristic of slavery, spiritus, qualis est servorum ;™ Luther: “a
slaeish spirit.”  The question then is, what wvebpa is meant,
whether the wvetpa Geod or a mvebpa avfpwmwoy, the objective
divine Spirit Himself, or a subjective, human, although spiritual
aflection 2 TFor the first view, ncither the connection nor yet
Gal. iv. 6 is conclusive alone. Ior there the subject is not the
Tvsbua viobeaias, but the mwvebua 7ol vied 7Toi Beov, aund the
wvevpa might very well be conceived as the operation of this divine
wmvebpa in man,  DBut in the nature of the case, the transition is
casy from the mvetpa eod to His operation, the wrvedua as the
pmeumatic essence in man. Thus the connection with ver. 1.4,
where the mvebpa 6Beod is mentioned, to which certainly the
Tvebua viofeaias in this verse corresponds, cannot be a hindrance
to our interpreting the latter of the child-like spirit in man,
whicl, as the operation of the divine Spirit, of mnecessity points
back to His presence. DBut we hold, further, that this view
is actually required DLy the antithesis with wvefua Sovieias.
TFor the Spirit of God cannot be called a2 wvebpa Sovhelas,
gince He neither works boudage nor proceeds from it, or is o
characteristic sign of it, being given only to children and the
free, not to slaves. It is indeed said that wvebua SovAelas
does not denote the spirit that men actually lhad under the
law, but merely denotes negatively what the spirit that
Christians had received is not. Thus: “the spivit that youn
received is not a spirit of bondage, but a spirit of sonship;” 7.c,
slaves possess not this Spirit of God, but only the children of
God.  mahw is said to beleng, as the order of words shows, not
to éndBere, but to els ¢oBov=els 70 warw ¢oBeiabas, such,
nanely, as was the case under the law working wrath. DBut
neither this negative conception of ob yap éxaBere wredpa doveias,
nor yet this connection, right in itself, of wdAw, scems to us to
remove the difficulty referred to. For the spirit of bondage may
still be merely the spirit of fear; and when it is said : “ the spirit
that you received is not a spirit of bondage that you should aguin
fear,” or, “so that you will again fear,” it is understood, of course,
“as took place when you possessed the spirit of bLondawe, 2.c. the
spirit of fear,” and the words understood : “ as took place under
the law working wrath,” are merely an attempt to conceal the
identity of these two supplementary phrases uuder a variety of
expression. The wredua dovieias must then always be so under-
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stood that it may be conceived as an actual possession of man,
therefore not as Spiritus Dei, but as spiritus servilis hominum.
The latter, indeed, is not so much received as simply possessed.
Wherefore we must interpret: “ you received not a servile spirit
that you should again fear, as when you possessed this servile
spirit, but you received a child-like spirit.” Thus de Wette
richtly interprets wvedua Sovheias, violeaias, a spiritual affection,
such as one has in slavery, such as one has in sonship, and remarks
that éxaBere = é8wner Dpiv o becs, indicates the objective source
of this spiritual affection. Comp. Rom. xi. 8: éSwrer adrois o
Oeos mredua karavifews; 2 Tim. 1. 7: ov yap éBwrev juiv o Geos
mrebpa Sechias, aAMa Suvduews xal dydmns xal codpoviouod;
2 Cor.iv. 13 . éyovtes 8¢ To adro mvedua Tijs wioTews; Gal. vi. 1:
xataptilere Tov TowobTor év Tvelpate mpaoryTos; Eph. i 17: ¢
Oeos . . . 8 Dulv mvedpa copias. The dovreia and the ¢ofSos
were certainly the effect of the revealed wopos; but it is not to
be inferred from this that the Roman Church consisted mainly
of Jewish Christians, or that the apostle is here addressing merely
the Jewish Cliristian portion of the church. For the operation of
the natural law of conscience, which, according to ii. 14, 15, the
Gentiles possessed, is analogous ; and that Paul regards heathenism
also as a state of bondage, is shown by Gal.iv. §,9. On viofesias
Grotius observes: “ Nou satis habuit dicere Spiritum libertatis, sed
dixit adoptionis. Nam qui adoptantur, si servi sint, et liberi ex
sevvis fiunt et filii.  Tilii lege facti @erol dicuntur in jure Graeco.
Verbum est vioferely, unde viofeoia, quod et arrogationem et adop-
tionem specialiter Romanis dictam comprehendit. Poterat et ab
ipsa naturali generatione similitudinem sumere apostolus, sed ut
ab adoptione sumeratur, hinc loco convenientius fuit, quia simul
nmeminit status prioris, quasi servilis”” But then, as adoption
effects a complete transference to the relation and rights of a
child by birth, the spirit of adoption as to its nature and results
is not different from the spirit of somship. The repetition of
éxdBere (it is written once in 1 Cor. ii. 12) occurs for the sake of
emphasis, comp. Heb. xii. 18, 22; Epl. ii. 17, 19 (where Lach-
niann reads xai elpijyny and @A’ éaTé).

—év & kpalopev] mot: at whose instance, or: through whom,
but: in whom we ery. xpaleww, Gal iv. 6, bere not, as usual
elsewhere, of a bare outcry, but of a distinct call, as a token of
joyous confidence, in contrast with trembling despondency in

¥
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prayer. ¢ Clamor,” says Bengel, “ sermo vehemens, eum desiderio,
fiducia, jure, constantia.”

—'ABBa, o mamijp] In the Palestinian provincial dialect, the
Aramaic N3¥ was employed instcad of the Hebrew 2§, The
formula dBBa&, o matip, is found again in Mark xiv. 36 ; Gal.
iv. 6. o mwarip cannot be regarded as a translation appended by
the evangelist or apostle ; for in that case the usual interpretation
formula: & éore, TobT €oTe, 6 éoTe peBepunvevépevor, never wanting,
especially in Mark (ifli. 17, vii. 11, 34, v. 41, xv. 22, 34, also
Matt. i. 23, xxvii. 46, John i. 39, 42,  Acts 1. 19, iv. 36, xiii. 8,
Heb. vii. 2), would be added. Taul's practice, on the other hand,
is so little to interpret Hebrew plrases, that in 1 Cor. xvi. 22 he
has even left the very unintelligible papav ¢8d without explana-
tion. o maTyp, then, is a component part of the prayer itself. The
observation of Grotius is untenable : “ Iinitatur puerorum patribus
blandientium voces. Mos est blandientiwn repetere voces easdem”
(similarly before him Chrysost. and Theodor.), as in this case
&3R4, afBBa, or ¢ mamip, o wamip (Matt. vil. 22, xxvii. 46), must
have been said. Still less to the point is Calvin’s - observation :
“ Bignificat Paulus, ita nune per totum mundum publicatam esse
Dei misericordian, ut promiscuc linguis ommibus invocetur:
quemadmodum Augustinus observat. Ergo inter omnes gentes
consensum expriniere voluit. Unde sequitur, nihil jam differre
Graecum a Judaeo, quum inter se coaluerint.” Not only is there
nothing to suggest such a subordinate reflection, but, in addition,
iteither the connection nor the emphasis of the expression per-
mits it. The more likely account is, that aBBa, in use amoung
the Palestinian Jews, passed over to the Hellenists, and from
them to the Christians, just as phrases like Abba, Jehovah, Im-
manuel, etc., have passed over into our hymmnology. But it was
quite natural that in prayer, the language of the heart in conti-
dential intercourse with God, the same address should be re-
peated in the mother-tongue of the worshipper. Thus we should
not readily say in prayer “Jehoval,” without adding “Lord.”
The opinion that ¢884 is used on account of the child-like sound
may be combined with ours, as it may indicate the reason for the
Jewish form of address, a334d, being originally retained. Still it
is a question whether the opinion does not depend too much on a
transfer of modern experience and practice in the use of the word

Abba. Comp. also Meyer Liere. o matip, the nominative with the
Priuieri, Rom. L 2D
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article for the voeative, comp. Mark v. 8, 41, ix. 25, xv. 34; Luke
xviil. 11, 13; Winer, p. 227.  The apostle in the present verse
contrasts the effect of the O. T. revelation of law with the effect
of the N. T. revelation of grace. The one is the wvelua Sovieias,
the other the mvedpa viofecias. “ Neque tamen inde colligas,”
says Calvin, “ vel Spiritu adoptionis neminem ante Christl ad-
ventum fuisse praeditum : vel quicunque Legem acceperint, servos
fuisse, non filios. Ministerium enim Legis cum Lvangelil dispen-
satione potius confert quam personas cum personis.  Fateor
quidem hic moneri fideles, quanto cum ipsis liberalius nunc
cgerit Deus, quam olim cum Patribus sub Veteri testamento:
externam tamen dispensationem respicit, cujus tantum ratione
praecellimus : quia ut praestantior fuerit Abrahae, Mosis et
Davidis fides quam nostra, quatenus tamen in speciem sub paeda-
gogia eos Deus continuit, nondum ad libertatem, quae nobis
patefacta est, progressi erant.” With this should be specially
compared Gal. iii. 23-26 and iv. 1-6. How much more must
the mrvedua dovrelas have held sway over those who were not
delivered from it, at least comparatively, by wiores in the émay-
yelda, but remained as captives fast bound in the legal point of
view! On the change of person, éraBere, kpabouev, Calvin
remarks: “ Personam ideo mutavit, ut sortem omnium sanctoruin
commuuem exprimeret, acsi dixisset: Spiritum accepistis, per
quem vos, ut nos reliqui omnes fideles, clamatis.”

Ver. 16. alro 7o mvedpa] means not: idem spiritus; Luther:
the same spirtt, for this would be 76 avTo mvedua; but: ipse
Spiritus, the Spirit Himself, namely, the Spirit of God, in whom
and through whom we have the mvebua viofeoias, ver. 15.

—oavppaptvpel TG mredpatt nudv] 1 John v. 6-11. Vuly.:
“ testimonium reddit spiritui nostro.” Luther: “bears witness
to our spirit.” So, too, several modern expositors. This sense
would only be tenable upon our interpretation of ver. 15; for if
mrvedpa is there taken in the sense of mvetpa feob, in the present
verse we get merely a tautological and next to meaningless
emphasis.  If the children of God raise the Abba-cry in the
Spirit of God, it is self-evident that it is the Spirit of God Him-
self who bears testimony to their sonship. DBut it might very
well be expressly stated, that in the child-like spirit in which the
Abba-cry is uttered the Spirit of God Himself bears testimony
to our spirit as to our filial position. However, there is no
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example to prove that the compound cuppaptypelv can be taken
as identical with the simple paprupeiv. Accordingly, oupuap-
Tupely here, as in ii. 15, ix. 1, is to be taken in the sense of un
testari, to bear witness along with.  QOur spirit witnesses our
viafeala, in the character of a child-like spivit, by its Abba-cry,
ver. 15. DBut it does not witness this aloune, but with it the
Spirit of God does the same. Dut the latter witnesses this not
by an immediate assurance, but by means of the general word of
prowise which e applies to the particular individual in whom
He dwells. For whereas Scripture calls all who believe in Christ
children of God, the Spirit testifics to the individual believer
Thou art God’s child! This testimony of the Spirit is the first
testimony, and withal the cause of the Abba-cry, which is the
second. Against the Ponteficti certitudinem gratice tnfallibilem
impugnantes, Calov remarks: “ Quod nostro spiritui testificatur et
coufirmat Spiritus S. de eo nos indubitato certi sumus; quia
testimonium Spiritus Sancti certissimum est et prorsus indubi-
tatum, cui qui non eredit, Deum mendacem facit, 1 John v. 10.”
The asyndeton (instead of adte 70 mwedpa we should have
expected an ov povor 8¢, dAN& kai adro TO Tvebua) seems most
easily vindicated, if, laying a sharper accent on airo and cvp—,
at the end of the verse we supply the thought: “And thus
for our sonship all simply requisite evidence is at hand.”
Tinally, the teaching of the 16th verse forms an antithesis with
the Deistic quite as complete as with the Pantheistic view of the
relation of God to the world in general and to the human spirit
in particular. It shows that Christianity is the fellowship of God
the Spirit with mau, in abiding distinction from the hwmnan spirit.

Ver. 17. el 8¢ Téxva, xai kxnpovépor] From our sonship follows
necessarily, by the analogy of human law, our heirship, Gal. iv. 7.
But this heirship, as an heirship of God and co-heirship with
Christ, consists in 8ofa or {wy aldvios (comp. the cuvdofachiuer
of our verse, and pé\hovoa 8ofa, ver. 18). Thus the truth of
GjoeaBe, ver. 13, is establishel. The proposition el 8¢ Téxva
(éopév), rai wAnpovépor éopéy, in the first instance, merely
announces a truth universally valid, which is but more precisely
defined by the subjoined xAnpovopor pév feod xth. Thus to
téxva and Khmpovopor a feod is not to be supplied.

—x\qpovopor ey Beot] In ordinary human relations, the in-
leritance is only entered upon after the testator’s death, Heb.



420 COMMENTARY ON THE ROMANS.

ix. 16, 17. In applying the comparison, this point is not to be
regarded.  The fertium comparationis is merely the patrimonial
cstate, which by right of sonship belongs to the son, and in the
sphere of carthly relations is described as inherited estate. Comp.
also Luke xv. 12. At most, the notion of death intervening
hefore entry upon the inheritance might be retained in general
terms,—there the father's death, here the child’s death, which is
the moment of transition to eternal life, or to the possession of
the heavenly inheritance.

—ovyrhnpovopor 8¢ Xpiorod] The inheritance of God, im-
parted to the children of God, is really the inheritance of Christ,
to participation in which they are summoned by adoption. He
is the wAnpovépos xat’ éfoyijv, Gal iii. 16-18, Heb. i. 2; and
incorporated in Him by faith, they, too, come to participate in
what He possesses,—they, too, become xAnoovépor, Gal. 1ii. 28, 29,
comp. Rom. iv. 13. As in the old covenant to Israel and Jacob
typically, so to Christ all rights of the first-born and heir are
transferred. He is the mpwtoTokos év morhois ddegols, ver. 29,
and shares His patrimoenial inheritance with His brethren, which,
as a spiritual inheritance, by its very nature devolves to every one
whole and entire. The wunthcocratic relerence of this passage to
the Roman law of inheritance is as foreign as it is inappropriate.
There an equal share in the inheritance belonged to all children
by birth; so that in the application of this, the gracious act and
interposition of Christ, the first-born and only real heir would
be thrown quite into the shade. Preferable to this would be
Wieseler’'s opinion on Gal. iv. 7, that Paul has in view no
particular law of inheritance at all.  Still we believe, for the
reasons indicated, that we must abide by the reference to the
Jewish law of inheritance.

—eimep ocupmdoyoper] if at all cvents we suffer with, appends
the indispensable condition on whicli alone every Christian may
Lope to attain to participation in the 86fa of Christ. Comp.
Matt. xx. 22 {.; Col. 1. 24, 1ii. 4; 2 Tim.1i, 11 f,; 1 Pet. iv. 13,
v. 1. No doubt the death of Christ procured for God’s believing
children the title to future glory; but they can only preserve
this title, and enter upon possession of the glory itself, by being
conformed to His sufferings and death! These sufferings are

¥ Calvin rightly observes, that here, not the causa, but the ordo adipiscendae
~salutis is indicated. Melanchthon says that cugrdoyew is required, not as meritum
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no doubt really martyr-sufferings, such, especially, as the first
Cluistians endured in a marked degree. But the idea may be
generalized and applied to suffering in conflict with sin, to the
favaTovy Tas mpufess Tov cwpatos. All suffering on the part of
the Christian is at root one and the same. It is renunciation of
the world in its various forms. Dut the wdoyew must be thought
of as willing suffering; for only this makes the Christian, even
the non-Christian being unable to avoid involuntary suffering.
But it suffering is the inevitable conditicn of glorification, in this
very fact comlort is necessarily implied; inasmuch as in that
case, so far is it from casting a shadow on the hope of glorifi-
cation, that it includes a new pledge of that Llessing, v. 3 ff.
—va kai ocwdofaalduev] in order to le also glorified with
Cliist ; in essential meaning the same as, though stronger than,
obTw yap xai gvvdofactnaiopeda (as is self-evident adv 1¢ Xpiare,
John xvii. 22; Rev. iii. 21). o yap Tols ovdér rxaTwpbwrdai
TogalTa Swpyoauevos dyaba, Grav I8y kai wovicavras «xal
Tocavta wabovras, wads oUyi pmalhov apeijrera:r, Chrysostom.
The regular and necessary consequence of a thing is often, in
energetic phraseology, viewed as intended by the thing itself. So
lhere the glory that follows as a necessary consequence of suffering
is pictured as the aim of the suffering itself, iva depending on
oupmdayopey, N0t on guykAnpovopoL.
or pretium vitae aeternae, but merely as obedientic propter ordinem a Deo sancitum.
Just so Calov: ‘ Pussiones non conditio sunt meritoria, sed ordo, quem Deus in
Lominibus ad aeternam haereditatem admittendis constituit et observat. Causa
enim unica constituta crat viodisiz vel adoptio.” But previously, upon xims. ¢

suyxdng. xp., e had remarked: ¢ Quum autem hic vita aeterna haereditas dicatur,
manifestum est excludi operum merita, quae Papistae aflerunt,”
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