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COMMENTARY ON THE ROMANS.

CHAPTER VIIL—(Continued.)

HE apostle has now developed the doctrine of sanctification,
vi—viii. 17, under all its aspects. As the doctrine took as its
point of departure the doctrine of justification, so it has returned
back to it; for the Spirit of sanctification, dwelling in us, is Him-
self the witness to our adoption which is aequired through justi-
fication, and therewith at the same time the security and pledge of
the inheritance of life. This {w}, indeed, already actually exists
in us, in so far, that is, as we are already subjectively filled with
the mvedpa. Dut in so far as the latter principle during this
carthly life of ours is still constantly mingled with auapria, and
cncompassed by the odpua, the fwi still strugeles with @dvaros,
and abides in its completeness only in Christ, the absolute
righteousness. And they who by faith are in Clrist Jesus have
to look for this life only hereafter, or in the future state, or only
when Christ, with whom our life is hid in God, and who is Himn-
self our life, shall be revealed in glory, Col. iii. 3, 4. Thus the
righteousness of Christ and life of Christ as to their beginnings no
doubt already exist richly in us in a subjective form, but in their
completeness both one and the other ever subsist objectively in
Him alone, and remain for us still an object of faith, not ov
sight. The present Aeon, therefore, is, as matter of course, a
period of suffering; without evuwdoyew no euvdofalesfar is
possible, ver. 17. DBasing himself on this last thought, the apostle
seeks now in conclusion, vv. 18-39, to comfort his readers with
respect to the walijuata Tob viv wxaipod, and to encourage them
to cheerful endurance on the ground that while, indeed, by divine
appointment the Sofa is future, this future dofa is as vast as it is
Pnivirer, Rox. 11, A
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certain, and that even in the present state of weakness the wvetua
is our lielper.  Already in v. 3 ff. the apostle had shown how
O\iyress, instead of putting to shame, could only strengthen and
enhance the éAwis Tijs 8cEns Tob feod. Dut what there, in the
preliminary conclusion of his subject, he merely intimated, now,
in the formal conclusion of his exposition, he makes good at still
greater length and with far rvicher variety of illustration. The
Sikaioavrny Beob and fwi form the fundamental subject of the
entire epistle.  The apostle, then, having proved that in no sense
has &kaiwois continuance in sin as its necessary consequence,
but on the contrary dytaoues, and that only by the presence of
daytacuds is the twn, annexed to the Sikatoaivy Beod, made safe
and sure, proceeds now to show how the fdvaros as yet still
encompassing us, which manifests itself in the wa@ijuata 700 viv
xatpod, is to be patiently and cheerfully borne out of regard to
the future ¢lory, or the fw3y aldwios ratified and sealed. As
in v. 3 f. he bad said that the tribulations of believers but
strengthen and enhance the hope of this future glory, so now he
shows what resources of comfort and strength for the enduring of
these tribulations God has provided for us until the time when
our hope shall reccive its fulfilment. Ch. viii. 18 ff. therefore
introduces the reasons which encowrage to cuvumdoyew wa «al
avvdofaclduer, ver. 17,

Ver. 18. The connection with the last words of the preceding
verse (eimep ouvumacyouey, (va xai ouvvdofacOduev) is rightly
indicated by Calvin: “ Neque vero molestum esse nobis debet, si
ad coelestemr gloriam nobis per varias afflictiones procedendum
est, quandequidem illae, si cum magnitwdine gloriae hujus con-
ferantur, levissimi sunt momenti.”  Aoyifouar] see on iil. 28,

—nap] specifies the reason why the cuumdeyew should not
discourage us.

—avk dEa] The Ltyw. M. vemarks: &fos: dmo 7ol dyw,
dkw, dEws dmo peradopis Tav oTabudv Ty logy  pomyv
éxovtov.  dakwos, then, is derived primarily from dye (com.
Sophocl. Electr. v, 119: podvn ydp dyew obx ére cwxd Avmys
avrippomor dyfos, aud Hermann's remark thereupon: “dyew
usitabtum i pendendo verbun.  Translatic sumpta ab iis, qui
Yancem pondere gravatam  deprimenda altera lance tollunt)=
(uad Tancem trahit, quod pendit, <.c. quod pondus, momentum
habet, what has weight”  Comp, LXX. 1 Chron, xxi. 22, 2.4
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ayopalety év dpyvple aEiep, to buy at full price. Ience dfwov
Twos = weighiiny ws much «s something, cquicaleat o sometling =
avrafioy Twos, “ what counterbalances something, is just as
heavy.”  See examples in Matthii, Adusf. griech. Gram. p. 677
So Callin, Eleg. v. 19: Na vyap ovumavte mofos xpatepodporos
vdpos Omjorovtos fwwv & dEios puibéwy, e is to b decined
e cquad of the demiyods; v. 21 : épber yap moAA@Y dEra podvos
év, decds equalling the deeds of ey, So, too, LXX. Irov.
viti. 11: xpeloowy yap codia Nibwv wolvrehdy, mav 8¢ Tiwiov
obk dEcov adriis éoTw; Leclus. xxvi. 15: odx éo7e arabuos was
@&os €éynpartols Yruyils, no consideration equals a continent soul.
Now, in the present passage we read d€wov elvar mpos ¢ instead
of the genit. comparat. dEwov elval Twos. wpos with the ace. fo,
as requrds, ino veference to, often denotes the rule according to
which one guides himself, <n confurmity with, Luke xii. 47,
2 Cor. v. 10, Gal. ii. 14, and hence also the standard accordiiy
fo which a comparison is instituted, Winer, p. 505. Therefore
akov elvar wpos T ="to be of equal weiyht when compared with
something, deemed equal thereto. Dut odx dfia = dvdia, of no
weight, Z.c. not worth mentioning in comparison with, etc. It is
needless then here to suppose a Meiosis or Litotes (“ not of equal
weight,” for “of far less weight”). With the sentinent, comp.
2 Cor. iv. 17: 7o yap wapavrira éhadpov Tis ONifrews judv
kal’ imepBohjy els UmepBolyy aldviov Bdpos 86fns ratep-
yaberar Huiv, and in addition: 8id odk éxxaxoduev, ver. 16, and py
excaraper, Gal. vi. 9. The Vulgata translates: “existimo enim,
quod non sunt condignac passiones hujus temporis ad futuram
gloriam, quae revelabitur in nobis.” DTrotestant theology saw,
therelore, in the statemnent of this verse a dictum probans against
the Catholic doctrine of wmerituin condiyni, of which the bone
opere regenttoren are supposed to be the ground; for, as Calov
justly concludes, “8i passiones nostrae non merentur glorian,
multo minus opcre merentur. Nam gravius est passiones
sustinere propter Christum, quam pietati operam navarve: et
supremum gradus obedientiae cst illa in passionidbus perscver-
antia, unde martyribus gradwn superiorem inter sanctos assig-
nant Papistae.” On the other hand, it might be objected that
the reference is not at all to the intrinsic, moral worth of
sufferings, but merely to their insignificance when compared with
the greatness of the future glory. If I assert that a lrief and
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slight tribulation is not to Le brought into ascount against an
overwhelming and eternal joy, it would be perfectly consistent
with this for me to submit to that tribulation all the more
patiently, when in addition thereto, on account of its moral
desert, it entails eternal happiness. One may certainly say con-
versely, that the petty and transient pleasure of sin vanishes
altogether beside the weight of eternal punishment, and that,
nevertheless, the first merits the second. Hence apparently
Bellarmin’s assertion in Gerhard, loc. theol., ed. Cotta, tom. viil.
p- 91 : “Nam passiones hujus temporis breves sunt, gloria autem
aeterna est; tamen proportio est inter has passiones et illam
gloriam propter caritatis dignitatem, unde procedunt,” un-
seriptural as it is, understood in the Catholic sense, is yet not to
be refuted, as Gerhard supposes, by the present passage. On the
other hand, against those scholastics who fancied that while it
must be conceded that the meritum condigni bonorum opcrum is
refuted by the statement of this verse, the meritum congrut of
those works might still be maintained, Calvin justly observes:
“Neque enim dignitatem utriusque (i.c. of the ONiyris and the
Sofa) confert Apostolus: sed gravitatem crucis tantum elevat
comparatione magnitudinis gloriae, idque ad confirmandos pati-
entia fidelium animos.” But it is part of the very idea of merit
that the service and reward be of equal value. Now, eternal life
so infinitely outweighs temporal sufferings, that the latter cannot
be the meritorious cause of the former. Nor can love impart to
the sufferings their meritorious worth ; for, to say nothing of its
imperfection, the apostle has here in view no other than
sufferings endured in the strength of holy love, and even of
these holy, loving sufferings of believers, denies that they are
cquivalent in worth to eternal glory. Besides, the {wy al@vios,
merited by the Umwakoy Xpiorod, and vouchsafed to wioTis,
cannot, of course, subsequently be merited by the dmaxo of our
wabijpara. The transient pleasure of sin does indeed merit
cternal misery, Dbecause it is a breach of a divinely-imposed
obligation, and rebellion against the eternal majesty of God Him-
self.  On the other hand, the transient burden of suffering does
not merit eternal happiness, because the obedience, manifested
under it, is the fulfilment of a divinely-imposed obligation, after
which, no less than before, we remain unprofitable servants, and
because, again, obedience renders to the all-sufficient God no
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service binding Ilim to an equivalent return. If, notwithstanding,
He has assigned and promised to the doing and suffering of Iis
children, not, indeed, heaven itself, but special reward ¢n heaven,
this is not a reward, duly carned and merited, from a righteous
Judee, but unmerited reward from a gracious Father's goodness.

—7a¢ mabijpara] here, as in 2 Cor. i 5 {f, Phil. iii. 10, Col.
i 24, 2 Tim. 1. 11, in a physical, not, as in Rom. vii. 5, Gal.
v. 24, in an cthical meaning.  They are sufferings (Leiden), not
passions (Leidenschaften).

—ov viv katpov] In iii. 26, xi. 5, o vdv xarpos stands in con-
trast with the past; here, in contrast with the future. And, indeed,
this future period begins with the Parousia of the Lord, so that ¢
viv xaipos corresponds with the alov odros, whose opposite is the
alov o pé\\wv, ékeivos, o épyduevos, Matt. xii. 32; Mark x. 30,
Luke xx. 35. TFurther, ¢ alwv o0tos here is not the more com-
prebensive notion, “ the present world-order in general,” of which
the viv kaipos, the present space of time, the current course o time,
forms a part, <.c. the period immediately preceding the Parousia
conceived as near. Rather the alov obros is merely deseribed as
viv katpos in order to mark the brevity of its duration. However
long it continue, in comparison with eternal glory, it is still to be
regarded merely as the present rapidly-fleeting point of time
(katpés, not ypovos or aicr). This consideration yields comfort

“in the sufferings which to us seem long.

—apos Ty wé\hoveay Sofav dmokalvdBivail] not mwpos T
Sofav Ty péAlovcav, because the emphasis lies on péAhovoar
placed first. It stands in sharp contrast with the vy xacpos.
Comp. Gal. iii. 23 : w0 vopov éppovpoiucla cuykexheouévor els
T péAhovoav wioTw dmroxalvpbivar; Matt. xxv. 34; 1 Cor.
xil. 22, 23. By pé\hovaa the 8ofa is neither described, as in
Acts xi. 18, xxi. 27, as near at hand, nor, as in Heb. 1. 14, x, 27
(where the emphasis lies on pé\hovros placed afferwards), as
certainly «t hand, but, in antithesis to the wiv xaipos, simply
expresses what is future in general, what only takes place lere-
after, viii. 38, 1 Tim. iv. 8, Gal. iii. 23, what therefore we are
patiently to look for.

—amoxalvpdivar] Theophylact, with whom also many modern
expositors agree, observes: 8wa 6¢ Tod elmelv 7o dmoxalvpbijvac
€dekev, 87t kal viv éoTi, kpUmTeTar 8¢ (sc. 7 Sifa), ToTe O¢
amoxahvpbrigerat, TovtéaTi Tehelws ¢pavepwbiserar. In favour
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of this, Col. iii. 8, 4, 1 Pet. i. 4 might be appealed to. Dut
dmokalimTew, parepody refers not merely to the discovery of that
which already exists, although in temporary concealment, but
also to the revelation of that which by this very revelation comes
for the first time into existence, or which has previously a con-
cealed existence merely in so far as it lies wrapped up in the
divine counscl, Gal. iii. 23. Thus dawoxalimrew, davepoiv is
certainly merely to unveil something concealed ; but that which
is concealed belore its discovery may just as well have a mere
ideal as a real existence. Here the dofa caunot be conceived as
at present actually existing in us, only in a concealed manner,
neither els Huds nor the connection of thought favouring the
idea. For manifestly it is not here meant that we have at present,
only hidden beneath sufferings, a 8ofa which will one day be
revealed, but that now we have wafjparae, but one day shall
have 8ofav. Finally, according to Theophylact’s view, the em-
phasis must have lain on dwoxaivdfivar, which is not the case.
Accordingly, in this passage the Sofa is to be conceived as one
which now is merely destined for us in the divine counsel, and
one day by God’'s omnipotence to be revealed to us, 4. actually
exhibited or realized. As to the sentiment of the verse, comp.
1 Pet. v. 4.

—els juas] upon us, so that it rcaches to us, so that we par-
take therein. Comp. Acts xxviii. 6: xai OGewpotwtwy undev
dromov €is abrov ywopevor. The Roman also would say : n nos ;
Germans: an uns.

Ver. 19. The majority of interpreters suppose vv. 19-23 to
contain an evidence of the greatiess of the future glory spoken of
ver. 18. This is certainly the most obvious supposition. In
spite of this, if the apostle’s purpose were to characterize the
greatuess of the 86fa approaching, it would have been far more
to the point to picture the wealtli of the Dblessedness which we
ourselves shall possess in the vision of God, instead of wmerely
adducing the secondary and subordinate element ol the glory with
which the creation, then surrounding us, shall be invested. And
again, it is not even the glory with which nature will one day be
clothed that is described, so much as merely its waiting and
longing for this glory as well as for deliverance from the liability
to decay to which it is at present subject. Dut in saying that some
one amid present sulfering awaits future happiness with patience
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and loneing, we affirm nothing at all as to the degree and greatness
of this happiness. On this account some expositors find in ver.
19 IT, not a confirmation of the main thought of ver. 18, 67¢ ovx
dEia T4 mabijp. Tob v. kawp. wpos «TA., but mercly of the idea
expressed in the last words of the verse, wpds Tjv wéllovaav
Sofay dmox. eis . The apostle secks to verify, not the greatness,
but the certainty of the future dofa. DBut, in the first place, as
already remarked, the pélheww, ver. 18, in contrast with the »ov,
suggests not so much the notion of the ccrtainty of what is
approaching in the future, as simply in geneval the futurity ol
that which a¢ present has no existence; and again, my hoping
and longing in itself certainly contains no pledge of the certain
attainment of the object hoped for. If it be supposed that the
expectation and longing of nature is based upon the infallible
divine promise of future deliverance, given to it according to
vv. 20, 21, it is indeed said, ver. 20, that the paracotys of the
«tiows intervened in virtue of divine ordinaticn, but the ground of
its énaris, ver. 21, is not expressly stated; and granting that the
divine arrangement, of which the perishable nature of the creature
is the consequence, took effect only on condition of its future
restoration, still, according to ver. 21, creation only enjoys this
divine assurance in connection with the promises given to God's
children. But how can the certainty of a promise be ratified to
me by the fact that another is to partake in the salvation which
the fulfilment of the prowmise brings? And then, in truth, are
not the émayyehiac of future Sofa, given in Scripture to believing
humanity, far greater, more numerous and definite, than those
which the «7iois enjoys? So that creation may indeed take to
itself firm confidence from the promises given to God’s children,
but not the converse. But if appeal be made to the expressions
amorapadokia, amwexbéyeabar, because the constans exspectatio rests
upon the assumption of a cerée promissio, still this dmexdéyeafar
is ascribed also to the Téxvois Beod themselves, vv. 23, 25, and
waiting fo the end does not necessarily imply the certain attain-
ment of the object awaited, but simply describes this object as
Juture, not existing at present, and takes place in the persuasion
that impatient despondency cannot hasten the realization of the
object hoped for. Moreover, the apostle does not treat of the
certainty of final salvation until ver. 28 ff. (comp. especially
vv. 31-39), and bases it there, as everywhere, upon the only
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certain foundation of the mpdfeats, the éxhoyy, the dyimn 70D
Geob, comp. v. 3 f.  'We belicve, therefore, that while vv. 19-23
without doubt confirm merely the words wpos Tnv péAlovoay
SoEav wTA., they refer not so much (as several of the ancients
suppose, with Fritzsche, Krehl, de Wette, Meyer) to the certainty
as merely to the futurity of this 8cEa. That the &ofa is mnot
mapoiaa but ué\hovaa only, is shown by the waiting and sighing
as well of creation as of the children of God, for what one expects
he as yet possesses not. This thought, indeed, is expressly
mentioned in vv. 24, 25. We have cwtypia in hope merely, not
in reality. Just so in ver. 21 it was said of the «tiges that it
possesses é\evfepla only én' mwibi. The 86fa, then, is merely
pué\\ovaa, based upon érwis, and awaited in dworapadoria. And
on the very ground that, as to the present earthly life, this is the
God-ordained, unalterable order of our cwrypia, there can be no
ovvdoEdleofar without the preceding avumdoyew, ver. 17, and
we are to submit ourselves willingly and patiently to the
wabhjuara Tol wiv rawpod. The consolation, then, given by the
apostle, vv. 18-25, in regard to present sufferings is twofold :
first, that they come not into account in comparison with the
greatness of the future glory, ver. 18; and secondly, that they
are an indispensable condition for the attainment of the glory,
just because the latter by divine appointment is a glory in the
future, not already actually existing, ver. 19 ff.  If it be objected
against our interpretation (Meyer) that it is perfectly self-evident
that the dofa is not present but future only, the reply is, that no
donbt this is self-evident objectively, but not at all so subjectively
for human impatience, which would fain anticipate the future
Sofa.—1) vyap dmoxapadoxia] The &6fa lying before us is future,
Jor (yap) the kriows still awaits it in patient expectation.
dmokapadoxia is found again in the N. T. in Phil. i. 20, in
combination with e\wis. Chrysostom’s interpretation is: 9
o¢podpa mpocdoxia. Oecumenius on the Philippian passage says :
amoxapalbokiay ¢nol THy gpodpav xai émiteTapévmy énwida, i
75 xal abTyy émukwdy Ty xepakny Soxeder kai mepioxomel. The
substantive is to be derived from xapadokely, to cxpect with wplifted
Iead, 1. to expect with intentness or eagerness. Comp. Aristoph.
Equit. v. 660 : éxapadoxnoev els éu’ 7 Bovly) mdaiw; Schol.: dvri
700 améBheyrev ) éuol mpoaéfevto THY Kkepalyy peTewploavTes.
Then, generally : to expect, comp. Herod. vii. 168 : rapadoxéovres
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xal obror Tov Toheuov, 7 weoéetar. From this kxapadokia the
caspectatio cherished, as it were, erecto or exserto collo ¢t capite ; then
cxpectution generally, 1leb. nf_?_f_"_-iﬂ, Ps. xxxix. 7, Prov. x. 28, where
Aquila reads xapadoxia, for which in the latter passage in Sym-
machus is found dmopory. Dut dmorapadoretv and awoxapa-
Soxia with inteusive dmé expresses wuiting, crpecting till the
end, therefore constans caspeelatio, Tittmann, de Syn. p. 106 sqq.
Luther in the present passage: the anwious waiting. Dut the
notion of anxiety agrees not with Thil. i. 20, where Luther him-
self renders: as I at lust capeet (wic ich endlich warte). Here it
is the expectation that keeps on the stretch till the goal is reached,
that endures to the end, without letting itself be hurried to im-
patience or despair. This, indeed, does not preclude longing ; for
whoever waits /! the end waits also for the end, but still has
nothing in common with anxiety.

—iis kTicews] kTioes, from xTifew, denotes primarily, like the
German Schipfung, creation as an act, so in i. 20 ; then ercation as
a result = the created, because here the act and the result of the
act coincide! But the created may either be a single creature,
so that xtiocis = ktiopa, thus i 25, viii. 39, Heb. iv. 13, also
rawy kriows, 2 Cor. v. 17, Gal. vi. 13, or may denote the entire
sum of creatures, the entire creation, thus Mark x. 6, xiii. 19;
Col. 1. 15; Heb. ix. 11; 2 Pet. iil. 4; Rev.iii. 14. DBut then, in
the latter sense, 9 «7icis or waca 1) «Ticws parts naturally into
two main divisions, the rational and irrational creation, the con-
text determining which limitation of the notion is to be held.
The first is found in Mark xvi. 15, Col. i. 23. The gospel can
only be preached to the rational creation; and indeed, still more
specifically, only to the human world, the higher spirit-world
being either incapable of receiving it or in no need of it. But,
conversely, 79 ktigis or mdoa 7 kticis may also signify the entire
irrational creation, exclusive of intelligent Leings, in which sense
we, too, use the phrase, the whole of nature, comp. Wisd. Sol.
xvi 24, xix. 6. As now, in the present passage, neither the act
of creation nor a particular creature is meant, the only meanings
left are: (1) the entire creation, (2) the rational creation, (3) the
irrational creation. The first meaning cannot here be accepted,
because in vv. 19, 21, 23 the vioi Tod feod are expressly distin-
guished from the #7ioes, and opposed to it. The second meaning

1 In 1 Pet. ii. 18, xvisi; is used of a kuman creation or institution,
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falls through for the same reason.  Besides, the human world in
contrast with believers, according to biblical usage, would be o
xogpos (comp. 1 Cor. vi. 2), not % wriges. There remains, then,
nothing Lut the third meaning, which is the one received by the
majority of expositors, and in our days almost universally accepted.
Some, indeed, would at the sawe time expand the notion of the
xtioes, and include under it everything remaining of the entiie
creation after the redeemed have been abstracted, therefore the
irrational creation and unredesmed humanity. DBut it is readily
apparent how improbable at first sight is the inclusion of elements
so heterogeneous under the one notion of «riois. The only
limitations & priori conceivable are those under (2) and (3). DBut
then, at the very time when the glorification of God’s children
takes place, all men wlho partake in it will have been previously
enrolled in the number of God’s children, so that the rewmainder
will have to expect, not éxevfeplav ijs 8okns 7OV Tékvwy Tob Beod,
ver. 21, but, according to 2 Thess.i. 9 (comp. Rom. ii. 8 ff.; 2 Cor.
v. 10), 8xebpov alwviov amo wpocwmov Tod Kvplov. Finally, the con-
tents of ver. 20 do not agree with the fallen state of the rational
creation. Therefore «7i{ois can only denote the irrational creation
exclusive of non-Christian humanity. The apostle’s glance lights
here only upon that portion of creation, falling within the range
of vision, that is to share in the future 6ofa; but this consists of
the children of God, with the creation surrounding them. Of the
fate of unbelieving humanity, he is as little thinking here as in
v. 19,1 Cor. xv. 21 ff.  Other expositors, on the contrary, would
narrow the notion of the x7ious still further, and confine the
irrational creation merely to lifeless objects, exclusive of those
living. Dut for this no warrant is given either in the notion of
krices or in the context. Iurther, sky, stars, air, and earth,
exclusive of the vegetable and especially the animal world, can
here be so much the less intended, as the very cvorevdfew and
cuvwdiverw of irrational oljects can only make itself seen and
lheard within the circle of the animate creation. «7iges, then,
“the visible, irrational world surrounding us, animate and inani-
mate.”  Other interpretations of the x7loes as the unconverted or
converted Gentiles or Jews, as Christendom in general, or angels,
cte., as more or less arbitrary, deserve no reply. The dectrine of
a renewal of the world in the Messianic age is found already,
although in Ilabbinical refinements, in Jewish theology. It is
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Lased upon prophetic statements of the O. T.  As, acernding to
Gen. iii. 17, 18, the primal curse fell also on the earth, the earth
also must share in the promised restoration.  This restoration is
divectly anmounced Isa. xi. G f[. (where, also, the special reference
to the antmal world is found), Ixv. 17 l, Ixvi 22; comp. Ds.
cii. 25, 26. On these passages 2 DPet. iii. 13, Rev. xxi. 1 arc
based. TFinally, in the 8ofa of the irrational animate creation
merely a gloritying of races is to be thought of, not a resurrection
of individuals.

—Tv dwokd\wrw TAY vidv Tob feol] =710 dmoxalirTedba:
ToUs viols Tob Beob, in allusion to awoxaivdBijvas, ver. 18. The
revelation meant is not that of the dofa of God’s children, at
present concealed but still existing, but the revelation or mani-
festation of God's children themselves which is accomplished by
means of the &ofa then to bLe first communicated to them; for
only then, by means of the Sofa imparted to them, can they be
recognised as viol feod. < Ad creaturam ex peccato redundarunt
incommoda: -ad creaturam ex gloria filiorum Dei redundabit
recreatio,” Bengel

—amexdéyeras] The dmo is used with the same emphasis as in
amoxapadoria of looking for. In the phrase 3 dwoxapadoria Tijs
kricews amexdéyerar (1 Pet. iii. 20: 8re dmefedéyero 1) Tob feol
paxpobupia), constans mundi cxspectatio constanter caspectat, lies a
twofold prosopopoeia. TFirst of all the wtioes itself is represented
as waiting, hoping, ver. 21, sighing, ver. 22 ; and then, in addi-
tion to this, the awoxapadoxeiv is personified, so that 7 amoxapa-
Soxia Tis rricews is not to be explained as a mere Hebraism
instead of % «viois dwoxapadorotoca. This rhetorical, poetical
style of speech is quite in keeping with the prophetic import of
the passage. Of analogous O. T. examples, comp. Deut. xxxii. 1;
Job xii. 7-9; Ps. xix. 1, Ixviii. 16, xcviil. 7; Isa. 1. 2, xiv. 8,
Iv. 12; Ezek. xxxi. 15; Hab. ii. 11; Bar. iii. 34. Chrysostom
carly observed: dore 8¢ udavrivdTepov yevéabar Tov Moyov, kal
TPOCWTOTOLEL TOV KOTHOY GmavTa ToiTov &mep ral ol mpopijral
01000 L TONNAKLS, TrOTapOUS KpoToDyuTas Xepoiv eladyovTes KTA.

Vv. 20, 21. Ground of the dmoxapadoria Tis kTioews. It
awaits in stedfast longing the revelation of God’s children, becausc
at present it is subject to paraiéTys and ¢bopd, but fhen in its
turn shall share in their 8ofa. — 77 vdp waratoryte 3 kriows
Umerayn] The emphasis lies on 75 paraoryre placed first. Tt
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pataworys is not absolutely identical with ¢fopd, ver. 21; but
the vanifas, Le. infirmitas, the worthlessness and nothingness of
things, is the originating cause of their ¢fopd. Here patatorns
stands in a physical, in Eph. iv. 17, 2 Pet. ii. 18 in an ethical
sense. Umetdyn, was subjected, a historical fact, not = vmoréra-
wTar, subest, a deseription of condition. That Paul does not place
the cause of this fact in the act of ereation, which Gen. i. 3
forbids, but, in accordance with Gen. iii. 17, 18, conceives it to
have supervened in consequence of the Tall, is certain. More-
over, upon this alone is based creation’s hope of restitution when
the glorification of humanity takes place. Because it was involved
in the Fall, it shall also take part in the resurrection. Comp.
Beresch. rabb. f. 2, 3: “ Quamvis creatae fuerint res perfectae,
cum primus homo peccaret, corruptae tamen sunt, et ultra non
redibunt ad congruum statum suum, donec veniat Pherez, h. e.
Messias.”

—oby éxoboa] “ Contra quam fert ingenium eorum,—a natura
enim omnes res a corruptione abhorrent,” Bucer. “ Quum sensuns
nullus insit talibus creaturis, voluntas certe pro inclinatione
naturali accipienda est, secundum quam universa rerum natura in
conservationem ac perfectionem swam fertur. Invita ergo et
repugnante natura vim patitur quicquid detinetur sub corrup-
tione,” Calvin. “ Nam initio aliter fuit. Inde mavult suljice
Chwisto, Heb. ii. 7, see Dengel; comp. 1 Cor. xv. 27 ff.; Phil.
iit. 21. This reluctancy of the xriois against partawrys and
¢bopa, Erasmus finds expressed in the fact that nature, in the
destruction of individuals which it is powerless to prevent, at
least strives to preserve the race. “ Dum alind,” says le, “ex
alio propagans individuis vicissim cadentibus ac renascentibus
speciem tuetur, ne intercidat, meditatur immortalitatem quandam
sed frustra” Had creation subjected itself to vanity spontan-
cously, this would have taken place against God’s will, not as
now, 8ca Tov Umordfavra. DBut in that case it had had no well-
grounded, approved énwis, as now, of deliverance, The redemp-
tion of hmanity is grace, the redemption of nature justice; for
the fall of humanity is voluntary guilt, the fall of nature involun-
tary suffering. No doubt humanity subjected itself voluntarily
to moral paraworns merely, and struggles perpetually, as creation
does, against physical ¢fopa ; but, the latter being the inevitable
conscquence of the former, it may be said that, as it willed the
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one, indirectly also it willed the other.  As, thercfore, the wonds
oby érodoa, dAAa 8ia Tov UmoraFavra specify a weighty integral
clement of the whole passage, they are not to be enclused in
brackets.

—aMa 8a Tov vmorakavra] scd propler cvin, qui subjecit, i.c.
not, because creation willed it, but because God who subjected it
willed it so. &, with the accusative, then retains its regular
meaning propéer, on account of, and is not = dea with the genitive,
per, through.  But DBengel justly remarks: “propter eum, qui
subjecit, z.c. propter Deum, Gen. iii. 17, v. 29. Adamus eam
obnoxiam vanitate fecit, non subjecit.”  Still less than Adam or
man in general is Christ, the devil, or, stranger still, with Semlcr,
the emperor Nero (who kept back the conversion of the «rios,
i.c. the gentes), to be understood under ¢ vworafas. o vmordfas,
without any more cxactly defining adjunct, assumes God as the
well-known subject.

—_ém émide] Vulg.: “sed propter eum, qui subjecit eam in
spe.”  Luther: “on his account who subjected it in hope.”
They therefore join én’ é\wibe with dmotafas. But, in the first
place, this connection would only be probable if God, not creation,
were the subject of the hope: again, ovy éxoloa, dAAa 8z Tov
vmrordfavra forms a thought complete in itself; and, finally, the
connection of ém’ éAwidt with Jmerdyn, instead of with dwordfas,
is specially appropriate, because only thus does the érmis of
deliverance given to it stand forward prominently and decidedly
as o reason for creation’s waiting for the dmoxdhv{ris Tév vidw
Tob Oeod, ver. 19. But it is én’ énwibe = with hope, upon hope.
énmris was the condition (éw! with the dative = sub conditione)
upon which the dmordogeafar took place, and was withal an
equivalent, so to speak, for the necessity of the latter.

—671] that, fore ut, states the object of the hope governed Ly
ém’ énmibe, Phil. 1. 20.  This mode of connection is more appro-
priate than to take o&r¢ in the sense of nam (Luther: «for
creation also shall be made free,” ete.,, comp. Acts ii. 26, 27) and
begin a new sentence ; for the waiting of the «tiois for the amord-
Mvyres of God’s children is not merely to be based on this circum-
stance in general, that it lLas éawis, but specially on this, that it
has érwis of participation in the é\evfepia 7ijs 8ofns of God's
children.

—xkai abTy 9 wtiows] ct ipsa nature, it also, the crealion.  Kai
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ad7és here, then, is not = ipse quogue, as in Ieb. ii. 14, or zd
ipse, dpse adeo, but = ¢f ipse, aeque elque alius, as in Luke 1. 30.
These others are God’s children, with whom creation is placed on
a level “it also, creation, like God’s children.” The purpose is
not here, which is foreign to the course of thought, to note some-
thing extraordinary, that ceen creation shall be delivered (so after
(hrysostom, Theophyl. : odyl ov pévos, aAka xai 76 katadeéoTepov
cov kai T dfrvyor kal dvaiocOnrov); but 7 xTiges contains an
epexegesis of admj, not essential indeed, as xat av7Ty, in allusion
to 9) xtioes, ver. 20, would have sufliced, hut still in use clse-
where, Mark vi. 17 : av7os yap o ‘Hpddns ; Luke xxiv, 15: é\ev-
OepwbijceTar dmo xrh.

—eis Ty éevleplav kT\.] a constructio pracguans for éxevfe-
pwbijgeras amo Tijs Sovhelas Tis PO. kai katacTubjoeTar els T
evlepiav A, Winer, p. 776.

—amo Tijs Sovheias Tis Pbopas] not: “irom corruptible,
wretched bondage,” but: “ from the Londage that consists in cor-
ruption, in liability to decay.” ijs ¢fopas is genit. apposit.
That it is to he taken substantivally is indicated both by the
allusion to uataworys, ver. 20, and by the antithesis in which
it stands to the following tijs 86€ns. The ¢bopd is a Sovkela,
heeause Ly it the x7iows is fettered in its free development, is
conceived as subject to it from involuntary necessity (comp. oty
éxoboa, ver. 20), Heb. ii. 15. Here, as in 1 Cor. xv. 42, 50, Gal.
vi. 8, Col. ii. 22, ¢fope is used in a physical, in 2 Pet. ii. 19 :
avTol Sodhow Umdpyovtes Tijs Ppfopas, in an ethical sense,

—els v é\evbeplav Tiis Bofns TdY Téxvwv Tod feot] Luther:
“to the glorious liberty of the children of God.” DBut the order
of words shows that Tov Tékvwv Tl feob is to be joined with 7is
Sofns.  In Luther’s sense, Paul must have written els v Sofav
Tijs éxevlepias Tov Téx. 7. Beod. Moreover, the 86Ea Tdv Téwv.
7. 0, in antithesis to ¢fopd, and in allusion to the Sofa, ver. 18,
for the amorarvyris of which the #Tiows waits, ver. 19, manifestly
forms the prominent and leading idea. 7ijs dofns, then, like Tijs
dbopas, is genit. apposil., and the élevbepla Tis Sofns is “ the
liberty that consists in the glory.” Dut if the x7ioes is to be set
free for the 80fa of God’s children, this means, of course, that it
will attain a glory corresponding to or homogeneous with this
&oka. The proper antithesis to ¢pfopd is apfapaia, 1 Cor. xv. 42,
33, 54 But the expression 8¢€a, which includes in it d¢bapaia
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o5 its neaative Tasis, is sclected to correspond with 8ofa, ver. 18.
Iut as the ¢fopd is Sovheia, so the Sofa is éhevfepia. Nin and
death ave foreign, enslaving powers.  In Sckatosvvn and 8ofa, on
the contrary, humanity, and in humanity creation also, has its
frecec normal life - movement in its most peculiar sphere. On
exevbepobijoerar, Lengel remarks: « Liberatio non fit per plenam
destructionent : alias quadrupedes, quum jugulantur, cum voluptate
caderent.”  Certainly the present passage does not suggest an
absolute annililation and subsequent new creation of the x7ioes
(which «niilidlatio mundi the older Protestant theologians sup-
posed, comp. the quotations in Heinr. Schmid, Die Doy. der evany.-
loth. Kir., pars v. § 66, 4);' but, in harmony with the dmorv-
Tpwots Tob cwpatos Hudv, ver. 23, or owr bodily resurrection,
merely o transformation and transfiguration of existing nature.
So, tou, the Fathers taught, not an avvmapfia, but merely an
avarawiopos of the world ; comp. the passages in Suicer, Thes.
cceles. 11 151 sqq., and the quotations in Klee, Kathol. Doy., Bd.
3, p. 487. The Scripture passages quoted by Quenstedt for the
opposite view, DI's. cii. 26, 2 Pet. 1ii. 10, Rev. xx. 11, Isa. xxxiv.
4, Luke xxi. 33, Job xiv. 12, are not opposed to this. Not the
xoopos itself, but merely the oyijua Tod xoouov TovTov, will pass
away, 1 Cor. vii. 31, and the fire, 2 Pet. iii. 10, is to be thought
of as a fire of purgation, not of annihilation.

Ver. 22. oi8apev yip] comp. ii. 2,iii. 19, vii. 14. There cannot
be found in this verse a proof of the existence of the émis, ver. 21,
for there is such a thing as a hopeless sighing and fruitless travail.
Rather lLeve the asscrtion that an amoxapadokia 7ijs kTigews exists,
ver. 19, which, aceording to vv. 20, 21, is founded upon the fact
that the xriois was made subject to paracorns i@ hope of future
eAevfepla, is in the present verse set forth as a universally

1 Otherwise Luther in his noted saying: ¢ I'le heaven has on now its work-day
dress, but then will put on its Sunday dress.”  Similarly Brenz and Nicolai. Comp.
Luther's Kéirchenpost. Erl. Auxy. Bd. 9, the two sermons on the fourth Sunday after
T'rinity upon Rom. viii. 18-22, p. 106 : “ For the sun has never been as fair, bright,
and clear as in the beginning when it was made, but on man’s account is half dim,
decayed, and soiled; but on that day God will again purge and purily it by fire,
2 Pet. iii. 10, so that it shall be brighter and clearer than it was in the beginning.”
Dp. 111, 113: * This hope we have, and the whole creation with us, which on our
account shall be purified and renewed in most beautiful fashion, so that one shall
say: This is a beautiful sun, a fine, handsome tree, a precious, lovely flower,” ete.
But Luther refers the subjection of xricis to parwizas, and péspz to the abuse which
the ungoadly practise upon all creatures over which the latter sigh and moan,
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admitted truth. That an eager expectation really does exist in
creation follows from the sighing plainly apparent and obvious to
us all.

—mdoa % xriows] “ Consideratur ut unim quoddam totum,”
Bengel.

—avotevdler kai ovwwdlve] The ovv in gvorevalew and
cuvwdivew serves as little as in cvvijdeabas, avyyaipew, avyynbeiy,
guvalyety, ovykdpver, merely to add force to the simple form,
but signifies that the orevalewr and &dlvery take place in common.
Jut this cannot mean that the sighing of creation takes place in
conmon with that of God’s children, since the ov povov &, ver.
23, shows that in ver. 22 the orevalew of the Téxva Oeol was
not yet thought of. Still less is the allusion to mankind in
general, who are said to sigh along with «rioes, and vice versa,
although only the children of God attain to redemption. IFor
in the whole scction there is no reference, as we have seen, to
non-believers ; and were this the case here, we should expect an
intimation of the reason why their orevdfew alone is not satisfied.
Accordingly, the cverevalew and swwedivew denote simply the
“gemitum et dolorem comanuncm tuler se partium creaturae,’
Estius.  So already Theodor. Mops.: BodAerac 8¢ elmeiy, 6T¢ cvp-
povws émdelkvvrar ToiTo waoca 7 kticws. The entire creation,
as it were, sets up a grand symphony of sighs. That elsewhere
agvotevafeww is used merely of sighing in common with others, not
of the joint-sighing of the several members of a community among
themseclves, is to be admitted. DBut the latter meaning is quite
permissible in a logical point of view, and its actual employment
1s simply proved by the present passage, comp. also cvumapa-
eMyBivae, 1. 12.¢ On guvwdiver, Luther, in his marginal notes, has
the remark: “As a woman in labour” Although now @dives,
birth-pangs, travail, 1 Thess. v. 3, @dlvew, to travail, Gal. iv. 19,
27, Rev. xil. 2, is often used to denote specially severe pains of
body and soul in general, here no doubt the original meaning
may be maintained, because the old #7iges is struggling, as it
were, with severe pangs to bring forth the new xvioeis. “The
idea of @diver is based on the fact that the painful struggling of
the xviow is directed towards a Dblessed chiange, with the occur-
rence of which the suffering has attained its end and ceases,
comp. John xvi. 21,” Meyer. Similar is the figurative LRlabbinical
phrase U‘@‘@U"ﬁ?[‘, comp. Matt. xxiv. 8, Mark xiii. 8, although
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this specially denotes the sufferings immediately preeeding the
Messianic age, not the birth-pangs of the «rioes in general, which
continue always.

—dxpe Tob viv] til now. The wdives thus endure from the
time when the sriows was first made subject to paraorys, until
the present moment.  Hence its redemption is not yet matter of
fact, but only awaits it hereafter.

Ver. 23. ob pdvov 8] se. waoa 1§ krioes arevdlet.

—aM\a kai avrol] but we ourselees also, namely, believers,
comp. xai yap avroi adiepey, Luke xi. 4, xxil. 71; also Gal
1. 17.  adroi, Luke xi. 46, Acts ii. 22, Rom. xv. 14, 1 Pet. L 15,
ii. 5, refers to the second person.

— Ty amapyiy Tob Trevpatos éxovres] not: who have, this
would be of Tyv am. 7. wv. Eyovres, but: althovgh we have. The
amapyy ave the first-fruits in contrast with the full harvest.
In the N. T. the genitive joined with this word is invariably
genitivus partitivus, xvi. 5: damapyy Tis "Agias; 1 Cor. xv. 20:
dapy) TV Kekounuévoy; Xvi. 15: dmapyn Tis 'Axaias; Jas.
i. 18: dmapyny Twa 7dv avrob kriopdTev. The same is true of
nearly all passages in the LXX, the genitive appended there
denoting the object of which the dmwapysn forms a part. So Deut.
xvill. 4: ai dwapyai Tob oitov; XxVi. 2: TGV Kapmwdv THS is;
Ex. xxiii. 19: 7dv wpwtoyervqudrov Tis 7yis; comp. too, Ps.
Ixxviii. 51, ev. 36. Even Ex. xxii. 29: awapyn dlwvos «ai
Aot oov, forms no exeeption, the threshing-floor and wine-press
being put for their contents, grain and must. In the present
passage, therefore, we must adhere to the constant usage, ..
retain the partitive meaning of the genitive; for LXX. Ex.
xxv. 2: ai dwapyal pov, the first-fruits belonging or due to God,
Deut. xii. 11, 17: ai dmwapyai Tdv yepdv dudv, the first-fruits
which your hands present, are exceptional cases, proving nothing
on the other side, as in these passages we see easily and at once
that émapyal in the proper sense is=dwapyal T@v rapmév Tis
s «TA., that the appended genitives here cannot be genitivi
partitivi, and what meaning they must of necessity have. In
the present passage, on the contrary, in accordance with rule, no
other sense can & priors be admitted than % dwapyn 7o wvev-
patos, the first-firwits of the Spirit =the first participation in the
Spirit in antithesis to the full harvest of the Spirit, .. the full

participation in the Spirit which we are to expect one day. Nor
Proivieer, Roa. 1T, B
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is there any foundation for oljecting to this view, that then the
viofecia and the dmodvTpwois Tol gwpatos form no strict anti-
thesis to the dmwapyn Tob wvebpaTos, and that the olject of our
sighing can in that case be no other than the communication
of the entire fulness of the Spirit. This were only necessary if
the apostle had said that we sigh because we have only the first-
fruits of the Spirit. But he says that we sigh although we have
already the first-fruits of the Spirit, and with it not merely the
reversion of full participation in the Spirit for the future, but
also sufficient comfort for the present; so that we should naturally
expect no orevafew any longer to have place in us, and especially
no agrevalew for viobeaia and dmorvTpwaots (on which, in keeping
with the entire connection, special stress is here laid), seeing that
this very @mapyy tob mwvedpatos is the seal of our viofesia and
rAmpovopia, v. 4, viil. 15 ff.; Gal iv. 6; 2 Cor. 1. 22, v. 5; Eph.
i. 14, iv. 30. Further, the dmwapyy) 7ol mvevuatos does not at
all preclude the o éEéyeer é¢’ uds mhovaiws, Tit. iii. 6, for even
the first-fruit gift may be an affluent endowment. But if, in the
present passage, instead of the fulness of the Spirit's communi-
cation, its measure and limit is specially noted, this is done, not
indeed to allege a necessity for the sighing (rather is the latter
deseribed as something unexpected), but by implication to explain
its possibility. Some expositors, while taking Tod wveduaros,
indeed, as genit. partit, understand the dwapyn Tob 7vevpatos of
the first communication of the Spirit received by the Clnistians
of that age in distinetion from those later, of the earliest com-
munication of the Spirit. But manifestly in this case dmrapys}
contains an utterly superfluous by-thought. Very justly Winer
remarks (p. 423, former edition): “ In the sighing for the glory
of the children of God, it makes no difference whether they had
received the 7rvedua at first or some years later.” Besides, such
a side-glance here at other Cliuistians is just as far-fetched as it
is disturbing; and, finally, in the individualizing sjuets, Paul of
cowrse includes all, even the later Tékva feod in opposition to the
ktiows; comp. too, Fritzsche, ad Lvin. I p. 176. Others take
Tol mrevpatos as genit. upposit. after the analogy of o appaBwv
Tol mvevuaTos, 2 Cor. i. 22, v. 5, the Spirit as an earnest, so
that % am. 7. wvepatos, the Spivit as first-fruits =9 dmwapyy
TovTéaTe T0 wyebua, Winer, p. 667. But—to pass by the con-
sideration that here, as we have acknowledged, the partitive
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meaning, if at all capable of explanation, has a prescriptive right
hefore every other—aceording to the Seripture mode of coneep-
tion and expression, the Spirit, while e is indeed the handscl
and carnest of the xAnpovopia (Eph. i 14, iv. 30), is not Him-
self part of the heavenly harvest, so as to allow ol His being
deseribed as its first-fruit.  Still less permissible is the inter-
pretation: “the Spirit as n Dblessing of special value,” because
the first-fruits arve the most excellent part, LXX. Num. xviii. 12,
In comparison, with what other Dblessings could the Spirit be
here called a blessing of special value? But, finally, o0 7ved-
patos might also be gentt. subject., so that dm. 7. wv.=quac
prima Spivitus dedit, prime Sptritus ornaiente.  These would
then be the xyapiopara of the Spirit, which fall to the lot of
believers in this life, 1 Cor. xii. 4 ff,, Gal. v. 22, in contrast
with the gifts which He bestows, év 76 al@ve 76 pé\lovr:, ..
with eternal blessedness, the sAnpovouia, the completed viofesia,
cotnpla, and amolUTpwors. DBut, first of all, we should then
expect the contents of the dwapy? to be expressly named; and
again the Spirit in Scripture is just as little described as the
dispenser as the constituent element of the heavenly s«Agpovouia.
Dut still less can the pracstantissima Spiritus munere be meant, for
what are His less excellent gilts, and on whom are they bestowed ?

—=«kai nuets avrol] we oursclves also, of whom, as those who
have Tyv dmapyijv Tob mvelbpatos, it was not to be expected.
The words xai 7jueis avroi thus contain a forceful and quite
appropriate epanalepsis of the preceding avrol. '

—év éavrois oTevalopev] sigh within oursclves. év éavrois
here is not =év dAAfrows, but =intus, in animis nostris, and
expresses the fervour or deep inwarduess of the sighing, ver. 26.
Taul indeed summons Christians to collective praise in their
assemblies, Eph. v. 19; Col. iii. 16, 17 ; but, on the other hand,
collective sighing may be well adapted to the atmosphere of a
Quakers’ meeting, but scarcely to that of the primitive apostolic
church. With orevdfouev, comp. 2 Cor. v. 4, crevaloper Bapov-
wevor.  With the perpetual Abba cry of the children of God is
blended a perpetual Kyrie eleison,

—viofeaiav damerdeyouevor] waiting for adoption. No doubt
we have viofecia already. Still we have it not, just because we
still groan under the Sovhela tijs dfopas. In like manner and
still higher degree was this the case with the wiois of the O. T,
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who, as long as they were under the Sovhela vopov, had not
attained viofeaia, Gal. iii. 23 ff, iv. 1{f.  Every gift of the gospel,
while already present, is at the same time future. The germ is
the plant, and yet is not the plant. Precisely in the latter
respect Paul says viofeaiav without the article, not v viofeaiav.
Ile contemplates not merely the amoxdAuvyrs of the already-
existing viofeaia, but even the viofeaia, because of the continuing
Sovhela, as not yet existing. E¢ 8¢ xai elme Tolvuy, 6Tt éNaSouey
mvebpa vioBeaias, NN Spws Siddoxer cadéoTepov, 6TL TO eV
dvopa viv é\dfBouev, Tob 8¢ ve wpdypaTos TiTe pebéfopen,
Theodoret. The omission of the word viofeciarv in some codices,
where then dmexSeyopevor Tyv dmoNiTpwow T. cwp. Mu. Mmust
be joined together, is readily explained. A contradiction was
imagined between Paul's statement and vv. 15, 16. Luther:
“ we also yearn within ourselves for the adoption, and wait for
our body’s redemption.” But in this way the ovevalew of the
children of God does not stand out in prominent contrast enough
with the orevdlew of the wriois. Again, orevdfeww ¢ means not “ to
sigh for something,” but “ to bewail, bemoan something.” TFinally,
then, we should have expected the order viofeoiav oTevdfopev.
—Ty amoliTpwaw Tob copatos nudv] epexegetical supple-
ment to viofeciav. Tob cwpatos might be gemit. object., as ir
Heb. ix. 15 = redemption from our body, which then would have
to Dbe taken relatively, not absolutely, namely, of redemp-
tion from the body, in so far as the latter is still subject to
apaptia and Odvatos. DBut as 7Tod ocdpatos Hudy is without
any precise characteristic definition, and for the sake of har-
mony with 1 Cor. xv. 51, 53, 2 Cor. v. 4, Phil. iii. 21, Tob
cwpatos is more probably to be taken as genit. subject., and to
be referred to the redemption of our body from ¢fopa, by which
it will become a cdpa dpbaprov, a cdua Tijs Sofns. This perfect
amoliTpwas will take place only at the Parousia of Christ, and
in it will consist the complete realization of our viofesia, on
which account Theophylact rightly interprets the latter as od o
Sia Bamrioparos ... dAN& Ty Teheiay Sofav Thv év ddbapoia
Tob owpatos. The viofeaia is here identified with the dmoAd-
Tpwois Tol cwpatos, in correspondence with the identification of
the 86fa, ver. 18, with the dwoxdAvyris 7@y vidv Tod feod, ver. 19.
With dmoiTp. 7. cwp., comp. Augustine’s utterance, de doctr.
Christ. 1. 24: “ Quod nonnulli dicunt, malle se omnino esse sive
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corpore, omnino falluntur, non enim corpus swvm, sed corrvpliones
& pondus oderunt”  We have expounded the verse according to
the lect. veeept., which, as we have saen, is {ree from all objection,
Tut there are so many variants to the words aAie kal avTol . . .
xai jpels avrol, that the reading cannot be regarded as eslab-
lished.  The most important variations are reducible to the
following : for dM\a xai adrol is read cither a\\a xai juels abrol,
or alTol Muels, or dMA@ K@l juels, Or CVen dANG Kal alToi TAv
amapy. T. wvevp. Exovtes rueis, and for xai fuels adrol ecither
kai adrol Wueis, or simply kai avrol, or, lastly, simply xai 7ueis.
We are inclined to take the reading aA\a xai abrol Ty amwapynw
T. wp. €x. kai avTol év éavrois oTevafoper, found in Cod. B and
Epiphanius, and received by Lach. and Tisch., as the original one.
So, too, Meyer. Dy it is most easily explained the addition
and transposition of sjuets, as well as the subsequent omission of
avtoi, As to the anaphoric adToi, comp. Fritzsche on Mutt.
xxv. 17, p. 737. There is to be mentioned further, first, the
reading aA\a xai avrol ol ... kai juels avrol, which owes its
origin to the mistaken notion that here two subjects are spoken
of, Christians in general and the apostles in particular; and,
secondly, the omission of xai before avroi év éavrols in the
reading dA\a xai jpuels avrol . .. alroi év éavrols, which arose
from the desire to modify the epanalepsis,—certainly in that case
cumbrous, and in addition {eeble,—and to restore the current form,
avroi €v eéavrois. Finally, the origin of all the other variants
may also be deduced from the reading, éA\\a kai ad7ol. .. xal
abTol kTA, in the way specified, if the reecpla is regarded as the
original meaning, and in the first instance only juels was struck
out of it in order to conform the analeptic xai avTol to the
preceding «ai adrol. The Cod. Sinait. also supports the lect.
reeept., save that, instead of xai 7uels avTol, it has the scarcely
original transposition nHuels xai adtol,

Vv. 24, 25 confirm viofesiav amendeyouevor, ver. 23 ; for (ydp)
our cwrnpia exists now 75 érmibe only. Now, hope refers to
what is future, ver. 24 ; and if we hope for what is future, a
8" Umopovijs amexdéyeabfar is possible, ver. 25. Th yap énwide
éowbnuev] Luther: “ for we are saved indeed, but in hope.” The
emphasis rests on 75 éxwide placed first. The contrast supposed
is o0 T} awohavoes, as regards hope, not as regards possession or
enjoyment, comp. Tit. iii. 7: Wa Swaiwbéivres 14 éxelvov xdipite,
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w\npovopor yevouela xat énmida Lwis alwviov. “Sic liberati
sumus, ut adhue speranda sit haereditas, postea possidenda, et ut
ita dicam, nunc habemus jus ad rem, nondum in re,” Melanchthon.
Bengel rightly observes : “ Dativus, non medii, sed modi” 75
enTide, therefore, is not to be taken as dativ. caus. or instrumen.,
for we were saved not by hope, but by faith, i. 16 ; Lph. ii. 8.
Also, the dative here is less to be taken as a dative of the respect
in wlhich something takes place (comp. on iv. 19), so that our
cwbijpar would have to be limited to énwis, than as a casus
modalis describing the mode and manner tn which something is done
= hopewise, 1 Cor. xi. 5. As here énmis is opposed to dwodavos,
so in 2 Cor. v. 7 is wloTis to eldos. DPrecisely Lecause the object
present to mioTis, namely, cwTnpla, fwy ailovos, is realized but
Sia eidovs, and only thus realized absolutely, inasmuch, therefore,
as the objective blessing of salvation is but relatively present,
while at the same time relatively future, éxmis springs naturally
from wioTis, and is inseparably united with it; for wioTes
embraces the saving blessing in so far as it is present, é\wris in
so far as it is future. “ Differunt autem fides et spes, quia fides
in praesentie accipit remissionem peccatorum, sed spes est exspec-
tatio futurac liberationis,” Melanchthon. Respecting the N. T. idea
of énmis in relation to wioTes, comp. Steiger on 1 Pet. i. 13, and
Haldane here.

—énmis 8¢ Bremopévy, obre ExTiv énwis] But (8¢ peraBatirov)
@ hope that is scen s no hope. In energetic address in all languages,
the object of my hope is itself described as my Zope. Thus in
1 Tim. i. 1, Xpeoros "Inoods Himself is called % énmris judv. He
is 9 énmis 7ob IopaiN, Acts xxviil. 20. But as regards its
nature this objective éxmis is o0 Bremouévn (2 Cor. iv. 18 ; Heb.
xi. 1) = o0 mapodaa, an object of hope that lies not before the
eyes; for it is an éawis wpoxewuévn, Heb. vi. 18 ; an érmis
amoxetpéyn év Tols olpaveis, Col. 1. 5.

— 0 yap BNémer Tis) for what onc sces, is placed first with
emphasis.

—i kai enmile ;] stronger than 7! éariler ; =cur tandem
sperat ? awhy yet, why still does he hope for 2 For which there is
no longer any reason. “ Cumn visione non est spe opus,” Bengel.
Upon the intensive ral after interrogatives like s, mol, mwas,
motos, comp. Hartung, I. p. 137. The «ai, therefore, is not to be
owmitted, with Lachmann, but to be referred to Kriiger's observation
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on the like omission, Xen. Anad. 1. 8. 16 : “ Sed exquisitius est
{(namely, the xai appended) quam ut librario deberi videatur.”

—& Umopovijs amexdexopefa] of itselt is not = 8et yuas amex-
8éyeabat, “ we must wait for it patiently,” but = “ we wait for it
patiently.”  Tor if we posscss salvation merely by way of hope,
and thus ourselves occupy the position of those who lope, it i<
self-evident that we then await this salvation with patience,
instead of impatiently sinking into despair if we do not forthwith
enter upon its possession.  We thus find ourselves, in the natural
course of things, in the position of those in whom a &' vmopovijs
dmexdéyeobar takes place. DBut no doubt, in specifying what the
true believer as such does, the apostle at the same time describes
his duty as a Christian, and exhorts to its performance. Thus
the reasoning of the apostle is complete within itself. We are
vioBeciay damexdexouevor, ver. 23, for our ocwrnpia is based only
upon éAwis, ver. 24.  DBut if it is based upon é\mris, nothing
remains for the present but a &' mwopovijs amsxdéyeabfas, ver. 25.
And just because our attitude is not a S\émew, but an érmilew,
and therefore a 8’ Umopovis dmexdéyeafar, the mabijuara Tol
viv xatpot cannot surprise or discourage us, but we willingly
submit ourselves to the cuvpmdoyew, in order to be partakers in
the owwdofaleafar, ver. 17. & vmopoviis, perseveringly, He.
xii. 1; Winer, p. 527. dmopovs, constantia (comp. on v. 3),
embraces as well the higher, active element of patientic as the
lower, passive element. Upon the conjunction of énmis with
Umopovy, comp. 1 Thess. i. 3, Hel. x. 36; also 1 Cor. xiii. 13
with Tit. ii. 2.

Ver. 26. Third ground of encouragement to constancy in
suffering. The first was the greatness of the future glory, ver.
18 ; the second, the unalterable divine order according to which
the glory is only future, on which account it demands a &'
Umoporijs damexdéyeaBar, vv. 19-25. The third is the assistance
which the Spirit gives us in present sufferings, vv. 26, 27.
ocavtes 8¢ xal] but in like manner also, namely, as on our part
a & Umop. dmex. is already found. '

—70 mvedua] here of course (vv. 16, 23) the objective, self-
existent Spirit of God imparted to believers, v. 5; Gal. iv. 6 ;
1 John iii 24.

—ovvavridapBdverat] dvtidapBdaveadal Tiwos, “ to lay hold of
by the hand in order to render help in need,” then generally “to
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e interested in one, Lelp one,” comp. Acts xx. 35 : dvrihapfu-
veaOar Tdy acfevodvrov ; Luke 1. 54 (according to LXX. Isa. xli.
9, Illeb. P17, cwavtauBuveafal T, properly, “ to take hold
of a matter along with one whom we wish to help,” has the same
meaning, like ovpmparstew Twi, alicul opitulari, comp. Luke x.
40 : elme odv adry iva por cvvavtihdfnrar; LXX. Ex. xviii. 22
Ps. lxxxix, 21; also Luke v. 7: ovAhapBdves@ai Twr. The
dative is governed Ly the preposition = dvrihapBdavestar ovv
7owe. In LXX. Num. xi. 17 is found the construction cvravte-
AapfBdvecfas pera Twos T, “ to take hold of a matter along with
one,” 7.c. to help one in a matter. But we may render help not
mevely to the weak, but also to weakness (7 ac@eveia). That the
one to whose help we come is himself regarded as active, is not
necessarily implied, and here this thought is even precluded by
the notion of the weakness, the helplessness which is succoured.
The odw, then, in cvvavrirapBuvesfar is nowise meant to intimate
that we ourselves are active, and the Spirit merely co-operates
with us, still less does it serve simply to add force. Finally, least
of all is there any suggestion in it of the lelp of the Father and
the Son, to which the help of the Spirit is added. In harmony
with the context, this co-operation might with most probability be
referred to the help that dmopory) gives us, ver. 23. DBut as this is
already implied in doavrws, ovv would be pleonastic, and instead
of the dative the genitive must have been used. TPaul would
then have written: cuvavrikapBdverar (= avrihapfBdrerar ot
75 Umopory) 8¢ kai To Tvedua TAy dobevedv (or even Tas dole-
velas) Npdw,

—-7als acfevelars Hudv] Instead of this lectio rcecpta, Lachm,
and Tisch. have rightly restored the reading of the best codices,
alzo of the Cod. Sinait., of several versions and Fathers, 75 ¢ofeveia
npwr, which Griesbach and modern expositors approve. The
plural was substituted for the collective singular to correspond
with the plural e 7afijuara, ver. 18, comp. 2 Cor. xii. 5, 9, 10.
But the dobéveia is not, with Ambrosiaster, to be understood of
the dnfirmitas wostrae orationis; for in what precedes (comp. the
woavTws) this was not so much as mentioned, and by the follow-
ing To yap 1i wpocevEwpea xTX. mercly the strongest expression
of the dofévera itself is indicated. The dofévera, accordingly, is
the general condition of weakness and frailty in which we are
Maced, the result of the fact that we are still subject to the
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Sovela s Pfopls, ver. 21, and from which, therefore, spring
T wadijpara Tob viv katpod, ver. 18, and the orevalew, ver. 23,
relating thereto.

—70 yap i mpocevEopeba rxabo Sei, olx oidaper] Confirma-
tion (vap) of the greatness of our d@ofévera, which is specially
reflected in this,—that for what and how we are to pray, we
know mnot. The article 7o substantivizes the whole sentence
which it introduces, and serves in addition to draw attention to
it.  Accordingly 7i mwpogevE. kafd Set is to le treated as one
word, somewhat like “fitting prayer,” comp. Mark ix. 23 ; Luke
1. 62; Acts xxil. 30, cte.; Winer, p. 135, Overpowered by a
sense of weakness, the Christian knows not how to order cither
the matter () or the form («xafo &ei) of hLis petition aright.
Like one deprived of sense, he is no longer able to discern for
what or with what words he should pray, comp. wds % Ti
AanjanTe, Matt. x. 19, For the lectio reecple mpocevbouefa is
found the variant wpocevEouefa, approved by Griesbach, and
received Ly Matthii.  Grammatically, both are allowable, Winer,
p- 337. Decision is difficult, as the reeept. is no doubt ade-
quately attested, but copyists were more likely to exchange the
future for the conjunctive more usual in this case than the
converse.

—av1o 10 mvedua] the Spirit itsclf, who best knows our wants
(7i mpogevE.), and can best plead our cause (kafo S8¢t), no mean
helper and advocate.

—Umepevtuyydver vmép nudv] The adjunct dmép judv,
omitted by Lach., is apparently spurious, as it is wanting in
the best authorities, is not in itself necessary, and might easily
be added as a gloss (comp. ver, 34). €vTvyyavew Twi wepl TIvOS,
“to mceet one about a person or thing,” <e in order to confer
with him respecting it, Wisd. viii, 21; Acts xxv. 24. Hence
évruyyavew Twi Umép Twos, “to intercede with one for a
person,” ver. 34, Heb. vii. 25; évrvyydvew 7wl kaTd Twos, “to
complain of one to a person,” Rom. xi. 2. The double compound
Umepevtuyyavery does not occur elsewhere, but is regularly
formed after the analogy of Umepamohoyoiuar, Vvmepamorpivopar,
Umepayopevw, tmepaywvidw KTA.  UmepevTuyydvew Twi Tivos,
therefore, may Dbe construed = évrvyydvery Twi vmép Twos, or
even, repeating the preposition, vwepevtvyyavew Twi fmép Tuwos.
The preposition mép thus is not intensive, not: “intercedes best



26 COMMENTARY ON THE ROMAYXS,

for us,” as Luther renders. If {mepevruyyaver stands alene, 7¢
Ocio is supplied, of course, in thought as the person to whom,
Umép nuaw as the persons for whom, intercession is made.
—oTevaypols ahahijros] dhainTos may be taken either in a
passive or active signification. In the first it is either = qui dici
0w potest, tnfundus. So Luther: “ with inexpressible sighings.”
The sense in that case may be twofold. The infundi gemitus
may be taken in the sense of ingentes gemitus, as Oecum. explains
Ly wpeyloTows otevaypots (Virgil, Aen. il. 3: infandum dolorem).
But the notion of huge, strong groans does not make a very
pleasing image, nor is it in keeping with ver. 27, because the
strength of the groans is no reason why ouly God, the heart-
searcher, understands their meaning.  Hence the unutterable
groans are better interpreted as groans, the sense and import of
which cannot be embodied in words. Thus is most fittingly ex-
pressed the greatness of suffering in which thought and word
alike fail man, and nothing is left but the sense of his misery
and sighing. This, too, agrees with ver. 27 ; for although such
sichs cannot be clothed in language, still the heart-searcher full
well knows their meaning. But ardAnrov denotes not merely
what cannot be expressed, incapressible, but also what is not ex-
pressed, wnexpressed.  Then, this meaning very nearly touches
upon the active meaning of aldAnros = qui logui non potest,
autus, 5o that orTevayuols diainrors would e = orevayuois ol
Noyoes.  But if this is to yield a pertinent sense, it must be so
interpreted that the reason why the Spirit intercedes for us with
groans without words, with silent groans, is that the pain is so
great that words do not suffice to express it. It is preferable,
therefore, to abide by the current interpretation *inexpressible
groans,” in the meaning we have indicated, because in this way
the meaning aimed at is expressed in the most forcible and direct
manner, and, moreover, the analogous phrases dvexdujynros, 2 Cor.
ix. 15, agpmros, 2 Cor. xii. 4, and dvexhdAnTos, 1 Pet. i. 8, favour
this view. Dut Augustine, Tract. V1. in John, § 2, rightly inter-
prets: “ non Spiritus sanctus in semet ipso apud semet ipsum in
illa trinitate, in illa beatitudine, in illa aeternitate substantiae
gemit, sed in nobis gemit, quia nos gemere facit.” The unani-
mous consensus of Lutheran exegetes agreeing herewith is noted
by Calov here, and see Lim on John xiv. 16, on which latter
passage Gerhard in the Evangelicnharm. remarks: “notanda est

Sl Gl
J
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regula, quod quaedam tribuantur Spir. s. relate 4n nostra persois,
ut ad Rom. viil.” Comp. Matt. x. 20 (although it is not we that
speak, but the Spirit of the Iather, yet the Spirit speaks in and
by us), 1 Tim. iv. 1; and Gal. iv. 6 with Rom. viii. 15, To sup-
pose a sighing of the Spirit Himsell without mediation of man’s
spirit, is alike without meaning and biblical analogy. Duf it is
not without significance that here the sighing of the sanctified
human spirit is traced back to its ultimate author, the Spirit of
God Himself, because in this way the certainty of the sighing
being heard is rendered the more secure. In the intimate
marriage of God’s Spirit with man’s spirit, an incarnation of the
former, as it were, takes place, so that the language of God’s
servauts may just as well be described as an utterance of the
Spirit of God, as the sighing of God's children may be described
as an experience and articulation of the Spirit of God. It is
therefore this Spirit Himself who, through the medium of the
human spirit, appropriated and permeated by Him, carries on
His operations in the words, acts, prayers, and sighs of the
saints.  Upon the Augustinian nos orare docet, Dannhauer there-
fore justly remarks: suavissima wepiywprioer preces nostras
permeat.” But the distinction between the intercession of the
Spirit and the intercession of Christ is chiefly to be found in
this,—that Christ intercedes without us, in and by Himself, but
the Spirit in and by us; Christ by the prevalence of His own
merit, the Spirit on the ground of the merit of Christ. The
intercessio Christi is meritoria, that of the Spirit effectiva (in so far
as He is the causa ¢fficiens of our orevayués), said the ancients.

Ver. 27. o &8¢ épevwdv Tas kapdias] specifies the reason why
God understands the meaning of the unutterable sighs, namely,
because—which is impossible to man—He searches the hearts and
knows their thoughts, so that for Him there is no need of words
to explain the meaning of the sighs. o épewwdv Tas xapdias =
0 xapdioyvéaTns, a familiar phrase for describing the divine
ommuiscience, 1 Sam. xvi. 7; 1 Kings viii. 39; Ps. vii. 9,
cexxxix. 1; Jer. xi. 20, xvii. 10, xx. 12; Ecclus. xlii. 18; Luke
xvi. 15; Acts i. 24, xv. 8; Rev. ii. 253. But God is here
described as He that searches the hearts, precisely because the
Spirit sighs in the Zearts of believers,

—ol8e T TO ¢ppovnua Tob mvelpaTos] sc. Tob orevdfovros év
Tals kapdiais fudv. ¢povnua = mind, meaning, aim,
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—&7e rara Oeov évruyydver Umep ayiov] Luther: ©for He
intercedes for the saints according to what pleases God.”  So,
too, the majority of expositors. 6é7¢ is in this case to be taken
causally, and xata feov in the sense of “agrecably to God,” <.
conformably to God’s mind and will, or: according to His good
pleasure.  Origen: “secundum divinitaécm suaun;” katd qrouny
avtod, Theodor. Mopsu., comp. 2 Cor. vii. 9-11; 1 Jolm v. 14;
Winer, p. 499.  DBut as God has been previously described as
the heart-searcher, it appears superfluous to specify still further
a reason why God knows; and, moreover, the reason specified
seems beside the point, because God would know the mind of
the Spirit even if His intercession were not xara feov but xata
Ocod.  And if, to escape this dilliculty, oide be taken, with
Calvin, who explains it by “agnoscere et simul benigne excipere
ut agnitos sibi et probatos,” in the emphatic sense of approval,
complacent knowledge, appealing for support to 1 Thess. v. 12,
2 Tim. ii. 19, so that oide = “takes deep interest in, grants,” it
then anyhow remains unexplained, passing by everything else,
why God is here expressly described as o épevvdv Tas rapdlas,
since omniscience, indeed, does explain the divine knowledge, but
not His cordial approval of a particular olject. On this account
several modern expositors take é7¢ here not causally, because or
jor, but explicatively, that. We must then call to mind the
familiar attraction by which a word is drawn from a dependent
to a principal sentence, and grammatically conformed to the
latter, Mark i. 24; John vii. 27; 1 Cor. xvi. 15, ete.; Winer,
p- 781; Fritzsche, ad Murc. p. 34. «xara feov would then be,
according to Winer, p. 499, =towards God, 4.e Dbefore God,
coram Deo, or = with God, apud Dewn. But apart from the
circumstance that in this case, instead of xata fedv, we should
have expected mercly xa8’ avrov (for even in 1 John iv. 8§ the
emphatic repetition of o Oeos furnishes no adequate parallel,
Winer, p. 180), and that the phrase évrvyydvew katd Twa,
instead of évruvy. Tuvi, is not proved, the entire exposition obtained
in this way is meaningless and superfluous. TFor after the pre-
ceding adro 70 mredua Umepevtuyydver Umép fudv, ver. 26, the
67L kata Oeov évruyydver Umép ayiwy is really quite a matter of
course. And if for this reason xard Gedv Le taken in the sense
of ayreeably to God, the sentence no longer remains purely ex-
plicative, but with xata fedv introduces an entirely new, and,
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indeed, the proper main element. It must then be explained:
“God knows what is the mind of the Spirit, namely, that 1le
pleads for the saints, and, indecd, in o manner ogrecable to God.”
The simpler course, therefore, is to abide by the most generally
accepted interpretation of ore, which indeed, as we think, may
be sufficiently vindicated.  That is, oide 7{ 70 ¢ppévnua Tod
wvedpartos, standing in the middle, is explained in a twolold way,
first, by the divine ommiscience, and sccondly, by the fact that
the intercession is egrecable to God.  Resolving and paraphrasing
the terse mode of expression, we should say: “ As the searcher of
hearts, God knows what is the mind of the Spirit; and He knows
it also because the Spirit intercedes for the saints in a way agrec-
able to God” That God, without doubt, knows not merely what
is agreeable, but what is contrary to God, is nothing to the point;
for the apostle is here laying down not a metaphysical proposition,
but a comforting and animating truth. Dut manifestly to man’s
weakness of faith one truth needs to be evinced more clearly than
the other. If he is tempted to doubt whether God understands
the sighs of the Spirit, e is assured by the thought that these
sighs are according to God’s mind and will, and therefore them-
selves akin to the divine nature, and that in consequence like
will understand like, 1 Cor. ii. 11-14. “xara Oeov,” says
Bengel, “non xata dvfpwmov (conf. 1 John iii. 20), ut Deo dig-
num, eique acceptum et manifestum est.  Spiritus sanctus
intelligit stilum curiae coelestis, Patri acceptum.  Emphasin
habet hoe, commate ineunte.” DBut the fact that God knows the
sighing of the Spirit, as an intercession pleasing in God's sight,
implies for us a security that the sighing will be heard just as
strong as the fact that it is an intercession ¥mép dyiwv; for what
is done agreeably to God and for the saints cannot but be
acceptable to and heard by Him. On dmép dyloy, for saints,
Bengel remarks: “Non additur articulus; sanetz sunt et Deo
propinqui et auxilio digni, pro quibus intercedit.” But the &yioe
are those jyiacuévor év Xpior 'Inood. The thought of sub-
jective holiness is out of the question, because here it is simply
the condition of weakness and frailty that is deseribed.

Vv. 28-39. Last and highest comfort in suffering. Assured
of the love of God and, through it, of our eternal salvation,
nothing Dbeside ean harm wus, but everything must tend to our
good ; just as, finding ourselves in this position of inalienable,
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celestial secrity, we have the world with all its sufferings bencath
our feet.

Ver, 28. Fourth ground of encowragement. A mitigation of
present sufferings is involved in our knowledge that to believers
all things whatsoever, therefore sufferings al<o, work together for
uood, ver. 28.  For those whom God has called according to His
purpose, He will also save and glovify, vv. 29, 30. How then
can His love do them aught but good even in what seems evil, or
how with the higher should He not also bestow the less 2 oiSauer
8] By the continuative 8¢ to the special ground contained in
vv. 26, 27, is here annexed a general one, which slhiould enhearten
us for the patient endurance of sufferings.

—7ois dayamwdoe Tov feov] comp. 1 Cor. ii. 9; Eph. vi. 24 ; Jas.
i. 12,41 5. “Hie describitur subjectum a fructu eorum, quae
hactenus dicta sunt, amore erga Deum; qui amor etiam facit,
ut fideles omnae, quae Deus immittit, dextre in bonam partem
accipiant, et omnia constanter pervincant,” Bengel.

—aavra) cverything, perfectly general, from which in connec-
tion with the context the thought naturally follows; therefore
also, or even also sufferings.

—ouvepyei] The addition o feds, received by Lachmann, after
A, BB, Orig,, according to which warra would have to be taken,
not as subject, but as object, is to be regarded simply as a gloss
that avose from vv. 27, 29, where, of course, o feos is the subject.
ouvepyety Tive €ls Tu = guvepyov elval Twi eis Ti, to be helpful to
one for something, to contribute, assist, 1 Mace. xii. 1; Jas.
il. 22; Hesyeh: Bonbfei. Wlerefore ol is neither, as in ver. 22,
to e referred to the common co-operation of all the several
clements included in wrdvra, nor to the love of those who love
Giod, which is the real agent, and with which sufferings merely
co-operate. It rather indicates “the notion of the fellowship in
which the supporter necessarily stands with the supported,” comp.
cvvavtilapBdverar, ver. 26.

—els dayafov] for yood, indefinitely, 7.c. in a salutary, beneficial
manner ; therefore not divectly = red wctcrnam salwtem. This would
he els complav, i. 10, els T dofav, vv. 18, 30, and, moreover,
must in any case have been written eis 70 dyafor. Lachmann has
received the article, but it is not sufficiently attested. How the
O\Yres cis dyallov cuvepyobo, is stated more definitely in v. 4 f.
Comy. too, Ecclus, xxxix. 27: 7adta wdavra (namely, the various
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necessaries of life) Tois eboeSeotv eis ayalba, ovTws Tols dpapTwlols
Tpamicerar els xakd. Dut Dengel justly remarks: “ i Do,
ad glorificationem wsque, ver. 30 fin.”

—70is kata mwpobeaiv kAnTois odaw] More exact definition of
Tois ayawdor Tov feov. “To those who love God, namely, to
those who are called according to purpose.” DBoth expressions
describe the subject with respect to its characteristic qualities;
but the former (vols d@yamwdoe 7. 6.) implies the condition, the
second (Tols xata wpob. k\1. obow) the ground of the auvepyeiv
els ayafov. Sufferings, of cowrse, can only tend to our benefit
upon the assumption that we love God ; but the ground of their
salutary operation lies not in our love, but in our calling according
to the divine purpose. Rightly, therefore, Dengel concludes the
remark quoted on Tots ayawdae with the words: “Mox in vocatis
denotatur causa, cur huic subjecto tam lautum praedicatum
tribuatur.”  And Calvin says: “ Nequis putaret, fideles, quia Deum
diligunt, suo merito hoc consequi, ut tantum ex rebus adversis
fructum percipiant.”  mwpobests, [rom mwporifesbar, “to purpose,”
i. 13, Eph. 1. 9, purpose.  Of human wpofesis, Acts xi. 23,
xxvii. 13, 2 Thn. iii. 10; in the present passage, on the other
hand, as in ix. 11, Eph. 1. 11, iii. 11, 2 Tim. i. 9, of the divine
wpdfeais. In what this wpofeass is grounded is not indicated in
the word by itself. But it is not grounded in our épyoss, but
takes place kat’ éxloyiy, ix. 11 ; kara v Bovhjr Tod BehrjuaTos
avrod, Eph, i. 11. It is therefore a decree grounded simply in
the divine will, e « liberrimuwin consilium. Further, it is an
cfernul decree, a mpobeais TAv alwvwy, and a decree made év
Xpiore 'Inoov, Eph. iii. 11. The combination of all three
elements is found in 2 Tim. i. 9. This eternal decree, founded
not upon our works, but in God’s free will, made in Christ Jesus,
has for its substance and aim, as follows from the passages cited,
our cwtnpia, aud has heen realized, not merely objectively, and
in general, in the person and work of Christ for all mankind, but
is caitied into effect subjectively, and in particular, in each and
every individual that actually attains to cwrtnpia. Now, from
the mpobeais the w«\jois follows, Hence believers arve xarta
mpofeaiv xxnTol That xakelv, fo call, invite (Iuke vii. 39,
xiv. 9; John ii. 2; 1 Cor. x. 27), is used of the Lord's call to
the kingdom of God without veference to the issue of this call,
is shown by Matt. iv. 21,ix. 13, xxii. 3, 4, 8, 9. The same
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is true of x\y7os, Matt. xx. 16, where the xAnrol are expressly
opposed to the éwhewrols. In the apostolical epistles, addressed
to Clristian churches, xaXelv, «Xjots, xAnros (Heb. NP2, Isa.
xlviii. 12, an appellation of Israel), in harmony with the nature
of the circumstances, refers always to believers in whom God'’s
call has actually, or at least assumptively, proved cffectual, comp.
the passages in Schmid, Tauteloy, ed. Bruder. Althougl, now,
Paul habitually attributes the predicate s«ApTol (i. 6, 7; 1 Cor.
i 2, 24; also Jude 1; Rom. i. 1; 1 Cor. i. 1) only to those in
whom the divine «Afjors lias accomplished its purpose, Ze. to
persons who have responded to the call, so that, as matter of fuct,
“to call” and “to call effectually ” coincide, still we may not on
this account say that w\nros means: “to call effectually”  For
the effectual element here is not expressed in the predicate as
such, but follows merely from the character of the person who is
its subject.  Christians are xAntol, éxhextol, mioror, Rev. xvil.
14, comp. 2 Pet. i. 10; dyamwdvres Tov feov, dyior, ete.; and
these different designations bring out their different characteristic
qualities. Their being called «Antoi intimates not so much their
faith, as rather the objective security, the real ground and support
of their faith. The believer is not placed in the communion of
the saved by his own act. It is the divine wpofesis that chose
him for it, and this éxhoysj is made known and sealed to him by
the «Afjaes.  For this reason, in the present passage, the thought
is cnervated and robbed of its proper force, if in #\yTos the
¢ffectual element is brought forward; for the very purpose of the
passage is to base the salutary operation of sufferings, not upon
the effect of the x\jjoes, consisting in dayamdv Tov Beov, but upon
the #rfjois of God itself, resting on the wpofesis and springing
out of it, as upon the only sure and unassailable foundation.
“ kAnTol autem dicuntur non ratione obscquit ¢t acceptatac vocationds,
sed simpliciter ab <pse. vocalionc: nam quamvis admittamus eos,
qui hic respiciuntur et vocati dicuntur vere esse fideles, non tamen
vt vocls wAyTol hoc infertur,” Calov. If, against this objective
interpretation of the notion, it be objected that not all called in
this sense would be justified, ver. 30, it might be replied, first,
that just as little are all the justified glorified, ete.; and, again,
that here the very persons spoken of are the morol, the dyamdvres
7lv Bedy, ver. 28, whom God foreknew, ver. 29, in whom, of
cowrse, the divine 7poopiopés is infallibly carried out and gradu-
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ally perfected through the xAjots, the Sikalwois, and the ofa.
Again, the xijois appears in the form of the xjpvyua Tod
ebayyeniov, x. 12-15, 2 Thess. ii. 14, finds its conclusion iu
Bartiopa, Matt. xxviii. 19, Eph. iv. 4, 5, and has for its goal
the Bacirele Tadv olpavdy, Matt. iii. 2; the Bagiiela Tob Geod,
Mark i. 15, 1 Thess. ii. 12; the xowwvia 'Ine. Xp.,, 1 Cor. 1. 9;
Lo, 1 Tim. vi. 12, or Soka év Xpiore, 1 Pet. v. 10, 2 Thess.
i, 14. TFinally, if the Greek Fathers and Pelagius, in order to
avoid the dogma of absolute predestination in the xara wpofeov
wanTol of this verse, explained mpofeas of man’s determination
and disposition to obey the call, it suffices for the exposure of this
manifest product of exegetical embarrassment, to remark that the
call can in 2o respect be conceived as resulting from the purpose
of the called one. But on rxata wpofesiv xkrnroi, Calov justly
observes : “non quidem absoluto quodam decreto, sed certo medioruae
Tafe definito.”  And: “In quibus vocatio non assequitur eventum
wapa mpobeaw, kata mpobeaw id fit.”

Vv. 29, 30 confirm the truth stated in ver, 28. To those that
love God, the called according to His purpose, sufferings cannot
Le hurtful, but only helpful, ver, 28 ; for God will not fail to
carry out in respect to them His decree to lead them to glory,
vv. 29, 30.  As, then, everything must subserve the realization
of this decree, neither can sufferings hinder it; as, by virtue of
this decree, eternal salvation is sure to them, neither can temporal
mischief overtake them; as the divine love is pledged to them
with respect to the bestowal of the highest good, no evil, no
mischief, really to be regarded as such, can Dbefall them. This
inference is directly expressed in ver. 31 ff.

Ver. 29. obs wpoéyvw] whom He foreknew, not: whom IHe pre-
destined, expressive of divine prescience, not of divine predestina-
tion. No doubt ywdorew means also decernere, but primarily
sensw forenst only. In this sense we also speak of a judicial
cognizance. But in this verse the word really retains its proper
meaning, inasmuch as the judicial sentence or decree is essentially
cognizance of the matter of fact itself, or is the immediate result
of the cognizance. Comp. the Latin rem cognoscere.  But from
this it follows, of course, that yiwwokew Tivd cannot fitly be used
in the sense of : “ to make a decrece about one.” Moreover, con-
fessedly this form of expression does not occur. Just as little is

T poywoskew, therefore still less mpoywdokew Twd, demonstrable
Puivierr, Roxt. IL c
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i classical usage in the meaning: aate decernere.  Dut in the
N. T. where wpoywwokew appears, it either smust mean o jorc-
Fiow, so Acts xxvi. 5, 2 Pet. iii. 17, comp. Wisd. vi. 13, viii. 8,
xviil. 6, or it mey mean this, so xi. 2, 1 Pet. 1. 20. The latter
is true also of the substantive wpoyvwais, Acts ii. 23, 1 Pet. i. 2;
comp. Judith ix. 6. Accordingly, in this passace wpoywwokew
means: “to know before, know well beforehand.” If it were
intended to denote “ to predestine,” tliere would be nothing specific
to distinguish it from the subjoined 7poopifewr (so Hunnius: “qui
nihil aliud significare autwmant quam praedestinavit, Spiritui s.
manifestam assuunt -rauw;x[av”); whereas, manifestly, such a
distinction is here meant to be made between mpoywdearew and
wpoopilew, as is shown Dby the gradual progress in mwpooepifecy,
kaXely, ducaroby, Sofdlew, ver. 30. DBut the divine mpoyrwaors is
to be conceived as eternal, as is scli-evident without its being
expressly said ; for if it be objected that the wpoyrwars and mwpoo-
piopos are wmerely described as preceding the wAjjois in general
terms ver, 30, still, in the nature of the case, this cannot be a
precedency beginning at o definite moment of time, 1 Cor. ii. 7;
Eph.i. 4, 5. But in what character God foresaw those who
were predestined to life, is here not specially indicated. They
are therefore merely to be conceived in general as fitted for this
destiny.  But, according to the Pauline scheme of doctrine, it is
impossible to discover the qualification in their moral excellence
or their épyoes, but merely in mioTes, and indeed in stedfast
migris. Otherwise the content of the mpoyvwats would be incom-
patible with the freedom of the divine mpofegis and éxhoyy).
Believers ave thus xata wpobeaw xAy7oi, and neverllieless xata
Tpoyvwaw mwpowptauévor, Which certainly can only be reconciled
if faith is God’s work, not their own. For only it Ged, in the
foresight of their faith, sees in them nothing but His own creation
in Christ Jesus, are a free, gracious election to life on God's part,
and divine foresight of the believing reception of salvation on
man’s part, not mutually exclusive. The present passage, then,
ag the excgetieal tradition of the Lutheran Clinreh, in unison with
the non-predestinationist Iathers, has rightly perceived and main-
tained, contains a dictum probuas for the doctrine of pracdestinatio,
not absolute, but hased upon pracwisio.  For whilst the concep-
tion of the mwpobfesis precludes the synergistic, the mpoyrwecis
precludes the predestinationist extreme.
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—~xal mpowptoe] = TovTous kai wpodpioe, ver. 30. The de-
mounstrative is included alveady in the relative obs.  wpoopilew,
Acts iv. 28, 1 Cor. ii. 7, Eph. 1. 5, 11, to predestine, pracdestincre.

—auppopdous Tijs elxovos Tob viod abrod] To auupopdous
neither elvae nor yevéofar is to e supplied ; but cvpuopdovs is
an accusative of the predicate, iii. 25 ; Jas. il. 5; Winer, p. 285.
ovppoppos, like ovpduros, vi. 5, is construed just as well with
the genitive as with the dative, Phil. iii. 21.  DBut “to be con-
formed to the image of His Son” wmeans: “in their form to sct
forth the image of 1lis Son.” In 1 Cor. xv. 49, aul says that
we shall bear 7o elkova Tod émovpaviov; in 2 Cor. iii. 18, that
we are changed into Tyv admyv elkova amo Sofns els Sofav; and
in Phil. iii. 21, that owr odpa is to be aluuoppor 76 cwpart Tis
dofns adrol; comp. 1 Johm iil. 2. The image of His Son we
shall not set forth until we have attained to 86fa; for not until
then will our viofeaia, for which now we still wait, ver. 23, be
realized,—not until then will the amordhuvyris Tév viov Tob feod,
ver, 19, be accomplished. That here merely the conformitas
glorice, not also the confurmitues erucis, is to be thought of, ver. 30
proves, where the Sofdfeafac, answering to the avupoppov eivar
7ijs elxdvos Tob viot alrod, is mentioned as the final element in
the realization of the divine mpoopiopés. On the contrary, in
direct antithesis with their present sufferings, the apostle unfolds
before Delievers the prospect of the glorious conditions that await
them.

—els TO €lvar avTov TpwToTOKOY éV TOANOlS adeNois] that He
may be first-born among many brcthren, states the final aim of the
wpoopiapos in reference to us. Thus not so much to glorify us
as to glorify Christ has God ordained for us such glory. The
creature’s salvation is God's mediate aim; the glorification of the
Son, or His own glorification, is the final aim of all the divine
acts in creation and redemption. According to Col i 18, God
has given to Christ the pre-eminence in all things. He is there-
fore not merely the povoyevs vies 706 Beod, John i 14, 18,
iii, 16, 18, 1 John iv. 9, which He is and remains as God's
eternal Son, but, as God's incarnate Son, He is also mpwToToros
év molois adehdois, Heb. 1. 6, ii. 10, 11. wpwTéTokos, the first-
born, and on this ground the foremost,—the ¢loiwgyus in a numerous
family. Christ is both the first-born (for He was God’s Son Dby
nature long before men became God’s children by adoption, Col.
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i. 15, 17) and the foremost,—the leader, princeps et duz, Gen
xlix. 3; Deut. xxi. 17; Ps. Ixxxix. 27; Col. i. 18; Rev. i 5.
Jut His eminence above us consists in this, that He 7s by nature
what we become by adoption; that He is ¢n Himself what we
become through Him; and that He is the feavfpwmros, comp. ix. 3,
1 Tin. ii. 5, but we wercly dvfpwmor feov, 1 Tim, vi. 16; 2 Tim.
iii. 17.

Ver. 30. The decree made from eternity necessarily finds its
temporal realization. The mpdfeass, mpoyrwars, and wpoopiouds,
as the 7po intimates, are to be viewed as pre-temporal; on the
other hand, the xaiety, Sixarody, Sofdlew, as temporal acts of God.
“Quem Deus praedestinavit ante mundum, vocavit de mundo,
justificavit <» mundo, eum certe magnificabit post mundum,”
Augustine, Solilogu. c¢. 28. éxdhece] sc. Sua Tob edayyehiov,
2 Thess. ii. 14; Rom. x. 14-17,

—-édikaiwae] In the case of those predestined to salvation on
the ground of foresight, Sikaiwots must needs follow upon xdjas;
for where this is not the case, even the wpéyvwais and wpoopiouos
also did not take place. Thus the ods éwdheoe, TodTOoUS Kai
édwkalwoer is not to he severed from the concatenated series of
the entire exposition, but is only true within the limits of that
series. Moreover, the fact that here the apostle, along with
Sikaiwats, does not dwell specially upon dyiacpos, shows again
what o primary, overruling, and central position, in his view, the
former holds as regards the latter, and how little his thoughts
have been drawn away from his main theme, i. 16, 17, by the
more incidental exposition, vi. 1-viii. 13. Nay, so much is this
the case, that Sofacués is linked directly with Swkalwots; and
aytaopos is not the cawusa, but merely the viec leading to wy
alwvios procured through dmroliTpwors.

—é8oface] The aorist represents the future act as certain, and
already as good as done, comp. John xv. 6, §, and the similar use
of the present, John xvii. 11, Thus the aorist stands neither for
the present nor the future (Winer, p. 346). Nor is the meaning:
what is customary, no instance of which occurs in the N. T, to
be accepted. Nor, again, is the 8é£a, which, according to vv.
18, 21, is to be conceived merely as approaching in the future,
to be described as already actually accomplished, and consisting
in viofeoia and the bestowment of the mvedua, vv. 9,10, 15, 16,
23, 26. The aorist is rather to be compared with the so-called
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practeritum propheticum, and, placed on a level with the other
aorists in the verse, marks with bold, genuinely Pauline power of
anticipation the cqual degree of certainty with which the 8ofac-
u6s, just as much as the mpéyvwais, the mpoopiouds, the whijos,
and the Sikatwats, takes place, and, as it were, has already taken
place on the part of God. But Bengel’s observation on the verse
is noteworthy : “Non absolute parem eorun, qui vocantur, justi-
ficantur, glorificantur, numerum Paulus statuit: non negat, posse
fidelem inter vocationem specialem et glorificationem deficere, c.
xi. 22; nec negat cos ctiam vocari, qui non justificantur: sed
docet, Deum, quantum in ipso est, a gradu ad gradam perducere
suos.”

Vv, 31-39. Inference from vv, 25-30, conclusion of the entire
exposition, and withal the highest rung in the ladder of comfort
which, from ver. 18 onward, writer, like reader, has been mount-
ing. The apostle’s God-inspired confidence, with all earthly things
left far beneath its feet, is reflected even in the lofty style of his
language. This has been felt Ly nearly all interpreters, and
Erasmus in his own way puts this fecling into words when he
says: “ Quid usquam Cicero dixit grandiloquentius?” In fact,
as vv. 19-23 may be called a sacred elegy, so vv. 31-39 may be
called a sacred hymn, the one just as tender and touching as the
other is Lold and sublime both in matter and form; the one an
exposition of orevdfouev Bapovpevor, 2 Cor. v. 4, the other a
commentary on xai aiity éoTiv % vikn 1) wkijoaca Tov KGOV, 1)
wioTis fpudv, 1 John v. 4.

Ver. 31. Augustine, d¢ Doctr. Christ. iv. 20, cites this pas-
sage as an instance of the “grande dicendi genus, quod non tam
verborum ornatibus comtum est, quam violentum animi affec-
tibus.—Satis enim est ei propter quod agitur, ut verba congruentia,
non oris ecligantur industria, sed pectoris sequantur ardorem.
Nam si aurato gemmatogque ferro vir fortis armetur, intentissimus
pugnae, agit quidem illis armis quod agit, non quia pretiosa, sed
quia arma sunt.”  7¢ odv dpoduev wpos TabTa;] sc. 6T wpowpioey,
oTL éxdhecev, 6T €dikalwaey, 6Ti édofaaev, ver. 30. What shall
we say to these things ? i.c. what shall we infer from this? wpos
TavTa ad hace, not propterea, or practerce, wlira. DBut the inference
consists in this, that our salvation rests unalterably sure upon
the love of God, and that, therefore, even the mafnuarta To0 viv
katpod, ver, 18, cannot twrn els xaxov for us, but only eis dyafov
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ver. 25.  And in the same way no tribulation can wrest from us
the certainty of this love of God and Christ; but, on the cou-
trary, victorious by its power, we vanquish all sufferings.

—el 0 Beos Umép juaw] That this is the case is the direct con-
sequence of what was said, vv. 29, 30.

—6 xal’ Juav;] If God the Almighty be for us, no one is
against us, because beside Him all ouwr adversaries are powerless
and to be nothing accounted of. Therefore, even sufferings are
to be viewed not as our foes, but as our friends, who cannot
harm, but only do us good. But they do this especially by
bringing as auxiliaries to actual victory over the world the ex-
perience and assurance of God's love, and by deepening in us the
confident assurance of final salvation. Similar utterances to the
one here are common in the Psalms, iii. 6, xi. 1, xxiil 4, 1vi
4, 11, xei. 1-7, exviil 6.

Ver. 32. In confirmation of o feos Umép Hudv, reference is
made to the highest evidence of God’s love, the surrender of His
own Son, and in support of Tis kaf’ judy Ly 7ds ovyi xai kT
an analogous question is asked. &ovye] qui quiden, who indeed,
Hartung, Partik. 1. p. 388 ff.; Kiihner, Gram. IL p. 400.

—ob (0lov viot] Only seldom in the N. T. is IScos used
instead of the pron. poss. without emphasis, Matt, xxii. 5, xxv.
14; Winer, p. 191. In by far the majority of cases there lies
in the word an obvious or concealed antithesis, Acts ii. 6 ; Rom.
xi, 24, xiv. 4; Tit. 1. 12, ete. So also here. The antithesis to
{805 vids is vioi fetol, comp. on vv. 15, 29; Sechol. Pind. OL ix.
25 : Oeacapevos Tov waida, ds % pév Oetos avrob, ol kata Pplow,
éx 8¢ Tijs aryvolas ios adTob évouitero. The iSios viss, therefore,
is the proper Son; comp. John v. 18 : watépa iSiov ENeye Tov feov,
{oov éavrov mordy T¢ Bed, His Son, 4.c. who is a son by nature, in
contradistinetion from adopted sons, who is at cnce povoyevis,
John iii. 16, and wpwTéToros. This meaning is also required by
the connection, for the highest evidence of the divine love con-
sists precisely in this, that He surrendered His proper Son.

—olx édeleaTo] “ Deus paterno suo amori quasi vim ad-
hibuit,” Bengel. Comp. LXX. Gen. xxii. 12: pvdv yap éyvowv, 67t
boBi) av Tov Bedw, kal oli épelcw Tob viod cov Tob dyamnTov 8¢
éué.  This correspondence can scarcely be deemed accidental,
Tdather is it in the highest degree probable that a reference to the
passage in Genesis is to be supposed. God Himself has doue
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what, in Alralaw’s typical act, Ie declared to be the lLighest
proof of love.  Comyp. also Tov povoyevi) wpooédeper, Meb. xi. 17.
Then to olx épeicarto is emphatically appended the positive

—aAN Umrép qpdy wavTwy wapédwrer adrov] comp. John 1. .
Tven if speeial relerence is here made to believers, this does not
preclude the universality of Christ’s sacrifice.  As to wapédwrer
adréy, comp. on iv. 25, The wdvrev implies that each and every
believer has an equal share in God’s loving act in Christ, and
therefore equal right to comfort in suffering. The words éoye . . .
mapédwrey avTov stand with emphasis before the question 7os
oU'yxi k7\., the reason of which they contain,

—T@s ovyi kal ovv alTe Ta wavra nuiv xapigetar;] The xal
is to be joined with was olyi, not with ouvw avre. was ovyi
kal=quidnt ctiom ? how ever should Ie not, how yet should He
not?  Comp. 7¢ xai, ver. 2+ The «al strengthens the meaning
of wds ovyé, and implies that the matter treated of here is
thoroughly trustworthy and credible. If we join xal with ovv
avta, and explain: cven together with Him, we should then rather
Lave expected the following order and mode of connection: wai
Ta wdavta, even the whole, 1.e. even all the rest.

—oby adrg] As to meaning = yapioduevos nuiv avrév.  Tith
JIlim, namely, whom He vouchsafed to us, z.c. having vouchsafed
Him to us. 7a wdvra is perhaps used to correspond, certainly
in a merely formal way, with the preceding wavrwv. The whole,
d.c. all that He possesses, all 1lis yapiopara, all that is good
and for good, so that even sufferings themselves are for good,
els ayabov guvepyel, ver. 28. Thus the reasoning proceeds, as
in v. 9, 10, ¢ majori ad minus. In contrast with i8cos vios
stands Td wdvta. “Minus est enim nobis omnia cum illo donare,
quam illum nostri causa morti tradere,” Ambrosiat. yapicerar,
“Quae ex redemtione consequuntur, ipsa quoque grafuite sunt,”
Dengel.

Vv. 33, 34. Further elaboration of the thought that none can
harm us. God having given up His Son for us, none can be
against us, vv. 31, 32; none accuse us, ver. 33 ; none condemn
us, ver. 34. In a certain sense, therefore, a resumption and more
specific analysis of Tis «a@’ judv, ver. 31, occurs. Tis éyxalége
xatad éxhext@v Oeod;] Who shall raise accusation against God's
elect? Negative question = no one will do this, which answer is
corroborated by the words fcos o Oicacdiy. The question is per-
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fectly aeneral, and includes, thercfore, all even conceivable hostile
powers,—Satan, law, conscience, world, etc.,—without its being
meant to specify any one in particular, or exclusively. €yxahety,
to call in, 7.c. into judgment, in jus vocare, to summon to judgment,
to accuse. Elsewhere with dat. of the person, Acts xix. 38,
xxii. 28, Here éyxaletv xatd Twos, to bring accusation against
one, like karnyvpeiv kard Twos, Luke xxiil. 14; Sophocl. Philoct.
328 : 7ivos yap &8¢ Tov péyav yolov xar alTdv éykaldy éNi-
Mbas;  The éxhextoi Beod (Col. iii. 12; Tit. i. 1) are the N3
MM, Ps.ocv. 43, evi. 5, 23; Isa. xlii. 1, lxv. 9; comp. Wisd.
iii. 9, iv. 15; Tob. xiii. 10, ete, in Apoer. It comes from
éxhéyesfar, Eph. 1. 4 (comp. Harless there); W03, Isa. xiv. 1, etc.
Comp. Mark xiil. 20 : Owd ToUs éxhexTovs ods éEenéEaro = elhaTo,
2 Thess. ii. 13. The éxhoy} is made out of the xéouos, John
xvii, 6. The idea of election, grounded in free purpose, is the
same in itself, whetlier the reference be to the N. or O. T.
covenant-people. The difference lies, not in the word, but in
the thing, namely, in the different design of the two. But the
éxhextoi feod are mot absolutely identical with the fyanmnuévors,
dryamnrols feod, i. 7, although in every case the éxhoyij rests upon
love, and just so the dydmwn Beol abides upon the éxhexTols.
Nevertheless, éxhextos in itself is delectus, not dilectus. éxhextol
is substantivized, hence the genitive. The absence of the article
brings out the guality =such as are éwrexrol.

—beos 0 Sikardv]=Oeos éatw o Swardv. “It is God that
justifies” The expression is more energetic than feos Sixacol,
comp. Matt. x. 20; John v. 32; Phil ii. 13. Luther: “ God is
here that justifies,” which, of course, literally must have been : {8od
0 Beos 0 Sueardv. “ But feos immediately after feod has rhetorical
emphasis.””  If God justifies, it is self-evident that none will
accuse, or that his accusation will go for nothing, because he
thus sets himself in opposition to God. Following the lead of
Augustine, de Doctr. Christ. iii. 3, and de Divcrs. Quacst. ad
Simplicianum, ii. 5, Griesbach, Knapp, Lachmann, and many
interpreters have punctuated feos o Swkatdv; and repeating
éykakéoer kata éxh. 0., have taken the expression as a question.
Dut, apart from all clse, the question whether God who justifies
will accuse, which is meant to repel with still greater force the
possibility of accusation on the part of any one whatever, contains,
at least to our taste, nothing but am unwarranted subtlety or
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intolerable irony. That God the justifier may accuse, is a con-
ception of itself altogether improbable, and rendered still more
improbable by the question—so decisively negative and thoroughly
assuring — 7is  €yxak. wTh.  Against it also is the parallel
passace, Isa. 1. 8, 9 (comap. Job xxxiv. 29), which may the more
certainly have been present to the apostle’s mind, as what is there
said of the Messiah, the M7 M3, is here applied to Iis people,
the éxhextol Beob. The declaration holds good of the 'Iopay:
Oeod, o designation just as much of the Lord, Isa. xlix. 3, as of
His church, Isa. xlix. 6; Gal. vi. 16. Just as little for the same
reason is Xpioros o dmofavdr 7., ver. 34, to be taken as a
question,

—ls o ratakpivov;] The kardrxpipa follows upon the
éyeinua, and is therefore distinguished from it in order to
heighten the conception,

—Xpiaros 6 amobfaver] = Xpioros éoTw o amobavdy. Hereby
the answer, already embodied 1n the negative question, is further
corroborated. The death of Christ is, of course, to be contem-
plated as an atoning death, which, precisely as such, abolished all
kaTdrptua.

—palhov 8¢ xal éyepfeis] comp. iv. 23, v. 10. paikov &,
7mo wero, contains a correction, Gal. 1v. 9 ; for less as the dead
than as the living Clrist is He able to shield us from con-
demnation. The xai, which is wanting in A B C, also in
Cod. Sinait., and is erased by Lachmann, is to be deemed
critically suspicious. Of itself, imo zero may be just as well
used as 4mo vero etiam, imo adeo, comp. pad\hov 8¢ xai é\éyyere,
Eph. v. 11,

~—0s xai éomw év Sefid Tob Beod] Here, too, kal is wanting in
A G, as well as in Cod. Sinait., and is enclosed in brackets by
Lachmann. It may have arisen from the following xai in os xai
€vruyyaver v 7)., although elsewhere Paul is fond, in animated
discourse, of repeating xaf, Eph. i 11, 13; Col. ii. 11, 12, Like
the resurrection of Christ, but in a greater degree, His session at
God’s right hand carries in it the pledge of our preservation from.
all xararpipa ; for, as exalted to God’s right hand, He partakes
in the divine authority, and has therefore omnipotent power to
protect His own. The phrase eiva: (vafivar) év Se£id 7ol Geod
is borrowed, as is well known, from Ps. ex. 1. The place of
honour was at the king’s right hand, 1 Sam. xx. 25, 1 Kings
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i. 19, Ps xlv. 9, and denoted participation in the royal power
and dignity, Matt. xx. 21; Mark x. 37.  (Of passages in profanc
authors, comp. Hom. I/, vii. 24, xxiv. 100 ; Pind. Fregm. xi, 9,
Dissen there ; Hor. O4. 1. 12, 153.) The session of Christ at the
right hand of God (Mark xvi. 19; Aets ii. 33, vii. 56 ; Epl.
1. 20, Harless there ; Col. iii. 1, Biihr there; 1 Pet. i1, 22 ; also
tev. iii. 21) denotes, therefore, the dignity of the exalted Son of
man, in virtue of which He participates iu the divine government
of the world,  Hence He is also called xa@rnjuevos éx Sefiov Tis
Svvapews, Matt. xxvi. 64 ; év 8efid Ti)s peyarwovvys, Heb.
i 3, Tholuck there; viii. 1. Dut as the right hand of God is an
image of the divine power and dominion, the Lutheran dextra Dei
ubigue est is fully justified. That the heaven in which Christ sits
at God's right hand is not a definite place, but the status coelestis,
is shown not only by John iii. 13, according to which passage
the Son of man, even here upon earth, was in heaven; by Heb.
i. 3, according to which the certainly everywhere present ueya-
Awavry of God is év {rphels, as well as by the conjunction of the
undeniably figurative description : xaficac év defid Tod feot with
év ovpavois itself,—but especinlly by IEph. iv. 190, according to
which Christ ascended dmepdve wdvTwv T7év olpavév, iva mwhy-
pwan Ta wdvta; by Heb. vii. 26, according to which He is
made trphoTepos TGY odpavéy ; by Matt. xxviil. 20, according
to which He is with us always unto the end of the world, not
despite, but on the very ground that He has ascended to heaven.
The Reformed mode of conception here takes symbolical expres-
sions literally, because in other places it symbolizes literal ex-
pressions, whereas the Lutheran doctrine of uliquity is not a
mere auxiliary to the doctrine of the Eucharist, but has an
independent basis in Seripture teaching. The latter mode of
conception, just as seriptural as it is philosophical, is in no
contradiction either with Christ’s visible ascent to heaven or His
visible return from heaven ; for these latter are nothing but ways
of visibly representing for our seke His heavenly state, raised far
above all earthly conditions,—a figurative ¢cf, analogous to the
ascending and descending of God in the theophanies of the O. T.,
and to similar figurative words used to describe the manifestation
of divine omnipotence. This, so far from exeluding, rather
includes the idea that leaven, the spiritual abode of God and
the exalted Son of man, may at the same time denote that
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definite place in which both reveal their heavenly glory in the
highest degree, 7.0, the abode of angels and happy spirits.  Comp.
Joh. Damascenus, de orth. fid. 1. 16 : Aéyerar Tomos Oeod, évba
ékdnhos %) évépyea abrod yiverar. God is not where heaven is,
but heaven is where God is, and therefore angels and happy
spirits are in heaven xat’ éfoxajv, because they are in God xar’
éboxojy, and God is in them.  Therefore the place in which they
are is called heaven, even if it lic on this side the azure aether,
although, no doubt, just because the ethercal heaven is an image
of purity, vastuess, sublimity, and unchangeableness, with a
natural anthropomorphism we picture God to ourselves as dwell-
ing in it, and are to think of finite, happy spirits, most fitly,
indeed, as really living in the abode most in harmony with their
condition. As to the biblical notion of ovpavés, comp. Tholuck,
Lxpos. of Ser. on Mount, on Matt. vi: 9, as to the meaning of
the words eira:r év e Beod, Knapp, “de Christo ad dextram
Dei sedente,” Opusc. I p. 89. The apostle in this verse
brings forward all the elements in Christ’s work of redemption
as a firm foundation for the certainty of our eternal salva-
tion. As to the omission of Christ’s ascension and coming
again, Bengel remarks: “ Non praemittitur mentio ascensionis,
nec sequitur mentio adventus gloriosii Nam illa est actus
sessionis ad dextram : haec plane tollit omnia, separationemn ab
amore Dei intentantia, et glorificationem affert, de qua
ver. 30.”

—bs kal évtuyydver Umép nudv] On the preceding b5 xal
éoTiv év 8ekud Tob feod, Bengel rightly remarks: « Potest servare ;”
on évruyyave, on the other hand: “ Vult servare.” As to the
high-priestly intercession of Christ, which is to he conceived as
a rendering of His merit prevalent with God both in deed and
word, comp. also Heb. vii. 25,ix. 24; 1 Johnii. 1. “ Porro hanc
intercessionem,” remarks Calvin, “carnali sensu ne metiamur.
Non enim cogitandus est supplex, flexis genibus, manibus expansis
Patrem deprecari: sed quia apparet ipse assidue cum morte et
resurrectione sua, quae vice sunt aeternae intercessionis, et vivae
orationis efficaciam habent, ut Patrem mnobis concilient, atque
exorabilem reddant, merito dicitur intercedere.” The ZLutheran
exegetes and dogmatists, on the other hand, took Christ’s heavenly
wntercessio not merely as realis, but also as wvoealis ¢t oralis.  So,
among modern exegetes, Meyer rightly lLiere. As to the form of
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the pleading of our heavenly intercessor, comp., my Kirchliche
Glavbenslehre, IV. 2, p. 339

Vv. 35, 30. 7i5 puds ywpicer awo Tijs aydmns Tob XpioTod ;]
7és is used to correspond with 76, vv. 31, 33, 34. Things after-
wards appear in place of persous, first of all in the words OA{Yris
xth. Who shall separate us from the love of Christ ¢ Shall
that separate us which seems most able to do it, 7.c. ONiYrs, ete. ?
The genitive Tod Xpiotol is genit. subject., not genit. object. The
ayamn Tov Xpiaror is thus the love of Christ to us, not our love
to Christ (comp. 7 dydmy 7ol feol, v. 5); for, in the first place,
the purport of ver. 34 prepared the way for the thought of
Christ’s love to us; and again, in the parallel expression, ver. 39,
the dydmn Tob feol, 5 év Xpiard "Incob is expressly mentioned.
Dut, speaking generally, it were altogether incongruous to say
that I am separated from my love to some one; for in the act of
separation the separated persons or objects, as such, still remain,
whereas here separation from my love must needs denote an
annihilation or abolition of this love. DBut then, for precisely the
same reason, our being separated from Christ’s love to us cannot
be understood of an abolition or annihilation of this love of
Christ. To this add, first, that here is no mention of a separation
of this love of Christ from us, but of our being separated from
this love of Christ ; and secondly, that it were a thought evident
of itself, and doing, in truth, little honour to Christ's love, if it
were meant to be affirmed that in the sufferings and aftlictions
of its friends and loved ones this love does not, as human love
is wont to do, withdraw itself and come to an end. Therefore
our being separated from the love of Christ, in consonance with

1 In the mode of dividing the triumphant passage, vv. 33-35, Meyer has returned to
the path trodden by the Greek Fathers (Orig. Chrys. and Theodoret), so that to the
question, 7i; iyxzrion, etc., the answer is : feds 6 diasav® i & xzraxpivwy ; and then
follows the declaration, shaped in conformity with this answer, and passing over
from God to Christ: Xpeess . .. spav: ¢l Huds ywricu, ete. ** Who shall raise
accusation against God’s elect 2”7 Answer in a triumphant counter-question : ““ God
is the justilier ; who is the condemmer?”  (There is therefore no one to condemn,
and every accusalion is without elfect 1)  And as regards Christ ¢ ** Christ is He that
died, yea, rather rose again, who is also at the right hand of God, who also intercedes
for us. Who shall scparate us from the love of Christ?"” This interpretation,
without doubt, has much to attract, only to me certainly the structure of the
passage seems to suggest that, in harmony with =is iyxziéve reca ixdexcay i ;
ver, 33, with =is fuas xwpizu »Ti., ver. 35, a question is introduced for which
nothing prepares the way, and which is not answered in the foregoiny ver. 34.
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the obvious and simple sense of the words, can only be found in
the fact that between this love and us obstacles interpose whicl
malke access to it impossible to us. Such obstacles afllictions,
above everything, may casily create for us, since they seem to us
to be signs of divine wrath, and thus, again bringing an éyxAua
and passing xatakpipa, draw us away from the love of God by
leading us to disbelief in its existence.  Since, then, we no longer
exist for this love, this love of course itself, at least in its un-
hindered operation upon us, no longer exists for us. Notwith-
standing, aydmn Tob Xpiarod is to be directly explained neither
by “our consciousness of Clrist's love” nor by “iniluence of
Christ’s love upon us,” although no doubt our being separated
from Christ’'s love manifests itself in the fact that our conscious-
ness of it is clouded, and thus its influence upon us hindered.
Accordingly, the apostle, having shown, vv. 31-34, that the love
of God and Christ is assured to us, now, ver. 35, shows that it 1s
inseparable from us, or that we are assured to it. Dut just as it
is assured to us, as well objectively as subjectively, and with it
also Loy alowvos and future Sofa is assured, vv. 29, 30, so is it
certain that present sufferings cannot tend to our hurt, but only
to good, ver. 28, and we are to endure them patiently and cheer-
fully quite as much for the sake of their future issue as of their
present aim, ver. 17. The majuskel-codices collectl\'ely read :

amo Ths arya7r179 tob Xpiotod, only Cod. B has dwo tijs dydmys
Tou feol Tijs év XpioTd "Inood, a reading manifestly taken from
ver. 39. For this reason also the reading of several minuskel-
codices and later Fathers (among the earlier ones, only Origen
wavers between Tot feod and Tod XpiaTob), likewise formed for
the sake of restoring conformity with ver. 39, and perhaps also
with v. 5 (comp. 2 Cor. xiii. 14), namely, the lect. 705 Beod
instead of o0 Xpiarod, although now it is found in Cod. Sinait.
as well, cannot come into account. The dydmn Tod XpioTod
here, in connection with ver. 34, more readily suggested itself than
the dydmn Tob Oeod. Since this connection recurs in ver. 39, and,
in point of fact, it amounts to the same whether we abide in-
sep'u'ably united with the ayamy Tod XpioTod or the dydmn Tod
Beod 5 év Xpiaré 'Inood, it seems perflectly in keeping, in the
conclusion of the entire exposition, to go back to the ultimate
source of redeeming love, to the love of the Father that manifested
itself in the Son. Herewith Chrysostom’s remark on this passage
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is to he observed : «al ok elme Tod feol olTws ddidpopov avTd
xai Xpiorov xai ovopalew ; and Bengel's: “ Cum amore Chyisti
unus est amor Dei,” ver. 39. TFinally, when Paul says, vv. 35-39,
that nothing can separate us from the love of God and Christ, in
this, just as little as in John x. 28, 29,is it the doctrine of
inamissible grace, and, what follows thereupon, of absolute pre-
destination that speaks. I'or although it is true that no one and
nothing can pluck us from the hand of God and Christ, because
their omnipotence and grace are mightier than all earthly powers,
still this by no means precludes the possibility of our breaking
away from that hand by eur own choice and act. Though
tribulation cannot, sin can separate us from God.

—O\Ares 7 oTevoywpia) comp. on ii. 9.

—) Swwypos] comp. Acts viii. 1, xiii. 50; Matt. v. 10-12,
xiii. 21 ; John xv. 20.

—3) peyatpa) comp. Acts xil. 2. “ Suae mortis genus Paulus
nominat,” Dengel. Comp. generally on this verse, 1 Cor. iv.
11-13, xv. 30-32; 2 Cor. iv. 8-11, xi. 23-27.

—«kabws yéyparrrad] Ps. xliv. (in the LXX. Ps. x1iii.) 22.  The
citation is verbatim after the LXX, It refers especially to 3
payatpa, ver. 35. Thus we are forewarned of it, and therefore
should not be surprised when it befalls us. The fate of the
0. T. covenant-people is a prophecy of the fate of the N. T.
church, just as the latter is a continuation of the former, and the
attitude of the world to God’s kingdom is the same in every age.
“Sic et ecclesia V. T. et multo magis ecclesia N. T. dicere potuit
et potest,” Dengel. As to the historical circumstances of the
psaln itself, comp. Hengstenberg, Com. 11. 107. It is unneces-
sary to parenthesize ver. 36, as the flow of discourse need not be
interrupted, and AN év TovToss wigw, ver. 37, may refer at
once to ver. 35 and ver. 36.

—0&7¢] for, merely a part of the citation, comp. iii. 10.

—évera oob] In accordance with sufficient critical authorities,
Grieshach, Lachmann, Scholz, and Tischendorf have rightly
restored évexev instead of &évewa. The god need not be applied
to Christ, but, as in the psalm itself, may be here applied to
Yod ; for the guotation is made mercly for the sake of the fava-
Tovueba and ehoyioOnuer ds xTh., but the Evexer oot merely to
make the quotation complete, and, in point of fact, martyrs dic
Just as much for God's sake as Christ’s, John xxi. 19.
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—Cavatoipela] we arc killd, ic. some of us, scveral of ws,
collectively. -

—oaqy Ty Hpépav] per totwi dicin, the whole duy tirough.
So the LXX., comp. Isa. Ixii. 6; Ps. xlii. 3. D152 means this
cverywhere, not xaf’ éxdoTny juépav, quotidic, cvery duy, dady.
Doth, for that matter (as well “ the whole day ” as “cvery day ™),
amount in meaning to continually.

—&\oyiclnuer s wp. o] we were estecmed (aorist), namely,
by our enemies, who wonld not have slanghtered us if they had
not first looked on us as sheep for slaughter.

Ver. 37. aAX'] at, but, replies in the form of objection, Hartung,
Lehve v. d. Part. 11. p. 36, 3.

—év TovTows masw] in all this, which is specified in vv. 35, 36

—Umeprikdpev] plus quam vincins, eyregie vincimues.  Luther:
“we far overcome.” As to the inteusive or vather superlative siguiti-
cation of Uwép, cecerdingly, see on v, 20.  Thus we arc not merely
equal, but far superior to these suffevings, *“Amplius quam victores
sumus, quoniam in cruce etinm gloriamnr,” Beza ; comp. v. 3.

—&ua Tob ayamijoavros fuds] Thus the Oriental authorities.
On the other hand, the occidental reading, 8ia Tov dyamjcavra
gpas.  Vulg.: “ Propter eum, qui dilexit nos,” ie amore compulsi
ojus, qui nos amavit.  Luther: “ for His sake who loved us.”

Jut this reading arose from the mistaken reference of d@ydmy 700
XptaTov, ver. 35, to our love to Christ. According to ver. 35,
the dyamijoas is Christ, not God, Phil. iv. 13. The aorist indi-
cates the listorical act of His death, in which His love maui-
fested itself in its highest form, Gal ii. 20; Eph. v. 25; Rev.
i. 5. But we overcome through Him that loved us, because the
power of His atoning love, which we embrace by faith, is the
victory that overcomes the world with its anxiety and afflictions,
John xvi. 33; 1 John v. 4; 1 Cor. xv. 55-57; 2 Cor. ii. 14
But if we overcome afflictions through the love of Cluist, 7.c. quite
as much through its objective power as subjective consciousness,
this indeed supplies the most decisive proof that these aftlictions
have not separated us from Christ’s love, ver. 35. * Atque unum
hoc verbum plus satis declarat, non loqui apostolnm de amoris
fervore, quo in Deum rapimur, sed de paterna ipsius Dei vel
Christi in nos benevolentia: cujus persuasio penitus cordibus
nostris infixa semper ab inferis in lucem vitae nos extrahet, et
satis ad {ulturam nostram valebit,” Calvin.
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Vv. 38, 39. The thought suggested by the negative question,
ver. 35, and by the objection, ver. 37, that no tribulation is able
to separate us from the love of Christ, is corroborated by the idea
of the powers that might possibly separate us from the love of
God being generalized and strengthened. No tribulation is able
to separate us, for (ydp) nothing whatever is able to separate us.
The special is Dbased on the universal. mémeiopar] “ persuasus
sum. Victa omne dubitatione,” Bengel. Comp. 2 Tim. i. 12.

—ovTe Bdvaros otre {wnf] joins on to ver. 3G, hence the prece-
dence of favaros. The reverse order is found 1 Cor. iii. 22 : wdvra
vap vudv éotw, eite ITadhos, eite "Amorhos, eite Knpds, elre
koopos, eite {wn, eite Odvatos, €ite éveaTdTa, €lTe PéXhovTa.
Just because all is ours, nothing can make us its captives. Thus
nothing can separate us from the love of Christ, and zice wversd.
The interpretation given by Grotius, after Hieronym. ad Aglos.
9: “mneque mortis metus, neque vitae spes,” is to be taken, not
indeed as a precise interpretation of the words, but as a correct
paraphrase of the sense.

—obre dyyehor obre dpyai] It is natural here, as in what
immediately precedes and follows, to suppose an antithesis. Yet
this is by no means expressed in the words themselves, and it
must in any case remain altogether doubtful whether dyyehot are
meant to denote good, apyal cvil angels, or the converse. Then,
as &yyehoe and apyal may refer merely to one and the same class
of angels, we ought apparently to think of evil angels both times,
because, indeed, it is not to be supposed that good ones could
ever attempt to seduce us from God’s love. Nevertheless the
apostle might here, just as well as in Gal. i. 8, be speaking
merely hypothetically, as Theophylact early remarks: ovy s oy
dyyérwy 8¢ ddioTdrTwY TOUs dvbpdymovs dmo XpioTod elme ToiTo,
arha kal vmébeaiy Tov Noyov. Tifels. Moreover, dyyeror, without
more precisely defining addition, never elsewhere denotes cuil
angels (Matt. xxv. 41; 2 Cor. xii. 7; 2 Pet. ii. 4; Jude 6); and
apyai only has this meaning where the connection of thought
smperatively requires it (1 Cor. xv. 24 ; Eph. vi. 12; Col. it 15),
and consequently this application naturally follows as the only
possible one. This not being the case here, we must rest content
with the most probable supposition, namely, that both dyyeloe
and gpyac are to be understood of angelis bonds. That in reality
they never make the attempt in question is indeed conceded. 1t
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is simply meant to be intimated that even if they wished they
cannot do it, and that no power whatever, be 16 as high as it may,
not merely no carthly, but no heavenly power, is able to Dbring
about our separation from the love of God.  Dut this hypothetical
view is not absolutely essential. It is, no doubt, true that the
@yyehor never spontaneously make the attempt in question,
Still they might possibly, though involuntarily, hecome the
occasion of men losing the love of God, as the Bpnoxeia Tdw
ayyédov, such as obtained at Colosse, evidences ; comp. Col. ii. 18,
Biihr and Steiger there. apyai, angelic powers, points to a higher
order of &yyehor, 1.c. of angels in general.  “ Sunt autem additae
istae duae voces (dpyai, OSuvdpmers), ut si Angelorum nomen
humilius sonaret, istis plus quiddam exprimeretur,” Calvin.
tespecting the angelic orders, comp. Eph. i. 21, Harless there;
iii, 10; Col i 16, Bihr and Steiger there; ii. 10; 1 Pet. iil. 22
also 1 Thess. iv. 16.  That Daul recognises a gradation of rank
in the higher spirit-world is certain Irom the passages cited!
But all more definite information is wanting. Consequently there
is just as little authority for Rabbinical (see I'ritzsche here) as
for Areopagite dreamings (see Dionysius, Areopagite de hierarchic
coclest).  On the contrary, Augustine, Enchir. c. 58, says
strikingly : “ Quid inter se distent haec vocabula, dicant, qui
possunt; si tamen possunt probare, quod dicunt: ego me ista
ignorare confiteor.”

—otre duvapes] This lect. reeept., which the Vulg. and Luther
follow, as regards MS. attestation, has only snenuskel-codices on its
side, and, moreover, creates this difficulty—that the harmony of
the otherwise uniform twofold clauses is destroyed by one con-
sisting of three members {o¥ire dyyehor oiire dpyai obre Suvdpuers).
Preponderant ys. authorities (A B C D E I (&, also Cod. Sinait.)
place olire Suvdpers alter péAlovra, which arrangement Griesb.,
I{napp, Tittm., Lach., Scholz, and Tisch. follow. But external
testimonies are not more decisive for this arrangement than
internal reasons are against it, and clearly it is to be regarded as
far more objectionable than the one in the lect. recept.  For it is
exposed in a still higher degree to the charge of disturbing the
harmony of the sentence, because a clause of but one member is

! Against Hofmann, who denies a hierarchy of ranks among the angels (Schriftbew.
1. 1. 347), comp. Hahn, Theol. des N. T. 1. p. 282 (L., and my Kirchl. Gluubensl. 11,
P- 300f., Anm. ; also Meyer and Tholuck here.

Puivirer, Roan ILL D
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far less capable of vindication than the one with three, to which
the elsewhere common conjunction of dyvelor, dpyai, Suvdpuets,
would give rise. Morcover, apart from this, in the clause oire
dryyeroe there already occurs a deviation from the rest, in the fact
that in it homogeneous instead of opposed conceptions are joined
together. Again, after {ws} the law of doubling the clauses has
not yet become so fixed as after péAlovra, and therefore its
violation in the latter place is far more out of taste than in the
former. Finally, the intrinsically related oire évesrdTa oire
pé\hovta, olite Ifropa olre Bdfos, i.c. “neither time nor space,”
cannot be broken up by the interpolated ofite Svwduers. Add to
this, that in the latter case no appropriate meaning can be found
for Svvduers. If we abide by the meaning, established in
Rabbinical as in Hellenistic usage: “powers” for “angeis,” it must
necessarily have followed dpyai. Dut if, in accordance with
1 Cor. xii. 10, 28, 29, we accept the meaning: “ powers <n
general” or “miraculous powers,” after the preceding apyai, this
meaning is very improbable, and, moreover, in this connection far
too indefinite and meaningless. Irom all this it follows that the
words oUre Suvdpers must be described as very suspicious. This
suspicion is significantly enhanced by the fact that a portion of
the mss. which place ofire Suvduers after odre pé\hovre, in addi-
tion insert ofire éfovoiar (or even éfovaia) before or after obire
apyai. Moreover, other variations still are found, ¢ Ephraem
Syr. reads: olre apyai ovre éfovaiai, olte éveocTdTa olTe pél-
Movra, otre Suvdueis obte dryyehoe; but Basil: olire dyyehos olire
dpxat, obre ékovoiar olite Suvdpes, ete. All this points to a
corruption of the passage in conformity with 1 Cor. xv. 24, Eph.
i 21, 1 Pet. iii. 22, by which odre Suvdpeis was first appended
by transcribers to olre dpyai, and then erroneously transposed.
We believe, therefore, with Fritzsche, Tholuck, and Ewald, to
whom de Wette and Baumgarten-Crusius also incline, that the
words otre Suvdpers should be erased as spurious, and at least in
Cod. Matth. f. and Clement Alex. they are actually wanting. The
Philox, marks them with asterisks.

—olTe éveoTwTa obTe péhovra)] meither present nor future.
Luther: ncither what is present nor what is future, comp. 1 Cor.
iii. 22, vil. 26; Gal. i. 4; 2 Thess. ii. 2. évioTnue, in the in-
transitive tenses, means in propinquo esse, to be at hand. Dut not
only is that at hand which impends next, or is just beginning, but
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that also which is already present. Ilence o évearas ypovos, the
present; Ta €vesrdra, what is present.

—obre ropa obte Babos] neither heiyht nor depth.  Luther :
neither what is high nor what is deep.  Of course here «bsir:
stands pro concr.  Time and space are the most general forms of
the universe, and serve to describe the universe of things, since
everything finite which exists, exists in time and space. We
must therefore abstain from more exact definitions, such as
“ ITeaven and Hell,” “sky and earth,” etc. The apostle had first,
linking on to ver. 36, mentioned fdvatos and fw1), v.c. the greatest
pain and greatest pleasure; then dyyehoe and dpyai, ic. the
highest personal powers and authorities, To these he joins
éveoTdTa péAhovra, PYropa Bdfbes, ic. everything that can con-
ceivably be found in time and space. Hence it is apparent,
again, how disturbing and out of place would be the interpolation
of otire Suvduets between the two last clauses.

~—obTe Tis KTigLs €Tépal nor any other (xiii. 9; 1 Tim. i 10)
cicature. Bengel : “ quaecunque sunt extra Deum et qualiacunque
sunt.” In this the notion of everything existing but in concep-
tion is fully exhausted. No doubt in reality every creature is
found enclosed in timne and space, but the entire sphere of con-
ceivable finitude is only measured with certainty by odre e
kticiws érépa. It is thus=nor any other creature, 7.c. if, besides,
such should exist.

—dvvijoerar] “ etiamsi multa conentur,” Bengel.

—juds ywpicai] neque v, ver. 35 ; neque per viain juris, ver. 33;
see Bengel.

—dmo Tijs aydwns Tob Oeod Tijs év XpioTob "Inood T. kup. Nu.]
comp. ver. 32, v. 5,6, 8; Johniii. 16 ; Eph.ii. 7,iv. 32; 1 Tim,
i 14; 2 Tim. i. 9. The love of Christ, ver. 35, is the love that
moved Christ to die for us; the love of God in Christ is the
love that determined the Father to give up His Son for us; but
both are one and the same atoning love of the triune God. If,
then, the love of God, and with it eternal life, are indefeasibly
sure to us, and in the strength of this assurance we have all
the powers of the world beneath our feet, then we have already
triumphantly vanquished the waéijuara T0d viv xaipod, which are
to be deemed insignificant compared with the Sofa lying before
us in ver. 18. Thus the close of the exposition indirectly returns
to its beginning.
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CHAPTER IX.

TuE theme of the epistle, announced i. 16, 17, was now unfolded
under every aspect. The gospel reveals the Sixatoctvny Oeod éx
mioTews, and for the very reason that this is its revealed import
is it the &vwapis feod eis cwtnpiav. Nevertheless, the theme
included an element awaiting further elucidation, or left a doubt
needing to be more thoroughly investigated and explained.
cwrpia was originally designed wavti 76 mioTedovt:, "Tovdaip
Te wpaTov kai "EXAqve.  But the result hitherto seemed to stand
in express contrast with this design, and so far from corroborating
the ’Iovdaip wparov, rather gave the impression that God had
Iroken the promise given to His covenant-people, and rejected
His chosen nation of Israel. Thus, supposing the new way of
salvation established, the reproach of covenant-breaking might
casily fall upon God, or, if this were out of the question, the truth-
fulness of the new way of salvation be contested. But the latter
was already proved, and all that remained was to rebut the former
objection. The apostle, therefore, in the three next chapters, works
out a theodicy as regards the way in which the divine plan of
salvation was historically realized. The right remains with God,
the wrong falls to man. The covenant-keeping of the one and
the covenant-breaking of the other are on a level. DBut the
faithfulness and stability of the divine decree are most decisively
illustrated by the fact that it reaches the goal of its realization,
not merely in spite, but by the very means of the wrong and
unfaithfulness of man.  Thus, in the present case, Isruel’s
apostasy is designed to hring about the salvation of the Gentiles,
and the salvation of the Gentiles Israel’s return and recovery; so
that cwrypia is not merely designed, but actually imparted wavri
7¢ maTevorte, 'Tovdalp Te mpdrov xai "EXNgui. Isracl's par-
ticularistic resistance must of necessity serve directly to realize
the universalism of divine grace (the wavri 7@ mioTevovre),
and the premature reception of salvation by the Gentiles to
confirm the fact of its being designed first of all for Israel,
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because the reception of the Gentiles is not the final aim,
but the historical means for bringing about Israel's ultimate
gwtgpia. Thus God's universal plan of salvation, involving
in it the particular preference of Isracl, is realized, although
in an inverted historical order—the result of men's perverse-
ness; for the divine prius becomes a temporal posterius, and the
divine posterius a temporal privs. The divine universalism as
to design is carried into cffect by the very means of Israel’s
historical particularism, just as the element of the divine par-
ticularisin having reference to Israel fulfils itself by means of the
historical realization of universalism in the Gentile world. This
in general is the import of the three following chapters, ix.—xi.
Liespecting their relation to ch. i—viii,, see Introduction.

Vv. 1-5. The apostle had concluded ch. viii. with a song of
triumph for the victorious assurance of salvation and of God’s
Iove in Christ. Dut, glancing at the people of Israel, apparently
shut out of this salvation, he changes lis tone and raises now a
wail of lamentation. Dut, in the delicacy of lis love, he dves
not directly state the fact of Israel’s rejection, hut rather assumes
it as well known. He guards and clears himself from the re-
proach of harshness towards his nation by the assurance of his
burning grief for their fate, as well as by the recognition of the
many and high God-given prerogatives which can only serve to
deepen sorrow for their lot, comp. also x. 1, xi. 1 ff,, 14 ff.; like-
wise iil. 1 f, xv. 8. This wpowapaiTnais or deprecatio is to be
considered as especially addressed to the Jewish-Christian portion
of the church: for although the latter in Rome had not given
way to the error of Pharisaic particularism, or come to regard the
apostle as a teacher of apostasy, Acts xxi. 21, still in the nature
of things in Rome, as everywlere, it might easily be inclined, by
reference to Israel's exclusion from the Messianic salvation, to
suspicion and mistrust. DBut the present introduction was not
better adapted to ward off and provide against the suspicion and
ill-will of Jewish Christians, than it was to guard against any
proud self-exaltation of Gentile Christians over the rejection of
the Jewish nation by God, xi. 20, 21. That we have not merely
here the natural outflow of a deep sense of grief and sorrow,
but that the apostle really aims at the end indicated, especially
in regard to the Jewish Christians, is shown by the expressive
and ardent assurance of the truth and siucerity of his grief, ver. 1.
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The warmth of the apostle’s feeling and sorrowing sympathy is
not at all weakened by such a supposition, and in such a design
we are to recognise, not a sort of clever calculation, the product of
earthly self-sceking, but rather the paedagogic wisdom of holy love.
Vv. 1, 2. "AMjfeiav Méyow év Xpworg] Truth speak I in Christ.
“ Quoniam ista iuter plerosque opinio praesumpta erat, Panlum
esse quasi juratum suae gentis hostem, ut domesticis quoque fidei
nonnihil suspectus foret, acsi defectionem doceret a Mose: ante-
quam de re proposita disputet, pracfatione utitur ad praeparandos
sibi lectoruin animos: ubi falsa illa mali affectus in Judaeos
suspicione se liberat,” Calvin. Most of the ancient and several
modern expositors take év Xpiorg as a form of oath or adjuration.
But this would be mpos Xpiorod, not év Xpiord. Thus the
Greeks say: mpos Oedv, per deos (properly, before the gods, but the
genitive indicates the causal relation: oi account of. The gods
are conceived as suggesting or sanctioning the oath. Kiihner,
Ausf, Gr. d. gr. Spr. II. p. 307), not év feols. Appeal, in-
deed, has been made to the Heb. 2 ya3, Gen. xxi. 23, xxil. 16;
Josh. ii. 12 ; Isa. Ixii. 8; Amos viii. 14 (where the LXX. hzwe
ouvvley Twd Or Katd 'rwoe, comp. Heb. vi. 13, 16; Jas. v. 12), as
well as to duvvew €v Tove, Matt. v. 34 ff, xxiii, 16 ff.; Rev. x. 6;
comp. LXX. Jer. v. 7; Dan. xii. 7. But, on the ground that
Suvvew €v Tiwe means “to swear by one,” év Twe standing alone
is not, contrary to all usage, to Le regarded as a form of oath,
Besides, a swearing by Christ occurs elsewhere neither in the
apostle nor in the N. T. generally. We must not confound with
this the adjuration of another in the sight of God and Christ
and the angels, 1 Tim. v. 21. The more exact grammatical
exegesis of modern days has now rightly given up this interpre-
tation. It erases the comma which Griesh. and Knapp place
after Méyw, and understands év Xpiord = in my association and
fellowship with Christ,” of the element in which the soul of the
truth-speaking apostle moved, comp. on viii. 1. The elvar év
Xpior postulates the aAjfeiay Néyerr, and for the reason that
he speaks év Xpiworo he certainly speaks the truth. The para-
phrase ds Xpioriavos, 1 Pet. iv. 16, as homo Christianus, conse-
quently is not indeed wrong, but it decidedly weakens the meaning
of év Xpiarg, which (according to Beck on Romans, Stuttgart
1833) expresses “ entire intimacy of most real fellowship, a being
permeated by the object indicated.” Similar is the designation
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év wkvple, xiv. 14; Eph. iv. 17; 1 Thess. iv. 1; comp. 1 Cor.
xi. 11; also Phil. i 8,1i. 1. To the present formula is allied
éorw dNijfera Xpiorod év éuol, 2 Cor. xi. 10, and év Xpiorp
Aalotiper, 2 Cor. ii, 17, xii. 19,

—ob Yrevdopacr] Comp. a\jfetav Néyw, od revdopar, 1 Tim.
it. 7. The appended necgation in auntithesis scrves to strengthen
the original thesis.

—oaouppapTupolans pot Tis cvvebijoews pov] As to cuppap-
Tupeiv, comp. on ii. 15, viii. 16.  The ovr in cvppaprupeiv docs
not merely emphasize the agreement of the testimony with the
fact itself.  Nor can appeal be made to odvodd pot, consciws mihi
sum ; for that avw here (odvoibd por = oiba oiv por) has not lost
its sionificance, is shown by the fact that this phrase cannot he
interchanged with 0édd¢ por. In cvupaptupeiy Twe, therefore, we
must hold fast by the meaning “to bear witness along with one,”
as long as the sense of the passage does not expressly require the
opposite. Dut this here is by no means the case. cvupap-
TUpoUoms mor Tis cuvedjoews mov is to Dbe interpreted: “my
conscience bearing witness with me.” That is, to the assurance
that he speaks the truth in Christ and does not lie, there is added
by way of confinnation the testimony of his conscience. If it be
supposed that conscience did not bear witness with him, but
helped him to feel confident that he spolke the truth without any
self-deception, it is to be replied that for himself he stood in no
need of such a confirmation, and in any case only asserts its
existence for the sake of others. It might with more reason be
objected, that they who placed no confidence in his assurance that
he speaks the truth in Christ would also yield no credit to the
testimony of his conscience. Dut the apostle stands face to face,
not with open enemies, but merely with suspicious friends. If
these, with respect to his assurance that he speaks the truth in
Christ and lies not, might yet entertain a doubt whether some
self-deception did not creep in, they must needs be satisfied when
he added that the testimony of his conscience in the Holy Spirit,
which agrees with his assurance, runs counter to such a supposi-
tion. If they still doubted, they must have taken him at once for
a wanton, unscrupulous liar. The parenthesizing of cupuapr. por
7. guved, pov is to be rejected, because

—é&v mvedpare dyip] is not to be joined with oY +yrevSopar,
either in the sense of dnstructus quippe Spiritu sancto, or ws év
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mvevpaTe ayip dv, which at least is not obvious, or far less as a
form of oath: by e Holy Glost! which is simply impossible.
For the former view, indeed, might be alleged the conformity of
oU Yevdopar év myebpary ayip with a\ijbeav Néyw év Xp.  But
it seems to us that the antithesis is more forcible if to daijfeiav
Aevw év Xp. is opposed the simple od yrevéopar, and that the
appeal to the testimony of conscience interposed will have less
significance if followed immediately Ly the confirmation of the
wvebpa dyiov. It is therefore better to join together cvuuapt.
p. T. ovvedd. év wv. dyie, and to take it as a supplement to the
whole preceding sentence, dM\ijf. Néy. év Xp., ov revdouat, not
merely to oV yrevlopar.  One might join év wvedpate avyip closely
with Tijs cuvedijoews pov, but then the repetition of the article
Tijs before év wv. ay. would be required. Nothing remains,
therefore, but to connect it with the participle cvppaptupoians.
As the speaking the truth is carried out in Christ, so the testi-
mony of conscience is carried out in the Holy Spirit, comp. év
wrevuaTe Kakeiv, elmeiw, épyeatar, Nakeiv, Matt. xxii. 43 ; Mark
xil, 36 ; Luke ii. 27; 1 Cor.xii. 3. But of course the testimony
of conscience is carried out in the Holy Spirit, because conscience
itself is preserved from self-deception by the Holy Spirit, and so
by the ¢ds and &xeyyos of the Holy Spirit; for the wvebua ayiov
is o wvebpa aipfelas, John xiv. 17, and of His ypiopa holds
good : kai ainbés éote xai ok €aTe redbos, 1 John ii. 27.
“Criterium veri, in conscientia et corde: quam illuminat et
confirmat testimonium internum Spiritus sancti,” Bengel. «ai
Tapdyer Tpels pdptupas, Tov XpiaTov, Tiv éavrod quvelbnaw xai
T0 mvebpa 70 dytov, Theophylact.

—o7¢] that, not: for or because. It is an objective, not causal
sentence, and after ayip a comma, not a colon, is to be placed.
Comp. 2 Cor. xi. 10; also Rom. i. 9; Phil. i. §; 2 Cor. 1. 23 ;
and Gal. i. 20.

—Mvmg] “ In spiritualibus tristitia et (cap. 8 fin.) laetitia in
summo gradu possunt esse simul,” Bengel. “ Longe ergo fallun-
tur, qui awdfeiav xal dvalynoiav in hominibus piis requirunt,
ne Dei ordinationi repugnent,” Calvin. Dut on Paul’s passing
by in delicate forbearance the cause of his grief, namely, the
apostasy and rejection of his people, Calvin remarks : “defectivae
orationes ut plurimum sunt patheticae.”

Ver. 3. Iis sorrow is great because his atfection is boundless.
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The greatness of his sorrow is eonfirmed (yap) by the declaration
that he is ready to be devoted to destruction instead of his
brethren.  noyounr] Luther: “I wished;” Vulg: “Optabam,” 4.
optabamr aliquando, of a wish that arose in him in the past,
¢ during his Pharisaism.  Dut, apart from the nappropriate
sense both in itself and in the connection, this must have been
written : po&dunyy woré.  Dut pdyounr is not identical with
noxopny v, i.c. I should wish, if the wish were possible ; but the
wish is not possible, therefore I do not wish, Ilermann, de poi-
ticula dav, Opusc. IV. 1. 12, p. 66. DBut it is =7 was wishing,
would wish, namely, if it were practicable, and therefore do actually
wish upon this supposition. The wish, then, is conceived as con-
tinuing (not ndfapuny woré). That it cannot be {ulfilled he does
not take into consideration (not n¥younv év). The thought of
its being fulfilled or not remains in the background. The im-
perfect as an incomplete tense marks the predicate as one that
does not attain to uecomplisloncat (sine effeefr), hut would attain to
accomplishment upon certain conditions, Kiihner, Gi. I p. 68.
Thus Gal. iv. 20: #fehov mapeivar wpos uds, I was wishing,
namely, if it were practicable, ¢f it were pernitted ; Aets xxv. 22:
éBovouny kai avtos Tob avBpwrov axovoar, I wlso was desirous
(namely, if it seemed good to thee) fo lear the man, Winer,
p- 353. ebyoiunw av, I might indecd awish, would be far weaker,
ebyopac, I wish, stronger, where the reality of the wish is no longer
dependent on the condition of the possibility of its realization.
—adros éyw] DPreponderant Ms. attestation favours the order
avdbepa elvar adtos éyo, which, recommended by Griesbach, has
Deen accepted Dy Lachm. and Tisch. instead of the 2vc. adros
éyw dvdlepa elvar. Cod. Sinait. reads: elvar dvdfepa alTos éyw.
Indeed, the placing of the words adros éye last, as they belong to
dvdfepa eivar, not to noyouny, is in any case more natural and
unambiguous, and the required emphasis can be had just as well
whether the words precede or follow. Not perceiving this
possibility seems to have occasioned the prefixing of the words
in Cod. C and most of the minuskels. As to the meaning of
at7os éyw, comp. on vil. 25. Here in juxtaposition with mép
Tiv adehgodv pov the meaning: I myself, in opposition to the
brethren who were actually dvafeua amo Toi XpioTod, must be
deemed the more probable one. This is supported by the position
of the words after dvafeua eivar, and perhaps by the fact that
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the copyists who placed alros yd after niyounv ydp took it in
the meaning: cven I who just now gave expression to the sorrow
of my heart, and joined it with #ndyounv. The interpretation:
I myscly, no other, is improbable, for it were an unapostolic wish
and idea that another should be dvdfeua.

—advdfepa eivar amo Tob Xpiatod] avdfeua is the Hellenistic,
avafnua the Attic form.  So Moeris : dvdOyua drTieds, dvdfeua
E\Anueeas, comp. Lobeck, ad Phrynich. pp. 249 and 445. But
N. T. usage distinguishes between the two words. For it
avdfnua, in harmony with the practice of profane authors, is
= conscerated offering (comp. Luke xxi. 5: wepi Tod iepod o7t . . .
avabijpace xexoopnrar.  Hesych. dvdOnua, xéopnpa.  Comp.
2 Mace. ix. 16: dyior vewv xadMhloTows avabijuace xoopijoey ;
Judith xvi. 19); avdfepa, on the other hand, in the N. T. cor-
responds with the meaning given by the LXX. to the word
(comp. Schleusner). In the LXX. dvafepa corresponds with the
Heb. 230, On the conception of the O. T. B, comp. Hengsten-
berg, Christol. IV. 227. The root-meaning is Zoly, what is devoted
to God by being destroyed, in contradistinction from P, Zoly in
general, Lev, xxvii. 28, 29; Josh. vi. 21, vii. 1. 12; Isa. xxxiv. 5;
Mic. iv. 13. avdfnua, therefore, like dvdfena, is e thing consc-
crated to God. But the former is consecrated to His preserving
love, the latter to His destroying punitive justice; the former
connnended to His goodwill, the latter abandoned to His wrath.!
Accordingly, avdfepa is rightly explained : consceration without
vedemption, ban, imprecation of destruction, curse, cxccration,
synonymously with xartdpa, Matt. xxvi. 74; Acts xxiii. 12, 14;
1 Cor. xii. 3, xvi. 22; Gal. 1. 8, 9, see Wieseler there. That in
the case of a phrase borrowed from the O. T., the theocratic, not
the Rabbinical, meaning shall predominate in the N. T,, is for a
sound exegesis a self-evident principle from the first. In the
case, therefore, of the word avafepa no reference is to be sup-
posed to the excommunication from the Jewish church of which
so much is said in the Mishna. In the O, T. B0 never means
excommunication, not even in Ezra x. 8, and it is even doubtful
whether it had this meaning at all in the age of Christ and the
apostles.  For this in the N. T. are found the expressions dagopi-

1 Nevertheless, occasionally dsééepa is nsed in the sense of Zvélnua, in accordance

with the purely formal distinction of Moeris. So 2 Mace, ii. 13: dvafiuzra =
temple-oflerings.
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Lew, Take vi. 22 ; amoovvdywyov yiyvesBar, John ix. 22 xii. 42;
qroweiy, xvi. 2; éxBdaMew €fw, ix. 34, 33, but never davdBeua,
avabepariferv.  The meaning “Dban, as exclusion from the
church,” suits none of the passages cited, least of all 1 Cor.
xil. 3, xvi. 22, Gal. i 8, 9, nor yet Matt. xxvi. 74, Acts xxiii.
12, 14, Lecause no one can inilict excommunication on him-
self. TFor the rest, even this excommunication, preciscly in its
hicher degree which was called DI, was likewise accompanicd,
at least according to the account of Maimonides, by an exccra-
tion (comp. Winer, Bibl. Lealwirterbuch, art. “ Bann,” Nr. 2), so
that even here the connection with the O. T. root-meaning still
remained. Nay, in the same way, in the later dvafeua of the
Christian church, the xatapa formed the chief element. Cowp.
Suicer, Thes. Eccles. 1. 270, and the ecclesiastical form of cursing
there quoted: éoTwoav dvdfepa amo Tod waTpos xal Tol uiol
kal Tot dyiov wvevpaTos. Moreover, in the present passage the
adjunct ¢mo 7o Xpiarov is decisive for the stricter meaning:
“imprecation of destruction.” Tor it is just as inadmissible to
expand and generalize the specific notion of dvdfeua, “excom-
munication,” once more to “exclusion or separation in general,”
so that évdfepa elvas amo Tod Xpiorod would be = keywpiouévor
elvar dmwo Tov XpioroD, as it is to take o XpioTos here, after the
analogy of 1 Cor. xii. 12, where this meaning is prepared for and
brought about in quite different fashion, as 70 odpa 7ol XpioTod,
“the Christian church.” It would rather have been necessary to
suppose a constructio pracgnans= tvdlepa elvar rai ywpifeatar
amo 7ot Xpiorol. But in this way we should not obtain the
desired softening of the sense, as even then separation from the
church, which is the body of Christ, is not conceivable without
separation from Christ Himself, and according to N. T. ideas
without divine xardpa and eternal amwAea.  Finally, one
cannot Dbe satisfied with the external, physical meaning of
avafepa, and refer it, after the example of Jerome, merely to a
violent death; for, passing by everything else, such an dvdfena
could not be carried into effect dmo, but only vmo 7od XgioTod
(or rather Umo 7ol feob). But dawé in the N. T. is never = vmo,
see Fritzsche, ad Mait. p. 408, and Winer, p. 462, And to join
amo Tob Xpiorob with niyounv, after the Latin idiom petere ab
aliguo, is to bid defiance not merely to the order of words but
also to Greek usage; for the Greek says, indeed, ebyecfal Tuwe,
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Acts xxvi. 29, and wpos Twa, 2 Cor. xiil. 7, but never elyecfar
amo Twos.  We must therefore abide by the view that avdfeua
elvar amo Tob XpioTod means, as modern exegesis again uni-
versally acknowledges, “to be a curse away from Clhrist,” 1.e. “ to
be separated from Clrist to the divine wrath, and therewith
given up to eternal destruction.” Thus, in the first place, the
abstractum stands pro concreto (curse for accursed). In this way
the expression becomes specially energetic, the entire idea of the
curse appearing exhausted in the individual, and again a preg-
nant construction is found, “ curse away from Christ” being=
“ separated from Clirist, given up to the curse.” Comp. xarap-
vetgbar dmo, vil. 2; Gal. v. 4; ¢feipecbar damo, 2 Cor. xi. 3.
The theocratic conception of the BN is thus deepened in the
N. T. avdfepa; for whereas there surrender to the divine punitive
justice has physical death as its consequence, and eternal drwhea
is merely surmised as the gloomy Lackground, here the latter is
the essential conception figuring in the foreground. Hence the
O. T.0M, physical destruction, may strike things as well, but the
N. T. avafepa, spiritual death, persons only. “Non enim nisi
cum diabolo est, qui non est cum Christo,” Augustine. Moses,
glowing with like love for his people, uttered a similar wish to
the apostle here, Ex. xxxii. 32 (comp. Num. xi. 15). Interpreters
also compare the Jewish formula b qmpa vN, simus nos eapiatio
tva, and remind us of the self-devotion of Curtius, of Decius, and
many more. DBut Origen justly remarks that the apostle wishes a
“ Christo anathema fieri pro fratribus suis devotione utique, non
pracearicatione,’ and Thomas Aquinas distinguishes a twofold
srparalio a Christo, namely, a mandatis ¢jus and a fruitione ¢us.
To wish the first were criminal, only the latter can be meant.!
The ideca of the scparation is certainly an abstract one, but still
conceivable, just, for example, as the mysticism of a Fénélon could
conceive to itself pure love to God in fact along with hell, and
yet such separation is not at all more impracticable than the wish
of the apostle cxpressed here. Still even Christ was actually
katdpa Umep nuodv, although in Himself He remained the holy
and fyamnuévos one. He was the eis dvfpwmos who died Umeép
7ol Aaod, lest 6hov 70 €fvos amdiyrar, John xi. 50 £.  On the
measurcless depth and fulness of apostolic love, expressing itself

1 S0 already Chrysostom : &aderpwfives, obyi =hs &ydwns abrev, g yivars, bwci
aal cavra 3 dydwny imels, AME xai oF; Laodaleiws txsivng xal 775 dikn;
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in the vow of this verse, Dengel's observation is to be noted:
“ Non capit hoe anima non valde provecta.  De mensura amoris
in Mose et Paulo non facile est existimare.  Eum enim modulus
ratiocinatiomun nostrarum non eapit: sieut heroum bellicorum
animos non capit parvulus.”  And: “ Certe illud Lyo penitus
apud illum in pausa crat: tantum alios, honoris divini causa,
spectabat, conf. 2 Cor. xii. 15, Ex summa fide (cap. 8) nunc
sumimum ostendit amorem, ex amore divino accensum, Iles non
poterat fieri, quam optarat; sed votum crat pium et solidum,
quamlibet cum tacita conditione, st ficri posset.  Conf. Rom.
viii, 38, 39; Ex. xxxii. 33.”

—mép Tdv adehpdy pov] As to Umép, see on v. 6. Here
also it involves the notion ol dvri, although going beyond it iu
the way there indicated. Calling Jesus avafepa, 1 Cor. xii. 3,
Israel had made themselves dvafeua, 1 Cor. xvi. 22, If, now,
Paul wishes on behelf of Tsracl to become avdfepa, he wishes to
become such, no doubt, for their benefit, but still also manifestly
in their stead. The amwoBoAsy of Israel, xi. 15, passed by in
silence in ver. 2, is Liere no doubt expressed, but still merely in
an indirect and suggestive way, and so that love disarms the truth
of its sting. That they ave his adeigoi is, as Bengel remarks,
the cause amoris tanti. 1t is the instinct of nature that commands
as to make every sacrifice of love for hrethren in the flesh.

—7Tov cuyyev@v pov Kata odpra] forms a contrast with
a8enois év wuplw, Thil. i 14; ayiows ddendois, 1 Thess. v. 27 ;
Heb. iii. 1; dyiows xai moTols ddeAdois év Xpiorgd, Col. i. 2;
also 1 Pet. v. 12.  On the other hand, in I’hil. v. 16 is found
GOeNpOs ayaTnTos kai €y capki kal év kuplp. DBut the addition
expresses not a disparagement, but a still more definite indication
of the reason of his loving vow. Comp. Eph. v. 29 : ovdeis rap
woTe THY éavtod odpra épiongey, dAN' éktpéder nal Oalme
avriv.  “ Christus factus est pro nobis meledictum, quia eramus
cognati” Dengel. Rightly Tholuck suggests that the apostle’s
appeal to the ouvyyéveia xata odpka, as a motive for his attach-
ment to his own nation, may serve as evidence that the N. T.
recognises, which has been contested, the rightfulness of patriot-
ism. The other passage quoted by him, Acts xvii. 26, seems less
to apply here, containing rather a reason for the rightfulness of
cosmopolitanism. pov alter cvyyerdy, which Fritzsche erased, is
to be reckoned critically suspicious. «ata odpra is a familiar
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secondary definition (1 Cor. x. 18; Eplh. ii. 11, vi. 5) Dblended
with the chief word T@v ovyyeror into one idea, and accordingly
is attached to it without the usual connecting link of the article
(not 7dv xara odpra), Winer, p. 159.

Ver. 4. To the subjective human element of natural relation-
ship is added the objective divine one, consisting in the divinely
conferred privileges of the people. If lie loves his people hecause
they are his people, how shall he not love them still more
because they are God’s people? Dut the more reasons there are
for his love, the more sincere his gricf, the more motives there
are for lis readiness on behalf of such a people to make
cvery sacrifice. éxelva Tifnow dmwep Tiis Tob feob Swpeds éoTiw
évewnTina povoy, otk éxelvwy éykduia, Chrysost. oiTiwes] quippe
qui, comp. on i. 25, ii. 15. “ Hic jam aperta est causae redditio,
cur tantopere ipsum torquerct populi excidium, ut paratus esset
suo ipsius interitu illum redimere: nempe quia Israelitae erant.
Nam relativum pronomen causalis adverbii loco positum est,”
Calvin. Although in reality a motive for his sacrificial willing-
ness was implied already in the adergorys, the cuvyyéveia xata
gdpxa, the reason for it is first formally introduced by ofTwes;
for natural love forms but 2 subordinate clement, while to love
those whom God loves is a Christian’s and apostle’s vight and duty.

—'Iopanhitac] A title of honour, ver. 6, xi. 1; 2 Cor. xi. 22;
Phil. iii. 5; John i. 48. They were the descendants of him who
was to be no more called Jacob but Israel, champion of God,
Gen. xxxii. 28, those for whom Jacob himself had implored the
blessing that they should be named after him and his fathers,
Abraham and Isaac, Gen. xlviii, 16 ; Isa. xlviii. 1. In the name
Israelite lay wrapped up the entire dignity of the nation, for it
intimated that along with his name the promise and hope of
Jacob passed over to his posterity. As by the mention of the
guyyévera kaTa adpra, patriotism may be said to find its Scripture
warrant, so by the specification of the elvac 'Iopaniirtas, as well
as by that of the matépes, ver. 5, man’s natural feeling of esteem
and reverence for ancient, honourable name and lineage may be
said to find the same.

—d&v] sc. éoe, which is understood of itself from the preceding
eics.  The thrice repeated dv (Phil. iii. 19) and the six times
repeated xal pathetically express the accumulated prerogatives
of the nation, and impart emphatic arimation to the language.
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After the name come, introduced by the first &v, six divinely
conferred privileges, with which, then, in the last place are linked
by means of the second @v the matépes as the stock, and by
means of the third Christ as the crown.

—1) vioBeaia] comp. Ex, iv. 22, 23 ; Deut. xiv. 1, 2, xxxii. 6
Isa. Ixiii. 16, lxiv. 8; Jer. xxxi. 9, 20; Hos. xi. 1; Mal i 6,
ii. 10, and Iengstenberg on Ds. ii. 7. Respecting the relation
of the old theocratic to N. T. viofecia, comp. Delitzsch, dic
biblisch-prophetische  Theoloyie, pp. 231-257. While no specific
distinetion is found, the “ O. T. shows us man at the beginning
of his sonship but still under the servile tutelage of the law, the
N. T. in the completeness of his sonship as one of full age”
In the O. T. passages cited, as in the present one, viofeoia refers
to God's objective act in virtue of which the entire nation of
Isracl was received into a state of adoption; but still, even in
the O. T., this act had to Dbe subjectively realized Dby each
individual by means of believing appropriation. That this was
done in a comparative degree is certain. Nevertheless God’s
relation of fatherhood and Israel's state of adoption referred in
the O. T. merely to the objective side of the relation, whereas, as
regards the subjective side, just because of the still predominant
servile paedagogy of the law, the individual believer does not call
God his father and himself His son, but Jehovah his Lord and
himself the son of His handmaid. This is especially evident in
the Psalms, in which is disclosed to us the innermost heart of
the degree of subjective faith distinguishing God’s O. T. children.
Still, even in this respect exceptions are not wanting. Comp.
Ds. 1xxiii. 15; Gen. vi. 2; and especially Wisd. ii. 13, 16, 18,
v. 5, xi. 11, xii, 7, 19, 20, 21, xiv. 3, xvi. 10, 26, xviii. 4, 13,in
which passages the use of warjp in reference to God and vios feod
in reference to believers to some extent approaches the N. T. use.

—«ai 7 8ofa] Some expositors understand 86fa in a general
sense, and interpret it either of the glory which the viofeaia had,
of the 8¢a tijs viofesias, which cannot hold good, because in
that case xa/ must have been explicative, whereas, in every other
instance in the passage, it introduces an entirely new and inde-
pendent element,! or of “#he glory of the Jewish nation in

! For the same reason # 3:¢z cannot be interpreted: ipsa felicitas iis, qui sunt vioi

sqv, olim in regno Christi parata, to which is to be added that here is no reference
to any fulure prerogative of the nation of Isracl.
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veneral,” ve. “ of the entire dignity and entire external glory of
Isracl, such as mauifested itself in the lofty, substantial revelations
made to and among them.” Dut if to the obvious objection that
the apostle elsewhere clearly indicates specific privileges, it is
replied that in viofecia and 8ofa he may first of all very well
have prefixed the more general privileges, it is still certain that
8oka, like viofeaia and all the other phrases employed here, must
denote a current, z.c. a specitic theocratic idea to be found in
the O. T. At all events such an idea is to be received, supposing
it can be at all shown to be associated with the word in the
0. T. DBut now 733 in the O. T. serves not merely to denote
the glory of Israel, but the glory of Jehoval. When, then, it is said
cenerally that Israel possessed N33, our thoughts are inevitably
carried back to the M 723, This glory Israel posscssed in the
proper sense of the word. It had not merely made itself known
in Isracl in glorious deeds. It appearcd to Moses, Isaiah, and
Jizekiel, went before Israel as the pillar of cloud and fire in the
desert, revealed itself on Sinai, was seen as a cloud in the
Tabernacle and Temple, and according to the Rabbinical tradition,
founded on Lev. xvi. 2 and contested on insufficient grounds,' sat
enthroned perpetually as a cloud of light upon the arvk of the
covenant in the Holy of Holies in Solomon’s temple. Comp. Ex.
xxiv. 16,17, xxxiii. 18, 22, x1. 34-36; Lev.ix. 23, 24; 1 Kings
viii. 10, 11; 2 Chron. v. 13, 14, vii. 1; Isa. vi, 3; Ezek. i. 28,
il 12, 23, viil. 4, ix. 3, x. 4, 18,19, xi. 22, xliit. 4; Eecclus.
xlix. 8; 2 Mace. il 8; also Matt. xvil. 5; Luke ii. 9; 2 Pet.

1 Bihr, Symbolik des mosaischen Cultus, 1. p. 3951., maintains that Lev. xvi. 2,
compared with xvi. 13, rather makes against than for the Rabbinical view. But
when, in the first pussage, it is said that the high priest is not to come into the Holy
of Holies before the Capporeth at all times, but only once a year, namely, on the
great day of atonement, ‘‘ that he die not, for in a cloud will I appear over the
Capporeth,” it is clear that the appearance of Jeliovah in a cloud over the Cappo-
reth, like the apprehended presence of Jehovah always according to O. T. ideus,
threatens death tothe high priest.  This therefore cannot be “ the cloud of incense
spoken of, ver. 13, for this cloud of incense is expressly said to cause *“that lLe die
aot.”  The cloud, ver. 2, is thus the Shechinah, which is said to be covered by the
cloud of incense, ver. 13, lest it should slay the high priest. It is a strange quid
pro quo, when Bihr fancies that the Rubbins themselves conceded the identity of
these two clouds, vv. 2, 13. The passage of Abenezra quoted by him: *¢sensus est,
«quod non ingrederetur nisi cum sullitu, quo exeitanda erat nubes, ne videret sym-
Dolun illud gloriae, ne moreretur,” aflirms the exact contrary; for symbolum illud
gloriae is clearly the Shechinali which, according to Abenezra, was to be rendered
invisible by the nubes suffitus.
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i 17; Rev. xv. 8. It is the symbolie, visible presence of the
Lord in the midst of Isiacl, called by the later Jews a2'3%, from
3%, “to settle down, to dwell,” after Deut. xii. 11, xiv. 23, xvi.
6, 11, xxvi. 2, Ps. lxxviii. 60, according to which passages
Jehovali had made 1is name to dwell, therefore Iimself fixed 1lis
dwelling-place, in the tabernacle,  Thus N'J‘?i:-“, or even ND;‘?{-“
(Buxt. Zex. Talm. p. 2594) = vicinitas, se. Del. 1t is mentioned
also 1 Sam. iv. 22 (LXX.: drenciorac Sofa 'Iopayh év 1o
Anpbijvar Ty wiBwtov rvpiov), where not the vrl of the covenant
itself, as also in the present passage some expositors have under-
stood 80Ea of the «rk of the corenant, but the Shechinal enthroned
upon it, or at all events the ark of the covenant on account of
the Shechinaly, 1s called 55\_‘1"!::‘,‘ 23, We see from the latter
passage that the 8ofa of Israel consisted simply in the 6&dfa
xvpiov dwelling among them, just as in Ds. cvi. 20 the God of
Israel Himself is called 5 86€a avrdy; and Paul perhaps specially
alluded to 1 Sam. iv. 22 when he here speaks of the 8ofa of
Israel. A confirmation of this view is supplied also by 5 8ofa,
Ileb. ix. § (comp. Tholuck, Bleek, and Delitzsch there), which
passage makes quite as much for the Rabbinical tradition of the
Shechinah as for the view that, when the ofa of Israel in general
is spoken of, merely this 8ofa xvpiov may be meant; comp. more-
over, Rev. xxi. 11. This symbol of the Lord’s gracious presence
was 1o doubt wanting in the second temple; but Hag. ii. 7 had
promised its return, and with it, Mal iii. 1, the return of the
Lord Himself, so that nothing but a temporary suspension of the
possession took place. DBut that promise of the latter prophet
found its fulfilment in Christ, in whom the divine Sofa, dwelling
in the temple of humanity, appeared again in Israel, John i. 14,
ii. 11. Comp. Vitringa, Obs. sucr. v. 14, “ de columna sive face
ignea, w. ¢. 16 w. 17 de mysterio facis igneae.” Moreover,
the conjunction of 8ofa in the sense indicated with viofecia is
quite in place, for the adoption of Israel was confirmed by no
other such visible and certain testimony as the gracious presence
of the Lord enthroned amongst them,

—ai &abijrac] The covenants or compacts. The plural, hecause
the covenant was made repeatedly with the patriarchs after
Abrabam. Comp. Wisd. xviii. 22: dpkovs warépwy xai Siabrxas
vmouvijoas; xii. 21; Ecclus, xliv. 11: ékyova adtav év Tais
Scabirars; 2 Mace. viil. 15: kai € wy &' adrols, dAha Swa Tas

Priviren, Rox, 11 E
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wpos Tovs warépas adrdv Sabijxas; Eph. ii. 12. The singular
n Stabijkn, which reading Lachmann has received upon authority
insulficient of itself, is therefore a change made in error. The
application of the &iafixar to the tables of the law, or, after Jer.
xxxi. 31 f, Gal. iv. 24, to the O. and N. T. covenants, is arbitrary.
As to the matter, comp. the address of the Apostle Peter to Israel,
Acts iil. 25: “Tueis éote vioi T@v mpodnTdv kai Tis Stabijxkns
75 8téBeTo o Beos mpos Tols waTépas Judy, Méywy wpos "ABpadip
kai év 7@ oméppari cov évevhoyybicovrar wacar ai watpial
TS yis.

— vopofeaia) the lmw:-giving. Rightly observes Origen:
“this is wne et semel habite per Mosen ; on the other hand, the
testamenta frequenter statuta sunt.” As Paul says not o vouos
It 5 vouobeoia, there is no reason, comparing 2 Mace. vi. 23,
for understanding vopofesia of the contents, the wouos itsell.
Rather it is the act of giving the law that is meant, especially in
juxtaposition with fhe acls of covenanting. No doubt the law-
giving is specially significant, for the very reason that it is the
giving of ¢he law, and that whoever has the former has the latter;
but even as an act this has its special dignity and import, Acts
vii. 53, Gal. iii. 19, Heb. ii. 2, xii. 18 f, and from the first, by
the form of its appearance, proclaimed the glory ol its contents;
comp. also 2 Cor. iii. 7. “ Axioma illud in eo consistit, quod
in hoc populo Deus dignatus est legemm suam solemniter pro-
mulgare: quae dignitas nulli populo aceidit, a qua non raro
celebratur populus domini,” Calov. “ The /aw-giving, says Paul,
expressly alluding to the solemmn and sublime revelation of the
Jaw on Sinai. The Gentiles, who were a law to themselves, had
a law, but no law-aciving. The Israelites had received the law
by the ministry of angels, and through their royal lawgivers had
become a glorious nation, in possession of pure morals and precepts
(Deut. iv. 8),” Besser.

—1 Aatpeia] not, as the Vulgate has it, obsequiwm, hut the
service of God, e the O. T. cultus, especially the service of the
temple, sacrifice and priesthood, as the prime part of the vouofeo:a,
Acts xxvi. 7; Heb. viii. 4, 5,ix. 1, 6. That the Decalogue did
not specially ordain this Aarpeia, does not preclude the opinion
that the vouo8eoia denotes the act of giving the law. Tor, first of
all, the third command contains, wrapped up within it, the seed
and germ of the entire Aatpeia; and again, the ordination of the
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Aatpela itscll is to e regavded simply as the development and
continuation of that first chicl, lndamental act of the vopofecia
upon Sinai.  Moreover, we are laid under no neeessity to regard
the NaTpeia as an integral constituent of the vopoBesia, but may
just as well contemplate it as a new and independent clement,
co-ordinate with the vouofesia.

—al érayyeniad] the promises, €.e the Messianic ones.  « Cor-
respondent hic per chiasmum legislatio et cultus, testaementa et
promissiones. Ko testamentis flount promissiones : et per legisle-
tionem instituitur celtns” Bengel'! “ Nam ubi Deus semel cum
veteri populo foedus percussit, novis subinde promissionibus non
destitit gratiam suam offerre.  Unde sequitur, promissiones ad
pactum, tanquam ad unicum caput referri,” Calvin.  Comp. Eph.
il. 12: ai diabBikar tiis émwayyerias.

Ver. 5. of watépes] The patriawclis Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob
and, in addition, the sons of the latter, for these are the matépes
kar’ €foxafv. Comp. Lx. iii. 13, 13, iv. 5, ete, and therewith
Matt., xxil. 32; Aects iii. 13, v. 30, vii. 2, 8, 11, 14, 15, 32;
Rom. iv. 1, ix. 10. If also the contemporaries of Moses, Joshna,
cte., are called of watépes udv, Acts vil. 19, 39, 44, 45, 51, 52,
1 Cor. x. 1, these are “our forefathers,” not oi warépes of the
people of Israel per excellentiasn.  On this account we must not,
to illustrate the phrase in this passage, appeal to the watépwr
tuvos, Ecclus. xliv.—l, where the entire choir of sainted, re-
nowned forefathers, prophets, priests, and kings, {from the times
of Enoch and Noah, is brought forward. There is no sulficient
reason in the present passage even for reckoning David among
the matépes, after Acts ii. 29 ; just as in Rom. xi. 28 the watépes,
with whow the covenant was made, the dmapys and the pila of
tlie nation, ver. 16, are manifestly to be restricted to the patriarchs
Abraham, Isaae, and Jacob. “ Nam et hoc alicujus est momenti,
trahere originem a sanctis et Deo dilectis viris, quum Deus
misericordiam piis Patribus promiserit erga filios usque in mille
generationes : praesertime vero conceptis verbis, Abrahae, Isaac,
Jacob, Gen. xvii. 4. Nec relert quod istud, si a timore Dei et
vitae sanctimonia separetur, sit per se vanun et inutile. ... Verum

1 ¢ The chiasmus in this order of sequence is not accidental, but zi irayyerias is
intentionally put at the end, in order that now, alter mention of the fathers, to
whom in the first instance the promises were given, the Promised One Hiusely may
follow,’’ Meyer,
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gquoniam ista cum pietatis studio juncta aliquo honeris gradn
dignatur Deus, inter Judaeorum pracrogativas merito recensuit,”
Calvin. Similarly it may be said that only there does nobility of
race claim reverence where it is combined with nobility of character.

—xai €€ @v o XpioTos 70 kata gdpra] Israel’s last and highest
prevogative. €€ dw, from whom s, not : to whom belonys, in whicl
case the simple dv would have been repeated. Respecting xata
adpka, comp. on 1. 3. On the acc. adverb. 76 xkata gdpra, comp.
xii. 18, xv. 17, xvi. 19; Matthiii, Ausf. ¢gr. Gr. p. 572 ; Kiihner,
Gr. d. gr. Spr. II. p. 222, The 7o xata odpra, “ as to human
nature,” limits the elvac éf adrav, and precludes tlie idea of Christ
being merely man.

—0 & émi wavTtwy Beos edhoynTos els Tous aldras] who 1s God
over all things, blessed for cver. o &y is = &5 éate, comp. John 1. 18,
iii, 13, xii. 17 (where ¢ @v = bs 5jw); 2 Cor. xi. 31. émi mdvTwy,
over all things, not: over all persons, wavrov being neuter, not
masculine, because Christ is meant to be described as feos wav-
TokpdTwp in contrast with the frailty of the odpf; and con-
sequently it seems too narrow to limit His power to all persons
(or, still more, to all mratépes) instead of to all things, John iii
31; Acts x. 36; 1 Cor. xv. 28; Heb. il. 10. éni cum genit.
mdvTey, expresses government over everything.  Comp. Eph.
iv. 6; Lobeck, ud Phryn. p. 474, where are quoted from the
classics the examples: o éri 7édv dmAwy, o émi TGV UmnpeTinivy,
o émi Tis Ppovpas, ol éml Tdv pywy. The anarthrous feos need
not sugoest to us any notion of a DPhilonistic or Origenistic
distinction between feds and o feos, so that the latter only
denotes the absolute God, while the first denotes merely a feos
Sevrepos, God in a relative, subordinate sense. The monotheism
of the N. T., which is not less strict than that of the O. T., forbids
at once such a distinction between a God and a minor God. The
God who gives not His glory to another knows no terttum between
God and not-God, no distinction of God literal and metaphorical.
teason and revelation stand here in fairest harmony. On the
standpoint rather of the emanationist pantheism of a Philo, has
this distinction a rational meaning. Besides, in the present
passage it is precluded by the adjunct émi wdvtev; for he that
is Beos émi mwdvtwy, or Peos mavToxpdTwp, is not himself in turn
subordinate to another. The absence of the article proves nothing,
the use of the article being here impossible, because feos is pre-
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dicate, and the desien is simply to afliem the @eor elvar of Clvist,
nob the 7ov Geor elvar, which would be wrong, as He is not o feds,
7.c. God the Iather, or the triune God, but feds, God.  No doubt
we micht say : o feds udv Ingods Xpiaros,! but not : Xpiaros
oTw o Beos, hecause Ile whose (fodhead is meant to he asserted
cannot be deseribed as the God already Lnowa. The same holds
true of Joln i. 1: xai O¢os v 0 Noyos.  Liphasis requiring the
predicate to eome first, the addition of the article (6 feos) would
have involved the whole passage in confusion, as with «ai o
Aoyoes nr mpos Tov feoy imncdiately preceding, in the sentence
kai 0 Beos v o Aoyos directly following we might have Leen in
danger of taking o fess as suliject, and o Adyos as predicate. DBut
the epithet 0 @v éml mavTwv Heos is here quite in place, because
only the fact that IIe who springs from Isracl after the flesh is
God over all, sets Israel's most illustrions privilege in the clearest
relief ; and by the natural, doxological epithet edhoynTos els Tols
alwras, the apostle at the same time confronts the Jews™ blas-
phemous denial of Christ’s Godhead (Matt. xit. 24 ; John viii. 48)
with all the earnestness of devotion, according to the canon, John
v. 23. But the interpretation thus given of the sentence in
question (o &v . . . alwvas) is not merely the most natural, but
also the one absolutely necessary. Tor as 70 «xata odpra clearly
postulates an antithesis, if such an antithesis, as is here actually
the case, is found in the subjoined words (6 wv «TA.), it is most
natural to take these words as expressing the antithesis. Dut
this is, as we said, not merely natural, but necessary in the
present passage. In the opposite case the antithesis to To xatd
capra would be suppressed, and must therefore be supplied in
thought. Comp. xii. 18; 1 Cor. 1. 26 ; Col. iii. 22. Dut the sup-
pression of the antithesis, and its supply in thought merely, cannot
take place where, as here, the thesis only occurs for the sake of
the antithesis. 7o xata odpxa stands merely {or the sake of the
following o &v émi wavTwy fGecs. Without this contrast the words
would imply a diminution of the prerogative of Israel. The
apostle would then have written simply xai é€ év ¢ Xpioros;
for that the Messialy springs from the Jews is a higher privilege
than that He springs from them after the flesh merely. Dut that

! Comp. Ignatius, ad Ephes. c. 18 : ¢ y&p lsis spav Invovg & Xpowis ixvo@epifn s

Mapizs rar' olxovepiay bisv 5 ad Smyr. . 1: 3848w "Insotv Xpiorov 7ov fedv iy obrws vpds
godicarzz ; ad Rom. c. 6: tmirpiasi por wiunviv ehad Tov wifovs wov fect wov,



70 COMMENTARY ON TIIE IIOMANS.

He sprines from them after the flesh who is God over all, this is

the highest conceivable prerogative.
The ohjections raised against the reference of the present
declaration to Christ are, in point of fact, thoroughly irrelevant
for the unprejudiced expositor, 7.c. for the expositor prejudiced
merely in favour of Scripture, however great the weight which it
is sought to attach to them. In the first place, 0 &v émi wdvTww
Oeos is said to form no strict logical antithesis to 70 xara capxa,
because kata gapra always postulates kata mwvedpa as a contrast.
Sut this would only be the case if it were said here, os in i. 3, 4,
what Christ is kata capxa, and what He is kara wvedupa, namely,
vios david or vios avBpomov in one respect, and vios feod or feos
émi wavrwv in the other, Dut here the design is not at all to
say that the Christ who springs from the Jews as to His lower
nature is man, as to His higher nature God, but that the Christ
who is God over ull springs from the Jews, of course in the only
possible respect, namely, as to Iis huwwman natore. The form of
the sentence is thus thoroughly germane and unobjectionable, and
not only can xata wvebpa be dispensed with, but to add it
would introduce confusion.! DBut the main ohjection is borrowed
from the Pauline Christology. Nowlere else in the apostle’s writ-
ings, so the objection runs, does there occur so strong an affirmation
respecting Christ, just as little as any ascription of praise to 1lim.
Nowhere else does Paul ascribe to Christ the predicate feoss, and
had he doue so once, reverence for his divine Lord would have
led him to do it often. But in the first place, it is certain that,
we might say, in almost every passage in which Paul names
Christ and predicates aught of Ilim, he describes Him indirectly
as God, and thercfore in any case thought of Him as God, even
if he did not call Iim so dircctly. Yor He to whom belong
divine attributes,—like eternity, Col. i 15, 17; omnipresence,
Eph. i. 23, iv. 10; and grace, Rom. i. 7, 1 Cor. i. 8, ete.; divine
works, like the creation and preservation of the world, Col. i. 16,
17 ; and the dispensing of judgment, RRom. xiv. 10, 2 Cor. v. 10,
2 Thess. i. 7-10; and divine worship, Rom. x. 13, Phil. ii. 10, 11,
—is Himself God. In the opposite case, the reproach ol creature-
worship brought Dby the Jews against the Christians would have
1 Meyer allows and even maintains, against van Hengel, that grammctiva!ly at least

(as well as according to the most likely connection) the ancient and geueral ecclesi-
astical interpretation has nothing whatever azainst it.
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justly lichted on the apostle.  All the harder is it to coneceive
how his interpreters can suppose that he forbore to call Christ
God in the interest, forsooth, of monotheisin,  Directly in the
teeth of this, it fell to the lot of the Christian chureh, in opposi-
tion to the Arvianism and semi-Arianism which it is attempted to
thrust on the apostle, to defend the interests of monotheism, on
the ground that these very systems imperilled the divine wnity.!
The appeal to 1 Cor. viil. 6 (ILavless on Epliv. 4-6) is altogether
irrelevant, for there the eis feos 0 wamjp is mercly opposed to
the mwoXXois feots of the Gentiles, and the els wdpros Insods
Xpioros to their worhois xuplors.  DBut that the apostle does not
on this account hesitate in another connection to describe this
eis xUptos also as Beds, follows from the fact that as of the els feos
lie affirins €€ od Ta wavra xai Nuels els adrov, s0 of the els kvplos
he allivms &’ o 7a wavra rai Wjueis &' alrob. Lichtly does
Origen early reply : “ Noun animadvertunt, quod sicut Dominun
Jesum Christum non ita unum dominum esse dixit, ut ex hoc
Dens pater Dominus non dicatur, ita ct Deum patrem non ita
dixit esse unum Deum, ut Deus filius non credatur.” Desides,
in point of fact, the appellations viés, elxwv feod, TpwTéToros, and
xvpeos (as is well known, the translation of the LXX. for M), so
commonly applied by Paul to Christ, are equivalent to the appel-
lation feos, and characterize at one and the same time the specific
peculiarity of the sccond person in the Godhead and the relation
of the God-man to the church redeemed to His service. If Daul,
then, thouzht of Christ as fedv, he could also call Iiim fess, and
the present passage alone is decisive of the fact that he actually
did so. Even if Le had done it nowhere else, this would prove
nothing on the other side, for there are just as well matter-of-fact
as lincuistic dmwa€ Aeyopeva, and in this case in reality there
would siwply be a linguistic dwaf Neydpevow, for the thing itselt

1 1t is altogether past comprehension how modern subordinationism is constantly
Lringing against the ecclesiastical, exclusively and perteetly seriptural doctrine of
the Trinity, the reproach that it impurils the cause of strict monotheism. The case
stands just the other way. The doctrine of one absolute God with two relative gods
having their origin {from Him, shatters the unity of monotheism, and borders on pagan
polvtheism.  On the other hand, along with the tri-personal distinction, the chu:ch
has ever held fast by the unity of essence, and without break kept aloof from
Tritheism. Hence the older subordinationists aceuse it of monarchian Sabelliaui~m
(in which error the homousians Marecllus and Photinus were actually involved;, not
of a denial of monotheism.
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occurs clsewhere often enouch.  Tinprratice necessity for eailing
Chirist feov only really existed in passages like the present, where
it was designed in a definite, antithetical rclation to call attention
to the fev, not merely the dvfpomov elvar of the Messiah.  We
could not therefore feel the least surprise if this expression were
not used by Paul elsewhere ; for the other equivalent names were
more descriptive, he did not need this particular word to satisly
his reverence for his divine Lord, and, finally, he did not write
with speeial reference to the acuteness of his interpreters in the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, who are able with such
subtlety to distinguish Dbetween attributes, works, and essence,
between feos and o Oeds, that with them for opponents the
apostle would, in fact, have drawn up the locus of the Godhead
of Christ in the strictest Athanasian and Augustinian terminology.
Even then, without doubt, the only result would have been to
leave him at the merey of the judgment passed by the conscious-
ness of modern days on the symbolum Quicungue.

But over and above all this, the designation of Christ as feds
oceurs, in fact, in Paul far more frequently than his interpreters
like. XNot only does he say, 2 Cor. v. 19: feds W év XpioTo,
Col. il. 9: év alTe ratokei wav 70 TNjpwua Tijs OeoTyTos
copatieds, 1 Tim. iii. 16: feds épavepdfn év gapwl! and pre-
dicate of the man Jesus, Phil. ii. 6, the év popdii Oeod vmapyeww
and the elvar ioca fed, expressions and designations which, as
matter of fact, are identical with o feos dvfpwmos éyévero; but
he expressly calls Him feos, Eph. v. 5: 100 XpiaTod xai 6Oeod,
as the connection by means of the same article proves = “He
who is Christ and God” (comp. Deza, Calov, Dengel, Harless,
even Riickert there), Tit. ii. 13: wpoodeyduevor Tyv pakapiav
éAmida kai émipdvetav tijs 8ofns ToD peydlov feod kal cwTijpos
nuav Inecod Xpiarob, where, likewise, the siane article (rod) binds
together Loth the predicates péyas feds and coTijp, and compels
us to refer them to the same subject, Jesus Christ. Even Winer,
p- 162, does not dispute the grammatical, but only the dogmatic
possibility of this conmection, and, at the same time, its gram-
matical nceessity.  Dut even in this case the passage remains of

1 Comp. in favour of the reading 4eés instead of 5, the treatise of Henderson,
quoted by Tholuck here, “ The Great Mystery of Godliness Incontrovertible : A
Critical Exconination of the various readings in 1 Tim. iii. 16, London 1830,” and
my Kirchl, Glaubensl. 1V. 1, 4311, ; cod. Alex. and Ulfilas also read dics.
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importance.  Tor when it is maiutained that, suppasing Taul {o
have called Christ feos once, he must have done it often, it
follows from this premiss, that siree he did it once, it will also
have been done wherever the grammatical connection suggests
this reference, and the tenor of thonght makes for, not azainst the
iden.  Dut in the passage of Titus quoted, to put it brielly, it is
not the ecelesiastical, but the opposite interpretation that needs
to be vindicated grammatically, which, morcover, can only he
done Dby doubtful arguments. To this add, that the émipeavea
Tijs 86Ens, according to other scriptures and especetally according
to Pauline ideas, belongs peeuliarly, not to God the Father, but
to Christ (2 Thess. ii. 8§; 1 Tim. vi. 14; 2 Tim. i. 10,iv. 1, 8;
just so the dmowdAvyrs, 1 Cor. i. 7; 2 Thess. i. 7; 1 Pet. 1. 7,
iv. 13); and that the epithet péyas feos, as applied to God the
Father, appears sonmewhat singnlar and unmeaning.  There re-
mains, then, on the other side, in point of fact, nothing but the
dogmatic argument, which ix a pure petitin prineipid.  In the same
way, Tit. 1. 3 : 700 cwtijpos Hudv Beod, mizht be referred to Christ,
in favour of which it may Dbe said that the reference to God the
Father as the subject immediately preceding would rather have
led us to expect adTod Tov cwtijpos nudr. Dut we do not wish
to lay stress on this passage on account of 1 Tim. i. 1,ii. 3,
iv. 10; Tit. i 10, iii. 4. Finally, we have to mention the
reading received by Lachmann and recommended on exegetical
grounds, Col. ii. 2: 7o feot Xpioror (comp. Steiger lere), as
well as the relation in which Xpwoés, xdpos, and feds, Rom.
xiv. 10,11, stand to each other. In any case, such passages, even
if at first sight still doubtful, serve still further to weaken the
argument, already weak of itself, from the rarc occurrence of the
predicate Beos.

Just as this predicate occurs only of necessity when ocea-
sion arises, and therefore in the nature of things ravely, so with
the doxology to Christ. Such a doxology is found again in
Paul, 2 Tim. iv. 18, where manifestly the «dpios is Christ and
not God, Rom. xvi. 27; 2 Thess. 1. 12; Heb. xiii. 21. But in
the same way that the desiznation of Christ as feds by other
apostles (John i. 1; 1 John v. 20; Heb. i. 8, 9; also Luke i
16, 17; John xii. 41; 2 Pet. i. 2; Jude 4) is a confirmation
of the Pauline use in the present passage, so with the doxology
to Christ (2 Pet. ili. 18; Rev. v. 12 f, 1. 6; also 1 DPet. iv. 11;
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Steiger, p. 392).  Moreover, even in Jewish theology, the Messiah
bears the titles MM, MNIY, and W7 73 TP The later date of
the books in which such expressions occur is nothing to the point,
for such designations must nceessarvily have sprung from pre-
Christian tradition,—post-Christian Judaism being certainly dis-
posed, by its strong antipathy to Christianity, rather to do away
with than invent anything of the kind. ‘

TFurther, the interpretation of the words 6 v ... aldvas, advo-
cated by us, must be deseribed as the one universally received in
the ancient church. The best proof that excgesis requires it, is
the dogmatic coup de désespoir of certain Socinians who, in order
to escape a troublesome Christological conclusion, proposed to
alter the thoroughly certified reading ¢ dv #TA. into év ¢ xT\,
“to whom Dbelongs God, who is over all, Llessed [lor ever,”—a
critical act of violence to which the most untrammelled interpreter
of to-day is unwilling to commit himself. On this account, since
the days of Semler, Rationalism, walking in the steps of Irasmus,
has sought to support its position by changes in punctuation,
certainly, particularly in the case of Riickert and de Wette, not
without retracting their own former ecclesiastical interpretation,
and not without uncertainty and suspense as regards the ration-
alistic interpretation recently accepted by them. On the other
hand, modern seriptural exegesis has again decisively returned to
the ecelesiastical view. Dloreover, the fact is very significant
that Rationalism itsell allows that it is determined by no reasons,
linguistic or logical, drawn from the passage itself, but solely by
dogmatic reasons, drawn nominally, no doubt, from the Iauliue,
not from its own doctrinal system.

Now, Irasmus proposed a twofold change of punctuation,
cither, with Cod. 71, to place a colon or period after wavroy, or,
with Cod. 5 and 47, after adpxa,! so that in both cases, in place
of the doxology to Christ, a doxology to God appears. To the
Iatter alteration (“ God, who is over all, be blessed for ever”) the
preference is given both by Erasmus and his followers. But in
point of fact this, no less than its step-sister, which is treated
with less courtesy, is just as impossible exegetically, as the older
view advocated by us is essential exegetically.  First of all, the

! So already the rationalizing Diodorus (of Tarsus, according to Fr. IFritzsche, of

Mopsuestia), in Cramer, Catena, Oxon. p. 162 : £ aiciy, ¢relr, & Npossz. 6sis 3 ob
fovoy wbTdv, &AMG xoivi bl welvrwy komi feis,
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antithesis to kata odpra, which, as we have scen, is required, is
altogether lost on this supposition.  But, again, a doxology 1o God
the Father is here utterly out ol place.  Not thanksgiving and
praise, but pain and grief fill the soul of the apostle, as he ¢lunces
at the hlessings bestowed by God on the people of Isracl; for the
hicher the position of the people, the more lamentable their fall.
These blessings were past and without effect.  Nay, they served
merely to agoravate the nation’s responsibility, and therelore on
no account called for a doxology to their author.  This nation ol
Isracl, so richly gifted, so distinguished above all other nations,
has turned apostate, has rejected salvation with scorn—this is the
pervading thought to be read between the lines, vv. 3—5.  With
this as antithesis, oby olov 8¢ 67t umémTwrey 6 Aoyos Tob feor,
ver. 0, immediately conncets itself.  Dut a duxology to the God
of Isracl, thrust between such a thesis and antithests, would be
utterly irrelevant and confusing. Dut if the doxology were
supposed, us Erasmus explains, to refer to the fact that all the
privileges conferred on Israel had subserved the purpose of the
redemption of the human race, it is to be observed in reply, that
the design of the apostle, in the train of thonght before us, in
mentioning Israel’s prerogatives, is simply to indicate the original,
divinely-bestowed dignity of the people so deeply fallen, not the
salvation provided for mankind by neans of that dignity as its
final purpose. DBut still less can the doxelogy, as Iritzsche would
have it, refer Ly anticipation to the conclusion of the entire sub-
sequent exposition contained in xi. 32, so that God is praised,
Lecause, although at present rejecting Isracl, by means of its
rejection He determined to bring to pass the salvation of the
Gentiles and Isracl's own ultimate restoration. (o dv émi wavrwy
feos is then said to be == qui omnibus prarcest homwnibus, ie. qui
Judaets ¢t Gentilibus consulit Deus, God who rules over «ll men !,
Even if we were willing to believe, which yet is very forced and
unnatural, that the entire subsequent exposition, full as it is of
detail and complexity, was already present to the mind of the
apostle as to its final result, it was, at all events, impossible for
any reader to understand this anticipatory reference. Desides,
even if it were distinctly expressed, here, where the matter in
question is simply Israel's apostasy, such a reference would have
been utterly out of place.

Tinally, in a doxology, according to the constant usage of the
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IIchrew, the LXX,, and Apocrypha, as well as of the N. T. (Matt.
xxi. 93 Luke 1. 68; 2 Cor. i. 3; Lph. i. 3; 1 Pet. 1. 3), the
predicate edhoyntds and edhoynuivos, eb. T2 and 139, where, as
here, it appears without copula, must necessarily have stood first
instead of afterwards. When Winer, p. 690, intimates that only
empirical expositors could regard this arrangement as an unalter-
able rule, for where the subject forms the main idea the predicate
can only stand afterwards, it is to Le observed, on the other side,
that in the interpretation of a formula that has become fixed,
empiricism is altogether in its right place, and still more where,
for the established usage, a sullicient r«tio can be allezed.
Directly that a doxology, omitting the verb substant., appears
in a purely exclamatory form, the idea of praise hecomes so
predominant that the word expressing the praise necessarily
stands at the head. It were a course little deserving to be called
rational, if to a usage established by so many examples (see these
in Ilarless on Eph. i. 3) the single exception were sought in this
very passage, the interpretation of which is in dispute. The
single plausible exception, LXX. Ps. Ixviii. 19: xdpios o Beos
ebhoynTos, ebhoynTos kuptos Nuépav xald Afuépav (Heb. simply
i bi N 3), is rather corroboratory of the rule; for there,
clearly, both the different order of words and the doubled
edhoynros, one treading closely on the other (making the stronger
form of Dblessing follow the weaker one, so that one act of praise
overtakes and outstrips the other), have a designed rhetorical
emplasis.  Otherwise the translators, following the Heb., would
have contented themselves with the simple edloynros xipios
nuépav kal Huéoav! Add to this, that the apostle, if he deemed
it essential to place o dv émi wdvrwv first, without deviating from
the rule, might have added the copula and written: o dv émi
wavtwr Geds éotw edhoynTds els Tovs aldvas. Further,if o dv...
feds is meant to have the emphasis because it contains the reason
of the praise, this would not adequately account for its coming
first. In that case, it might just as well have been written:
ethoy. 0 8. o v ém. . =“blessed be God, because He,” ete. In
fact, nothing but an intended antithesis could adequately explain
the absolute necessity for its coming first, The purpose must

1 ¢t Further, the reason of the divergence here is evident, the translator wishing
1o give the simple Hebrew senlence the form of an antiphonical responsorium,”
Tholuck.
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have been, then, to describe God as 6 éwv émi wavror in antithesis
to Chuist, and to say that only to one over all, or to God who is
over all, not to Christ, is Dblessing due.  Dut, to pass by the
absenee of the adversative particle, how little Pauline and 1iblical
such a depreeiation of Christ is, espeeially in this passage as well
as generally, needs no further enforcing.  Very justly, then,
Steiger says on 1 DPet. 1. 3: “This arrangement of the doxology,
where it is not changed by relatives, is everywhere peculiar and
essential to it. Compare—

“Here: edhoy. 0 0. kai mamjp 7. . 9. 'Inood Xpiotod, 6 kati
TO oAU aUrod €\eos avayevyijoas kT

“Luke i. 68 : ed\oy. sipios o Beos Tod "IopaiX.

“2 Cor. i. 3: elhoy. 0 0. «. war. 7. 1. Yp. "Incod Xpiorob, &
waATHP TOV OIKTIPUGY KTA.

“Eph. i. 3: edhoy. 0 0. k. wat. 7. x. Ap. ‘Incod XpioTod, o
eUhoyrioas Hpds KTA.

“On the other side, directly relation enters, compare—

“Rom, 1. 25 : Tov kricavta, is éoTw eDhoynTOS €5 ToUs aldvas.
apijv.

“2 Cor. xi. 31: ¢ feds kal watip...0 &y elhoy. els Tovs
aldvas.

“Rom.ix. 5: Xpia7os, 6 v émi mavtey feds, ebhoynTos €ls ToUs
aldvas. auiy.

“ It must therefore strike us at once that nothing but the most
boundless caprice can permit itself to find an exception in the
last passage, and of a relative to make an absolute sentence,
contrary to invariable usage.”

But if we put a full stop after wdvror instead of after odpka,
we no doubt obtain an antithesis to 70 xara cdpka, though an
insufficient one. Dut, to pass by the little relevant and familiar
0 v éml mavrwy, instead of o dv wavTwyr «ipios, Acts x. 36,
Rom. x. 12, even then the doxology to God the Father remains
utterly unexplained; feds, coming first instend of edhoynyrds, is
left without even the plausible justification of an emphasis in
view, or would tend directly to the disparagement of Christ;
and, still farther, a new difficulty springs up in the abrupt
appearance of the singularly Dlrief doxology then remaining.
After all that has been said, it is evident that Tholuck, who as to
the rest has among modern expositors handled the passage with
the greatest care, manifestly expressed himsell with fur too great
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firhearance when he saild that we must Told Ly the eonclusion
that the difficulties rising against the explanation of the passage
ewrrent i the church are incomparably slighter thau those rising
against the views diverging from it.  We lhelieve, on the con-
trary, that the ecclesiastical interpretation has everything for it
and nothing against it, and ziee versd.! “Qui hoc membrum
abrumpunt a reliquo contextun,” says Calvin, “ut Christo eripiant
tam pracclarum Divinitatis testimoniwm, nimis impudenter in
plena luce tenebras obducere conantur. Plusquam enim aperta
sunt verha: Christus cx Judaeis sccundum carnem, qui Deus est in
saeculi benedictus”  On the basis of the present passage, Oecu-
menius justly trinmphs over the Arians in the words: évradfa
Nepmporata Beov Tov Xpiotdv dvopaler o dmwosTohos. Aloyvvbnte
TpioaOhie Apeie axovwy wapa ITavhov Sofoloyoluevov Tov
XpioTov Geov arnbuwo.

Vv. 6-13. But now if the nation of Ixrael, distinguished by
such high, God-given privileges, is nevertheless excluded from
the Messianic salvation, the divine word of promise given to the
nation has apparently come to nought. Dut this is not so.
Never was the promise of salvation annexed to mere outward

I Meyer certainly says that Tholuck judges with far greater caution than I do.
Nevertheless, on the yround of Meyer's very objection T am compelled to abide by
the judgment above given with increased emphasis.  In point of fact, this expositor
has refuted not a single one of the arguments I advanced in the text. There is
nothing to be discovered in him save his semi- Arian feeling against the co-ordination
of the Son with the Father.  His assertion that Paul never uses the expression dess
of Christ, and that in the apostolic writings we never come upon a doxology to
Christ, which is all that he is able to allege against our, as we think, conclusive
train ol reasoning, he ¢an only himself make good by (nestioning the genuineness of
the Pastoral epistles.  Finally, this exegete, whom we greatly honour for his gram-
matical accuracy and logical keenness, should himself be somewhat more cautious in
presenee of the eeclesiastical interpretation,  Even from his purely grammwatical and
logical standpoint he is compelled more and more to make the most decisive con-
cessions to the defenders of that interpretation, as is strikingly proved, to my great
satisfaction, by the second edition of his Commentary compared with the first.
Moreover, even Tholuck in the fifth edition of his Commentary has omitted the
“ cautious " qualification reprehended by us, on which acecount Meyer, ed. 3 and 4,
is only able to commend him for his greater fairness to the objections to the ancient
ceclesiastical explanation as compared with me.  With our relerence of the doxology
of this passage to Christ, as well as with our exposition of Tit. ii. 13, cven Hofmann
agrees, Schriftbeweis, 1. 127, 2, p. 144. Dut against his division of the sentence,
according to which é &y iri 7dvrwy should be taken as the first, and s tdroynros
ele wovs alaves as the second predicate of Christ,—a view which Kahnis, Dogm.
1. 453 [, also follows, comp. Meyer here,  See, besides, Hahn, Bibl, Theol
1 122,
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connection with the national community, to bhare physical
relationship ol race, or any similar purely carnal titde whatever.,
The history of the people of Isracl Lears prophetic testimony to
this. It shows how the inheritance of the theoeratic Dlessing
was bound neither to richt of birth nor merit of works, hut was
mediated  simply by God’s  gracious  designation.  Thus  the
Jewish 827 D%i‘y? Pf_??] Dﬂ5 e ‘;‘.\‘.‘ 59 is destitute of all serviptural
authority, and not the Aéyos Tob feod, but Isracls caurnal uni-
versalisin in reference to itself, which, withal, was a carnal
particularism in reference to the Gentile world, falls to the
eround.  “ Judaei putabant,” says Dengel, “<i non omnes Judael
salvarentur, verbumn Dei excidere.  Id refutat Paulus, simul
inmmens, verbo Dei potius praedictam fuisse Judacorum defec-
tionem.”

Ver. 6. ody olov 8¢ o7¢] Not: hut it s not possible that.  To
express this, ofor Te with an infinitive following usually stands
(oUy olov Te 8¢ éxmemtwrévar). NMore ravely the simple ofor is
used in this sense, and never with 67 following, Malthii, -lesy/.
gr. Gr. p. 896 ; Kiihner, Ausf. Gr. d. gr. Spr. 11 p. 337, More-
over, in what follows T'anl does not so much verity the impossi-
bility of God’'s Word coming to nought as merely the unreality
of this supposition. Often, no doubt, ovy olor with the verh.
finit. occurs also in classical Greek, but i this case it 1s to e
regarded as arising by attraction out of oV 7ocodTor éoTiw 6T ==
the matter is not of such a nature that, cyg. oly ofov opyilopar
== o0 TotodTov €T 67 opyifopar.  Dut now Iaul has not written
ovy olov 8¢ éemémtwrey according to rule, but interpolated an ote.
We may either, with Iritzsche, explain this as a constructio wpos
70 onuawopevor, hecause ovy olov & as to semnse = sed wullum.
abest, but it is far from the cuse, omo following as in uy vyévorro Oé
6te; or, with Meyer, suppose a combination of two constructions,
namely, of ovy olov éxmémrwrer and oly 67t éxmémTwrer (as to
oby 6Tt =olk épd ore, comp. Phil. iv. 11; Hartung, Lehre v. d.
Part. 11 p. 153 1), both of which Paul welds together, and
writes: oty olov 6T¢ éxmemTwxev, and then, with Winer, p. 746,
analyse: ob Toloy 8¢ (Méyw or éoti) ofov, “G7¢ mon tale vero
(dico), quale (hoc est), excidisse verbum divinum,” “but I say ot
a thing of such a kind as (this is) that;” Luther: “but I say not
such a thing that” Dut in oly olor = the matter is by no
wieans such that,” is implied an emphatic swegation. It intimates
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that the matter just complained of is somecthing altogether
dilferent from what would compromise or refleet upon God's
word of promise. “ Quod ita gentis meac exitinm deploro, non
eo speetat, acsi Dei promissionem, Abrabae olim datam, nunc
irritam et abolitam putarem,” Calvin.

—ékmémTwrev] excidit, irritum cecldit, Trrihon fuclum est, has
becone invalid, of no effeet, void.  The radical meaning is: fo full
out of its pusition, by means of which the various uses of the word
in all N. T. passages may be explained, Mark xiii. 23 ; Aects xii. 7,
xxvil. 17, 26, 29, 32; 1 Cor. xiii. 8; Gal. v. 4; Jas. i. 11;
1 Pet. i. 24 ; 2 Pet. iii. 17; Rev. ii. 5. Analogous is mwimrew,
Luke xvi. 17, and in the war. lect. to 1 Cor. xiii. 8§ ; Rev. ii. 5;
also LXX. Josh. xxiii. 14 ; 2 Kines x. 10 (wimrew els ™y vijp);
Heb. 522 and nyIN 52, as well as Swamizrrew, LXX. Josh. xxi. 43;
Judith vi. 9.

—o0 Aoyos ot Beol] the word of God, here especially, as the
context shows, the word of promisc; for if one portion of the word
of God fell to the ground, in this portion the entire word of God
was rendered void. Thus o Aéyos Tod @eod — though certainly
indirectly, not directly — signifies “ the promise of the Messianic
salvation.”

—ob qap wavres oi € 'Iopay\, obror 'Iopay\] states the
reason why (yap) the divine word is not frustrated. If it
applied to all Israelites in the natural sense, it would no doubt
be rendered void, the greater portion of the JIsraelites, as matter
of fact, remaining outside the Messianic salvation, Dut it applies
simply to Israel in the spiritual sense, i.c. to the Israel designed
Ly the election of God’s grace to bLe Israel in the true sense.
Those, then, are meant who are dAnféds 'Iopaniiras in the objec-
tive meaning, those to whom the prerogatives of God’s people
really belong by divine designation. But, of course, these are
always co ipso aAnbés 'Iepaniitar in the subjective meaning,
John 1. 485 év 16 kpumre 'Iovdalor, Rom. ii. 28, 29 ; 'Iopanr
xare mvebpa, Gal. iv. 29; 'Igpayh Tob feod, vi. 16, comp.
Gesenius, Der Proph. Jeseias, I 2, p. 165 -f. It may be a
question whether in of é£ 'Iapaih, sc. 8vres, "Iopaih denotes
the patriarch Jacob or the nation.  We think the latter, because
it is most in order to distinguish in the first instance between the
natural Israel spoken ol before, which brought forward its claim
of right, and the Israel chosen of God, to which alone by divine
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right the promise of salvation applies  Only in the sequel is this
distinetion described as typically prefigured in the history of the
patriarchal families from the beginning. Among Jacob’s posterity
no such relation obtained as obtained among the sons of Abraham
and Isaac. No doubt Reuben, Simeon, and Levi, although not,
like Ishmael and Esau, excluded from the theocratic national
community, were put second to Judah, though not by divine
designation, but for their own sin, Gen. xlix. 3-12, Ior this
reason in the sequel the apostle returns only to the history of
Abraham and Isaac With the demonstrat. olro:, comp. Gal.
iii. 7.

Ver. 7. o008’ o7t eiol omwéppa 'ABpadu, wavres Téxva] nor,
because they ave Abrahan's secd, are they all children.  As the dis-
course continues without interruption, a colon or comma, not a
period, is to be placed before o08. The subject to elo is not the
following mdvres = not all are Abraham’s true children, because
they are his natural descendants” (which would require o
different order: odde wdvres, é7¢ elol omépua APBpadu, Téxva,
AN kTA.), but the foregoing wdvres oi €€ 'Iopaijh =“nor yet
because they (Z.c. all Israelites) are Abrabam's seed, are they all
children.”  Téxva, like the preceding Igpanh = true children,
i.c. Tob 'ABpaap, not ot Oeod, for Abraham’s children are not
described as God’'s children until ver. 8. DBut, no doubt,
Abraham’s real children, to whom as such the Abrahamic saving
promise really belongs by divine appointment, are also God’s
genuive children. Thus the apostle here distinguishes between
oméppa, secd, i.e. nere natural posterity, and Téxva, children, who
are such not merely physically but legally, not merely by natural
generation, but also by divine order and recognition, and who,
consequently, in this capacity are also partakers in God’s gracious
gifts and the Messianic salvation. On the other hand, in ver. 8
oméppa is used in the spiritual sense. On the idea, comp.
Matt. 1. 9; John viil. 33, 39; and Justin Martyr, Dialoy. c.
Tryph. c. 44 rkai é€amardte éavrovs, UmovooivTtes Sua TO elvar
Tob 'ABpaap Kata odpra oméppa TAVTWS KAPOVOUIGEW T
kaTyyyeduéva wapa Tob Beod Sia Tod XpioTob Sobnoeabar dayalbd.

After —aX\'] there is no need to understand xafos yéypamra,
or still less, with Griesbach, to insert a colon, which the clision
(@AM, not aard) forbids. On the contrary, here, as xv. 3, 1 Cor.
1.31 (where certainly kafws yéypamras is appended), the dlscoulse

Puvirrr, Rox. 11, F
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merges in the quotation, so that the apostle, instead of: “ but in
1saae, according to the well-known divine oracle, was lhis seed to
be named,” says briefly, quoting the very words of the diviue
oracle familiar to his readers: “but in Isaac shall thy seed bLe
named.” Comp. also Gal. iii. 11, 12; 1 Cor. xv. 27.

—év Toaar w\p@ijoerai oo oméppa] The passage is quoted
from Gen. xxi. 12 exactly after the LXX., who have translated
the original text Y ‘l5 N pasta verbatim. The declaration is
found in the narrative of Ishmael’s expulsion, and is therefore
specially suited for the apostle’s purpose of setting forth the
distinetion between the amépua (Z.c. Ishmael) and the Téxvov (i.r.
Isaac) of Abraham. ¢ In Isaac shall seed be named for thee,”
7c. be held and recognised as such. Thus only the owépua
whicl is at the same time Tékvoy, is genuine omépua. But then
the expression omépua may be referred either to the person of
Isaac himself or to his posterity. In the first case it is to be
explained : In the person of Isaac shall thy seed, accepted as
such in the real sense, consist, .. Isaac shall be thy real descend-
ant. In the second case: The seed subsisting in Isaac shall Le
thy seed, accepted as such in the real sense, 7.c. Isnac’s descendants
shall be thy real descendants. The Hebrew original may possibly
permit bLoth interpretations. The question is, which view Panl
followed 2 We think the former. He might indeed, in the
assertion that only the descendants of Isaac, the promised seed,
who—conceived as included in the person of Isaac—were con-
sequently themselves a posterity given by promise, were to le
Abraham’s gennine seed, discover the allegorical type of the
doctrine that not all Abraham’s natural descendants are his
genuine children. Dut still, seeing that the Jews, against whom
he is contending, were all without exception Isaac’s actual
descendants, to arcue that these (natural) descendants of Isaac
are not to be Abraham’s genuine seed, because only descendants
of Isaac (the son of promise) are Abraham’s genuine seed, does
not wear a relevant look. In addition, the émayyehia, instanced
ver. 9, also refers to the person of Isaac simply, not to his
oméppa, even as in ver. 10 ff. the persons of Jacob and Esau, as
here those of Isaac and Ishmael, figure in their typical significa-
tion. The explanation here then is: That not all Abraham’s
natural descendants are co ipso his genuine cLildren, follows from
the position that only in the person of Isaac was his real sced
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{0 consist, hy which it was typically foreshadowed that only tle
sons of promise are children. In exaet unison with this the
apostle says, Gal. iv. 28: sjuels 8, aberdol, xata 'Iouar émary-
velias Téxva éopév. Comp. Clhrys. here: Sa yap Tobro elmev
& 'Ia. N 0. om., va pialns, 6Te of TG TPOTE TOUTW fyevvdpEvas
76 cata Tov IToaak, obror pakieTd elot o oméppa Tob ' ABpadp
7@ otw 6 Toaak éyermfly ; ob kata vopov pioews, oddé kata
Stvauw gapros, aAkd kaTd Svvapey émayyelias. And even if,
in the original text, the second meaning were meant to be allivmed,
Paul might still have chosen the form more suited to his purpose ;
for it certainly follows as matter of course, that if only the
natural posterity of Isaac is the genuine sced, this is only the
case because only Isaac, the son of promise, himself is accounted
the genuine seed. wAp@ijcerar, nominabitur, shall be named, i.e.
shall be regarded as such, recognised and called so, LXX. Isa.
xlix. 6, Ivi. 7; Mark xi. 17; Matt. v. 19; 1 John iii. 1. oo
as belonging fo thee, the father.

Ver. 8. Toir éarw] “ Hace vox est explicantis dmovoiav laten-
tem, quod £ dicitur Hebraeis,” Grotins.  That s = that siyiifivs,
without on that account éoriv itselt being equivalent to * signi-
fies;” but the two expressions are only convertible because in
Paul’s sense the application he gives to the Scripture statement s
really its deeper, inner meaning. Comp. Gal. iv. 23, 24, where
the explanation of the same historical fact is introduced by the
words dTwd éoTiw dAAfyopolueva.—ol Ta Tékva Tijs capros] nol
the childven of the flesh. oapwds is gendt. causae.  Ishmael repre-
sents the children born in the way of nature, 'Ispan\ rata cdpka,
who could only boast of natural descent from Abraham,

—rtaiTa] these, comp. ver. 6.

—éxva Tob @eol] are children of God. Those previously
called Tékva 'ABpadp are here described as Téxva Tob feol; for
Abraham being father of the faithful, ch. iv., bis children are
children of God, viii. 14-16. Isaac himself figures lere less as
a child of God than as a representative merely of God’s children.
The apostle, indeed, did not question lis being God's child, but
he viewed this as the result not so much of the fact that his
natural birth took place xat’ émayyeliav, as of the twofold fact
that by this manner of birth he was marked out as the future
depositary of the Abrahamic promises, and that God renewed
vith Lim the covenant made with Abralium, Gen. xxvi. 1-6.

Ll
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Inasmuch as he was born physically, which is here emphasized,
kat émayyeliav, he is merely a fype of those who are begotten
spiritually through émayyeia, i.c. of the genuine children of God.

—d\\a Ta Tékva Tijs émayyehlas] but the childven of the
promise. Tis émayyelias auswers to Tis capkds, genit. causac.
Comp. Gal. iv. 23: o 8¢ éx Tijs é\evBépas Sia Tijs émayyelias
(sc. yeyévwnrar). Rightly, Chrysostom: ov yap 7 Svvams Tijs
vndvos, dANa 1) Tijs émayyelias loxVs éréketo mabwy. As Isaac
was born, not through Abraham’s generative power, iv. 19 ff,, but
through the power of the divine promise, so agreeably to this
in the antitype the 7éwva Tijs émayyehias are those objectively
destined to be children through the divine émwayyeiia, and at the
same time born to spiritual life. For the epangelia, the source of
the state of sonship and inheritance, has a faith-generating force,
awakening subjectively the spirit of a child of God, and actually
making such. The 7ékvov Tijs émwayyedias is thus withal one
xata mvebua cyevvnfév, Gal. iv. 29. In the present passage, in
accordance with the train of thought, the objective conception of
God’s children predominates, as in the Galatian passage (Gal
iv. 21-31, especially ver. 28) the subjective. The véxvea Tis
émayyerias consequently are not the children promised to Abraham,
nor yet the children to whom a promise is given, but those made
children by promise.

—Noyiteral] arve veckoned, namely, by God, iv. 3, 5. They
arve not children by nature, but are accounted children, because
the promise describing them as such was made to them. They
are Qéoe ol Ppiger Tékva.

—els omépua) as sced, e as genuine seed in the spiritual
sense of the word. Paul says here emépua, not Tékva, in allusion
to the same expression in the biblical passage, év "Icaax xAn8:j-
cetal oot oméppa, ver. 8, explained in the present verse. But
the explanation here given, as spirited as it is spiritual, of the
Mosaic ypdppa, justly lays claim to objective truth, because, as
matter of fact, even the historical language of the O. T. is spirit
and life, and has its Téhos in Christ. At the same time it has
evidential force even for opponents, because these conceded the
correctness of the Midrashistic interpretation by their own use
of it, and were thus smitten with their own weapons.

Ver. 9. The Scripture passage quoted, ver. 7, merely affirmed
that Isaac was to be reckoned the true seed. The warrant for
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applying the passage to the children of the promise was lbased on
the fact that Isaac himself was a child of promise. This the
apostle expressly supports in the present verse by a further
Seripture passage. émayyehias yap o Aoyos obros] fur this word
appertains to the promise, ie. for this word s « word of promise,
There is therefore no necd to émwayyehias to supply Adéyos taken
from o Xovyos, just as little as in 1 Cor xiv. 33: ob wdp éoTiv
axaracTacias o feos, AAN elpnvys to the genitive is a Beds to
be expressly added in thought. DBut we must not render: for
the word of the promise was this. First of all, this must have
run: o yap Tijs émayyehias Aoyos ovros 7v; and again here the
point was not so much to specify the contents of the word of
promise, as to declare that the word in question was a word of
promise. Hence the emphatic precedence of émayyeias. The
Aoyos quoted is taken from Gen. xviii 10 (xvii. 19, 21) in a
form differing from the LXX. and adapted to his purpose, 7. an
abbreviated form made by a combination of LXX. Gen. xviii. 10
and xviii. 14.  The first passage runs: émravactpédwr ijfw mpos ae
KaTa TOV Kaipov TodTOoV els dpas, kal Efel viov Zdppa n yuvy
oov; the second: els Tov xaipov ToUTov dvacTpéyrw Tpos oé €S
dpas, kal EoTar 7§ Jdppa vios.

—=«xata Tov Katpoy TobTor] Heb. M0 NY3, either = about the
living, z.c. the present time,” namely, when it returns again, or
=ubr tempus (fuerit) reviviscens d. 1. anno proximo, so that M is
taken in the sense of “to live again,” Gesenius s.., Delitzsch and
Keil here, also 2 Kings iv. 16, 17; Gen. xvil. 21.  Whichever
mode of resolving the phrase we adopt, the meaning comes to
the same. Expositors compare Homer, Odyss. xi. 248 f.: mepe-
mAouévov & éviavtot Téfers dyhaa Téxva.

Vv. 10-13. That God does not limit His election by claims
of birth, appears still more clearly in the instance of the sons of
Isaac than in those of Abraham. With respect to the opposite
fates of Isaac and Ishmael, it might be rejoined that the latter
was born of the bondmaid, the concubine Hagar; the former, of
the free woman, the legal wife, Sarah, and that this merely
external, physical relation possibly determined God in His choice.
But it was otherwise with the sons of Isaac, Jacob and Esau.
They were twins, born in lawful wedlock of the same mother.
Nay, Esau was even the elder, and yet God promised to Jacoh
the right of the first-born and the inheritance which He refused



86 COMMENTARY ON TIIE RIOMANS.

to Esau.  And, indeed, this took place before their birth, before
the children had done good or evil, so that any objection of
opponents to the effect that Ishmael was rcjected on account of
his evil works, because he had shown himself a mocker, is cut
short and repelled. Dut the denial of the influence of worls
upon the divine determination does not arise here as an entirely
new element of thought, seeing that already in the Téxva Tis
capkos, ver. 8, the reference is not mierely to natural descent,
but—in consonance with the more comprehensive notion of the
word gapf in Paul, iv. 1—at the same time to circumcision, works,
and such like ; in short, to the entire sphere of sensuous, visible
profession upon which nan might possibly found a claim of
right in the presence of God.

Ver. 10. One would have expected that to Abraham, with his
two sons from two wives unequal in position, Isaae, with his two
sons from the one lawful wife, would have been opposed. But
the place of Isaac is taken by Rebecca. As matter of fact, this
exchange makes no difference in substance ; for, whether a wife
has sons from one husband, or a husband from one wife, there is
no difference between the children as to their legitimate origin,
and the right of inheritance resting upon it. Dut the apostle
here mentions Rebecca instead of Isaae, because the divine
declaration to be quoted, ver. 12, was wade to the mother, not
to the father. The narrower counception of promise, ver. 9, now
merges in the more general and absolute one of the determination
of the divine will. oV wovov 8¢] “ Id est : mirum est, quod dixi;
quod sequitur, magis etiamn mirandum est,” Bengel. We are not,
with Winer, p. 729, and several modern expositors, to supply
7 dppa Noyov émaryyelias elyev or émiryyehuévn 7w ; for the
emraryyedia spoken of ver. 9 was given not to Sarah, but to
Abraham, and, moreover, the supplement to be added in thought
to od povor & must be actually included in what precedes, v. 3,
11, viii. 235 2 Cor. viil. 10, also vil. 7. Besides, the saying of
God, quoted ver. 12, was really for Ilebecea no word of promise,
inasmuch as to her, as mother, it would have been more grateful
if the elder had retained his natural superiority over the younger.
We must consequently rest satisfied with supplying Toiro 7w.
Dut not only did this take place, namely, that of the two sons
of Abraham only the son of promise was accounted the true
sced,  This, indced, was specially referred to in what pre-
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cedes, not merely this in general, that to some one a promise
was given.

—aM\a wal "Pefékral bul also Rebecca.  An encrzetic hrevilo-
quence. Rebecea is, as it were, placed before the reader's eyes,
because the view of her life, as of one €€ évos koiTny éyovea, of
itself suggests the thought of the free, divine determination
making itself known in lher history, and bound to no natural
claim. If we would supply a predicate, we must append a
Selnvvae TobTo, OF CURpAPTUPEL Yuiv, O Tupdderyua Yuiv Tapéyet,
although the apostle, in the vivacity of his conceptions, added
nothing definite of the kind, and such a supplement, therefore,
belongs rather to logic than grammar. Dengel cones nearest the
point when he proposes to supply a simple éoriv, ie. hoc locw
occurrit. Bub ‘PeBéxxa is perhaps best taken dircctly as nomi-
nativus absolutus (Winer, p. 226), like an cece, Itebecca.  We
must not then suppose an anacoluthon, so that the apostle in
éppfn adri, ver. 12, would continue with an altered construc-
tion (Luther: Rebecca being with child, it was said to her),
comp. Acts vil. 40 ; for both the confirmatory «dp, ver. 11, and
the entire construction of the scutence, vv. 11, 12, show that
ver. 10 contains an independent, self-contained proposition. DBut
no doubt the thought, merely suggested and hinted by the bare
mention of the name of Rebecca, is more minutely developed in
ver. 11.

—&§ évos] from one, namely, as the suljoined apposition says,
from 'Icaax Tob matpos nudv. That €€ évos is not to be dircctly
connected with "Ieadr, is shown by the xoiTnv éyovca inserted
between. The same mother had seed {rom the same father, and
yet the divine determination concerning the seed was dissimilar.
But the mother being the same did not nced to be specially
emphasized, as it was here evident of itself,

—«xoitny &Eyovaa) concubitum habens.  xolty, bed, then, like
etvy and Aéyos, euphemistically for cohabitation, Luke xi. 7 ; Heb.
xiii. 4; Ilom. xiii. 13 ; Wisd. iii. 13, 16. Whether the LXX.
ever took xoity in the sense of ¢ffusio (seminis), after the remarks
of Fritzsche on the present passage (tom. IL p. 291, note), must
at least be deemed doubtful. At all events, in classical as well
as in N. T. idiom, it denotes nothing but cubile, lectus, concubitus.
The phrase xoitny éyew éx Twos canuot, indeed, be shown to
exist-elsewhere ; but we can casily suppose a metonym. causce
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pro effecte, so that concubitum would be used in the sense of
sobolem habere ¢ aliquo. The reason of the expression xoity
being chosen instead of Téxva or oméppa seems to be this, that
concubitus, as a single act, points to the fact that the two offspring,
the result of this onc act, were fwin brothers, whereas, described
as Téxva ov owéppa, they might just as well have been begotten
in succession. So Theodoret : évradfa wyap rai pla pjTop kai
els maTyp kal pla cOAAMpris® 8ibupor yap of maides' TobTo yap
elmev, €€ évos roiTny €xovea, avTi TOD, KATA TOV AUTOY KALPOY
dupoTépovs cuvénaBev.

—'Igadk] Apposition to évos.

—-rob Tatpos 7udv] Not to be referred to Christians, for
Abraham, not Isaac, is called the father of believers. Besides,
we cannot say that they, just as much as he is, are Téxva émay-
ye\las, for as a natural Téxvov émrayyehias Isaac is merely a type,
not the father, of the spiritual 7éxva émwayyehias. The descrip-
tion, therefore, is a national one, valid merely for Jews and
Jewish Christians. The reason why it is chosen is because the
design is to prove historically that even natural descent from
Isaae, such as Paul's Jewish opponents were able, without ex-
ception, to boast of, exercises no influence upon the divine deter-
mination and election of grace. Naturally they were Jacob’s
children, but spiritually Esau’s.

Ver. 11. pyme qap yevwnbévrov, pundé mpdfavrtov Tt dyabov
% xarov) for whilst they were not yct born, nor had done anything
good or evil. On this the apostle founds the proof that therefore
a mpobeots xkar’ éxhoyiy, olk €£ épywv took place. To this it
might, indeed, be objected that jfuturc works were present to the
divine prescience, and therefore pracdestinatio propter opere
pracvise may still have taken place. DBut in the O. T. historical
narrative the declaration certainly stands in the simple form of
an absolute divine ordination, and no vestige appears there of an
intimation pointing to future merit in those concerned. The
apostle thus had good reason for concluding that if the works of
the twin brothers had decided their destiny, that destiny would
have been fixed, as commonly elsewhere, Gen. iii. 14 ff,, during
the course of their life, according to the good or evil deeds done
by them, not by divine declaration before their birth. The sub-
jective negation p# denies, not the fact, but the supposition of
the fact, and refers not “ ad cogitationem ipsam Dei,” but to the
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human supposition = “ without their having been (as one might
suppose) yet born, and ... done”  olmw yevvnbévrwy ki, would
be =“ when they were not yet born, and Zad not done ...”  The
negation of the conception of work-merit acquired during their life
is stronger than the bare negation of the fact, Ilermann, ad Soph.
Antig. V. 691.  qevvav, properly gigncre, but also, as here,
comp. John xvi. 21, for parcre.  Just so, on the contrary, Tikrew,
propetly parere, is used in the sense of generare, Iritzsche, ad
Mutth. 1. 16, p. 30.  qevrpbfévrov, namely, adrav; for that the
twin sons of Rebecca are meant the reader could not but under-
stand as matter of course, not merely from the well-known
account in Genesis, but also from the context in this passage,
vv. 10, 12, 13. Respecting the omission of the subject with
the genitive of the participle, comp. Matthii, dusf. gr. Gr. p.
1110 f.; Kihner, dusf. Gr. d. gr. Spr. II. p. 368 ; Winer,
p- 736. Comp. éyevwiifnaav, sc. Téxva, Heb. xio 12 also Luke
xii. 36, xvi. 4. The reading ¢adrov (like xarov, movnpov = turpe,
base) instead of xaxov, received by Lachmann and Tischendorf in
Cod. A B, also Ced. Simait. and Origen, certainly has weighty
authorities in its favour. As the rarer word (in Paul it is found
only again Tit. ii. 8, comp. John iii. 20, v. 29 ; Jas. iii. 16), it
may easily have been the original one here and in 2 Cor. v. 10,
so that transeribers for ¢aihor perhaps substituted xaxov as the
more common antithesis to ayafoy, iil. 8§, vii. 19, 21, xii. 21,
xiii. 3, 4, xvi. 19.

—va] n order that, specifies the end for which the divine
determination was declared before their birth, ete., ver. 12. As
this sentence, expressive of purpose, contains a proposition of
special significance for the train of reasoning, the marks of
parenthesis before fva and after xalodvros must Le expunged.
Just as significantly, the sentence expressive of purpose is made
to precede the governing verb, Matt. xvii. 27 ; John xix. 28, 31 ;
Acts xxiv. 4 ; Kiihner, dusf. Gr. IL p. 6286.

—) kaT éxhoyyy mpobeais Tod Beod] So it is to be read,
according to quite preponderant authority, instead of the lect.
rec. Toh Beob mpdbeats, so that the supposition of the genitive
having been placed after the word wpofesis, to prevent its
being wrongly connected with éxhoyny, is apparently without
sufficient ground. As to wpofeais, propositum, consilium, purpose,
see on viil. 28. éwhoysj, comp. Acts ix. 15, Rom. xi. 5, 7, 28,
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1 Thess. i. 4, 2 Tet. i. 10, from éwhévecbar, Luke vi. 13, Joln
vi. T0, Acts vi. 5, xv. 22, etc, whence also éxhextos, Mark
xiil. 20, 1is electio, delectus, election. The word is, no doubt,
always used of election to salvation; but because éxioyr)
invariably appears as a manifestation of divine love, it does not
therefore mecan * gratuita misericordia, bencvolentia, praecipuus
amor,” just as little as it does “vis eligendi, libertas,” although,
doubtless, the election of itself is free. The apostle might have
written: % xata mwpobeaw éxhoyy. DBut we are not on this
account to regard the converse form of expression which he las
chosen as UoTepov wpoTepov; but 3 kar éxhoyny mwpibeas is
cither: “the determination occurring in consequence of an elec-
tion,” namely, to vouchsafe the gift of cwrypia, Winer, p. 241, so
that the election is couceived as preceding the saving purpose,
or: “the purpose made according to election,” namely, to save,
g0 that the purpose is conceived as so made that in it an election
takes place, and the phrase as regards meaning is not essentially
different from the adjectival designation, “7) éxhexTinn wpobeas,
clectivum Dei propositum,” Bengel. The latter mode of exposition
is preferable, because the clection preceding the saving purpose
cannot he conceived as an abstract and indefinite one, but only
as an éxhoyn els cwtnpiav, and it secems superfluous, then, for
the mpofeais to be added for the purpose of actually imparting
the cwtppia to the elected. Dut the purpose is described as
made according to election, or determined by election, linked to
election in opposition to an indiscriminate, universal saving
decree referring to the whole human race, or to a definite class
of men forming a distinct, absolute totality, as eg. all the
descendants of Abraham. With the paraphrase xata éxhoyiy,
comp. Heb. xi. 7: 9 xara miotw Sikatoctvy; Rom. xi. 21: oc
kata ¢vow xiddor, also 1 Tim, vi. 3; Tit. i. 9. But the
paraphrase, by means of the preposition with the substantive
instead of the adjective, makes the idea of election, npon which
here special stress is laid, stand out with greater prominence.
Just as little, then, as 3 xat’ éxhoyjr wpobesis is to be so
interpreted that the éxtoyi) is conceived as preceding  the
mpofeas, does it signify, on the other hand, propositum Dei ad
clectionem spectans, .c. “the purpose having election for dfs
result.”  For, first of all, this would be more distinctly put: 7
Tijs éxhoyijs wpobeais, aud aguin the wpoleois 700 Geod refers
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clsewhere not to éxhoyy, but always to the ceTnpia to e ihm-
parted through Christ, 2 Tim. i. 9 ; Rom. viii. 28; Iiph. iii. 11.
Finally, the sentence expressing purpose before us <nterprets the
allegorovmenon lying in the determination of the destiny of the
twin brothers before their birth, so that the fva answers to the
TooT €omw, ver. 8, Dut what is treated of is not nerely the
divine mpéfeses in reference to the theocratic birthright of Jacob,
but the free choice of divine grace to elernnl salvation which
was prefigured by the election of Jacob.  Still, in any case, the
reader would need, in unison with the whole strain of the ex-
position before us, to apply the Jacobitish type to the partakers
in the Messianic salvation, and to draw out the precise parallel
between the two.

—pévn] may remain, abide firm.  Comp. Y, Ps. xxxiii. 11.
The opposite of wévew is éxmimrew, ver. 6. Not on its own
account, but only for the consciousness of men, did the validity
of the divine decree need to be estublished. pévy is thus to be
taken vhetorically (comp. iii. 4, also vil. 13) =“may prove itself
valid.” The present wévp, not the aorist welvy, supplies gram-
matical proof that an abiding condition is here spoken of, not
one that occurred but once. Ut propositum Dei in praesenti
maneret,” translates Pelagius,

—otk €E Epywv, aAN’ éx Tob kalodyros] Luther: “it was said
to him, not from the merit of works, but from the grace of the
caller, thus” He therefore erroncously attaches odx éf épyowr
xTA. to the following épgijfny adryj. It is rather to be connected
with what precedes. If, then, we suppose it joined with
mpofeais, we should have expected 7 odx €€ épyov xTh. If we
suppose a hyperbaton for {va 1) xat’ ékhoyijy, ovx €E Epywy, AAN
éx Tod kahobvros wpobeais T. 0. pévy, so that odk €f Epywy, adX\’
éce 1ol xalotyvtos would be a more exact definition and illustra-
tion of the phrase xar’ éxloyijy, this appears somewhat harsh,
and the supplenent thereto, d\\’ éx 7ol xa)., somewhat halting
and superfluous. If, finally, we conneet it with pévp = “that it
may abide firm, not from works,” ete, the phrase péver 7¢ éx
Twos cannot be found in this sense. On this account the words
in question are best talken as a supplementary qualification of the
centire telic sentence: “that the purpose made according to elec-
tion may have its continuance, not by virtue of works, but by virtue
of him that calleth ” = “ and, indeed, this was to take place not
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by virtue,” ete. Thus the negation, instead of depending directly
on {va, may rather be closely joined with éf épywr, so that wi}
was mnot absolutely requisite. Dut substantially ovx é€ Epywv
forms the antithesis to xat’ éxhoyijv, to which éx Tod xaMoivros
corresponds. The saving purpose of God depends not on works,
but on the choice or the will of the caller. With €€ épywv, comp.
iii. 20, iv. 2, with éx ToD xaXebvros, 2 Cor. v. 18.

Before proceeding to the exposition of the next verse, let us
distinetly recall the connection of thought in the preceding dis-
cussion, in order that we may sece what amount of authority the
doctrine of absolute predestination, which seems to find a strong
point of support in this verse, is able really and truly to derive
from the declaration before us. It behoves us, above all, to keep
clearly in view the opposition with which the apostle has to do.
The fact of the exclusion of Israel from the Messianic salvation
scems to be in conflict with the divine promise, according to
which the whole of Israel was to be the people chosen and
destined to enjoy the Messianic salvation. The apostle was
therefore compelled to examine more narrowly into the true
sense of this divine promise, and to the carnal interpretation of
the promise to oppose the genuine, spiritual explanation. For
this purpose he goes back most pertinently to the beginnings of
Israel’s national history, where he sees wrapped up the divinely
fixed order of the nation’s development and destiny, as the plant
in the germ, and its subsequent fate prefigured. ~Were God, as
the arrogance of the Jews maintained, liinited in the bestowal of
salvation to natural descent, circumecision, merit of works, and
similar external titles, this must needs have shown itself in the
case of the first descendants of Abraham and Isaac. DBut here
precisely the opposite is found. Without regard to birthright or
merit of works, Isaac is preferred to Ishmael, Jacob to Esau,—a
most striking proof that the divine determination is not bound to
such external reasons. God’s purpose of salvation, clearly and
distinctly foreshadowed in the primeval history of Israel, is carried
into effect not in accordance with the rule of legal claims, based
on meritorious works and like carnal grounds, but in accordance
with a free election whose only ground is the will of him that
calleth. There enters into this in no respect man’s perscnal
worth or the superiority of his external circumstances, but simply
the free, inner self-determination of God. There takes place a
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mpoleats wat ékhoyiv which is obk €E Epywyv, aAN €k Tob
rkalovvres. DBut then it by no means follows from this, that
this free, inner self-determination as to itself is a mere arbitrary
caprice. It may very well have bound itself to a definite rule,
which in that case may be presumed to be grounded in the divine
wisdom, righteousness, and love.  Only, the divine sell-limitation
is God’s own act, which does not interfere with the freedom of Iis
power, but only really completes that freedom in guarding and
distinguishing it from the impotence of caprice.

Whether now the divine freedom as matter of fact is in-
fluenced by such immanent, regulating laws of the divine wisdom,
righteousness, and love, is certainly not directly stated in the pre-
sent verse, and so far the theory of arbitrary predestination may
attach itself with some shadow of justification to the declaration
in this verse; but at the same time the opposite is not said, and
so far all that can De affirmed is, that the predestinarian interpre-
tation is possible, but not by any means that it is necessary. Nay,
this interpretation may for many reasons be described as prime
Jucie exceedingly improbable.  For, in the first place, the éxhoyy
expressly stands in opposition to épya. Therefore it does not
stand in opposition to wiores. It is not, indeed, directly affirmed
here that God limited Iis power of free determination aud elec-
tion to this, that He purposed to conduct to eternal life all those
who, not trusting in their own works of merit, are willing to
receive salvation by faith in the merit of Jesus Christ; but still
by what the apostle does say, the possibility of the law of the
divine self-limitation being actually of the kind here indicated, is
by no means precluded. Whether in reality this is so or not,
this was not the place to discuss. DBut certainly otx é§ épyowv
would naturally suggest to the readers of the epistle, especially
after the exposition in ch. iii. and iv,, the inference, “therefore
dia mioTews,” and, indeed, “ els wdavras kai éwi wdvTas Tovs wia-
revovras,” iii. 22, so that by the divine electio, merely opera, not
Jides praceisa, would be excluded. Still one must guard himself
against discovering this notion itself expressed in the present
passage, and be satisfied with having repelled the idea of the pre-
destinarian interpretation being necessary, and with having proved
that the doctrine of universal grace may very well be recon-
ciled with the import of this verse. Even to give forinal expres-
sion to and maintain the genuine doctrine of universalism was not
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lLiere called for, where the business in hand is to withstand a carnal
universalism, and for this purpose to dwell on the divine power
of self-determination in its exclusive right. Hence the apostle in
the first place sets this divine right in contrast with man’s right,
without defining more exactly the rules by which the former
proceeds.  DBut that behind the semblance of unconditional pre-
destination as truth and reality, the divine, conditional univer-
salism spoken of may lie concealed, may further he inferred &
priori from the fact that all those types in nature and human life
that reflect the right of a free divine predetermination do at the
same time make evident the law of a divine self-limitation. The
caprice, for example, apparent in the sphere of inanimate creation,
in the fact that one tree or flower is more richly coloured and
adorned than another, is done away by the consideration that no
sense of deficiency, no sense of its own disparagement and another’s
preference, exists in unconscious nature, and that everything in
its order is essential to the perfect harmony and beauty of the
cosmos. DBut in the circle of human life, the richer endowment,
the higher position in life, ete., of one above auother finds its
compeunsation in the fact that every one has received his gifts for
the benefit of his bretliren. Thus in the endowments of the
individual the whole race is endowed, on which account the
unenvying love that rejoices in another’s gifts as its own is not
merely a duty, but reasonable and right. A further set-off is
found in this, that with higher position and endowments is asso-
ciated higher responsibility ; and finally, that to peculiar privileges
and joys peculiar trials, necessities, and sufferings are annexed,
so that even lere upon earth the law of an equally distributive
divine righteousness, although concealed in many ways, may be
said to be actually existent and at work. But even in the sacred
history to which the apostle specially refers, such compensating
elements are not wanting. Even Ishmael is not left without
promise, Gen. xvi. 10, xvii. 20, and is preserved by divine pro-
vidence, xxi. 17 [f. TEsau also receives his Dblessing, Gen. xxvii.
39 f, while the lifc of Isaac and Jacob is fertile in peculiar trials
and sorrows. And the posterity of Ishmael and Esau are finally,
in admission into the Messianic kingdom, in accordance with the
universal prophetic promises, to obtain a share in the loftiest
prevogative of the chosen people. If, then, even the posterity of
the supplanted brethren are not excluded [rom the hiphest bless-
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ing of salvation, still less will this Le the ease in virlne of
arbitiary  divine caprice with the posterity of the privileged
brethren, the people of TIsvael. Thus the doetrine ol absolute
predestination has merely a possible and apparent, not a necessary
and actual footing in the present verse. And, considering the
tenor of the entire preceding exposition in this epistle, as well as
the analogy ol God’s dealings in other matters, and the laws
eoverning the world’s condition and man’s destiny, it cannot but
appear from the first improbable in the highest degree.

Vv. 12, 13. éppnbn ad7] On the form €éppsifn, comp. Winer,
- 103, Lachmamn and Tischendorf, in the present passage, have
restored, on inadequate authority, the non-Attic (or at least rare in
Attic, Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 4477) form éppédy.  The latter is estal-
lished in DMatt. v. 21, 31, 33, and also Gal. iii. 16; comp. how-
ever, Meyer there!  The quotation is borrowed trom Gen. xxv. 23.

—067t 0 pelfwv Sovieloer TG éldogove] LXN.: xal o pelfwy
Sov\evoer T éldaoovt. As regards the relative ore, comp. on
ili. 10.  When in the original passage it is said : 8vo é0vy év 75
yaotp! cov elol xai Svo Naoi €k Tijs kohias dov SiacTakioovTal,
xai Naos Aaob vmepéfer vai ¢ peilwy Sovhevaer TG édaoont, there
can be no doubt that this relers to the descendants of Esau and
Jacob. The prediction received its fulfilment first of all under
David, who, according to 2 Sam. viii. 14, reduced all Edon to sub-
jection, after Saul, according to 1 Sam. xiv. 47, had waged success-
ful war against the Edomites. No doubt, according to 2 Kings
viii. 20-22, under Joram they fell away again from Judal, but
Amaziah slew ten thousand of the children of Seir in the valley
of salt, 2 Kings xiv. 7, 2 Chron. xxv. 11; and under him and
Uzziah, 2 Kings xiv. 22, 2 Chron. xxvi. 2, they were subjugated
a second time. Under Ahaz, 2 Chron. xxviii, 17, they anew
recovered their freedom (comyp. however, 2 Kings xvi. 6, where
all that is said is that they wrested the port of Elath from the
Jews), and maintained their independence until, according to
Joseph. Ant. xiit. 9.1, xv. 7. 9, Bell. Jud. iv. 5. 5, they were
utterly vanquished by John Hyrcanus, forced to receive circum-

1 In Lis later editions, however, Meyer pronounces for the form i, which Ced.
Sinait. also supplics, even as now on Matt. v, 21 he prefers the form ifpédn in all
passages of the N. T. as the more usnal one in later Greek. It seems to us, on
diplomatic grounds, that an inierchange of forms, such as is found in Plato, should
be admitted in the N. T,
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cision, and incorporated with the Jewish state. The apostle then
applies the passage cited from Genesis (comp. vv. 10, 11, 13) not
to the posterity, but to the ancestors Esau and Jacob themselves
(hence o ueilwv, o é\doowy =major ¢t minor natu, properly a
description of the rank conferred by priority of birth). And no
doubt even the original passage contemplates the posterity as
represented in their ancestors, on which account the latter are
themselves described as two nations contained in the womb of
TRebecea (el vii. 10). And although Esau was not subject to
Jacob in his own person, still this relation, which developed itself
subsequently, was implied and seminally included in the loss of
his birthright, of his father's Dlessing, and the theocratic in-
heritance. Comp. Gen. xxvil. 29, LXX. : ylvov xipios oD aderdod
agov.

—~xabos yéypamras] in accordance with what s written,
namely in Mal. i. 2, 3. Jacol’s lordship and Esau's subjection
were thus the counterpart of the divine love to one and the
divine hatred of the other.

—7ov "lakwf sydmnoa, tov &¢ 'Hoai éulonoa] LXX.: kal
Jydmnoa tov "laxedf, Tov 8¢ 'Hoad épionoca. With the prophet
as with the apostle, Jacob and Esau denote the individuals, since,
from the divine love and abhorrence of their ancestors, Malachi
deduces the fate of the posterity in both lines. Jacob’s partici-
pation in the theocratic right of the first-born, and Esaus ex-
clusion therefrom, manifestly, according to Paul's teaching, merely
furnish the type in which is expressed the law of participation in
eternal salvation and devotion to eternal condemnation. We are
not, then, to seek here an utterance respecting the future lot of
these two individuals themselves. Comp. similar types, Gal. iv.
24 ff.; 1 Cor. x. 1 ff.  *Sermo non est de utrinsque fratris statu
spirituali: sed externus status Jacobi et Isavi, perinde ut Isaaci
nativitas corporalis v. 9, est typus rerum spiritualium. Non
omnes Israelitae salvati: nec omnes Edomitae damnati,” Bengel.
Comp. Amos ix. 11, 12, ueoeiv 1s not to be taken in a privative
seuse, “ to put after, love less,” but means “ to hate,” in opposition
to the positive ayamar. But the expression, like that of the
divine repentance, is anthropopathic. It refers not so much to
the emotion as to the effect. God's free election and rejection,
fettered by no natural conditions originating with man, is de-
scribed as love and hate, because with us such conduct is usually
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based upon the affection of arbitrary love and hate, and issues
from it. ayamav and meaeiv are consequently well explained by
Calvin by assumere and vepellere. Similar is the use of ueoetn,
Gen. xxix. 30, 31; Deut. xxi. 15 {I.; Prov. xiii. 24 ; Matt. vi.
24; Luke xvi. 13; Matt. x. 37; comp. with Luke xiv. 26;
John xii. 25, Hengstenberg there.  “7To hate father and mother
and his own soul,” means not to love them less than the Lord,
but in case ol collision utterly to rejeet them, or to act towards
them as il one hated them, in which case love to them may exist
to a high degree, although, of course, less than to the Lord. In
harmony with this in Mal. i. 3, 4, ptoeiv is put in parallelism
with 7drrew Ta dpia els adaviopdr and karacrpépew. Thus the
thought of the apostle is this, that God, because IHe chose Jacob
and rejected Iisau, assigned lordship to the one, subjection to the
other. Tle aorvists fyamnoa, éulonoa, in Laul's sense, refer to
the period when the twin-brothers were born.

Vv. 14-18. If God pays no regard to any human claim of
any kind, but with perfect freedom elects men to life and death,
Ile is liable apparvently to the reproach of uunrighteousness.
This plausible difficulty and Dblasphemous reproach the apostle
resolves after his own fashion, iii. 3 {f, not by dogmatic reasoning,
but in such a way as to silence the opponent by an authority
which the opponent himself admits. If God, in the O. T.
covenant Scriptures, assumes to Himself the right to fuvour and
to harden whom He wills, He must possess the right, and there-
fore it can be no unrighteousness if He makes use of this right.
“ Satis habet scripturae testimoniis impuros latratus compescere,”
Calvin.

Vv.14,15. 7/ odv épodper] comp. iil. 5, vi. 1, vil. 7, viii. 31. The
apostle anticipates his opponent, and himself proposes the objec-
tion or the God-opposing inference which might be deduced from
the purport of the exposition contained in vv. 6-13, and especially
f'rom’vv..nl 1-13.  uy ddiwcla wapa 76 Oed ;] comp. on w adiros
o feos, ii1. 5. Here also we are not to render: Z%cre <s surely not
unrighteousness with God ? so that a negative answer must follow,
but: Is there not unrightcousncss with God ? since certainly this
consequence, which is first negatived by the subjoined p7 vévorro,
seems to follow from what precedes. By the substantive dixia
(un é8wkia wap. 7. 0. for uy ddixes o Oeds), the principal idea on
which the chief stress is here laid is made specially prominent.

Puiviers, Roar. 11, G
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wapa 7@ O, comp. ii. 11. A quality is with him (penes eum)
that possesses it. As regards this mapd with the dative in the
case of qualities, answering to the Latin ¢a, comp. Matthiii, dusy.
gr. Gr.p. 11725 Winer, p. 492, So Demosth. de Cor. p. 318,
13: e & odv éome xai map’ éuol Tis éumepia ToavTy, si quid
est in me ingenii. DBut the assumed unrighteousness of God
consists in His free election without respect to human claims;
for righteousness expresses itself in the act of rendering com-
pensation, and takes suwm cuique for its maxim.

— 7} ryévorto] comp. on iil. 4.

—16 yap Moigh Aéye] Confirmation (ydp) of the repudiation
expressed in p5 yévorto. “ Nam quod asserimus, Del assertum
est nrrefragabile,” Bengel. Respecting the proper Coptic form
Mwvgss (instead of Mwai)s), found in the best codices of the
N. T, comp. Winer, p. 47.

—é\enow Ov dv éNed, xai olkTewpricw v dv oikTelpw] Ex.
xxxiil, 19 literally after the LXX., comp. Keil there, also Kurtz,
Hist. of the Old Covenant, 1I. p. 187. The Hebrew text has:
DI LTI CARAM A WNTN TN, e \ed Ov éheow «al
oleTelpo v olktetpiaw, I am gracious to whom I will be gracious,
or to whom [ wish 1o be gracious, etc. On the other hand,
according to the rendering of the LXX.: I will be gracious to
whomsocver I am yracious, ete.  DBut the meaning is not essen-
tially different. Respecting the distinction between éxeelv and
olxreipew, Tittmann, de Synon. in N. T. I. p. 69 sq. observes:
“ Denotant autem olxrelpey ¢t olxTeppos ipsam tantum miseri-
cordiam, s. sensum doloris ex malis aliorum, to be merciful, merey,
sympathy; sed éNeos, éheely, ipsutn miseris succurrendi studium,
commiseration.  In his igitur plus, quam in illis cogitatur; est
enim adjuncta notio beneficientiae s. auxilii, ad quod ferendum
promtus est o éxewdr. Facilius misericordia movetur animus,
sed To éxeos rarius invenitur. Hinc etiam éleos et éleelv
(exenuoavvn) de ipsis beneficiis in N. T. dicuntur, quae miseris
contingunt, olxtippos nunquam.”  Comp. Matt. vi. 1-3; Aets
iii. 2, ix. 36.  On this view éxeos would refer to the act, olkTip-
wos to the feeling. DBut perhaps more may be said on grounds
both of usage and etymology in favour of the usual distinction,
according to which, on the contrary, olwTipuds, olktelpew is
stronger than é\ecos, éieetv. On this view, o éeos, allied with
{\aos, (Adopar, iNagropat, is mercy, sympathy in general ; while
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¢ olereppos, allied with of and olxtos, is sympathy accompanicd
with lamentation over another’s sufferings, and therefore a stronger
degree of compassion.  (The opposite of olkTeppos is paxapiouds.)
But stips, benefiriuan, denotes éhenpoodvny only in a secondary way,
namely, beeause compassion makes itself known in ahnsgiving.
We say é\eclv, olktelpewy Twos in the ufransitive sense.  On the
contrary, in the transitive relation, verbs of feeling and affection
take the object to which the feeling is directed, the object
touched or aimed at by the feeling, in the accusative as the
suffering object, Kiihner, dusf. Gi. d. gr. Sp. IL p. 215 So
licre éheetv, olxTelpery Twa. In the same way also ¢oBeicfar,
aioyvvesbai, dybeabai, yaipew, éxmhyjrreaflar kT Respecting
the form oixterpriow, instead of oivtepd in degenerate Greek,
comp. Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 741 ; Winer, p. 103. Respecting
v av=si quem, quemcungue, comp. Hermann, «d Vig. p. 819 ;
de Partic. &v, 11 10, p. 113 sqq.; Hartung, Lekre v d. Pait.
d.gr. Spr. I1. p. 293 . Now, in the passage of Genesis, Moses
prays the Lord: “ Suffer me, I pray Thee, to see Thy glory.”
The Lord in part grants the request, and as the reason of this
distinction adds the saying which Paul quotes in the present
passage. Thus in the original passage the saying has a special
veference to Moses, to whom God makes known that now certainly
Ile is gracious to him. Dut as this is done in the form of a
ceneral declaration, there is ample authority for doing as Paul
does here, namely, for ignoring the special application, and
framing into a standing rule what took place in regard to Moses.
Nay, in that passage God Himself traces back IHis particular
dealings with Moses to the law of His general dealings with all
men. This law consists in this, that His mercy is wiconditioned
by any human right or title, and is conditioned by nothing but
His own unfettered will, which, of free choice and independent
authority, decides to whom He will manifest mercy and grace.
“ This is the sovercignty of the divine compassionate will,” Aleyer.
Now the grace vouchsafed to Aloses consisted, no doubt, in a
special manifestation, but this again forms the type of all mani-
festations of divine grace, and therefore of the mode in which
the Messianic salvation is bestowed. Consequently, in the original
passage, the general declaration finds its special application both
to a definite subject and a definite object, but in spite of this it
does not cease to retain its universal signification. The charge
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of unrighteousness which DTaul here repels is, no doubt, to all
appearance rather aggravated than removed Ly the contents of
the citation given. Dut this way of flinging back rather than
answering an accusation is quite in harmony with the peculiar
style of the apostle wherever he has to do with self-righteous
opponents. The reply, as remarked, lies in the fact that the
citation given is an affirmation of Scripture, the binding and
convincing force of which was conceded even by the objector.
The latter, therefore, could neither charge the Pauline inferences
from the history of the children of Abraham and Isaac, with
heing an ecrroneous, subjective interpretation, lLecause the Word
of God itself confirmed them, nor yet object that those inferences
justified the reflection of unrighteonsness cast upon God, because
what God affirms of Iimself in Scripture must without doubt be
in harmony with the idea of God, the Righteous One. Hence
we are not, with Deck, here (comp. also Tholuck lere) to ac-
centuate é\ejow instead of the relative sentence ov av érejow =
“ Mercy it is when I show mercy to any.” No doubt we should
thus obtain a more dircet solution of the difficulty raised, but it
agrees neither with the sense of the original passage nor with
the apostle’s style elsewhere, nor, above all, with ver. 18, where
plainly the words &pa odv oy 8éner éheel are a resumptive allusion
to the purport of the present verse.'

Ver. 16. dpa odv] Accordingly then, introduces the inference
drawn from the saying of God just quoted. Comp. on v. 18.

—o? Tod @éhovtos] sc. éoriv. It (namely, 1o é\ecicbar, T olx-
TelpeaBar Umo Tod Beod, obtaining God’'s mercy) is not dependent
on Iim that wills. Sce a similar supply of the subject from the
context, iv. 16 : 8wz 7odTo éx wioTews, iva kata yapw; Winer,

1 Bengel's observations on the whole question are well worthy of note: *“ Judaei
putabant, sc nullo modo abdicari posse a Deo ; gentes nulle modo posse recipi. Ut
igitur etiam home probus adversus flagitatores morosos invidosque majore cum
aworopie agit (ut jus suum vel patroni tueatur, neque alieno tempore liberalitatis
suae laudem prodat ac projiciat) quam revera sentit: sic Paulus contra Israclitas
solo suo nomine meritisque fretos potestatern et jus Dei defendit: qua in re iis
opportune phrasibus interdum utitur, quibus antehac in disciplina Pharisaica videtur
assuctus fuisse. 1loec dicit: Domino Deo nullus homo quicquam praescribere, neque
quicquam ut debitum ab co postulare et contumacius extorquere, neque ei ulla re
interdicere aut rationem ab co requirere potest, cur etiam aliis benignum se praebeat.
Ttaque Paulus morosos ¢t invidos interpellatores severiori responso abruptius com-
pescit. Talis locus Lue. xix. 22's. Nam nemini licet cum Deo quasi ex syngrapha
agere, sin: etiam Deus cum homine severius agit.  Conleratur parabola plane
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p. 7471 elral Twos alicujus esse, pencs aliquem esse ex aliquo
pendere.  The genitive expresses the relation of belonging to, or
depending on, Acts i. 7; 1 Cor. iii. 21; Heb. v. 14; Winer,
p- 231.  So also éavrod €lvac, to be his own master.

—o08¢ Tob Tpéyovtos] mor on Lim that rums. Tpéyew, a
frequent figure with the apostle (1 Cor. ix. 244, 26; Gal ii 2,
v. 7; Phil. ii. 16 ; 2 Thess. iii. 1; also Heb. xii. 1), taken from
the foot-race, strengthens the idea of félew, and denotes earnest
and active eflort. The apostle denies that this is a meritorious
ground of attaining salvation. When, on the other hand, 1 Cor.
ix. 24ff, he expressly wrges to rpéyeww (comp. Phil iii. 14;
2 Tin. iv. 71), this summons is addressed to those who have
already attained salvation, and who run in the strength of the
grace they enjoy. Through 7péyew they are to reach the
BpafBeiov already freely bestowed on them through mioes.

—aM\a Tob éXeodvros Beol] but on God that has mercy, 1.c. on
the free will of the merciful God, a will limited Ly no willing and
running of man, and by no claim based thereupon. Iespecting
the form é\edvras, from éxedw (so here Cod. Sinait. also), received
by Lachmann aud Tischendorf, comp. Winer, p. 104.  In addition
to this place and ver. 18, it is found as a vai. lect, also Jude 22.
Dut, as in ver. 18, éXeel has quite preponderant attestation (only
D * F G read there &\ed); in the present passage, also, éheodvros
may be regarded as the genunine reading.

Ver. 17. Confirmation (ydp) of the purport of ver. 16, ¢ con-
trario. That God’s mercy or election to salvation is free, follows
from the fact that He freely hardens or excludes from salvation,
one conditioning the other. Whoever has unconditional power to
destroy has also unconditional power to show favour. On the
other hand, whoever is limited in his power to destroy, and bound

parallela Mait. xx. 13-13: non injuriam fucio tibi, ete. Alia est igitur sententin
verborum DPauli, qua satisfacit responsatoribus operariis : alin, mitior, latet in
aenigmate verborum, pro fidelibus. Etiam in sacris Secripturis, praesertim ubi a
thesi ventum est ad hypothesin, =& #1 (1mores) non modo of Aéyer (rationes) expendi
debent, Et tamen commentarius nullus ita planus esse potest, quem faciling, quam
Pauli textum, intelligat operarins.” The point of view indicated in thesc words is
also to be borne in mind in the subsequent exposition, especially as far as ver. 28.
For the rest, the sclection, as an example, of Moses, the representative of the law
(comp. 2 Cor. iii. 131L.), is very striking. DBut what is said to Aim applies to all
operariis, If the apostle was led to the selection of the example itself by this
thought, cerluinly the plirase laict in acniymaic verborum would receive most amnple
Jjustilication.
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to given rules and conditions, is also no longer frec to save whom
Lie wills, but, on the contrary, is bound to save all in whom those
conditions do not meet.

—Néyew yap 1) ypady 76 Papad] “ dicit, i.e. Deum sic dicentem
ostendit,” Bengel. The Scripture says to I’haraoh = God in the
Seripture, etc.; comp. Gal. iii. 22 with Rom. xi. 32, also Gal.
iii. 8. The Scripture being God’s word, what the Scripture says
God Himself says. On 76 Papaw, Bengel remarks: « Pharaoni,
qui Mosis tempore vixit.” The example of Pharaoh was especially
pertinent, because, as is evident, he had an incontestable right to
the continued possession of the Israelitish people, and asserted his
right in opposition te God, whence he may be regarded as a type
of all who ex syngrapha agunt. The passage cited is taken fromn
Ex. ix. 106, and, according to the rendering of the LXX,, runs : xai
évexer TouTou Setnpnlns, a évieifwpar év ool Ty Loy iy pov, kai
omws diayyeNij To dvopd pov év wdon Th vi. Respecting the

—oti] recttativum, which introduces the declaration, see on
ver. 12 .

—els alTo TobTo] for this wery thing, ie. for nothing else,
stronger than the évexev Todtov of the LXX. Comp. xiii. 6;
2 Cor, v. 5; Eph. vi. 22; Col. iv. 8.

—ébyyepa o€ I vaised thee wp, Heb, 770Y3. The Hiphil of
Y has just as well the meaning : to malke continue, prescrre, 1 Kings
xv. 4, 2 Chron. ix. 8, Prov. xxix. 4 (hence the LXX. in the
present passage Sternprjfns = vivus scrvatus es), as the meaning : fo
set up, establish, 2 Chron. xxxiil. 19, Ezra ii. 68, ix. 9; to appoint,
constitute, 1 Kings xii. 32, 1 Chron, xv. 16; ¢o raisc up, sct up,
cause to arise, Neh. vi. 7, Dan. xi. 11, 13. Hence Paul in this
passage éfnyeipd ae.  In harmony, then, with the original text
he chose the active instead of the passive form, and the meaning
eknyeipeww instead of Swarmpelv, because in this way God stands
forth more decisively as absolutely conditioning Pharaoh in all
that he did and left undone. On this account we must not,
appealing on altogether insufficient grounds to Jas. v. 15, explain
éEyyetpd e by a vivum te servavi. For, in the first place,
éEnyeipev has not this meaning; and again, in this case Paul
would not purposely have exchanged &iatnpeiv for éEnyeipeww.
Just as little may éEjyepd ae be interpreted : I cacited thec to
vesistamee.  So Augustine : “ excitavi te, ut contumacius resisteres.”
Tor, in the first place, while the synonymous W97 is found in this
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sense, ™37 is not, Job xli. 2, Deut. xxxii. 11; and again, while
we say éyeipew or éEeyeipew Tas opékes, Ty émibuuiav, Ty dpyijy,
Tov Quuov, or even 7o mrevua, LXX. 2 Chron. xxxvi. 22, Ezra
i 1, 2 Mace. xiil 4, we do not say €fyyelper Twd, especially
without specifying the person against whom we excite another,
comp. éyelpew Tiwd, émi Twa, Matt. xxiv. 7, Mark xiii. 8, Luke
xxi. 10, in the sense: fo Zncite one against another.  Also the in-
terpretation : éEijyepa o€, I appointed thee king, is to be rejected
as too restricted ; for although in TRMYA, I established ov «ppuinted
thee, the word Ling or tv be Ling may, in case of necd, be supplied
as matter of course, still we cannot on this account take éEjyepa
ae, I raised thee up, without qualification {or kaTéornod oe els THv
Bacgikelav, or fyepd oe els Bacinéa, Acts xili. 22, The only
interpretation left, then, is- I culled thee into being, caused thee to
arise, come forth, appear, i.e. I brought about thy eutire historical
appearaunce and position on this account, etc., Matt. xi. 11, xxiv.
11, 24 ; Mark xiii. 22 ; Luke 1. 69, iii. §, vii. 16 ; John vil. 52
also Acts xiii. according to the 7cc.; Ecclus. x. 4; 1 Mace. iii. 49.
Theophylact is right in interpreting é€yyerpa Ly eis 70 pégov
iyaryov.

—omws évdelfwuar év coi] that I may show, exhibit, mak:
appear in thee,  évdelwvups =N of the historical manifestation
of the divine attributes, so yapew, Eph. ii. 7 ; paxpofuuiav, 1 Tim.
i. 16 ; comp. évdeifis mijs Sukatoavwrns, Rom. iii. 25. Witk év aof,
comp. 1 Tim. i. 16.

—myw Svvauly wov] my might. Paul has purposely chosen
this expression instead of the 7w ioyxvv pov of the LXX., because
{oxvs rather denotes force in itself, strength, rohur; 8vvapuss, rather
its relation to external objects, might, pofentin, synonymous with
kpdros, éfovaia. Comp. Harless on Eph. i. 19. That by this
power is meant not a power to save, but a power to destroy,
which made itself known in the final and utter overthrow of
Pharaobh, is assumed as well known from the history of the king.
“ Sbvapy, potentiam, qua mersus cumn copiis est Pharao,” Bengel.

—«kal omws Swayyersi] and that muy be proclatmed.  Siayyéhetw
nuncios tn ommnes partes mittere, lo proclaim thoroughly, comp. Luke
ix. 60, and 8iépyeabac, Rom. v. 12.

—70 dvoud uov] my name. In the name of God His nature,
as to itself concealed, is disclosed. The latter having made itselt
known in a rich variety of historical acts of revelation, M} ot’,
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évopa xvplov, denotes God Himself, in so far as He is known by
the testimony of 1lis own acts, and, otherwise hidden aud un-
describable in His own essence, has become capable of being
expressed and named in the langnage of men, Comp. Hengsten-
berg on DIs. xx. 1, xxiil. 3, xxix. 2.  Here the évopa is the name
of Him wlio manifested Himself in such power and glory in the
case of Pharavh.  Ever since, He has been called wavtoxpdrop,
Rev. xv. 3, 4.

—év mdap ) vyi] in all the earth. Even Ex. xv. 14 ff.
describes the impression made by the destruction of Pharaoh on
the nations hostile to the people of God, comp. alse Neh. ix. 10.
The news of this mighty deed of God penctrated, chiefly by means
of the Jewish diaspora, even as far as the Greeks and Ilomans,
comp. the passages cited by Tholuck here. The Koran also makes
frequent mention of it ; and, finally, with the spread of Christianity
it has been gradually proclaimed throughout the whole earth.
Scaryyery), nuntictur. “Id fit hodienum,” Bengel. Comp. also
Matt. xxvi. 13.  The import of the present verse seems certainly
to corroborate the supralapsarian conditus ad perniciem. Dut it
is evident, not merely from the history of Pharaoh, but also from
the tenor of thought in the passage Lefore us, that here the design
is primarily and above all simply to place the supremacy of the
divine power in more certain contrast with the arrogance of man,
who fancies that he is able to mould God’s right and will in con-
formity with his own right and will.  With this we may very
well reconcile the supposition of a divine woluntas consequens,
which, in eternal foresicht of persistent rebellion against the
revealed counsel of salvation, determined notwithstanding to
summon into existence the individual who by his own guilt incurs
destruction, and to make his scornful rejection of divine grace—a
rejection occasioned, indeed, by the divine revelation, but still
freely chosen—subserve the glorification of God’s punitive justice.
In this way such an individual must needs, in the last resort, serve
the purpose of accomplishing, although involuntarily, the divine
plan and will, not his own ungodly, sellish will. Comp. also
Josh. xi. 20. It need only be further observed that this univer-
salistic solution must not be interpolated as a secondary thought
m the present verse, as it is not contained in the verse singly
and separately, but only to De gathered from the general
tenor of the entire exposition, previous and subscquent, in this
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epistle. Tt is sufficient to indicate how, even in the present verse,
a possible point ol connection for this solntion is not precluded.
Ver. 18 draws out the result of vv. 15-17. dpa odv v Oéret,
€xeet] Accordingly, thew, e has merey on whom Ile aeidls. Aninfer-
ence from ver.15 analogous to the one contained in ver. 16. ov @éher,
sc. é\eetv, comp. Joln v. 21 : obrw xai o vios ods Géher Lwomouet.
—0v 8¢ Bénet, arrnpived] but whom e wills, He hardens.  In-
ference from ver. 17.  Seeing that we should have expected a
kaTaxplvery, amodoripdleww, or amo\dvar, as antithesis to éheeir,
and that in ver. 17 the subject is not so much the hardening as
the utter overthrow of Iharaoh, several expositors, following in
the wake of Carpzovius, have wished to explain oxAnpivew Ly
duriter tractare, to treet harshly.  But even if this meaning is to
be exceptionally admitted in LXXN. Job xxxix. 16, where it is said
by Strauss: dmwecxhijpurve Ta Téxva éavtils, “it treats its young
harshly,” comp. Lam. iv. 3,! at all events this is utterly untenable
in the present passage. Ior, first of all, a stringent reason must
exist for departing from the regular meaning; and, again, in every
case in which the subject treated of is God’s action in relation tv
man, oxAgpvvery means “to make hard, harden, indurate.” In
the history of Pharaoh especially the phrase had passed into a
standing formula in this sense, LXX. Ex. iv. 21, vii. 3, x. 20,
xi. 10, xiv. 4, 17, Heb. P10 or 07 Here, manifestly, it was
this which determined the apostle to the choice of this word. He
could do this all the more readily, since, in point of fact, God's
judicial act of destruction adduced ver. 17, according to the
well-known tenor of the history, was mecrely the result of God’s
previous act of hardening; and when it was said, ver. 17, that
God radsed him up for the purpose of destroying hin, as matter
of course God must also have brought about the means and cause
of his destruction, namely, his hardness. Moreover, even if the
antithesis of é\eeiv and orAnpiver is not quite exact in point of
form, as to substance it is perfectly warranted. Ifor, according to

1 No doubt verbs in —dva, like those in iw, signify to make into that which the
root-word denotes.  Still, just as fzz3dvw oceurs also in an intransitive sense = fradog
tixs, 50 the same usage might obtain in reference to rxAzpive = exAnpés cips in the
passage cited of the LXX. The subjoined object—accusative, sxrnpiiw zivi—would
then yield the meaning: ¢‘to be hard in respect to one,” i.e. *“to treat one hardly.”
For the rest, even in the passage from Job quoted by Strauss, it might be said,
‘“who renders hard its young.” The LXX. would then lave so understood the
rzeaning of the original (M'&Pi). Cowmp. Meyer here.
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Tauline conceptions, the é\eos consists in the free bestowal of
forgiveness and eternal life; the wioTes that receives the gift is
connected therewith co ¢pso, and here comes no more into account,
because it is neither man’s own act nor the meritorious ground of
salvation ; but exclusion from pardoning grace and salvation, on
the other hand, is conditioned by man’s hardness of heart.
Where, therefore, the objeet is to emphasize the freedom of God's
power to destroy, a freedom depending on no moral guality and
claim of man naturally, God must also be described as hardening
with perfect freedom. The divine éxeos consists in God's objective
¢ift of apeais Tov auapridr and fwy aldwios, not on the ground
of mioTes, but cn the ground of the afua Xpiorod. On the other
hand, the divine opy7 consists in the withdrawal of this gift, or
in the infliction of rardxpipa and Odvatos, or of Ghefpos aiwwios,
on the ground of the divinely-produced osxAnpokapdia. But from
the oy Gé\er orrnpuves the dv Oérer kaTarpiver follows inevitably,
whereas the converse inference would not have followed inevitably
in like manner. Finally, the question 7i ére péuderar; ver. 19,
has its logical sequence from what precedes only in case awln-
pivewy = “to harden, to indurate;” for only on the supposition
that God Himself renders morally unsusceptible at pleasure does
He seem to lose the right to find fanlt with those hardened, not
if He merely punishes or favours at plcasure those guilty and
without claim. Moreover, the fact of Scripture ascribing the
hardening of Pharaoh not only to the divine act, but also to man’s
own act (Ex. viil. 15, 32, ix. 34, and again 1 Sam. vi. 6; 2 Chron.
xxxvi. 13, and Ps. xcv. 8), was certainly as well known to the
apostle as it is at present. Nay, Le himself adopts this two-
fold line of teaching, ii. 5, Eph. iv. 18, and, in addition, Acts
xix. 9; Heb. iii. 8, 13, 15, iv. 7. The reconciliation is to be
found in this, that when man does not recognise in the leadings
of his life and the revelation presented to him God's gracious will
towards him, these then accomplish God’s judicial will upen him,
and not merely does the man harden himself amid them, but they,
on their part, are ordained by God to prove the efficient medium
of his hardening.! Comp. on i. 24. “Nam res omnes externae,”

! Such a means of reconciliation may also be found in the expressions xz=icyuvs:v
# ragdic bapaa, inxlﬂpl‘vﬂn, iBapivin n zepdiz ziTov, Ex. vii. 13, 22, viii. 15, which
lic between the expression ioxzspurs xipos wrv xapdiav bapad, X. 20, und iBdpuv: Papaa
Tav xepdiav abrev, Viil, 34
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says Calvin, “quac excaecationcm reproborum faciunt, illius
(se. Dei) irac sunt Instrumenta. Satan autem ipse, qui iutus
ceflicaciter agit, ita est ejus minister, ut non nisi ejus imperio
agat”” Comp. 2 Sam. xxiv. 1 with 1 Chron. xxi. 1. Now,
in the present passage, the apostle, in conformity with lis
purpose, mentions only onc side, nawmely, the divine operation,
and carries on his argument, in order to humble proud opponents,
without regard to its extreme cousequences. At the same time,
we cannot remember often enough that the opposition with which
he has to do should be firmmly kept in view, in order that the pre-
destinarian interpretation of his words, which is certainly possible,
may not, beyond all necessity or warrant, be thought absolutely
necessary. His simple object hitherto has been to bring to the dust
Jewish pride in race, circumeision, law, by means of that same
word of God on which the Jew fancied he could base his own
privilege of birth and inalienable claim, as well as the divine
obligation towards him in return. In the face of such claims, it
was important, above all things, to assert and verify God's right
of chioice and rejection, limited by nothing external, and therefore
in this respect perfectly free. Dut in saying this it is by no means
asserted that God's use of this right is governed by accidental
caprice, that he plays with mercy and judgment according to
arbitrary fancy and the despotic car tel cst mon plaisir.  On the
contrary, as already observed, it is perfectly consistent with this
to believe that this divine freedom carries within itself an imma-
nent law and self-imposed limitation.! That this is actually the
case is confirmed in general by the conception of God which
pervades revelation, and because the doctrine of absolute predes-
tination implies, in fact, a wanton destruction of the genuine
analogia fidei. DBut the solution of the difficulty presented here
is not merely supplied in the subsequent exposition from ix. 30
onward (“ 6v Géer, cujus vult. Quem autem velit Deus misereri,
quem indurare, id aliis locis docet Paulus,” rightly says Bengel),
but is already involved in the entire preceding argument of the
epistle.  If the subject illustrated in ch. i.—viii. has shown clearly

1 ¢ Aliud quippe est misericordiam Dei esse liberam, aliud eam esse absolutamn.
{llud excludit saltemn mecessitatem obligationis, et meritorum respectum, hoc autem
omnem prorsus respectum excludit, adeoque fidei quoque intuitum removet. Libertas
misericordiae nihil commereii habet cum absoluta misericordia Dei Calvinistica,”
Calov,
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that, when all men were sinners and exposed to divine condem-
nation, and therefore no one could stand in God’s presence on the
ground of merit and legal claims, God opened a new way of
salvation by atoning for the sins of mankind by the bLlood of
Christ, and offering righteousness and life to all that believe
therein, it would be, in fact, not merely to contradict himself, but
also, like an unskilful marksman, far to overshoot the mark he is
aiming at, if the apostle, instead of simply and repeatedly referring
the work-righteous and litigious Jew to his want of merit and
the necessity he was under of betaking Limself in hiumble faith to
the divine way of salvation, fancied that he ought to smite him
down at a blow with the doctrine of an «bsolutum decretum.
The fact that his language nevertheless apparently warrants this
inference, or at least, torn from all connection with what precedes
and follows, may bear this meaning, although by no means ncees-
sarily, 1s the consequence of the hostile attitude forced on him
by his opponent. From this position he does not weakly shrink,
but, instead, presents a bold front to the enemy. Here it was
necessary to set right against right, and to bind the proud in the
inextricable fetters of the divine all-comprehending authority, fve
wiy oTopa ¢payi, kai Umodios yévyrar was o kéopos TG Oed.
There is a just and holy pride in refusing to come to an under-
standing with sucli carnal pride, and passing by its mistakes as un-
worthy of satisfuctory reply, but instead, snaring it in its own trap.
And Jewish Pharisaism was so snared, for its acknowledgment of
Scripture authority took away from it the power to withstand the
Pauline interpretation of Scripture here given. But for those
readers who willingly accepted the Dauline thesis, the solution of
the enigma followed, in fact, of itself. TFor whoever as a creature
of God and a sinner ascribes to the Lord, as he ought, the right
to save or condemn him at pleasure, is co ipso received into the
ranks of the {favoured ones, and to him the inner law, hidden from
the work-righteous disposition, by which God’s elective {reedom has
bound itself, is at once revealed. The law is no other than this,
that God will have mercy on the man who ascribes to him the
right to have mercy on whom He wills, and to barden whom He
wills; and that, conversely, God will harden the man (of whom
P’haraoly, standing upon his own right, furnishes the type) who
denies Him this right.  Such an answer, refused by the apostle
to perverse arrogance, would certainly have becn given to the
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Lamble inquirer. TFor the latter never dreams that he can demand
salvation on the ground of merit becange he is better than others,
but only wonders why, whilst he himself is saved without merit,
the same salvation should not be imparted to his brethren as to
him, since he is no better than they.  “ Quorwm autem Deus
velit misererd,” says John Gerhard in the crplicatio cap. ix. epist.
ad Rom. in loc. theol. IV. p. 172, “quos velit indurare, apos-
tolus lioe loco non determinat.  Tota autem Seriptura ostendit,
quod Deus in dilecto suo Iilio velit misereri omnium eredentium ;
et quod indurare velit cos, qui contumaciter ipsius verbo relue-
tantur, ut justitiom swam in illis declaret, quod ipsum etiamn
Tharaonis exemplo ostenditur.”  Comyp. also Calov, Liblie N T
illustrate, Francof. ad Moen. 1676, IL p. 162, “de verbis
indurat quos vult” Calov remarks that when it is said that
God hardens, this is not to be taken évepynrinds or cffvelive, but:
“(1) ovyxwpnrikds, propter permissionem ; (2) ddopuyTires,
propter occusionein, quam ex iis, quae Deus agit, sumunt reprobi;
(3) éyxaraketwTikids, ob descrtionem, quod gratia sua deserat
reprobos ; (4) wapadorikds, ob traditionem in sensum reprobum
et in ulteriorem Satanae potestatem.” Ouly, by such suppo-
sitions and qualifications the positive divine evépyera itself, which
becomes operative in accordance with the woluntus conscquens hy
means of the verbum divinum, is not absolutely precluded.  Calov,
too, denies this divine évépyeta only in so far as it consists in
duritiem tnittere vel augere; whereas in the dicactieds, which lie
also admits, and in the mapadorikds, an element of wctive operativn
is involved. Comp. also Form. Conc. p. 821, which quite rightly
regards the hardening of Pharaoh as a divine punishment, although
certainly Pl does not say this in the present passage. Meyer
is of opinion (ed. 2) that what I allege respecting the immanent
law, which the divine freedom carries within itsell, has no place
here. DBut I never asserted that Paul has actually said this here,
but only that it is not of itself precluded Ly what he here says.'
Vv. 19-21. Repudiation of an objection. If God has the
right to harden at pleasure, at least He has no longer the right
to blane the man arbitrarily hardened for his hardness. This

1 This Meyer himself acknowledges, ed. 3 and 4. But in this case he ought
not to deny to an exegete the right and the duty to explain the appearance of cou-
tradivtion in a particwlar statewent of Scripture by means of other statements of
Scripture,
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captions exception the apostle puts to silence by reminding of the
unlimited power of God and the absolute dependence of man,
It as little becomes the ereature to murmmur against its Creator
as the vessel against the potter, who, as he pleases, can make it
a vessel to honour or dishonour.

Ver. 19. épeis odw poc] The apostle says not i otv époduev, as
iniil. 5, iv. 1, vi. 1, vii. 7, ix. 14, 30, but épels odw, as in xi. 19
comp. AN épet 75, 1 Cor. xv. 35 ; Jas. ii. 18. Thus he does
not himself raise the objection, but makes another raise it. And
indeed, in the opponent, e is clearly thinking of an arrogant
Jew, such as alone he has to do with in the whole of the present
exposition. The sharp answer, pevolvye @ dvfpwme w7\, evinces
that he has here opposed to him not a modest inquirer, but an
insolent antagonist. Comp. py tWrmhodpoves, xi. 20, and ddpo,
1 Cor. xv. 36. The objection, that the apostle wrote lis epistle
not to Jews, but to Christians, can be no obstacle to this view.
Notwithstanding, the entire train of reasoning, ii. 17 ff, is pointed
directly against Jews. This could only appear strange if his readers
were able to derive no advantage from this for themselves. Dut it is
well known how constantly even Jewish Christians were in danger
of relapsing into the Jewish mode of thought. The odw in épets
oty poe draws an inference from dv 8¢ Géher axAnpiver, ver. 18.

—ér] when He Himself arbitrarily hardened. “ Particula
valde exprimit morosum fremitum,” Bengel. With 7 érs comp.
iil. 7; Gal. v. 11; Matt. xxvi, 65; Mark v. 35. The & is to
be taken in the logical sense. TWhy still, when He, by His own
act, abolished {reedom and accountability ?

—pépderac) docs He find fault 2 namely, with human dwelfeca,
which He Himself brought about. Hesychius explains péuderar
by aimiatar, éfovlevel, xatayweooxer, as also in Mark vii. 2.
The wecept. inserts éuéppravro; Cod. D, xatéyvwoav. In the
present passage the Vulg. has queritur ; Luther: “ accuses He.”
Comp. Lcelus. x1i. 7; 2 Mace. ii. 7; Heb. viii, 8.

—T@ yap Bovhjuate avrot Tis avBéornie ;] for who vesists
Ihiswill?  Confirmation (yap) of 7 ére pépderar ; As He Himself
hardens, He has no right to find fault; for, as e is almighty,
every one whom He wills to harden cannot but be hardened. He
cannot therefore require of one whom He has hardened that he
should not be hardened, or blame him for his hardened condition.
The perfect avféarnxev is here, as xiii. 2, to be taken as present,
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Matthiii, dusfr. gr. Gr. T.op. 5975 Winer, p. 342, The ques-
tion : who 7esisls? is more energetic than: ko caen vesist ! The
fact mever occwrring is the most striking proot of its impos-
sibility.  With the sentiment comp. 2 Chron. xx. G: xai €v 7j
xewpi oov layvs SvvacTelas, kal ovk égTi WPos gé GrTiaTivaL
Wisd. xii. 121 75 avmiotijoerar 76 kpipati oov;  Upon the adrod
Bengel remarks: * Hoe, pro Dei positumn, exprimit affectum, quo
Deum aversantur responsatores cjusmodi.”  Of course this expla-
nation is not cssentical, the context (comp. ver. 18) showing of itself
that God is meant. BovAnuati, put cmphatically first, oceurring
only here in Paul, instead of which, after ver. 18, we should rather
have expected Oehjuare, is crpressly chosen = captum consilivm, in
contradistinction from mere volunfas ; comp. van Hengel here.
Ver. 20. pevovvye] comp. x. 13 Luke xi. 28, and Phil. iii. 8,
rec. The conjunctive particle pevodv (comp. Hartung, Lehie v, d.
Partileln d. gr. Gr. II. p. 16) is often used in replies, and
serves then partly to aflirm, partly to deny or justify, Hartung,
p- 400.  The appended e, which is just as little found in clessica/
Greek as the prefizing of pevotw (comp. Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 342),
serves to intensify the notion. Iere, as in x. 18, Luke xi. 28,
it is simply negative or corrective <mo vero, nry rvather, although
it might also be taken as ivonically affirming : yere dndeed, yea verily.
—& dvlpwme] O Lomuncule, contemptuously. Man is viewed
in his impotence in contrast with God Almighty, the mAdopa in
contrast with the mhdoas. In ii. 1, also, & @vfpwme relegates the
man who judges to his proper limits. Comp. Jus. ii. 20: @
dvBpwme xeve; also Heb. ii. 6, viii. 2.
—ov 7is €l ;] who art thou? quaninlus es? ob is emphatically
put first, as in xiv. 4; comp. ii. 3, also Acts xi. 17; Ex. iii. 11.
—o avramokpivopevos T Be] who repliest agninst God, i.c. that
thou disputest with God, repliest to Him. This dvramoxpivesfas
against God was already implied in 7¢ ér¢ pépgerar; 76 yap
Bovhquate avtod Tis ovBéoTyre; Chrysost. rightly explains avra-
Tokpivopevos by avTiNéywy, évavrioduevos, comp. Luke xiv. 6;
LXX. Job xvi. 8; also avrecmeiv, Luke xxi. 15; Acts iv. 14;
and dvridéyew, Acts xiil. 45, xxviil. 22.  On the other hand, in
Job xiii. 22, avramwoxpiow Sobvar is=wicissim respondere, “ to
reply to one who has spoken,” not = »espondendo contradicere.
—u7 épel 70 mhdopa TG mwhdoavri] The thing formed will
surcly not suy to him that jurmed 2 Ilere, no doubt, to the
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interrogative p1 a ncgative answer is expected; comp. on iii. 5,
ix. 14.  With the sentiment, comp. Ecelwe. xxix. 16, [xxxiii. 137:
oby ds TAos Tob kepapéws Noyiabijoeale; py épet To Thiopa TG
TAdoavTL alTo, ol oU pe €ilacas; 1) TO Tolnud . . . TG ToujTavTe,
ob cuvetes pe émoinaas; Isa. xlv. 9, 10: un éoel 0 mnhos TH
kepapet, T( wouels . . .; piy amoxpibhjcerar TO whdopa mwPOS TOV
TAdoavta avto; also Isa. Ixiv. 8; Jer. xviil. 6; Ecclus. xxxviil
29, 30; Job x. 8-13; Wisd. xv. 7. Without doubt we must
admit a reference on the part of the apostle to these declarations,
or at least an allusion to thewn; for it is impossible to suppose
an accidental coincidence with O. T. modes of thought and
expressions so peculiar and so often recurring. “ Neque tamen
valde in applicando ad praesentem causam testimonio illo labor-
andum est ; quando Paulus alludere duntaxat ad prophetae verba
voluit, quo plus ponderis haberet similitudo,” Calvin.

~—7{ pe émoinaas obrws ;] why madest Thow me thus? motelv =
Juacere, fingere, to forn, comp. ver. 21, not = tractare, to treat. No
doublt in the captious question, ver. 19, the question, as it is lere
formulated, was involved; for in the inference that God, if He
hardens at pleasure, has no longer the right to find fault with
the havdencd one, the purpose is to deny Him the right to harden
whom He wills, 4.c. to form as He wills. “ Severam haec responsio
atque vehemenium indolem redolet. Feroces nimirum compes-
cendi sunt,” Bengel.

Ver. 21. %] o1 =t would then be the case that, Matt. xx. 15.

—ovx Exev éfovaiav o xepapevs Tob mTyhov] the potter has not
power over the duy.  éEovaia =right, full authority. * Per vocem
potestatis non intelligit suppetere virtutem ac robur (ability)
figulo, ut pro libidine agat: sed optimo jure hunc facultatem ei
competeve,” Calvin. 700 7nhod is dependent on éfovaiay, so that
0 kepapevs is inserted between the governing and governed noun.
By this arrangement both the dignity of the xepaueds and the
impotence of the ayAds are emphatically set forth; comp. Gal
il. 6: mpocwmov feos avBpdwov ol AaufBdver; Heb. ix. 15;
Winer, p. 238.

—-éx ToD avTtod upaparoes] from the sume lump, from the
same mass, namely, Tob wy\od.

—arodjoat] to make.  Infinitive of more exact definition, comp.
John v. 27.

—0 uév els Tpuyy gxebos, 0 O¢ els atiulav] one vessel wnio
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Tonour, anather unlo dishonowr. On & pév ... 8 comp. 1 Cor.
xi. 21, xii. 8; 2 Cor. ii. 16; Hermann, ad Vig. p. 706 sq.;
Kihner, Ausf. Gr. d. gr. Spr. 1L p. 496, The figure is
illustrated by 2 Tim. il. 20, 21: év peyadny 8¢ olxia odr éoTe
povoy arely ypuod kai apyvpd, dM\a kai Eihwa kal ooTpditra
wal & pév els Ty, & 8¢ els dryplav. "Eav obv Tis éxxaBipy
favTor A0 TOUTwY, E0Tal OKEDOS €S TN, yiacuévov, Kai
cixpnoTov T4 Seamoty, els wav Epyov dyabov yTopacucrov. The
Teuyy and aripla of the vessel refer, therefore, to the use to which
the vessel is destined. In the application the Tius) answers to
the 8dfa, ver. 23, the dreuia to the dmdrea, ver. 21, It micht
scem, then, as if in general the fertiun comparationis here con-
sisted simply in the adjudication of salvation or condemnation ac-
cording to the free decree of God, independently of human clainm.
Jut the apostle, in harmony with the entire strain of thought Iying
clearly before us from ver. 18 onward, views the divine xara-
kpiveww only in association with the axAnpvvew, the divine cwfew
only with the éeetv, the effect of which is dyiaopes. Thus in
the application one and the same ¢dpaga must be the mass of
mankind, presented to God as material in itself indifferent.  As
the potter at pleasure from the same clay forms vessels of different
shape, according to their different destination, so God cv eadem
masse humane forms holy men <n salufem, unholy in pernicicm.
Since the ¢vpapa is described as presented to the worker, the
veference is not directly to the creation of this massa, although
God’s temporal action always points back to an eternal decree,
and, in the last resort, He must have originally crcated man for
that for which He destined and formed him, comyp. wpoyroipacey,
ver. 23.  We thus see that in vv. 20, 21 we are by no means to
expect a AMos of the problem in question, but merely a repudiation
of the objection raised against it by means of a refercnce to the
absolutely unconditional and incontestable power of the Creator.
The apostle sets one abstraction against another. As the opponent
leaves out of sight the free, unlimited power of God, and merely
raises claims upon the divine righteousness limited by human
rights, so the apostle merely sets forth this unlimited supremacy
of God, leaving out of sight the love that regulates that supremacy.
The creature must first be brought absolutely into the position of
self-annihilation before God, in which it ascribes to Him as un-

limited Sovereign the free right to save or destroy at His good
Puitrer, oy, 1L I
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pleasure, before the immanent law of love and richteousness
governing this divine good pleasure can be revealed to it. And
what beseems even the creature as such, still more beseems the
sinful creature which has to look for salvation, not merely from
the free love of the Creator, but also from the free grace of the
Judge. Dut the apostle here, in conformity with the polemical
opposition before us, has to do merely with the creature as such,
over aguinst which, as it fancied God to be limited in His dealings
by His own declarations, he has to vindicate and place on a firm
basis the perfect freedom of the divine dealings. Thus the harsh-
ness of predestinarianism does not lie in the fact that it aseribes
the right absoluto decreto to condemn or to save, whether in the
supralapsarian form, to God the Creator, or, in the infralapsarian
form, to God the Judge, to the honour of His own glory, but in
the fact that this system Imputes to God, not merely the xrijocs,
but also the ypioes of this right in opposition to His revealed
universal love. TFor by this ieans, in the shape of a bare ab-
straction, the harmony of the divine attributes is rent to pieces,
and wisdom, love, and righteousness appear under the absolute
sway of power, instead of the latter being conceived as governed
by the former attributes. An absolutely arbitrary will is not a
really free, but, exactly the contrary, an absolutely unfree will
But, of course, the limitation of the divine will is merely a self-
limitation, not a creature-limitation. In abstracto, no doubt, what
Calvin maintains is right: “ Quemadmodum figulus nihil luto
adimit, quamlibet illi formam dederit: ita quacunque hominem
conditione creaverit Deus, nhil ei adimit. Tantum illud memoria
tenendum, spoliart Deum honoris sui parte, nisi tale in homines
lmperium ei conceditur, ut sit arbiter vitae et mortis.” DBut, in
reality, what Dengel observes holds good: “Figulus non facit
Iutum, sed fodit: Deus facit hominem, ergo majorem habet
potestatem, quam figulus, Sed potestas et libertas absoluta non
infert voluntatem decretumque absolutum. Si Deus totum genus
humanum reliquisset in peccato et morte, non fecisset injuste:
sed illo jure non est usus.” Strikingly, also, Calov: “Absolutiin
Dei jus adumbratur in potestate figuli, non autem decretum
aliquod Dei absoluttn.  Alind enim est potestas Dei, aliud
potestatis dllius exercitiune,  Ita Deus potestatem habuit prolapso
genere humano in peccatum omnes prorsus reprobare cew vase
4rac, non autem ideo hoc jure suo usus est.”
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Vv. 22, 23, Dut gainsaying must needs be more completely
put to silence, when one considers that God never mnade unlimited
use of His unlimited right, but patiently bore with the rejected
ones before abandoning them to Ilis judicial wrath, and, at the
same time, took all means, by carrying into actual effeet 1his
clective deerce, to make known to the elect the riches of His
glory.  Thus, not only does 1lis grace shine in the clearest light,
but IIis punitive justice is also scen to be tempered by patience
and long-suffering.  In the present verse, to pass by utterly
arbitrary methods, there is but a threefold explanation of the
construction conceivable. First of all, we may connect xai iva,
ver. 23, with Jjveyrey, ver. 22. Comp. Winer, p. 713 : “If God,
determined to show His wrath . . . with all long-suffering enduared
the vessels of His wrath .. . also in order to make kuown the
riches.” In this case we may explain 0éxwy by * because 1le
willed,” so that the sense would Le: “ God patiently endured the
vessels of wrath with a double purpose: first, because by their final
destruction He would the more openly make known His wrath
and power; and secondly, because by the deliverance of the elect,
necessarily connected with the destruction of the former on the day
of judgment, He would set in so much the clearer light the riches
of His glory or of His clorious grace towards them.” Dut, in the
first place, it could not possibly be described as divine gaxpeo-
Bupia for God to bear long with the vessels of wrath merely fur
this purpose, by means of their ultimate destruction so much the
more strikingly to set forth His wrath and power; for, as this
manifestation is directed to no other end than to glovify God’s
omnipotent penal justice, it is not the outcome of long-suffering
brooding over the welfare of men. In any case, then, férwy
must be explained by “althouyh e willed” It may without
doubt be described as evidence ol the divine paxpofuuia, for God,
instead of making use of His richt to carry into effect forth-
with His almighty wrath, to keep it, as it were, within Himsell,
and postpone the execution of His judgment. DBut even then a
second objection may be raised against this view, namely, that
while God might indeed be conceived as destroying the vessels of
wrath in order by their destruction to make known Ilis grace
towards the eleet, on whom a like lot had fallen unless they had
accepted God’s free merey, He could not be conceived as patiently
enduring the vessels of wrath, and preserving them alive in order



116 COMMENTARY ON TIIE ROMANS.

to evidence Ilis grace towards the elect. The destruction of one
does indeed form an antithesis to His grace toward the other, but
not the bearing with one.  We should then have expected some
such utterance as the following: “DBut how if God, when He
would show His wrath and make known His power, destroyed
without mercy the vessels of wrath fitted for perdition, in order
by this destruction to manifest the riches of Ilis glory in the
vessels of mercy which e prepared lefore for glory 2" If it
were Teplied that it is not suffering forbearance of itself that is
contrasted with delivering grace, but the ¢nd of this forbearance,
which consists in this, by postponing the abandonment to condeni-
nation until the day of judgment, to use the penal justice displayed
on that day in the case of the condemned as a foil to set off the
compassion manifesting itself at the same moment in the case of
the saved, it is to be observed again that by no means could such
an end be conceived as proposed by the divine long-suffering. It
must then have been said: “ But if God, although He willed to
show His wrath and make known His power, with great long-
suffering endured the vessels of wrath devoted to destruction,
«nd brought about this postponcment of thelr punishment to the day of
Judgment for this purpose, by this punishment the more tllustriously
to make known the riches of Ilis glory in the vessels of com-
passion,” etc. The words in italics were imperatively called for,
and could not be merely supplied in thought. Dut just as little
1s it permissible to find the secondary purpose of fveyxer év woANj
parxpofuuia in this, that many more should be previously con-
verted to Christ, and then on the day of judgment o wAodTos Tijs
Sokns make itself known in the salvation of this greater number.
Tor, in the first place, o mhodTos Tijs 86Ens manifestly denotes the
tatensive fulness of divine grace, and again, the considerable sup-
plement of thought thus called for must at least have been indi-
cated and rendered possible by an éwi whelova axein Tis So£xs.!

1 Meyer, indeed, supposes : “‘ Had God not endured so patiently the oxsdn ép37s,
but allowed the penal judgment at once to Lreak forth upon them (which is to be
conceived as cocval with the Parousia), ITe had had no space to make known His
alory in the sxsdior irtovs ; but that period of long-suflering was to serve this purpose,
that in it such excvn as were prepared by God Lelore for eternal 35z were to be calle-l
(ver. 24) and led to Christ, and thus the fulness of the divine glory to manifest
itself.” DBut the osxedn iréovs were already in existence contemporaneously with
the exeon 4py7s. ‘The preaching of the gospel kept creating both sorts from the
Ueginning.  The only puint in question, therelore, could he about wasiora exzvn
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We turn, in consequence, to the second mode of construction,
according to which kxal fra, ver. 23, is not to le connected with
rveyrey, but with karnpTiopéva els drwieay, ver. 22, “ Which
are made ready for destruction, and indeed for this purpose, by
this means to make known the riches of His glory in the elect.”
We then obtain two co-ordinate main thoughts: first, that God,
althongh wishing to make known Iis wrath and power, never-
theless with great patience endured long the vessels of wrath
before destroying them; and again, that their destruction was to
tend in a special manner to glorify His grace towards the vessels
of mercy. But it is quite inconceivable why the last chief
thought, which is rcally more essential than the former one,
instead of being at least co-ordinated with the first in form, is on
the contrary made to depend in a subordinate manner on the
secondary qualification karnpriouéva els drorear. We should
in this case have rather expected sonie such order of thought as:
“But how if God prepared the vessels of wrath for destruction,
to show by this means the riches of Ilis glory in the vessels of
mercy ; and for this purpose with great patience endured the
vessels of wrath, although wishing to make known His power?”
Aloreover, there was no occasion for thus stretching beyond due
limits God’s absolute authority; and we should have before us
less a refutation of the opponent, which yet manifestly is the end
in view, than a summary dismissal of that opponent.

There remains, therefore, nothing but the third mode of inter-
pretation, according to which wa wyrwpioy is co-ordinate with
fdwy; and the verb depending on e, which is to be repeated
before ira, is not actually inserted. “But if God, although, etc.,
with great forbearance endured the vessels of wrath prepared for
condemnation, and (if He) to make known the riches of His glory
in the vessels of mercy which He prepared before for glory "—
the apostle meant to continue: “did everything necessary to con-

iz.o05, which indispensable (as it <cems to us) =2.:inva is not found here. Otherwise
we should be disposed to agree with the interpretation referred to ; but what Meyer
brings forward in later editions to remove our doubt is not satisfactory. He sujpposes
that the apostle has in view both kinds of sx:én solely as to their quality, that the
opposition thought of by him is purely qualitative, and that a numerical comparison
did not concern him. But as vessels of grace exist from the beginning as well as
vessels of wrath, the postponement of the judicial Parousia can mecrely serve to
augment the number of the vessels of grace, not in the lirst instance to create vessels
of grace.
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duet these vessels to the glory designed for them, namely, called,
justified, and sanctified them,” comp. viii. 30, but directs his
clance at once to the vessels of mercy lying in the concrete case
before him, suppresses in consequence éwdheoev avtovs, and,
instead of this, says directly ods xai éxdlecev nuds, ver. 24. This
mode of construction also seems to us best to satisfy the instinctive
exegetical feeling, which sees itself constrained in amwhewar,
ver. 22, to find the conclusion of one independent idea coni-
plete in itself both as to substance and form, and with «ai iva,
ver. 23, to begin another similar idea. Clearly the construc-
tion is to be so arranged that to the clause in ver. 22: 6é\wv o
Ocos évdeikacOar Ty Spynyv kal ywwpilcar To Suvatov alrod émi
oKevn Opyis KaTnpTiocpéva €ls drdheay, the corresponding clause:
fva yvwplon Tov ThobTov Tijs 8ofns avTol éml orevn ééovs &
mponToipacey els Sofav, ver. 23, may appear in co-ordination.
Just so the tenor of the entire preceding exposition would lead
us at once to anticipate that the apostle would here treat of God's
dealings, not only as regards the eis areulav arevn, but also as
regards the eis Ty oxedn, and endeavour to place one as well
as the other in the proper light. Finally, the specific course of
reasoning beginning with ver. 24, in relation to the els Teuyy
axein, favours the opinion that the preceding declaration about
them, on which this course of reasoning depends, cannot have
been an incidental and subordinate, but an independent sentence.!

—el 8€] si wero? le. quid vero si? but now if 2 = but now how
if? A conditional protasis with the apodosis suppressed, comp.
Hartung, Lekre v. d. Part., ete., IL. p. 212 ; John vi. 62; Acts
xxiil. 9; also Mark vii. 11; Luke xiii. 9. The obvious supply
of a 7{ époluev; i dromov; or the like, seems scarcely neces-
sary, the hypothetical protasis being really equivalent to the
interrogative form mentioned. “But how if?” itself means
= “ But what can be said to the contrary if?2” Canst thou in
this case still carry on an avramoxpivesOar 7 0e3?  The 8¢ is
metabatic, passing over from repudiation, ver. 20 £, to ignominious
refutation.

—O0érwv] although He wished, not: because He wished. In the
latter case, Paul, in conformity with the following fva yvwpiop,

! Tholuck also construes and interprets as we do; and we do not see with what
justice Meyer maintains that in this way “rambling and confusion is imputed to
the apostle without any necessity,” I11. 153,



CIIAD. IX. 92, 25. 119

would have written: e 8¢ o Oeos wwa évdeciEnrar wiw dpyyv kai
yvwploy kT

—é&vdelacbar T Spyny rai yrwpicar To duvaTor avtol] comp.
omws évdelfwuar év aol Ty Svrapiv pov, ver. 17, to which words
there is here a manifest allusion.  With évéelfacfas, comp. iii. 25;
with 76 Suvatéy = 1) Svvaus, comp. 16 yrwaTov, 1. 19; 10 xpnaTov,
ii. 4; 70 advwaroy, viil. 3. 7o Suvarov alTod 1s = whut is possibl:
to Him, what He 1is able to do.

—ieyxev] Theophyl. : vmépewey, fréayero ; Occum. : Umijvey-
ey, Umépewey, bore, endurcd, Heb. xiii. 13 ; so that He put off their
punishment and destruction, and in this His 7moANy) paxpofupia
was demonstrated.

—okevn opyis] answering to els driplay oxevn, ver. 21, Thus
= vesscls prepared for the purpose of showing wrath, destined to
receive opyd, or to be ohjects of the divine wrath. Wrong
here is the interpretation : gxevn = tustruments, which meaning
is certainly just as consonant to the context in Acts ix. 173,
Isa. xiil. 5: Mm ow ‘f}j?, as in the present passage it is con-
trary thereto. Here are meant, not instruments Ly which the
divine wrath is accomplished, but vessels in which it is accom-
plished, 1 Det. iii. 7. The formal allusion to ver. 17 already
mentioned, as well as the historic tense fweyxer, sugyests the
reference of épyijs to Pharaoh. Still the sentiment, as is shown
by the plural oxevn and the antithesis oxedn éréovs, is general, so
that Pharaoh is merely considered as a representative of the
entire race. In the person of I’haraoh, God with great long-
suffering endured the oxevn dpyijs in general. From this the
application, following naturally from the polemical opposition
before us, is this, that in like manner év moAAj paxpoBuuia He
at present bears with the stiffnecked Jews, who are shut out of
the Messianic salvation, before the issuing forth of His penal
judgment. But if we refer the vessels of wrath directly to the
unbelieving Jews, we must then suppose at least a side-glance at
Pharaoh. oxevn Spyis, without the article to indicate quality =
men who are vessels of wrath.

—kaTnpTio péva els anwheav] made ready for destruction. The
reference to ver. 21, as well as & wponrolpacey, ver. 23, compels

V¢ giaey is placed at the head of the sentence, in order, by contrast, the more

foreibly to prepare the mind for the notion for which it is intended to prepare,—
that of the paxpifouiz,” Meyer, I1. 119,
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us to consider God as the preparing subject.  For by whom else
than vmo Toi feod Himself can the vessels, in harmony with the
entire context, be conceived as prepared ?  The explanation, in
itself permissible, xarnpriouéva = ready, ripe, fit (comp. on this
use of the part. perf. pass. as adject. verd., Luke vi. 40; 2 Cor.
x.10; 1 Pet. i. 8; Rev. xxi. 8; also Gal. i1. 11), so that man
himselt might possibly be conceived as the author of this spiritual
condition destined for dmwwiewa, is here out of place. The ex-
pression kataptileww also points too clearly to the figure of the
potter who prepared them. We must not rebut the predestinarian
interpretation of this chapter Ly endeavouring (which was the
mistake of nearly all the older as of modern anti-predestinarian
expositors), contrary to the exegetically obvious sense, everywhere
to foist in a secondary universalistic conception, and thus to break
off or blunt all the sharp edges of the Pauline course of reasoning.
Rather we must, without prejudice, admit the possibility of the
predestinarian explanation of vv. 623 taken by itself, as well as
the strong semblance of authority that it can claim. It is enough,
as already remarked, to point out that, when we keep clearly in
view the polemical opposition which gave vise to these expressions
so predestinarian in tone, this explanation appears by no means
essential, nay, not even probable; so that another universalistic
solution of the problem in question remains still open as a way
of escape. Dut the necessity for finding such a way of escape
cannot be deduced from vv. 6—23 themselves, but only from the
analogia fuler in general, and from the general tenor of the
doctrinal exposition, preceding and following, of this epistle. Not
the present passage, but the teaching of Scripture in the context,
and other clear, unambiguous single declarations, may be used as
a point of departure or sedes propriac for the development of a
seriptural doctrine of election, because the only object in the
present passage is to maintain the freedom of divine grace in the
face of every claim on the part of man; but to reply to the
inquiry as to the self-limitation or absolute unlimitation of this
urace does mnot lie within its scope. Thus, moreover, it will
avail nothing, with Bengel on the present verse, to draw attention
to the fact that the 7ra Deci is not sine causa, but assumes the
punishable peccata of men. Tor in vv. 20, 21, the apostle had
rone so far as to demand of his opponent this extreme concession,
that God has the right to harden man, and still in wrath to
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destroy him for this harduness. Dut supposing ITim to have this
right, it can no longer be objected that the deferring of punish-
ment is no paxpoBuulia, for the delerring of deserved wrath may
justly Le described as the outcome of long-suffering. Dut with
regard to the circumstance of Paul writing rxarnpriouéva, not
& wpoxatipTicer in conformity with & wpoyroinacer, ver. 23, the
predestinarian exegete might still explain this as an accident,
proving nothing of itself. We are therelore of opinion that in
the present verse no answer to the question referred to can in any
way be found. For all the apostle says is, that God in any casc
made but sparing use of His unlimited authority to harden and
destroy at pleasure whom He wills; and thercfore that he who
has no choice but to lay his hand on his mouth if God forthwith
abandon him to amwAewa, can only submit in silence to the
righteous judgment of God, if God, over and above, temper the
execution of that judgment by long-sulicring delay.! The drorea
is no doubt, as regards Pharaoh, to Le understood in the first
instance as temporal destruction, which in his case merely con-
ceals the eternal destruction lying in the background; but as
regards those whose representative he is, to whom here chicf
reference is made, directly as eternal destruction.

—«xal a yvopion]| = kai (va évdelfnra.

—7ov whodTov Tis 8ofns avTed] the viches or the fidness of His
glory. As to o mhod7tos, comp. on ii. 4; as to the neuter form,
7o whobros, which ¥ G supply here, Winer, p. 76. 8ofa stands
here in opposition to épys, ver. 22, and thus o mhovTos Tijs Sofns
is the counterpart of 7o Suvaror and 7 8pyn together, which =
+0 Suvarov Tijs épyns. Thus the divine 8ofa is to be conceived
as abounding in mercy and bestowing salvation, or transferring
man himself into the state of 80fa. Comp. Wisd. xix. 21.

—émi orevn é\éovs] Opposite of oxevn dpyijs, ver. 22. ém/
depends on qvwpiop. The vessels of compassion are believers,
those redeemed by Christ. In reality, even in the previous verse,

! Besser remarks: ¢ But it is conceding too much to teachers of error when it is
said: this ninth chapter may no doubt possibly be understood in the Calvinistic
sense, only it meed mot be so understood.” But he himself continues: *‘ Cer-
tainly Holy Secripture nowhere absolutely precludes erroneous understanding like a
work of arithmetic.” Just so! DBut when he adds: ‘‘but we are not to say that
the Holy Spirit might in Paul have avoided the possibility of false interpretation
by a diflerent mode of teaching from the one he has adopted,” we ask: Who then
has said this?
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there was merely a formal reference to the listory of Pharaoh,
whereas the thought in its general compass really pointed simply
to those withstanding the MMessianic salvation. DBut in the
present verse even this historical background is wanting, and for
this reason the reference to the deliverance of the Israelites from
the hand of Tharaoh is without adequate reason, and may be
entirely dispensed with.

—& wponToipacer els Sofav] which He afore preparcd for
glory.  The 86fa stands in contrast with dmolea, ver. 22, It i3
thus the glorious state into which the divine &vfa transfers man,
comp. ii. 7, viii. 18, 21. This is done when God makes man
participant in His own 8ofa, v. 2. wpoeTorpaecy no doubt, like
wataptifew, ver. 22, embodies a figure Dborrowed {rom the
preparation of a vessel. Still it does not here refer to the
actual preparation, so that the wpo would simply say that the
preparation preceded the attainment of future éofa in time; but
mpoeTocpdey is = prepared afore in the divine counsel, therefore
not essentially different from “to predestinate.” Comp. mpo-
opilew, mpoywwokew, viii. 29, and the relation in which,
viil. 30, mpoopilerr and raheiv stand to each other, like that of
mpoctouadeiy here and kaketv, ver. 24; comp. also Eph. ii. 10,
Harless and Meyer; Matt. xxv. 34; Wisd. ix. §; Gen. xxiv. 14.
The interchange of forms xarnpricuéva els dmoreav and &
mponToipacer els Sofav is explained by the consideration that
in ver. 22 the obvious design is not to intensify the notion of
the divine opyn, but rather to emphasize the paxpofuuia that
attends even the opyy, on which account the vessels are mnot
expressly described as made ready by God for destruction, and
that in His eternal decree, but merely in general terms as made
recady for destruction. In ver. 23, on the contrary, the object
in view is to emphasize the divine é\eos in the strongest possible
way, on which account the divine activity itself appears as
engaged in making ready the vessels of mercy, and that from all
cternity,  Thus only a praedestinatio ad vilam is asserted
ipsissimis verbis, not a praedestinatio ad mortem. The thought,
certainly expressed but elliptically in ver. 23, and to be completed
from ver. 24, is therefore this, that, as the oxen dpyijs have no
reason to complain, ver. 22, so the oxevn é\éovs have only
reason to praise the divine éXeos, since God, who even from
cternity prepared 8cfa for them, also in time did everything
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necessary to conduct them to, and render them capable of, its
actual enjoyment.

Vv, 24-29. Recurrence to the starting-point of the chapter,
namely, to the fact of the exclusion ol Isracl as an entire nation
from the Messianic salvation, and the admission of the Gentile
world in its place. That this fact does not clash with the purport
of the O. T. word of promise, was shown in vv. 623, It is now
proved to have been directly foretold in the statements of prophecy.

Ver. 24. ols rai éxdleoev quas] Luther: “ whom Ifc called,
namely us” In this case there would be a constructio il
sensum, since, the oxedn énéovs being persons, the pronoun (ovs)
referring to them would stand in the masculine instead of in the
neuter. But this method of construction has little in its favour,
both on account of the preceding & in & mwponTolpacey eis Sokav,
and on account of the isolated and awkward position of sjpas
on this view. Rather is the rclative attracted in gender hy
the following suds = “as which (namely, as owedn éréovs &
mponTolpacer eis Sofav) He also called us,” Winer, p. 6G2.

—oU povov €€ 'Iovbaiwr] as the Jews expected and thought
they had a right to claim.

—dN\a xai éf éfvdv] and, indeed, principally from the
Geentiles, and but exceptionally from the Jews, whereas the
Jews at most conceded the opposite relation. The principally
€€ é0vav, and but exceptionally €€ 'Iovdaiwv, follows from the
passages of the prophets quoted in the following verses.

Vv. 25, 26. Prophetic announcement of the calling of the
Gentiles.

Ver. 25. @5 xal év 76 fdoné Aéyer] as He (ic. God) also
says in Hosca. The passage is taken from Ios. ii. 23. The
Hebrew original runs: nx=my 'my':é? TN P .\"5‘n§ K=l
The LXX. translate literally : xai dyamijow v otk yamnuévyy
(Cod. Alex.: énenow THv ovx fAenuévny), xal épd TG oV Aaw
pou, Aaos pov e ov. The deviation of the apostle in form
is designed. The transposition of the clauses suits his purpose,
because ov Aaos pov evidently indicates the Gentile world
more distinctly and definitely than odkx Ayampuérn. DBut the
expression kxalécw is used in allusion to éwdhesev, ver. 2.
“ Vocationem statim sequitur appellatio,” Bengel. Thus: I will
aame that my people which s not my people, ete.  Still further,
the reference in the prophet is to the restoration of the apostate
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kingdom of Israel. Nevertheless, the apostle’s quotation is not
to be regarded as a mere accommodation, but as a proof-passage.
In point of fact, God's dealings with rebellious Isracl contain the
law of His dealings with the rebellions universally. DMoreover,
by its apostasy, Israel became like the Gentiles; and the pre-
diction of the restoration of the children of Isracl to be children
of God contains therefore, in point of fact, since God, cacteris
preribus, is not merciful by chance and ecaprice, a prophecy of the
admission of the Gentile world. And as concerns any obligation
on the part of God, this was no doubt implied in reference to
Israel in the covenant made with the patriarch Abraham; but
it was just as much present, although in a more remote way,
in reference to the Gentile world in the original promise made
to the great father of mankind on behalf of his whole race.
Comp. Hengstenberg, Christology, 1. p. 49, ete. According to
Hofmann, Weiss. . Erf. I1. p. 215, and Schrifth. I. p. 251, Paul
intends this quotation to be applied to the Jewish pecple; but
after aAha xai €& é0vdv, ver. 24, this is quite untenable. The
€€ 'Iovdaiwy stood in no mneed of confirmation from prophecy,
comp. Meyer. ¢ od Aads pov "BY 85, comp. x. 19: én" ol ver,
concerning a no-nation, Winer, p. 597. 1) o syamnuévy M o
(comp. Hos. 1. 6) in the prophet is the name of his own daughter
symbolically representing the house of Israel. Hence the
feminine. ILo-Ammi also originally is a symbolic name of the
prophet’s son (comp. Hos. i. 9), which, in like manner, was
meant to designate the rejected nation.

Ver. 26. The passage here quoted, combined with the fore-
going citation into one counected declaration, is taken from
Hos. ii. 1 (ILXX. i 10). Such combinations of different
Seripture passages, even from different books, are often found
in the Rabbins also! The junction was here suggested and

1 Comp. Surenhusius, MMAN 8D, or BiBres xarziiayis, pp. 4547, Thesis vii.
(* Interdum plura loca sacrae Scripturac in unum contrahi solent ad efficaciorem rei
demonstrationem ), and p. 466 in den Conciliationes in loca ex V, T. ad Romanos
allegate on the present passage. (‘‘Notandum hic est, quod Apostolus huncce
locum alteri immediate subjungat, sine ulla allegandi formula, perinde ac si unus
tantum esset locus, quod priscis Hebracorum Theologis etiam in usu erat, quemad-
modum constat ex thesi nostra vii. de Modis allegandi et explicandi Scripturas
sacras ; ubi porro ex cadem thesi constat, in duobus locis contrahendis posteriorem
zliquando priori anteponi, quod hic ab Apostolo quoque factum est, ut res gradatim
procedat, et unum per aliud demonstretur.”)
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rendered easy by the allinity belween the passages, which are
found in one and the same prophecy treating of the same sub-
jeet. Dy means of the transposition, the clause: xalécw Tov ov
Aaov pov Aaov pov stands at the head of the sentence, aund, at the
same tine, a climax in meaning is obtained. The LXX. have:
xai éoTar, év TG TomE ol éppédy avTols, oU Naos pou vpels,
KAyicovtar kai avtoi viol Geob Cdvros.  Thus Taul mercly
inserts the emphatic éxel belore adp@yoorrar, and owmits el
adTol not based on the original text (standing in the LXX. 1n
opposition to the children of Judah, comp. Hos. i. 7).

—uat éoTac] WM, and it shall come to pess, Acts 1. 21,

—é&v Td Tome ob] LN DIPMI, dn the pluce wheie.  Comy.
Hengstenberg, 1. p. 220: “The place here may either be that
where the people first received the name Lo-Ammi, e Palestine,
or the place of the exile where they first felc its full meaning—
the misery being a scrmo realis of God. Decisive in {uvour of
the latter reference (Jonath.: in loco, quo abducti sunt inter
gentes) is the following verse, where %7, the land of the exile,
corresponds with DipR in the verse before us.”  This harmonizes
well with the meaning of the apostle, to whom the kingdom of
the ten tribes in the land of exile is the representative of the
Gentiles in Gentile lands. Without doubt it was said to the
latter: od Aads pov Duets, in the first place by their actual
severance from and abandonment by God and divine revelation,
and again by the word of prophets, which, although not under-
stood or not received by thew, in Palestine sounded out towards
them. Comp. Deut. xxxii. 21, where the Gentiles are designated
a no-people, Lo-Am. Moreover, in order to justify the use the
apostle makes of the prophet’s saying, there is no need simply to
insist upon the fact that Israel and the Gentile world belong to
one and the same category, but we may advance a step farther.
The kingdom of Israel, from the very beginning, and during the
whole period of its continuance, was an idolatrous nation, and as
such, in contrast with Judahl, a representative of the Gentile
nations. For this reason it was scattered among the Gentiles,
never returning as a kingdom to the beloved land. It wus dis-
solved and lost in the Gentile world, wlose likeness it had
assumed. Thus the entire Gentile world, of which Israel now
became a part, is to be regarded as a mere extension ol the peoplc
of the ten tribes. In it Isracl becamme numerous as the sand of
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the sea, not to be measured and counted, comp. in Ilos. ii. 1 the
words immediately preceding the present quotation. Heuce what
the prophet foretold to Israel actually received its fulfilment in the
Gentile world. This is fully explained for the first time in 1 Pet.
ii. 10, which epistle, as is well known, is addressed to Gentile
Christians.  The strong emphasis on the identity of place (év 7¢
7o oU. .. éxel) sets in so much the stronger relief the change in
the divine sentiment. It is not necessary on this account to find
nothing dut this change expressed in the local reference. Still less
can Taul be thinking of Zualestine, where the Gentiles were acknow-
ledged Ly the Christians as joint-partakers in the viofegia, as the
central seat of the new theocracy, for the sulject who calls in
kAn@joovrar is plainly not the Christians, but God Himself;
comp. karécw, ver. 25. Tinally, év 7@ Tome of is not to be
applied to the communion of saints, the coctus Christianorum,
“ubi diu dubitatum est, an rccte Gentiles reciperentur,” because
the subject who speaks in éppéfn adrois, just as uch as in
KApfnaovra:, is God Himself., With xiyfnoovtar wviot Beod,
comp. 1 John iii. 1.

Vv. 27-29. Prophetic announcement of the exclusion of Isracl
as a body, and the salvation of a holy remnant.

Vv. 27, 28. ‘Hoaias 8¢ kpdler imép tob "TopaiX] But Isaiak
eries concerning Isracl.  The 8¢ leads over not so much from one
prophet to another, namely, from Hosea to Isaiah, as from one
subject to another, namely, {rom the reception of the Gentiles to
the rejection of Isvael save the watdletppa. xpdfew (viil. 13),
of a loud and solemn, a confident and impassioned ery, John 1. 15,
vii. 28, 37, xii. 44; Acts xxiil. 6, xxiv. 21. Jwép, as often, of
the subject, ox which something is said, written, decided, ete.,
therefore like mepr, 2 Cor. viii. 23; Phil. 1. 7; Winer, p. 479.
So also in Latin, seribere super aliqua ve = de aliqua ve. Umép 70D
‘Iopain stands emphatically in the last place. The quotation is
from Isa. x. 22, 23, pretty exactly after the LXX. The LXX.
vead: xai éav yévyrar o haos Iopank @s % dupos Tis Bakdaans, To
kaTdhetppa alTdy cothicerar. Aoyov quvTeNdv kai curTéuvev év
Sixaroavvy, 87¢ Adyov cuvTeTunuévor KUpLos Tovjael év TH olkovuéry
oM. Thus the most important deviation is the phrase o dpifuos Tév
view "TIopanik instead of o Aaos Iopaijn (Heb. ‘F!}‘ji?j mY), chosen
perhaps for this reason, that here the special point is the great
wember in contrast with the xatdheippa. As regards the read-
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ing, Lachmann and Tischendorf, after A B, al. Syr. Eap. Copt.
Yus. Damasc. Aug,., omit év Sikatoavvy® 8Ti Noyov cvvTeTunuévov.
In the same way Cod. Sinait.*  All that remains, then, is the
sentence : Aoyov yap cUVTEADV Kai CUVTERI®Y KUPLOS TOLOEL €Tl
Tijs aijs, and it would be neccessary to suppose that copyists
transferred the omitted words from the LXX. to the Pauline text,
But it is o far more natural and probable view, that copyists
passed straight from cvrréuvwy to cuvreTumuévor, thus in error
giving rise to the omission.

—éav 5] Heb. M0 3, for if should Le. “ We have in these
words a general rule, a fundamental law of the divine govern-
ment that from this time asserts itselt anew on every occasion.
Yet, before any reduction had taken place, under Uzziah and
Jeroboam, the whole of Israel stood at the highest piteh of pro-
sperity. Nay, at this very point of time, Iiphraim was about to
burst into new life (ix. 9). In the same way subsequently, I
Hezekial's days, the kingdom of Judah had revived. Even in
the days of Christ the nation had again increased in numbers.
But, nevertheless, the result here stated always held good,”
Drechsler, der Prophet Jesaie, 1. p. 4435.

—a5 7 dppos Tijs Gakdaoys] alludes to the word of promise,
Gen. xxii. 17, comp. Gen. xxxii. 12.

—716 kataNeppal the remnant, ie. but the remnant. Lach-
mann and Tischendorf, after A B, Eus,, read 10 vmoreppa. Cod.
Sinait.* has dmoheppa. The meaning is the same; but it is more
probable that Paul, with the LXX,, wrote xatdhetppa.

—oowbijoerar] Heb. W, shall rcturn.  Paul retains the ex-
pression used by the LXX,, lecause he is here treating of the
salvation of Israel. And of cowrse the coTnpia is cver the
necessary result of conversion, “The preaching about the
remnant which should alone be saved seemed folly, and was a
stumbling-block to the nation, just as much in those days as
alterwards in the days of Christ,” Drechsler, p. 444.

—M\oyov yap ouwTeNGr kai cwwTéuvwr év SikawosUyy.  OTL
Noyoy curreTunpévor Toujoe Kﬁpws‘ éms s «is] Heb. 0 ii’%i_’
FPINDTOD 2R3 ML NINDY A WIR AN b3 '3 P A, ie de-
struction is decrecd, ovcoﬂowuu 71Jlttcou¢ncss f0/ 0.4..tummat[on
and « decrec the Lovd, Jehoval Sabaoth, sets to work within all the
land,  'We must here, with Gesenius, Com. iber den Jesaias, 1.
P- 402 (comp. also Vitringa here), understand 7P7% of the divine
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punttive rightcousness, in opposition to Drechsler, who explains it
of the state of the church, when all conditions and all circum-
stances shall be in harmony with the divine righteousness. The
latter interpretation is not in keeping with the course of thought.
For if but a rcmnant is to be saved, the wholc is not restored to a
state overflowing with (Liuman) righteousness, nor for ¢his idea is
there any «uthority in what follows ( for extermination, ete.). The
question then is, how the rendering of the LXX,, so different
from the original text, and the quotation of the apostle, corre-
sponding with it, are to be understood. Aoyos, some expositors
would take in the sense of wpayua, res. But even if it can be
shown to be probable that the LXX. so understood it, it by no
means follows that Paul adopted a use of the word so alien to
the Greck as well as un-Pauline. It is better therefore to abide
Ly the usual interpretation decree, or even, with Meyer, to adopt
the meaning dictum, saying. ovvreNdy kal cvvtéuvwy, sc. éoTi,
comp. on v. 11 ; Herm. ad ¥y p. 776 ; Dernhardy, Synt. p. 470.
The subject is o xUpios. ovwréuverv is=to shorten, to hasten.!
Suratoavvn is not to be referred to the righteousness of faith, but,
in harmony with the original text and the idea lying Lefore us
lLiere, to God’s punitive righteousuess, iii. 23, 26. Thus: “ for
a decree He accomplishes and hastens in righteousness; yea, a
hastened decree the Lord will carry out in the earth.” Con-
sequently the divergent rendering of the LXX. agrees sufficiently
with the sense of the original for the purpose of the apostle; for
in Loth cases the fundamental thought is still this, that in the
destruction of Israel and the salvation merely of a holy remnant,
a divine judicial punishment is carried out. As regards the
authority of the apostle for applying the condition of the people
of Israel, delineated in the passage of the prophet, to the circum-
stances of the people in his own days and their relation to the
Messianic kingdom, comp. Drechsler, p. 446.%

! According to Iengstenberg on Dau. ix. 24, Christol. 111, p. 103, ewvrimvew (0N)
is never = to shorten in the sense of to Lasten, but = circumcidere, abbreviare, in
the sense of exact limitation, precise determination. But as regards the present
passage the thing comes to the same. For a decrec or saying determined as shortly
as possible, which the Lord accomplishes, is nething but a decrctum or dictum
carried out as guickly as possible.

* ¢ Since the prophet sees in Assyria at once the world-power in general that wars
against the kingdom of God, and in the catastrophes brought about through and
upon Assyvia the completed evolution of the entire future, on this account, con-
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Ver, 29. wat rxalos mpoeipncev "Hoaias] and as Isiak forctold.
To be supplied in thought : oltw xai viv éyet, “so also has it
come to pass.” There is no neeessity, then, to punctuate: xat,
xaflos mwpoelpnrey ‘Hoalas, € wy kt\., as if the apostle made
the words of the prediction his own. The passage is taken from
Isa. i. 9 verbally after the LXX. DBut mpoeipnrer is not to be
taken as =“said in a jformer passage” (Surenhus. bid. p. 472:
“sicut dixit Jesaias superius”), on the ground that the passage
quoted, vv. 27, 28, occurs in the prophet’s writings in a later
passage than the one cited in this verse; for not merely is no
such exact local indication found elsewhere in Taul's (uotation
of Scripture passages, but we have also seen how in the imme-
diately preceding vv. 25, 26 he joins a former passage from
Hosea to a later one of the same prophet without such indication,
and, moreover, welds the two into one dictum. The mpo in
arpoeipnrey vefers rather to time, not to place =“said before,
proclaimed before,” Mark xiii. 23; Actsi. 16; 2 Det. iii. 2; Jude 17.

The oméppa) is the xardheippa, ver. 27, just as in Heb.
™ is residuwm.  Paul retains the expression used by the LXX,
wherein we may find an intimation that a residue is left as seed-
corn, xi. 26. owéppa, semen. “ Denotatur (1) paucitas praesens ;
(2) copia inde postliminio propaganda,” Dengel.

—aos Jddopa) “ut Sodome, ubi nemo, civis, evasit; nullum
semen relictum,” Bengel.

sidering the systematic method pervading God’s ways with His people and the
eternally identical type lying at the basis of all the Lord's dealings, it canpot
but be that just as with the flow of time the future deepens more and more, and
the eye in consequence discovers ever new and wider backgrounds and prospects,—
that what the prophet saw in connection with Assyria will invariably recur in all
corresponding conditions. Even as in the visitation through Assyria there was a
remmnant left for hope, so after the judgment through the Chaldeans the people rose
again from a 1§¢‘ or NN (Hag. i. 12; Zech. viii. 6), and not less the advent of
Christ is a new fulfilment of the lines traced in the present oracle. Lven then there
is @ Asiupa xav’ ixdoynv xmpitos that escapes the judgment and believes in the Lord
(Rom. xi. 5), and of this Asupe only can it be said in the true and full sense, that
it serves the Lord NPN3 (x. 20). Comp. Johniv. 23. The relation of this predic-
tion to its fulfilment in Christ would not be fully grasped and adequately expressed,
even if it were said that the prophet regarded Assyria and the crisis connected
therewith as a type. On the contrary, in accordance with hermeneutical principles
often expressed and here needing no repetition, we may say with all confidence that
the words of Isaiah apply to the days of Christ more truly and directly than to the
age of Hezekiah. Rightly, thereforc, may the apostle understand it as he has done,
Rom. ix. 27-29.”
Purvreri, Ronm, 11, 1
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—as Touoppa av opowdOnuev] we should have become lile as
Gomorrah. The phrase ouotoigfac ds T¢ may be understood as
a constructio ad sensum = comparando fieri ut aliquid (comp.
Tritzsche, ad Murc. p. 140), or as a blending of two constructions
opototaBal Twn and vyiyvesfar ds 1e, “ equalized with a thing (de.
by equalization with a thing) to become like a thing,” comp. LXX.
Ios. iv. 9; Ezek. xxxii. 2. Winer, p. 753, therefore wrongly
classes this expression among pleonasms. To become as Sodom and
Gomorral, is to be given up without reserve to utter destruction
(here to eternal dmwawAera). The point here is to emphasize not
so much the divine grace shown in the leaving of a holy oméppa,
full of promise, as the severity of the divine judgment upon Israel,
which, with slight exceptions, abandoned the whole nation to
a hardened heart. What in the days of the prophets was done
in Israel in a physical sense, in the days of the apostle was done
in a spiritual sense. It is the same people, standing to God in
the same relation now as then, therefore overtaken by the same
fate, save that the judicial punishment appears not in the O. T.
physical, but in the N. T. spiritual form.

Vv. 30-33. The apostle had, first of all, given utterance to
his grief for the rejection of Israel, a nation distinguished by
privileges so high, vv. 1-5. He had next repelled the objection
that God thus broke the pledge given in His word to Israel; for
this nowhere refers to all natural descendants of Abrahiam indis-
criminately, and God is limited Dy no claim prefeired against
IIim by man, but determines in the free exercise of almighty
power whom it is His purpose to save, whom to exclude from
salvation, vv. 6-23. Finally, he had shown how the admission
of the Gentile world and the exclusion of the mass of the people
of Israel were alrcady foretold by propletic lips. Now, for the
first time, after having cleared all objections out of the way, he
directly and positively asserts the fact of the rejection of Israel
and the entrance of the Gentile world in its stead, which had
hitherto merely formed the groundwork and tacit premiss of his
reasoning, and at the same time raises a question as to the reason
of this fact. This lies solely in the work-righteousness and
unbeliel of Israel, and in the readiness of the Gentile world to
submit itself to the divinely-fixed requirement of faith, vv. 30-33.
Justly, therefore, Chrysostom early observed: adTy 1) cagearary
T0D xwplov wavTds \UTLs . .. TolTO yap aiTiov Tijs dTwhelas avT@Y
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dnoly, 6Tt odk ék migTews, dAN ds €E Epywv vopov 30iNycav
SueatwBivar, and Melanchthon: “hic expresse probat causwm
reprobationis, quia scilicet nolint eredere evangelio.”

Vv. 30, 31. 7{ odv €pobuer;] comp. iii. 1, 5, 9, iv. 1, vi. 1, 15,
vil, 7, viil. 31, ix. 14. 67 up to é€pface gives the answer.
It is altogether untenable to continue the question to the end of
ver, 31: “ What then shall we say to the fact that the Gentiles,”
ete.? in which case, with ver. 32, instead of the answer being given,
a new question would be asked. Still more artificial is the
arrangement which, witli ove, begins a second question: “ What
shall we say then? Shall we say that the Gentiles,” ete. ? in
which case Swatocvyy 8¢ Tiv éx mioTews would have to lc
regarded as an answer interpolated conversationally in the midst
of the question. In 7/ odv époduev ; the apostle asks what con-
clusion or what result follows from the previous exposition? No
doubt the answer introduced by é7¢ was partly included in the
prophetic utterances just quoted, partly assumed as the uwuoex-
pressed or but intimated groundwork of the preceding exposition
in the chapter.

—é&0vn)] the Gentiles, not merely : some Gentiles, or : many Gen-
tiles, comp. on ii. 14. &fvp and Iopay being here placed in
contrast, therefore one people collectively with another collec-
tively, not the partitive, but only the generic meaning can be
adopted. Even if we explain: Gentiles, .. men who are Gentiles,
of whom, therefore, since they are p7y Swrovra Sikatocivmy, we
should least expect the xararapBdvew Sikatocvvny, we must still
think not merely of particular Gentiles, but ol leathendom col-
lectively.

—7a uiy Sidkovra Sckarocbyny] who pursucd wol after rightcous-
ness, comp. 1 18-32; Eph. ii. 12, iv. 17-19, v. 8; 1 Thess. iv. 5.
The striving after dixatoctyn, characteristic of the Jews, was
foreign to the Gentiles; for as to the revealed Nomos, which gave
birth to such striving in Israel, they possessed it not; and as to
the vépos ypamtos €v Tals xapdiais, they kept it not, either not at
all, or but in rare cases, and imperfectly. The distinetive character
of ethnic life is not striving after absolute rectitude, such as fully
satisfies the demand of the divine law, but striving after pleasure
in the enjoyment of the moment. &idxew is a figurative expres-
sion, borrowed from running for the prize in the racecourse;
comp. xii. 13, xiv. 19; 1 Cor. xiv, 1; Phil iii, 12, 14; 1 Thess.
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v.15; 1 Tim. vi, 11; 2 Tim. ii. 22; Heb. xii. 14; 1 Det. iii. 113,
'md Tpéxewr, Rom. ix. 16. With this also corresponds the
metaphorical karahapBdverr in the subjoined

—raténafe Sixarocvvny]  to attain righteousness, so to speak,
as a prize in the race,” 1 Cor. ix. 24 ; Phil. iii. 12.

—-Bikatoavvy 8¢ TV €x ma’rews‘] but the wightcousness thut
comes from faith. As to the epexegetical &, comp. on iii. 22,
This supplement émplicite contains the reason why the Gentiles
attained to righteousness, namely, because they submitted willingly
to the righteousness of jfaith. Strikingly Meyer: “ Observe the
threefold Sueatoavvny, as in ver. 31 the repetition of vopov Sicaio-
avvns. The whole passage is framed jor pointed cffcet.,  Vehe-
menter auditoremm commovet ejusmodi redintegratio verbi . . .
quasi aliquod telum saepius perveniat in eandem partem corperis,
Auct. ad Herenn. iv. 28.7

—Iogpank 8¢ Siwkwv vopov Sixatoadvs, els vopov Sikatoaivns
otx édbacge] This sentence likewise is dependent on é7e.  “ (That)
1srael, on the contrary, pusuing after the law of righteousness,
attained not to the law of righteousness.” Dut this may also be
taken as an independent sentence, which is still more emphatic,
and has in its favour that &iavi, ver. 32, refers only to ver. 3
Dut even then the sentence is part of the answer to =i otw
épotper; Here, as in the case of the Gentiles, the form of the
treatiment and conclusion proceeds a parte potiori. The reading
els vopov for els vopov Siratoavvys, attested, no doubt, by weighty
authorities (A B D E F, c. obelo, G, Cod. Sinait.* Copt. It. Orig.),
and on this account received by Lachmann and Tischendorf, still
appears to have avisen merely from the negligence of transcribers,
It has against it, both that it breaks in upon the uniformity of the
construction (comp. Swoxovra Sieatoctvny ... xaTéhaBe Sikaio-
avvyp, ver. 30), and that vopos alone cannot litly be nnderstood
of the law of the Spirit (Orig.) ov of the lww of rightcousness, In
support, we might desire to appeal to Gal. ii. 19: éyw yap &id
vopov vopw améflavor, but even in this place the explanation of
the first vouov by wopov wicrews (comp. Winer, ad Gul. p. T70)
must at least be described as doubtful. The parallelism between
Suwkew vopov Sukatooivys and Sidkew Sikatoovumy, ver. 30, sug-
gests at once the general meaning of the conception wvouos, so
that vouos SLfcaLoovunq would he the ideal proposed for realization,
the standard of righteousness set up, after which they vainly
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strove.  Comp. the analogous use ol vouos, iii. 27, vii. 23, viii. 2.
1f, on the other hand, we wished to understand wvogpos Loth times
of the Mosaic law, or the first time of the Mosuic Jaw and the
second of the law of faith, the “ norme juat quam Dews jusiifical)”
against this lics the consideration, first, that the designation of
the vépos (= Mosaic law) as vopos Sixatoavvys = the luw supplyiny
rightcousness, absolutely, is not usual, and again, that Paul in this
case might indeed have spoken ol o Swwxkew Sixacobvny vouov
but not of a Swdxetr vipor Swwatootyns, becaunse Swwxerw denotes
the seeking after what one is endeavouring to obtain, ver. 30,
but the Jews were already in possession of the Mosaic vopos.
On this account some expositors have wished, certainly quite
arbitrarily, in the present passage to suppose a so-called hypallage
of vopos Stratoavvys for Sikatoovvy vopov. DBub even the latter
designation would not be quite accurate, as the Jews not merely
strove after the &ixatwovvn vepov, but actually possessed it, at
least in its outward form, only this was unable to justify
them, Phil. iii. 6 ff.  But no doubt the expression vouos Scxato-
avvys, even in the general sense obtaining here, is selected with
a side-glance at the Nomistic striving of the Jews. ¢favew,
answering to xaraiapBdvew, ver. 30, not in the primary meaning
“ to anticipate,” 1 Thess. iv. 15, but in the meaning current later,
“to come, attain ;” hence pdavew eis 7¢=*to reach something,”
comp. Matt. xii. 28 ; Luke xi. 20; 2 Cor. x. 14; Phil iii. 16;
1 Thess. ii. 16.

—Vv. 32, 33. 8uar(] sc. els vipov Sikatoovrys odx épbace ;
Answer: 61t obk éx mioTews] se. é8iwEav vépoy Sikatocivys.

—aAN &5 éE Epywy vopov] but as from the works of the law, ie.
es if they could obtain righteousness by the works of the law,
s ¢pOneipevor els vopov Sikatocivys €€ Epywv vopov.  Respecting
this @s of subjective conception, comp. Winer, p. 771: “ ée mio-
Tews indicates the objective norm or rule; os é£ €pywy, one merely
imagined.” Amounting to the same in meaning is the explana-
tion: “because their Swxew was framed in the samc way as a
Suwkety whose starting - point is the works of the law. The
perverse mcthod and character of their effort is noted,” Meyer.
Comp. Kiiliner, IL p. 571. On good authority (4 B F G, Cod.
Sinait.* Copt. Vulg. and many Fathers), Lachmann and Tischendorf
have omitted vémov. The word might here, as in iv. 2, var. lect,
be added Dby the glossarists, although in the present passage it



134 COMMENTARY ON TIIE ROMAXS.

seems quite in place, comp. iii. 20, Gal. ii. 16, especially in
reference to the preceding word-play Siwrew vopov Sukatoovvys,
and might easily be dropped by copyists, both as apparently super-
fluous and to render the antithesis of ék wioTews and é§ Epywy
more exact in form.

—mpocéxoyrav yap 76 Mo Tob mpooriupatos] for they stum-
Ued at the stone of the stumbling. Lachmann and Tischendorf omit
vip on weighty external testimony (A B D* F G, Cod. Sinait.”
Copt. It. Vulg). DBut this confirmatory particle seems indis-
pensable.  For a harshness scarcely tolerable arises, whether,
making mpoaéroyrav depend on &7i, we render: “ because they
(following), not Dby faith, but by works, stumbled,” etc, or begin
the apodosis with wpogéxoyrav: “ because they (followed), not Ly
faith, but Ly works, they stumbled at,” etc., or whether, lastly,
we suppose an asyndeton, and with wpogéxoyrar begin a new
sentence without ydp. The first or the second of these cumbrous
modes of connection may have led copyists to reject the yap. 1f
we retain ydp, in which case, with é7¢ . . . vouov, a round, distinct
answer is given to the question &tat{ ; then wpocéxoyrav yap k. is
the confirmation of the assertion that they followed after righteous-
ness, not éx mioTews, but s é€ Epywr vopou; for had they sought
it éx mioTews, they would without fail have believed in Clrist
instead of taking offence at Him. With Aifos wpoorouparos,
comp. Luke ii. 34; 1 Cor. i. 23; Steiger on 1 Pet. ii. 7. It was
through IHis crucifixion especially that Christ became to the
Jews a wpogkoppa and grxavbarov. The selection of the specific
expression Aéfos mpoowroppaTos, which well suits the metaphor
implied in Swwreww and ¢pfavew, is occasioned by the subjoined
passages of the prophets. Dut Theophylact remarks strikingly:
Aifos mpooroppaTos xai wéTpa oravédhov amd Tob TéNovs kai TiS
éxBdoews TOv dmioTnodvTey evopasTtar o XpLaTos' avTos yap
xal’ éavrov Gepéhios xai édpaiwpa érélh.

—xaflws yéypamwrar] namely, in Isa. xxviil. 16 and viii. 14,
which two passages Paul blends into one utterance (comp. Suren-
hus. ibid. p. 475, and Thes. v—ix. p. 43 sqq.). The first, Isa.
xxviil, 16, runs in the original: NP N2 {03 128 128 (%2 B 27
e ) "ONBT W T0W, 4.¢. “ Behold, I lay in Zion a (foundatlon )
stone, a tried one, a corner-stone, precious and firmly based ; he
that trusts (thereon) need not {lee away.” The LXX. render: tbov
€y® éuBilw els Ta Gepédia Siwy N@ov woAvTcAd), éxhexTov, Ak po-
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ywptalov, évripor, els Ta Ocpéia adTils, kal o TioTEVOY 0D WY KATAI-
oy, The second passage, Isa. viii. 14, runs in the original :
Sar n3 e Sicton Wk A 120 UIPE) M, e, « And Tle (namely
Jehovah) is for n sanctuary (comp. Drechsler, dbid. p. 351), but also
for a stone of stumbling and for a rock of offence to both the houses
of Israel.” The LXX.render: (kv ém abrep memolbos 3js) éarar
oo els aylacpa, kai oby @s Nilov mpockoppati cvvarmicecbe,
o0d¢ ds méTpas wrwpate.  Paul applies both passages to the same
subject, Christ, who to believers is a Afos dxpoywvialos, éxkexTos,
évtipos, but to unbelievers a Afos mposkoppatos and a wérpa
aravdalov, as 1s said in 1 Pet. ii. G, 7, where both relations are
expressly dwelt on and connected.  On this account, Paul, while
taking Isa. xxviii. 16 as the basis, pertinently for his purpose, in
place of Aifos mohvTeNis, éxhexTos, dkpoywrialos, €vripos, inserts
AMbos mpooxopparos and wérpa oravdilov from Isa. viii. 14;
for he has here to do with what Christ is to unbelievers, not with
what He is to believers. s matter of fact there is ample war-
rant for the Messianic application, as well as for the combination
of the two passages based upon it. According to Isa. viii. 14,
the Lord Himself will be to believers a sanctuary, 7.c. a place of
peace and comfort, of spiritnal strengthening and refreshment,
which promise attained its completest fulfilment at the time when
Christ appeared as the true, spiritual temple, Rev. xxi. 22, in
place of the temple built with hands. But this building, invisible
to eyes of sense, is withal to the carnal mind a stone of stumbling
and a rock of offence (Drechsler, ibid. pp. 351-353). With Isa.
xxviil. 16 is to be compared Zech. 1ii. 9, where the stone is
spoken of, lying before Joshua, upon which the seven eyes of
God are fixed, which the Lord will polish and engrave, effacing
the sins of the land. This stone (comp. Hengstenberg, Christ.
II1. 334, and Com. on Ps. cxviii. 22) is an image of the theocracy
and its seat, the temple, indicating its lowly condition at that
time, and its future glorification by the Lord. This state of
splendour is to be introduced by the MMessial, the servant, the
Zemach, Zech, iii, 8. The same is true of the tried corner-stone,
Isa. xxviii. 16, which is an image of the ideal theocracy restored
by Cliist. Nay, the reference to the person of the Messiah may
perhaps be meant to be understood still more directly in this
latter passage than in the passage of Zechariah. In favour of
this, in the first place, is oo, which may be more easily referred
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to the Lord Himself, the founder of the theocracy, than to the
theocracy such as is said to be built on a new, indestructible
foundation, and again especially Isa. viii. 14. As there the Lord
Himself is called the sanctuary and at the same time the Aiflos
mpookoppatoes, so here the precious, tried foundation and corner-
stone of this holy building is called the same. Since He malkes
Himself the foundation of the new theocracy, it is built on an
indestructible basis. This promise also found its full and proper
realization only in Christ, and is therefore justly applied Ly the
apostle specially to Him. As to the fact of the Jews interpreting
Isa. xxviii. 16 of the Messiah, comp. Gesen. Com. iler d. Jesaia
I 2, p. 842.

—{800, Ti0nut év Zwwv] As Paul is speaking lhere not of the
axpoyoviaios, but of the Aflos mpoowoppatos, in harmony with
Lis purpose, he substitutes for the éuBdAiw eis Ta Gepéria of the
LXX,

—\{fov mposroppaTos xai mwétpav cravdiiov] comp. Matt.
xxi. 44. The LXX,, conversely, have wpooroupa Aifov and
mropa mwétpas. Paul reads in subservience to his purpose, and
conformably with the Hebrew original.

—~xal mwds o moTebwy ém avte] namely, upon this Aifos,
which in itself is a Aflos worvTeMijs T\, and only to dmreifovoe a
Aifos mpocroppatos. was is omitted by Lachmann and Tischen-
dorf on weighty authority (A B D E I G, Cod. Sinait. Syr. Copt.
It. Orig. all). It may certainly have crept into the present
passage from x. 11, for there it is necessary, here at least super-
luous, and in the text of the LXX. is not found. The emphasis
in any case lies on ¢ moTedwr in opposition to o wposkdTTwY.
em’ avr, which ocecurs in LXX. Compl,, is absent in LXX. Cod.
Vat., whilst Cod. AL has év av7¢ instead. 1 Pet.ii. 6 speaks
for its genuineness. Besides, Paul may easily have combined o
mioTeboy én abrd from the o wiorevwr of the LXX. Isa
xxviil. 16, and the «dv én' ad7dp mewoldos 7y in viii. 14 He
that wvelies upon Hum, believes in Him, trusts in Him. On
morevew éml Twe, comp. Matthii, Adusf. gr. Gr. p. 730. The
object of faith is conceived as its busis, x. 11; 1 Tim. i 16
Luke xxiv. 25.

—ob xataigyvvdijoetar] LXX.: o0 py katawcyvwdj, comp.
1 Pet. ii. 6; Heb. thm 85, need not Jec aaway.  According to
Gesenius, here the meaning of the LXX.is said positively to
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exist in the ITebrew words.  In any case the difference is nol
important, for whoever flees comes to shame.  Dut Ae will not conrr
{o shame in Paul’s sense = he will not he disappointed, but really
made partaker in salvation, comp. on v. 5. Ilad, then, Isracl
sought the righteousness that avails before God by faith instead
of by works of the law, they would have believed in Christ
instead of taking olfence at Ilim, and thus through Him have
attained salvation instewd of coming to ruin.  Accordingly, in
these two last verses of the chapter the apostle gives, as observed,
for the first time the real ground of the exclusion of Isracl from
the Messianic salvation. This is nothing else than the work-
righteousness and self-induced unbelief of the people in the
Messiah sent them by God. This assertion the apostle discusses
in still greater detail in the following tenth chapter.

But if the guilt of Israel's rejection lies in its unbelief, the
absolute predestination of God cannot be regavded as its cause.
Nothing but predestinarian sophistry can maintain the opposite,
and deem it possible to reconcile theses so utterly contradictory.
The contradiction is first of all a logical one. 1f the Jews are
blamed for their unbelief, they must have had the power to
believe.  But if to believe or not to believe was in their power,
and their unbelief depended upon nothing but their perverse will,
as is directly and undeniably asserted, not only in ix. 32, 33, but
especially in x. 3, 11-13, 16, 21, then believing or not believing
cannot be dependent at the same time on the arbitrary pleasure
of divine predestination. Otherwise that were in their power
which at the same tine is not in their power. Dut the contra-
diction is withal a moral one as well. It is impossible for God
to require what He Himself refuses, and to punish what He
ITimself causes. However this right of God’s almighty power
may be vindicated in abstracto in the presence of the proud gain-
sayer, its actual exercise contradicts not merely our divinely-
implanted moral consciousness, but the revealed idea of divine
justice and love. Finally, the opinion in question contradicts
the whole tenor of the Pauline course of exposition. Tor had
the apostle in ix. 6-29 alleged the absolutum decretum of God
as the reason of Israel’'s exclusion, it would have been impossible
for him in ver. 32, where he raises the question as to this reason,
utterly to ignore the answer already given, still less in its place
to give the opposite answer. Ile would then, either recapitulat-
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ing the solution contained in what precedes, have again, with a
bricf summary, appealed to the unconditional predestination of
God, or at least traced back the unbelief and work-righteousness
of Isracl, alleged here as the only reason of its rejection, to
this predestination, and associated the two together. The apostle
doing neither of the two, we should be obliged to go on directly
to assert that he contradicted himself, as it were, in a breath ; and
whereas in ix. 6-29 he propounds the doctrine of unconditional
elective grace, to this in ix. 30-x. 21 he opposes the doctrine of
the conditioning of divine elective grace by the foresight of man’s
faith or unbelief. Certainly some modern exegetes have not
hesitated to impute to Paul—the clear deep-thinker, the keen
dialectician, the holy apostle—such a self-contradiction. But, in
point of fact, not the narrowest, commonest scribbler would have
been guilty of self-contradiction in this style. Lather must the
dark shadow of predestinarian doctrine, such as seems to fall on
ix. 6-29, perforce vanish, and show itself to be nothing more
than an apparition, before the light of the universalistic mode of
view, such as dawns upon us in ver, 30 ff.!

The only diffieulty arising is, that, as we saw formerly (comp. on
1ii. 20), wioTes itself, on which salvation depends, is, according to
Scripture, to be regarded as the gift of God. This view, in fact, is
supported by the import of the ninth chapter. For if faith were
in any way the result of man’s natural powers, then the divine
determination would not be as absolutely independent of every
carnal condition as is asserted in ver. 6 ff,, and even before man’s
conversion there would be a 6éew and Tpéyerw, which in ver. 16
is utterly precluded. The question thus is, how divine grace can
be regarded as universal and at the same time as creative, or how
the vessel of dogmatic faith can be salely stecred between the
Scylla of absolnte predestination and the Charybdis of semi-Tela-
gianism or Synergism; whereas the history of the dogmatic exposi-

1 1t is strikingly observed by Tholuck, Comm. on Br, Pauli a. d. Rom. 1842,
p. 531, in opposition to such alleged self-contradictions of the apostle: ¢ According
to our exposition of ix. 1-29, we have to specify as its doctrinal import: God has
the right to admit into the Messianic kingdom without regard to human claims ;
as the import of ix. 30-x. 21: if Israel was not admitted, the fault lies in its
unwillingness to sulmit to the way marked out by God ; of ¢h. xi.: the hardness,
which God, in consequence of this, bronght upon Israel turns, however, to good, in
that it helped on the admission of the Gentiles, and in the end the mass of the Jews
shall obtain admission into God’s kingdom.”
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tion of this 7orr7s shows that commonly it has disappeared in onc or
the other abyss. The attempt at an adequate solution of the dilli-
culty in question must manifestly be relegated to the science ol
dogmatics. For our present purpose some general hints will sullice.

The universalistic mode of view proceeds upon the scriptural
premiss, that hoth God’s decree to redecin the human race, and its
exccution in the person and through the work of the God-man,
as well as the summons to mankind to participate in this saving
plan of God realized in Christ, have relation to every single
individual of the race, and embrace all without exception. Now,
inasmuch as the decree of God is made by God Ilimself alone,
the work of Christ accomplished by Christ Himself alone, the
word of God conceived and spoken by the Spirit of God aloue,
and thus for every individual man salvation is objectively pro-
vided beforchand by the triune God, the priority and causality of
his salvation rests alone in God. DBut the important question is
how the individual Dears himsell subjectively towards this pre-
venient saving decrec of the Father, this saving work of the Son,
and saving word of the Spirit. For although the forces of divine
grace alone accomplish the work of faith (and this is the second
premiss of such a doctrine of conversion as accords with just
recognition of the sinful character of human nature), there may
nevertheless be in the first place a diverse preliminary attitude
of the rational and moral subject towards that revealed truth of
God which is willing to put forth its energy upon him. Ie may
cither, in his indifference to the truth and bondage to passing
pleasures, turn his back upon it, or, pleased with some imaginary
perception of truth and practice of virtue of his own, proudly
fancy himself above it. In both cases the truth passes by the
individual with as much indifference and pride as he on his side
passes by the truth, and, deservedly, the salvation that is treated
with scorn is lost. Dut man may also, in his earnest endeavour
after truth and holiness, become conscious of the limits of his
knowledge and strength, and be thus disposed to come as an
inquirer and seeker to such a revelation of God as God’s word
presents to him. In this consists the true obicem non ponere,
which opens the door of man’s soul for the positive operation ct
the word itself! And this operation the word then carries on

1We may not object to this, that the apostle says, &r i1 va uh Sidxovra
Sixarorbvay, xavidafs dixaiortvy, For by this he does not mean the libertines and
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by virtue of the enlightening, converting power inherent in it,
when in the soul thus prepared it sows the first seeds ol repent-
ance and faith. Therewith the deliverance of the will fettered
by sin has begun through the power of divine grace. Dut this
carliest God-given power may and must forthwith exert its energy,
and thus the God-implanted germs of spiritual life be effectually
nourished, and finally regeneration be completed ; whereas, in the
opposite casc, of course, its begimdngs are frustrated, and these
original workings of the word are in vain. Thus, then, the new
birth is a progressive development Dbrought about by various
agencies. Dut the natural preparation of man which it requires
has in no way a meritorious significance, and man’s co-operation
in the work of his inner, spiritual transformation is carried on, not
in his natural strength, but merely by degrees in the strength of
the will which is already set free Ly grace, so that not only the
objective counsel of salvation, the objective act of atonement, and
the objective word of calling, but also the subjective new creation
of man, as the sum and result of the continuous operations of
God's Spirit, is not of man but of God alone, 4. in no respect
springs from his natural power, but only from the divine power
which perpetually gives the impulse to the human. For in this
cntire process human activity but follows in the train of the
divine activity, which transforms and elevates the preceding
unbroken passive attitude of man into one of activity. The order
of formation in the new birth just depicted is in any case to be
regarded as the normal and appointed order. But now in it the
srace of God remains universal, and yet, in the sense described,
creative and alone operative, merit in man is utterly precluded,
and the guilt of non-conversion thrown exclusively upon him.
And these are the only elements in the doctrine in question
required by Scripture, the only ones of a religious and moral

scoffers among the Gentiles, who even in his days received not the gospel, but thae
carnest, secking souls, the homines desideriorimn, who were so far from the Jewish
work-righteons pursuit after dixaissivn that they painfully felt that their seeking led
to no finding, nor could do so, and who then, for the most part before the gospel
message of salvation reached them, led thereto by the O. T. word of revelation,
became QoBoduiver wdv feiv and tpyulipeves dizaredvay, and as such dexzel =& fid, Acts
x. 35, i.e. deemed worthy by 1lim ol the oller of the word of His grace, and even
yualified for receiving it. For the rest, we must not prescribe to the regale of divine
grace, suddenly, by the preaching of the word, to silence and convert even scollvrs
bold in sin and blinded with arrogance,
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nature, and therefore of practical moment, imperatively demanding
recognition and discussion,  Thus, for the individual who is an
object of grace, a mpofesis xat’ éxhoyny really and truly finds
place, because in himself” hie is unable to disecover any reason for
lis admission to salvation, since his very faith as a divine operation
can only seem to him a vanishing element, and itself included
in God’s absolute act in saving him ; on which account he is only
able in his own rellection to discover and reeognise the reason in
the fact of his election from the wasse perditivnis, an election
depending on God’s spontaneous purpose.  But at the same time
it becomes evident why this éxhoys in Scripture alwavs appears
ouly as éxhoyy to salvation, not also as éxhoyy to destruction,
and why along with it, in accordance with a supplementary line
of doctrine, salvation is also described as hased on the mpoopiopos
kata wpoyreow. While man’s salvation is not his own merit,
but Christ’s merit and God's choice, his destruction is only his
own fault and his own choice. And Dbecause the ability to
receive salvation is said to be equally imparted to all, the divine
decision of course proceeds upon foresight in one case of salvation
actually received us the result of divine grace, in the other of
salvation scorntully rejected as the result of individual choice.
These certainly are mere hints and outlines, but they may be
suflicient to mark out the definite limits within which @ more
comprehensive scheme of doctrinal reconciliation, supposing it
wishful to remain in the track of the Divine Word, will have
to move. Comp. Formule Concordiae, art. i, “ de lihero arbitrio,”
and art. xi. “de acterna predestinatione et clectione Dei;”
Thomasius, das Dekewibniss der cvangeliseh-lutherischew Kivehe in
der Conscqrenz seines Princips, § 13 and § 16 ; Harless, Christian
Etlics, §§ 21-24, and wy Kirehl. Gluwbenslehre, IV, 1, pp. 3-11-1



142 COMMENTARY ON THE ROMANS,

CHAPTER X

TuE apostle, in the first place, in vv. 1-13, claborates still further
the proposition but briefly indicated in ix. 32, 33, namely, that
the reason of Isracl's rejection lies in their having sought the
righteousness that avails before God, not éx mwiocTews, aAN ds €E
épywv vopov; whereas they would have been saved if Cluist,
instead of a Nifos wposroupaTos, had become to them the drpo-
yowvaios (comp. Eph. ii. 20), and they had rested their faith
upon this corner-stone.

Ver. 1. As the apostle, in the beginning of the ninth chapter,
where le touches on the jfuct of Israel's rejection, first of all
expresses and asseverates his love to his nation and his heartfelt
interest in their salvation, so too here, where he purposes to
discuss more closely the reason of this rejection. We thus see
that he here begins a mew subject, and this again appears to
justify the present division of the chapters. Several modern
expositors, indeed, would begin a new chapter with ix. 30. Dut
all that is done there is, in the first place, to draw out the result
of what precedes, and then, by way of preliminary, to attach
thereto the thesis to be developed in the present chapter.—
adedpol] In the employment of this forin of address as well as
in its coming first (1 Cor. xiv. 20; Gal. iii. 15), the apostle’s
depth of feeling makes itself known. “ Nunc quasi superata
praccedentis tractationis severitate comiter appellat fratres,” says
Bengel.  No doubt this severitas had Leen manifested, not against
his readers, but only in regard to the Jews. Still the Jewish
Clristians especially, of whom le is chiefly thinking in the
address d8eddot, as well as the Gentile Clivistians, might easily
discover an unfecling harshness in the rigour with which the
apostle had censured his own nation. TFor this reason le both
guards against this suspicion in what directly follows, and by the
word adehgol reminds them of their common {raternal relation,
which will not suffer wistrust to arise, and whieh represents lim
as one who would not wilfully hurt the feelings of his brethremw
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— ) pév eddoxla Tijs éunjs rapbias] As to pév without a parallel
sentence fullowing (made conspicuous by &), comp. Winer, p. 719.
The antithesis omitted, especially after ix. 32 understood of itsclf,
that they thrust away salvation from them, is expressed in
substance though not in form in ver. 3. As to the conception
of the words evdoxeiv and eddoxia, comp. Tritzsche lere, 1I,
p- 369 sqq., note. eddoria signilics just as well inclination, youl
pleasure, beneplacitum, so Matt. xi. 26, Luke ii. 14, x. 21, 2 Thess.
1. 11, as good-will, benevolentia, so Lph. 1. 5, 9, Phil. i. 15, ii. 13,
The meaning good-will seems to us herc to imply an inappropriate
self-commendation, and also not to suit the following imep advrav
els coTypiav; for my good-will towards another, as a condition of
my heart, purcly internal and without ulterior object, neither
exists on Lehalf of one (Imép adTdr) nor is directed to a deiinite
aim (els cwtnpiav). On the other hand, the mecauing good-
pleasure, delight and joy of my heart, is altogether appropriate.
This meaning, again, is nearly allied to that of desire, as Luther
renders, aund Chrys. Theophyl. and Oecum. interpret: 3 ododpa
Tis éufis xapdias émfupia. Not that eddoxia of itself means
“ desire ;” Dut wherever my satisfaction, good-pleasure, is directed
to an object not actually existent but still to be realized, it has
of course the character of a wish, comp. 2 Cor. v. 8; 1 Thess.
ii. 8. Accordingly, Bengel not inaptly paraphrases the sensc of
the passage: “ Lubentissime auditurus essem de salute Israilis”

—«kai % 8énos 1) wpos Tov Beov] From the desire of the heart
proceeds the petition to God. Lachmann and Tischendorf, after
ABDETF G, Cyr, so also Cod. Sinait,, read 3 dénois wpos Tov
fOeov, omitting the article. Were this reading genuine, it might
throw new light upon the inappropriateness of explaining evéoxia
by “ good-will” The most obvious rendering would then be:
“ My heart’s good-will and petition is addressed to God.” Now
my delight or my desire may be addressed to God, but not my
good-will towards another. Moreover, in general, by the side of
the fully-expressed 1) eddoxia Tijs éuijs xapdias the simple 7
8énais would appear too buld. It would be necessary, therelore,
cven if the omission of the article were not mere negligence on
the part of the copyist, to connect 3 8énas mpos Tov feov closely
together in the sense of 9 8énows 73 mwpos Tov felv, which would
be possible, because we say usually indeed Séouai Twves, but also
8éopar mpls Twa, Acts vili. 24 ; cowp. Winer, p. 247.  Analogous
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is Phil. 1. 26 : &wa Tijs éusjs mapoveias wnw wpos juds.  On the
distinction between 8énoes and mpooevyy. comp. Harless on Eph.
vi. 18: “ 8énous is petition; wpooevyy, priver, te mwpogevyy by
nsage has acquired the notion of a 7es swera ; €inois, not.”  Still
more strikingly Meyer, ibid.: “ wpocevyn and 6énous differ from
cach other like prayer and petition, of which only the former has a
sacred character and may contain any matter, whereas the latter
may be addressed to man also, and contains only petition.” “Non
orasset Paulus, si absolute reprobati essent,” remarks Dengel on
the present passage.

—vmep avtdv] The lect. recept. dmép 100 "Iopan), instead of
vmép avTor (comp. wpogéxoyray, ix. 32), has overwhelming autho-
rity against it, and probably only arose from the ecclesiastical
lection, which began with this verse. Just so éoviv after Jmep
avTav, not sufficiently attested™is a supplement of copyists, no
doubt correct in itself.

—els owtnplav] for (their) salvation.  Specifies the aim
of his desire and prayer. Theodoret: mpocevyopar Tis cwTypias
avtovs Tvyetvr. Thus: “The good pleasure of my heart and
my request to God for them goes forth that they may gain
salvation.”

Ver. 2 states the ground of his sympathy with the fate of his

nation, as well as of his desire for their cwtypia. “Hoc ad

faciendam amoris fidem pertinebat: fuit enim justa causa, cur
¢os misericordia potius quam odio prosequi deberet: quum cer-
neret eos ignorantia tantum labi, non animi pravitate, imo quum
videret non nisi aliquo Dei affectu moveri ad prosequendum
Christi regnum,” Calvin. In ix. 1f{f the apostle based his
sympathy [or the people of Israel upon their objective, divinely-
conferred privileges; here, upon their zeal for God and His law.
-——btiov Beob] zcal jfor God. Oecod is genit. object. Comp.
1 Mace. ii. 58: Lijhos vopov; John ii. 17: o tihos Tob olxov
gov; Acts xxi. 20: ¢phwTal Tod vépov; xxii. 3; 1 Cor. xiv. 12
Gal i 14; Tit.ii. 14; 1 Pet. iii. 13 ; Lachm. With &yhodw 7¢ or
Tivd, comp. 1 Cor. xit. 31, xiv. 1, 39; Gal. iv. 17 (Acts vii. 9).
Instead of Liihés Tewos we also say &ios Imép Tuwos, 2 Cor. vil. 7 ;
Col. iv. 13.  On the other hand, in 2 Cor. xi. 2, feod in &{Hros
Beod is genit. sulj. = divine zeal. The same {jros Beod is ascribed
by Paul to the Jews in Acts xxii. 3, where he says of his own
Pharisaic period: {wTas Imdpywr 7ol Beod xabws wavTes Uuels
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doTe ovjuepov, comp. Acts xxi. 20, xxvi. 7. “Zcus Dei, si non
est contra Christum, bonus est,” Bengel.

—uwat émiypwaw] wccording to (true) nowledye, 1o oftei the
measure, or as the result of (true) knowledse, Winer, p. 502,
wara may here be translated by ciwa, “ with,” although it never
has this signification. To od kat' émiypwow answers kata dyvouar

e, Y 4
émpakare, Acts iii. 17. . On the distinction hetween éniyrwots
and gréaoes, see on 1 285 Ifarless on Eph. i 17. Tt was not

- . - .
yvéows in general that they lacked, but emiyvwois, »iyht know-
ledee, that is, the true &ios feon.  “ Cacterum hine discamus,

o™ > ]
quo nos bonae nostrac intentiones abripiant, si illis obsecundanius,
Vulgo haec putatur optima et valde idonea excusatio, uli is, qui

redarguitur, obtendit, sc non malo ~uimo fecisse. . . . IFacessant
ergo vanae illae tergiversa'inn v na intentione: si Deum ex
animo quaerimus, scqual. a+a sola ad cum pervenitur,”
Calvin.  Worthy of note . to words of Flacius in Dengel :
« Judaei habuere et habent “ne scientia: nos contra, proh

dolor, scientiam sine zelo.”

Ver. 3 explains in what the od xat éméyvwow consists.
ayvoobvres yapl for mot Lnowing. As to dyvoelv, sce on il 4.
Here also it is simply=“not to know, be acquainted with,”
therefore not = to mistake,” or “ not to recognise, to be unwilling
to know.” The apostle’s point here is not to stamp their dyvora as
wilful ignorance; comp. on the other hand, Eph.iv.18; 1 Pet. i
14. Tt is true, indeed, that they might have known it, the preach-
ing of the gospel having come to them, ver. 18.  Hence, doubtless,
their ignorance was their own fault. Still, what in another con-
nection is set down to their reproach is here simply stated as o
fact, for the purpose of evincing that their {ijhos is 0?0 rav’
émiyveow, without reference to their guilt or innocence in the
matter. On the other side, just as little is it meant to adduce
their dyvoia as a ground of palliation, as in Luke xxiii. 34:
o yap oidagt T worotar; Acts iil. 17: wara dyvoiav émpifarte;
xvii. 30; 1 Tim. i. 13, Dut it is simply explained that their
undiscerning zeal shows itself in their not knowing God’s right-
eousness and sceking to make good their own righteousness.

—7nv Tob Beob Sikatooyny] comp. on i, 17.

—miw 8lav Sikatocvmy] THv éx Tol vopov, Ty €€ Epywr iSiwr
kal mwovwy ratopfovuévny, explains Theoplhylact. Comp. Phil.
iii. 9 éuny SukatocVvyy Ty éx vouov. Suwcatoslyyy is wanting

Purrierr, RoM. I1. K
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“itvr 8@y in A B D (in the Greek; the Latin version has
wined it) E, «l, as well as in several versions and citations of
Fathers. Lachmann and Tischendorf have therefore expunged
i+, But it is apparently supported by the emphasis given by the
11:: 2efold use of the word (v Tod feol Sikatoaivny . ., Thy (blav
Ci-atogVyny . .. TH Sikatoclvy Tob Beod), comp. v. 6. Copyists
ny possibly have omitted it, because in itself it is no doubt
i -pensable, perhaps also because the increased brevity of expres-
sivn wore to them an appearance of elegance.
—oTijcar] stabilire, to make valid, availing, comp. on iii. 31.
—Umeraynoav] in the reflexive sense = sulmitted themselues,
comp. 1 Cor. xv. 28 ; Heb. xii. 9; Jas. iv. 7 ; 1 Pet. ii. 13, iii. 22,
v. 5; Buttmann, Ausf. Gr. Sprachl. I. p. 5t~ Winer, p. 327.

The Stkacoaivvny Beotr is viewed o= divine widi+ v ' joctive norm,
to which In faith we submit vy comp. 1.5 and x. 16:
AN ob TmavTes Umijkovoay TG do. " "Tsover ) submittit
se 1 Béhew divino, volunt:’: Benzel  Bue ihis 8éapuae
has given us the évrohs, ivw I CUTWHEY T OVLLaTEL TOD VioD

avrod "Incod XpioTod, 1 John iii. 23.

Ver. 4 is the confirmation (ydp) of ver. 3. The Jews submitted
not to God’s righteousness; for, Christ being the end of the law for
righteousness to every one that believes, if they had submitted to
God’s righteousness they would have received the righteousness
of faith instead of setting up the righteousness of the law. Té\os
qap vouov Xpiworos| After the example of the Ital. Vulg. and
Aug., Luther: “ for Christ is the cnd of the law.” So, rightly, the
majority of modern expositors, comp. Luke xvi. 16. The explana-
tion of Télos, perfectio, fulfilment, is contrary to idiom. This
would be Teheiwoss, Luke 1. 45, Heb. vil. 11; or m\jpwpa, Rom.
xiii. 10. On the other hand, the explanation, the object (of the
law is making man righteous, and this is done through Christ)
or the aim (of the law is Christ, because the vépos as a waida-
yoyos els Xpioroy, Gal. iil. 24, aims at Christ), is according to
idiom, comp. 1 Tim. i. 5.! But the first idea would be expressed
in a somewhat obscure and roundabout way, and the last would

1 Only nceding to be mentioned, not refuted, is the explanation, no doubt possible
idiomatically, of Victorin Strigel and Steph. le Moyne : ¢ for Cluist is the toll of
the law,” xiii, 7, i.e. Ho paid to the law, as the toll-taker at the gate of heaven,
the toll of absolute righteousness due on our account, and thus made possible to us
entrance to heaven toll-free,
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little suit vv. 6-8, where Clrist is placed in oppasition to the
Jaw, and thus figures rather as the ead than the «im ol the law.

Jut in a dogmalic point of view, the fact of Christ being the cad
of the law is no doubt based simply upon the fact that Ile is the
Julfilinent and «im of the law. For either the law itsclf would
be without sanction, or its abolition by Christ without reason, if
He had abrogated without fulfilling it. On the other hand, the
law evinces its own as well as Christ’s authority, in the fact that
it proposed as its object and aim to come to an end through jful-
Jilment by Christ. The Nomos here is the eatire law, not merely
the ceremonial law. It has come to an end, because now, in
place of the requirement of works, the requirement of faith is
established, vii. 1-6. The Lord’s declaration, Matt. v. 17, does
not contradiet, but corroborates the declaration of Ilis apostle.
Christ’s mAnpody is withal a Tehewody (xaTatvely, katapyeiv) of the
vopos, but in another aspect withal an iordrar, Rom. iil. 31,
because the Nomos is abrogated merely with respect to its external
letter of requirement, and in this very way, by the spirit of faith,
is established and fulfilled as to its internal truth.

—eis Sukatoavvny wavtl T mioTebort] specifics the object for
which Christ is Té\os vopov = va Sikaiwtdi was o mioTebwy adTE.
He abolished the law, that henceforth whoever bolicves, 7.c. secks
righteousness in the way of free gift Ly grace, not for the sake
of works of merit, may obtain the &ikatocivn feod. « Tractatur
70 credenti, ver. 5 ss.; To omani, ver. 11 ss.; wavri, omni, ex Judacis
et gentibus. Caput 9, non est includendum in angustiores ter-
minos, quam Paulus hoe laetiori et latiori capite 10, patitur, in
quo regnat To omnds, ver. 11 sqq.,” Bengel. “The principal stress
lies on miaT., as the opposite of that which the law demanded in
order to righteousness,” Meyer.

Vv. 5-10. If the law requires an impossible fulfilment of its
commands, ver. 5, while the gospel, on the contrary, requires faith
in Christ’s fulfilinent of the law, which is easy of accomplishment,
ver. 6 ff,, then is Christ the end of the law, and every one that
believes in Him has attained righteousness availing before God.
Thus vv. 5-10 are a confirmatory elucidation of the import of
ver. 4. Comp. the instructive treatise of Knapp: Diatribe in
locum Paulinum ad Rom. x. 4-11, ete., ed. 2, tom. IL xv. p.
543 sqq.

Ver. 5. ypdder Ty Sikaoaivny] = ypdper mepi Tis Stratosivrs.
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Comyp. Joln i. 406 : ov éypayrer Mwicijs év 7@ voue ; also John i,
15: ofros %y, ov elmov; Liur. Troad. 1196 s.: 7( kai woTe ypdretev
dv o€ povaomoss €v Tdde ;  The passage cited here, as in Gal,
i, 12, is found in Lev. xviil. 5, LXNX.: (val ¢vrafeafe wdvra
TG WPOCTAYUATE WOV, Kal TEvTa TA KPILATd MOV, KAL TOLTETE
adrd.) o mwoujeas aivrd dvbpwmos Licerar év avrols. This funda-
mental law of the nomistic economy of revelation is repeated in
Ezek. xx. 21; Neh. ix. 29 ; comp. Luke x. 28; Matt. xix. 16 ff.

—07¢] comp. iii, 10, ix, 12, 17. It is here the ér¢ of quota-
tion, — o woujoas] mowely has the emphasis in opposition to
mioTedew.  Just because the wopos requires the wocelv of its
precepts, z.c. what is impossible, it cannot mediate the Sicatocivy
feod, and proves itself powerless to be the author of {wi, Gal.
iii. 21. It must therefore yield place to the revealed economy,
which is able to impart both righteousness and life.

—aitd] s¢. Ta wposTdayuara Tod Oeod. — Hjoerar] comp. 1. 17,
viii. 13. Here again, in consonance with the N. T. stage of reve-
lation, the {1 is {wy alovios.

—év avrols] through them, de through his fulfilling them.
The various readings occurring in this verse are partly such as
call for 1o notice as meaningless or incongruous (Lachmann: &re o
mouvjcas adTa dvlpwmos Gjoerar év avTy), partly like the read-
ing: qpdader 8ti v Sukatootvyy THY éx vouov o wonjoas Avfpwros
tioerar év adry (Vulg.: “ Moyses enim scripsit, quoniam justitiom,
quae ex lege est, qui fecerit homo, vivet in ea”), such as are to
be explained by the difficulty occasioned by the introductory e
and the adrd and év avrols without direct object of refercnce in
the text, or by its being supposed necessary to take ypader Tiv
Sukaroavvmy . .. 8re kT, per aftract., Winer, p. 781, in which
case avrd and év avrols, as not in unison with Sucatooiryy, caused
a twofold difficulty.

Vv. 6-8. Older, like modern, expositors give different deci-
sions on the question, whether Paul in this verse adduces the
authority of a Secripture testimony in support of the assertion
made in ver. 4, or whether his purpose is to confirm it by
an independent dogmatic argureent with a merely formal point
of support in a biblical statement. The passage cited or adapted
is taken from Deut. xxx. 12-14. In the LXX. it runs: (ver
11. 670 % évtony abrm, v éyw Evré\hopal oov anuepov, oly
Umépoykos €oTw, oldé paxkpav awo god éoTw.) 12, olk év
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Te obpavg dvw éatl, Néywy Tis avafijoeTar P piv el Tov obpa-
voy, kai NjpjreTar julv admiv, kai akoveavies albtyy  mwoujoo-
wev; 13, ovde wépav Tiis Oaldaans éotl, Niywy 7is Siamepdiact
juw els T wépav Tis Oakdcons kai AdBn julv aiTiy, xai
CROVTTYY woujoy avTyy, kal wovjocoper; 14, éyyus oov éoTi To
piua odpidpa v 16 oTopati gov, kai év T Kapdiy cov, xai év
Tals xepol cov wowely abro,  Now, in the firsst place, it cannot
but seem strange that Paul does not introduce this statenent, as
far as he uses it, by any of the formulae usual with him clsewhere,
but in such a way as to personify the Swwatosivy ék miorews, and
make it the speaker. It cannot be said that to i 8¢ éx wioTews
Steatosivn oiTw Méyer there is spontancously supplied [rom ver. 5:
e the same BMoscs (kate Tov abrov Metaiy or év 76 BiBAe
Moigéws) ; for, according to the present structure of the sentences,
Moioijs and 9 éx wioTews Sixaioaivy, introduced by the adver-
sative particle 8¢, manifestly stand in opposition {o cach other.
If Paul, then, had wished to introduce another real quotation from
Moscs, he must have written either in ver. G: v 8¢ éx wioTews
Sikatoctyny olitw ypdder, or in ver. 5 either: Moiaijs yap ypdgper
Ty pév Sueatostvny 1w éx Tob vépov, or at least in a changed
order: Ty yap Sikatoclymy Ty éx Tob vépov Maicis ypddel.
As the words now run, the reader cannot help regarding Moses as
the representative or personification of the Nowos, in opposition
to the personified Sikaroctvy éx mioTews; comp. in Jolm 1. 17
the antithesis of Moses and Jesus Christ. Dut the cirewmmstances
being as deseribed, the Scripture passage in question cannot e
meant to stand as a proof-text from Moses.

But, further, in the O. T. passages which he uses, the apostle
permits himself to make alterations, such as occur nowhere else
in lis writings in adducing Scripture quotations. We may be
surprised at his introducing the passage by words: py elmps
év 77} rapdla cov, not present in the same form cither in the
original text or in the LXX, and still more at his tearing asunder
the O. T. passages and interpolating comments of his own on the
separate sentences, a proceeding of which no second instance cccurs
in the apostle. DBut—which is the chief point—in place of the 7is
Stamepdoer Huiv els 70 wépav tis Bakdoans of the LXX. (Hel.
oty '1,3_}_’_"?§ -‘AJ%"DYS:‘_ ") he inserts designedly the alteration: 7is
rataBioerar els Ty &Bvagov, which suits his purpose; and woceiv
avto (Heb. in'::'g';), which makes against his interpretation, though
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recurring in substance several times in the original passage, comp.
xai moujoouey, vv. 12, 13, he just as designedly omits. Were
we meant to find here a proper Scripture proof, such an altera-
tion of the text as alone makes it possible could only be described
as not merely arbitrary, but almest dishonest. The apostle, indeed,
clsewhere often retains a translation of the LXX. differing from
the original text, where, as regards its essential content of thought,
it agrees with the original, or even changes it to suit his purpose,
but in this case always in agreement with the Hehrew original.
It would be impossible to point out an instance in which the
apostle even argues from a passage of the LXX. which differs
cssentially from the original text, where he finds its unaltered
text, not the Hebrew, serviceable for the dogmatic object he has
in view; but least of all an alteration of the LXX. where they
agree with the original text, especially not such an alteration as
would betray the apostle’s consciousness that the LXX.,, like the
original text, partly do not say what is serviceable to him, partly
say the precise opposite, and what he therefore must have held
himself justified in arbitrarily establishing per fas ct nefus!

But this naturally leads us to consider the zmport of the Mosaic
dictum. We may allude to the fact that in Deut. xxx. (comp. vv.
1-6) the subject is the gathering of the nation from exile, the
cancelling of their sins, the circumecision of their Lieart, in conse-
quence of which love to the Lord their God with all their heart
and all their soul will follow (comp. Knapp, #bid. p. 549 sqq.), and
that therefore the passage points to Messianic days, and has a
Messianic import, such as Paul rightly found in it. But even then
it speaks merely of the fulfilment of the law in the power of
the Holy Spirit, not of the imputation of righteousness through
faith. It might therefore well be made use of by John for his at
évrolal avTov Bapeiat otk eloiv, 1 John v. 3, but not by Paunl for
his specific conception of Sixatocivy éx miocTews; for it treats
merely of righteousness of life (although certainly of one only
capable of accomplishment through faith in Christ), not of the
righteousness of faith in itself. And the apostle by his designed
abbreviation of the text shows that he was clearly conscious of

! As to Eph. iv. 8, comp. Hengstenberg on Ps. lxviii. 18; as to Eph. v. 14,
Harless there; as to 1 Cor. ii. 9, Osiander there. 1In all these passages merely
the form of the original passages is changed for the purpose in hand, not the
essential content of thought.
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this, and accordingly did not use the passage as a real proof-text.
If we choose, nevertheless, to see here an actual Seripture quota-
tion, we must then either, with older orthodox interpreters, con-
sent to import into the Mosaic text itself a most arbitrary meaning,
or, with modern rationalistic expositors, suppose that the apostle
himself imputed to that text a most arbitrary, allegorical and mystic
sense. We ought rather, with the majority ol exegetes (comp. among
the moderns, especially Riickert and Tholuck, the latter also against
Meyer here), to suppose in the passage (a view favoured hoth by its
matter and form) a free employment of the words of Moses, which
the apostle uses as an apt substratum for his own course of thought.
In point of fact, the form of the Mosaic dictum furnished the
apostle with a thoroughly appropriate dress in which to clothe the
conception he has in view, of the casiness of mioTedew in opposi-
tion to the difficulty of moielv. Moreover, even as to the matter,
he might feel himself called upon to employ it, because at all
events he saw in the original passage a fundamental Messianic
reference, and held himself justified in deducing from the ac
évtohal Bapeial odx eloiv, contained in it, as it were by a conclu-
sion & mejore ad minus, the still more undeniable 7 wioTis Bapeia
ovx éoriw. We may call this a holy, charming play of God’s Spirit
on the words of the Lord. In this sense Luther observes on the
passage in the Annott. ad Deuteron. : “ Dicimus, Panlum data
opera noluisse Mosem ad verbum citare, saltem in priore parte, sed
abundante spiritu ex Mose occasionem accepisse adversus justiti-
arios, velut aovum et proprivm textum componendi. . . . Denique
non dicit, sic esse scriptum, sed Justitiam fidei sic dicit logud.”
Rightly, though not sufficiently, Bengel also says: “ Ad hunc locum
(Deut. xxx. 11-14) haec quasi parodia suavissime alludit, sine
expressa allegatione.” If the Mosaic passage be understood of
righteousness of the law in the outward sense of the word, the
Pauline application may indeed be called a real parody. On the
other hand, if it be applied to Christian righteousness of life, the
apostolic exposition, certainly no capresse allegatio, but more as
an allusio, is rather a free application, a translatio of the sense
to an object different in form, although still akin in nature. “Si
quis istam interpretationem nimis coactam et argutam esse
causetur, intelligat non fuisse apostolo propositum, Mosis locum
anxie tractare: sed ad praesentis causae tractationem duntaxat
applicare,” Calvin,
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Vv. 6, 7. 9 6¢ €k wioTews Siwatootvy obrw Aéver] Respecting
this personification of the righteousness of faith, comp. Kuapp,
dhid. p. 547 £} and Heb. xii. 5, where the mwapdadyots is intro-
duced as OSwareyouévn nulv o5 viols. Iaul lere represents not
Christ, but the rightcousness of faith as speaking in opposition to
Moses, because he has no actual word of the personal Christ to
adduce, and the O. T. dictum which he adapts could all the less
be deseribed as spoken by Christ Himself, as he does not even
(uote it in its original sense and proper meaning, but freely
adapts it to the ohject in view. The, in itself, fine observation
of Bengel : ypager, seribit, litera occidente.  Antitheton, vv. 6, 8 :
dicit, voce vivida, must not be based on the text itself.

—u elmys év i wapdia oov] According to the Heb. and the
LXX.: “The command is not in heaven "OND, Aéywy, 7.c. that
one should say,” etc. Out of this Paul forms the prohibition :
“ Say not in thy heart.” elmeiv év 75 xapdia gov is a Heb. idiom
for “to think” especially of thinking perverse, unholy thoughts
(Ps. xiv. 1, 3352 W% Matt. ifi. 9; Rev. xviii. 7), which one is
ashamed to speak out.

1is dvaPijocerar els Tov olpavév;] The Sikatooivy éx vopov,
ver. 5, had commanded 7otelv in order to the bestowzl of Lwi).
But this 7oty man must needs deem as hard and impossible as
that he should ascend to hcaven to fetch thence far - distant
righteousness. The 8ikatocivn éx micTews, on the contrary, as
the opposite of the Sixatootvy éx vouov, forbids the question:
1ls avafrjoerar els Tov ovpavov; It says: Say not, Who shall
ascend to heaven ? Z.¢. say not, Rightcousness for me is as distant
and high as if it lay in heaven, aud I must needs fetch it thence.
This interpretation quite agrees with the sense of the passage in
the original connection, which must needs form the starting-point
for the exposition lere; for there the question: i dvaBijoerac
els Tov odpavoy ; is meant to express the idea that the évronsj is
vmépoyros and paxpdv. dvaBaivew els Tov ovpavéy is an expres-
sion for an undertaking extremely difficult or impossible, Prov.
xxx. 4 ; Wisd. ix. 16; John iii, 13.

— 7007 €07t XpioTov ratayayeiv] “that is just the same as

1 ¢¢Ista enim figura dicendi, quae rebus sensu carentibus actum quendam et animos
dat, .. . magnam hic vim addit orationi, ut haec ipsa tamquam ex oraculo, quo nihil
possit esse certius et verius, edita nobis putemus; plane ut illa, quae in Proverbiis
Salomoneis, atque alibi sacpe, ex persona Sapientiae dicuntur,”



CHAP. X. 6, 7. 153

to hring Clnist down.”  But Christ has alrcady descended, winl
brought rightcousness from heaven and realized it upon carth
It is therelore nigh thee. If, on the contrary, thou thinkest it
far away, and seckest it in heaven, this is just the same as il thou
wouldst fetch Christ down from heaven, as if thou deniedst that
IIe has already come down from heaven and become man.  Ac-
cording to another view, Totr’ €o7e is meant to be a more precise
explanation of the design indicated in the question = Say not :
Who will ascend to heaven ? anamely, to fetch Christ down.”
Jut neither does this harmonize with the primary meaning ol the
question in the original context, nor does TodT éore clsewhere
introduce the design, but simply expounds the meaning of the pre-
ceding dictum, comp. Matt. xxvii. 46; Mark vii. 2; Acts 1. 19;
Rom. ix. 8 ; Heb. ii. 14, etc. Here, too, one expects in Tod7
éote to find the exposition of what is contained in 75 araBijcerar
7. Some interpreters apply the passage mot to the incarna-
tion, but to the ascension of Christ. It would theu have to
be explained: “Who will achieve the righteousness that wins
heaven?” Christ has ascended to heaven. This question then
means, to drag Him down from heaven, or to deny Ilis ascension.
But then in necessary sequence Todt éarme XpioTov €k vexpov
avayayetv must mean : “ that is to deny Christ’s atoning death,”
or: “to bring Him out from among the dead” Dut now
ver. 9 shows that in ver. 7 not a denial of the death but of the
resurrection of Christ must be meant. Another class of inter-
preters would take the question of the verse as an expression not
of the grief that despairs of obtaining righteousness, but of the
theoretical unbelief that regards Christ's advent {rom heaven, cr
His incarnation, as not having taken place, or impossible. Then,
since the righteousness of faith forbids the assertion that nonc
can ascend to heaven to bring Christ down, none descend to
the deep to bring Christ up, the gist of vv. 6-8 is the com-
mand : “De not unbelieving (namely, in Christ’s incarnation
and resurrection), but believing.” Thus, by the authority ol
Moses himself, Christ is proved to be the end of the law, for tle
righteousness of the law in Moses demands doing; the righteous-
ness of faith, believing. The former righteousness, then, is super-
seded by the latter, DBut apart from the fact that this interpre-
tation makes the apostle find in the Mosaic dictum a most

arbitrary, oracular, hidden meaning, it would have been far more
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simple and appropriate in this case, to the Mosaic saying: o
wolnoas abta {joerar év avrois, to oppose the prophetic dictum :
o Slkaios éx miocTews Hjoerar, as in Gal iii. 11, 12. Doreover,
it may he objected that, if Moses at one time demands roceiv, at
another mioTedew, this does not necessarily prove that through
mwioTis the vouos has come to an end, but may just as well prove
that Moses contradiets himself, and that therefore his authority is
altogethier doubtful, or that it remains uncertain to which of two
mutually destructive statements we ought to give credit. Were
it replied that such a Dlelief in the untrustworthiness of O. T.
declarations is inconceivable even upon the standpoint of Jewish
opponents, it is still certain that, by his arbitrary alteration and
exposition of the text, Paul would with too evident and systematic
wantonness have laid bare the very point and pith of his reason-
ing to the attacks of these opponents. But, finally, the question:
T(s avafnoerar els Tov ovpavov ; would not express unbelief in
the possilility of Christ’s incarnation, which must have been
expressed Dy the converse question: Tis xaraBrcerar éx Tod
ovpavod ; Tor that no one can ascend to heaven to bring Christ
down, by no means proves that Christ Himself cannot descend
from heaven. In the same way, as expressing unbelief in the
possibility of Christ’s resurrection, we should have expected in
ver. 7 not the question: 7is xataBroerar els ™w dBvaoov ; but
rather the converse question: 7is dvaBricerar éx 7is afSvooov ;
The antithesis in vv. 6-8 to ver. 5 is therefore as follows: The
law brings not righteousness, for it commands the doing of its
precepts, which is impossible ; the gospel, on the contrary, brings
righteousness, for it commands not perfect ohedience, but pro-
claims the perfect obedience already rendered in Christ, and
merely commands us believingly to receive this, which is easy
and within reach. Therefore is Christ the end of the law,
because Ie fulfilled it. With Him all depends on faith, which
is possible and easy, not upon doing, which is impossible. 8xato-
admn and fwrj ave the goal to be arrived at. As this cannot be
ioeched in the way of the wopos, but only in the way of wioTes,
the s dper as matter of course can merely serve as a wadaywyos
to ariomes, nd as soon as the latter appears, must pale and
vanish before it as the moon before the rising sun, Gal. iii
21-25,

—3)| or, de say just as little—7is xaraBricerar els T
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aBvaaov ;] i.c. Who can descend into the abyss, to bring up fur-
distant and unattainable righteousness 2 Both in the original
text and the LXX. the expression: 7is Siamepdoes fjuiv els o
mwépav Tijs faldooys ; intimates the great difficulty of the task,
comp, Ps. exxxix. 9; Bar. iil. 29, 30: Tis avéBn els Tov
ovpavov, kai éhaBev avtiv (dppovnaw, ver. 28), kai xateBiPacer
avTy éx 1@V vedpedv ; Tis 8iéBn mépav Tis Oakdoans, xai
edper a’tijy ; Knapp, dbid. p. 552 f. Only, the designed refer-
ence to Christ leads the apostle to alter the expression. The
antithesis of ovpavés and dBvaoos or &dns is found also elsewhere,
comp. Job xi. 8; Ps. cvii. 26, exxxix. 8 ; Amos ix. 2; Ecclus.
xvi. 18, xxiv. 5 ; Matt. xi. 23.

—7oir éomt XpioTov ék vexpdy avayayetv] to bring up Christ
from the dead is to deny that He has already risen. If I do
what is already dome, I thereby deny that it is already done.
To ask despairingly whether righteousness is attainable, is
equivalent to doubting Christ’s resurrection, or to a praclical
denial of it; for by means of His resurrection Christ brought to
light the righteousness that He had realized, and offered it to the
apprehension of faith, fyépfn Sia oy Swaiwow juov, iv. 25;
Acts ii. 31f; 1 Cor. xv. 17. Respecting the abyssus as the
abode of the dead, comp. Knapp, #bid. p. 554 f.; respecting the
phrase: dvayew éx vexpdv, Ps. xxx. 3; Wisd. xvi. 13; Ieb.
xiii. 20.

Ver. 8. dA\a 7¢ Méyer ;] sc. 7 éx wioTews Sikatooivy, as though
it were said before: %) éx wioTews Sieatoctvy ot Aéyer, which
as to the mcaning is no doubt implied in % 8¢ éx wioTews
dikatootvy olitw Néyer pn elmns év ) kapdia oov. The formally
inexact antithesis gave rise in It. Vulg. (scd quid dicit scripture ?)
and others to the reading dAAa ¢ Neyee 7 ypady ;

—éynyls gov 70 piipd éorw] The word of legal righteousness is
far away in heaven and in the deep, because, in order to the
bestowal of cwrppia or {wz, it requires a doing which is out of
reach. The word of the righteousness of faith, on the contrary, is
near, because all that it requires is faith within easy reach, faith
in Christ’s actually existent fulfilment of law and observance of
righteousness.

—év 7 ordpari cov kal év Th kapdig gov] Epexegesis of
éyyUs, antithesis of év 7@ olpavd and év 7 ¢Bivocow. The word is
near, because it merely requires faith in the heart and confession
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with the mouth. Paul omits the xai év Tais yepol oov of the
LXX., which neither occurs in the Ileh. nor suits his purpose.

—r007’ &771¢] As in vv. 6, 7 the meaning of the Auman
thought is indicated (= 7olT0 €elmelv, éore XpioTor rarayayeiv
or avavyareiv), so here the meaning of the diviinc declaration.
We may explain 7ovT &ote cither that 4s = ToiTo T0 pijud éate
7o piua Tis wioTews, or that mcans, namely, in which case to
7007 €oTe TO pijpe Tis wioTews = that mcans, the word of the
faith, éyyds gov éotiv would nced to be repeated. The first
explanation is to be regarded as the more likely one.

—70 pijpa Tis maTews] =0 Noyos, 1} Sidackaiia Tijs mwioTews.
Tis wioTews is gemil. olject., as in Gal. ili. 2: droy wioTews;
1 Tim. iv. 6: of Aoyor Tijs mioTewS.

—0 unpvoaouer] namely, we preachers of the gospel. “ Atque
illud praceeptum, illam de fide doctrinam, tradimus («knpvoaouer),
nos scilicet, Evangelii praecones, non nostro arbitratun, sed Dei
ipsius et Jesu Christi auctoritate. Vid. Comm. 14, 15, et Mare.
xvi. 15,” Knapp. A special reference to Pawl, which I preach,
would scem little in place here, where the stress is not at all on
the person, but on the evangelistic office. Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 11
with Gal. ii. 2, v. 11.

Ver. 9. 67¢] Most expositors take é7¢ as an exegetical particle
=that, serving to specify the substance of the wppuypa, ver. 8.
1t is better taken by Luther and several expositors in the causal
sense = for.  In the first place, 7007 éo7e 70 pijpa Tis TioTEws O
knpvcaouey, ver. 8, corresponding with o7 &ore k7., VV. 6, 7,
plainly forms a brief, self-contained, explanatory sentence ; and
again, while there was no need to specify the well-known purport
of the evangelic Kerugma, there was need to justify the applica-
tion of the dictum quoted in ver. 8 to the preaching of faith.
Since faith in the heart and confession with the mouth impart
salvation, ver. 9, by the saving word to be found so near—in the
mouth and in the heart—nothing else can be meant than the
word of faith (and the word of confession necessarily associated
therewith), ver. 8.

—~éav opoloynans év T orouati cov] corresponds with ép
7@ orépati gov, ver. 8. The reason of the precedence of Homo-
logia and of its separation from Distis is merely the formal one
of an allusive resemblance to the dictum made use of in ver. 8.
Of course the apostle neither admits a confessiom without faith
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nor a faith without confession, bhut the confession is to be con-
templated as belicving confession, and the faith as confissing Tuitl,
This is especially shown by 1 John iv, 2, 3, 15, and 2 Joln 7,
where the exclusively mentioned opoloyetv "Injooir Xpioriv
manifestly includes in it meareverr, 1 John v. 1, comp. Knapy,
bid. p. 864. “The same act of praise and confession takes place
in two ways, first, before God «lone, secondly, before mwva, and is
really a work of the faith of which Paul treats, Rom. x.,” Luther.

—wvpiov "Inoodv] = xipiov dvra 'Incodv, comp. John ix. 22
1 John iv. 2.  «dpeov is thus the predicate = Jesus os the Lued,
and is placed first for the sake of emphasis. Ilespecting the
kupiorns of Jesus, comp. Knapp, @id. p. 565 sqq.  As here, so
also in 1 Cor. xil. 3: od8¢ic Svvatar elmelv wipiov "Incobv el wi
év mveduaTi avyiw, the confession of Jesus as the Lord is pointed
out as the specific characteristic of the Christian position.  And
certainly this acknowledgment includes within itself all the other
clements of the Cliristian faith. “In hac appellatione est summa
fidei et salutis,” Bengel. DBut the apostle adduces this general
truth as the object of confession,—in the first place, because it was
every way fitting to make the general precede the special (6m¢ o
Oeds adTov tpyeiper éic vexpdv); and again, because the incarnation,
which he might have mentioned in allusion to ver. 6 as the
object of Homologia, has not for him so spcciel o dogmatic
significance (even in John it only gains significance through the
polemical opposition to Docetism) as the resurrection which he
at once proposed in allusion te ver. 7 as the olject of Pistis.
Hence it does not scem to us in keeping, for tlie sake of obtaining
a closer correspondence with what precedes, with some expositors
(comp. Tholuck here), to make the confession, that Jesus is the
kVpros, equivalent to the acknowledgment of the truth, &7¢
kataBiBnrev éx Tod olpavod, ver. 6. Although in itself it is
beyond question that Christ by the fact &7 waraBeBnxer éx 7ol
otpavot and made Himself a Sodlos, purchased for Himself the
right of «dpeos in relation to His own, a right which He possessed
Dy designation from the beginning, although He only entercd on
the exercise of this princely right on His return to heaven ; still
it is just as true that the apostles never elsewhere place the
rvptorns of Jesus in direct relation with His incarnation, but that
it serves to characterize either His premundane or postmundanc
existence, and therefore points Him out either as Son of God or



158 COMMENTARY ON THE ROMANS,

the exalted Son of man, comp. 1 Cor. viil. 6, xv. 47; Acts ii. 36 ;
Phil. ii, 9-11; comp. also Harless on Eph. i. 2.

—~xai maTevans év 1) xapdia gov] corresponds with év 77
kapdia ogov, ver. 8. Regarding éy, comp. Steiger on 1 Pet. i. 5.

—&71 0 feos adTov dpyeipev éx vexpey] points back, as observed,
to TodT éomi XpioTov éx vekpdv dvayayev, ver. 7. Respecting
the significance of Christ’s resurrection for the justification and
salvation of man, comp. on iv. 25, and Knapp, <bid. p. 567 sqq.

—ocwbijoy] answers to Hjoeras, ver. 5. ocwrnpla is fwi con-
ceived in the form of deliverance from fdvaros, comp. on i 16.

Ver. 10 confirms (yap) the import of ver. 9.  Confession with
the mouth and faith in the heart lead to salvation, ver. 9 ; for the
two must needs go together, because, while faith in the heart
indced mediates dixatoavvy, confession with the mouth must Dbe
added if cwtypia is to be reached, ver. 10. Accordingly, Gries-
bach, Knapp, and others are wrong in enclosing this verse, which
in no sense contains a mere parenthetical thought, in brackets.
kapdia wyap mioTeberar els Sikawoovyny] “for with the heart
(not, with Luther : from the heart, comp. ver. 9 : év 75 kapdia) men
believe to the attainment of righteousness” The dependence in
form on the Mosaic dictum, ver. 8, being no longer preserved as
in ver. 9, the apostle here follows the order, logically correct and
absolutely. required by the subject-matter of the verse, in making
kapdig mioTevew precede cTopaTL GpoNoYeELD.

—oaTopate 8¢ opoloyeltar eis cwtnpiav] We may say, that
necither confessionless faith leads to &cxatoctyn, nor faithless
confession to ocwtnpla. Thus, as wioTis and ouoloyila are
ever inseparably bound up together, so also are Sikaiogdvn and
cwtnpla; and the separation found here is to be regarded less
as a real one made on account of the subject-matter, than merely
as a formal one made for the sake of the parallelism. Dut the
thought here meant to be emphasized is just this, that while
indeed faith in the heart justifies, it must prove itself justifying
faith, actually leading to cwrnple, by the fact that it makes con-
fession, because a confessionless, dumb faith is not true faith.
Since, therefore, only confession supplies security that justifying
faith, leading to salvation, exists, and since only faith, not con-
fession,—mnot even when it is conceived as believing confession,
—of itself mediates rightecousness, the assignment of Siwcatooivy
to wioTis xapdias, of cwrnpla to oporoyin orTomaros, as to the
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matter seems sufficiently justified. ¢ Paulus autem idco sic
loquitur, ore fit confessio ad salutem, ut testetur, se requirere non
hypocrisin fidei, sed vivam et firmam fidem,” Melanchthon.
“ Cacterum viderint quid respondeant Paulo, qui nobis hodic
imaginariam quandam fidem fastnose jactant, quac secreto cordis
contenta, confessione oris, veluti re supervacanea et inani, super-
sedeat. Nimis enim nugatorium est, asserere ignem essc, ubi nihil
sit flammae neque caloris,” Calvin. TFor the rest, that confession
—right not only in substance, but in form—is the clearest and
most distinet evidence of faith, both as to its existence at all and
its measure and degree, holds good not merely of the first ages of
Christian persecution, but of all ages, since a confession of Jesus
as Lord, without regard to consequences, furnishes the most con-
clusive proof possible that the man who makes it has alrcady
inwardly presented his whole life a sacrifice to the Lord. If faith
does not pass into confession, it becomes extinct, and along with
it salvation is lost. On this account not merely are good works
in general, but also confession in particular, the vie reyn?, although
not the causa regnandi, Matt. x. 32; 2 Cor. iv. 13.

Vv. 11-13. Scripture proof that miores brings cwrnpia, and
that to cvery onc who believes, ver. 11. Next, this was o
migTevwy is more precisely confirmed, ver. 12, and likewise sup-
ported by a testimony from Scripture, ver. 13. Thus vv. 11-13
corroborate the entire import of ver. 4, which has been demon-
strated dogmatically vv. 5-10, while laying speccial stress on the
#3&s, on which Bengel observes: “ Hoc monosyllabon, 7ds, omnnis,
toto mundo pretiosius, propositum ver. 11, ita repetitur vv. 12 et
13, et ita confirmatur ulterius vv. 14, 15, ut non modo significet,
quicumque invocarit, salvum fore; sed, Deum velle, se invocari
ab omnibus salutariter.”

Ver. 11. Méyer yap 3 wypadii] Isa. xxviil. 16, comp. ix. 33 in
this epistle.

—rds 6 moTevwr] Paul here, to subserve his purpose, expressly
adds wdas, which certainly is found neither in the Heb. nor the
LXX, but as to meaning is included in the unrestricted o
migTedwY.

—ém’ abdtd] namely, upon Christ, as in ix. 33. moTedew
Twe is credere, confidere alicui; miotevew els or émi Twa (Acts
ix. 42, xxii. 19) is to be taken in a pregnant sense: to close
with one by faith, in faith to profess adherence to one, Winer,
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D. 267; morcew éml e (Luke xxiv. 25; 1 Tim. i 16) is: to
rely by faith upon one, Winer, p. 292.

—ob kataioyvrthoerar) “non frustrabitur salute, quam ex-
spectat,” Vatablus,

Ver, 12. The wés 6 mioTedwr) in opposition to Jewish particu-
larism, is more precisely explained to the effect that it applies
equally to Gentiles and Jews. And, indeed, as soon as it was
laid down that not the épya véuov, but only mieris works cwrnpla,
therewith co ipso the abolition of all distinetion between Jews
and Gentiles in regard to salvation was settled. “Si sola fides
requiritur, ubieunque reperta fuerit, illic se vicissim proferet Dei
Lenevolentia in salutem : nullum ergo hic erit discrimen gentis
aut nationis,” Calvin.

—ob ydp éoti Sragtony "Iovdalov Te kai "EX\qvos] for there s
a0 distinction between Jew and Greck. - Hic non additur primum
Judaeis, ut initio, c. i. 16,” Bengel. They are all equally saved,
if they believe. And in truth it is sclf-evident, that not merely
Greeks in general, just as much as Jews in general, but every
individual Greek and every individual Jew without distinetion
has access to salvation, if he believes; so that in fact the was
forms the most direct antithesis to all particularism in the doctrine
of clection. Otherwise it would be necessary to interpolate the
arbitrary thought: every one, indeed, is saved who Dbelieves, but
he only attains to faith whom God has predestinated. With ov
vdp éoTi SiaoToXs), comp. iii. 22.  There is one guilt upon all,
and therefore one Mediator for all.

—o0 yap abTos kUptos wavTev] comp. iil. 29, 30.  For one and the
same is Lord of «ll. 6 adros is subject; wvpuos, predicate ; wavrwy,
masculine, comp. Acts x. 36 ; Phil.ii. 11. If, therefore, there is no
difference between Jew and Greek, because one and the same is
Lord of all, for the same reason there will be no difference between
all individual men. ¢ ad7os refers, as the entire course of thought
in the passage proves, especially ver. 11 é7’ avr@, and vv. 13, 14,
to Christ, not to God.  As little as general faith in God could be
denied to Jews, could calling upon the name of God be described
as the specific characteristic of justifying, saving faith in a Chaisticn.
In general, o «dpios, according to the Pauline doctrinal system, as
well as according to usage, with the exception of O. T. citations,
which explain themselves, is invariably Christ, Winer, p. 154.

—ahovtaw] comp. Eph. i. 7,1i. 7, iii. 8. He is to be contem-
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plated as mhovtdy ydptre or ypnoTéTyTy, il 4, vich in grace, which
manifests itself in the comnunication of cwrnpia (comp. ver. 11;
ob katateyvvbijcerar; ver. 13: codjoerar), comp. v. 15, xi. 13

—els wdvras] wilh respeet to «ll, for the goud of «ll, in beludf
of all.

—obds émiwarovpévouvs avrov] For invocation is an inevitable,
immniediate expression of wioris. The émirhyacs, as dirvected to
God, is not to be identified with the omoloyie that takes place
before man, vv. 9, 10. As to the invocation of Chiist, comp.
Acts i, 21, vil. 59, ix. 14, 21, xxii. 16; 1 Cor.i. 2; 2 Tim,
il. 22, Thus, because Christ is Lord of all, Ile has the will,
because He is rich in behalf of all, He has thc «lbifity or power
to render all—Jews or Gentiles, provided they call upon Him
in faith—partakers of salvation. “ Dives et largus.  Quem nulln
quamvis magna credentium multitudo exhaurire potest; qui nun-
quam necesse habet restrictins agere,” Dengel.  “ Ubi notandum,
Patris nostri (Christi) opulentiam largitate non minui: ideogue
nihil nobis decrescere, quamlibet alios multiplici gratiae sunac
affluentia locupletet. Non est ergo cur invideant alii aliorum
bonis, perinde acsi quid ipsis proptera deperiret,” Calvin.

Ver. 13 ratifies the words wAovrov «TA, ver. 12, by a
testimony of Scripture. The passage is from Joel iii. 5 (LXX.
ii, 32), verbatim after the LXX. Paul here, as is shown by the
absence of the formula of quotation, and the ydp, which is no
part of the Scripture passage itself, adduces a well-known
Scripture saying in his own name, so that the sense is somewhat
= “for in agreement with the well-known saying of the Lord, I
tell you that every one who calls upon the name of the Lord shall
be saved,” comp. ver. 18, xi. 34, 35; 1 Cor. xv. 32; 2 Cor. ix. 7
Eph. v. 31. Since the passage in the prophet rclates to the
days of the Messiah (Hengstenberg, Christology, I 349), Paul
applies xvotos to Christ, whom he everywhere and without
reserve identifies with the Jehovah of the Old Testament.!

1 Meyer here again, in the interest of his Subordinationist views, observes: *“The
invocation of Clrist is not such eworship ir the absolute sense as takes place only in
respect of the Father, the absolutle God, bui rather worship in that relative appre-
hension of the worshipping consciousness which is conditioned by the relation of
Churist to the Father (whose Son, fellow in authority, Mediator on behalf of men,
eic., He is).” This Origenistic gloss certainly merits the epithet ‘‘arbitrarily
imported,” which this expositor on his side is so ready to impute, especially to
cxpositions of Scripture in the dogmatic sense.

Puiviepr, Rom. II. L
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The apostle, having in vv. 1-13 more {fully developed the
proposition laid down, ix. 32, that the guilt of Israel’s exclusion
from the Messianic salvation is found wholly in their work-
righteous unbelief, now proceeds, vv. 14-21, to deprive them of
the excuse that they had not heard the preaching of the gospel,
and concludes with the proposition that even this unbelief of
Isracl was foretold Dby prophetic lips, on which account the
occurrence of this fact furnished no ground for the assertion ol
an éxmemrwrévar of the Noyes Tob Beod, ix. 6,

Vv. 14, 15. Introduction to ver. 16 in the form of a sorites,
the last member of which is corroborated by prophetic testimony.
“ The necessity of the evangelical dmooTohj is first of all to be
established, in ovder then to make the disobedience of the Jews
stand forth with the force of contrast,” Meyer. Only the
émikareioBar leads to cwtnpia, ver. 13, Dut émucaleiofar must
be preceded by mioTevew, moredew by drovew, drxovew by
knpvacew, knpvoaew by dmooTé hesbar, vv. 14, 15. Thus the
necessity of the dmooTols) is seen to be the fundamental con-
dition of final cornpla.  Accordingly, in vv. 14, 15 there is no
special reference to the Jews, which occurs first in ver. 16. The
object here is neither to cut off from the Jews every means of
escape, which is first done in ver. 18, nor to refute a Jewish
objection, which Paunl himsclf first raises in ver. 18. “Climax
retrograda : qua Paulus ab ulteriore quovis gradu ad citeriorem
argumentatur, et hujus necessitatem, tum ex necessitate ipsam
existentiam ¢jus infert, Qui vult finem, vult etiam media.
Deus vult, ut homines invocent ipsumn salutariter, Ergo vult,
ut credant. ILrgo wvult, ut habeant praedicatores. Itaque prae-
dicatores isit. Ommia fecit, quae ad rem pertinerent. Voluntas
c¢jus antecedens est universalis, et efficax,” Dengel. “Diligentissime
hic locus observandus, ut sciamus, quomodo Deus sit efficax in
nobis, nec quaeramus alias illuminationes praeter verbum,”
Melanchthon.  They can call wpon, for by the word they are
called fo Hiw, comp. Hengstenberg, Christoloyy, ibid.

~—mas oby émukalécovtar els ov obk émigTevaav] Attraction
from 7os obv émwaréoovrar ToDTow, els Ov ovk émiocTevsav,
vi. 17.  How then shall they coll wpon Him in whom they
belicved not? oy draws an inference from ver. 13.  How then
can they call upon IHim in accordance with the requirement of
émuahetofar just laid down? Respecting the future of ethical
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possibility, comp. Winer, p. 343, Tmportant codices, A D
1 G, also Cod. Sinait., instead of the f{uture, have here, as
in vi. 1, the conjunctive {mikaréowrrar, which Lachiann
and Tischendorf have received.  Just so in the following
ToTeVowa, arxovcwaw, knpvfwow. This would be the con-
junctic. deliberativ.=“ How then skonld they call,” ete. ¢ Dut as
the testimony is so very condlicting that no one of the wejushels
has the conjunctive throughout (A not having it for woTevoovawy,
D EF G, Cod. Sinait. not for drxodcove:, F G mnot for
wnpvfovay), any decision must be left in abeyance. The sub-
ject to émuaréoovrar, ete., may be Lotrowed from ver. 13 = was
odv (oDror, obs 8el émixakeiofar TO Bdvopa wuplov, ver. 13)
émucaléoovrar, ete, so that in ver. 15 ol xnplooovres would
have to be taken from xnpvooortes immediately preceding, and
supplied in thought as subject to xmpvfovew. Dut the
proposition in vv. 14, 15 leing a general one, the plural is
better taken impersonally = How shall ¢4y, d.c. how shall our
call, ete., in whom one believed not, ete. ¢ Comp. Luke xii. 20;
Johm xv. 6. “Ergo qui Deum invocat, in co praesidium sibi
esse repositum conlidat necesse est.  Siquidem de ea invoecatione
hic loguitur Paulus, quae Deo approbatur. Nam hypoeritae
quoque invocant, sed non in salutem, quia sine ullo fidei sensu.
... E converso autem collige, illam esse demum veram fidew,
quae Del invocationem ex se parit. Ifierl enim nequit, ut qui
Dei bonitatem gustavit, non etiam perpetuo ad cum votis
omnibus aspiret,” Calvin.

—mds 8¢ mioTevgovow ol ovk nrovoav ;] Attraction from
7ds 8¢ mioTeboovsLy €ls ToDTov, oU oUk Hrovcav ; Dut how con
they belicve (in Him) of whom they heard not 2 ob refers of course,
like els oy, to the xvpeos, ver. 13, ic. to Christ. drovew Tiwos
means not merely audire aliquen, but also, as here, audire dv
aliquo, in which signification éroderr Twa also is found, Eph.
iv. 21.

—ms 8¢ dxovoovot ywpis knpiooortos ;] The distinction
between ywpis and dvev is in gencral rightly defined by Tittinann,
de Synonym. dn N. T. p. 93 syq.: “ywpis ad subjectum, quod ab
objecto sejunctum est, refertur, dvev autem ad ohjectum, qued a
subjecto abesse cogitatur.” So Matt. x. 29 : “ & é£ avrav o
megelTar ¢ml Ty yiw dvev ToD Twatpos Dudy, 1.e. ne passer quidem
moritur ita ut non adsit pater, 7 inscio et invito patre.”  On
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the other hand, John xv. 3: “ywpis éuod ob OSuvacfe woeiv
ovdév, 1.c. a me sejuncti, éav pyn pelvnTe év éuol” vv. 4-G. Dut
we look upon the distinction in many cases as purely formal,
since it amounts really to the same thing whether the subject is
considered as severed from the object, or the object from the
subject. Thus the general strain of thought here forbids us to
interpret, with Tittmann: ob mioTedoavres 70 snplooovte.
Rather ywpis knpbooorros, which no doubt in itself = sgjuncti ab
co qui doceat, is only different in mode of conception, not as
regards the sense, from dvev rnploaovros, abscnte doctore, st nullus
adsit doctor.

—mas 8¢ knpvfovoww éav iy amostaldo: ;] Therefore the
dmooTon is the first thing necessary, if we are to come to the
wijpuypa, to axor), to wioTis, to émikinots, and thus to coTnpia.
Tle sending subject to be understood to awoorarda is God, comp.
xv. 15 £; 2 Cor. 1ii. 5 f; Gal. i. 15 £; Iph. iii. 2, 7. The
sending of the prophets and apostles was direct; that of ministers
of the church is indirect. The prophetic oracle, in picturing the
lovely appearance of the amogTohos, illustrates the importance of
the émoaTons).

—~xabos vyéypamrar] Isa. lii. 7. The Hebrew text, as far as
it is employed by Paul, runs: ¥my» 2w on D‘ﬁﬂ‘l'sy MWL
i Ty bi%,  « How beautiful upon the mountains are the Teet
of the messenger of salvation, who publishes peace, brings good
tidings!” The LXX,, departing from the original : @s dpa émi
v dpéwy, s modes edayyehlouévov drony elpivrs, ds edayyeido-
pevos ayabd kT, DPaul, omitting émi Tdv dpéwy, which is part
of the poetical picture and does not serve his purpose, translates
after the original text. He contracts D15"’ yoen g ‘551 into
Diby ayan ‘55'1, and rightly takes 7731 Doth times in the collective
sense (Gesen. Comm. diber d. Jes. he1e), hence the plural Tov
evayyenlopévor. The prominent mention of the feet graphically
depicts the approach of the messengers, Nah. i. 15; Acts v. 9.
“Tedes eminus (pulchri), quanto magis ora cominus,” Bengel
Since, in the sccond part of Isaial, the deliverance from exile,
seen in the perspective of prophecy, is beheld coincidently with
the advent of the Messianic kingdom, the apostle’s application of
the prophet’s words to the N. T. messengers is amply justified.
With rav edayyehilopévor elpijvnp, comp. Eph. ii. 17 : xai oy
ebmyyeriocaro elpnvny, where Christ Himself is represented as such
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an améaroros elpjrys, and Eph. vi. 15 : dmolncdueror vovs wicas
év érowpacia Tod evayyehiov Tis elpivys.  Ta ayaba here mani-
festly denoting the Dblessings of the AMessianic kingdom (comp.
Heb. ix. 11, x. 1), the artiele, which Lachmann and Tischendorl
Lave omitted, certainly on weighty evidence, may still be decmed
genuine, and the omission may have arisen from the reading of
the LXX,, or after the example of the anarthrous elpjrmpr. At
all events, we can more casily account for its being omitted than
added. The omission of evayyehilopévov elpijvgy Tév in A B C,
Cod. Sinait.* «l., as well as in several versions and Fathers, which
authorities Lachmann and Tischendorf follow, is to be explained
by the eye of the copyists straying from the first elayvyenilouévor
to the second.

Ver. 16. The despatch of the messengers has already taken
place (“non defucre nuncii. Isaias in spiritu alacres corum
gressus vidit,” Dengel), and therewith the condition on which all
might come to believe and call upon the Lord is fulfilled: this
is the thought to be gathered from vv. 14, 15, to whicl the pre-
sent verse forms thie antithesis. e Tolvuy 70 pév cw@ijvar éx Tod
émearéoaabac Ny, 10 8¢ émkalécaclar éx Tob mioTeDoal, To O¢
ToTeboar éxk Tob axodoai, To O& dxolgar éx Tob wmpvEar, To &é
rnpv€ar éx Tob dmwooTakivar, ameaTdAnoav 6¢ wai émjpvfav . . .
cUbyhov 6TL TO iy TioTeloar éxelvwv Eyklnua yéyove povov: kal
yap Ta wapa Oeol mwdvra dwijpricTar, Chrysostom.

—aM\N'] acvertheless. — ov wavres| not all, refers to the mass
of the people of Israel which had not belicved. wdvres, Jews
like Gentiles, should have believed, vv. 12, 13; but ov wdvTes
Lelieved, <c. the Jews beliecved not. The application of od
wavres to the Gentiles runs counter to the tenor of thought; for
the apostle has here to do, not with particular individuals, hut
with entire peoples, with the Jewish world and Gentile world,
and in ix.—xi. treats altogether of the unbelief of Israel, not of
the unbelief of Gentiles. ILiather, on the contrary, he speaks of
tlie reception of the Gentile world in Israel’s stead, ix. 30, x. 12,
There was thus no occasion whatcver here specially to mention
the fact, that even among the Gentiles, whose conversion as a
body the apostle sees in process of gradual accomplishuent,
xi. 25, many still remained unbelieving.

—Umijrovaay TG ebayyehio] obeyed the gospel.  On themselves
accordingly lies the guilt of their rejection. * Etiawm ii debuerant
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et potuerant obedire, qui non sunt obedientes facti,” Bengel
With dmarovew 7o edayyehip =to submit oneself in the obedi-
ence of faith to the requirement of faith laid down in the gospel,
comp. i. 5, x. 3, xvi. 26; Acts vi. 7; 2 Thess. i. 8, iii. 14; Heb.
v. 9. The same Isaiah, who foretold the advent of the mes-
sengers of salvation, also predicted the unbelief of the people of
Isracl in their message; comp. a similar application of the same
prophetic passage, John xii. 38.

— Hoalas yap Aéye] Isa. liii. 1. For Isalah says, as to
sense = for therefore it could not but come to pass, because it
was predicted by Isaiah. The prophetic passage treats of the
unbelief of the people of Israel in the AJW™12Y, whose humiliation
was a gxdvéalov to the ’Iovdalows. Rightly observes Calvin on
the same passage: “ Neque sui temporis homines tantum com-
prehendit Jesaias, sed posteros omnes, usque ad finem mundi:
nam quamdiu exstabit Christi regnum, hoc impleri necesse erit.
Quamobrem fideles adversus tale scandalum, hoc testimonio
muniri debent.”  Comp. also Hengstenberg, Christology, I1. 275.

—~xUpee, Tis émioTevae T aron fudv ;] literally after the LXX.
The Hebrew text without xipie: HJDXJP;[:"? jena . Rightly, Phot.
in Qecum,: 76 8¢ wipue, Tis émicrevaer dvti Tob . . . dNiyor, and
Theophyl.: 76 7is avri Tod omdvios keirar évradba TovréoTw
ON\fyor émioTevear. With pain the prophet surveys the vast body
of unbelievers, and similarly the apostle the small number of
believers.  The historic aorist emioTevoe answers to the preceding
Umikovaar. axor, answering to the Heb. Ny, properly, the thing
heard, then the report, proclamation, preaching, message, Matt.
iv. 24, xiv. 1, xxiv. 6 ; 1 Thess. ii. 13.

Ver. 17 infers (dpa) the correctness of the proposition laid
down in ver. 14 fromn the import of the prophetic passage in
ver. 16. If Isaiah requires wiomes in the axor, then the former
supposes the presence of the latter as its originating cause.

—dpa ) mioTis €€ dkoijs, 1) 8¢ dwxon Swa prjuatos feod] The
most obvious supposition is, that dxos} is here to be taken in the
same sense as in ver. 16, Dut if it signifies “the thing heard,
the message, the proclamation,” pijua €eod can no longer signify
“the word of God” as the form of God's revealed truth; for
the proclamation does not come through God’s word, but God’s
word forms the substance of the proclamation, or is identical
therewith, 1 Tet. i. 25. It would then be nccessary to explain
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pipa Beod by “command of God,” which is the medinm of the
preaching, inasmuch as God by Ilis commmand sends forth the
preachers. In this case, in the words &ia prjuatos feod wllusion
would be made to the necessity of the dmoeoTols, ver. 13. Dut
in the first place, the reference to the Hebh. 73 727, as the usual
designation of the substance of the prophetic, here therefore of the
apostolic proclamation, is so obvious, that to change the meaning
into “ command of God,” which is not to be found anywhere clsce,
could not but seem arbitrary. Respecting the fixed meaning of
piipa Beod = God’s revealed word, comp. Luke iii. 2, iv. 4; John
iii, 84, viii. 47; Eph. vi. 17; Heb. vi. 5, xi. 3; 1 Pet. i. 25;
Rev. xvii. 17. Here, therefore, the back-reference of pijua Geod
to pijpa, ver. 8, and the forward-refercnce to ¢foyyos, pruara,
ver. 18, cannot be eluded. DBut, further, if dxoy denoted the
proclamation, and pijua feod the commissioning order of (iod,
(o) must correspond to wijpvypa, ver. 14, pipa Beob to dmo-
oToy, ver. 15, and axon, ver. 14, to which yet the axor of this
present verse must correspond, seeing that both times mioTis is
derived from it, will be passed over and ignored. Tinally, it is
impossible to perceive with what justice the apostle derives the
proposition 4 8¢ axoy 6ta pripatos feod from the preceding pas-
sage of the prophet. For it is a mere artificial, although certainly
an ingenious makeshift, to appeal to the address xvpee, ver. 16, or
even to the entire attitude of the prophet towards God, such as
is expressed in «Upee . . . Yudy, in which address or attitude the
prophet figures as God's ambassador, and in accordance with
which God appears as the One by whose order the drodj is pro-
claimed ; or still niore is it a makeshift to go back to ver. 15
(mwds 0¢ kmpvEovow, édy py amosTaldar ;), so that only 4 wioTis
€€ arxoijs would be an inference from the passage of the proplet,
while % 8¢ aron 8ca pnuatos Beod, on the other hand, would
simply repeat an assertion of the apostle already advanced once.
All these inconveniences are avoided directly we understand dxosj
in this verse, as in Gal iii. 2, 5 (comp. 2 Det. ii. 8), of the act
of hearing, perceiving, which is countenanced both by the ques-
tion, ver. 14 : wds 8¢ maTelgovaww ob ok skovaav ; and by the
question, ver. 18: uy odx sjxoveav ; which links on to the dxos
of the present verse. The change of meaning in dxoy in vv. 16,
17, considering the ambiguity of the word, is the more tolerable,
since in reality the dxoy, ver. 16, 7e. the preaching = God’s



168 COMMENTARY OX THE ROMANS.

word heard, is here simply analysed into its two elements,
namely, into dron and the piHua Beod, 7.c. into hearing and the
word of God (= the hearing of God’s word preached). Thus the
entire purport of ver. 17 might justly be derived from the pro-
phetic passage, ver. 16, and then % wioTis €€ axoils answers
exactly to wads 8¢ mioTevTovow ol ovk drovaav ; and 1) 6 axon
owd prjuatos Oeod to wds 8¢ dxoloovar ywpls knploaovTos,
ver., 14. There was no occasion again to bring forward the
necessity of the amooTolj, as this was demonstrated already in
ver. 15 from Isa. lii. 7! The reading Xpiorod instead of Beod,
received by Lachmann, is to be regarded simply as a later gloss
(Beda has Dei Christi). It arose perhaps from wrongly referring
piina Oeod to amoaroh, ver. 15, and supplying wapc Tob Xpiorod
instead of wapa Tod feoi) to éav py dmooTardor there. « Iyitur
¢z auditn verby Dei fides)” remarks Calov here.  “ Non enim
nisi ex verho Dei haberi potest fides. Quod proinde audiendum
est vel legendum. Relata sunt verbum et fides. Verbum prae-
dicatur ob fidem : nec extra Verbum Dei locum hablet fides ordi-
narie. Non enim évfovoiaoTinds et apéows fidem accipimus,
sed axoveTikds et éupéows per auditum verbi, ubi tamen nominato
verbo non excluditur Sacramentum Baptismi, quod etiam medium
est regenerationts et fidei. Quia sacramenta sunt verbum quoddam
Dei non quidem dxovaTor sed opatdy, non tamen sunt sine verbo,
imo verbo tum mandaii tum promissi constant, nec sine illo
Sacramenta sunt.”

Ver. 18. If, then, it is settled (hat dxovew is requisite for
mioTebew, and knpiooew for dxovew, and that among the Jews
Umakovew or mioTedeww is wanting, the question is, whether the
wrjpvypa did not reach them, and so drovew and wiaTedew were im-
possible. In the present verse this ground of excuse is precluded.

—aM\a Aéyw] introduces a spontaneous objection, ver. 19, —
un ovk tjkoveay ;] did they not hear 122 sc. oi 'ITovbalor 1o pijua
70D feod, or even indefinitely “it” = what was spoken of hitherto ;
comp. Tholuck here, and Kriiger, § 60, 7.

! According to Ilengstenberg, Christol, 11 275, MIVAY, 2xaé, never signifies any-
thing but, what is heard, or even rcport. Hence he explains, ver. 16: ‘“ Who
believes our hearing,” that which we hear, which is made known to us through
God’s word, So also Calov and Umbreit here. We need not then, vv. 16, 17,
suppose a change in meaning, for we may take éxs4 in ver. 17 also in the passive

sense = faith comes from what is heard, from that which we hear ; but what is heard
comes from God's word (preached).
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~—puevodvye] 7o vero, introduces a reply to the oljection, ix. 20,
This reply is given in the words ol Ds. xix. 5 after the LXX,,
which passage Paul does not cite directly, comp. ver. 13, but
weaves into his own language. Comp. on this passage, which
treats primarily of the revelation of mnature, Ilengstenbers, Coum.
dher d. Ps. I, 332 « The universality of God’s manifestation of
Ilimself in nature is a prophecy in fact of the universality
of the proclamation of the gospel. If the former is not acci-
dental, if it is grounded in the divine nature, then must the
latter also spring from the same divine essence. The revelation of
God in nature is for all His creatures; to them as such it is given:
and it is a pledge that they shall also one day be made to share
in the higher and more glorious revelation. It was a security to
the Gentiles that the temporal limitation of salvation to Israel
was not a hindrance, but a means towards the removal of the limi-
tation.” Dut we are not on this account to suppose a reference to
the Gentiles in the present passage. Iather the object is, by
asserting the wniversal diffusion of the evangelical message, to
repel the objection that it came not to Isracl. To suppose that
Paul applies avrdv, which in the psalm relates to the heavens,
to the gospel messengers, seems wnnceessery.  LRather the applica-
tion of avrdy, which has passed over into the Pauline quotation
from the literally adopted text of the LXX., may be left inde-
finite, as all that is regarded is the principal thought of the
passage, that the revelation of God, here the word of the gospel,
has made its voice heard over the whole earth. The knowledge
of Christ, disseminated in those days well-nigh throughout the
civilised world, and extending from east to west, is viewed Dby
the apostle, as in Col. 1. 6, 23 (comp. Rom. i. 8), as the complete
fulfilment of the commission which the Lord gave to His apostles,
Mark xvi. 15.—The relative prolepsis in the present passage was
the less open to exception, seeing that most certainly to the Israel
of these days which remained unbelieving such preaching of the
gospel as was essential had been least of all lacking. We must not
then, with Lohe, Drei Biicher von Kirche, p. 34 {ff. (in the train of
the Roman Catholic expositors in Cornelius a Lapide! and older
Lutheran expositors), and Pistorius, Luth. Zvitschr. 1846, 2, p. 40

1 Tholuck remarks : ¢ Of Roman Catholic expositors, a Lapide has been unjustly

charged with this view by Philippi.” DBut I speak not of Cornelius a Lapide him-
self, but only of Roman Catholic expositors in Cornelius a Lapide.
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(Desser here, on the other hand, uncertain), press such statements
unduly, and infer from them that even in the apostles’ days the
gospel had been diffused, in the literal sense of the word, over
the whole olxovuévn (even in China and America). With the
statement of this verse, Herodian, ii. 11. 7, has been aptly com-
paved : o8¢ Tv jv s pépos 7 kNlua olpavod, émov um ‘Pwpaior
Ty dpyny éEéteway, and the well -known passage of Clement
Tom. in 1st Ep. to Cor, where he says of Taul: Suearocivny
Si8ikas ohov Tov wéopov. That, at the time when the Roman
epistle was written, the gospel had not yet been preached in
Spein, xi. 20-24, 28 shows. Nevertheless, Paul says in the
present passage: els wacav Ty yijv éEnnber o ¢fiyyos. The
doctrine, therefore, of the so-called vocatio catholice has no right
to base itself upon such statements of Scripture literally taken.
Ver. 19. d\\a Aéyo] introduces another spontaneously raised
ohjection, ver. 18. A pretty wide-spread interpretation of these
words is: Did not Israel know?—to wit, that the gospel shall
pass over {from the Jews to the Gentiles. To this some modern
expositors add the more precise reference—necessary in this case
—to the contents of ver. 18 —=surely it was not unknown to
Israel, that the knowledge of the gospel was destined to go abroad
into all lands (and even to the Gentiles), 67t els magay Ty vijy
éEenevoetar o ployyos adTdV Kal els Td wépata Tis olkovuévns
Ta pijpara avraov. This ignorance might serve as a ground of
excuse, in so far as many Jews may have been kept from receiv-
ing the gospel by its universalistic tendency. But, in the first
place, it cannot but appear prime fucic an arbitrary course to
assign to p7) "Iopay\ ovx éyvw ; a different object from that of the
parallel py odx sjrovoav ; ver. 18. Further, just as the apostle
introduces the objection both times, vv. 18, 19, by the same
formula, dAra Aéyw, so also he would have introduced the refuta-
tion lying, according to the interpretation in question, in the pro-
phetic passages Dy a pevodvye, as in ver. 18. 'We may add that
Paul would have quoted passages of the prophets far more suit-
able for rebutting the possible ground of excuse mentioned, pas-
sages directly and positively asserting the unmiversalism of the
gospel, and, as such, referring to the rejection of Israel and the
reception of the Gentile world in Isracl's stead. Moreover, this
nniversalism itself was in reality sufficiently established even for
Israel by the single passage quoted, ver. 18. But, finally, the
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interpretation in question is not at all in keeping with the entirve
strain of thought from ver. 14 onward. For the purpose was,
to cut off every excuse for Isracl’s disobedicnce to the gospel.
Now, such an excuse might certainly be found in the fact that
the knowledge of the gospel had not come to Israel, ver. 18, it
not in the fact that Isracl had not previously known that in
case of their unbelief, or without this, the Gentiles would be
summoned to participate in the gospel. If they were sur-
prised and took offence at the latter fact, this would sitmply
turnish a new ground of accusation against their arrogant par-
ticularism and exclusivism, not a ground of excuse for their
unbelief.  Add to this, that, as a rule, Israel’s taking offence was
not based so much on the reception of the Gentile world simply,
as rather on the reception of the Gentile world into the Messi-
anic kingdom without its being previously admitted into the O. T.
theocracy. Thus in the last resort the exdréador invariably lay
in this, that wioris was to lead to cwTnpla, without the viuos
and épya; and so far from there being any excuse for this gwdv-
Satov, it was in this very axdvdadov that Israel's guilty unbelief
consisted. Another series of expositors, as the object to uyp
*Ispayh ovx éyvw, have therefore rightly supplied v dxoify or
70 etayyéhor, save that, by virtue of our exposition of ver. 17,
it is more exuct to supply, as is done to the question in ver. 18,
70 pijua Tob BOeod. But when these expositors interpret: It arws
surely not wnknown to Isracl ? i.e. Perhaps they did not comprehend
the gospel 2 in the first place, even then pevoiurye, introducing the
reply, is wanting ; and again to this question the answer contained
in the passages of the prophet, vv. 19-21, is not in the least
appropriate, since these passages do not at all avail to prove a
Possible knowledge or apprehension of the gospel on the part of
Israel. Tather, according to our view, the import and connection
of thought in vv. 19-21 with what precedes is as follows : After
the apostle has cut off from the Jews’ disobedience to the gospel,
ver. 16, its only possible excuse, namely, that the knowledge of the
gospel has not come to them, ver. 18, lie himself raises the objection
of wondering inquiry : Did not Zsracl know ? <.e. Is it conceivable
that Israel above all, God’s elect people, knew not the Messianic
cwtnpia specially desizned for them, or the preaching of the
gospel, when even the Gentiles attained to this knowledze ? Now
the passages of the prophets quoted show that this fact is nowise
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to be wondered at, since it was already actually foretold in the
word of God that the Gentiles will accept, hut Israel reject salva-
tion. Thus we need no introductory mevovwvye, for the passages
of the prophets do not so much refute as corroborate the assertion
implied in the question: uy "Iepagh ovx éyvw ; that without doubt
Isracl also rejected the gospel of God! Thus only does it become
evident why the apostle, instead of saying here py) odx éyvwoav ;
in harmony with p3 ok ficoveav ; says in preference p7) 'Iopanr
odk éyvw ;  In this way, too, the precedence of the word ’Iopanr
(vightly endorsed in conformity with the most important modern
interpreters, on far predominant evidence, by Mill, Grieshach,
Knapp, Lachmann, Scholz, Tischendorf, instead of the received p2)
ovk éyve 'Iopan) ;), by means of the emphasis given to it by our
interpretation, now appears in its just significance and intrinsic
necessity. From motives of forbearance, in vv. 16, 18, the
apostle had merely supposed, not expressly named, Isracl as the
subject spoken of. The latter is first done here, where his lan-
guage 1s less that of accusation than of wonder at Israel’s apostasy,
wonder in reality hionourable to Israel. IFurther, upon our view,
the question with which c¢h. xi. opens joins on in the most natural
and direct way to the conclusion of the present chapter, and
this conclusion in a certain sense itself falls Lack on the begin-
ning.  For there alveady (comp. the od xat’ émiyvoow and
aryvoodvres, vv. 2, 3) was expressed the "Iopayh ovx €yvw, which
is here merely represented as predicted in the language of pro-
phets, and predicted as a guilty act of rejection on the part of the
nation.

—mpoTos Movais] tn the first place Moses, alterwards Isaiah.
wporos does not here stand for mpdrepos (John i, 15), but in a
general sense begins the entire series of relevant prophetic sayings,
the numbers ol which the apostle did not at once set before lLim

! Meyer asserts that our view is inconsistent with the interrogative form with w4,
which necessarily presupposes the negation of the obx éyvw. We do not coneede that
this grammatical rule has no exceptions, comp. on iii. 3. Buteven if in the present
passage we render: Surely Israel was not ignorant, the passages of the prophets
might serve to prove that this in itself apparently incredible fact, nevertheless fell
out according to the prediction.  That in this case what follows must necessarily have
heen introdueed by a strong adeersative particle, is by no means self-evident, as Meyer,
cd. 3 and 4, asserts.  But when Tholuck, considering the emplasis which, according
to our exposition, falls on Isracl, desiderates a predicate describing it as God’s

people, it should be remembered that Irpzda itsell, without further addition, is the
nation’s title of honour.
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in a determinate way. The expressive mention of the fact that
Moses was the first among the prophets to predict Isracl’s
apostasy, is an intimation that the latter is not to he wondered
at, since it was foretold from the very beginning. ¢ Jloses, sub
quo Israel formam populi accepit, jam tum dixit,” Beneel.  The
passage here cited is found Deut. xxxii. 21.  The whale
verse runs, according to the LXX. : avroi mapeljlwoday pe éx’ ol
Oed, mapoEuvdy pe év Tols eldwhos altdy. Kayw Tapainlewow
avrols ér ovx éBver, émi EOver acuvéte mapopyid avrovs.  Thus
Paul, instead of avrovs, uses the vuds of direct address.  In the
preference here promised to the Canaanites, by which Isracl,—
the spouse of the Lord,—rejected for her idolatry, is to he pro-
voked to jealousy, even as she previously by her ¢dololatric pro-
volied to jealousy her husband, God Himself, is implied a prelude
and foreshadowing of the relations existing between God and
Israel subsequently in the days of Christ. Even at that time
Israel provoked God by its unbelief, and by the idolatrous
purposes to which it applied His own works. On this account
it was cast off, and the heathen adopted in its stead, by which
course Israel in its turn was provoked to jealousy and anger.
But this sinful ¢{pros was meant to turn into a holy, divine
{iros, and thus to become the means of Israel's recovery to
salvation, xi. 11, 14. As, therefore, in ix. 25, 206, Isracl, so here
Canaan is to be contemplated as the representative of the Gentile
world.  According to Baumgarten, Theolog. Comm. zwin Pentateuch,
Zweite Hilfte, p. 542, by ovx é€fvos and é€fves dovveroy, in
reality every Gentile nation is meant to Le indicated; “for inas-
much as all heathen stand solely upon the ground of nature, their
distinctive nationality is perishable and unreal, and therefore, in
the light of full, eternal truth, none at all, and all heathen are
foolish, because they are without the knowledge of God, the
fount of all wisdom (Ps. xiv. 1), because they are without the
knowledge of the law of Israel” (iv. 6, 8). Comp. also Keil
here. DBut still, even in this case, a particular Gentile nation
would be meant in the original passage, even if it were lelt
nndetermined which. Consequently the passage in Deuteronomy,
in its concrete individualization, lays down the abiding funda-
mental law of divine justice, even as this law is actually
realized and illustrated with ever-increasing completeness in the
entire course of Israel’s historical development as a nation. DBut
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the complete realization was only seen in the days of the apostles,
when not one Gentile nation, but the entive Gentile corid
inherited the blessing in Isvael’s stead, and inlerited not simply
temporal, but eternal blessing.

—én obk &ve] DYNO3, comp. ix. 25; 1 Tet. il. 10. “od as
the objective negation stands also in conuection with nouns, the
conception of which is meant to be negatived absolutely and as
matter of fact,” Winer, p. 597 ; also Heindorf on for. Sut. ii. 3.
106 : Non sufor. Therefore the people of God alone being a
people proper, one answering to the idea of a people, every people
that has not become a people of God, despite the most positive
assertion of its nationality, is in point of fact merely a no-people.
Ouly through the gospel is the special individuality of each
nation, by being transformed into the genuine ideal of Lhumanity,
kept true to itseif'; and, in like manner, the specific nationality,
by its very transformation into a distinctive nationality in the
ideal sense of the word, is restored to and preserved in its true
condition. On éw{ with the dative after verbs of emotion, pro-
perly of that wpon which another thing rests as upon its basis,
therefore here to render jealous and angry, as it were on the ground,
i.e. on account of, a people, comp. Winer, p. 491.

—émi éfver aocwveTe] 233 '33, of the perversity of idolatry,
relicious blindness.  7¢ yap ‘EX\jvov aovvetwtepor Eblois kal
ABois wpooreynvorwr, Theophylact.

Vv, 20, 21. Still more distinetly and directly than Moses,
does Isaiah assert the reception of the Gentile world, and the
rejection of Isracl. “Quod Moses innucrat, Esajas audactcr ¢t
plane eloquitur,” Bengel

—'Hoailas 6¢] Dut Eseias. The 8¢ leads over to another
subject.

—amorohud xai Méye] makes bold and says, is not = dmotohpudy
Aéyer, audacter dieit, swys boldly out, but = amoTolud Aéywy,
“takes courage and then says, shows his bolduess in saying.”
Comp. John xil. 44: 'Ingols 8¢ éxpaev xai eimev = éxpalev
eimov. The passage oceurs in Isa. Ixv. 1. It runs in the Hebrew :
i3 Nbh gy byt with My ) LXX. Cod. B : dudpavis éyevifnw
Tois éué i) émepwTdow, ebpény Tols ué pi) Cyrodoww. Dlaul, like
the LXX. Cod. 4, inverts the two parallel clauses, because the
sccond asserts the reception of the Gentile world in more destinet
terms than the first. In opposition to the opinion of mwost of
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the modern expositors, that the passage in soiak refers to the
Jews, and only in LPwul to the Gentiles, comp. Vitringa on
Isa. Ixv. 1, and Tholuck in the 4th ed. of his Com.

—elpébnv] Twas found. Aovistus propheticus, whicli in Paul’s
days had already become the aoristus historicus.

—Tois éué wy {yrodow] comp. Acts xvil. 27: &yrelv Tov feor,
el dpa Yyladijoear kat epoiev. But what is here meant is not
a secking with the intellectual powers, but a secking with the
soul, such as expresses itself in prayers and supplication.  Cumpyp.
Matt. vil. 7: Upreire xal edpijoere,

—éudavis éyevounv] 1 becanme manijested, i.c. as a elper and
Saviour.

—ois éué pi émepwrdot] o those that inguired not of me. Lutlier,
as regards the sense rightly: “to those that inquired not after
me.” For only he that inquires of God inquires after God, and
vice versa. émepwtav Tov Beov, Dcwm consulere (LNX. Nuw. xxiil.
3; Josh. ix. 14 ; Isa. xix. 3), may therefore be usced [ov Dewii
honorare, colere.

—arpos 6¢ Tov Iopaih] but in v¢fevence to Isracl, Luke xx. 19;
Heb. i 7; Winer, p. 505. That wpés here is not to be rendered
ad with the Vulg., fo with Luther, follows both from the {act that
in the prophet no address to Israel is found, and because here
we are less to suppose an opposition in the persons addressed,
there being no address in ver. 20, than an opposition in the appli-
cation of the propletic passages, on one side to the Gentiles, on
the other to the Jews.

—Xéyer] namely Isaiah, and that in the subjoined second verse
of the same 65th chapter. LXX.: éfeméraca ras yeipds pov oAy
™ Nuépav Twpos Aadv amelfoivra kai dvtihéyovra.  DPaul’s
placing 6Any Tav Juépav at the head makes the performance
and faithfulness of God’s love stand forth in yet stronger contrast
with the permanent (also emphasized Ly the part. prees) impeni-
tence and unfaithfulness of the nation. With the thought, comp.
Matt. xxiil. 37. “ Vel hoc uno verbo refellitur dogma de duplici
voluntate divina, beneplaciti et signi,” Bengel.

——ekemitaca Tas yeipas wov] “ Ac valde emphatica loquutio
est, eumn manus expandere : quia salutem nostram per verbi sui
ministros procurans non secus anus nobis porrigit, quam st
pater filinm gremio blunde excipere paratus brachia ctiam ex-
tenderet,” Calvin.  Save that the idea, latent in this dictum. of
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a revealed and sceret will, is to be rejected in accordance with
the rule of Bengel's decision.

——kai Gvrihéyorta] explanatory addition of the LXX, synony-
mous with awe:flobvra. The latter denotes negative, the former
positive disobedience, resistance, rebellion, John xix. 12; Heb.
xii. 3. Dut, at the same time, dvridéyery may retain its primary
meaning: to contradict, gainsay. To the God who offers them
this salvation, they say: We will not !
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CHAPTER XL

THE apostle has now shown, ch. ix, and x, how the rejection of
Israel does not run counter to God’s word, because the latter
acknowledges no legal claim on the part of man, but ever reserves
the right of admitting to salvation to God’s spontancous deter-
mination. He las shown also that the reason of Isracl’s exclusion
from the Messianic kingdom lies in nothing hut its own resistance.
At this point he might have concluded his theodicy with respect
to the fact now under diseussion, namely, the rejection of Israel
and the admission in its stead of the Gentile world that submitted
in the obedience of faith to God's order of salvation. Dut his
love for his nation was too heartfelt and strong, his grief for its
present condition too carnest and profound, to allow a soul filled,
as his was, with holy, loving sorrow, to rest satisfied with so
comfortless a conclusion. On this account, like the prophets of
the Old Covenant, he exchanges the language of rebuke and chid-
ing over the present for that of lope and comfort respecting the
future. Thither his longing, expectant eyes are directed, and in
the far distance he sees burst forth the living fountains, from
which his nation, now languishing at the peint of death, will drink
new vigour. From pointing to these fountains of life and comfort,
it is impossible for him to refrain. But even his theodicy itself
had come to a conclusion merely in appearance, or at least pro-
visionally. With respect to carnal, work-righteous claims, and
Israel's complaint founded thereupon, the Lord was completely
justified in what He had done; but He was not yet justified
with regard to His own purposes of grace and the destiny of the
nation as made known in His word. The divinely-given privileges
of the nation, mentioned ix. 4, 5, as well as many express pro-
phetic predictions of the O. T., were no doubt only able to
demonstrate their subjective power to bless and save in the
believing portion of the nation, the true Israel; but still they
were given to Israel as a whole, and so far in point of fact
implied the promise of their future comprehensive realization.
Purierr, Rox. I1. M
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Israel's destiny—guaranteed by the divine forcknowledge, and
lience also attested by the predictions of prophets—was to Dbe
God’s elect people, the light of the Gentiles, the centre of the new
spiritual theocracy, or of the O. T. theocracy merged in the N. T.
Clristocracy. DBut this destiny would have failed altogether, and
an éxmemrwrévar of the Aoyos Tod Beod, ix. 6, taken place, if
Israel’s present apostasy was to be looked on as permanent, not
as a mere point of tramsition to its future universal salvation.
But in this the fulness and depth of the divine wisdom reveals
itself, which achieves its purpose of holy love, not merely in
spite, but by the very means of man’s resistance, and thus attests
the divine faithfulness, as well as the truthfulness of the divine
prognosis and prophecy, that even Israel’s temporary fall could
do nothing but serve to convey to the Gentile world the blessing
of the gospel, and thus—Dby the sight of this blessing departing
and taken from it and given to strange children—to provoke and
induce Israel to return and again lay hold of this its original
possession. Thus only does the apostle’s historical survey reach
its conclusion and repose, while the end of his dogmatic exposition
returns upon its beginning; for it is now established, that the
historical realization will correspond with the universal design of
thz evangelical counsel of salvation, i, 16. Comp. Introd. The
consideration of the way and manner of this realization—opposed
to all human calculation—in which divine determination and
human freedom are so wondrously interwoven that the former
secures its end without the latter being infringed upon, leads the
apostle in conclusion to adoring wonder at the unsearchable riches
of the divine wisdom and knowledge which make themselves
known in unfathomable judgments and ways beyond human ken.

Vv. 1-10. God did not cast off His people, but, in accordance
with an election of grace, allowed a portion of them to attain
salvation,—the portion which, itself chosen by grace, also in its
turn chose grace instead of works, whilst no doubt He abandoned
the rest to hardness of heart.

Ver. 1. Néyw odw] Comp. aMa Myw, x. 18,19, odv introduces
the inference that might be drawn from the statements of the
prophets, x. 19 {ff. TFor since the latter intimated that God would
thenceforward enter into the same relations with the Gentile world
in which He hitherto stood to the people of Israel, the question
might certainly be deduced from them—un awdoato o feos Tov
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Aadv atrob ;] Dut the apostle, in choosing the designation 7ow
Aaov adrod instead of Tov 'Ispayr, intimates the impossihility
and self-coniradiction of the supposition implied in the question,
which comes out still more distinetly in the expression 7ov Aaov
avrod, bv mpoéyvw, ver. 2. As little as man hates his own flesh,
Eph. v. 29, can God cast off Iis own people. “ Ipsa populi cjus
appellatio rationem negandi continet,” Dengel.  The supposition
involved in dmooaro shows that the word las the emphasis,
although the emphasis may also be assigned to damwgate and
Tov Aaov adTod in common as two mutually exclusive notions.
On the form acapnr instead of éwoduny with the augm. syllud.,
comp. the observation of Thomas M.: éwoduny kai amewodcuny
kai Stewsduny T 8¢ ywpls Tob € Néyew Tabra dvatTikoy, Winer,
p- 83. With the sentiment, comp. LXX. Ps. xciv. 14: &1 ovk
amdoeTal kUpos Tov haov avTod, xal THv kAnpovoulav avTod
olk éyxatalelyret; xev. 3 (only in LXX).

— The indignant repudiation pa ¢évocro] is confirmed by xai
yap éyw Iopanhitns eini] Had God rejected the people as such,
not one of them could have been received. The reception of this
single one proves that the rejection of the others depends not on
God’s arbitrary decree with respect to the whole nation, but has its
ground in the guilt of these others, because they are unwilling to
comply with the condition on which alone they can be received. E:¢
yap drdoato, ovdéva dv é8éfaTo. el 8¢ é8éaTo Twas, ovk amwoato,
Chrys., and: Obx amwcfnre dmod Oeod, AAN éavrols amwlbeire.
The apostle does not mean that as an Israelitish patriot he cannot
entertain such a thought as that God cast off His people; for py
yévorro negatives the fact itself, not merely his opinion about it,
since otherwise, instead of the affirmative form Aéyw ofw, he must
have chosen the interrcgative: Do I say, then? DBesides, his
patriotism could not prevent him holding the opinion in question
the instant there was real ground for it in the divine decree. It
could only have prevented him wantonly publishing the sad fact
without call of duty and sense of sorvow. xai qdp is here not =
ct enim, but = nam ctiom, so that xai belongs to éyw, and no xai
yap xal is necessary. Comp. Hartung, Lehre v. d. Part. I p. 137 £

— éx oméppatos 'ABpaan, duhijs Bewapiv] Phil iii. 5. “On
the separation of the state into two kingdoms, they [the Ben-
jamites] were attached to the tribe of Judab, and with it consti-
tuted the kingdom of Judah, 1 Kings xii. 21. After the exile, also,
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these two tribes formed the kernel of the new Jewish colony in
Palestine, comp. Ezra iv. 1, x. 9,” Winer, 0ibl. Realw., art. “ Den-
jamin.”  The genealogical addition serves sharply to emphasize
the notion of pure Israelitish race in its descent from the founder
of the nation, as well as of genuine theocratic faith, What held
good of such an Israelite held good of the people of God in general.

Ver. 2. The answer to the question: uy dmdoaro 6 Oeds Tov
Aaov adrod ; already implied in u3y yévorto, namely : olk amwoaro
0 feos Tov Nadv adrod, is here expressively and emphatically set
forth, and still further strengthened by the appended dv wpoéyraw]

lespecting mpoéyvw, comp. on viii. 29. The apostle says not:
“which he predestined,” this being implied already in Tor Aaov
adrod, “His people,” = “His elect people.” To cast off His elect
people involves a self-contradiction. But the contradiction is en-
hanced by the circumstance that God from eternity forckncw this
people which e Himself chose, 2.c. foresaw that it would be and
remain His people. Luther, in his marginal notes: “ It is not all
God's people that is called God's people. Wherefore, also, not
all is rejected when the greater portion is rejected.” On this
view, therefore, v mpoéyvw would be a limiting definition, and
Tov Naov a¥Tob Ov mwpoéyvw merely the portion of God's people
predu=tined to the Messianic salvation, the elect, spiritual Israel.
So also Orig. August. Chryst. Calv. Calov, ¢f /., but plainly in
opposition to the context, seeing that ver. 1, like the present
chapter, treats of the entire nation.

—1) ov oldate] comp. vi. 16; 1 Cor.vi. 16, 19. Introduction of
an analogous O.T. example in support of the assertion, ovx dme-
caro kth. The application follows in ver. 5. Comp. Meyer: “3
ovk oibate xTA., down to ver. 4, adduces a proof for otk améaaTo
from an historical example of Scripture, according to which a case
analogous to the present, of the resistance of the people to God,
once belore occurred ; but God made the declaration that He cast
not off His people, but amid the depravity of the mass reserved
to Himself a number of faithiful ones. So (ver. 5) too, now, there
has taken place not a rejection of the people, but a gracious election
out of the people.”

— év "Hxig] Luther: “of Elias” DBut év "HA{g is not de Elia,
but =“in the section treating of Llias,” comp. Mark xii. 26;
Luke xx. 37 : émi 775 Bdrov="in the passage where the bush is
spoken of,” Wincr, p. 481.
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— &5 évruyydver kT\.] depends on ovk oidate, like cv 'HN{a 7!
Aéver 1) ypaday, to which it stands in the relation of an Mlustrative
parallel ; comp. Luke vi. 4, xxiil. 61; Acts x. 38, xi. 10, xx. 20.
Respecting évrvyydvew Tl kate Twos, comp. on viii. 26, The
leet. vee. alter "Iopaih has a Néywy, but it is in opposition to
decisive critical evidence, and may be dispensed with.

Ver, 3. The passage quoted is found in 1 Kings xix. 10, 1.1
In the LXX,, in harmony with the Hcb, it runs: {mrav édnrwka
T@ kUplew TavTokpdTopt, 6Te €ykaTéhimor ae (ver. 14 : v Sabjrny
cov) of vioi 'Ispai\. 7d Buoiaotipid cov katéokavray (ver. 14 :
kabeihav), xal Tovs mwpopnTas gov dméxTewav €v poudala, xal
UmoréNetppal éyw povwTatos, kai {nrobat THY Yruyiy pov AaBely
avriv.  Apart from insignificant alterations, which yet bear on
the purpose in hand, the addition of xUpee, the omission of év
popdaia and of NaBelv a’myv, as well as the substitution of xdvw
vmehelpOny uovos for xal vmohéheppat éyw pororatos (Ieb. MW
*120 ¥), and the transposition of the two clauses : 7d fuaracripid
oov katéorayray and Tods wpoprras cov dmékTeivay, are especially
to be noted. The slaying of the Lord’s prophets formed the chicf
point, as the destruction of the altars does not of itsclf furnish
quite so striking a sign of national ungodliness.

—amékrewar] namely, the Israelites by the orders of Jezebel,
1 Kings xviii. 4, xiii. 22. — «a/] erased by Lachmann and Tischen-
doif on weighty authority, and probably to be regarded as
spurious.

—r1a fuoiacmipia cov] namely, the altars on the high places.
The building of these was indeed forbidden in the law (Lev.
xvii. 8 f; Deut. xii. 13 f.), but it found palliation in the exigencies
of the devout worshippers of Jehovah in the kingdom of Israel,
as they were not allowed to resort to the central temple in
Jerusalem.  Rightly Estius: ¢ Verisimile est, Eliam loqui de
altaribus, quae passim in excelsis studio quodam pietatis Deo
vero erccta fuerunt; maxime postquam decem tribus regumn
suorum tyrannide prohibitee fuerant, ne Jerosolymam ascenderent
sacrificii causa. Quamvis enim id lege vetitum esset, ac recte
fecerint LEzechias et Josias, reges Judae, etiam ejusmodi aras
evertendo, tamen impium erat eas subvertere odio cultus Dei
Israel”

—~xavéorayav] “ they have razed to the ground” [aoiist =
they razed to the ground]
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—UmeneldpOny povos] according to Elijal’s meaning=“T am
left alone of all Thy prophets;” but according to Paul’s meaning :
“TI am left alone of all Thy true worshippers.” That this is veally
the thonght derived by the apostle from the declaration, follows
from ver. 4 (katé\imov éuavtd émraxioyiNiovs avdpas), comp.
ver, 5; for the 7000 faithful worshippers of Jechovah form no
antithesis to the one prophet, but only to the one worshipper of
Jehovah. It is probable also that this acceptation of the povos
led to the clause Tols mpodijtas gov améxTewar being placed first,
seeing that, if these words had immediately preceded the xdyw
UmenelpOyy povos, the explanation of the povos by “alone of the
prophets” was certainly very natural.  DMoreover, indirectly,
T’aul's meaning was in fact involved in the original passage; for
having, in the words immediately preceding this quotation,
described the whole people of Israel as apostate, the prophet
Elijah was at once the only prophet and the only worshipper of
Jehovah left.

kal {nroboe v Yuysjy pov] comp. Matt. ii. 20, Fritzsche and
Meyer there. {preiv Tyv Yuyrjy, UDINAR Up3, 1 Sam. xxii. 23, to
seck: the life.

Ver, 4. aA\¢] introduces the antithesis to the complaint of
Elijah,

—o xpnpatiopscs] the divine response, comp. on vii. 3. The
substantive occurs only here in the N. T., 2 Mace. ii. 4, xi. 17.
The passage, taken from 1 Kings xix. 18, runs in the Heb.:
Syab waeNb iy o205 oeby myaw bwiknd wawem; LXX.: «al
xataleires (ed. Complut., in agreement with the Heb. kaTaXelyro)
év "Iopan\ émra yi\ddas avdpdv, wdvTa yovata & ok drhacav
qyovw 16 Bdal. The passage refers to the punitive judgments
to be executed by Hazael, Jehu, and Elisha (comp. vv. 15-17),
from which 7000 (the covenant number seven formed part of
the number of the holy multitude, Besser, comp. Tholuck) are to
be spared and kept alive. The apostle renders the meaning of
the original passage freely, while partially adhering to the trans-
lation of the LXX. TFor the future xatahedfrw (which is also
found in the Heb. according to the accents), he substitutes the
aorist kaTé\imroy, and adds éuavrd.

—-kaTéMTrov €uavte émtaxioyihiovs avdpas] Antithesis to
UmenelpOny povos. Both the change of tense and the addition of
the pronoun indicate that we are to interpret: “I prescrved
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for myself (as my true worshippers).” Were we, following
the sense of the orviginal, to interpret: “ I reserved for my
service from the punitive judgments” the reason for altering
katakeiyw into kaTé\imov éuavtm, as well as the manifestly
intended antithesis to vmehe/pfyr povos, would fall to the ground.
In that case the latter, in conformity with the original, would
need to be interpreted: “ I am the only one of the prophets left,”
and the antithesis in vv. 3, 4 would be between the supposed
apostasy of the whole of Israel, such as made itself known in
their ungodly deeds, and the sparing of 7000 who in reality had
not fallen victims to idolatry. Iurther, the apostle here, as in
ver. 3, was justified in finding Aés meaning indirectly in the
original passage.  For the 7000, whom the Lord amid IIis
punitive judgments chose to spare, were spared for this very
reason—because He had preserved them as His true worshippers.
If thus xarélimoy éuavrg is not essentially different from éfeh-
eEapny épavr®, we see the warrant there is for deducing {rom
this, in the application, ver. 5, the Aetupa xat éxhoyny ydpiTos.
Otherwise, while Aefupa might indeed, in allusion to xatéiimov,
be interpreted: “remnant from the punitive judgment,” the
qualification xat éxhoyyr xapiros would not merely not be
grounded in the divine oracle, ver. 4, but would even stand in
opposition thereto, since the fact of abstinence from DBaal-worship
would then appear rather as the meritorious cause of their being
spared from punishment than as the effect of God's electing,
preserving grace. On the singular eovv, to denote a collective
number considered as a single conception, comp. Bernhardy,
Syntaz, p. 60.

—# Baa\] Respecting DBaal, the principal deity of the
Pheenician tribes (the DBel of the Babylonians), comp. Gesen.
@ber d. Jesada, 11 p. 335, and in the A4llg. Encye. of Ersch and
Gruber, art. “ Bel,” VIIL p. 397 fl.; Winer, bibl. Realw., art.
“Taal;” Movers, Dic Phonizicr, I, Bonn 1841, pp. 169-190;
and in the Ally. Encyc. of Ersch and Gruber, art. “ Phonizien,”
sec. IIL 24, p. 384 ff,; J. G. Miiller in Herzog's Encye. 1. p.
639 f. In opposition to the view of Gesenius, with which Winer
agrees, that this nature-god of Hither Asia was the planet Jupiter,
Movers afresh maintains the theory that it is rather to be re-
garded as the sun-god. Baal is not merely the creating and
preserving, but also the destroying principle in nature, whose
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vehicle is the sun.  Over against this active nature stands in
Daaltis the passive power or the receptive, generative and pro-
ductive prineiple. Dut the two deities also coalesce in a third
as in a higher unity, without, however, having a separate exist-
ence from it, whereupon the twofold androgynous nature assunes
now a masculine, now a feminine form, Baal Adonis (¢.c. Baal as
the creating element or the spring-sun), for example, being repre-
sented androgynously, comp. Movers, Dic Phinizicr, p. 149, and
p- 2353 £  Accordingly, we think that the singular phenomenon
of the feminine article being used before BaaX both by the LXX.
frequently and by Paul here may be most casily explained on
the supposition of an androgynous character in this deity. The
otherwise probable liypothesis of Gesenius (comp. also Gesenius
in Rosenmiiller’s 0l cxeqet. Repertor. 1. p. 139), that Bda
was called 5 BdaX in contompt, somewhat as in the Rabbins
nin’>§_ denotes idol, receives too little support from the import of
the passages in which the feminine article appears instead of
the masculine. The supposition of Fritzsche, that the LXX.
had inferred from the passages in which %3 oceurs along with
ninAYy, that 5¥2 also must denote some female deity, cannot be
established ; comp. against it Tholuck here. The opinion that
Daal denotes also thie moon-goddess Astarte is unproved, comp.
against it 1 Sam. vii. 4 (where the LXX. have 7as Baa)ip «ai
Ta dhon "AoTapsld, and therefore distinguish the feminine Daal
from Astarte). But most arbitrary of all is the supplying of
elwove, omijiy, and the like to 75 Bdah here, for this would at
least be 77 7ob BdaA. The LXX. in the present passace have
the masculine article, from which it follows that Paul, quoting
from memory, substituted the femenine article from other passages
familiar to him.

Ver. 5. ofitws] thus, tn correspondence with this, introduces the
application. )

—oty] then, 7e. to apply the example adduced to present
circumstances.

—«kal €v T® vOv xatpw] as ab that time, in the age of Elijah.

—Xetppa] ix. 27. The remnant (z.c. the portion of the nation
excepted from the hardening of the mass) furnishes proof that
God did not harden the nation as such, and therefore not the
Jew. because lhe is a Jew. The old theocratic particularism
certainly consisted in believing that Israel was God’s people as
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such, and that the Gentile nations as such were excluded from
fellowship with God's people, Eph. ii. 12, Now, therefore, when
all distinction between Gentiles and Jews is abolished, we must
not suppose that the opposite relation obtains; but God simply
leads believers to salvation—whether from among Jews or Gentiles
makes no difference.  Although in themselves a great multitude
(Acts ii. 41, xxi. 20, wéoar pvpeades), the Jews who had believed,
in comparison with the total number of the people, could only be
called a Aetppa.

—kar éehoyyy xdpetos] in harmony with xaré\imov éuavrd,
ver, 4, forms, as ver. 6 expressly sets forth, an antithesis to the
presumptuous claims made on the part of the Jewish righteous-
ness of works. In this, therefore, not in an absolute divine
decree, lay the reason of the rejection of the mass. Ilespecting
the notion of éxhoyi, comp. on ix. 11. It is an éxhoyy ydpitos,
inasmuch as it proceeds from grace, comp. e 8¢ xdpere, ver. G.
yéryover = lias come into existence and exists, hence the perfect.

Ver. 6 emphatically sets forth once more the idea of the ydpes,
upon which, throughout the whole course of this exposition, it is
the apostle’s chief business to lay stress, in opposition to and
exclusive of &pya, iv. 4, 5. € 8¢ xdpire] sc. Aelppa yéyovev.
Joins on to yapetos, ver. 5.

—oUxére] comp. on vii. 17,

—éE épywv] sc. yéyover,

—énet] for, supposing it were so, else, comp. iii. 6.

—) xapes oUkéTe yiveTar ydpis] “ grace ceases to be grace,”
nanely, é€ épywv Nefupa yéyover; for “gratia nisi gratis sit, gratia
non est,” and “non est gratia ullo modo, si non sit gratuita omni
modo,” says Augustine. ryilverar (not equivalent to ég7i): “it
ceases, 1 1ls concrcte manifestation, to become, i.c. to show itself
as, that (comp. on Luke x. 18, ¢¢ «l) which according to its
nature it is. Tositively expressed : it decomes what according to
its essence it 7s not; it gives up its specific character,” Meyer.
The addition of the text. reeept.: el 8é €€ épywv, obkére éoTi
Xdpis: émel TO €pyov ovkére éativ Epyov, certainly in accordance
with very numerous and weighty authorities—especially A C D
E F G, Cod. Simait.* It. Vulg. all. and all Latin Fathers —
has been rejected as spurious by most editors (but not by
Tischendorf) and interpreters since Erasmus and Wetstein, But
it has also important, though not numerous witnesses in its
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favour, especially Cod. B and the Syrine. A later addition would
indeed have been more precisely conformed to the first clause,
perhaps e 8¢ €€ épywv, obréTe yapiry émel Ta Epya obkért ryiveral
épya. The omission might arise first of all through the eye of
the copyist being led astray by the double el 8¢, the sentence
introduced by the second e/ 8¢ then dropping out, because sup-
posed to Dle already written. This might be done the more
casily, since another ancient clerical error, occurring in Cod. B,
Las éoti yapes instead of éoriv &pyow, in which case the Homoio-
teleuton with the first half of the verse helped the mistake.
The omission once made, other copyists probably did not supply
it, because to them the words dropped out seemed superfluous.
While certainly not necessary, they serve to give full and ex-
pressive completeness to the proof; for, that an éxhoyy ydpetos
does not come to pass €€ épywv is in this case shown not merely
by the circumstance that xdpes excludes and nullifies épya, but
also by the consideration that xdpis and épya are mautually
exclusive.  Accordingly, as DBeza, Wolf, Dengel, Heumann,
Matthid, Rinck, Lucubr. crit. p. 126, Fritzsche, Tholuck (but no
longer in ed. 5), Baumgarten-Crusius and Reiche in d. Comm. crit.
I. p. 68 sqq. have decided, the reasons in favour of retaining the
clause in question may perhaps be regarded as preponderating,

—ei 8¢ €E €pywv] sc. Netppa yéyovey.

—0 &pyov] collective = Ta épya, comp. xiii. 3.

—ovxéTe] “hoc, quater positum, ostendit vim consequentiae.
Absolutum decretum est hoc, quod Deus decrevit: Justos faciam
o nisi cx fide, neminem ex operibus. Hoc nemo perrumpet,”’
Bengel.

Ver. 7. v odv ;] asks what inference follows from the exposi-
tion vv. 1-6. The answer is given in the words subjoined.

—0 éminrel "Iopair] The preposition ém( serves to enhance
the import of &prelv. émilnreiv = to seck zealously, valde deside-
rare, summo studio cxpetere, comp. Matt, vi. 32; Aets xiii. 7;
Phil. iv, 17; IIeb. xi. 14, xiil. 14; and Fritzsche on Matt.
xii. 39. The present tense emphasizes the continuance of the
effort. But its object and aim is Sikatoovvy, ix. 31. ’Iopanr
denotes the people as a whole in contrast with the éxhoys.

—TobTo ovx émérvyer] The lect. rec. TodTov is not adequately
attested. Certainly émiTvyydvewr Twos is the more usual con-
struction (Heb. vi. 15, xi. 33), but we also say Tvyydvew (there-
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fore also émirvyyavew) Te rem conscqui, when the object is »
pronoun or adject. neut. gen., or an infinitive with the article
76, Matthiii, Ausf. gr. Gr. p. 637 ; Ilerm. «d Viy. p. 762, Dut
the reason why they obtained not Sixatoatyy is, that they sought
it é£ épywy, ver. 6, ix. 31, 32,

—1) 8¢ éxhoyy émétuyev] The abstr. 9 éxhoyj stands with
forcible effect for the coner. of éwAextol, comp. 5 arxpoPBvaTia,
il. 26, 27, and meperouy, 1ii. 30, iv. 9, 12.  Dut they obtained it,
Lecause it is simply an éwdoyy xdperos, and on this account
received it also ydpete, 1.c. éx mioTews. “ Reliquiace illius populi,
quas per gratiam suam Deus elegit,” interprets Estius.

—oi 8¢ Mool émwpdlnoav] namely, Ty rkapdiav (Mark iii. 5,
vi. 52, viii. 17; Jolm xii. 40; Eph. iv. 18, or 1a voypuara,
2 Cor. iii. 14). 7wpoiv from wdpos, “ to make hard as stone,” or
callo obducere, translated like obdurare, “ to render callous, un-
susceptible,” namely, in understanding and will with regard to
accepting salvation in Christ. God is to be conceived as the
hardening subject, ix. 18. But the exposition from ix. 30
onward shows that the judicial penalty of hardening on God’s
part presupposes self-induced hardening as its condition. The
reason of the apostle here again taking his stand at the objective
point of view, and contemplating man’s freely-willed act histori-
cally in the light of a divinely-ordained occurrence, is simply this
—that from ver. 11 onward he would explain at length how
divine wisdom took up this act of man into its providential plan,
and linked thereto certain higher purposes. Just as the assertion,
that God cast off the people of Israel as such, is refuted already
by the fact that an elect number of them attained salvation,
while those who perish fall on the rock of their own work-right-
cousness ; so again it finds o still more satisfactory refutation in
the fact that God ordained this very fall, in order by its means
both to open to others a way of salvation, and to the lost ones
themselves a way for returning. As to the relation between the
freedom and voluntary guilt of sin on one side, and its divinely-
ordained necessity on the other, comp. Matt. xviii. 7; Actsii. 23,
iv. 28.

Ver. 8. kabws yéypamrrar] Some carly expositors have referred
to Isa. vi. 9, 10.  As matter of fact, this passage may be regarded
as the classical O. T. proof-passage in the N. T. in reference to
the hardening of Israel against the Messianic salvation. It is so
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cmployed by Christ, Matt. xiii. 14; by John, John xii. 40; and
by Paul himself, Acts xxviil. 26. It is also specially appropriate,
because it recounts the initiation to lis office of the prophet
whose chief function it was to make those announcements of a
Messiah, against which, even in those days, the people were
hardened. Moreover, the Heb. text, in contradistinetion from the
LXX,, describes the hardening as a positive divine act carried out
by means of what the prophet does, John xii. 40. Tor these
reasons, we believe that the passage in Isaiah certainly supplies
the material basis of the apostle’s citation. DBut the form in
which the thought is clothed he Dorrows from the parallel pas-
sage, Deut. xxix. 4, LXX.: xal odx &Bwke xlpios o feos Tuiv
kapdiav eidévat, kal dpbatpols BAémew, kal GTa axolew Ews Tijs
nuépas Tavtns. His conversion of the negative expression olx
Ewke xT\. Into the positive é8wxe wTA., in harmony with his
purpose, is justified by Isa. vi 10 and xxix. 10 (LXX.: é7¢
memoTIKey Upds kUpios myevpate xatavifews). From the latter
passage, moreover, he borrows mvebua katavifews instead of
kapdia Tob wy eidévar, which in its turn serves to prove that the
whole body of O. T. declarations bearing on the same subject was
present to his mind, and was regarded by him as, so to speak, a
collective prediction of the hardening of Israel. Just as the
character of the O. T. covenant pecople, is the meaning, was one
and the same in the different epochs of its development, in the
age of Moses as in that of Isaiah, and already in those days the
judicial punishment of divine hardening was to be seen at work
among them, so has it continued up to the present day. But we
are not on this account, with Beza, Griesbach, IXnapp, to sever
the words éws Tijs arjpepov Huépas from the citation, and join
them with oi 8¢ Mool émwpwifnoav as the words of the apostle,
so that the words xaflws yéypamrar up to 7od u7y axodew would
have to be enclosed in brackets. Rather, as the original text and
LXX. Deut. xxix. 4 show, éws Tijs orjuepor fHuépas belongs to the
citation itself. Nay, in all probability it furnished the reason
for this passage being selected to express the thought intended.
éws Tis anuepov fuépas has its application, as formerly, so now.
The passage in the prophet describes a characteristic of the Jewish
nation in the mass, even as, to pass by all reference to eacl par-
ticular cpoch of its course, it remains perfectly valid with respect
to each, and therefore with respect to the present, moment of its
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history. Comp. 2 Cor. iii. 15 : €ws enuepor, frika dvaywooke-
Tae Mwiais, kalvupa émi Ty kapdlav adrdv keitar.

—mvedua katavifews] comp. on viii. 15. Luther: “an ewm-
bittered spirit.”  Certainly karaviseew is = to picrce, cause acute
pain, compungere, instigure, Acts il 37. Dut in the present pas-
sage the Ileb. has A0 M, spirit of stupcfuction or torpor ; and
that the LXX. also took xatdvvis in the sensc of torpor, stupc-
fuction, is shown by Ps. 1x. 3, where they render ¥R %), wine of
recling, Dy oivov xatavifews. The highest state ol pain is a state
of torpor, of spiritual insensibility. Thus the meaning of «ata-
vvEis passes into the meaning : torpor, and the wvedua ratavvfews
accordingly answers to mapwas, ver. 7. Isidorus, Prlusiotr, 1. iv.
ep. 101, early compares xaravitreocfar and % watdvvEis with
karaminooecfar and % katdmAnfis, and says: eita épunvevor
avros (o Ilaihos) To watévvEer 8Tv kaTémhnbév éaTw Epn odpbal-
wous ToD w1y PBAémeww xai dta Tol wy axovew. Toito
vap cupPaivew elwbe Tols xatawhyrTopévols dTe yap Tol vob
rapayBévros ai aloOneers Tas olxelas évepyeias dpvodvrar. Com).
Tritzsche, ad ERom. tom. ii. Excurs., who accepts the meaning
assigned by Isidorus to the word xaravvfis, but rejects the
mediating explanation, without, as it seems to wus, sufficient
reasons. Tholuck, in a similar way to Isidorus, comparex frappe,
struck, betroffen.

—7ob py BAémew] not: that they might not sce, depending on
&wrev, but = 1ijs ¢BreYrias, eyes of not-sceing, 7.c. which lack
the power to see; comp. Fritzsche, ad Mati. Excurs. II. p. 844.
The oxymoron: “to give one eyes to the end that he may not
see,” seems too strong, and too near an approach to a contradic-
tion. There is here no necessity to accept it, seeing that the
phrase : “to give one eyes of not-seeing, or blind eyes,” yields the
requisite sense: “to blind the eyes (of the spirit).”

Vv. 9, 10. Fresh evidence of the wwpwais of Israel from O. T.
Scripture.  xal david Aéyer] Ds. Ixix. 22, 23.  See the Davidic
authorship of the psalm vindicated in Hengstenberg, Comin. on
Ps. vol. IL. p. 366, and Hivernick, Handl. d. hist. lrit. Einl. ins
0. T., 3ter Theil. ausgearb. von Keil, p. 202 f. Of all the Psalms,
Ds. Ixix. is most frequently quoted in the N. T. along with Ts.
xxil. as a prediction of Clrist’'s sufferings (John ii. 17; Acts
1. 20). The subject of both Psalms is not the ideal figure of the
perfectly Just One, but His concrete personality, Keil, <Zid.
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p- 176. The latter having appeared in Christ, what is said in
this psalm of the encmies of this Just One the apostle rightly
applies to the Jews of his age, who had rejected and crucified
the Messiah, and still constantly opposcd and persecuted Him
in His believing followers, and in the word of the gospel that
testified to His righteousness.

—evnbite 1) Tpamela abTdy els waylda] let their table become
a snare. Tpdwela, table, well-furnished table (P’s. xxiil. 5), an
image of prosperity which is to prove to them a means of
destruction.

—xal els Ojpav kai els ordvdaov kai els avrawibopa avTois]
LXX.: kai els dvramédoow kai els ordvéalov. Paul has added
els Gipav, in order, by the accumulation of synonyms, to give
greater force to the mention of the means of temptation (snare,
bait, trap — a compreliensive description of various modes of
capture). But at the end he puts els dvramoboua, to intimate
that all the instruments of their downfall just named serve in
common the purpose of retribution. Therefore = “and thus a
retribution.” “ Culpa igitur eorum intercesserat, non absolutum
Dei decretum,” Bengel. @vjpa, capture, chase by which they are
captured ; here, in juxtaposition with mayis and cxdvéaioy, as to
meaning not essentially different {rom means of capture, instru-
ment of capture, comp. Ps. xxxv. 8: cxavBarov = axavdirnbpov,
Heb. Ypiv, bird-trap, snare. els dvramédopua, Heb. D"p???, to those
who are all ease, the secure, the carcless. The LXX., therelore,
whom Iaul follows, read D‘D’l’DifJ"?. The apostle having strangely
included in bhis citation, apparently without reason, the detailed
description found in this 9th verse, whereas the proof he has in
view occurs only in the 10th verse, the supposition is probable,
that in rpdwefa he meant to allude to the law and its works,
which formed Israel’s food, in which it sought its happiness and
salvation, and which instead proved its destruction. So Melanch-
thon: “ Mensa significat doctrinam ipsorum, in qua quaerunt
consolationem.”

—oi py Brémew] that they may not see.

—«kai Tov v@Tov avTOv Sia TavTos olyxaurov] literally after
the LXX. According to the Heb. text properly: “and make their
loins always tremble.” The bending of the back muy also be
lLiere an image of the spiritual bondage of the nation under the
law,—a bondage which it chose for itself spontaneously, and to
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which at the same time God gave it up as a punishment, Acts
xv. 10, 28; Gal iv. 24; 2 Cor. iil. 16, 17. Iightly Moeris:
VOTA Kal T0 vOTOV ATTIKDS VATOS KAl TOUS VWTOUS EAANULKOS.

Vv. 11-15. But the mdpwoes of Israel is not to be regarded
as God's ultimate purpose. It is rather merely a mediate pur-
pose of God’s love, primarily with respect to the Gentile world,
but in the next place with respect to Israel itself.

Ver. 11. Aéyw otw] The import of the question introduced by
Méyw oty might be inferred from oi 8¢ Movmroi érwpwbnaav, ver. 7,
supported by Seripture texts, vv. 8-10.

— ) éxtatoay, va wéowar;] Did they stumble < order lo full?
As wralew, to strike against, to slip, elsewhere (Jas. ii. 10, iii. 2;
2 Pet. 1. 10, where it is used metaphorieally), in the nature
of the case, like the German straucheln, to stimdble, involves in it
its consequence, wimrew, to fall (ver, 22, xiv. 4; 1 Cor. x. 12;
Rev. ii. 5), since « fulsc step in the moral sphere is only a milder
term for full, in the present passage the interpretation is obviously
suggested : “ Did they stumble merely to fall #” <e has God no
other end in their fall than that they should [all? So already
Augustine: “non deliquerunt, ut tantummodo caderent, quasi ad
suam poenam solum.” But as wraiew and wimTew in the present
passage are expressly distinguished, several modern expositors, in
the train of the Greek exegetes' have rightly supposed here a
climacteric relation between wralew, to stumble, and wémTew, to
Jall prostrate. In this way the apostle intimates by anticipation
the closing thought of the subsequent exposition, namely, that
Israel’s rejection is not to be accounted final and permanent, but
merely temporary, as a fall from which there is the prospect of
rising again, or as a mere stumble, not a real fall. The expres-
sion wrraietr is perhaps chosen in allusion to oxavdalev, ver. 9,
which certainly stands there in another meaning than in ix. 32,
33. The stone of offence at which they stumbled was not laid
in their path by God for the end that (iva, particle of intention)
they should fall prostrate. Rather, as is at once remarked, God’s

mediate end is the cwrnpia Tav é0vov, His ultimate end wapaly-
Adgat adTovs.

 Orig. : ‘“observandum est, quod aliud ponit P. offendere et delinquere wraiur,
et aliud cadere ; et oflensioni quidem et delicto remedium ponit, cecidisse autem cos,
quasi desperatio in hoe sil aliqua, non recipit.” Photius: ‘76 araivpa abrav oyl
§is x@TdTTWIY TIALIZY Yiyony, dAAG wovoy oior UTtaxsAioinaar,”
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—16 alrdy mapartopate] therefore refers not to wéowot, Tor
they liave not fallen, but to émrratoar, as they have merely stum-
bled. Their wraiopa, cthically considered, is a wapdmropa, a
delictum, a transgression (comp, on v. 15), consisting in amiotia,
vv. 20, 23, whicl, according to John xvi. 9, is auapria. Of them-
sclves, indeed, wraleww and wimTew are just as much metaphors for
the act of sin as for an unhappy condition; but here perhaps they
may serve to denote the unhappy state induced by Israel’s hard-
ness, such as was described in vv, 8—-10. At all events, rralew
and mrimrrecy must contain the same metaphor, and we are not to
take wralew for peceare and wimrew for perive.

—) cwTtypia Tois EQveaiv] sc. réyovey, comp. Matt. xxi. 43;
Acts xiii. 46, xxviil. 28, The apostolic praxis corresponded with
the divine design, the gospel being preached first of all to the
Jews, then only to the Gentiles. But the result also of this
preaching, namely, that the Jews rejected it, and the Gentiles, to
whom in consequence of this rejection it was offered, accented it,
is regarded Dby the apostle, under a teleological aspect, as a divine
ordination and design. DBut we are not from this to conclude
that without Israel’s fall the Gentiles would not in any case have
attained to salvation. This erroneous inference is already pre-
cluded by the import of ver. 12. On the contrary, the actual
result of the operation of man’s freedom is everywhere assumed
into God’s all-conditioning world-plan, and, as it were, interwoven
with it. In the ease before us, God, per voluntatem conscqientem,
ordained the foreseen apostasy of Israel to be the means by which
the recovery of the Gentile world was to be brought about. The
helieving reception of the Messiah on the part of Israel would
have made no change in the final purpose of His world-plan, but
only in the wmodus of its historical realization. The sole effect
which man’s inversion of the original, God-willed order upon God’s
unchanging purpose was to invert the means of its accomplish-
ment. Aud although they who were the first in order of rank
became, through their unbelief, the last in order of time, still,
cven as the last, they are to maintain and vindicate their divinely-
appointed dignity as first-fruit, ver. 15.

—els 710 mapalnidear adrevs] Opposite of va mwéowor.
Theophyl.: {va % 7@v é0vdv Tyuy Sdkvovsa . . . meion wpogeXdeiv.
Thus the prediction, quoted x. 19, is to be fulfilled with seving
results. Wrongly Luther, after the Vulg.: “that they (the



CIIAD. XI. 12. 193

Gentiles) should emulate them (the Jews).” Rather: “to pro-
voke them (the Jews) to emulation”  “ Asswinpfio novi populi
directa fuit ad veteris provocationem ad acmulationeny: ut newype
Israclitac cernentes confertam gentilimm ad Deum eonversionent
seria aemulatione irritati et ipsi doctrinae Iivangelii animos
suos submitterent,” Calov.

Ver. 12, Disclosure of a more joyous prospeet for the fulure,
depending upon Israel’s coming restoration. The apostle con-
cludes, as Meyer says, “a felici effectu causac pejoiis ad feliciorem
cffectum causae melioris.” Strikingly remarked Thomas Aq.:
“ponit talem rationem: bonum est potentius ad utilitatem in-
ferendam, quam malum, sed malum Judaeormun gentibus magnam
utilitatem contulit, ergo multo majorem confert mundo eorum
bonum,” If even Israel’s apostasy has borne happy issues, how
much more happy will be the issues springing from its {uture
recovery !

—el 8¢ 70 mapamTwpa aldTédy mwhoiTos Koouov] sc. éyévero.
The 8¢ is 8¢ ueraBarticov. The sentence resumes the statement,
TG alTtdv mwapamTdpate 1) cwrypia Tois é0vesiy, ver. 11. The
whovros (x. 12), the riches, here in the sense of cause of riches,
means of emrichment, is therefore a riches of salvation, and the
woguos, as is shown by the suljoined mhobros éfvdv, correspond-
ing with 7hobros wkoouov, a general expression for the Gentile
world.

—«xatl To GTTRUE adTdY ThoiTos é0vdY, ToTE pAANoy TO TAI-
popa alTdv] sc. whodTos wéouov or é0viw yevigerar.  Fully
expressed, the antithesis to the protasis would have run: wéoo
paMov 70 Sixalwpa adTdy (or 3 dvdaTades avTdv, as the opposite
of 76 mapdwTwpa avTév) kai T6O wAjpwea avrdy. The mani-
festly intended antithesis of #fjrryua and 7Ajpwua has led the
majority of expositors, since Chrysostom, to interpret 7o frryua
avTwy of the paucitas Judacorum credentium = their minovity; 76
m\jpwua, on the other hand, comparing 70 mMjpwua Ty é6viv,
ver. 25, of the entire body, plenitudo, universitas, But in opposi-
tion to this, it has been justly observed, especially by modern
expositors, first, that in this case adrdr would refer to different
objects, wapanTwpa applying to the unbelicving, sjrroua to the
belicving Jews; and again, that according to ver. 15 we cannot
help perceiving the apostle’s chief point to be the different effects
of the nation’s apostasy and conversion, therefore not merely the

Paiuieer, Roy. 1L N
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conversion of a smaller and a greater number; but, finally and
chiefly, that djrropa does not at all mean minority, smaller
aumber, but only ovcithrow, fijury, hurt, loss, clades, detrimentum.
So in the Greek (see Lexicons), and also in the Hellenistic dialect,
comp. LXX. Isa. xxxi. 8, 9; 1 Cor. vi. 7,and 2 Cor. xii. 13;
2 Det. ii. 19, 20. If, then, we are unwilling to give up the
antithesis of ffrrnua and whjpwua (so Luther: ¢ for if their fall is
the riches of the world, and their ¢njiry the riches of the Gentiles,
how much more if their number were full, .c. their full number "),
and yet hold fast by the only demonstrable meaning of #rryua,
we must adopt another meaning of mAnpepa than plenitudo, wni-
versitas.  DBut this leads to a wider inquiry into the sense and
employment of m\jpwua in the N. T. in general. In opposition
to the assertion (put forth by Storr, Opuse. I. p. 144 sqq., and
accepted by Bithr on Col. p. 162 f, and Harless on Epk. p. 122

that mAjpwpa in the N. T. always stands in the active sense, and
means id quod complet, Fritzsche, with whom Meyer on Eph. i, 10
agrees, has lere shown that the passive meaning is the most
common. wTAjpwpa signifies (1) id quo res impletur; (2) id quod
completur; and (3), used actively, denotes vmplends actionem. DBut
we believe that, as regards the N. T., the passive meaning is per-
fectly sufficient; for the single passage which Iritzsche adduces
for the active sense, Rom. xiii. 10 : w\jpopa odv véuov 3 dydmy,
may just as well be explained: love is that by which the law
(conceived as a bare outline) is filled up, as: love is the act of
{ulfilling the law. DBut further, in our opinion, considering the
passive acceptation of wNijpwpa, the first meaning given by
Tritzsche, Ze id quo aliguid completur, suffices for all N. T.
passages (see afterwards). No doubt, as regards the sense ex-
pressed, it amounts to the same, whether we explain m\jpwpa :
that which fills something, or: that by which something is filled,
the difference only being, that in the first case we lave to take
the genitive depending on whjpwpa as genit. object., in the second
case as gendl. subject., eqy. 1 Cor. x. 26: 70 whjpwua tis s, wd
quod terram tmplet, or id quo terre tmpletur.  Dut still, as regards
the N. T. passages, the analogy of substantives in ua, which
invariably follow the passive signification (see the examples
instanced by TIritzsche), is decisive for the passive analysis, comp.
Buttmann, Ausf. g». Sprachi, Bd. IL § 119, IT. p. 314, 23. Now
as mnjpopa is properly = 1o wemAnpwuévor = id quo aliqua res
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completur, 2. not so much “the filling up” as “the filling in,”
m\jpwua has also been taken in several passages of the N. T. in
the sense of “ fulness,” «bunduntic, synonymously with majfos or
7hodTos.  On this view, accordingly, several modern excgetes
have wished to interpret 70 mA\jpwpa adrdr in this verse of the
fulness, the superabundance of salvation (=o mhodros, sc. Tijs
cwtypias) that lics Lefore the Jews in the future and will comn-
peusate their present frryua, their jectwra, or their diopia, which
arose through their loss of salvation. Dut it has not been proved
that wjpwpa is anywhere in the N. T. identical with 7Xob7os, or
even with mAijfos. Rather mhijpwpa everywhere, in harmony with
the notion of its root-verb, supposes a vessel in which a filling
in takes place according to design and nature, or of necessity ;
whereas mhotTos denotes accidental fulness without subordinate
reference, riches absolutely ; m\5jfos, o casual crowd or quantity.
Hence, in Mark vi. 43, viil. 20: xodplrwv, omipidwr winpouara,
that with which the baskets are filled, the baskets being designed
to receive the filling; in 1 Cor. x. 26 : 70 #Ayjpopa Tijs vijs, that
by which the earth is filled up in a natural way; in Matt. ix. 16,
Mark ii. 21, 2ce.; 70 mhijpwpa abTod (Tod (patiov), since the reut
of itself craves to be filled up. In John i 16, Eph. iii. 19,
iv. 13, Col. i. 19, ii. 9, 70 7Mjpwpa Tob Oeod, Tob XpioTob is
that with which God or Christ is filled, the fulness of divine per-
fections immanent in them, So also, in Eph. i. 23, the church is
70 Thijpwpa Tob Ta wdvta év whar TAnpovpévov, i.c. XpiaTod, the
fulness immanent in Christ, which is conceived as dwelling in the
church, comp. Harless here.!  Finally, in Rom. xiil. 10 : m\jpoua
vopov; xv. 29: w\ijpwpa edhoyias Xpiotod; Gal. iv. 4, Eph.
i. 10: wNijpopa Tob xpovov, Tdv rkaipdy, the law, the blessing,
the time is conceived as an abstract ideq, a bare outline that will
be realized and filled up.

- We see, therefore, that in the N. T, in the nature of the case,
the subject to m\ijpwpa is always mentioned by name, ouly ol.
i. 19 forming an cxception, and that merely in appearance. For
there it follows, of course, both from the matter and the con-

! We should then be compelled to suppose here an exception to the prevailing
usage, and to interpret sidpwpa not id quo (Christus) completur, but id quod (a
Christo) completur (comp. Meyer here), in which case the church would be conceived,
so to speak, asa vessel, empty of itself, filled by Christ, inasmuch as it belongs to

the idea of Christ’s church to be filled by Christ, seeing that a church empty of
Christ ceases to be Christ’s church.
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text, as well as from the prevalent usage in the epistles to the
Ephesians and Colossians, that the 7Asjpepa 70D Oeod is meant.
Accordingly it seems arbitrary, in the present passage, to interpret
70 mhjpopa, “the fulness, the riches,” 4.c. of salvation, for this
must necessarily have been expressed by 70 mhijpwpa Tis coTy-
plas (comp. mhijpwpa edhoylas), ie that by which the idea of
salvation is perfected or realized. DMloreover, it is certainly most
natural to take 70 mhjpwua adrdv (sc. Tdv Iovdalwy) and 7o
mAjpopa TdV €0vdy, ver. 25, in the same sense.  Now the usual
explanation of 76 wAjpwpe Tév é0vdv is “ that which completes
the Gentiles,” better, “ that by which the Gentiles are completed,”
7.c. “ the entire body of the Gentiles.” However, abstract ideas,
like 7 edhoyla, 6 vopos, 6 xpdvos, may be conceived as an empty
vessel which is to be filled = an idea which is to be realized, but
not concrete persons. Moreover, on this view in the present
passage, as observed, the antithesis of jjrryua and #hjpoua would
be lost. The interpretation—possible according to our argument
—of 1o mAjpwpa Tér Tovbaiwy, Tév é6vav = the fulness immanent
in the Jews or Gentiles, the summa of attributes filling them up,
would here of course be quite out of the question. We accordingly
interpret 70 mAsjpwpa Tév é0vdy, ver. 25, as other expositors have
done, by complementum cthnicorum. The subject to be filled,
understood spontaneously from the entire strain of the preceding
exposition, is 7 Bacedela Tob Beod, which, by the apostasy of the
Jews, has sustained an injury that is to be repaired by the
accession of the believing Gentiles. The Gentiles are the plerome
of God’s kingdom—that, so to speak, by which the gap made in
it is to be stopped, Matt. ix. 16. The assertion that the genitive
is decisive against this view, because with mM\jpwua it always
denotes that which is made full, is refuted by Mark vi. 43, viii. 20,
where, in omupllwv mAppopata rhacudrwv, by shacpdrwv is
denoted that by which something else is made full.  Also, in Cant.
v. 12, m\npwpara U8dTwy is not = fulness of waters, copiuc
aquarum, but the waters are conceived as the filling up of their
bed. By applying this meaning—which according to our exposi-
tion is the only one remaining—to the present passage, we gain
this advantage, that the linguistically demonstrable signification
of firToua can be retained, a strict antithesis between frryua and
mMjpwpa admitted, and, finally, the identity of meaning in -
pwpa held fast in ver. 11 and ver. 25.  We accordingly interpret
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70 fyrTnua abvéw, their loss, of the loss or damage sustained by
the kingdom ot God in their case; and 7o whijpwpa abrédy, of the
repair of this loss, which takes place by their means, namely, at
the time when they again become believers. Thus 7o frrypae
adtév answers exactly to 9 amoBohy abTay, ver. 15, and just so
%) wpéahprs, ver. 15, to the present 7o whijpwpa avrér. There-
fore 7o fjrrypa avTdy = jactura corwin, TO TAjpwpHa AVTOY = coin-
olementum corum.  Morcover, upon our exposition 70 mhjpwpa
TGy éQvay, as to the fact, may possibly be the wiceersitas gentdwin,
But not necessarily so, as it is not said that all the Gentiles
as a body are destined by God to serve as the complement of the
Jews who fell away. Still further, as it is said in vv. 12, 15
that the conversion of Israel, following, according to vv. 25, 20,
first upon the conversion of the plcroma of the Gentiles, will exert
a powerful saving influence upon the Gentile world itself, it is
still more in the spivit of the apostle’s thoughts to suppose that
when the number of the Gentiles destined by God to replace
apostate Israel has entered into the kingdom of God, then all
Israel shall be converted, and from their conversion shall go forth
over the Gentile world not merely a wave of spiritual revival in
an intensive respect, but also, extensively, a still more powerful
converting influence. Thus also this crisis may be thought of as
at hand in any age, just because the size of the Gentile plcroma
i3 unknown, and therefore may be actually present in any age.
Vv. 13, 14. duiv yap Aéyw Tols é0veaww] for to yow I speak, to
the Gentiles, you who might fancy that to me, as Gentile apostle,
the salvation of Israel is a matter of no concern and need give
no anxiety. On the contrary, I bid you observe, in support
of what has just been said,—namely, that out of Isracl’s fall the
salvation of the Gentile world is to proceed, that Israel may be pro-
voked to jealousy, and that from Israel’s restoration a still brighter
prospect may expand before the Gentile world itself, vv. 11, 12,
—in support of this I say to you, that in consequence, as Gentile
apostle, I certainly glorify my office, but still with express regard
and reference to my own people. The reading fiuiv 8¢ instead of
Vuiv vdp, received by Lachmann and Tischendorf, especially in
accordance with A B, Syr. Copt,, so also Cod. Sinait., is yet not to
be regarded as having the greater weight of evidence. va éfvp
is not to be explained: “those formeily €fvpn;” for as to their
nationality, they are still <0y, not 'Iovdaios, although certainly
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they are &0vnp who have Decome believers; comp. Acts x. 45
Rom. xv 27, xvi. 4; Gal ii. 12, 14; Eph, iii. 1, 6.

—&¢’ Soov pév el éyw é0vdy dmoaToos| inasmuch, certainly,
as I am apostle of the Genliles, é¢’ doov means just as well
quatenus (comp. Matt. xxv. 40, 45, and «a6' Goov, Heb. iii. 3,
vil. 20, ix. 27) as quamdiu, Matt. ix. 15; 2 Pet. i. 13. Here, in
harmony both with the thought and the qualifying uép, the foruner
pév, indeed, is wanting in D E I¥ G, but is supported by A B C.
The oy appended in the latter manuscripts, as well as in Cod.
Sinait., to wév, received by Lachmann and Tischendorf, merely
arose from the awkward supposition that duiv yap Aéyw Tols
&fvear refers to what precedes, and that with é¢p’ écov o new
sentence begins.  As to the absence of 8¢ after péy, comp. on vil.
12, x. 1, and Winer, p. 720: “ Here the 8¢ clause is included in
elrws mapalmiwow ; had Paul continued the sentence regularly,
the words would run: Inasmuch as I am apostle of the Gentiles,
I glorify wy officc (preaching to the Gentiles zealously), dut in
this I have in view the benefit of the Jews (I would by this means
provoke the Jews to jealousy); as to my sphere of labour, I am
apostle of the Gentiles, but in purpose I am also apostle of the
Jews.”

—v Suaroviay pov Sofalw] I glorify my office, namely, in
deeds, by carrying out its duties, not merely in word, Acts xx. 24.
By striving zealously to turn the Gentiles in great numbers to
Christ, the apostle glorifies his office,—labours, rich in results,
tending to the 86fa of an office. Sofdlewy here therefore not=
“to Dboast, praise, magnify in words” (so Luther: “I will praise
nmy oftice ”), which would have been far more likely to repel the
Jews than provoke them to emulation.

—eimws] if perchance, states the aim of the Sofdfew, i 10;
Acts xxvil. 12; Phil. iii. 11. e, st, stands in Greek and Latin
after verbs signifying Zo mause, waich, try, but also, as here, after
such verbs as denote an action which attcmpts the accomplishment
of a purpose, comp. Hartung, Lckre v d. Part. d. gr. Spi. IL
p- 206, 5. 6, Therefore 7. 8. p. Sofilw elmws=rT. 8. p. Sokilw
GKOT &Y, TELPDOUEVOS €l TWS,

—mapafmwow] ver. 11. mapafplecw, like the subjoined
cacw, is indic. fut,, i. 10 ; Acts viii. 22.

—pov THY OdpKa]=ToUs cuyyevels pov kata oapka, ix. 3.
Not, as Theodoret thinks, for the purpose of denying spiritucl
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fellowship with them. Rightly Theophyl.: edapra 8¢ elmawv yiy-
otoT)Ta Kai phoaTopylay évédnye; and Occumen.: whéov abrols
olketovpevos.  Comp. Gen. xxix. 14, xxxvil 27; Judg ix. 2
2 Sam. v. 1, xix, 13; Isa. lviii, 7.

—«kai cwow Twas €€ abradv] “and may save some of them.”
Secing that the recovery of the whole mnation, certainly lying as
yet in the future, is the purpose aimed at in the conversion of the
Gentiles, it seems to me a matter of prime importance on my part
to contribute even at present as far as lies in my power to the pre-
paratory realization of this purpose. €€ avrow, construct. ad scasum,
because by pov Ty edpra the Israclites were meant. Paul ascribes
the gwew to himself, inasmuch as the gospel prc’lchcd by him is
a Svvauts efs cornpiav,i. 16 ; 1 Cor, vii. 16,ix. 22; 1 Tim. iv. 16.

Ver. 15. A parallel thought to the one contained in ver. 12,
assigning the motive of the apostolic endeavour stated in ver. 14.
€l yap 3 dwofory avrav] Vulg. : “si enim «missio eorum.” Luther:
“for if their loss.”” This signification of awoBoAy answers perfectly
to our interpretation of sjrryua, ver. 12. It has good linguistic
authority, cowp. Acts xxvil. 22: amoBo\y) yap Yruyils ovdepla
éotar éE Dudy, and the required antithesis to wpoa)\m]rw remains_
thus untouched. For amoBoAsj is the loss sustained in their case
by God's kingdom (Herviius: quod Deus propter infidelitatem
amisit eos), mpoohqyrs their restoration to God’s kingdom.
Finally, the gentler designation: “ their loss,” in relation to the
entire tenor of the present exposition, is more appropriate than
the harsher : “their casting off, vejection ;” comp. éwratoay, ver. 11.
On the latter meaning of amofBors), comp. LXX. Prov, xxviii. 24
Mark x. 50 ; Heb. x. 35; 1 Tim. iv. 4.

—Ka‘ra?\)\afy;; KOO'/J.OU:I comp. mhoiTos koouov, ver. 12. |The
koapos refers here also to the Gentile world, of whose reconcilia-
tion with God (comp. rxaraMiayij, v. 11) Israel's apostasy was
the medium ; comp. cwtnpia Tois édvesiv, ver. 11. Thus xatar-
Aavy.) = cause, means of reconeiliation.

—7is] i.e. Tola, sc. éoTat.

—1) mpéoAris] sc. avTdy, i.e. Tov Tovdalwy, Luther: «“ What
else were this but bringing life from the dead?” On this the
marginal note: “ Bringing life from the dead is nothing. For how
should life come to the Gentiles from the fact that the Jews are
fallen and dead ? Rather are the dead Jews to be excited to life
by the example of the Gentiles.” Dut apart from the considera-
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tion that Tuther makes the apostle here combat what he expressly
asserted vv. 11, 12, he must, if the reader were meant to refer
7% wpoaAnyris to the admission of the Gentiles, of necessity have
added vpdv. wmpéahrs, weceptio, reeeption, Xiv. 1, 3, xv. 7;
Philem. 12, 17 ; LXX. Ps. xxvii. 10.

—el p3) Lo éc vekpov] Orig. Chrysost. and Theodor. early
interpret {wy éx vexpodv as identical with dvdoTagts éx vexpdv,
and they are followed by the majority of modern expositors.
The apostle is said to conceive the advent of the resurrection of
the dead, which follows at the end of the world, as conditioned
by the precedence of the universal conversion of the Jews, S Tust
as the amoBo\y 'Iovdalwv has for its result the xaTaXiayy)
xoopov, so the happy opposite of the dmoBoMy, namely the mpoo-
Anyres "Tovaiwy, must needs have as its happy consequence the
final outcome of the xatallayi, i.c. the avdoragis vexpav. Dut
why in this case did not the apostle directly employ the unam-
biguous and familiar phrase dvdorasis vexpov or éx vexpov?
Nowhere clse instead of this is the phrase fwn ér vexpdv found
in the N. T, and in the present passage no motive of any sort
can be given for such an altogether unique deviation from the
common usage.! On the other side, in favour of the metaphorical
use of the plirase adopted in this passage, although in various shades
of meaning, by Theophyl. (who explains wy éx verpev by dmepa
ayada) Phot. Oecum., as well as by the most considerable expositors
of the Lutheran (“si abjectio Judaeorum profuit, quam gloriosa
erit restitutio, quac est futura guast resurrectio ex mortuis,”
Melanchthon) and Reformed Churches and several modern inter-
preters, many analogous examples may be adduced, comp. vi. 13:
ds éx verpdv {dvras; Luke xv. 24 : obros 0 vics pov vexpds 7y
rai avéfnoe; ver. 32; Eph.ii. 5; Col. ii. 13; Rev. {il. 1, and
the instances quoted by Fritzsche and Tholuck here from classical
and Oriental sources. \The choice of the phrase fwy) ék vexpr in
the present passage is no doubt conditioned and occasioned Ly
the fact that the dvacracis vekpdy is the natural consequence

! Lechler, Apost. w. nachapost. Zeitalter, 2 Aufl, p. 128 [., observes that *‘ against
the interpretation a twofold objection may be raised : (a) with respect to grammar,
that, if the expression contemplated the resurvection of the dead as a well-known
event, it could not have been left without the article; (b) with respect to the matter,
that hereby the parallelism of thought between ‘recenciliation of the world,’ i.e. of

the Gentiles who are far away from God’s kingdom, and ¢ resurrection of the dead,’
would utterly Lreak down, whereas the context absolutely requires it.”



CiTAP. XI. 16-24. 201

and completion of the xatadday)  Dut the exchange ol the
formula dvaoTaats éx vexp@v for Lwy éx vexpow at the same time
intimates that here merely a metaphorical sense is meant. &y
éx vexpdw is the consmnmated salvation [ollowing upon the kara-
Aayy Kda’p.og) We are not on this account to say that {wy éx
verpdy s a proveibiel phrase descriptive of swivmim youd i,
sumina felicitas; for this specific meaning only arises in the pre-
sent passage fromthe context, and the antithesis of wy éx vexpov
to kataMiayy, &L salvation in its initial stage consisted in katah-
Aayy, then the conswmmated salvation which transcends xatar-
Aayy can only further be described as {wy éx vexp@v. * Comp. on
Loy in the sense of felicitas, 1 Thess. iii. 8; LXX. 1 Sam. ii. G.
lespecting the nature and contents of this sunvmne felicites nothing
is here said. We have the less authority, as in the N. T. pas-
sages first cited, for supposing the cthicel acceptation of novdes
citac cx morte peceatt to be directly and exelusively meant, as
this dvakalvwois is already involved in the xaraliayi) it=clf.
Rather, following out our acceptation of m\ijpwpa Tdv édvav, ver.
25, and comparing the historical development so far of the Chris-
tian church with the prophetic contents of this chapter, we shall
have to seek the consummation of salvation, which Israel’s final
conversion has for its consequence, in the fact that then there
shall take place both an extensive diffusion of God’s kingdom
thus reaching its completion in the Gentile world,! and no doubt
at the same time a subjective revivification of Clristendom, then
again sunk in death; and thus a glorious period of prosperity shail
open for the church of Jesus Christ upon earth.

Vv. 16-24. The apostle has now shown that God did not
arbitrarily cast off His people as such, but saved an election of
grace, while He hardened the rest on account of their righteous-
ness of works, vv. 1-10. DBut even in this act of hardening He
cherished purposes of love; for while its proximate design is the
conversion of the Gentile world, its final aim is Israel’s restora-
tion, vv. 11-15. Before proceeding to expound and proclaim the
future realization ot this final aim, he makes clear that this
realization follows both by nature and destiny from the divinely
ordained character of the people of Israel, and thereto annexes
a warning to the Gentiles not to allow themselves to be led astray

1 ¢ Sermo est de vivilicatione totius ; ut mon sit residua massa mortua. Totius
generis humani sive mundi conversio comitatibus conversionem Israelis,” Bengel.
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Lo sclf-exaltation and scorn for Isracl by the temporary rejection
of a portion of God's people and their own substitution instead.
They should rather always bear in mind that they are not proper
children in God’s family, but merely guests in God’s house ; that
the fate of disobedient children will far more certainly fall on
unworthy guests; and that the prior right of children over strangers,
despite their momentary expulsion from the house, is merely
suspended, but its time will again return in full vigour. This is
the import of vv. 16-24, set forth under the figure of the noble
and wild olive-tree and the branches hewn off and grafted in.
Ver. 16 contains a corroboration—introduced by the metabatic
dé—and ohjective confirmation of the hope of Israel's mpoohnyris
expressed in ver. 15, whereby at the same time a basis is laid for
the warning to be addressed to the Gentiles. el 8¢ 5 dmapyy
dyia, kai TO Plpapal but if the first-fruit is holy, so also is the
lump. The awapyr here is manifestly the dwapysy To0 Pupduaros,
as in what is subjoined the pita is the pita 70v ~hddwv. DBut
¢vpapa, both in the LXX. and in the apostle (ix. 21; 1 Cor.v. 6 £f.;
Gal. v. 9), is invariably = dowgh, flowr-dough, not =corn. Conse-
quently dmapyn here is not, as in LXX. Deut. xviii. 4, xxvi. 2,
the first - fruits of corn, but the first piece of the dough. Num.
xv. 19-21 may serve for illustration, where dmapyy) 7od
¢pvpduatos denotes the first-fruit bread, which, when the dough
was kneaded, was baked for the priests from the piece taken away
first. Cowp. Philo, de pracmiis sacerdotum : keheber yap (o vopos)
ToUs guLToTololYTas dWO TAVTOS GTEaTos TE Kai pupduaTos dpTov
agaipeiv dmapyny eis (epéwv ypiow. Thus the first piece, as
representing the whole, being hallowed to the Lord, in this way
the entire mass was considered as sacred, comp. Lund, Dic alten
Jidischen Heddythiamer, IV, 39, §§ 1-5. As concerns the ex-
planation of the figure, it seems natural, in allusion to the pre-
ceding exposition, to interpret the awapys of the éxhoyy ydpiros,
vv. 5, 7, 4.c. of the Jews who became believers; the ¢vjpaua, on the
other hand, of the remaining body of the people. In the former,
the entire nation is as it were hallowed ; since, as the first-fruits
of Isracl, they are a pledge, and furnish security that hereafter
the entire people shall attain to salvation. DBut to suppose such
a solidarity in faith, seems a course as unapostolic as it is opposed
to the nature of the case and to experience; for faith is invariably
a peculiar act and peculiar quality of the individual, and there-
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fore does not allow a conclusion to be drawn as to the faith ol
other individuals belonging by nature to the same national whole,
But if we wish to suppose a reference, not so much to the fvitk
of those first - fruits of Israel, as rather to the act of Gud, hy
which by means of faith they were adopted into the fellowship of
salvation, and which as such involves a promise for the entire people,
still this, where no express divine promise of the kind is forth-
coming, can only be regarded as a subjective human expectation.
Moreover, the parallelism obliges us to explain the first figure
(el 8¢ amapyn ayla, kal 10 ¢Pupaua) in the same sense as the
second (vai e 3 pila dyla, kai oi wAddou), and this the more
since the apostle, in what follows, lets the first figure drop, and
only proceeds with the exposition of the second, a proof that both
firures express the same idea, but in a different form. We must
therefore first of all pass on to expound the words

—«at € 1) pia dyla, xai of khdSo.] That in these words the
explanation just rejected can have no place, is evident. Tor
those Jews who first became believers can in no sense he regarded
as standing to the rest in the relation of the pifa to the xhador,
seeing that thie latter grew not from them as the branches from
the root, not even descending from them in race, but merely
along with them deriving their origin from the same patriarchs,
and therefore related to them merely as unholy to holy
branches, not as Dbranches to the root. Moreover, hitherto the
unbelieving had not even stood in relations of spiritual fellow-
ship with the helieving Jews ; they had not even heen branches of
the first Christian root or mother church, and therefore could not
be described—as, however, is done in ver. 17—as branches brolen
off from this root. DBut if we wish to refer pifa in a more general
sense to the so-called ideal theocracy, <.c. to the spirifual Israel
of the O. T., of which even carnal Isracl was a fellow-branch
on the same stem, and from which it was severed only when the
O. T. theocracy was absorbed in the N. T. Christocracy, even then
the first difficulty remains, namely, that the spiritual cannot well
be called the 700f of the natural Israel. To this is to be added,
that in vv. 17, 24 the true theocracy is designated by éiafa, and
distinguished from the pifa. For these reasons we are compelled
to rest satisfied with the exposition most widely accepted
literally in every age, according to which 7 amrapyn as well as
7 pita denotes the patriarchs, 76 ¢pipapua and oi k\ddos the people
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collectively, which grew from the patriarchs and with them formed
one united mass. The patriarchs were sanctified by the covenant
made with them on God’s part, and the promises given to them.
But then, inasmuch as this covenant and these promises referred
not merely to them alone, but to their descendants, and in them
were given to their entire seed (Gen. xxii. 16 {f.; Deut. vii. §,
ix. 4 {; Luke i 54 f, 72 f), all Israel in its entirety was a
people consecrated to God, Ex. xix. 6. Just, then, as patriarchs
and people form one mass, while the people formn the dough
hallowed by the holy first-fruit, so the patriarchs are the root,
the people the branches, and in the sanctification of the root that
of the branches is involved, 1 Cor. vil. 14. This interpretation
is corroborated by ver. 28, where the Israelites in mass are
called xata Tyv éxdoyny dyamnroi Sua Tovs matépas, Xxv. 8.
But the expression «. 7. éxh. ayamyrol also confirms the oljective
view of the notion of dyiérns in this passage. Not upon this
are Israel’'s dignity and hope Dbased, that the patriarchs were
sanctified through faith, but that they were sanctified through
God’s covenant and promise. The faith of the patriarchs is the
clement scoering their unbelieving posterity from them. On the
very ground of their unbelief had these been cut off, ver. 20.
What conneets them with the patriarchs is simply God’s objec-
tive word of grace by which they are sanctified (1 Tim.iv. 4, 5),
and God’s indefectible covenant of grace, in which they from the
beginning are included.  Wherever Abraliam is honoured on
account of lhis faith (ch. iv.), there he is placed in contrast with
his natural posterity, and he is the father, not of Israel after
the flesh, but of believers indiscriminately, whether from the
Gentiles or from Israel. Only, the objective privileges of grace,
given him on Dlehalf of all his posterity, are such (ix. 4, 5) that
they form an indissoluble bond of holy communion between
him and the people of Israel, and as yapiopata duerapéipra,
xi, 29, although for a time suspended and restrained in their
action through the people’s unbelief, are nevertheless in them-
selves indefeasible, and ultimately must needs again even sub-
jectively demonstrate their converting energy.  Rightly Calov:
“De 4l agitur hic sanctitate, vi cujus posteritati Patriarcharum
aditus ad graticm eandem patebat, secundum divina promissa,
quorum vero actu participes Isratlitae fieri non poterant, nisi per
iidem. Non enim cum Patribus tantum, sed cum tota gente
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Deus prctum fordrris iniit, unde non erat ée TOV ddurdTwy pos-
teritaten ad salutem adspirare, modo mnon reprobet Christiun
per infidelitatem, sed Evangelium ejus suscipiat.  Similitudo
Apostoli de premitiis ¢t masse satis docet, de interna sanctitate
non agi. Nam oblatio primitiarum nihil intrinsece conferebat
massae, sed oyericds tantum ob mandatum divinum reddebat
eandem vescibilem, vel ad vescendum licitam, non vero aptam:
hanc cnim internam aptitudinem et bonitatem non conseque-
batur per primitiarum oblationem ; ita et posteri non a primitiis
suis Patriarchis Deo consecratis habent, quod spirituali et interna
sanctitate polleant, sed oyeTikws tantum et extrinsece sanctisunt,
quod juribus Lcclesiae et promissis Dei frui possint.”

Vv. 17, 18. e 8 Twes 10y whddwv éfexdabnoav] scems to
contradict the purport of ver. 16G; for if all the branches are
hallowed by the root, then apparently none of themnn can he
broken off. DBut we must keep in view the twolold, <.c. the ob-
jeetive and subjective side of the actual circumstances. On the
side of the divine design Israel remains in every age God’s clect
people; but on the side of its own believing appropriation,
Israel may for a time hinder the full accomplishment of this
design, although in the end, precisely because it relates to the
people collectively, this design must needs reach its goal and pur-
pose with respect to them. The first element, or the purely ideal
representation, is set forth in the figure of the uninjured trec,
with its holy root and holy branches. In accordance with the
second element, in which the discrepancy Dbetween the idea and
the momentary reality is intimated, a portion of the Dbranches
appears cut off. DBut the opposition of these two elements
finds 1its adjustment and essential reconciliation in the third
element, which comes forth under the figure of the ultimate
grafting in again of the branches broken off. As well from delicate
forbearing regard for his people, as for the purpose of checking
arrogant self-exaltation in the Gentiles, the apostle makes use
of the qualifying expression Tivés 7@y w#Xddwv, comp. ver. 25,
although in reality the people had apostatized in mass, and
merely a Aefupa, ver. 5, was left. In presence of the proud tree of
the theocracy, hallowed by promise and faith, and made up of the
patriarchs and all believers of the O. T., as well as of the believing
Jews of his own days, the number of the apostate Jews as it
were vanishes from before lis vision, and he is the less inclined to
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lay stress on the greatness of their number, as cven these were
destined to vanish, i». to be reinstated in the kingdom of Gad.
—GU G dypiéNaios dw évexevtpicOns év avrois] By evw each
and every Gentile Christian is individuulized and addresesd,
1. 17, Lut not in so far as he is a Christian, but in so far as he
is a G.afide Christian, and in him the Gentile woild in genersd,
which from  this tine onward is destined to enter into the
Chuistian church.  The contrast with which the apostle has here
to do is that of entire peoples, The Gentile Christian was in
danger of looking down with scorn upon Isracl, which he saw
rejected as an entire nation, and of priding Limself upon the
community fromn which he sprung, becuuse in bLeing received
into the Messianic kingdom the latter was preferred lefore
Israel. Trom this point of view also the use of the expression
dpiénacos is justified. Inasmuch as the apostle Ly v meant
the entire Gentile world, he speaks not merely of single branches
ol the wild olive tree, Lut of the olive tree itself! This is con-
teiuplated as already grafted as a whole, e in all its Lranches,
in the noble olive tree ; whereas in ver. 24 the real state of the
caze finds expression, according to which hitherto merely the
first-fruits of the Gentiles were actually severed from the Gentile
connunity, and received into the community of the Christian
fauith. Dut we may very well say that the whole tree is en-
arafted when all its branches are engrafted; for the branches are
the only part of the trec that comes into conszideration in the
matter of grufting.  And even if we conceived, which is here
needless, the trunk as included in the whole tiee, still the
deseription should not secin strange in the apostle, seeing that he
does not cive himself anxious concern about the artistic and
reculur eluborution of his fizures, but often, as presently in this
verse, adapts the fizure to the thought to bLe expressed, aund
pazses suddinly from the figure to the thing itself.  We have no
neced, thercfore, of the artificial and untenable modes of interpre-
tation whicli have Leen adopted.  Neither does oleaster stand for
surculus oloustrd; nor can the phirase “thou art an olive tree” for
PWhen Fritzeclie obj -t o mezns tu, homn gentilis, quieynis sie, wré Cijue
sve Sompronius voceris.  Qui izitur Sempronium, qui Christo fidew halui—t,
cutn olmatro rect: contenlerit 27 the reply is, that ucither does Paul say ¢ thow
Sempronia.”  Mopcover, the individual Gentil: wllressed by his progrr rame conld

ot b aelducel ws a repr—entative of the entire race, but mercly ws an individial
in contradistinction from others.
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“thou art of the olive tree ” Le justificd by the enllaguial pluase
“the table is nut tree;” nor is a young olive tree to be thuughe
of, which might, perbaps, be understood as a gratt: ner yet is
ayptéhacos used lhere adjectivally = ék 7ijs dypiedaiov or, leing
of the wild olive tree. For ver. 24 rather proves the cppesite,
namely, that Paul here also used aypiéNacos as a suisfornt /e ; and
avpiératos as an adjective would denote, not so much what  like
a branch) springs from the olive tree, as rather what carries in it
the nature of the olive tree, or is made out of it, i.c. out of its
wood, comp. oo ferreus.  Quite rightly, therefore, Luther: ~And
thou who wert a wild olive tree” Striking is the description,
as sucgested in this passage, of leathenism as “religion srowing
wild.,”  And as originally all trees grew wild, and their cunelling
came about, not through grafting, but through care and culture,
so Judaism may be regarded as the ennobling, in one of its
trunks, of humanity —that had run wild religiously —through
the care and culture of divine revelation.  What Theoduret
denies to the Gentiles he concedes to the Jews, wien he savs of
the former: od yap éoyes wewpyobrsa 7ov vouor, oldé Tols
wpopnras dpdovras kai rallaiporras xai THV TwpooiKovGUV dol
émtuéNeiay wotovpévovs. €y avrols may refer merely to Tols
wXadous, i.c. the branches of the noble olive iree in weneral, not
to Twas 7dv wlabwy, ic. the branches broken off; for it signitivs
neither loco corwin, avr adrer, nor in lvcum,—Dbetter than this,
@ loco eorwit,  Dut the reference to the branches generally is
specially favoured by the following evyrowrerss, for only alung
with (ovr) them, not with the branches &rolcn off, are those
engrafted made partakers of the fatness of the root.  Alzo in ver
18, of x\dfor are not the branches Lroken off, but the Lranches
in general.

—Kal cuykorwros TS pINs Kal Tis woTiTos Tis é\adas
éyérov] “and becamest joint-partaker of the root and fatness
of the olive tree.” The root here can mean nothing else but
what it dves in ver. 16 ; therefore the patriarchs, with whom they
have now coalesced, as branclies with root, and stand in intimate
communion. The ww7ys is the ULlessing of the promises. which,
from the patriarchs and the theocracy, has streamed forth upon
the Gentile world at large. Comp. as to the reception of the
Gentile world into the theoeratie divine community, Matt. viii. 11;
Jobn x. 16; Eph. ii. 12, 13,19, 20. “Saepe cur divit Paulus
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de gentibus, Eph. il. 19, 22, iii. 6; comp. per¢, Rom. xv. 10,"
Bengel. The choice of the figure of the olive tree may perhaps
be explained, not merely by the circumstance of its being looked
on as the noblest of trees, but also by the fact that the olive, the
motns Tijs éhalas, is everywhere in Scripture a symbol of the
Spirit of God and Ilis gracious gifts, Hence the theocracy, as
the vehicle of the Divine Spirit, of His promises and operations,
is the olive tree. So, in a similar way, although with a some-
what different turn of the figure, in Zech. iv. the two olive trees
are emblems of the high-priestly and kingly offices, which found
their fulfilment in Christ, and through which the oil of divine
grace flows into the lamp of the church; comp. Hengstenberg,
Clrist. II1. 337, and on Rev. xi. 4 in his Eaposition of Revclation.
Now it is strange that whereas, as is well known, in the usual
orafting process the wild tree is enriched by the insertion of a
rich graft, the apostle here reverses the process, and makes the
wild graft enriched by insertion into a vich tree. The reference
to the Oriental custom of inserting wild olive branches into the
olive tree is nothing to the point. For, as is evident from the
passages alleged for this practice from the ancients (Columella, de
ve rust, v. 9 ; Dalladius, de insitione, xiv. 53, 54: “ Foccundut
sterilis pingues oleaster olivas, et quae non novit munera ferre
docet”), and from accounts of modern travellers, the object in
this, as follows, indeed, from the nature of the case, is not to
curich the wild graftlings by inserting them in the rich trec
(which were an aimless proceeding, since without this the olive
tree already bears perfect fruit), but by the infusion of the fresh
sap of the wild branches to recruit the failing powers of the rich
tree. Now we decline to say that the apostle, in ignorance, mis-
took the facts of the case. We might just as well assert that he
did not Lknow that branches, once hewn off, are not usually re-
inserted, ver. 24. Rather, in harmony with his purpose, he holds
Tast, as fertium comparationts, merely the notion of improvement
by grafting, as well as the fact that the graftlings coalesce with
and are borne by the root of the grafted tree, and that the sap
streams from root and tree into the engrafted branches. ILlse-
where be modifies the figure in conformity with the thing to be
represented, because, even when working out the figure, he always
adheres in thought to the thing itself, and therefore easily glides
away from the figure to the object represented, ver. 20; Eph. 1i.
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21, iv. 16.  Riglitly, therefore, Origen: “ordine commutato res
magis causis, quam causas rebus aptavit.”  The supposition of
>aul’s thought being that in this case there takes place by special
grace what otherwise is contrary to nature, is just as needless as
it is far-fetched. Under the ficure of grafting itself, not ol a
mode of grafting contrary to nature, is set forth the opposition
to nature (mapa ¢vow, ver. 24) of the grace received by the
Gentiles.

—uy katakavy® Ty kAiSwv] The xhador here arve not the
branches broken off, but those of the olive tree in general (of
which some were broken off), without figure therefore: the people
of Isracl, comp. Meyer. Ilse, in what follows, the apostle must
have said: “for it is thedr (that of the branches broken off) root
which bears thee.” Dut he says: “ for thou bearest not the root,
but the root thee,” <.c. it belongs only to the root to. boast against
the branches; not to engrafted Lranches, which are themselves
nere branches, not the root. kataxavyasfai Tiwos, to boast
against one, Jas. ii. 13, iii. 14 “Videant, ne glorientur contre,
qui negant conversionem Judaeorum,” Bengel.

—e€t 8¢ rataravydoar] to be supplied: {08’ &7e: “then re-
flect.” Respecting this brachylogy comp. Winer, p. 773.

—ob o T pilav Bactdlers, aAN % pita €] ic. thou art
received into the fellowship of the patriarchs, not they into thine.
Wert thou the foundation on which God’s kingdom is erected,
thou hadst reason to glory over the stones of the building, e to
despise the people of Israel. Dut, as it is, “ thou standest in the
mere relation of a branch to the root,—a branch borne by the
root, not the converse,~—which therefore ought not to magnify itself
against its fellow-branches, as if it were something better.”

Vv. 19-21. épeis ovw] (comp. ix. 19) introduces an objection
which is inferred from the surmising of the Gentile Christian,
If he has no right to boast against the branches, because he him-
self is merely a branch borne by the root, not one bearing the
root, he still fancies that he has a right to do this, because the
branches were broken off from the trunk for the purpose of making
room for him.

—_LtexhaaOnoav of xiidoi] Chiefly on the authority of
A CF G I, Knapp, Scholz, and Lachmann read «Addor with-
out the article. So, too, Cod. Sinait. But the subsequent omis-
sion of the article is more easily explicable than its subsequent

Puivirer, Roy. ILL (0]
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addition. The transcribers supposed that the apostle might have
merely written «\ddo, bianches, indefinitely in allusion to Twes
Tov KAadwy, ver. 17, hut not of xiador, “ the hranches in general.”
Dut in this very point is brought out the difference between
Paul's mode of view and that of the Gentile Christians. VWhereas
the apostle, having regard to the divine election of the whole,
speaks only of some branches broken off, the proud opponent of
the people of Israel, having regard to the actual fact of its
universal apostasy, maintains that all the branches are broken off,
4.c. the entire Jewish nation rejected, comp. 7év xKAadwy, ver, 18.

—va éyw éykevtpicdd] éyw has the emphasis, and marks the
conceit and arrogant self-esteem of the Gentile Christian.

—rxards] Right! Luther: “Well said!” Concession of the fact.

—f amoria ééexhdabnoav] specifies the true reason of the
fact, which consists not in an arbitrary preference of God for the
Gentiles and an arbitrary hatred of Israel, but in the unbelief of
Isracl and its conceit of its own superiority. 77 amiotig, dative
of cause = “on account of unbelief,” Winer, p. 270,

—av 8¢ 7§ mioTe éotyras] “ but thou standest Ly faith,” not:
as a branch upon the tree; but ésryxas is here the opposite of
wimwrew, vv. 11, 225 comp. xiv. 4. The apostle quits the figure,
and passes over to the thing itself. Whoever stands by faith
stands by divine grace, not by his own merit. ¢ Fides, Dei
donum, demissos faciens,” Bengel.

—pu7 rnqhodpover] 1 Tim. vi. 17. The reading received by
Lachmann, only on the authority of A B, so also Cod. Sinait.,
Wrmha ppover, instead of Irphoppive, is merely to be regarded
as a gloss, xil. 16. It is characteristic of the difference between
the cthics of the ancient world and of Christianity, that a Greek
uses phodpwr, high-minded, sensu lono; Tamewodpwy, low-
minded, scnsw malo.  For Christianity, on the other hand, drpho-.
Ppacivn, haughtiness, is the greatest sin ; rawewodpooivy, humility,
the highest virtue.

—aMa ¢oBod] “ Timor opponitur non fiduciae, sed supercilio
et securitati,” Bengel. “Timorem Deum offendendi non excludit
fides,” Grotius. Comp. Phil. ii. 12, 13. DBe not high-minded,
but fear; for pride comes before a fall.  Proud contempt of others
springs from conceit of one’s own merit. It is therefore the oppo-
site of faith in frec, unmerited grace, and is consequently followed
by loss of this grace and faith., Fear the loss of God's grace,
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—el yap 6 Oeos TAY kaTa puoy kK\idwy olk {peivato kTA.]
Motive to show the necessity of the ¢oBetofar. of xata Ppiaw
xhador, the branclies according to nature, 2.c. the natural branches,
Winer, p. 241, opposite of wapd piow éyrevtpiobévres, ver. 24
Dionys. Halic. iv. 46. 15, has DLeen aptly compared: mwoANis 7e
pwplas by ral BeoBraBeias eivar . . . vouilew ws o TéY ouyyevea-
TdTOY Kal dvayrawotdToy piy pewcauevos (Luryquinins) TGV aANo-
Tplwy PeloeTar.

—wimws ovdé oob peioerar] so possibly Ile might not spare thee
also.  pymos depends on a ¢oBoduar to be understood ; vercor, ne
tibi quoque non parciturus stt. The indicative futuri ¢peloerac is
wmore definite than the conjunctive woriste ¢elonrac (so the lect.
ree. as o correction), and expresses apprehension of the actual
occurrence of what is feared =so I fear and apprehend, Winer,
p. 632. The reading 008¢ god Peigerar without pijmres, received
by Lachmann, is less attested than the reading mwijmws ovd¢ ood
¢eigerar, advocated by nearly all modern expositors.  Morcover,
a positive menace appears less in place than a simple warning.
Chrysost.: xal ovx eimer ob8é cgod deloceTar, aMha pijTos
008¢ cod pelgeTar, bmoTepvouevos Tol Aoyou TO PopTioy kal
ToLdY évaywyioy TOV TLETOY elval.

Vv. 22-24. After the apostle, by py raraxavyd, ver. 18, and
wy Urphodpover aAra ¢ofod, ver. 20, has warned the Gentiles,
Lie then, in the form of an inference from the previous intima-
tions, unfolds the real facts and state of the case Dboth present
and future, and seeks thus to put the Gentiles in a position for
gaining an accurate and comprelensive, and not merely one-sided
view of the case. 8¢ odv ypnoTéTyTa Kkai dmwoTouiav Beod] Scc
then the goodness and the severtty of God. dmoropia is an dmwak
Aeyopevoy in the N. T. DBut the expression is not on this account
to be explained Dby reference to its derivation {rom dmworéuvew,
for the following émi Tods meoovras points not to those who fell
through being cut off, but to those who sinned through unbelief;
comp. ver. 20: ov 8¢ 77 wioTer éatnras. Only with the words émei
xai ov éxxormioy does the apostle recur to the figure of the cutting
off of the Lranches. With dmoropia comp. amoropws, 2 Cor. xiil.
10, Tit. i. 13, which Hesych. explains by orxlnpds, drapaimijres.!

U In daoropiu, severity, there can merely Le at most an allusion to the root-mean-

ing of cutting off. In mno case, therelore, can there Le more in {rraxes, ver. 20, and
Tels wigtvras, ver. 22, which = to stand and fall, not as, but like a branch.
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—éml pév Tols mweodvTas amotoplav, émi 8¢ oé ypnoTiTyTal
Chiefly in accordance with A I, Lachmaun and Tischendorf have
received the reading dmoropia and xpnaTéTns feod (Cod. Sinait.
has amoropia and ypyororyTos Geod). Decision is difficult. Ior
while the nominative, on account of the brealk it makes in
the construction, might easily lead copyists to substitute the
accusative, on the other hand the accusative is better confirmed
by evidence, and similar changes of construction (ii. 8) have
clsewhere remained untouched by the copyists. And while the
adjunct Beod on one side looks very like a gloss, yet, in addition
to the witnesses cited, it is supported by C D, Copt. Arm. Vulg,
and might have been dropped out subsequently as unnecessary.
If we decide in favour of Lachmann’s reading, to the nominative
an éoriv is to be supplied. Having no motive here to soften the
expression, the apostle chooses wriémrewr to describe the occurrence
which in ver. 11 he had described by #Teiew in contradistinction
from wimrew.

—éav émpelvys T xpnatoryr] If thow shalt abide by the
goodness. 'This cannot mean his own ypnoTorys, but, as is evinced
by the like twice-repeated reference of the same word and the
matter itself, only the xpnorirps feod. If ypnororns be ex-
plained of Zoncstas moerum (ili. 12), we get the notion—as well
anti-Pauline as precluded by the general strain of the present
course of thought—that perseverance in morality of life is the
cause of the preservation of a state of grace. This holds good
even if, with Clem. Al, we interpret xpnororns of wioms els
Xpworov. Tor, apart from the fact that wioTes is not elsewhere
described as ypnoTorys, the aspect under which wiores is viewed
is not that of ypnororys, but simply that of 8pyaver Agmrikov
xdpitos, a means just as much of apprehending as of prescrving
salvation. The appeal to the following émuévew 4 amaria is
futile, for it is a thoroughly Pauline antithesis to ascribe rejection
to man’s unbelief, but reception to God’s goodness. With émqué-
vew Th xpnoToryTe Tob Peod, to abide by the divine goodness, .c.
not to lose it by apostasy froin the faith, comp. Acts xiii. 43 :
mpoguévey Th xdpite Tob Beod. “ Non permansit Romanus in
bonitate, invecta operum justitia,” Bengel. Melanchthon, in addi-
tion, alludes to the extermination of Oriental Gentile churches by
Mohammedanism.

émel kai ov ékxomijon] Ind. fut. sec. after émel, ver. 6. For
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thou also wilt be cut off, z.c. éav uy émpelvys 14 ypnoToryTe =
cse thou also wilt, ete. A dictum probuns for the so-called
amissibilitas gratiae.  The assumption of absolute predestina-
vianisin that only fides ficte, hypocritice can be lost, is shown to
be a mere makeshift ; for clearly what is spoken of here Is a true
faith, whose fruit was an actual grafting into the spiritual olive
tree.  Afler éxxomion a period is to be placed, not o comma, as
if kat ¢ and xai éxeivor answered one to the other = “ for both
thou shalt Le cut off and they shall be graflted in” Dut xat ov
means “ thow also,” in contrast with the unbelieving Jews; comp.
008¢ cob, ver. 21. The menace against the Gentiles concludes
with éexomjon (on the very ground of the wmenacing language, a
stronger expression than éxwhav, éexlalew, vv. 17, 19, 20), and
with «al éxelvor opens a joyous outlook as to the future destiny
of Israel. Otherwise it must have run: émi 8¢ aé ypnoToTyTa.
"AN\a kal oV éxkomijay, éav Wy émipelvys TH XpNoTOTYTL, Kai
éxelvor O0& KT,

—nxai éxetvor O€] Dbul they also (comp. Matt. xvi 18), like the
engrafted branches of the wild olive, ver. 17. The reading
attested by preponderant evidence is xaxetvor instead of wxal
éetvot.

—éay i) émpewost ) ameria) “ Ergo conversio eorumn non
erit irresistibilis,” Bengel. Unbelief being the ground of their
rejection, non-continuance in unbelief is the condition of their
reception. DBut the faith which is the means of their reception
or engrafting is not on this account to be viewed, like unbelief,—
the ground of their rejection,—merely asan act of human freedom.
It is such a2 means simply as a consequence of the operation of
God’s almighty power, on which account the apostle expressly
adds

—dwvatos fydp éarw o Beés] comp. iv. 21, xiv. 4; 2 Cor.
ix, 8; 2 Tim. i. 12 ; Heb. xi. 19.

—el yap U éx Tis xata ¢vow éfexdmns dypiehaiov kT.]
The majority of expositors take this sentence, linked on by «dp,
as a confirmation of duvatos éari o fecs, ver. 23. If the thought
supposed to be expressed in ver. 24 Dle, that it is more probable
that the proper branches will be grafted in than strange branches,
it is impossible to see how this greater probability is to confirm
faith in the divine omnipotence; for that which the divine
righteousness and love will bLring to pass is mot at all on that
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account an olject easier of accomplishment for the divine omni-
potence.  We should then be compelled to fix our thoughts not
so much on the greater probability, as on the greater easiness of
curying out the thing referred to.  But it is impossible to see in
what respect it is easicr in the literal sense to engraft the proper
Dranches than strange ones; and as concerns the metaphorical
seuse, or the application of the figure, that it is easier to convert
the scbellious people of Israel than the Gentile world. méoe
paXdov also does not so much suggest what is done more easily
than something else, as introduce the thought, that if one thing
is done, by logical sequence and in course of nature another thing
will the more surely or the more probably be done, comp. v. 12;
Matt. vii. 11, x. 25; Luke xii. 24, 28; Thilem. 16; Heb.
ix. 14 ; and moAA@ pairov, Matt. vi. 30 ; Rom. v. 9,10, 15, 17;
1 Cor. xii. 22; 2 Cor. iii. 9,11 ; Phil ii. 12; as well as on
v. 15. In that case, instead of éywevrrpicfnoovrar, at all events
éykevtpioar Sumjceras (sc. o feds) must have been said.!  Accord-
ingly, we must suppose that the proposition meant to be con-
firmed is not so much dvvatos ydp éatwv o Oeos makww éyxevrpicar
avtovs (which, morcover, is a subordinate thought confirmatory
of the immediately preceding principal thought, and itself needs
no confirmation), as rather the principal one xaxelvor 6¢ . . .
éyrevrpiotijoovrar itself, ver. 23, so that ydp, ver. 24, is not sub-
ordinate to but co-ordinate with the qap, ver. 23. Thus the
grafting in again of the people of Israel is meant to be rendered
more probable by the fact that by their original nature they are
branches appertaining to the noble olive tree itself. If the
strange branches—those, therefore, farther removed from God—
are by His loving care inserted in the noble tree, how much more
will this care watch over the interests of the proper branches
of the tree —those standing nearer to Him! We see how the
apostle here again does not strietly discriminate between figure
and thing, and represents that which can only be understood as
care for the persons meant under the figure as care for the
branches themselves. But, stripped of figure, the thought is this
—that the Jews, as national descendants of the patriarchs, have a

1 Meyer rightly observes that “ the power of God is the corrclative, not of that
which is easy, but precisely of that which is difficult, or which humanly speaking
appears impossible (iv. 21, xiv. 4; 2 Cor. ix. 8 ; Rom. ix. 22; Matt. xix. 26 ; Luke
i. 37, al.).”
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prior right, confirmed by divine choice and promise, to shave in
the Messianic kingdom and salvation, just hecausc their fore-
fathers received the promise on behalf of them—_their posterity
—as well as on their own account. If God in this way placed
Himsclf in a closer relation to Israel, He will the more certainly
maintain this relation, and make Isracl partaker in the hlessing
pertaining to it, since ITe Ilimself endowed with this Dlessing the
Gentiles who are farther removed from Him. Thus xata ¢vow
and wapd ¢pvoww do not so much refer to the antithesis between
natural growth on the trunk and the artificial process of grafting,
as express what is according to nature and what is against nature
in the circumstances of the case. It is according to nature for
the branch to remain on its own stem; it is against nature for it
to be cut off in order to be grafted on another stem. If, then,
what is against nature takes place in the case of the Genliles,
certainly in the case of the Jews what is according to their
original nature will again assert its right and rcceive a fresh
fulfilment. In opposition to Grotius, who explains wooce paiiev
quanto facilius, Calov remarks: “Illud mooe pailov est quanto
magis, Intwitu nempe promissorum Patriarchis factorumn et radicis
sanctae, sed ea qua diximus ratione, non vero gquanto facilins.”
The present verse contains withal a dictum probans for the possi-
bility of the restoration of those once fallen, or for the so-called
reiterabilitas gratice (as ver. 22 for the amdssibilitus gratiae,
ver. 23 for conversio vesistibilis). It may indeed De alleged that
the apostle is here dealing not so much with particular individuals
as with the people collectively. Dut at all cvents he expected in
his own day to see a partial fulfilment of his hopes in the case of
fallen individuals, ver. 14; and, besides, we are warranted in
drawing inferences from the course of history in a nation collec-
tively to that of particular individuals.

Vv. 25-32. Upon the delineation of the hope of Israel's entire
conversion, founded upon the nature of the case, follows now the
express prophetic announcement of its future occurrence at the
time appointed by God, which promise in turn is again confirmed
partly by Scripture testimony, partly by the faithfulness, the
manifold resources and unmiversal character of the divine com-
passion,

Vv. 25-27. So soon as the Gentile plcroma has come in, all
Israel will be converted, which fact of Israel's conversion is also
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foretold Dby Scripture. od yap 0érw vuas dayvoeiv] Corroboration
(vdp) of the hope expressed by éyrevrpio@joovrar, ver. 24. As
to the form of notification: 0¥ 6édw vpas ayvoeiv, comp. on i, 13.
Here also it serves to introduce something specially important
and worthy of note.

—aderol] Address to the Gentile Christians, as in vii. 1 to
the Jewish Christians.

—70 pvemjpiov TodTo] Clrysostom observes: Muvamijpiov
évraiba ayvoolpevov xal dwoppnTov Aéywv kai moAV peév 7o Badua
woAU 8¢ 70 mwapadobov Eyov. In the N. T. pvomijpiov is always a
sacred matter having reference to the relations and development
of God’s kingdom, which, either on account of the form in which
it appears, or as regards its import, remains hidden to man, until
it is explained or communicated to him. The mystery counsists
either in the parabolic (Matt. xiii. 11; Mark iv. 11; Luke
viii. 10) or symbolic (Rev. i. 20, xvii. 5, 7), or generally in the
strange, unintelligible (1 Cor. xiv. 2) form of the utterance. In
this aspect the notion of pveripeor is allied with that of aiveyua,
1 Cor. xiii. 12, The thing, as to itself, is communicated, but in
enigmatical form. For those to whom the solution is unknown,
the import of the unsolved enigma remains a mystery. Dut for
the most part the expression pveripior applies to the ¢thing itself,
and denotes either the saving, redeeming purpose itself Lidden in
God (Rom. xvi. 25; Eph. i. 9, iii. 4, vi. 19; Col. i. 26, ii. 2,
iv. 3), or the special kind and manner of its historical accom-
plishment and ultimate consummation (comp. Rom. xi, 25, 1 Cor.
xv. 51, Eph. iii. 3, Col. i. 27, 2 Thess. ii. 7, the mystery of
the development, not of Christ, but of A4n¢i-Christ among man-
kind, Rev. x. 7). The purpose of salvation has been realized
through Clrist's advent and work, and, revealed through the
gospel, has ceased to be a wvomipiov; and in the same way, the
chief elements in the futwre development of the Christocracy have
been revealed to the apostles by the Spirit, and by them com-
municated to the churches.  Other elements in this development
remain concealed, and are therefore still to be described as pvo-
mipee, which may Le disclosed as the particular occasion arises,
1 Cor. xiii. 2. Dut even the revealed mystery of redemption
accomplished by Clrist can only be known through the enlighten-
ing influence of the Holy Spirit, and for the unenlightened and
unbelieving remains ever a mystery, like an uncomprehended
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parable or a strange glossolulic, 1 Cor.ii. 7. Thus the chiel funda-
mental mystery of God has ccased to be a mystery, and yet
withal remains a mystery. It has ceased to be a mystery, because
in the gospel it 1s revealed to all the world. 1t remains a mystery
for the individual so long as the gospel does not reach him, or he
does not receive it in faith, and by this believing reception attain
to the spiritual comprehension of its import.  Ifence the heralds
of the gospel are still olkovopor pvaTnpiwy @eod, 1 Cor. iv. 1
(1 Cor. ii. 1, where A C, Cod. Simait.* also have 70 pvoripov
instead of 7o paptiprov), and the gospel is a pvoTipiov Tijs eloe-
Belas, 1 Tim, iii. 16, a pvemipiov Tijs wicTews, 1 Tim. iii. 9.
From this it follows that pverijpeor in the N. T. never denotes
mystery in the dogmatic sense of the word, <c. a supernatural
fact whicly, although revealed by God to man, and rcceived by
man in faith, yet, as regards the Zow of its nature or realization,
involves an element not compreliended and not to be compre-
liended by man’s finite and limited intelligence. Rather, accord-
ing to the N. T. mode of definition, for mwioTis the pvoTipiov
ceases to be a pvatipiov, an amorerpvppévor. For wiotis, it has
become an amoxexalvupévov, a ¢avepév. In accordance with this
view, in the only other passage to be cited from the N. T., Eph.
v. 32, 70 pvoTiproy should perhaps be referred to the typical
signification of the O. T. passage cited in ver. 31, not to the in-
comprehensibleness of the mode of Christ’s union with the church
in the holy eucharist (so Harless here). Not that we wish to
deny either that the apostle in this passage views marriage as a
type of the corporcal union of Christ with the church in the
eucharistic sacrament, or that this kind of union—a union existing
in fact, revealed in the gospel, and Dbelieved by the church—is
effectuated modo nobis tncomprehensidbili, and in so far to unen-
lightened human reason is, and, from the standpoint of earthly
experience, will remain a sublime mysterium, The apostle there-
fore speaks in the present passage, as in 1 Cor. xv. 51, in the
character of a prophet év dmoxalinre: (1 Cor. xiv. 6, 30); and
this amoxaivyres, respecting the mode of the historical evolution
of the Christocracy, has been imparted to him by the mediation
of the Divine Spirit, €v wvedpare, Eph. iii. 5 ; comp. Tholuck here.

—a py fre wap éavrois Ppovepor] lest you be wise with
yourselves, 4.c. in your own opinion = lest you seem wise to
yourselves. Doubtless an interpolated, but not on this account
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parenthetical clause expressing design, ix. 11.  On wapd, with
the dative of opinion, comp. xii. 17; LXX. Prov. iii. 7; Winer,
p- 493.  The Gentiles might easily be led, from the facts lying
before them, wrongly to infer the permanent rejection of Israel.
This conclusion is guarded against by the apostle disclosing the
very opposite. They could not help in this way becoming con-
scious of their ignorance with respect to the divine ways, and
were saved from the danger of thinking themselves wise. The
apostle expresses himself with forbearance; for as the Gentile
conclusion proceeded from haughty self-assummption, and led to
haughty contempt for Isracl, so this haughtiness of theirs must
be humbled by the perception of the false conclusion they had
drawn. But ¢povipor in itself is not on this account = infrpra
¢ppovoivres. So Luther: “lest ye be proud.” DBetter Theodoret :
va py opodpa tyyoluevor éavtols auverovs trmhov évTetlev
eladéEnobe ppovmpa. Lachmann and Tischendorf, in accordance
with A B, Damase., have received év éavrois instead of map’
éavrots. The sense remains the same; comp. LXX. Isa. v. 21:
ovai ot cvvetol €v éavrois; 1 Cor xiv. 11. The same meaning is
conveyed by the dative éavrois, without preposition (ne sitis vobis
prudentes), contained in I G, al. Vulg., Hil. Hier. al.; comp. Acts
vil. 20; Winer, p. 265. This latter reading, received by Tischen-
dorf, may possibly be genuine, inasmuch as from it, as the rarer
form of expression, the rise of the glossarial reading mwap’ éavrois
and év éavrois is most easily explained.

—&8T1L mhpwots amo pépovs 16 "Iapanh yéyover] 87e introduces
the contents of the pvaTijpeoy, contained not in the words rwpwots
... yéyover, but in the words wdpwais .. . cwbhjoerar. As to
TOpwois, COmp. on ver. 7. amo uépous, in part, partially (xv. 15,
24; 2 Cor. i. 14, ii. 5), softening like Twés, ver. 17 (od wdvtes
fwioTevaay: wolhol yap €E éxelvwv émiotevaav, Theodoret), is to
be connected with yéyover. “Hardening has happencd partially
to Israel.” DBut amwo pépovs is to be taken extensively (not inten-
sively = quodammodo, in opposition to a total hardening), and is
therefore to be applied to the number of the hardened, not to the
degree of harduess, the sense thus being = é7¢ wdpwois péper Tod
*Iopanyh (opposite of was "Iapash, ver. 26) yéyover. With yiyveo-
Oai 7w, to befall one, comp. Mark ix. 21, That this event
of Israel's hardening against the gospel is to be regarded as a
divine infliction of punishment, is known from ver. 8. The
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hardness has happened to Israel from the hand of God.  aypes
oD, with the conjunctive aovist (donec, usque dum dntiaceril),
always introduces a future cevent, with the occurrence of which a
fact hitherto existing is to cease, comp. 1 Cor. xi. 26, xv. 25 ; Gul
il 19,1v. 19; Rev. ii. 25, vii. 3. Therefore, after the entrance
of the Gentile plerome, the hardness of Israel is to ccase. In
order to avoid the doctrine of a final conversion of Israel, clearly
contained in the apostle’s words, many unidiomatic interpretations
have Leen attempted. The only one of these deserving notice is
the acceptation of @ypes ob in the sense of quamdin, while that.
On this view, the partial hardness of Israel is to continue during
the entrance of the Gentile pleroma; so that in @ypis of, not
the limit, but the continuous permanence of the hardness would
be marked. DBut this would be expressed by dypis of with the
indicative, Heb. iii. 13 ; Aects xxvii. 33.

—70 mhpwpa TAY é0viv] supplementum Gentiliwm, the supple-
ment from the Gentiles instead of the unbelieving Jews, see on
ver. 12, Therefore ncither universitas, plenitudo, nor multitudo,
caterve, ingens concursus cthnicorum (although the supplement in
itself may be an <ngens multitudo), since it is to be conceived
neither as corresponding exactly with the number of the apostate
Jews, nor yet in general, as fixed by the divine reason ¢ prior,
to complete a number in harmony with a law of reason. IRatler
might it be said, that the lost uépos of Israel was deemed so
precious by the apostle that a magne caterva of Gentiles is
requisite to fill its place. That the genitive 7év éfvdr is not
inconsistent with our acceptation of mAjpwua, we have already
seen above. Rather might it be said, that when onece the rent
made in God’s kingdom by Israel’'s apostasy is repaired by the
supplement from the Gentiles, there will then be no room for all
Israel, ver. 26, and that, too, as a supplement, to enter. But here
also we must not press the figure too strictly, in contradistinction
from the thing. The thing is this, that in one aspect the Gentiles
are admitted to Israel's place, and in the other Israel itself in the
end returns to its former place. Hence both one and the other,
especially in the course of o different order of thought, may he
described as the filling up of the gap caused by the apostasy.

—elgéndn] sc. els Ty Baoghelav Tob Geod, TV odpavdv, comy.
Matt. v. 20, vil. 21, xviii. 3, xix. 23, 24 ; Mark ix. 47, x. 15, 23,
24, 25 ; Luke xviii. 17, 24, 25; John iii. 5 ; Acts xiv. 22. With
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the absolute use of eloépyeafar in the present passage, comp.
Matt. vii. 13 ; Luke xi. 52, xiii. 24. The kingdom of God or
kingdom of heaven, while certainly future, has also a present
existence in the Christian church (Col. i. 13 ; Luke xvii. 21), on
which account entrance into it at once is possible. DBut the O. T.
theocracy and N. T. Christocracy form one connected whole. The
kingdom of God already existing upon earth consists in the church
of the O. and N. T., whose members are encircled by the same
promises and the same faith. Inasmuch as Isracl was separated
from the theocracy, which in the Christocracy bhad assumed a
more glorious form, it was separated from the communion of the
Chnstmn church. And inasmuch as the Gentiles were admitted
into the Christian church, they were admitted into the O. T.
theocracy (els xailiéhatoy, ver. 24), of which the Christoeracy
was a more glorious form. It is one and the same trunk,
despite the various metamorphoses it has undergone in course
of growth.

—«al ovtw mas Iopayh cwbygeral] and thus all Isracl shall
be saved. kai obro, and thus, i.c. if this take place, namely, the
Gentile plerome enter in, comp. v. 12 ; Acts vii. 8§, xx. 11; 1 Cor.
xi. 28, xiv. 25; 1 Thess. iv. 17; Tleb. vi. 15. There is no need
therefore to explain, and @ this way, namely, so that Israel's par-
tial hardness continued up to the entrance of the Gentile plerome.
wés "Iopan\, in contrast with éx pépovs, ver. 25, as well as in
conunection with the entire exposition of cl. ix.—xi,, which, as
this chapter shows in particular, treats only of the leading of
entire peoples to the Messianic salvation, can be understood of
nothing else than the entire sum of the people of Isracl, comp. also
vv. 28-32. Its application to the spiritual Israel, the Iopanyr
Oeot, Gal. vi. 16, according to which, by the entry of the elect
Gentiles and withal of the éehoyn of unhardened Israel, all true
children of Abraham and children of God are to be saved, is just
as arbitrary as its application merely to the believing elect portion
of the Jews, who in all ages belonged to the Nefuua kat’ éxdoyny
xaperos. Such explanations merely show to what violent cxegetical
shifts interpreters can be led by preconceived opinions. For
example, the unjnst prejudice of the luter Luther against the
Jewish people, as well as his apprehension—right in itself—of chili-
astic fanaticism, tp to the time of Calixtus and Spener obscured
the true meaning of the present passage for the greater number
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of theologians within the Lutheran church!  The wavering of
modern expositors in their answers to the question, whether was
IopaiX is to be understood with or without limitation,—of the
entire people in all its separate individuals, or merely of the people
in general without taking notice of particular individuals who
remain in unbelief,—secms to us to spring from the too subjective
interpretation given to the apostle’s thought. cwtypia here consists
in the objective divine act that restores the people of Isracl to its
place in the theocracy. This act extends to the entire people
without exception. As regards power, this implies the provision
for all particular individuals admitted into God’s kingdom of the
means and forces of subjective conversion, which means pre-
suniedly will prove eflectual in the case of by far the greater
portion of the people, the love that hopes the best refusing
to sct limits to the number of the converted. Elsewhere the
apostle describes all Christian churches as d@ylovs, and so it might
be said to-day, considering the calls of the Word and the powers
of grace imparted in the baptismal sacrament, that entire Christian
furope, in distinction from the still unbelieving people of Israel
in its midst, has been made partaker in cwTnpia. As concerns
the near or remote fulfilment of the prediction here uttered, on
this the apostle decides nothing. Just as little is it said that
immediately upon the entrance of the Gentile pleroine and the
salvation of all Israel the Téros will follow. This conclusion
could only be drawn from a mistaken explanation of wy éx
vexpwy, ver. 15, According to our view of this expression, it is
rather to be assumed that alter the cwtnpia mwavros 'Iopank has
taken place, a new course of development will commence in the
kingdom of God as to its earthly condition? When it is asserted
that Taul supposed the parousia of the Lord and the end of the
woild to be near, and consequently viewed the conversion of the

1 On the history of the exposition, comyp. especially Calov, dissert. de conversione
Judacorum, Viteh. 1679; and in der Bibl. N. T. illustr. 1676, 11. 1. 190 sqq.; also
Reiche, II. p. 400; Fritzsche, I1. p. 528 sq.; Tholuck, 5te Aufl. 629 (I ; Luthardt,
Lekre v. d. letzten Dingen, p. 109 [ On the present passage, as well as on the con-
tents of this whole chapter, comp. also Alexander von Oettingen, Die synagogale
Lleyik des Volkes fsrael, Dorpat 1853, Zweiter Abschnitt ; Die Joffnung des Volles
{srael im Lichte der heiligen Schrift, pp. 138-210.

2 ¢ Ad sclum christianum Paulus provocat Israclitas : idgue pracsupponit gentes
ante Israélem conversas et tamen potest per plenam Israélis conversionem deinde

-

reliqua copia gentium lucrifieri, vv. 11, 12, 15, 31 ; Ezek. xxxix. 7, 21 ss., 27,”
Bengel.
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Jews which precedes these events as near at hand, at least this
crror of his, which history has refuted, cannot be got rid of, and
its consequences for the substance of his eschatological teaching
rendercd inmocuous, by alleging that a distinction is commonly
made between a definition of the time and the fact itself, the
first being the accidental, the second the substantial element in
apostolic proplhiecy. The appealto 1 Pet. i. 11 is not to the point.
On the contrary, this passage would lead us to demand of the
apostles the same circumspect conduct that is there predicated of
the prophets. In this case the apostles had done better to make
inquiry about the time unrevealed to them by God, than, as is
imputed to them, to propound erroneous conclusions respecting
it. The result of the latter course could only be to throw
suspicion on the substance of their predictions, on the very
fact aunounced in these predictions. Dut it is not at all a
matter of such & priord certainty that the apostles viewed the
parousia of the Lord as near at hand. They simply viewed it as
po0sstbly at hand, and that rightly. A prediction of its actucl
nearness would place them in the same class with all chiliastic
fanatics. The expectation of its possible nearness stamps them
as meek disciples of that Lord, who had decided nothing as to
the time, and who therefore by this very omission left the door
open for belief equally in its nearness as in its remoteness, and
forbade to mno time the Christian longing for and hope of the
specedy ocewrrence of His return, Matt. xxiv. 36; Aects i 7.
Beyond the expression of such desire, hope, and looking for the
possibility of a speedy advent of the parousia, even the contents
of Rom. xiii, 11, 1 Cor. xv. 51, 1 Thess. iv. 15 ff, comp.
2 Thess. ii, 1 ff.,, 1 Thess. v. 1 ff;, 2 Pet. iii. 10, Rev. iii. 3, xvi
15,do not go! That a complete picture of the final development
of God’s kingdom upon earth, arranged in chronological order,

1 0r perhaps we may distinguish Tbetween what was absolutely certain to the
apostles on the ground of oljective divine revelation, and what was to them matter
of subjective human hope and expectation, é.c. the not merely ideal, but also
empirical nearness of this parousia. Even this hope and expectation, if it retained
the consciousness of its merely subjective human character, was of itself in no sense
evidence of error.  If, in 1 Cor. xv. 51, we [ind an expression of the apostle’s expec-
tation that he himself will live to sce the parousia, 2 Cor. v. 1{[. on the other hand
shows at least that he did not clierish this expectation with absolute divine
certainty. Comp. on xiii. 11. This remark is meant as a more definite explana-
tion, not, as Meyer secms to have iaken it, as a revocution of what is said above
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stood Dbefore the gaze of the apostles, is not to he supposed.  The
Spirit disclosed to them now this, now that feature of the picture,
as circumstances made necessary. To combine these sepavate
features and form them into one harmonious whole, was for them,
as still for us, a work of study. This task is rendered easy to us,
in the first place, by our view of the notion m\ijpwpa. Tor il this
does not mean the entire mass of the Gentile world, the Lord's
return may rightly be viewed as possibly near at any time, since
the precedent condition, the entrance of the plerona of the Gentile
world, may be fulfilled at any time. The fact that we on our
part further regard as probable a more comprehensive develop-
ment of the church upon carth before the approach of the end,
need not prevent our holding fast by the thought of the Lord
being near; for in prophetic perspective the separate revealed
clements of this nearness converge together. In the time of the
Old Covenant the manifestation of the glory of the Son of God was
still distant, because there must first intervene Fis incarnation, His
passion and death, or His manifestation in a state of hwmiliation
as the revealed element in God’s kingdom then near at hand. In
the time of the New Covenant the revelation of the glory ol Christ
is near at hand, because this is the element standing next in order
of occurrence after the resurrection and ascension, an element which
no doubt again is realized and revealed in successive degrees. A
first revelation of this element was the destruction of the holy
city of Jerusalem, and along with this the complete absorption
into the N.T. Christocracy of the O. T. theocracy. A second
main point in the realization of Christ's coming will be the
entrance of the Gentile pleroma, the conversion of Israel, and
the consequent efflorescence and dominion of the Lord’s church
over the nations of the earth. The third and last main element
in the realization of the parousia cousists in the visible return of

in the text. DBut Meyer remarks strikingly : ¢ Observe, further, how the present
passage is in diametrical opposition to the opinion mow revived in many quarters
(Chr. A. Crusius, Delitzsch, Baumg., Ebrard, Auberl. and several others), of an
actual restoration of Isracl to its theocratic royalty in Canaan, which is to e looked
for on the ground of prophetic predictions (Hes. ii. 2, 16 I, iii. 4 f. ; Tsa. xi. 11,
xxiv. 16, lx.; Jer. xxxiv. 33, al.). Isracl does mot take in the church, but the
church takes in Israel; and wherever this takes place, Israel has its royalty and its
Canaan in the true sense.  Comp. Tholuck on ver. 25; Kahnis, Dogm. I. p. 5761.;
Hengstenb. Christol. 11. 409; and see especially, Bertheau in . Juhrb. s Deutsche
Theol, 1859, p. 353 fI.”
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Christ ITimself, and in the end to which that return is the intro-
duction. All these are clements of His parousia, which are now
prophetically seen in unity, now presented by the Spirit to the
prophets of the N.T., and by them to the churches of Jesus
Christ, as distinet and separate elements. That the apostles, in
their inquiries respecting the nearness or remoteness of the Lord’s
coming, already indicate a similar mode of rcconciliation between
its nearness predicted and longed for on one side, and its distance,
intimated by the advancing experience of the churcl, as well as
by the scparate features of the eschatological pictures drawn for
them Dby the Spirit, on the other, is shown by 2 Dct. iii. 1-10.
Comp. especially, Steiger on 1 Pet. iv. 7.

—rabws yéyparrar] Harmony of the apostolic prediction with
the predictive language of the O. T. The apostle did not deduce
the pworppior just communicated as an inferenece from the
quotation here given. The latter merely serves lere, as every-
where, to ratify the preceding independent representation. More-
over, the words quoted merely support the wds Iopaih cwblijserar,
not this in addition, that the hardness of a portion of Israel is to
continue until the Gentile pleroma shall have entered. Again,
the passage cited evidently appears at first sight to be combined
out of Isa. lix. 20, 21 and xxvii. 9. In the first passage the
LXX. have: ver. 20, xai djfet évexev Siov o puouevos kai awo-
arpéres aoeBelas amo 'IaxkwB; ver. 21, xkal airy alrois 3 wap’
éuod Stabiky, eime xlpios' To Tvebua TO €uov, 6 éoTw éml ool kal
TG pripatd pov, & Eé8wra els TO oTopa gov, oU wy ékNumi €x Tob
aoropatos gov ktA. The sccond passage runs : 8ua ToiTo ddai-
pebioerar avouia 'IakdB, xai ToiTo éotiw % edhoyia avTol, bTav
apéwpar iy apapriav avrot xtA. Thus Paul has made use
of the first of the two related passages as far as Siafnrn, but in
the second of the words: drav adérwpar Thv duapriav avrod (he
says apapTtias on account of the preceding doeBeias, and adrov
on accomnt of adrois). That even in the prophet the passages
have a Messianic charvacter, and that therefore their application
to the Messial’s saving work in Israel is warranted, is certain,
and all but universally conceded. The words: xai dmooTpéyres
acefeias amo "TaxsB, which Paul has in harmony with the LXX,,
ran in the Hebrew : 3py'2 ¥ "2t (« o deliverer shall come for
Sion), and for those turning from apostasy in Jacob.” Even if
we are not willing to allow that those converted in Jacob may



CHAP. XI. 25-27. 225

possibly embrace all Israel, in so far as it is converted, the apostle
was still justified in retaining the words of the LXX. expressive
of a universel deliverance, because not only in the second passage
employed by him, but also in other passages of the prophets
(Jer. xxxi.; Ezek. xxxviil, xxxix. 25 ; Hos. iit. 5), the universal
salvation of Isracl was announced. But it is a general practice
with the apostle to gather up the Messianic prophecy of the O. L.
in a single view, and to deal with the particular Messianic
passage cited merely as a substratum and point of connection for
the exhibition of the O. T. idea of salvation, and therclore to
modify it freely and combine it with other similar passages.
Thus, while we do not believe, with Calvin, that the present
citation is expressly formed out of Isa. lix. 20 {. and Jer. xxxi
31-34, we do believe that in it the confents of the Jeremiah-
passage floated Dbefore the apostle’s mind, nay, that the latter is
perhaps to be regarded as the material groundwork of his citation,
which he merely clothed in the form—Dbrief, and for his purposc
appropriate—of Isaiah’s words. For the Jeremiah-passage is
certainly to be regarded as the O. T. classical passage for the
wawy Sabrikn to be made hereafter with Israel ; comp. also Heb.
viil. Sff., x. 16 £ Thus we should have here a citation formed
exactly like the one in ver. 8 of this chapter. Again, this prin-
ciple of a free employment of the O. T, allying itselt more with
the whole body of prophetic passages than with the special
prophetic passage adduced, explains and justifies the other im-
portant deviation from the original text and the text of the
LXX. TInstead of the &exer 3w of the LXX. (Heb. i3, for
Sion), Paul has written

—éx Jwwr] That the salvation (comp. Ps. xiv. 7, liii. 6, LXX. :
7is Swoer éx Jwww To cwmipior Tob 'Iopaih ;), like the Saviour
(comp. Is. ex. 2, LXX.: paB8ov Svvipews éfamooTeel oo kipios
éx ), should come not merely for, but also out of Sion, was
evidenced in other O. T. passages. But the apostle seems to
have made the alteration here, both in order the more sharply to
distinguish the claim of Israel to its own Messiah,—the Messiah
who proceeded from its midst,—and in order to lay special stress
on this prior right of Israel in contrast with the Gentiles.

—o puopevos] comp. 1 Thess. i 10. Heb. 5-_\_“13, « Deliverer;
but hereby is to be understood the Messiah, not, with several
of the Fathers, Elijab or Enoch.

Pumrerr, Rou. 11. P
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—atry] points forward to érav, like the pron. demonstr. in
the two Isaiah-passages of the LXX. Comp. 1 John v. 2: év
ToUT . .. 6Tav; also John xvii. 3: atry ... {va, and 1 John ii. 3 :
év ToUte ... édv. This is my covenant, when I=in this consists
my covenant, that I

—1) wap’ éuod Stabijrn] the covenant proceceding from me. Comp.
Mark v. 26 : damavijcaca Ta wap adris wavra, and Fritzsche
there: “ Nimirum observandum est, mapa ita interdum cum
Genitivo conjungi, ut ad scnsum a nudo Genitivo non discrepet.”

Vv. 28-32. Further reasons, deduced chiefly from the un-
changeableness and universality of divine grace, for the future
conversion of all Israel.

Ver. 28. kata pév 710 evayyé\wov] in reference to the gospel,
inasmuch, namely, as they rejected it, ver. 30. This is more in
accordance with the context than “inasmuch as they have heen
excluded from it.”

—éxBpoc] sc. elaiv. The subject spoken of is the unbelieving
Jews, comp. avtois and avrdv, ver. 27. Luther: “I look on them
as enemies = mihi invisi sunt” DBengel: “me oderunt.” But to
éxOpol we are mot to supply wov, nor yet edayyeriov (Morus :
“inimici sunt evangelio”). Rather the opposition to dayamnrol
shows that éyfpoi is to be taken in the passive sense, and feod or
Pe to be supplied = Deo dnwise sunt. Comp. v. 10, ix. 13, and
Horace, Satir. ii. 3, v. 123 : “ Dis inimice senex. O old man,
hated of the gods, abandoned by all the gods!” See the examples
quoted there by Heindorf on the like meaning of Geols éxfpol
trom Demosthenes, de corona. Therefore : “ In respect to the
gospel rejected by them, God has assumed to them an attitude of
hostility.”

—3¢" vpds] comp. ver. 11 : 76 avT@y mapawrdpate % coTnpia
Tois €0vesw. Therefore = that salvation might come to you—
Gentiles, for the benefit of yon—Gentile Christians.

—rxatd 0¢ THv éxhoyijy] but in reference to the clection, te. of
the people of Israel to be the covenant-people, ver. 2. Therefore
not : “ but considered in regard to the fact that among them is
that clect remnant” vv. 5, 7. To this also is opposed the
explanatory &w@ Tods marépas.

—dryamnrol] sc. Oeob eias.

—38wd Tovs warépas] a mere formal opposition to 8’ Juds.
The meaning of the words is explained by ver. 16. * Proptcr
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Patres dicit, non quod dilectioni causam dederint, sed quoniam ah
illis propagata fucrat Dei gratia ad posteros, secundum pacti
formam : Deus tuus et seminis tui,” Calvin. Comp. Luke 1. 54 1.

Ver. 29 confirms (yep) the second half of ver. 28. dpera-
péayra] comp. 2 Cor. vii. 10; Heb. vii. 21 : «ai o0 perapely-
Onoeras, Heb. b hs\, Bleek there. “ Deum non poenitet, sicut
hominem. Ubi enim legitur, quod poeniteat eum, mutatio rerum
significatur, immutabili praescientia manente divina. Ubi crgo
non poenitere dicitur, non mutare intelligitur,” August. de cov. Dei,
1. xvii. ¢, vii.

—a yaplopata)l the manifestations of the girace of God in
general, ix. 4, 5.

—=&ai 1 kMjais Tob Beod] and the calling of God in particular,
comp. Mark xvi. 7: elmare vois pabnrais adrod xai v¢ ITérpw,
Fritzsche there. In connection with what immediately precedes,
the «\ijous Oeot here can only refer to the calling, in the person
of the patriarchs, of the people of Israel to the Messianic
salvation that formed the main purport of the divine covenant-
promise. This call, as incapable of retractation, must needs even
yet one day be realized. Here, therefore, is not meant the call,
issuing from the heralds of the gospel, and for a time despised
by Israel, to salvation actually realized in Christ. The jformer
x\ijoes must necessarily prove itself effectual, because it is made
dependent on no condition, but is identical with the uncon-
ditional destination of the people of Israel to be the covenant-
people. The latter «kA\sjaes, on the contrary, may remain ineffectual,
because 1t is conditional, and its efficacy is dependent on believing
reception by individuals. But the divine destination always refers
merely to the nation as a whole. Individual Israelites might per-
manently fall away, because with them God made no covenant.

Vv. 30, 31. Corroboration (ydap) of the position advanced in
ver. 29 by an appeal to the actual change which is to take place
hereafter in the attitude of Israel to the kingdom of grace. An
inference from the less to the more probable would be introduced
by e ryap...moop oy (ver. 24), and therefore is not here
to be supposed. Rather by damep yap ... otto wxal something
which is yet to take place is placed in contrast with something
of the same kind that has already taken place. domep yap xai
vuets] Knapp, Lachmann, Tischendort read dorep yap tueis without
kal. Apart from evidence, it is more reasonable to suspect that,
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from ignorance of Greck usage, it was omitted by transcribers as
superfluous on account of the following wxai in olrw wrai, than
that, from more accurate knowledge of usage, it was added in
an effort after elegance of expression. Nevertheless, so many
and such important witnesses (A B C D¥ E F G, several minuskels,
versions, and Fathers) are opposed to its retention, that we must
perforce decide for the latter view. Against the supposition of a
later omission, moreover, tells i. 13, xai év Ouiy xaBws xal, where,
among the manuscripts quoted, only Cod. G omits the first xai, a
proof that the—in fact not rare—reduplication of the comparative
xal was well known to those transcribers. In the present
passage, consequently, domep yap vpels is to be read.  aroré]
namely, in the days before Christ.

—ymeldnoare 76 Oed] amelfeiv and dmelbea always refer in
the N. T. (see clavis) to disobedience to God’s word and revela-
tion, 7.c. God’s truth in general or the gospel in particular,
therefore to refusal to believe, unbelief, not to moral disobedience.
So therefore here, as sgmei@naav, ver. 31, especially shows, the
Gentile dmeifeia consisted in xatéyew Tyv dMifeav év adukia,
i. 18 (comp. amelfeiv ™) dhpbela, ii. 8), of which their dis-
obedience to God’s moral law (i. 24 ff) was merely the conse-
quence. “ Incredulitas cadit etiam in eos, qui ipsi non audivere
verbum Dei; quia tamen primitus id in Patriarchis, Adamo,
Noacho susceperant,” Bengel. But here perhaps, in allusion to
i. 18 ff,, may rather be meant the revelation of creation, which
no doubt was originally accompanied by the explanatory and
educative word of divine revelation.

—viv 8] antithesis to moté, comp. on iii. 21.

—heijfnre] Paul here makes the reception of the Gentile
world into the Christian church dependent, not on their wioTes,
but on the divine éleos; just as in general his line of treatment
in this chapter points chiefly to God’s objective acts, to which in
the last resort man’s subjective acts are subservient, yet without
on this account being in themselves necessitated. Estius: “ nota
Ap. non dicere: credidistis sed miscricordiam consecuti estis, ut
intelligant, quod crediderint esse misericordiae Dei fidem largientis.”
Bengel: “misericordia ejus ab iis egnita.”

—17) ToUTwy dreBela] through the disobedicnce of these, namcly,
of the Jews, and that to the gospel, x. 3. With the sentimeunt,
comp. vv. 11, 12, 15, 19, 20, 28.
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—otTw kat] Introduction of the parallel thought.

—otrot] the Jews, antithesis to vuels.

—-viv] parallel with the foregoing wviv, antithesis to 7o7é.
Now, at the time that the preaching of the gospel has reached you.

—pmelnaav] sc. 76 Bes, Ly their rejection of the gospel
preached to them by the apostles.

—7¢ Upetépe éNéer] Vulg.: “ita et isti nunc non crediderunt
in vestram misericordiam,” Luther: “ Thus they also now have
refused to believe in the mercy which you experienced.” ILach-
mann, too, places the comma not after Amweifpaav, but after excec.
But the parallelism of thought compels us to attach 7@ Juerépo
éXéer, which answers to 77 Todrwry amebeig, not to the preceding
Amelfnoay, but to the following

—va xal avtoi éNenbfdat] with the emphatic prefixing of 76
Uperépp ééer, comp. 1 Cor. ix. 15; 2 Cor. ii. 4, xil. 7; Gal
ii. 10. The dative indicates not the Lind (* with the same éeos
that you experienced ”), but, in conformity with the datival sense
of 79 TovTwy dmebeia, the mediating agency of the é\eeicfar =
“that through your obtaining grace they also may obtain grace.”
Only this acceptation corresponds with the thought expressed in
x. 19, xi. 11, 14 God would show mercy to the Jews through
the Gentiles finding mercy, by the latter act provoking them to
faith, which becomes the means of their own finding mercy.
Not permanent destruction, but ultimate restoration was the cad
(tva) proposed by God in the temporary dmelfeia of Isracl. The
pron. poss. Uuérepoy corresponds with the genit. objeet., Luke
xxii, 19; 1 Cor. xi. 24, xv. 31,

Ver. 32. The fact, already come to pass, of the mercy shown
to the Gentiles after their previous dmeifeta, as well as the fact,
still future, of the conversion of Israel despite its present ameifeia,
—in both which facts, along with the various agencies employed
in bringing them about, are proclaimed the manifold resources of
God’s saving dealings with the human race,—is traced back to its
divine source, namely, to the universality of the mercy of God,
who ordained the dwelfea of all, Gentiles as well as Jews, mercly
for the purpose of making all, Gentiles as well as Jews, partakers
in His éxeos. Thus then has God in concrete fact realized the
design of the gospel, to lead all to cwrypla. But herewith also
the dogmatic exposition of the epistle has found its natural
resting-place and conclusion. cuvéxhewge yap o feos Tovs wdvTas
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els amelfetav, tva Tols mwdvras énenjon] “for God shut up all
under unbelief, that He might have mercy on all” Luther’s
closs: “Note this prime saying, which condemns all work and
righteousness of man, and exalts God’s mercy alone, which is to
e obtained through faith.” “Hanc particulam universalem (Tovs
rdvtas) opponamus tentationi de particularitate,” Melanchthon.
ovyrhelew, concludere, to shut up, not: to shut up together, 1 San.
xxiv. 18; Ps. xxxi. §, Ixxviii, 48, 50, 62; 1 Mace. v. 5; Luke
v. 6. Then, like the Heb. 307 with 5 and M3 =to girec up to
(els T4) or to the power of (Yo T, Gal. iil. 22), fo subject to. Here
it is contrary to the context, appealing to iii. 9, 19 and Gal
iii. 22, to impute to cvyxkAelew a declarative signification : “ God
by means of the Seripture proved all to be sinners” DBut just
as little is the mere permissive acceptation sufficient, for the
purpose here is to set forth God as Himself bringing to pass the
fact, which He freely applied to His own ends. Without doubt,
then, the operative sense must be held fast. But in the sphere
of human freedom the divine energy is to be conceived not as
a creative, but as an assuming, controlling, and determining
cnerey. God assumes into His eternal world-plan the evil which
originally no doubt He merely permits, and applies it to His own
ends. In so far He even wills the disobedience and affirms the
amelfeia of man; but He wills it merely as something given in
His act of foresight, in order by its means to manifest His mercy.
In the religious development of humanity the divine ordination
is the warp, human freedom the woof of the web. The direction
of the latter is determined by the former, but the web itself only
comes into existence by the interlacing of the two. The less
attested reading Ta wdvTa for the first Tovs mwdvras (other autho-
rities have wavra) is to be regarded as having arisen from Gal.
iil. 22. The article before wdvras nowise compels us, in opposi-
tion to the connection and entire tendency of the chapter, which
deals merely with the antithesis of peoples collectively, to think
of all specific individuals (all and every Gentile and Jew).
LRather by the article are indicated simply the well-known
mavtes, who are treated of in what immediately precedes; comp.
1 Cor. ix. 22; 2 Cor. v. 14; Phil ii. 21, where oi wdvres like-
wise=“they all.”  God shut up all, of whom I just spoke (Jews
as well as Gentiles), under unbelief, in order to have mercy on
them all.  As little, then, as the doctrine of absolute predestina-
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tion ean be deduced from the first half of the verse, can that of
apokatastasis ! he deduced from the second half.  Moreover, the
apostle here says not a word respecting the specific individuals
who died in unbelief previous to that period of the conversion of
the whole people of Israel. For the rest, if we wished to refer
Tovs mdvras to all specific individuals, it would be necessary to
say that still God’s universal purposc of grace does not on this
account, realize itself in the case of all individuals, namely, not in
the case of those who by their own fault resist it.

Vv. 33-36. Wondering adoration of God's unsearchalile
wisdom, comyp. the animated conclusion of the first main section,
viii. 38, 39. “Postquam ecnim ex verbo ac Spiritu Domini
disputavit, tanti demum arcani sublimitate victus nihil potest
quam obstupescere et exclamare, divitias istas sapicntiac Dei
profundiores esse, quam ut ad eas nostra ratio penetrare ueat.
Si quando igitur ingredimur in sermonem de aeternis Dei con-
siliis, frenum istud et ingenio et lingue semper injectum sit, ut
quum sobrie et intra verbi Dei fines loquuti fuerimus, disputatio
tandem nostra exeat in stuporem. Neque enim pudere nos debet,
si non sapimus supra eum, qui in tertinm usque coelum raptus
viderat mysteria homini ineffabilia: neque tamen alium hic
finem reperire poterat, quam ut se ita humiliaret,” Calvin.

Ver. 33. & Bdfos mhovrov ral gopias xai yrdoews feod] “ O
depth of the riches and wisdom and knowledge of God!” Bdfos
may be a figure either for encahaustiblencss, the inexhaustible
fulness, or for wnfuthomablencss, unsearchableness, 1 Cor. ii. 10
Judith viii. 14. Here clearly the latter, as follows from the
explanatory dvefepedv. and avefvyviact., and from ver. 34. When
wAoUTos, riches, fulness, is ascribed to God, for the most part the
appended genitival definition indicates the property in which He
is vich. So ii. 4, mhol7os Ths ypnoToTNTOS KTA, iX. 23; com).
Col. 1. 27, mis 8o&ns; Eph. i. 7,1l 7, 7iis xdptros. On the other
hand, 7\od7Tos without addition signifies the divine fulness, the
divine riches absolutely. So Rev. v. 12, Phil. iv. 19, in opposi-
tion to human ypela, Eph. iii. 8, comp. Harless there. On this
principle, we are not here to think specially of the mAofitos Tis
xpnoToTyTos, Tis xaperos, the divine fulness of grace. In pre-
ference to this, we might make the genitives copias and yrocews

1 So e.yy. Kern, ¢ Die christliche Eschatologie,” Tibinger Zeitschrift fir Theologie,
Jahrg. 1840, IIcft IIL. p. 38.
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dependent on movTou = O depth of the riches, both in wisdom
and knowledge, of God! comp. Luther. But the notions codia
and yvdows do not lie far enough apart to be distinguished from
cach other by xai . . . xai, tum sapientiae, fum scientiae, and it is
altogether more natural to co-ordinate the three genitives and
make them depend alike on Bdfos. Dut even in this case,—not
indeed grammatically, but logically,—Dby means of the two follow-
ing genitives, mhodTos as matter of course receives its more
precise definition as riches of wisdom and of knowledge, save
that the grammatical co-ordination takes the clement of riches,
which—as he considered the manifold variety of God’s ways of
salvation—presented itself to the apostle’s thoughts, and expresses
it independently in so many words; comp. ii. 5: év fuépa Spyis
kai dmokaiinrews kai Sirxatoxpiaias Tob feod. The apostrophe of
this verse serves therefore to make prominent, not chiefly the
goodness of God, hut exclusively His wisdom, and refers specifi-
cally not to ver. 32, but to the contents of the entire exposition
in ech. ix.—xi., especially in ch. xi, as these contents were re-
sumed in vv. 30-32. Not the universality of divine grace in
itself, but the manifold variety of the means used by divine
wisdom to realize this grace in actual fact and despite all
obstacles, nay, by their very means, conduct it to its goal, huies
away the apostle to adoring praise of this wondrous co¢ia. This
interpretation is favoured both by the main thought of vv. 33,
34 involuntarily suggesting itself to the mind, and by the
copiousness of this entire epiphonema, vv. 33-36, which—joining
on to the conclusion of the dogmatic exposition of the epistle—is
far hetter adapted to express the feelings excited in the apostle
by a survey of the entire series of God’s historical dealings with
nations and the world, than those excited by such a brief and
subordinate thought as is found in ver. 32. As here, so also in
Epl.iii. 10, the apostle emphasizes with wonder the molvmoixiros
gopia 7ol Beot, which manifested itself in the historical realiza-
tion of the divine plan of salvation; comp. also 1 Pet. i. 12 and
Steiger there. The cogia, wisdom of God, is meant to be con-
ceived as the activity of the divine intellect proposing the end
and choosing the means; wvdo:s, knowledge, full knowledye, as that
activity cognisant of the contents of the copia. “ Supicutic
dirigit omnia ad finem optimum: cognitio novit finem illum et
exitum,” Bengel
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—ds dvekepevvnra Ta kpipara avtod] how wunseaichalls ap:
His judyments.  Only in an arbitrary way is va¢ «piuata ad7ob
explained by His decisions, counscls.  pipata arve judicial decrvs,
Ds. xix. 10, exix. 137, or judicial sentences, judyments, Ps. xxxvi
6; Wisd. xii. 12, In the N. T. also the very commonly occur-
ring «piua (see clavis) is never decision, but always judgmnen!.
Here by «pipara are meant the hardening judgments mentioned
in what precedes. avefepevrnros here ouly in the N. T.

—u«al dvefuyviaaTor ai 680l avtod) and wntracenble his iays,
al 680/ more gencral than 7a xpiuaTta, thercfore = Ilis ways
generally, But in contrast with xpipaTa we are cspecially to
think of the ways of grace, which form the nltimate goal of His
kplpara. aveEiyviaoTos, in its exact sense especially appropriate
to o8os (oD und’ iyvos éativ elpeiv, Suidas), is found in the N, T.
only again in Eph. iii. 8.

Vv. 34, 35. Confirmation of the unsearchableness of the divine
wisdom and knowledge by passages from Isa. x1. 13 and Job xli.
11, which Paul adopts as his own.  7(s yap éyvo volv rvpiov ;]
“For who hath known [aor. literally, Znew] the mind of the
Lord?2” ‘Whoever knows the mind of the Lord, in the very act
scrutinizes the plans and measures of divine wisdom.

—i) 7is ovuBovros alrod éyévero;] “ Or who has hecome
[became] His counsellor2”  “ Et tamen multi in disceptationibus
perinde se jactant, ac si non modo consiliarii Domini, sed etiam
quaesitores, patroni, vel judices essent. Scriptura ubique subsistit
in eo, quod dominus voluit et dixit et fecit; rationes rerum uni-
versalium singulariumve non pandit; de iis, quae nostram supe-
rant infantiam, ad aeternitatem remittit fidelis 1 Cor. xiii. 9 ss.
Ceteros, importunos scrutatores, torquebit et uret sciendi sitis, in
aeternum,” Bengel. Only one who had given God counsel, would
without special revelation, by force of nature, Le privy to the
contents of the divine wisdom and knowledge. For him alone
would there be no pveripior standing in need of dworxdhuires.
Nay, the divine codia and yrdo:s would be a codia and yréos
derived from him. This passage, taken as observed from Isa.
xl. 13, Paul cites here (1 Cor. ii. 16) after the text of the LXX,
who are in substantial agreement with the original text (vés éyvw
vovy wvplov xai Tis avpBovhos altol évévero, bs ouuBiBdoe
avrov ;).  Comp. Judith viii. 13, 14; Wisd. ix. 16, 17; Ecelus.
xviii. 2-6.
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—-3) 7ls wpoldwker alTd kai avramwobobijoerar avtd ;] “Or
who ls first given [gave] to him, and it shall be repaid him ?”
Job xli. 11, Heb. D??;S:] 2R ', “ Who has first done aught to
ne, that T should be bound to make recompense?” Taul lere,
then, has corrected the mistranslation of the LXX. (5 7is dvre-
aTijoeral por kal Umopever ;) in conformity with the original text.
The apostle’s words, indeed, are found in the LXX. Isa. xl 14,
but only in the Cod. Alex., and are there manifestly interpolated
from the passage in the Romans. Respecting the form of con-
struction : 7is mpoédwrey adTd kai avramododicerar avTd ; = Tis
7poédwrey alTd xal Tive émera dvramodobijoerar Um adrod ; or
Tive mpodovT. éavrd dvramodwaer, comp. Kiihner, Adusf. G
II. p. 525 f, and 1 Cor. viii. 6. Had man first given God
something for which he was able to claim recompense, then the
ways of divine wisdom would not be free and uncalculable, but
determined and limited from without, and therefore within the
reach and cognizance of human calculation. We thus see how
this dictuin also may refer to the unsearchableness of the divine
godia and yvaoes, and need not be used as a proof of the uncon-
ditioned goodncss of God,—a view which is meant to support the
posttion that mhoedroes, ver. 33, is to be understood of the mhovros
7is xpnoToryTos, the riches of grace. In accordance with this
view, 7is éyvw vobv xuplov; is said to point back to the divine
yvaos, which penetrates the depths of the Godhead, 7is adpBov-
Aos abTob éyévero; to the copia which carries into cffect the
divine plans, and /s mpoédwrer kT\. to the mhovTos of God, which
is not derived, but independent, and to which «ll owe whatever
they have. So already Theodoret: 7a Tpla Taira wpos Ta Tpia
7é0eire, TO ThODTOY Kal THY coplav kai THY yrdow' TO pév TLS
éyveo voiv rkvplov wpos THv yrdaw, 1o 8¢ Tis avuBovros
avTod éyévero mpos THY dodpiav, o 8¢ Tis mpoédwrev av TP
kai avtamodoblijcerar adrg mpos Tov whodTor. This inter-
pretation can the less be regarded as essential, as the apostle here
has merely appropriated words of Scripture, by the whole of which
together he makes good in various forms the same idea. On this
account the reduplication of the proof cannot seem strange;
whereas, if vv. 34, 35 were his own words, it would certainly be
more natural to assume that by each one of the three clauses he
means to make good a different idea. Moreover, the interpreta-
tion in question is refuted by the fact that in the words inter-
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polated, ds dvefepety . . . al o8oi abrod, ver. 33, the reference is
confessedly to copia and yvdais, not to whodros ypneTéTHTOS, LI
which account the distinction of goodaness, wisdom, and knowledge
is not at all probable, and recurrence to goodness in ver. 35 is
vendered more diflicult.  IFinally, vets «xupiov refers rather to thie
gogia than to the yvdois feod, so that the latter element also,
severed from the rest and standing alone, falls out of the requircd
triple distribution.

Ver. 36. Confirmation of the import of ver. 35. None has
first given God aught for which God owes him thanks in retwrn;
for God is the self-subsistent and absolutely independent One,
from whom all originates, and to whom all flows back and there-
fore stands in the relation of absolute dependence. Consequently
His ways in leading nations along their historical course are
free, conditioned by no natural claims of right on the part of men,
governed by nothing but His own wisdom, righteousness, and
love, and therefore unfathomable and unsearchable. Thus even
liere, when all suspicion of countenance given to predestinarianism
in the ninth chapter has long ago been dissipated and scattered
by the consecutive reasoning of the subsequent exposition in the
tenth and eleventh chapters, the apostle again adduces, in terms
quite as strong as at the beginning, the same fact of the exclu-
sively self-conditioned nature of the divine operations, which
first awakened the suspicion. Only, now we are taught by the
apostle himself that this absolute self-conditionedness of God
does not preclude His being conditioned by é\eos, Siwxatocivy,
and codia. €€ adrod, from Him as the ultimate ground and
prime source ; 8¢’ abrod, through Him as the efficient cause; efs
avrov, to Him as the determining aim and end.  God is beginning,
middle and end, prime cause, mediating agent and goal of all.
In é« we are not merely to think of the work of creation, in 8iuc
of that of preservation or universal government; for 7a wdvra
are not merely created things, the universe, but everything
absolutely, whatever name it bear, self-evidently excepting that
which is xat’ adTod, namely sin, and even this is merely excepted
in so far as it is ka7’ at7od, not in so far as it subserves Iis pur-
poses, and is therefore els avTov. 7a wdvra (the article serves
here to emphasize the unrestricted universality, comp. Kiihner,
Ausf. Gr. II. p. 134) embraces therefore just as much all
concrete existence as all divine ordinances and institutions,
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creation like redemption, as well as the ways in which the latter
is subjectively realized,—therefore all that <s and s done. Every
divine operation is to be regarded as included under the threefold
point of view of ék, &id, and eis. The so-called particulae dia-
crtticac (comp. Twesten, Dogmatik, 11. 1, p. 286) for the divine
works elsewhere, it is well known, are éx, did, and év (on which
account Luther here, with the Vulg, has wrongly translated eds
avrév, in him), 1 Cor. viii. 6; Eph. iv. 6, Harless there. Even
apart from such instances of juxtaposition, the designation éx
Oeod matpos, Sua Incot Xpiorod, and év mvelpare dyilp oceurs
commeonly, and therefore the application of éx to the Father, of
Sed to the Son, of év to the Spirit. Therefore the idea of this
trinitarian distinetion appears to us here not so much remote as
very near and obvious, nay, all but unquestionable for inter-
preters who expound Secripture not mercly by grammatical rules
and possibly by rationalistic prejudice, but also by Secripture
itself and biblical theology, as the orthodox exegesis of all ages
shows. Comp. Tholuck, 4te Aufl, here.! The single plausible
objection, to the effect that elsewhere the relation of things to God
as Pneuma is indicated not by efs but by év, is more specious
than real. For, in the first place, everything that has its life-
clement in the Spirit has also the Spirit for its goal, and our
being in the Spirit is the initial realization of our destination for
the Spirit—a destination that will only reach its goal when the
Spirit shall be in us not merely as a gift by way of first-fruit,
but without measure, and we wholly in Him. DBut, again, it was
absolutely essential here to make prominent the telcological desti-
nation of all things jor God; for not so much by év aird, as

! Whereas Tholuck, as above, p. 628, upon Olshausen’s assertion to the eflect
that here the relation of Father, Son, and Spirit is expressed, observes: ‘“ And who
can dispute this, when the apostle elsewhere describes the Father as the causal prin-
ciple, the Son as the Mediator, the Spirit as the principle immanent and still more
designed to be immanent in the ehureh 27" he himself now in the 5th ed. disputes
it.  And whereas he formerly said : * Nothing but dogmatic bias can blind to the
fact that the doctrine of the Trinity, although not expressed in Paul in a definite
formula, was vividly present in his conscicusness,” he now himself denies the
trinitarian reference of the present passage. Tholuck disputes the position that
6 f:55 ever denotes the three immanent hypostases.  Dut besides Eph. iv. 6, where
Jjust as much as here adkuc sub judice lis est, he only guotes passages in which
6 855 (awip), in distinction from & xépios (*Ineevs) and from 76 avebue, is a designation
of the first hypostasis in the Godhead, which no one questions. But it by no means

follows from this that in other passages é 445 as a substantial, not hypostatical,
designation of the Godhead does not include the fulness of the Trinity.
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rather Ly els av7dy, both in itself and in its combination with
é£ adrob, is adequate expression given to the divine independence
and absolute power of determination, and to that, so to speak,
circular march of the divine decrees and works whicl returns
upon itself, and which can be turned aside from its self-choscn
path by no obstacle from without. But finally, els may just as
well be substituted for év in relation to the Spirit, as els for éx
in relation to the Father (comp. 1 Cor. viii. 6; Eplh. i 5; and
the equivalent & &, Heb. ii. 10), and els for &:d in rclation
to the Son (Col. i. 16). All is from the Father, through the
Son, 4n the Spirit, but equally o the one God—~Father, Son, and
Spirit.!

—av7d 7 Sofa] sc. eip (Gal. i 5; Eph. iii. 21), and that for
this very reason—Dlecause éf adrod, 8¢ adrol, and els abrov Ta
wavra. Well Limborch: “quia itaque Deus in hoc admirabili
opere, quo gratiamx suam tam circa gentes quam circa Judacos
sapientissime administrat, misericordiamn et justitiam, atque
imprimis sapientiam suam illustri modo ostendit, hinc est quod
apostolus illi gloriam tribuit.” Respecting the article () dofa),
comp. Winer, p. 134. To Him be the glory, <.c the glory due
to Him, and, indeed, to Him alone.

APPENDIX TO THE THIRD EDITION.

The only theory fully discussed in the foregoing exposition of
the eleventh chapter is that which supposes the apostle expressly
to foretell an ultimate conversion of Isracl as an entire nation after
the entrance of the Gentile pleroma. As is well known, this
Interpretation has at all times found its opponents. Especially
among the exegetes of the Lutheran cliurch has the controversy
respecting it never been fully brought to a conclusion. Not
only Luther, but Drentius subsequently retracted his formerly-
expressed hope of a salvation awaiting the elect nation at last.
Uutil the time of Spener, Lutheran theologians were divided in

11t sounds like Gnostic sarcasm when Beyer observes, ““ With the same right,
i.e. with the same arbitrariness, as in ver. 36, the Trinity might have been found in
ver. 33, wasvrov referred to the Father, sopiazs to the Son, and yvéeeiw; to the Holy
Spirit, while f£¢ss would remind us of the mystery of the Trinity."”
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their exegesis of the eleventh of the Romans, and the highest
authorities may be quoted for the two opposing interpretations.
Only after Spencr’s days has the theory advocated by us, partly,
no doubt, in the interest of chiliastic inclinations and tendencies,
won its way to general acceptance. Still, isolated voices in
opposition were not wanting, and in these days a strong reaction
begins to make itself felt, even Besser standing forth as its
advocate very decidedly in his Bibelstunden on this epistle. It
therefore becomes a duty fully to discuss the opposite theory,
and, passing by much that has been brought forward of an
untenable character, to give in a consecutive view the main
arguments which, although not always adduced, may actually
be adduced for it.

The entire drift of the ninth chapter is directly opposed to the
idea of a promise of salvation given to natural Israel as an entire
nation. For after the apostle has bewailed the apostasy of the
nation, he forthwith declares (ver. 6 ff.) that the word of God
from the very beginning does mnot concern Israel as such—
descending from Abraham, but that it related as matter of course
to an election of grace in Israel, and that not the natural but the
spiritual seed of Abraham is destined to inherit the promise.
This agrees perfectly with the exposition given in the fourth
chapter, and at the close of the ninth chapter is supported by
prophetic passages which foretold the calling and reception of
the Gentile world that turns to God, and the rejection, with the
exception of a believing remnant, of Israel that hardens itself
against God. Thus all depends upon faith, and the Dbelieving
Jews, along with the believing Gentiles, form the onc great family
of God, the true seed of Abraham, the spiritual Isracl, which was
always meant, pointed at, and included in God’s word of election
and promise. Consequently this word of God, rightly understood,
has already received its perfect fulfilment in spite of the apostasy
of Israel after the flesh. It cannot be denied that it would
be very strange for an exposition of this character to run at
last into its very opposite, namely, that the word of God at the
end of the days is yet to receive a fulfilment in the case of the
entire Israelitish nation. In this case it would be fulfilled at
the beginning, and yet not fulfilled; and fulfilled only at the end,
would previously remain unfulfilled not only at the beginning,
but also in the middle period.



APPENDIX TO CHAP. XI. 239

Then, alter the apostle in the tenth chapter has testified his
ardent desire for Israel's salvation, he explains further how their
rejection is simply the fault of their refusal to Delieve, which is
all the more sinful as God on His part has done everything to
vender their believing possible and certain. Dut even Isaiah
foretold that God would stretch forth ITis hands all day long to
a disobedient and gainsaying people. Thus, therefore, the tenth
chapter closes with the assurance that already in the present
state of things God’s word has Dleen realized. The ecleventh
chapter then opens with an inquiry arising out of the foregoing
exposition. As the Jews hitherto had nursed the erroneous
notion that they, as natural Abrahamites, are God's elect people,
destined to salvation, and that therefore the Jew absolutely as a
Jew stands above the Gentile in favour with God; so now, after
the rejection in mass of the Israelitish nation in consequence of
its apostasy, the opposite error might natwrally arise, especially
among the Gentiles, namely, that God has now so cast off the
people of Israel that henceforth He will have nothing at all to
do with them as such, and that therefore the Jew, absolutely as
a Jew, stands above the Gentile i disfavour with God, and has
forfeited all hope of salvation. This possible misunderstanding
and obvious perversion of the word of the Lord, that God’s king-
dom is to be taken from the Jews and given to the Gentiles, the
apostle then confronts with the assurance: God has not cast off
His people which He foreknew. No doubt by o Aads airod, dv
mpoéyvw, ver. 2, the spiritual Israel is not meant immediately and
directly ; but, as in o Aads adred, ver. 1, the natural Israel as an
entire nation is meant, which was chosen objectively in the
person of Abraham, its first founder, to be God’s people. But, on
the other hand; from dv mpoéyvw the inference must not be drawn,
that God foresaw this people as one which will also, as a whole,
attain to salvation subjectively. Not only would such a thought,
after what has just gone before in ix. and x., be startling and
abrupt, but, moreover, in what directly follows it finds no support.
That God has left for Himself a Aetppa xat’ éxhoyny ydperos or
an éxhoyy, vv. 5, 7, cannot prove that all Israel will be partakers
in this ydpes, but merely this, that God has not so absolutely
abandoned this people that He will utterly refuse henceforth to
draw His spiritual children from them as from the Gentile world.
With this, too, the meaning of v mpoéyvw, ver. 2, will agree. DBut
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the question then is, in what character God foresaw His people ?
God foresaw IIis people (objectively chosen) as one in which He
will always preserve a subjective éehoyy ydpires. He foresaw it
as a semanarivim of the true spiritual seed to be formed from it,
and on this account He has not cast off the nation as one utterly
and hopelessly lost, good for nothing but to be swept out of
existence once for all. That from é» wpoéyvw the reception of
all Isracl to salvation is not to be inferred, is intimated also in
vv. 7-10, where again we read immediately of the wwpwos of
all Israel save the Aetupa xat’ éxhoyny.

But vv. 1-10 form a complete whole, and with ver. 11 begins
a new section of the exposition. The apostle asks whether the
wwpwos of Isracl as a whole people was the ultimate purpose of
God independently of external reasons? Far be it, he answers.
Rather, the salvation despised by them was to pass over to the
Geatiles, in order to provoke them (the Jews) to emulation and
repentance. God's arms of love still remain ever stretched out
towards the rebellious nation, and instead of, on His part, meeting
Isracl’s carnal particularism to the absolute loss of the Gentiles
with the converse carnal particularism to the absolute loss of the
Jews, He meets it with the true spiritual and divine universalism,
which is ever willing to embrace in its mercy just as well Israel
as the Gentile world, if only, instead of rejecting that merey in
unbelief, they will receive it in faith. Nay, He is continually
calling and alluring «l! Israel to salvation, for He stood in no accd
of Israel’s fall in order thence to educe salvation for the Gentiles.
On the contrary, if even Israel's full brought salvation to the
Gentiles, how much more abundant the salvation that would
accrue to the Gentiles from Israel's reception and completion !
This and no more is affirmed in vv. 12, 15. There what is
spoken of is a possible, not an actual mpookgyrs of Israel. Suppos-
ing us to Le unwilling, with Calov, to refer the questions woog
paMov TO TAnpwpa abTdy; and Tis 7 mpocAnyres; to the past, and
to interpret: “What would have been its completion and recep-
tion ?” <c. if it had taken place, still even the future reference
affirms no definite fact taking place in the future, but is simply to
be interpreted: “ Flow much more will its completion, namely,
if it should coume to pass (therefore = how much more would its
completion), be the riches of the Gentile world,” and: “ What
will its restoration, supposing it takes place (= what would its
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restoration), be, comp. 2 Cor. iii. 16, except life from the dead 2”
But that the apostle neither hopes for nor expects such a generul
or entire conversion of Israel, the abstract possibility of which, of
course, he does mnot question, is shown by vv. 13, 14, where,
thouch describing the purpose of his labour as apostle of the
Gentiles to be the provocation of Israel to repentance, he does
not propose as his goal to save all, but only rwas é€ airow.

Next, in vv. 16-24 the apostle shows how impossible and
inconsistent is the notion of an absolute and universal rejection
of all Israel as such, since, on the contrary, the covenant of grace
made with the patriarchs embraces their posterity as well. Even
the Gentiles have found admission into this covenant. How
much more then to the children of the covenant (Acts ii. 39,
lil. 25, 26) will the way remain open to return to it! DBut the
reason of their rejection was unbelief, the condition of their
restoration is faith, even as the Gentiles also were grafted in
through faith, and on account of unbelief may again be cut off.
Thus, therefore, God’s elect people is nothing but the holy church,
composed of God’s children justified and called to the inheritance
of life—the church admitted subjectively through faith into the
covenant made objectively with Abraham ; and the exposition in
the eleventh chapter harmonizes perfectly with that in the
ninth, and with the fundamental thought of the entire Roman
epistle.

In conclusion, the apostle raises a question as to the further
actual relation of Israel to the salvation continually offered
them, and answers it in vv. 25-27.  Antecedently it is not
to be expected that, in opposition to all that has been taught
hitherto in cl. ix.—xi, the apostle should suddenly announce
the conversion of the whole nation of Israel at the end of the
days. Apart from the extraordinary divine miracle—running
counter to all missionary experience—iwhich this would pre-
suppose, it would lead us back, at least with respect to the last
surviving Israelitish generation, to the doctrine of predestina-
tion already renounced by Paul. Further, seeing that, according
to ver. 29, Israel's final conversion is to be the necessary conse-
quence of its original call to be the covenant people, there would
be no means of evading the inference of the chiliastic fanatic
Petersen, who taught a resurrection from the dead of the Israel
that died in unbelief in order to its subsequent conversion.

Pmivrerr, Roa, 11. Q
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Otherwise, indeed, the irrevocable call of the Abrahamic posterity
to salvation would remain without its full accomplishment. DBut
then all arbitrary particularism having been negatived once for
all by the apostle, what holds good of Israel must perforce hold
ood of the Gentiles, and we must consequently assume the con-
version and salvation not merely of the final Gentile plcrome,
consisting of the wlhole number of individuals then living, but
also of the entire Gentile world that went before. Thus unserip-
tural particularism passes at last into unscriptural apokatastasis.
On this account the older Lutheran theologians, who recognise in
ver, 26 of the cleventh chapter an extraordinary promise given
to the people of Israel with reference to the time of the end,
referred was Iopagh cwlnaerar merely to a notubilis quacdam ct
ansignis Judacorum conversio sub finem mundi, i.c. to the conver-
sion not of the whole nation, but only of a greater proportion of
the Jews. So, too, some others, and some modern expositors as
well. Such a conversion would not be in itself impossible, nor
inconsistent with the seriptural and specifically Pauline analogic
fidei, and might therefore have leen predicted by the apostle
through the Spirit of prophecy. Only, the limitation in question is
arbitrarily imported into wds 'Iepanh.  Abstractly, such a limi-
tation would not be impossible (comp. els wdvras dvfpomous,
v. 18b ; év wdon «ticer 7j Umo Tov olpavoy, Col. i 23 ; and o
xoapos (6hos) émicw adrod amnAfer, John xii. 19). Only in the
present passage it is impossible, for here the was, ver. 26, stands
in opposition to dwo uépous, ver. 25. If then already, up to the
present point, hardness has happened merely in part to Israel,
if therefore already, up to the present point, as to the greater
portion Israel has attained to salvation, it is impossible that was
"Iocpaih cwbicerar should denote merely a great portion of
Israel, but it must of necessity denote the whole of Israel in un-
restricted universality. If we would avoid the crass dogmatic
consequences previously indicated, the only way of escape left is
to assign to cwdynoerar a more external, objective meaning. On
this view, merely an adinission of Israel as an entire people into
the church of Christ would be meant, so that the means of grace
embracing the entire body would prove subjectively effectual in
the case of a greater or smaller portion of the body. DBut to give
such an ohjective and external meaning to the notion of cwrypia
is arbitrary. Then. instead of ow@igerar, at least eloeleioeras
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would have been used by the apostle. Lverywhere in Scripture
cwlew, swtnpla denotes subjective salvation. So, too, with the
Apostle Taul, and especially in the Iloman epistle, comp. with
oobayv, v. 9, 10, viii. 24, ix. 27, x. 9, 13, and cwTypla, i. 10,
X. 1, 10, xi. 11, xiii. 11. But the whole epistle from beginning
to end makes coTnpia depend on migris (comp. also Eph. ii. 8:
=i yap ydipiri éote gecwouévor dua Tijs wioTews), which is also
done throughout these very chs. ix.—xi. How is it conceivable
that cwbyaerar, xi. 26, is used in a different sense from cwow,
xi. 14, comp. 1 Cor. ix. 22?2

Consequently, mas "Iopanh cannot be applicd to the entire
body of the people of Israel descending in course of nature from
Abraliam, but must be understood either of the spiritual Israel in
general, consisting of believing Gentiles and Jews,! or of the entire
Israelitish Aetupa xar éxdoyny, the clect portion of the Jews?
The latter interpretation deserves the preference, having regard
both to Iopanh, ver. 25, and to the subjoined prophetic passage
referring to the actual Israel. The same holds good of éxfpol
and avyamn7ol, ver. 28, and of ofroe, ver. 31, which loses its point
of connection if was 'Ispanyh be applied to the spiritual Israel.
Moreover, the apostle would surely have distinguished the enfire
church of believers more clearly by mas "Iopanh Ocod, comp. Gal.
vi. 16. Thus, was 'Iepanir is all Isracl meant by the word of
prophecy and embraced in the divine word of promise, to whom
alone it belongs to wear the name Israel properly and of right,
according to the O. T. word of God rightly understood, z.c. the
natural descendants of Abraham who walk in the footsteps of his
fuith, iv. 12 ; the Jews, who are such not merely outwardly in
the {lesh, but inwardly in the spirit through circumcision of
the heart, comp. ii. 28, 29. “IIas 'Iopan),” remarks Calov,
“a quibusdam explicatur de Isracle Dci, Gal. vi. 16, quem
constare dicunt ex plenttudine gentium et Israclitis fidelibus
omnium temporum: sed praestat nostro judicio, ut intelligatur
Isracl sccundum carncm, quod twm vocis istius usus in antece-
dentibus, fum appositio wAnpouaros gentium postulat : non autem
qua carnali generatione gaudet, sed qua vere simul est Israel.”

1 So Augustine, Theodoret, Luther, a number of the older Lutheran exegetes, and
others.

% S0 accorling to another Lody of older Lutheran exegetes ; among the moderns,
Olshausen also,
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With this view alone asrees the subjoined prophetic passage,
which, according to the original text, expressly prowmises salvation
only to those turning from apostasy in Jacob. Had the apostle
promised the salvation of the whole people of Israel, he would
not directly have quoted a passage limiting salvation to those
who repent, but would have quoted cther passages unrestrictedly
universal in their tenor, such as Hos. iii., Ezek. xxxvii., Zech. xiv.
kai ofTw also, in ver. 26, leans to the side of this exposition ;
for this does not simply sum up what has been said before in the
sense of so then, not even in the passages quoted by Meyer from
the classics,! but always emphatically calls attention to the
particular mode—indicated in what precedes—in which the occur-
rence of what follows takes place or has taken place, comes or is
to come into existence. So, too, in the N. T. passages, Acts vii. §,
xvil. 33, xx. 11, xxvii, 44, xxviii, 14; Rom. v. 12; 1 Cor.
vii. 306, xi. 28, xiv. 25; 1 Thess. iv. 17 ; Heb. vi. 15. Now,
in the present passage there is emphatically resumed, not the
secondary dyges ob «rA., but the primary weopwsis dmo pépovs
ktA., in which dwo wépovs is placed first and emphasized. In
part has hardness befallen Israel until the entrance of the Gentile
pleroma, and in this wey all Israel will be saved. Now, were it
the final conversion of the entire Israelitish nation that is here
predicted, it would be strange for the particular mode in which
this is to ensue to be so strongly emphasized, instead of the new,
incredible, miraculous fact itself being put prominently forward,
and by a «ai Téte made to stand out by itself and attached to
what precedes. On the other hand, xai olire falls in admirably
with the application of wds "Igpan: to the elect, believing Jews.
In part is Israel hardened until the entrance of the Gentile
pleroma, and tn this way, namely, that out of the people but
partially hardened a great gathering of believers continually goes
on until the end of the duys,—in this way the whole Israel
really meant by the O. T. word of God, as the prophetic passage
directly quoted proves, shall be saved. Before the very face
of the Gentiles, who were inclined to be arrogant in regard to
Israel, stands the strongly emphasized dmo uépovs, intended to
soften Israel's apostasy, and which, remembering Acts xx. 21,
night truthfolly be said.

' Thue, iii. 96, 2 ; Xen. Aneb. iii. 5. 6; comp, aiso Xen, Cyrop. ii. 1.1, Hell.
ii. 3. 6.
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But the fact made known by the apostle might even then he
called a wpvorjpwov. For if the calling and reception of the
Gentile world, despite the fact that it was predicted by the O. T.
word of prephecy, is according to Eph. iii. 3 ff. a pveripror made
known to the apostle by dwmoxdAvyrs, far more does such a
puaTnpiov appear, when on one side the objectively -elected
people of God only attains to salvation subjectively by means of a
successive selection, and on the other, in spite of the obvious
hardening of Israel, God’s mercy has not departed from it, but at
all times an éxhoyn ydpitos is being gathered out of it until the
full number of the elect from Israel is completed, and the latter
was what the apostle would especially impress on the Gentile
Christians. In this sense Calov early says: “Si mysterium
insigne erat, quod gentiles ouykAnpovopor kai cloowpor xal
ouppétoyor sint promissionis in Christo in Evangelio, Eph.
1. 5 sqq., tametsi omnibus nationibus terree promissio facta
fuerit, jam olim ¢n semine Abrahac benedicto, quidni mysterium
singulare habendum, quod Israelitica natione per summam amio-
Tiay wdurate, mopwoes tamen illi tantum dmwo wépous acciderit,
et spes adhuc tribnatur de reliquis non exiguo numero salvandis,
ex infinita Dei misericordia?” Nor does dypts o0, ver. 25, compel
us in «xai ofitw was 'Iopan\ cwbiceras to find the occurrence of
an entirely new fact indicated. d&ypes ob of itself simply denotes
the limit up to which an action or event is to continue. That
this as a rule ceases subsequently, is just as little implied in
dypes ob of itself as in €ws ob, Matt. i 25, John ix. 18, but is
implied for the most part in the actual circumstances of the case.
Here also the partial hardening of Israel until the entrance of
the Gentile plerome will only continue until this entrance is com-
pleted, and will then cease, because then will come to pass the
parousia of the Lord, which Dbrings aiwy odros to an end, and
makes the entire elect host of believers partakers in {wy aldvios
in the alwy péMwv, We might then wish to refer cwfijgerar
in ver. 26 (comp. xiii. 11) to this futur¢ corgpia, which will
only reach its full manifestation after the parousia, in order thus
to obtain a fact lying in the actual future. But this is nowise
essential, and not even probable, after what precedes and follows,
where the subject is the cwmnpia of Israel falling within the
present life. Rather the meaning is this—that the salvation of
Israel, predicted in the word of prophecy (xafos vyéypamra:,
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ver. 20), will be so carried into effect, that until the entrance of
the Genlile pleroine a continuous gathering of believing Isracl
will take place and be completed, and then the salvation of Israel,
predicted in the word of proplecy, will stand forth as a completed
fact. Comp. ds kal év Vuiv €sovrar Yrevdobibaoraror, 2 Pet.
ii. 1, Z.c. as also among you, in accordance with prophetic predic-
tion, false teachers shall arise,

Finally, as concerns the conclusion of the eleventh chapter,
the apostle in vv. 28—32 maintains, that on account of its rejec-
tion of the gospel, Israel is hated of God, but for the sake of
the covenant made with the fathers it is beloved of God, the
aracious gifts (ix. 4, 5) and calling of God being without repent-
ance. Therefore He has not utterly abrogated His covenant
made with the nation, but is ever waiting graciously to receive
back into that covenant those who on their part believingly
return to Him. As through Israel’s fall salvation came to the
Gentile world, so by this very means Israel is to be stirred up
to return to the path of faith, in order that it may come into the
actual enjoyment of the mercy of God that is ever waiting for it.
For God has shut up all under unbelicf, not to have mercy on
one and not on another, but, as far as He can, to include all in
His mercy, if only on their part they reject not such inclusion.
Then at last the apostle in vv. 33—-36 breaks out in wondering
praise of the divine wisdom, which in the way unfolded in chs.
ix.—xi. conducts its elective counsel, so full of mystery, to its
appointed goal.

When, therefore, Calov maintains: “Quod ergo ad mentem
Apostoli, non loqui eundem de conversione Israelitarum simultance
seu wniversali, sew magnac multitudinds, sub novissima mundsi
tempora futura et adhuc expectanda;” and then proceeds: “B.
Luthero aliisque nostratibus jam laudatis facile assensumn praebe-
mus, ¢t oraculum hoc de swccessiva potius conversione wsque ad
Jonem mundi subinde ventura, ita ut ex illo Apostoli tempore non
exiguus, sed omnino wmagnus adhue JIsraclitarum nuwmerus ad
filem et salutem aeternam perventurus sit, accipiendum cense-
mus;” this mode of interpretation now appears to us, for the
reasons stated in this appendix, to deserve the preference over
the theory advocated by us hitherto, and defended in the exposi-
tion of ch. xii Thot compassion for the lost sheep of the
liouse of Israel, and missionary zeal on behalf of Israel, is not
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diminished Dby this is sclf - evident, just as little as it was
diminished in the apostle, although he only hoped to save Tweas
€€ avrdv. The conversion of a greater proportion of the Jewish
people of itself is by no means impossible. Only, this is not
expressly tanght in the present passage, as Osiander (in Calov,
p- 194 sq) eaurly said: “Non negamus (quod tamen ex h. 1
amodetetTindds evinel non potest, sed soli Deo cognitum cst), fier
adhuc posse, ex singulari Dei misericordia, ut insignis aliquis
Judacorum numerus ad Messiae regnumn, ante gloriosum cjus
reditum, accedat: quod ut certo fiat, ohoxapdiws precamur.”
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CHAPTER XIIL

Urox the first theoretical or dogmatic main division of the
epistle follows now the practical or parainetic division, the con-
tents of which are unfolded ch. xii. 1-xv. 13. This outward
succession—regularly oceurring in the apostolic epistles—of the
dogmatic and practical elements proves at once, that according
to the Scripture mode of view holiness of life is the fruit of
justifying faith. In this way, again, the principle of the Kantian
rationalism, according to which religion is based upon morality,—
the fruit thus becoming the root,—just as much as the attempt
naturally associated therewith to give to man’s moral training a
position of false independence, and to divorce the school from the
church, is repudiated and condemned as an anti-Christian prin-
ciple and enterprise.  “ Frustra enim componendae vitae studium
ostendas, nisi prius omnis justitiae originem hominibus in Deo et
Christo esse ostenderis: quod est ipsos a mortuis excitare, Atque
hoe praccipuunm est Evangelii et Philosophiae discrimen. Quamvis
enim splendide et cum magna ingenii laude Philosophi de moribus
disserant, quicquid tamen ornatus refulget in eorum praeceptis
perinde est ac praeclara superficies aedificii sine fundamento:
quia omissis principiis mutilam doctrinam non sccus ac corpus
capite truncatum proponunt,” Calvin. But as upon saving faith
a holy life, so upon general exhortations to God-pleasing conduct,
such as are given in ch. xii, follows, in the order of nature and
experience, more specific reference and allusion to the particular
circumstances and needs of the Roman church, such as begins
with ch. xiii!

1 Melanchthon indicates the connection of ch. xii.-xiv. in the following way:
¢“ Nec Paulus hoc loco temere congessit praccepta, id quod ordo ostendit. Primum
enim tradit praccepta privatae vitac in capite duodecimo. In 18, tradit praecepta
vitae politicac; in 14, docet de usu ceremoniarum.  Quare cap. 12, r& #4ixé Christian-
orum continet ; cap. 13, woimixé ; cap. 14, igparizd. Facile autem intellectu est,
haee trin summa esse operum genera, ad quae actiones omnes in vita referri possant.”
Jut Bengel observes strikingly: “ In tanto officiorum catalogo P. nihil earum rerum
habet, quae hodie apud Romanenses fere utramque paginam faciunt.”
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Vv. 1, 2. The apostle lays a basis for the summons, beginning
with ver. 3, to put inte practice the many-sided and many-
branching virtue of a Christian life, by first of all exhorting to a
full personal surrender to the Lord, and to a gencral walk in
consistency with this act of self-sacrifice,

Ver. 1. Iapaxa\d obv vuds] The question is, to what the
inferential particle ovv is to be referred. As a quite new and
perfectly independent section of the exposition opens with this
chapter, the most probable reference antecedently is to the
essential sum and substance of the entire train of reasoning con-
tained in ch. i—xi. Comp. the perfectly analogous maparard
otv, Eph. iv. 1, also 1 Thess. iv. 1. The connection with the
final proposition of this reasoning, xi. 32, which in any case must
be called more probable than the one with the import of xi. 353,
36, and is supported by Sed TV oikTipudv Tob Ocod = dia Tod
é\éovs Tob Beot (comp. {va Tols wdavras é\erdoy, xi. 32), may he
reconciled with our acceptation, in so far as in that final proposi-
tion was concentrated and wrapped up, as it were, in nuce, the
pith not merely of ch. ix.-xi, but also of ch. i.—viii. maparkard,
hortor.  “ Moses jubet: apostolus hortatur,” Bengel. '

—3&wa Taw olkTipudy Tob Beod] The apostle exhorts through the
mercy of God, because, in reminding of it, Lie points it out as a
motive to thankfulness, which could not but impel his readers to
a willing and dutiful compliance with his exhortation (xv. 30 ;
1 Cor.i. 10; 2 Cor. x. 1). The olxrippol (the usual translation
of the Heb. &'9M in the LXX,, comp. 2 Cor.i. 3; Phil. ii. 1;
Col. iii. 12, »ec.; Heb. x. 28) are the compassionate feelings
ov the compassionings as the concrete acts or proofs of com-
passion.

—mapacsTijgal] to present, in the classies also a common phrase
for presenting the sacrificial vietims or laying them on the altar,
comp. Luke ii. 22, Expositors quote Lucian, Deor. cone. ¢. 13 :
kav puplas écatopfas wapaation; Polyb. xvi. 25. 7: Oipara
T0is Bwpols wapacTicavres; Virgil, Aden. xii, 171: admoritque
pecus flagrantibus aris.  That here also this specific meaning is
to be retained, is shown by what is subjoined. As to the other
general siguification of wapiordvar, comp. on vi. 13. As here
the infinitive follows mapaxaXleiv, comp. xvi. 17,50 in 1 Cor. i. 10,
Mark v. 10, {va; in Matt. viil. 34, d7ws; in Heb. xiii. 22, 1 Det.
v. 1, 2, the imperative.
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—r7a cwpata vudv] in accordance with the usual, thoroughly
established interpretation = vuds adrovs. odpa therefore serves
here to denote the entire human personality as to soul and body,
by which our exposition of this notion, given on vi. 12, receives its
confirmation. The choice of the expression in the present passage
is no doubt occasioned by the metaphor of sacrifice. But the
cdpa here is not viewed, in direct opposition to the mvejua, as
capa caprwcov. Rather is the rational and physical personality
of man, which is to be given as a sacrifice to God, viewed as
morally indifferent. In the former case the summons could not
run, to present the cdpa capricov as a Ovaia dyia to God, but
only to mortify it, 7.c. to destroy the odpf utterly. Those exposi-
tors who refer coue exclusively to the body, find in ver. 1 merely
an exhortation to sanctification of the body in contrast with the
renewal of the vous, to which we are not summoned until ver. 2.
But against this view tells, first, the apposition Ty Aoywiv
MaTpelav vpwv, which plainly refers to the entire act of the
Christian’s presentation of spirit and body, even as the O. T.
sacrifice itself symbolized not merely the believer’s corporeal
sanctification, but his entire personal self-surrender as to spirit
and body (1 Pet. ii. 5); and secondly, the relation and progress
of thought in ver. 1 and ver. 2, As ver. 1 challenges believers
to complete self-sacrifice as to both aspects of their human and
personal being, so ver. 2 challenges them to a walk consistent
with this act of self-surrender done once for all. Hence, in
place of the aorist in ver. 1, the present appears in ver. 2. The
former self-surrender to God is to be conceived as a momentary
act concluded at once and for ever, which reveals its effects con-
tinuously in a walk well-pleasing to God.

—Buaiav {doav, aylav, ebdpeoTov 76 Bed] as a sacrifice Lving,
holy, well-pleasing to God. The sacrificial victim is brought to the
altar to be slain; but in the spiritual sacrifice, the Christian dies
in order to be made partaker in true w7, vi. 4, 11, 13; Luke
xvii. 33. Here, as in John vi. 51, 1 Pet. ii. 4, 5 (dpros, Aiflos
Lav), the spiritual, not merely the natural life is meant (in which
latter case fLostic vive were merely = actuosa, quac spiret ¢t aliquid
moliatur), from which it likewise follows that ocdpe cannot be
applied exclusively to the body. “ Abominabile est, cadaver
offerre,” Bengel. Even the O. T. vsila was dyia and eddpeatos
7® Oed.  Dut what held good of the material sacrifice rather in a
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typical and external way, holds good of the spiritual sacrifice of
the N. T. in the most real and internal sense of the word. With
ebapestos 1o Bed, comp. Phil. iv. 18; Eph. v. 2; Heb. xiii. 16.
It follows from these passages, which also the order of words
indicates, that & Oed is to be joined with eddapeatos, not with
mapagticar. Moreover, ¢ Oe¢ is understood to mapasTijoar
quite as matter of course. *Unico sacrificio per Christum
Deo reconciliati, ipsius gratia facti sumus ommes sacerdotes
ad nos nostraque omnia Dei gloriae dedicanda.  Sacrificium
expiationis nullum relinquitur, neque erigi potest sine insigni
crucis Christi contumelia,” Calvin. Comp. also Melauchthon's
fine exposition of the distinction Dbetween secramentim and
sacrificium, as well as between sucrificium propitiatorium and
sacrificium laudis or ebyapioTucow, on this passage, and Umbreit,
p. 343 ff.

—mw Aoyueny Aatpelav Judv] Apposition not to fveiav, but

to the entire sentence wapastijoar . . . 79 Bed; for not the fvola,
zietima, but only the mapastijoas . . . 7w Gvaiar can be called a

Natpeia, & cultus. Ty Noyweny Natpeiav vudv therefore is to be
resolved & (sc. To wapacTicar 7. 0. u. Bveiay Ldgav k1)) doTuw,
or, better, éoro (comp. maparxald vuds wapacTijcar kTA.) 1)
Aoy Natpeia Updv, Winer, p. 669. The accusative (= accusa-
tive of epexcgesis) is an appositional sentence, expressing a judg-
ment about what was said before (what it is, or is said to be),
Kiihner, IL. § 500, 3. On his rendering: “ which is your rational
service to God,” Luther has the marginal note: “St. Paul here
calls all sacrifices, works and service irrational, if they are done
without faith and right knowledge of God.” DBut such a contrast
between rational and irrational cultus, and such an invective
against the latter, are here out of place. Nor is there any
reference to the d@hoya {da (Wisd. xi. 16); for the offering of the
latter was of itself no &\oyos Aatpeia, and the Christian’s personal
self-sacrifice, in contrast with the O. T. sacrificial victims, might
indeed be called a Noyikn Buoia, but not a Aoyws Aarpeia.
Rather the contrast in Neyikos, as in voepds, wvevpaTikos, is with
agopaTikos. The Noyuey Narpela, therefore, is the Christian’s
rational service to God, which consists not, like the divinely-
ordained—and therefore in itself by no means blameworthy—
theocratic cultus, in material oblations and outward offerings, but
in inward, rational self-consecration to God’s service both as to
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soul and body. Comp. in John iv. 23, 24, 1 Pet. ii. 5,! Heb.
vii—x., the contrast between the O. T. and N. T. priesthood and
sacrifice, especially vii. 16, where the vopos évrolijs oapkikiis is
mentioned ; finally, Rom. i. 9, and in 1 Pet. ii. 2, Noywcov &dorov
ydAa, Steiger there. Chrysostom remarks on the passage: Taita
vap moldy dvapépels Aoyueny Natpelav, TovTésTw ovdév Eyovoav
cwpaTiedy, ovdéy mayy, ovdéy alofnrov; and Oecumenius inter-
prets: 8ca Aovyikijs Aatpelas, TovTéaTe Tis dvaipdrTov.  So, too,
the Zestam. XII. Patr. says of the angels: wpoopépovar 8¢ kvpie
douny edwdlas Noyuenw xal dvaipakToy mpoodopdy; and Athena-
goras, in the Legatio pro Christianis, calls true knowledge of God
and sincere prayers an dvaipaxtos Guaia and a Noyixy Aatpela.
Finally, the Const. Apost. vi. 23 observe, that in the N. T. Christ
has instituted avri Ovalas 7is 8/ aludTov Neyueyy wxai dvai-
HUKTOV,

Ver. 2. With the Christian’s inward consecration and surrender
to God, made once for all, his constant walk, conformed not to
the fashion of the world, but to the will of God, is to correspond.
“Pmoriferar Huiv Tpémov, 8 o Suwnoducba THv Noyueny Aatpeiay
ratopbacas, 8s éaTw, éav py cvoynuatiloucda 7o aidve TolTy,
Theophylact. The preponderantly attested (by A B** D E F @G,
«l.) reading, approved by Griesbach, received by Lachmann, is
cvoynuatileofar and petapoppovobfar, instead of the imperative
cvaynuatifeafe and perapopdovofe. It is more probable that
the disposition to make ver. 2 the beginning of an independent
sentence inserted the imperative in place of the original infinitive,
than that a change of construction so easy and frequent (comp.
xvi. 17, and on the oratio variate in general, Winer, p. 722)
caused difficulty, and led the copyists to substitute infinitives
in order to restore uniformity of construction. Thus external
authority and internal reasons coincide in favour of restoring the
infinitives cvoynuatileafar and perapoppoiobar, which then, like
the infinitive wapaotijoas, ver. 1, depend on waparald.

—«xal uy cvexnpatileabar T4 aldve TovTE) cvoxnuaTiteafal
is properly passive, with a reflexive meaning, Buttmann, dusf. gr.
Sprachl. 1. 360, ed. 2. Therefore = conformari, in candem formam
redigy = se conformari, s tn candem formam redigere, to fashion
onesclf like.  ovoxnuatifeafal Twve, comp. 1 Pet. i. 14 (elsewhere

1 The Aoyuen Aespsiz is withal to be mvespaaixs, the rational serviee of God is to
be spiritual, in so far as the human #vsvpe, vovs, Aéyes Performs it iv avidpar dyiw,
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cvoxnpariteaba wpos Tiwa or wpds Ti), “ to assume a like oxijua
to one, to be fashioned like one,” or “to fashion oneself like.”
The primary distinction between oxfjua and popdy may perhaps
be this, that the latter denotes more the organic form, the former
the mechanical shape, the outward, casual habitus (oyijua {rom
éxw, oxew), 1 Cor. vii. 31. Hence oyijpa is also outward show,
pompa, and ovoynuatifecfar synonymous with “to assume a
form, an apparent form, to affect, play a part” (comp. the passages
cited by Wetstein) ; while wope} is also lovely form, forma (comp.
Jormosus). In this way popds is suited to denote more the
essential, uncr form; oyijua, the outward, casual appearance.
This distinction may perhaps be specially retained where, as in
this passage (comp. Phil. ii. 6-8), oyfjpa and popdn appear side
by side. The apostle would not with equal fitness have described
a transformation to an outward, world-shaped walk by ovpuop-
¢odobfar (Phil iii. 10; 2 Cor. iii. 18); inner, spiritual transfor-
mation by weraoynuatifecfar (2 Cor. xi. 13 ff.; Phil iii 21).
Rightly then Bengel: “popdn forme penetius et perfectius quid-
dam notat, quam oyfua habitus, conf. Phil ii. 6, 8, iii. 21. A
Jormae interna non debet abludere habitus sanctorum externus.”
As to alww, comp. Harless on Eph. ii. 2. ¢ alov od7os or o viv
atwy, 2 Tim. iv. 10, o évecTws alow, Gal. i 4, answers to the
Rabbinical formula ™7 DY, and stands in opposition to 6 aldw ¢
péMov, Matt. xii. 32; o0 ailov o épyopevos, Luke xviil. 30; o
aldv éxeivos, Luke xx. 35, Na0 09, These phrases denote the
present and future world-periods, and with the Rabbins mark the
antithesis between the pre-Messianic and Messianic days. Even
after the commencement of the latter under the N. T. this distine-
tion remains, in so far as the completion and visible realization
of the Messianic age will only commence with the transformed
and glorified state of the world of which the parousia is the
medium.  But, inwardly, believers no longer form part of alwv
oU7os, in so far as the latter phrase, like the biblical notion of
xoopos, has acquired an ethical application, but through Christ are
redeemed éx tol éveoraTos aidves mwovnpod, Gal. i. 4. They are
therefore exhorted in the present passage not to conform them-
selves in their walk to the present age, which bears in it the
character of immorality (¢.c. not to conform themselves to this
corrupt world-life), but to live a life well-pleasing to God. “aldw:
scculo quod totum, neglecta Dei woluntate, suitatem sequitur,”
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Bengel.  DBut in his positive exhortation the apostle only em-
phasizes the renewal of the mind as the source of a walk opposed
to aleov odTos; and as the aim of this renewal, which is to be
continually striven after, proposes study of the perfect will of
God, which in truth contains the only true standard of a walk
not after the fashion of the world, but after the mind of God.

—a\\a perapopdovoBar] “ but that ye transform yourselves.”
The preposition perd stands in pregnant opposition to the adv in
cvoxnpatifecfar, The present tense marks the continuous act,
in so far as the spiritual self-surrender, made once for all, ver. 1, is
still perpetuated in the spiritual renewal which is ever repeating
itself.  Comp. the present dvaveoboai, Eph. iv. 23, and Tov véov
(¢vBpwmov) Tov avaxawovuevov, Col. iii. 10. With the meta-
phorical use of perapoppoabar, comp. Seneca, Epist. 6: “ Sentio
non cmendari me tantum, sed transfigurari;” Quintilian, vi. 2:
“Movendi judicum animos, atque in eum, quem volumus, habitum
formandi ac velut transfigurandi.”

—7) avakawwoer Toi voos vuoy] The dative is to be taken
as dativ. instrum. = through renewal of your mind or heart (comp.
vous, vii, 23, 25), not as dativ. modi = with renewal of your mind,
i.¢. by rencwing your mind, what is meant being, not the meta-
morpliosis of the outer walk as a consequence of spiritual renewal,
but the metamorphosis of the inner nature as the immediate effect
of—nay, identical with—anakainosis. Judv is erased by Lach-
mann and Tischendorf, on the authority of A B D* gr. F G gr. «l.
But merely the superfluity of the word seems to have led to its
omission. Moreover, the N. T. writers are fond of using pronouns
not absolutely necessary; and certainly in the present case after
the preceding dpds ... dudv ... vpdr the omission seems to
make the language too bare and disjointed. The following vuas
also after Soxipdleww is wanting in one codex.

—eis 70 Soxupdlew Uuds] Aim of the exhortation: that you
may prove, not: that you may be able to prove, for it is not said
els 70 dvvacbar Duas Soxipdfew. No doubt only the regenerate
man is able to distinguish between what pleases and displeases
God ; but he alone docs it as well, and it is this doing that is the
aim of regeneration. DBesides, the security for a walk in harmony
with the result of the proof lies, not so much in the ability to
study God's will, as simply in the actual study. DBut this act of
proving of course is not barely intellectual and literal, such as
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that described in ii. 18, but one that flows from the spirit of
regeneration, and therefore is itself spiritual, Eph. v. 10; Thil
i 10; Heb. v. 14.

—7i 70 é\qua Tob Oeob To dyalov kai evdpesTov Kai Té\ewov)
Luther: “ what is the good, the well-pleasing, and the perfect
will of God.” So, too, the Vulg. and many, especially older exposi-
tors, who understand 7o 8éAnua Tob Oeod of the subjective will
of God, the action of divine willing, and then take 7o dyaflov «TA.
as an adjectival definition of this will. Dut seeing that to
ebdpestoy we have to supply not Tois avfpwmois = mpoodidés,
Phil iv. 8, but clearly 7@ e (comp. eddpestov 7@ e, ver. 1),
it is incongruous to define God’s own will as well-pleasing to God
Himself. Thus here 70 @éinua must perforce be interpreted of
God’s objective will, Z.c. of the import or object of God’s subjec-
tive will = that which God wills, i1, 18 ; 1 Thess. iv. 3. 70 ayafov
wal edapecTov kal Téhewo, “ that which is good and well-pleasing
and perfect,” are in this case substantivized adjectives, forming
an explanatory apposition to 1o féxgua Tod Oeo; for God wills
nothing but that which is good, ete. 70 Oéaqua Tod feod indi-
cates the formal principle of obligation that binds man’s will, and
puts o theonomy in place of the pretended autonomy of the latter.
And as 10 @éaqua 7. 6. traces out for man’s will its formn and
rule, so 70 dya@ov xTA. traces out its import and aim. DBut
according to Scripture ideas, 70 dayaflor w7\, is love in all its
various modes of expression and manifestation. The article is not
repeated before evdp. and Té\., because the connected nouns are
regarded merely as parts of one whole, Winer, p. 159, and serve to
set forth exhaustively the single idea of moral perfection. With 7o
ayafov, comp. ii. 10, vii. 18 £, xii. 9, 21, xiii. 4 ; with 70 eddpesTov,
Heb. xiii. 21 ; with 7o 7é\etov, Matt. v. 48, 1 Cor. xiii. 10.

Vv. 3—8. After the general summons to renewal of mind and
holiness of walk, the apostle subjoins special exhortations. But
just as his solicitude is never directed merely to individuals, but
always to the whole church, or ever withal to individuals as to an
integral constituent of the whole, as to a member of the body of
Jesus Christ, so here he begins with inculcating the Christian
virtue which is the fundamental condition of colesion in that
great spiritual organism, the church of the Lord, as well as of the
harmonious action of all its members and the orderly progress of
all its functions,—namely Awmility, which demecans itself after
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the measure of its divinely-conferred gifts, and is just as far from
undue sclf-estecm as it is singly and solely occupied with the
faithful and acceptable discharge of the vocation invariably asso-
ciated with its gifts.

Ver. 3. Myo wdp) I say, that is. Aéyo, as often = cdico,
Jubeo, T command, comp. Matt. v. 34, 39, 44, xxiil. 39. w~dp is
explicative, and introduces the specialization of the exhortation
contained in ver. 2. «ai ¢nai w1 Umepdpoveiv wap' & Oet Ppoveiv
(TodTo ydp éate To Bénpa Tod Oeod), aANa Ppovety eis TO
cwgpovewr T\, Chrysostom.

—&wa Tijs xdpiros Tis dobelons pot] The xydpes is the grace
that conferred on him the apostolic office, i. 5, xv. 15 ; Eph. iil.
7,8; 1Cor. xv. 9,10; GaL i. 15, 16; 1 Tim. i. 12. He com-
mands through or by virtue of, 4.c. in the authority of this grace,
so that the phrase is equivalent in force to Aéyw év Aoye «xvpiov,
1 Thess. iv. 15; for the word of apostles is to have the same
weight as the word of the Lord, Luke x. 16. Very enfeebling is
the reference of ydpis to the grace of God in general, of which
cven Paul as a Christian was made partaker.

—aravTi TQ 8vTL év Vuiv] TouTéoT TA L Myw, oL, Tapawd,
Photius in Oecumen. But the apostle chooses the expression of
set purpose, in order distinctly to emphasize¢ the address of his
exhortation to every individual without exception. Only by this
exhortation being followed on the part of every individual could
its aim, the establishment of the organic unity of Christ's body
and the prevention of all fracture and dislocation, be accom-
plished. The explanation of wavri 76 dvre v Juiv, “ every one
that is among you,” by “ not only to the ordinary Christian, but
also to the one among you to whom God has vouchsafed special
gifts, and who fills a special office,” suits neither the general im-
port of the present verse, nor that of the following verse. Even
ver. 4 ff. assumes that to each separate member of the Christian
church without distinction a special ydpiopua has been given, with
which he is called to serve the common good.

—uy Umepppovely wap' & Bel ppoveiv, aANa Ppoveiv els TO
cwppoveir] Sec similar instances of paronomasia in 1 Cor. xi.
31, 32, xiil. 6, 7, 13  Comp. the classical parallels quoted by
Wetstein, who also rightly observes: * Paronomasia vmepppovety,
¢poveiv, cwppoveiv. Illud peccat in excessu per superbiam: Istud
est justum de se et aliis judicium : Hoc vero siguificat modestiam.”
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Comp., too, Chrysostom’s explanation : «al yap Todro (sc. T6 vijpewv
wal Uytalvew ratd Suivoiav) cwppooivy Néyetar dwo Tob cwas Tas
ppévas éyew. Hence cwdpovelv stands in opposition to paivesfar,
Mark v. 15; 2 Cor.v. 13. Next, coppoairy, soundness of mind,
denotes now abstinence, now chastity, now modesty.  Ilere owdpo-
veiv 1s synonymous with perptoppoveiv, Tamwewoppovelv. mapd is
= wltra, els = usque ad.  With the infinitives depending on Aéye,
comp. Matt. v. 39; Acts xv. 24. Thus the apostle commands us
not to Le high-minded beyond the measure of the right frame of
mind that it becomes us to cherish, but to cherish this frame ol
mind as far as the measure of humility permits. Comp. Luther.
—ékdaTe ds 0 Oeos éuépiae pétpov micTews] with the trans-
position éxdoTe @s for ds éxdare, comp. 1 Cor. iii. 5, vil. 17, and
on Rom. xi. 31. The emphatic prefixing of éxdoTe answers to
the emphatic wavri v dvre év uiv. The former, thercfore, is
neither dependent on Aéyw, nor does it stand by attraction for
éracToy, either an attraction through the preceding dative, or
instead of ¢povely Exactov ds o 6. éuép. avTd pérp. wior. With
pepifew Twi T, to distribute something to one, comp. Mark vi. 41 ;
1 Cor. vii. 17; 2 Cor. x. 13 ; Heb. vii. 2. s serves to indicate
the standard of self-estimation. This standard is furnished by the
measure of faith distributed by God to every one. But wioTis can-
not well be taken here without qualification in the usual Pauline
sense: jfaith in Christ, fides salvifice. In the first place, the mea-
sure of this does not depend so much on the gift of God (comp.
éuép. o Beos), who by the uniformly efficacious means of grace is
willing to finpart to all an equal amount of it, as rather on the
conduct of man. Hence from every one uy SiaxpivesBar 75
amaria, évdvvapoiofar Th wiaTer, and wAnpopopla Tis wioTEws
(iv. 20) are required. The smaller measure of ¢his faith, therefore,
is to be attributed less to the smaller measure of God’s gift than
to the greater measure of man’s resistance. And in the second
Place, the degree of Christian saving faith cannot suitably furnish
to its possessor a standard for correct self-judgment; for the very
Christian who is strong in faith will Le both disposed and bound, in
considering the comparative strength of his faith, humbly to fix his
gaze rather on his comparative lack of faith than on his comparative
possession of faith. The opposite frame of mind would itself de-
serve to be held equivalent to dmepdpoveiv map’ & Sei ppoveiv. But
finally, while the strength of this saving faith does indeed deter-
Pmivirer, Rox. 11 R
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mine in general the strength of its various workings outwardly,
it nowise determines the distinctive peculiarvities of the workings
mentioned directly afterwards. Although, for example, mpognreia
is to be ranked higher than &iaxovia, on account of the higher
purposes in church life to which it is subservient, still it nowise
follows on this account that the wpogrrns necessarily possesses
a stronger degree of saving faith than the Sidwovos. Rather,
the distinctive charismatic endowment depends on distinctive
peculiarities of human character. But still wioTis in this pas-
sage is not in itself identical with ydpioua, ver. 6. So cg. Schol.
Matth.: wiorw évradbfa 70 ydpiopd ¢now. Rather, it is the
objective ydpis of God which, in becoming wedded to the indi-
vidual spirit of man through the communication of the mveiua,
generates the ydpiopa peculiar to each one. But ydpes and the
mvebpa being also, and indeed in a primary sense, the generative
principle of wrioTes, the matter on its subjective side may no doubt
be so viewed, that the charismatic endowment of each one is identi-
cal with the human individuality transformed and glorified by
faith. Consequently it is in this limited human individuality that
mrioTis has its peculiar pérpov; for only One ever possessed the
mvebpa ovk éx péTpov, John iii. 34, and He therefore is also the
source of all spiritual gifts. In the case of others, the Spirit and
faith enter into human limits, and in them the very strongest
faith is not of universal efficacy, but only eflicacious according to
the measure of their distinctive character. In the gift of wrpo-
¢yTela counsists the uérpov wioTews of the mpodyTys, in capacity
for the Siawovia the pérpov wiocTews of the Sidrovos, in &ibac-
ka)ia the pérp. wigr. of the &iddoxaros. By mioTis therefore is
to be understood here practical faith, faith engaged in active work,
corresponding with the idea of faith running through Heb. xi,
analogous to the épyor of Jas. ii,, comp. 1 Cor. xii. 9; Gal. v. 22;
1 Tim. vi. 11. TIts 8pos or specific limitation is determined by
the natural human individuality, in which is given also its pérpov,
inasmuch as in its charismatic workings a definite scole .
degrees is to e supposed, even as wpodnreia is to be 1 '

higher than &dackaia, 8i8ack. higher than Siaxovia, and .~ ...
Comp. wérpov Tijs Swpeas, Eph. iv. 7, and évépyeia év pérp~ o5
éxdorov pépovs, Eph. iv. 16, The measure of faith bestow:. 1 by
God is therefore the standard of correct self-judgment, inasiinch
as the knowledge that even the highest measure is God'- it
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(1 Cor. iv. ) preserves in humility. In the same way, the per-
ception that it is still always no more than a measure individually
defined and limited, begets the modesty, which cheerfully recog-
nises the measure imparted to others as snpplying its own
deficiencies and equally essential to the edification of Christ’s
kingdom, and at the same time honours the gifts of others in
practice Ly limiting itself to the vocation suited to its own gilts,
as well as by abstaining from unwarranted, presumptuous en-
croachment on another’s vocation transcending its own power.
Comp. also 2 Cor. x. 13.  “ Arrogantes autem sunt, tum qui in
alienas vocationes irrumpunt, tum qui modum sui doni non vident,
sed arrogant sibi judicium de his quae non intelligunt. Utrumque
igitur hic complexus est Vocationem, et uswun doni,” Melanchthon.
With our acceptation of upérpov wioTews, Matt. xvii. 20 is not
inconsistent (comp. 1 Cor. xiii. 2), for in the present passage the
reference is merely to the natural and ordinary, not to the super-
natural and extraordinary workings of faith, and even the latter
themselves, according to the saying of the Lord, are not absolutely
certain evidences of a higher measure of faith, but require merely
woTw ds KOKKOV TLydTews.

Vv. 4, 5. The Clristian community is pictured under the
ficure of an organized body, in order from this to deduce in
vv, 6-8 without figure the exhortation corresponding with the
import of ver. 3, that every member of this community should
simply exercise the function belonging to him in a right manner,
a course by which without doubt all arrogant self-esteem and
conceited encroachment on another’s office and work will be most
effectually obviated. — KaBdmwep yap év évi cwpate péln morla
éyoper] Among the ancients, also, the parallel between a human
body and a social community is frequently found. Grotius,
and especially Wetstein here have collected the instances, But
the apostle compares with the corpus lhumanum, not the corpus
sociale formed by the natural human community, but the corpus
mysticum (comp. év Xpwre, ver. 5) formed by the church of
Dbelievers. The more specific working out of the figure, appearing
in the N. T. only in Paul, is found in 1 Cor. xii. 12 ff.

—7a 8¢ pény wdvra ov Ty admiv éyer wpafw] “but all
members have not the same function,” 7Z.c. but every member has
a different function. DBut the expression is purposely made
negative, in order by anticipation to prevent the supposition that
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cvery one is able to discharge every offlice indiscriminately.
mpags here is not res gesta, deed, action, but ves gerende, business,
Sfunction, comp. on viii. 13.

—oUTws of woANoi év cdud Copev év XpioTd] oi moMhol, the
many, in opposition to the &v copa (v. 13, 19). We, being
many, form still but one Lody (L Cor. x. 17).  As to év Xpiore,
comp. on viii. 1. Ouly év Xpior@, standing in real life-fellow-
ship with Him, do we form one body. Out of Him, this living,
spiritual organism has no existence. Not kept together by His
7redua, it is torn asunder by selfishness and dissolved into its
separate members, regardless and careless of cach other. These
digecta membra, forsalken of the uniting, vivifying Spiritus Clristi,
have again ceased to be one corpus, and sink into death and
corruption.  But Christ is not here viewed as IHimself the
spiritual principle permeating the organism of the church. Rather
it is we who, being in Hin, év Xpiorg form the capa animated
by His mwvedua, 1 Cor. xii. 13; Eph. iv. 4. Formed by Him and
belonging to I1Iim, this cdpa is a cdpa XpioTod, 1 Cor. xii. 27,
not a natural or world-shaped, but a spiritual, a Christien church-
organism. In so far as this body is filled with the fulness of
Christ’s life, Eph. i. 23, is it an image of Christ, the mystical
Chuist, and the very name o Xpiords is assigned it, 1 Cor. xii. 12,
T"is body has its different members, honourable or mean, lead,
eye, car, hand, foot, ete., 1 Cor. xii. 15-21. By a slight change
in the figure, the church that is in Christ is considered as an
organism perfectly complete in itself, not so much taken alone,
but only in association with Christ. In this case Christ is 7
kepahdf, the church 76 gdpa of Christ the head, Eph. i. 22, iv.
15, 16, v. 23; Col. 1. 18, ii. 19. In the present passage, also,
some expositors would interpret év Xpiord, in Christ, as in the
Lhead. DBut, in the first place, there is no necessity for deviating
from the otherwise perfectly established meaning of év Xpiore.
And again, both here and in the Corinthian passage quoted, the
point in question is simply the relation of the members of the
body to one another, not their relation to Christ the head, whereas
in the Ephesian and Colossian epistles the thought that Chuist is
the head, governing and controlling the entire body, as well of
the upper, heavenly (Col. ii. 10) as of the lower, earthly church,
forms the central thought of the exposition.

—o0 8¢ kaf’ els aAMwy pény] o ka® €ls, in the sense cls
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éracoros, is a solecism not uncommon in later Greek.  The recular
form occurs in 1 Cor. xiv. 81 : xaf’ éva wavres, and Eph. v. 53
vuets of xaf &va. Thus we read also in Mark xiv. 19, Jolm
viil. 9: els kaf’ els, and in Rev. xxi. 21 : eva €ls ékactos. The
transition to the formula els xa@’ efs and the like, in which the
xate has lost its government and serves mercly as an adverh,
may have arisen from the—in itself correct—formula &v xaf' &,
Tev. iv. 8. The formula, received by Lachmann and Tischendort,
chiefly on the authority of A B D *F¥ G, 70 8¢ «a0’ eis for o 8¢
ka8 els, suits neither the preceding of moA\ol, nor the [ollowing
masculines : &yovtes, 6 8ddaxwy, etc. Aoreover, o kal’ els, ¢ xad’
éva is indeed a phrase otherwise demonstrable and yiclding a
correct meaning, but not 7o xaf els, 70 «af €va. Comp.
generally, Fritzsche here, IIL. p. 44 sq.; ad Marcwm, p. 613
$qq., and Winer, p. 312, With A wv péig, comp. Epl. iv. 25.
In the first instance, it was meant simply to say, that we are
all members of this mystical body of Christ’s church. Instead of
this the apostle says, that we are all members one of another, in
which expression, no doubt, he partially departs from the figure
and plays over into the thing itself. But by aAljrwr péiy the
vmrepppovely is precluded, as it enjoins upon every one an attitude
in relation to others of service, not of command.

Vv. 6-8. We have first of all to deal with the construc-
tion, and the punctnation connected thevewith. Tischendorf
(Lachmann also in the main) and some modern expositors
punctuate the whole passage, vv. 5-8, as follows: olrws ol
oAhol &v adud éopev év Xpiorg, 16 (0) 8¢ xal els aAMwv
pé\, Exovtes 8¢ yapiopata kata THv Yapw Tyv Sofeicav Huiv
Suipopa, eite mpopnTelay kaTa THY dvaloyiav Tis WioTEws, eiTe
Sworoviay év 7§ diaxovig, eite 0 Siddorwy év T Sidackallg, eiTe
o wapaxa\@v ¢v T Tapakhioer, 6 peradibovs év AwAOTYTL, 0
mpoicTdpevos v omouvd, o éedv év aporyre. In this case,
then, &yovres is a participial definition of éouéy, ver. 5; eire
wpopnTeiav, eite diaroviay depends on éyovres, and serves to
specify the yapiopara in detail, and xata Thv dvadoyiav Tijs
wioTews, €v T OSwakovig, év T OSibackahie, etc, are limiting
definitions to indicate the measure and sphere in which the
~apiopara are bestowed. Vv, 6-8 are then to Le understood
merely as descriptive, not parainetic; and vv, 4-8, taken together,
deseribe the Clristian church-organism under the image of an
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orsanized body, in order by this means to enfurce indirvectly on cach
separate member the duty of following the exhortation in ver. 3
to ¢povelv els TO cwppovel, éxdaTe bs éu. o 0. pétp. wioTews.
But év damhoryTi, év omouds, év iNapornTe specify neither the
measure, like wata 7. dvaloyiav 7. mioTews perbaps, nor the sphere,
like év 7§ Siaxovig, Sidacka)ia, mwapaxhyoe, for which the
charisina is given, and in which it ¢s exercised, but the way and
manner in which it showld be excrcised. The former definitions
thus are of a decidedly parainetic nature, and in this way by reflex
influence the character of hortatory sentences is impressed on the
quite parallel definitions: év 7§ maparxhioes, év 75 Sibackaria, év
Th Sakovia, kaTa THY dvaloylav Tijs mwicTews, even as parainesis
is the prevailing character of the present chapter, and the ex-
hortations contained in ver. 9 ff, are manifestly as concerns form
to be regarded as direct continuations of preceding exhortations.
Moreover, on the mode of coustruction controverted by us, eive Sia-
Koviav év 73) Suakoviag must be interpreted : “if it be that we possess
the diaconal ¢ift, in the diaconal function.” But now éSwaxovia
denotes indeed diaconal function, but not diaconal gift, and Dbe-
sides, every gilt is possessed not merely within, but also without
the field of its exercise. We should then at least have expected
els Ty Staxoviav instead of év 7§ Suakovia. Just as little does
dibacraria denote &udayn, 1 Cor. xiv 26, teaching function, or
wapdrinais exhorting function! TFor these reasons preference
scems due to the interpretation followed by the majority of ex-
positors since Erasmus, according to which «ata Tjv dvaloyiav
Tis wioTews, év TH Stakovig, cte., are to be taken as elliptical
hortatory sentences.  In this case (so already Theodoret, Erasmus,
Calvin), still joining €yovres to what precedes, we may punctuate
and supply as follows : ofirws of moANol év cdud éopev év XpioTd,
0 & kal els Moy péhy, Eyovtes 8¢ yaplopata katd T
xapw T Sobeicav rjuiv Suidopar eite mpopnyTelav (sc. ExovTes),
kata THY dv. Tis TioTews (sc. mwpodnTevwuev), eite Siaxoviav

¥ Meyer, to wit, translates, vv. 6-8: ‘“ But having gifts of grace, which diller
according to the grace given us; be it that (we have) the propletic gift according
to the proportion of faith, or the diaconal gift in the diaconal function, or that the
teacher (has his gift) in the teaching function, or the exhorter in the exhorting
function, he that imparts in simplicity, he that rules in diligence, he that has merey
in cheerfulness.” [Lirst cdition. Philippi proceeds .] But now this expositor, in
the second as well as in the third and fourth edition ot his commentary, agrees with
our view of the construction
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(éxovres), év Th Swaxovig (sc. duev, comp. 1 Tim. iv. 15), elre 6
Sddoxrwv (sc. éativ, comp. 1 Cor. xv. 11; 2 Cor. viil. 23), év 7
8iduararia (éoTw), eite 0 wapakaldv (éoTw), év T waparhijoet
(éo7w), 0 peradidovs év dmAGTYTL (sc. peTadiboTw), 6 TpoicTduEvos
év amoudj (sc. mpoioTdobBw), 0 éhedv év AapoTnTe (sc. EheelTw).
But as the apostle only holds by the figure of the human body
up to the words o 8¢ . . . wé\y, forsaking it in Eyovres 8¢
yapiopaTa, we prefer, along with Deza, Griesbach, and several of
the most recent expositors (comp. Olshausen, Fritzsche, Baum-
garten-Crusius), to begin a new sentence with éyovres, which
also seems to us more natural on account of the dependence of
the accusatives mwpodnTelav, Srakoviav on éyovres. We therefore
punctuate: ofitw kai of wolhoi &v cdud éopev év Xpiord, o 8¢
kal els aAMMfAwy péhy.  "Exovres 8¢ yapiopata xata v ydpw
v Sofelaav fuiv Suidopa, eite wpodnrelav, kata THY dvaloylav
Tijs wioTews, eite Swaroviav, év TH Siarovig, eite o Siddakwy, év TH
Sidacralia, elte o mwapaxaldv, év Ti mwaparxhijce:, 6 perTadiSols
év dmAoTyTI, 0 TpoioTduevos €v omwoudij, o é\edv év iNapdTTL.
The verbal supplements mentioned before remain also on this
mode of construction. A similar brachylogy is found in 1 Pet.
iv. 11: E! 7is Nahei, @s Aoyia Oeod (sc. Aaheitw), €l Tes Sianoved,
as €€ loxvos 7s yopnyet o Beds (sc. Sianoveitw), wa wth. Comp.
the parallels quoted here by Fritzsche after Raphelius and Elsner
from Epictetus. With a view to break the monotony after the
abstracts wpodnrelav, Staxoviav, the apostle employs the concretes
0 8:ddokwy, o Tapaxardv, and then before ¢ peradidovs drops eite.
Comp. on this oratio variate, Winer, p. 722. After the sentence
éxovTes . .. Sudpopa,” but having received charisms differing accord-
ing to the grace given us,” instead of adding the general thought :
“every one among us should exercise it in harmony with its
design,” the apostle in the words elre mpo¢n7elav begins at once
to specialize these gifts of grace, and accordingly exhorts to the
correspondent exercise of each special gift.

—é&yovtes 8¢ yapiopata xatd v ydpw Ty Sobelcav juiv
Staopa] answers to Ta 8¢ uéhy wavra ob Ty admiy Exer wpiktw,
ver. 4 ; ydpiopa is = gift of grace, dwpea ijs ydperos, comp. Rom.
v. 15. We must first of all distinguish between objective and
subjective yapiopa. The objective one is either of a physical
nature (so in 2 Cor. i. 11, where the mention is of poecfar éx Tod
favaTov) or of a spiritual character (so in Rom. v. 15, 16, vi. 23,
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where the gift of grace consists in the d¢eois Tav duapridy, in
the bestowal of dirkatosvvy, of fwy alovios). This oljective con-
ception of ydpiopa is uppermost also in Rom. xi. 29, where the
collective prerogatives vouchsafed to the people of Israel are
meant, comp. Rom. ix. 4, 5. Dut yapiopa stands also in the
subjective sense, and then denotes either the gift of regeneration
and sanctification common to all Christians, of wioTis, dydw,
€é\mis, ete. (so in Rom. i. 11), or the special gift Llending with the
jeculiar character of the individual, the idwov ydptopa, which is
cither of a physical (so in 1 Cor. vii. 7, the donum conlinentiae),
or charitable and ethical (comp. in the present passage ¢ wapa-
kaldv, o é\eav), or intellectual (comp. ¢ 8iddorwr), or practical
nature (comp. Swaxovia, o peradidols, 6 wpoiaTduevos). Comp., too,
1 Tim. iv. 14; 2 Tim. & 6; 1 Pet. iv. 10. God is the bestower
of the objective, as of the subjective ydpeopa, general and special.
The efficient principle of the latter is the Spirit. DBut there is,
in addition, a ydptopa in the most special sense of the word,
which finds no point of connection whatever in the natural in-
dividuality of man, or at least but a comparatively slight one,
and therefore stands out as a specifically supernatural gift of the
Spirit, so the yapiopata lapdrwv, 1 Cor xii. 9, 28, 30, the
évepyuata Suvdpewy, the mpodyrela xrA., comp. 1 Cor. xii. 10.
The general subjective charisma, in relation to the objective
one, is given chiefly for one’s own salvation and edification ; the
special and most special of all for the edification of the chureh,
and its significance is then to be measured not so much by its
miraculous form as by its purpose, 1 Cor. xiv. 1-5. On account
of this purpose common to charisms, as well as on account of the
cfficient principle of the pneuma common to them all, 1 Cor. xii.
11, they are all, particularly the special and most special forms,
without regard to the more natural or more supernatural kind
and mamner of their manifestation, placed on an equality and
reckoned as one class, 1 Cor. xii. 4, 7-10, 28-31,1. 7. It was
in the Corinthian chnrch especially that a great abundance and
variety of the manifold gifts of the Spirit was found. The lloman
church seems to have been more sparingly endowed, especially
in extraordinary or miraculous charisms in the strictest sense of
the word. On this account, indeed, the apostle in the present
passage, beside wpopnreia adduces no xyapicuara of the same
kind, and even prophecy rather stood simply in the middle, and
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formed in a certain sense a point of transition from the ordinary
to the extraordinary gifts of the Spirit.  The source of all
Xxapiocpata is the divine ydpis. They ave Suagopa, greater or
smaller, more or less fruitful, 1 Cor. xii. 31, according tv the
different measure of grace imparted to every one, kata Thv yapty
v Sofeicay uiv, which yapes, on this account, is itsell called a
woukidn xapes, 1 Pet. iv. 10,

—e¢ite mpopyTelay, kata THv avaleylav Tis wioTews] The
N. T. idea of the prophetic office is essentially identical with
that of the O. T. Proplets are men who, inspired by the Spirit
of God, and impelled to theopneustic discourse, partly remove
the veil from the future (Rev. i. 3, xxii. 7, 10; John xi. 51 ;
Acts xi. 27, 28, xxi, 10, 11, comp. 1 Pet. i. 10),—partly make
known concealed facts of the present, either in discovering the
secret counsel and will of God (Luke i. 67 {f.; Acts xiil. 1 £.;
Ephb. iii. 5), or in disclosing the hidden thoughts of man (1 Cor.
xiv. 24, 23), and dragging into light his unknown deeds (Matt.
xxvi. 6S; Mark xiv. 65; Luke xxii. 64; John iv. 19),—partly
dispense to their learcrs instruction, comfort, exhortation in
animated, powerfully impassioned language going far bLeyond the
wonted limits of the capacity for teaching which, although
spiritual, still confines itself within the forms of reason (dlatt.
vii, 28, 29 ; Luke xxiv, 19; John vii. 40; Acts xv. 32; 1 Cor.
xiv. 3, 4, 31). The O. T. prophet had to legitimate his mission
by miracles (Mark vi. 15; Luke vii. 16, xxiv. 19; John vi. 14,
ix. 17). On the other hand, since the termination of the O. T.
prophetic office by Christ, and the outpouring of the Holy Spirit
upon all flesh (Acts ii. 17, 18), while on one side the prophetic
authority and aflluence of gifts passed over to the apostles, on
the other the latter at least passed over in the form of charis-
matic endowment to the ecntire church as well, whereupon
prediction and miracle-working, mpopnrela and évepyijuara Svvd-
mewy, 1 Cor. xii. 10, were separated and assigned to different
individuals. Hence it is apparent why all apostles indeed are
called prophets, Eph. ii. 20, iii. 5, but all prophets are not
apostles or men endowed with other charisms than wpognreia,
Eph. iv. 11. The interpretation, followed by Zwingli, Calvin,
and nearly all older Lutheran expositors, whicli made mpopnreia
to consist in the gift of expounding the O. T. books, especially
the prophetic writings, has since Baumgarten been rightly aban-
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doned, and at present may be regarded as obsolete. It may,
indeed, appeal to the classical use of mpodnrevery (comp. Valcken.
on Herodutus, vil. 111), according to which of mpo¢nredovres Tob
0ot arc those “qui Dei responsa per mulierem ut Delphis edita
fatidicam interpretarentur.”  wpogjrns is therefore = <nterpres sc.
oraculorum divinorum. Dut this interpretation finds no support
in the N. T., where the prophets appear, in harmony with the
naturc of the case, as interpreters of divine revelations given to
themselves by direct inspiration, although, no doubt, these revela-
tions, as the case may be, might join on to the Holy Scriptures.
But even in the latter case the prophets employed the power of
independent prophetic exposition, not that of mere exposition of
the prophets.  Comp. the relation of the Apocalypse to the O. T.
prophets.  Respecting the xdpiopa mwpopnreias, see Neander,
History of DPlanting, ete, I. 38. 133 ; Lohe, Aphorismen aber dic
N. T. demter. V. p. 34 ff. —xara v avaloylay Tijs wioTews
is explained by the most considerable modern expositors as a
mathematical expression = kara pérpov wiloTews, sccundum pro-
portionem  fidei, namely, of the subjective measure of faith, by
which the different degrees of prophetic inspiration and the
capacity for theopneustic discourse are conditioned. DBut, in the
first place, this cannot be said of the prophetic gift, in so far as
it is a purecly supernatural charisma of prediction, for this takes
place indeed xara THv dvaleylav 7ijs dmokaliyrews, but mnot
katre THv cvaloylay Tijs wiorews. And even in so far as the
prophetic gift appears as a gift of inspired teaching, comfort, and
exhortation, still the propletic instinet that raises it above
ordinary &ibacxaiia and wapdxinois is not to be viewed as
absolutely dependent on the individual’s measure of faith, but
even lere a miraculous access of pneumatic elevation may take
place, 1 Cor. xiii. 2. In any case, it must be maintained that
the more or less energetic exercise of the other gifts mentioned
by the apostle in the present passage is conditioned by the
measure of faith of the individual possessing them in a far
higher degree than the greater or less power of prophetic utter-
ance, so that it is impossible to see why the apostle specially
makes prophecy dependent on the wérpov mioTews. Moreover,
there is no room at all for this explanation, if we take the
sentences: kata Ty avaloylav Tis mwicTews, év T Siakovie kTh.,
not as specifying the measure and sphere, but as ho .ty
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sentences. I may, indeed, say that one possesses his ydpioua
in the measure of his wieris. DBut I cammot require him to
exercise it in the measure of his miares, partly because it is sell-
evident that he will be able to exercise and will exercise it only
in the measure of this wiores; and because, on the other hand,
Lie is even bound to strive not mercly after an ever-increasing
measure of faith, but also after a more and more energetic
exercise of his charismatic talents. It would then be necessary
to suppose that the mpoprrns is here exhorted not so much to
the employment of his measure of faith in prophecy, but merely
to keep himself within the limits of his wioTs, lest his elevated
mood of feeling mingle with the impulses of carnal excitement,
and fly beyond the mark. But, in fact, subjective wioTes, pre-
cisely as invariably imperfect, furnishes no sure safeguard
against such confusion and commingling of the spiritual and
carnal elements in prophecy. This ecan only be said of objective
arioTes, i.c. not of the fides qua creditur, but only of the fides quac
creditur.  'We must revert, therefore, to the older interpretation,
maintained in modern days by TFlatt, Klee, Glockler, Schrader,
Kollner, O. v. Gerlach, Umbreit, Bisping, Besser, according to
which xara Ty dvaloyiav vijs wioTews is to he explained by pro
congrucentic cum doctrina fidei, and the prophets are admonished
to remain subject in their theopneustic discourses to the normne
¢t requla fidei Christianae! How necessary such an exhortation
was, especially as regards prophecy, passages like Matt. xxiv.
11, 24, 1 Thess. v. 19-21, 1 Tim. iv. 1, 1 John iv. 1, may be
enough to evince. In reality, the only argument of weight brought
against this interpretation is drawn from the expression uérpov
wioTews, ver. 3. DBut to pass by the consideration that the
ordinary explanation of this phrase does not seem to us at all
correct, it is impossible to see why the apostle must necessarily
have used avaloyia wioTews in the same sense. The very
substitution of dvaloyla for wérpor might far rather at once
suggest a different idea, and the notion of wioris is in fact
qualified differently, once by the notion of pérpov, again by that
of avadoyia. Rightly, therefore, Luther: “If one has prophecy,

1 Respecting this objective sense of airris in the N, T., comp. Fritzsche, ad Rom.
I p. 17. If we would retain the subjective meaning in the present passage,
it would then be necessary at least to think of the faith of the Christian chureh in
abstracto, which precisely as a collective faith is also the normal faith,
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Iet it be like (d¢ in harmony, congruent with) the faith.”
“Omnino in fide, quae creditnr (sic enim vocant Theologi),
mirabili analogia congruunt inter sc ommia capita; et quivis
articulus, de quo quacstio incidit, ad articulos jam firmiter
cognitos dijudicari, ad Dictum scripturac liquido explicatum
interpretatio ceterorum exigi debet. ILstque haec analogia
ipsius seripturae et fidei, quae creditur,” Bengel.

—elTe Siakoviav, év 7§ Siarovig] Luther, after Chrysostom :
“Ilas one any oflice, let him wait ou it.” In this signification of
any official function, any ecclesiastical office in general, Siaxovia
stands in 1 Cor. xii. 5; Eph. iv. 12. Dut, in the first place,
specific administrations and functions are mentioned here in every
other case, and again &iarovia in this general sense would
especially embrace the directly following &Sackalia. Just as
little is Stawovia to Dbe referred to the office of evanuclical
teaching. So Theodoret: Siaxoviav 8¢ (sc. karel o ITadhos) Tiw
70D knplyparos Aeirovpyliav. No doubt the apostles as preachers
of the gospel are called Sudkovor or vmnpérar Xpiorod, 1 Cor.
iil. 5, iv. 1, comp. Rom. xi. 13; Acts xx. 24. Still the idea of
the Swakxovia 7o Xpiorod of itself is more comprehensive than
that of the office of Christian teaching, Acts xii. 25, Rom.
xv. 31, on which account in that narrow sense Paul must at
least have described the Siaxovia as a Siaxovia Tod edayyeliov,
Eph. iii. 7, Col. i. 23; 7ijs wawijs Sabixns, 2 Cor. iii. 6; 70d
\oyov, Acts vi. 4, or the like. The diaxovia, therefore, here is to
he referred to the specific office of the dtaxovor (Acts vi. 1 fI.;
Phil. i. 1; 1 Tim. iii. §, 12; 1 Pet. iv. 11), which had to do
with the management of the external affairs of the church,
bodily care for the poor, sick, etc. Comp. dvridjyrers, 1 Cor.
xii. 28. The apostle here adduces definite church-offices along-
side free, indefinite charisms, because the point in hand here is
not the antithesis of office and church, but simply the wealth of
charismatic gifts bestowed on the members of the church itself
for purposes of chwrch-service. For this reason, while he indeed
mentions the office of the diaconate, he really means thereby
simply the special gift included in the office and designed for it,
the gift which he assmmes every one to possess who has entered
on the corresponding office. Comp. a similar juxtaposition of
offices and gifts in 1 Cor. xii. 28. As therefore from these
passages it is certainly impossible to gather divectly the divincly-
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ordained jurisdiction of oflice over church (not even from Iplh. iv.
11, 12, comp. ver. 16, and the parallel passage, 1 Cor. xii. 28), so
also inversely it cannot be inferred from them that oflice is to be
regarded merely as a creation and outcome of church-life, so
that merely the charisms themselves would have to be viewed as
of divine gift and appointment, but the fixed church-organiza-
tion founded upon them as a mere human arrangement, and
especially the occupants of ecclesiastical office as mere casual
agents of the church. The divinely-willed jurisdiction of ollice
over church follows rather as matter of course, even to say
nothing of the divine institution of the apostolate, from the
divinely-fixed subordination of the church to the divinely-given
Word and Sacrament, as the necessary means, by divine order, of
its birth, growth, and preservation. The church, thus subordinated
to the office of the Word, is therefore just as much under obliga-
tion, as it is authorized by divine command. to send forth from
its midst bearcrs of the various offices in the way prescribed,
especially having due regard to the charisms bestowed by God.
Dut the humble limitation of every one’s labour to the special
sphere corresponding with his peculiar charisma, to which in év
79 OSwarovia, év 15 8ibacxalia, év Th mapaxhijoer the apostle
exhorts, will of necessity preserve from the Umepdpoveiv wap’ o
8¢l ¢povetv, and reduce to practice the ¢ppovely els T0 cwppoveiv,
éxdote ds 6 Oeos éuépioe pérpov micrews; for one of the most
characteristic and wide-spread manifestations of human pride is
unwarranted allorpeoemiokomeiy, 1 Pet. iv. 15. When the
apostle, on the other hand, in xara Ty avahoylav Tijs wicTews,
év am\oTyTi, év omovd), év (NapéTyTe, exhorts to the caurrying on
of every kind of church labour in the right spirit and disposition,
the qualifications appended, arising from the peculiar form of the
labour, are such that the exhortation, to limit oneself to the labour
corresponding with one's gift, is always implied as their basis =
“let the prophet wait on the prophetic office, and let him do so
indeed xata Thr avaloylav Tis wicTews,” ete.

—eite 6 8iddorwy, év 7f Oidacralig] As here, so also in
1 Cor. xii. 28, Eph. iv. 11 (comp. Acts xiii. 1), the &dioxralos
is distinguished from the mpogirys. 1In the first place, Sibdoxeww
does not exhaust the entire sphere of prophecy, but forms merely
one element in it; and again the calm, rational exposition of the
Sddoralos, in which he speaks, as Chrysostom on 1 Cor. xii. 28
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describes it, €€ olkelas Siavoias, is to be distinguished from the
state of rapture of the mpogyTys, which determined as well the
form of his didashalie. A further distinction lay in this, that
for &udagratia, but not for mwpodyreia, a definite church - office
existed, — that of the émioromos, motuny, or mpeaBiTepos, who,
although not always (comp. ver. 8), yet commonly (comp. Eph.
iv, 11), and especially later in the apostolic age (comp. 1 Tim.
iiL 2; 2 Tim. ii. 2; Tit. i. 9), was likewise 8:8doxaros.

—elTe 0 mapakal@v, év 7§ wapaxhjge] Didaskalia addresses
itself to the understanding, exhortation wapdrxinais to the heart
and will. Doth charisms might, of course, be united in one
person (comp. Tit. i. 9). DBut a predominant talent was
found in different individuals for the one or the other form
of communication. TFurther, as the wpodijTns might exercise
didaskalia, so he might exercise paraklesis (1 Cor. xiv. 31); but
in this case Dboth one and the other was done in a manner
characteristic of a prophet. As the apostle is here only con-
cerned with the charisma and its exercise, not with ordained
offices, and as alongside the ordained teaching and exhorting
presbyters there were others within and without the church-
congregation who taught or exhorted, in harmony with his
purpose he here adduces 6idacraiia and wapdxinois as two dis-
tinet gifts. DMoreover, the gift of paraklesis seems often to have
been attached to the public reading of portions of O. T. Scripture,
comp. Luke iv. 20, 21, and especially Acts xiii. 15.

—0 peradidovs év amiornTe] Some expositors would apply
0 peradibovs, like 0 mwpoioTduevos, 6 é\edv, to different brancles
of the diaconate. Dut ueradilovar is fo communicate of one’s
own, comp. Luke iii. 11, Eph. iv. 28, and eduerdSoros, 1 Tim.
vi. 18, On the other hand, ¢o dispense, distribute of another’s
means, entrusted to one for this purpose, is Sca8idévar, Acts iv. 35.
Had TPaul, therefore, been thinking of almsgiving by the deacons
from the church-chest, he would have written 6 Stadidots. More-
over, the exhortation to simplicity clearly agrees far better with
the idea of private than official beneficence. But that even for

Comp., too, Justin, M. Apol. i. ¢. 67: xai =1 7ob Ahlov Asyouivy huipe #dvrwy
racd wihes A dypols pevivrwy i 70 abTO cwvidivais yiviras xal Td dwopvapovispaTe TOV
drosTihaw T ovyyphpprre Tiv Tpednviy avaywooxstas, pixps iyxwpi. Elre
Tevoapivey Tob Avayivioxovros & mposeTas S1& Abyev auvy vevdiciaev xai
TpoRANGIY THS TWy REAGY TOUTWY RINFTEWS TOILITRS,
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the efficient excrcise of the former a special practical charisma
is requisite is certain. Seeing that the diaconate was not confined
to care for the poor, and that the practice of weradidovar is
distinct from that of mere &iadiBovar, the charisma of private
beneficence might very well be mentioned alongside that of the
diaconate, wlereas the division of the diaconate itsclf, alrcady
mentioned, into its different departments, which even then are not
exhausted, seems little relevant. év dmhoTyTi = dwAds, candide,
in simplicity of heart, sincerity, which thinks only of fulfilling a
brother’s duty and hastening to the succour of the needy, while
excluding all ambitious effort, all ostentation, mercenariness, and
regard to recompense or other advantage. As to amwlols meaning
only simplex, and being used therefore in bonam paitem, probus,
draxos; evnfys, on the other hand, in malam partem = stultus,
scnsu malo, comp, Fritzsche here, IIL. p. 62 sqq.; damhoTys,
therefore, is not to be interpreted by liberalitas, liberality. Well,
therefore, Luther: “Does any one give, let him give simply.”
Comp. Matt. vi. 2 f.

—o wpoiocTdpevos év omoudp] In the train of Bengel (“o
mpotaTduevos, qui alios curat et in clientela habet ”) and Vitringa,
Synag. p. 503, and appealing to the meaning of wpoloTauar,
wpooTdrns in Greek = “ legal patron of the uéroixor, the appointed
guardian,”! Meyer (so, too, Borger) has advanced the opinion? that
o mpoigTduevos in the present passage = patron of strangeis, i.c. he
whose charge it is to care for strangers. The proof of this mean-
ing—one quite nndemonstrable in the N. T.—is supposed to be
furnished by Rom. xvi. 2, mpoordaris there being = patroness of
strangers, and it being evident from the present passage that this
function belonged to the diaconate. But wpooTdris there (comp.
Fritzsche), as the appended genitives and the verb éyenifn indi-
cate, denotes not a standing office, but a spontaneous service of
love = patrona, fautriz, protectress. According to others, o wpoi-
arapevos is to be understood of any one in authority in any
relation whatever. But the church - reference, along with the
mention of charismatic gifts, being the most probable, and o
wpoiocTdpevos occurring elsewhere in the N. T. (1 Thess. v. 12,
comp. 1 Tim. v. 17,1ii. 4, 5) and in ecclesiastical antiquity (comy.
Justin, M. Apol. i. c. 67, o wpoeards) as a standing designation

! Passow, sub voce.
2 But he has retracted it in the second and following editions.
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of church authority, otherwise called émiocromos, wpecfBirepos,
moywy, it is preferable in the present passage to interpret
6 wpoicTapuevos, With most expositors, of the definite office of
churel, overscers, comp. Rothe, Anfinge der christlichen Kirche,
pp- 167, 189 £ The charism requisite for this office is the
xdpiopa kvBepmicews, 1 Cor. xii. 28. At all events, the apostle
here treats it exclusively from this point of view, didaskalic having
been just spoken of, and both wpoioracfar and gmovds alluding
to a form of practical activity. This element of practical activity
is the one common to the mpoioTdpevos with the peradidods and
the é\edw, and explains the juxtaposition of the three forms of
labour. The fact of the highest church-office being here placed
among spontaneous and comparatively subordinate forms of church-
activity cannot be accepted as decisive against our interpretation,
the apostle here being concerned neither with the distinction of
office and charisma, nor yet with an exhaustive enumeration and
definite classification of the latter, which classification does not
seem to be strictly carried out even in 1 Cor. xii. 2§, Eph. iv. 11.
latlier in the present passage there was reason for adducing the
various charisms promiscuously, despite the difference of value
among them, in order by this very means to afford no counte-
nance whatever to vmwepdpovein.

—o é\e@v év iNapotnT] In the train of Grotius (“ é\eodvras,
hic vocat, qui aegrotis aderant, quos posterior aetas parabolanos
vocavit ), Meyer explains (in the first, not in the second and
following editions) o éxedv of the definite office of sick-attendant,
as a branch of the diaconate. The evidence for this opinion con-
sists merely in the opinion, itself without evidence, that the fico
preceding appellations, o peradidols, 6 wpoioTduevos, are official
appellations, and indeed distinet branches of the diaconal office.
Rather the reference is to the activity of the mwerciful man
generally, manifesting itself in diversified spheres, and the ficld
of the ékedv is wider and more comprehensive than that of the
peradibols, comp. cy. Luke x. 833 f[, especially ver. 37. Terhaps
in 6 é\edw, in contradistinction from ¢ peradidods, a predominant
reference may be intended, not to the poor, but to the sick,
wounded, prisoners, ete. With the exhortation to Aapérns, cheer-
Julness, which, as an evidence of spontaneousness, alone imparts
real value to the work of mercy both in itself and as concerns the
recipient, comp. 2 Cor. ix. 7, Philem. 14 « Ut enim aegrum vel
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.alio quovis modo afflictum nihil magis solatur, quam ubi videt
alacres ac promptos ad opem sibi ferendam animos: ita si tris-
titiam cernat in eorum vultu a quibus juvatur, id in contumeliain
suam accipiet,” Calvin.

Vv. 9-21. Upon the exhortation: wy dmepppoveiv map’ & St
dpovely, aANa ppoveiv els T0 cwppoveiv, elaborated by the apostle
in vv. 3-8, follow now other exhortations to various Christian
virtues, which, on the whole of a mixed nature, are only con-
nected with one another in particulars by the inner affinity of
their subject-matter. At the head stands dydmn as the mhjpopa
vopov, xiil. 10, the ovvdeopos Tijs TeAewornTos, Col. iil. 14.  dyamy
also most easily joins on to the last-mentioned special charisma
of éXeos in the preceding verse, as the invariable and essential
basis of the latter.

Ver. 9. 1 dydmn avumokpetos] sc. €otw.  See the same ellipsis
in Heb. xiil. 4, 5. The ellipsis of the imperative of eluf in Greek
is certainly very rare, but not unknown, comyp. Kithner, dusf. Gr.
der gr. Spr. 110 p. 41, and the examples quoted by him from
How. /. xiil. 5. 93, aldws, *Apyeior (sc. éatw); Sophocl. Ocd. Col.
v. 1480, faos, @ Saluwr, Naos (sc. (obh). dydmn dvvmdrpitos
appears also in 2 Cor. vi. 6, as in 1 Pet. i. 22 ¢haderdia davv-
woxperos, where this qualification withal finds its explanation in
the following éx xalapas rapdias aAAirovs dyamdv: “ Est enim
dictu difficile, quam sint ingeniosi omnes fere homines ad fingendam
guam vere non habent caritatem. Neque enim aliis modo men-
tiuntur, sed sibimet quoque imponunt, dum sibi persuadent, non
male abs se amari quos non modo negligunt, sed re ipsa abjiciunt.
Trojue Paunlus non aliam esse caritatem hic pronuntiat, quam
ates sit omni sinmlatione vacua: sibi vero facile quilibet testis
- ~~- potest, an nihil habeat in recessu cordis, quod caritati adver-
setar” Calvin,  Like dyamn, so also, according to 1 Tim. i, 5,
2 Tim. 1. 5, its root, wioTes, is to be dvvmorperos.

-—dmooTuyolvTes TO Tovnpoy, KoAAwuevor 6 ayafp] The
opistle continmes with an anacoluthon, as if in what precedes,
i lood of % dyamn dvvmorperos, he had written dyamare dvvmo-
wpirary, which, indeed, as to the sense is implied in the words.
Comps 2 Cor. L 7 kat ) éwris sjuav BeBaia dmép Jpdv (= kai
shil ey PBefalws Umép Tudv) eidoTes, 6Te rTh, Heb, xiil. 5:
aguhepyupos 0 Tpowos (Adihdpyvpor TepimraTeiTe) dproUpevol
vols ~rapodaew, comp. Winer, p. 733. But we may also, and this

Puwrrer, Roar. 1. S
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indeed more in keeping with the character of the language, by
supplying éore take the participles and adjectives as distinet
precepts, so that after dvvmoxp, a period would be put, and
after Sudkovres, ver. 13, another period.  So usually Meyer, and
Lachmann, ed. maj.  On the other hand, in the ed. min. Lachmann
punctuates vv. 914 : 75 dydmy avvmorpiTos. amooTUyolyTES TO
wovnpov . . . Tr Pulofeviay OudrovTes edhoyeiTe Tovs SuwkovTas
dpas.  Thus he connects the participles and adjectives in vv. 9-13
with ethoyeire. Dut, in the first place, these cannot in the
main as to their substance be suitably and naturally regarded
as mere preliminary definitions of edhoyetre. And again, it was
manifestly the expression myw ¢idofeviav StwrovTes, ver. 13, that
called forth the exhortation edhoyelre Tovs Stdrovras, ver. 14,
which therefore cannot have been already present to the apostle’s
mind in amosTvyobvres To movmpov. According to Chrysostom,
dmooTuyely is meant to e stronger than oTvyelv = odobpa pioeiv;
according to Theodor. = dyav puaeiv; according to Theophyl.= éw
Yuxils wioetwv.  So, too, many modern expositors and lexico-
graphers. Dut the examples adduced by Fritzsche Lere show at
least so mucly, that this intensive meaning of the preposition is
not necessartly to be accepted,! and that it is simpler to suppose
that 4mo in dmooTuyeiv merely expressly Dbrings forward the
aversative force already lying in etuvyew, like horrere aliguid and
abhorrere aliguid in Latin,  Then, to the notion of turning
away implied in drooTvyeiv, answers that of turning fo contained
in xoAAdgBar = ablorrere and adhacrescere, comp. LXX. Ps. exix.
31. Without universal turning from what is morally evil and
to what is morally good, wunfciyned love is inconceivable. o
mornpov therefore = turpitudo, 76 dyabov =honesias in gener:.l
Limiting explanations, such as what is kurtful or uscful to «
neighbour, malignity or bendgnity of disposition, or the evil and
good that usually shows itself in Zhe sume man simultaneously.
are out of place.

Ver. 10. 75 ¢phaderdia els dAMajhovs $eNdaTopyor] “an 9. cuivid
to brotherly love, (be ye) alfectionate one to another.” Respe-. i
this dative of reference, comp. on iv. 19. ¢uraderdia, Chri +.: -
Lrotherly love, formms a subordinate notion to dydmn, love
general, 1 Thess. iv. 9; Heb. xiii. 1; 1 Pet. i. 22; 2 Det. & 7.
¢p\oaTopyos, properly = 0s ¢udel T oTopyiy, hence fcnrly

! In opposition to Fritzsclhie, Meyer again declares for the infensive meaning.




CIIAP. XIL 11 275

loving, affectionate, nsed especially of parental and filial love,
herc in regard to ¢uhaderdia as a designation of the love of
brothers and sisters.  “ aropy?, amor spiritualis fratrum,” Bengel.

—TH Tupfi AANjhovs Tponyopevor] “in showing honour preced-
ing one another.” ¢radeddia has its inevitable expression in the
anticipatory 7eusj to be shown to an adedgds. It is usually said
elsewhere, mponyetofai T or Twos. 1lere it is construed with the
accusative of the person, comp. Luke xxii. 47 : mpoijpyero avTols.
So, too, wpomopevestas, mpobeiv Twwd ; Lat. anteccdere, anteire,
pracire aliquem.  DBut it is not to be explained: sc ¢pso potiores
ducere alios. This would be: 75 Teui) yodpevor dAMjhovs vmepé-
xovras éavr@y (comp. Phil. il 3), or even: 7§ Tl sjyoduevor
(Gyovres) dAMjrovs mpo éavtdy. IIponyeiaBac, in opposition to
émeobar, is rather: “to precede as a guide, to guide, to precede,”
2 Mace. iv. 40. If the notion *“to precede as a guide” be
pressed, it is to be explained: “giving to one another an czample
in showing honour” But if merely the element of preceding
generally be emphasized, it may be said that in preceding another
one anticipates him, in which case Theophylact's interpretation
by wpopBOdveiry érepov Tov érepov or wpolapfBdvelr aANi-
Aovs év T@ dAAjhovs Tepdv, that of the It. and Vulg. : “lonore
invicem praevenientes,” and Luther’s: ¢ let one anticipate another
in showing honour,” which is especially appropriate to the con-
text, scems to be justified. Chrysostom’s interpretation by 77
Teps) viedy is more unlikely.

Ver. 11. 7 omoudj wy dxwnpol] “in regard to zeal not
sluggish.” No reason exists for explaining emwovésj in any limited
sense of zeal in preaching and disseminating the gospel, or of zeal
in Christian devotion. Rather it is zeal in the discharge of ary
Clristian duty whatever. Hence strikingly, though not literally,
Luther: “ De not lazy as to what you ought to do.”

—7¢ myebpate {éovtes] “burning in spivit,” opposite of 75
omoudy) oxvnpol, and climax of 75 amovd uy oxvmpol. The zeal
is to be a glowing zeal. Here also (comp. on viii. 4) wvebua signi-
fies neither man’s spirit simply, nor God’s Spirit simply, but man’s
spirit penetrated by God’s Spirit. Comp. Léwv 70 mrevuare, Acts
xviil. 25, also 1 Thess. v. 19. On the regular, uncontracted form
Léovres, with lesser verbs in éw, comp. Buttmann, Ausf, gr. Sprachl.
I p. 497, téw is also found of mental acstuare in the classics.

—7¢ kupleo Sovhevowtes] This lect. ree., preponderantly authen-
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ticated hy A B, Cod. Sinait. D** E L, most of the minuskels, as
well as by nearly all versions and TFathers (comp. Reiche, Coim.
erit. p. 70 ff), is rightly retained in modern days by Matthid,
Lachmann, Tischendorf, and Rinck, Lucudi. crit. p. 128 sq., and
defended by most expositors. The difficulty arising from the
occurrence of such a generel sentiment in the midst of specific
precepts, may be removed Dby the consideration that 7@ xvpip
dovievortes is taken as the scope and limitation of the two pre-
ceding exhortations. Glowing zeal is to stand at the service, not
ot the cgo, but of the Lord, by which it is guarded against all
fanatical excess. As the Sodhos Xpiotod is to act and labour
not as avdpwmapesros, Eph. vi. 6, Col. iii. 22, so, conversely, he is
to act and labour in every relation of life not in fleshiy zeal, Lut
peta wpaiTyTos kai dpoBov, 1 Det. iii. 15. loreover, on the sur-
face the conjuncrion of wvedua and xvpios was one that readily
suggested itself.  Luther in the present passage, after the less
anthenticated reading 7¢ xawpd Sovhedovres (50 chielly D* I G,
Griesbach), translates: “ Accommodate yowrselves to the time.”
This reading, defended by Olshausen, Meyer, and Fritzsche, even
for its own sake appears less appropriate.  For a certain ambiguity
always clings to the expression Sovhetew 7@ katp@; and in
accordance with a distinctly expressed, specifically Pauline idea,
the Christian is an éiedfepos in every respect, and merely a
Sothos Beod, XpiaTod, ur even Swkacoovvys, Rom. vi. 18, but not
a Sobros avbpomwy, 1 Cor. vii. 23, nor a Soddos xawpod. The
applications, without danger even for Christians, which the apostle
might have given to the ordinary maxim of natwral worldly
policy, %.c. to Sovhevew, AaTpebew TG xaipd, consisted either in
the precept: to bear patiently the afflictions of the time,—Dbut
this were vmouévery Tas ONirers (see the following verse, Ta
wabipata Tob viv warpov, Viil. 18); or, to await prudently the
right moment for action,—but this were Tnpelv Tov xaipov; or,
instead of letting it slip Ly, to seize it eagerly,—but this were
ékavyoputeacfar Tov rkarpow, Eph. v. 16, Col. iv. 5, in which
passages Luther, led astray by the reading in question in the
present passage, in violation of idiom, likewise translated: “ Ac-
commodate yourselves to the time.” That 79 «xupiew Soviedovres
suits the present passage very well, Meyer concedes. Only he
supposes that copyists would more readily stumble at SovAevew
7¢ rap than at the very common Sovhevew To xupie, comp.
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Acts xx. 19; Eph. vi. 7; Rom. xiv. 18, xvi. 18 ; Col. iii. 24, «/.
Dut an alteration made by design and upon rveflection should on
no account be supposed, as the confounding of «vpros and xaipos
oceurs elsewliere in manuseripts ; comyp. Fritzschie licere.

Ver. 12, Like the three exhortations of the preceding verse,
tlic three exhortations of this verse are internally connccted ; and
2s T@ kuple Sovheverw indicates the limit and scope of fervent
zeal, 50 ) wposevyd wpoakapTepety indicates the source of strength
for hopeful endwrance. 73 éAwids yaiporres] No doubt we say
just as well yaipeww Twl, luctari vc (comp. LXX. Prov. xvii, 19),
as yalpew éai T, lactari de 7e, Luke i 145 1 Cor. xiii. 6. Dut
Liere the summons meant is not to joy «f hope present amid
afilictions, the dative thus denoting the object of the joy, but to
joy by mcans or 1n virtue of hope. The dative is therefure either
to be taken simply instrunmentally, or serves to indicate the
cround, comp. on xi 20, and Kitlmer, dusf. gr. d. gr. Spr. 11
p- 2521, Christian hope is the ground of Christian joy, just as
heathen despair is the ground of heathen sorvow, 1 Thess. iv. 13.
Tut the sure, abiding ground of this hope is not the promise of
carthly lielp, but the prowmise of heavenly salvation, of the bestowal
of futwie 8ofa, v. 2, viii. 24, “Gaudimn non modo est affectus,
sed etiam officium christianorum,” Bengel.

—7i O\t Imopcvortes] not indeed = enduring tribulution,
after the analogy of the plivases dmootival Tar and pevew T,
but = stedfust in, or, amid tribuletion. Luther: “ patient in tribu-
lation.” The dative indicates the state in which one does some-
thivg, Winer, p. 271, and stands without the preposition év for
the sake of parallelism with the preceding and following datives.
eris begets mopor, vili. 25 ; although conversely also, in har-
mony with the uniform experience of the inner life, by means of
Umapovy) tested and approved, éxwis itself is perfected, comp. v. 4.

— ) wpooevyy TpogkapTepotvTes] comp. Luke xviil. 7; Acts
i. 14; Eph. vi. 18; Col. iv. 2; 1 Thess. v. 17. “Caeterum ne
fatigemur, optimum est remedimm precandi assiduitas,” Calvin.

Ver. 13. After the general exhortation to aspire atter unfeigned
Iove and after what is good, while avoiding what is evil, ver. 9,
there followed a self-contained series of specific precepts, shown
to be such by the external symmmetry of the construction. For
upon the parainesis, with two clauses, ver. 10, followed two with
three clauses, vv. 11, 12, which are again, in ver. 13, concluded



278 COMMENTARY ON THE ROMAXS,

by one with two clauses, Then with ver. 14 the participial con-
struction ceases, and with the following imperative a new form
of construction and course of exhortation begins. Tais ypelats
Tév dyiwy rowwvobvres] Thomas M. remarks rightly: O0 povor
xotvwyd oo ToD Selvos dvTi Tod cuppeTéyw oo, dAAA Kal
xowwvd aot Gv Exw avti Tob petadiSwpt. For rowwvelv has
both an intransitive and transitive meaning = ¢o partake, or=tfo
dmpart. Now in all other N. T. passages the intransitive meaning
prevails, comp. Rom. xv. 27; Thil. iv. 15; 1 Tim. v. 22; Heb.
i, 14; 1 Pet.iv.13; 2 John 11; and cvyxowwvety, Eph. v. 11 ;
Phil. iv. 14 ; Rev. xviii. 4. Only as to Gal. vi. 6 and the present
passage can there Le any doubt. Dut even as to the Galatian
passage, comp. Meyer in Com. here. Thus even in the present
verse the intransitive meaning has strong presumption in its favour,
and we should thus have to explain: “having fellowship,” or
“ partaking in the necessities of the saints,” 7.c. behaving as if they
were your own, Z.¢. remedying them. On its own account, also,
this explanation is more natural and simple than the active sense
of the verD, which would rather have led us to expect the phrase
Tols xpelav éyovatw dylots kowwyobrtes, because we impart indeed
to the needy, but not to needs. No doubt in Acts xx. 34 we read
avTol wyiwwokete, 8Tt Tals ypeiats pov xai Tois odar per éuod
vmnpérnaay ai xetpes abrar.  But when, with Winer, p. 722, and
Tritzsche there, it is wished to take xai Tols per’ éuod as identical
with kai Tals ypeiats 7dv Svtov per éuod, it is to be observed
that there the verb vmrnpereiv is used, not xowoveiv; and we say,
indeed, “ o serve a necessity,” or “remedy it,” but not “ <mpart to
a necessity.” Charity to poor saints, as we know from other
passages, lay very mnear the apostle’s heart, Acts xxiv. 17;
1 Cor. xvi.; 2 Cor. viii, ix.; Gal ii. 10, “Sanctos autem speci-
aliter juvare praecipit : nam tametsi ad universum hominum genus
extendere se debeat caritas nostra, singulari tamen aflectu debet
amplecti domesticos fidei, qui arctiori nobiscum vinculo conjuncti
sunt,” Calvin.  And in this he followed the pattern of the living
God, 65 éomi cwTnp TdvTwr WWlpdTwy, pdricTa TroTdy, 1 Tin.
iv. 10. The reading pvefass instead of ypelacs, supplied by D™
T G, al. Clar. Boern. Codd. lat. in Ruffinus and several Fathers, and
which is refuted at once by the following v ¢erofoviav Siwrovres,
manifestly owes its intentional or unintentional origin to the
later reverence for martyrs. For the yearly anniversaries of the
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martyrs were called al pvelar or ai prijpar TGy dylwy (paptipor)
(comp. Ta yevéoia OV paptipwy); and Tas wvelas TV papTipwy
Té\elw, Tais pvipas (uvelas) Tov dylov (paptipwy), wenoriis
sanctorum communicare, ave modes of expression often occurring
in the Fathers, comp. Matthid, ed. min., Iritzsche here, and
Suicer, Thes. cccles. I 372, “Memorabile est, Paulum, ubi
expresse de officlis e communione sanctorum fluentibus agit, nil
tamen de defunctis usquam ponere,” Bengel.

~—mv Pehofeviav Suwkovtes] An exhortation frequently met
with in the N. T. (Heb. xiii. 2; 1 Pet. iv. 9; also 1 Tim. v. 10;
Tit. i. 8), which was readily suggested by the circumstances of
those days, especially by the absence of public places of enter-
tainment in ancient times. ¢irofevia, as the outcome of
pihadeddia, ver. 10, consisted in the hospitable reception and
entertainment of brethren on a journey. “8wdrovres, scctantes, ut
lospites non modo admittatis, sed quaeratis,” Bengel.

Ver. 14. The saying of this verse reminds of Matt. v. 44
(comp. Luke vi. 28), which word of the Lord may here have been
floating before the apostle’s mind. It is said, indeed, in the
gospel : ebhoyelte Tods kaTapwuévovs vuds. DBut, in the first
place, Paul was led to choose Swrew by the Siwrerw immediately
preceding; again, xatapdcfac itself is simply a species of
Sidreww, and edhoyeite Tods OSidxovtas Uuds therefore includes
edhoyeite Tovs xatapwpévovs Duds (comp. the subjoined edhoyeire
kai pn xatapacfe); and finally, in converse order, in
Matthew upon edhoyeire ToUs raTapwpévovs vuas follows the
allied wpooevyeale imép TV . . . SiwkovTwr vuds. Moreover, the
idea of a reference to such an express saying of the Lord is sup-
ported by other corresponding references in the apostolic epistles,
alluding for the most part to the Sermon on the Mount, comp.
Rom. ii. 19; 1 Cor. iv. 12, 13, vil. 10; Jas. iv. 9, v. 12; 1 Det.
ili. 9, 14, iv. 14, “&udkovras, perseqicentes, Christi causa, xai uy
kaTap@obe, neque maledicite, ne animo quidem,” Bengel. Comp.,,
too, Luke xxiii. 34; Acts vii. 60.

Ver. 15. The infinitives yaipew, shaicr are used (= yaipeww,
rAaleww Uuds Sei), as elsewhere frequently in language of precise
command, instead of the imperatives yaipete, khaiere, Phil. iii. 16;
Winer, p. 397. The contrast of yalpeww and xiafew is found
elsewhere frequently, John xvi. 30; 1 Cor. vii. 30. With the
sentiment, comp. Ecclus. vii. 34: uy Ooréper dmo whatévrov kai
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pera mevbotvrov wévbyoov. Very truly and strikingly Chry-
sostom ealy observed: kalTorye éxetvo ¢ihocodwTépas Seitar
Juyils, T0 xalpew pera yaiporTey pallov i) TO K\aietw pera
wrawovtov. TolTo pév ydp rai 1 ¢uows adry katopboi, kai ovdeis
oUTw Abwos, Os ob xhaler Tov év cuupopals Svra éxeivo &é
vevvalas ododpa Seitar Yruyis, daTe TGO evlokiuolyTe pi) povov
wy Ploveiv, aAka wxai ouwmijbeafar.  Well, also, Bengel: “Fletui
proprie opponitur risus : sed hoc loco (uti 1 Cor. vii. 30) grudivm
dicitur, non #isus, qui Christianis in mundo winus convenit.”
Ver. 16. The question is, how the participles ¢povodvres and
auvamayopevor arc to be construed 2 We may make them de-
pend ou the preceding infinitives yaipew, chafew, nsed instead of
imperatives. DBut with ver. 16 begins a new sentence, not merely
one wore exactly defining and illustrating the import of ver. 15.
Or we may construe them with the following uy vyivesOe Pppovipor
wap’ éavtois. So Lachmann, Tischendorf, ed. 1, not ed. 2 sqq.,
and Meyer (in the first, not in the second and subsequent
cditions). Dut this construction seems forced, both in itself, and
especially, because then the participles in vv. 17-19 also must
be made to depend on wivecfe. It is therefore bLetter to supply
an éate, and understand the participles here ¢povodrres (comp. on
ver. 9) imperatively. So also Meyer in the second and sub-
sequent cditions. 7o adTo els aAAjhovs Ppovoivres] The love
from which rejoicing with the joy and suffering with the suffering
of others springs, is withal the source of mutual brotherly concord.
With 70 ad7o ¢povelv=to be of one mind, like-minded, comp.
xv. 5; 2 Cor. xiii, 11 ; Phil. ii. 2,iv. 2. 1t is true that in these
passaces is found either simply 7o aidro ¢povev or To avrTo
¢ppoveiv €v aANsjhors, to be of the same mind onc with another.
But els ar\jrouvs, lvwards one another, i.c. in such a relation to
one another that one, looking at the other, endeavours to be in
sympathy with him, says essentially the same thing. There is
therefore no reason to depart from the invariable meaning of the
formula 70 adTo ¢poveiv, and to take 76 avTo els dAAyNovs Pppoveiv
as enjoining not concord but modesty, in the sense: “so minded
towards onc another, that the one places himsell on a level with
the other, aud ascribes no more to himself than to him.” Nor
does the following un 74 vyrmiad ¢povodvres make this acceptation
neeessary.  These words do not so nruch contain a more precise
explanation of what immediately precedes. Rather their occasion
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is partly outward in the expression ¢poveiv, partly inward in
the fact that upon the injunction of concord the prohibition of
arrouance follows pertinently, inasmuch as arrogance is @ main
source of dissension.

—un Ta e ¢povedvres] nof aspiring after high things,
comp. xi. 20. Ta vymre are riches, honour, high position, cte.

—aM\a Tols TaTewols guvamayopevor] cuvamdyesOar, {0 be
dravn cweay with. The evil meaning of the word, “to be led
away with, seduced 2o cz2l,” is neither implied in the word itsell,
nor finds place here, but follows occasionally from the context,
Gal. ii. 13; 2 Pet. iii. 17. ocvvamwdyeoBas, with the dative of the
person, means: “to be drawn away along with some one;” with
the dative of the fhing, “to be drawn away along witl anothier
by something,” so in the passages cited. If, then, we take 7ois
Tamwavois as masculine (Luther: “haltet cuch Lerunter zw den
Niedvigen,” Iecp down among the lowly), we must interpret: «let
yourselves be drawn away along with the lowly, namely, els v
Tameivwaw avtdy, Jas. 1. 10, to their lowliness.” Dut it yields
the same sense, while linguistically more probable on aceount of
the opposition to Ta vyryAd, to take Tols Tamewois as ncuter.
The interpretation then is: “let yourselves be drawn away by
lowliness, namely, els T¢ Tawewd, to what is lowly.” 7a Tamewd
are the lower circuwstances, conditions, and occupations of lite,
which like a strong force seize on men, and, as it were, draw thew
into their vortex, or carry them away along with themselves (o).
Now, humility lets this be done willingly, and instead of with-
drawing, like the haughty disposition, from participation in what
is lowly, is rather drawn away to it spontaneously.

—pi) yiveaOe Ppovipor map' éavtois] comp. on xi. 25. As
arrogance makes itselt known in ta iyrgha dpoveiv, so does it
also in ¢povepov eivar map' éavrg as its most characteristic
species. This self-conceit, scorning the opinion of others, is a
special obstacle to 70 adro ¢poveiv.

Ver. 17. Hitherto the apostle has chiefly (but comyp. ver. 14)
inculcated on believers, along with their duties to themnselves,
their duties as brethren one to another. Now, his ¢lance is
divected chiefly to those without, and le regulates the conduct
of Christians in several points Dlearing specially on this
relation, insisting mainly on the prohibition of self-revenge, and
the precept to maintain peace and charity. upndevi xaxov dvti
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kaxod amwodidovres] sc. éare.  Repaying to no one, be he Christian
or non-Christian, Jew or Gentile, cvil with cvil. This specifically
Christian exhortation (1 Thess. v. 15; 1 Pet. ii. 23, iii. 9; Matt.
v. 39) stands in direet opposition to the precepts, just as much
of Gentile! as of Pharisaic (Matt. v. 38, 43) morals.

—mpovoovuevor kald évormiov wavtey wlperwr] LXX. Prov.
ill. 4, differing, it is true, from the original text: xai mpovood
kaka évdmiov kuplov kai avBpdmev. Polycaurp. ep. ad Philipp.
c. 6: mpovoodvres del Tob ralod évomiov feod kal avBpdmwy.
Comp. 2 Cor. vill. 21: wpovooduevor xaha o povov évemiov
kvplov, GANAa rai évomioy dvfpérev. Hence is explained the
origin in the present passage of the readings mpovooiuevor kard
évamiov Tob Beod kai évwmioy Tdv avfpomrey and mpovooluevor
kaha od pévoy évdmiov Tob Oeod, dANE xal vomiov THY
avBpomov, which certainly contain a gloss appropriate of itself.
“ Gemma non solum debet esse gemma, sed ctiam bene sedere in
annulo, ut splendor occurat in oculos,” Bengel. Dut Theophy-
lact also rightly observes that Paul’s exhortation has in view
not rxevodofia, but dorxavddlicTov kai dmpéokomoy, namely, e
uy) rapéxyouer xaf juwy dpopuds Tois Bovhouévors, comp. 1 Cor.
X. 32. The apostle exhorts the church to be mindful of what is
good, Z.e. of an upright, honourable walk before the eyes or in the
opinion of all men, 7. not merely before Christians, but also
Lefore Jews and Gentiles.  Whilst he is so concerned for their
own reputation, he is withal in the last resort equally concerned
for the honour of their God, who by the evil walk of His people
is scandalized Dbefore unbelievers (Rom. ii. 24), and for their
neighbours’ salvation, which is furthered by the sight of their
good wallk, Matt. v. 16; 1 Cor. x. 33. Verbs expressing care
for, like émipeneiofar, mpovoeichar, are construed not only with
the genitive (1 Tim. v. 8), but also occasionally, as here, LXX.
Prov. iii. 4, 2 Cor. viil. 21, with the accusative, comp. Kiihner,
Ausf. Gr. der Spr. I1. p. 190.  As to the reciprocal use of the
deponent mpoveeicfar and the active form wpoveetv (so 1 Tim.
v. 8), comp. Passow, s.

Ver. 18. e Svwativ, 70 éf Uudv pera wdvrev awbpomrwv
elpnvevovtes] comp. Phil. iv. 5. 'Well Grotius: “ Omnium amiei

1 Comp. Mermann on Sophocl. Philoct. v. 679: “Nce landant Graeci, si quis

iniquis aequus est, sed virtutem esse censent, acquis aequum, iniquum antem
iniquis esse,”
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este, si fierl potest, si non potest utrimque, certe ex vestra parte
amici este” Dy e Suwarov it is conceded that a case ol the
objective impossibility of elpmedety may arise, chietly where truth,
right, and duty command resistance. Dut even in this case the
guilt of violating the peace would lie not on our side, but on that
of the opponeunt. 70 €€ Dudv rejects all suljective limitation of
etpnevery, and therefore enjoins not so much an absolute keeping
of the peace, as rather merely an absolute seeking of peace.
Consequently, the apostolic utterance in this verse cannot be
thrown in the teeth of the witnesses to truth who stand prepared
for conflict. As that utterance, on the one side (to é§ Juav), cer-
tainly smites those who, instead of setting true peace, .c. peace
on the basis of truth, as the goal of their strife, find their happi-
ness in discord for its own sake ; so, on the other hand (el Svvarov),
it smites just as heavily those who labour to preserve peace at
any price, even that of truth, By the side of danfedew év aydmy
must ever stand dyawav év ainbeia, and the ceclesic Christi is
not without reason here upon earth called an ceclesic militans.
“ Neque enim fieri potest, ut Christi militibus aeterna sit pax cum
mundo, cujus princeps est Satan,” Calvin. The formula: 1o ¢
vpdy, quantum cx vobis ficrt potest, “ as regards what is done by
you,” is rare. More frequent are the phrases: 76 e ém’ éuol, Tolm’
éué, 70 eis éué, 10 kat éue, comp.i. 15,in Latin: quantum in me cst.

Ver. 19. un éavrovs ékbirodvres, dyamntol] The harder man
finds it to submit to the prohibition of self-revenge, the more
easily he transgresses it, with so mmuch the more appropriateness
does the apostle here seek, by the urgent, winning address aya-
7nroi, to impress it on lis readers. “Et quoniam non facile
frenum admittunt qui semel correpti sunt hoc impotenti affectuy,
blanda appellatione quasi manum injicit ut nos retineat, dum
nomine appellat Dilectos,” Calvin. Comp. the same commentator
as to the distinction between éavrods éxdixeiv and wxaxov dvti
xaxot amodidovar, ver, 17.

—aAa 8ote Tomov Ti dpyi] On the change of construction,
for aa\a 8ovres Tomov T4 opys, comp. Winer, p. 720. The
appearance of the imperative makes the duty inculcated stand
forth more strongly and independently. Rightly Chrysostom: . . .
wola opyhi ; TH ToD Beod.—Ivyywpnaov ody alTd, Pnoiv, émefe-
Ociv. TovTo rydp éoTi AoTe Tomov TH Spyh.  So, too, most expositors.
That the épyn Tod feod is meant is shown both by the contrast
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with uy éavTovs éxbikobrres, 7. the contrast between sc/f-revenge
and God's vengeance, and also by the import of the con-
firmatory citation subjoined. We are to give place to Gud's
wrath, Decause He las reserved vengeauce to Himsclf. There
was 10 need, therefore, expressly to append the addition Tob feod,
understood as matter of course.  In the same way it is wanting
in 1 Thess. i. 10, ii. 16; Rom. v. 9. “Irae illi,” remarks
Dengel, “de qua in scripturis tam maulte dicuntur; id est, irae
Dei, quae sola justa est, ct sola merctur ira diei.  Ellipsis reli-
glosa, 2 Chron. xxiv. 18.” 7omov (or ydpav) 8ibovar 75 opyh
Twos means to make room for the wrath of some one, to allow
his wrath to take vengeance on its enemy, since every power
craves the granting of scupe for its exercise.  Comp. Eph. iv. 27 :
punde 8ilote Tomov 1o SaBore. We are to give no room to
Satan, but to furbid him all access, lest from this he take advan-
tage to gain the vietory. Ecclus. xxxviil. 12: xai latpe Sos
Temov.  We give room to the physician, grant him scope, that he
may be able to effect a cure. So we aire to allow room to the
wrath of God, give it scope and sway, that it may be able to
punish ; for by rash and premature self-revenge we cut off from it
all means ol action.  Expositors quote as a paraliel Syiop. Sohur,
p. 95: “ Howo non debet properare, ut vindictain sumat” (com).
wn éavtols €xdirobvres); “melius est, si vindictam committit
alii” (Dco, comp. @\Aa Sote Tomor T 6pyH). Personal injury,
co far as 1t is werely injury to his own person, the Christian
1s unconditionally to forgive. Dut so far as it is injury to the
divine holiness as well, to the right that God has willed and the
ordinance that God has established, he is to desive the recompense
due to it, 7.c. its punishiment, in order to wake reparation to these
Lioly, inviolable ordinances and unquestionable blessings. Dut
the exceution of this punishuent, so far as the jndicial ofiice does
not belong to him, or he is not bound to lay claim to the judicial
authority ordained of God, he is willingly and gladly to commit
to the Lord God Himsell.  Cowmp. Melanchthon here.  But he is
not merely to commit to God, but also to beseech from God the
revelation of His: judicial righteousness to the glory of His holy
name in presence ol wanton dishonour doue to that name, whether
the dishonour be done in his own person or in the person of anotler,
or otherwise. Dut as regards the person of the transgressors, the
Cluistian is cver to do this with the sole design of leading him,
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where possible, to repentance, conversion, and salvation.  Thus
the apostolic dictum in the present passage does not set aside,
but confirm the prayers against enemies in the O. T. imprecatory
or vindictive psalms, so called. Nor is the Lovd’s intercession
on the cross, wdtep dpes adrols, Luke xxiil. 34, inconsistent with
this, For as holy imprecation ever conceals and includes in
the Dackground as an ultimate aim the substance of Christian
intercession, so also Christian intercession invariably presupposes
the substance of holy imprecation as its basis, although in one
case, in harmony with the character of the O. T. economy, im-
precation—in the other, in harmony with that of the N. T,
intercession-—stands in the foreground. Comp. Luke ix. 5
2 Thess. i. 6; 2 Tim. iv. 14; 1 Pet.ii. 23 ; Rev. vi. 10, and the
striking remarks of Hengstenberg in his Couvinenticry on the Psalues,
IIL. app. p. Ixx.  Other expositors apply opysj in the present
passage to the sulferer’s own wrath, and explain 8idévac Témov 73
opyh, “ to give room to wrath,” by “ to allow it time to subside,
to prevent its outburst, until it is dissipated internally.” They
appeal to the usage of the Romans, especially Liv. ii. 56 : Darcit
irae spativm, vill. 32 ; Seneca, de {ra, 11l 39 ; Lactant. de 0, 18 :
“Ego vero laudarem, si, quun fuisset iratus, dedisset irae suae
spalium, ut residente per intervallum temporis animi twnore
haberet modum castigatio.” But in all these passages spafinwm =
temporis spatium = ¢cmporal space, a meaning which 7omos in
Greek has not. As &dovac Tomwov 74 opyh signifies not: “to
allow time to wrath internally,” but: “to afford full play to
wrath internally or externally,” the only possible reference here
is to the divine wrath. In the last place, others explain dpys;
of the «dversary’s wrath, the épy) Tob éxfpod, to which we are to
give place, 7.c. to give way. This acceptation might be justified
idiomatically.  So it is said, Luke xiv. 9: 8¢ TovTew Tomov, t.c.
malke room for him, give place to him. Comp. LXX. Judg. xx.
36 : kal é8wrev amjp 'Iopanh 7o Bemapiv Témov. Dut, in the
first place, were Rwmaen wrath meant, our thouchts would not
readily turn to the offendci’s wrath, seeing that the injury is not
necessarily inflicted in wrath, but to the sufferer’s wrath, which is
usually inflamed by the injury sustained. And again, the exhorta-
tion to give way to the wrath of an opponent, and allow hin, so
to speak, to vent his rage, because, forsooth, we may rest assured
that God’s punishment will overtake him, and thus we shall be
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avenged on him, wears the look of a rule of policy neither very
noble in itself nor in unison with apostolic teaching.

—éypamrar ydp] Deut. xxxil. 35. — éuol éxdiknars, éyw
avramodwow, Méyer kvptos] The Heb. text runs: D5J‘ oR ‘.5, “to
me Dbelongs vengeance and recompense.”  The LXX. have év
Nuépa éxdiuijoews avtamodwow. Paul, appending Aéyer wipios, by
which the import of the citation is marked out as a saying of God
(xiv. 11; 1 Cor. xiv. 21; 2 Cor. vi. 17), and employing the
phrascology of the LXX,, has translated in agreement with the
Ilcbrew text. The éyw avramodwow, instead of avramodoais (the
paraphrase of Onkelos also has DS\-’K\‘ M), in harmony with the
époi éxdixnas, forcibly precludes the sell-revenge of the sufferer.
The same form in this citation in Heb. x. 30, can scarcely be
regarded as a mere accidental coincidence, comp. Bleek there.

Ver. 20 is taken from Prov. xxv. 21, 22, in exact accordance
with the LXX., who agree substantially with the original text.
The apostle makes these words his own, on which account they
are introduced without the formula of quotation, comp. on x. 13.
The inferential particle otw he added himself. It is wanting in
D* F G al. Goth. «l, and was omitted by Tischendorf, ed. 1, not
cd. 2 sqq. The omission was either for the sake of conformity
with the text of the LXX,, or is to be explained by the supposi-
tion that to the copyists the present passage seemed to contain
not so much an inference (odv) as an antithesis to uy éavrovs
écdicotvres, ver. 19.  Hence, too, A B, Cod. Sinait. Vulg. Ruf. «l.
read: @A\ éav mwewd xTA., which Lachmann has received. That
this reading arose merely as a consequence of the omission of odw,
is intimated by the further var. lect. occurring: dAAa kai éav
wewd KT, €dv yap wewd KT\, éav 8¢ wewd xkTA. Dut the odv
contains, in point of logic not inaccurately, a climacteric inference
from the prohibition of self-revenge in ver. 19. If we are to
leave revenge with God, it follows that we are not to revenge our-
selves, but to do good even to an enemy. And in point of fact by
psychological necessity internal abstinence from self-revenge will
have practical Kindness as its consequence, whereas to withhold
such kindness may be regarded as a species of indirvect self-revenge.
On the forms of later Greek wewd and 8ifrd instead of mrews and
8w, comp. Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 61 ; Winer, p. 92.

—To0To ydp woudy dvBpakas Tupos cwpevaets éml THY Keparny
alrot] indicates the motive for showing kindness to an enemy.
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Most of the older, as of the modern expositors, rightly take the
expression “ glowing coals” as an Oriental figure for penctrating,
clinging pain,! in reference, as here, to the remorse excited hy
magnanimous kindness. So Augustine, de doctr. christ. 1i. 10,
explains of the wrentes pocnitentiae gemitus, and says, de calechiz.
rudib. ¢. 4: “nulla est enim major invitatio ad amorem quam
pracvenire amando. Et nimis durus est animus, qui dilectionem
si nolebat impendere, nolit rependere.” The coals are viewed
as laid on the head, as on a specially sensitive part of the Dbody.
Other expositors, in the train of Chrysostom, take the burning of
hot coals on the head as a figure for grievous divine punishment
which the benefactor will draw down on a persistently hardened
adversary. Against this explanation it cannot be objected that
the context ? merely permits the application of burnivg coals as
an image of acute pain, to divine punishment by way of excep-
tion ; for the very question is, whether here the words: dA\a dote
Tomov T opyh. Iéypamrar yap' "Epol éxbiknais ., ver. 19, do
not suggest this acceptation. Nor is the condition nist resipiscat
adversarius, which certainly is not found indicated in the text,
necessarily to be supplied ; for the adversarius may e conceived
absolutely as such, so that the possibility of his conversion does
not further come into notice. Nor could such a motive to
Christian charity to an enemy be called un-Christian, for it is not
merely an O.but a N. T. principle that a Christian, in his conduct,
gives himself up as a willing organ just as much of divine retri-
bution as of divine mercy. And not merely did Isaiah receive
the divine charge, by means of his preaching, to harden the people
(Isa. vi. 9, 10), but the Lord Fimseclf actually exercised this
oftice (comp. the statement of the purpose of His parabolic
discourses, Matt. xiii. 10-15; Mark iv. 11, 12; Luke viii. 10;
John xii. 40, 41). And Paul is conscious that his gospel is just
as much a savour of death unto death as of life unto life (Acts
xxviil. 25-28; 2 Cor.ii. 15,16). The only question is, whether
the sense in question is justified, or—still more—required in the
first instance Ly the original O. T. passage, and again by the

! Comp. the parallels in Arabic proverbial speech, like coals in the heart, fire in the

liver, also the Latin wrere for ¢o forture in Gesenius in Rosenmiiller's Diblisch-
exegetischen Repertorium, I. p. 140Ff,

% As in 4 Esdr. xvi. 53 : ‘‘ Non dicat peccator se non peccasse, quoniam carbones
ignis comburet (Deus, comp. vv. 49, 55, 68) super caput cjus, qui dicit : non peccavi
coram domino Deo ¢t glorid ipsius.”
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coutext in the present passage. In modern davs this has Leen
specially maintained by Hengstenberg (comp. dic Aduthentic des
Peatateuchs, 11 p. 406 1), He translates Prov. xxv. 21, 22:
“Tf thy enemy hunger, feed him,” ete., “ for thou heapest Lurning
coals on his head, and the Lord well vequite him.”  That: “thou
wilt lieap coals of fire on his head,” is equivalent to: “thou wilt
prepare grievous punishment for him ” (namely, at the hands of
God), e maintains, follows undeniably {rom the parallelism. But
it is specially to be observed that Hengstenberg here has rendered
the Hel. : ?I?'D%!,‘"j M, “and the Lord will requite thee” (LXX.:
o 8¢ xiptos avramobwoet gor ayaba), by a slip manifestly due to
haste, “ and the Lord will requite Aom.”  The parallelisin of the
original text thus rather suggests the meaning: “ Dy kindness
thou wilt shame and win thy enemy, and thus” —or also:
“and furthermore—the Lord will requite thy kindness,” comp.
Prov. xix. 17. DBut just as little does the relation of ver. 20 to
ver. 19 in the present passage, as Hengstenberg supposes, neces-
sarily require dvfpaxas wupos cwpevoets wTh. to he referred to
divine punishments. In that case, just as édv odv . . . worefe
adtov corresponds with un éavrods . .. 74 dpyi (at the hottom of
whicly, moreover, lies the wrong reference of d\Aa 8ote Tomov 77
opyh to their own wrath), so does TobTo wap . .. keparyy avTod
with yéypamrar yap . . . «lpros. *“ Avenge not thyselt on thy
enemy ; for, according to Scripture, Gud has reserved vengeance
to Himself. Therefore do him good; for if thou avenge not
thyself, thou wilt set in motion the divine vengeance.” Dut
then, according to this interpretation, 7o dyafor in ver. 21, by
which we are to overcome 76 xaxdv of the enemy, must of neces-
sity Le a designation of divine punishment, which ecan only be
described as very forced. The connection of vv. 19-21 will
rather e as follows: We are not to avenge ourselves, but to
leave vengeance with God, ver. 19, and meanwhile, by kindness,
to prove to the adversary that our mind is free from personal
irritation and rancour, in order to shame and move him to repent-
ance and conversion, ver. 20. So shall we achieve the most
clorious suceess in overcoming his evil by our good, ver. 21.

Ver. 21, pn wkd Omo Tob kaxod] Suffer not thyself to be
overcome by evil, which would be the case it thou wert to permit
thyself to be carried away by the enemy’s wickedness to wicked-
ness, z.e. to vindictive retribution,
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&N\ vika év 1¢ ayabe T raxov] hut overcome cvil Ly good,
in dispersing his wickedness by thy goodness, and hringing hii
Dy kindness to penitent shame and conversion. Expositors quote
Scuneea, de bengf. vil. 31: “ Vineit malos pertinax bonitus;” Le
gra, 1. 32: “Non enim ut in Dbeneficiis honestum est merita
neritis repensare, ita injurias injuriis: illic vinet turpe est, hic
vincere.” Comp. also Wetstein here. Tor the rest, that when
the result aimed at is not reached, divine punishment in an
enbanced degree will burst over the transgressor on account of
his aggravated guilt, is certainly true in itself; but it ¢s not sai
hiere, and still less is 1t said that in the kindness we show we are
to make it our aim to bring on such punishment.

Puwierr, Rour, 11, T
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CHAPTER XIII

AFTER the apostle, in xii. 14, 1721, has laid down principles for
the conduct of Christians in presence of the world hostile to
Christianity, he proceeds in the present chapter, vv. 1-7, to lay
down principles for their conduet in presence of worldly authori-
ties, which in those days were pagan. DBut the connection between
the opening of the present and the close of the former chapter is
not, as supposed by Flatt, Olshausen, Tholuck, that the apostle
exhorts Christians to submit patiently and quietly to hostile
pagan authorities in the same way as to the lostile acts of non-
Christian private individuals; for here he is dealing merely with
the right, not with the injustice of divinely-ordained although
pagan governments, and speaks indeed of the sin of rebellion
against the former right, but not of the duty—mno doubt a fact in
itself-——of submission to the latter injustice. Still less to the
point is the mode of commection between xii. 19 and xiii. 1 ff.
supposed by DBorger,! according to which the divine dpyr and
éxdixnais, xii. 19, are to be executed by means of this very official
authority, which is feod Siixovos éxdixos els dpyyy T4 TO Kaxoy
mpucoovry, Xiil. 4. For the subject treated of in the present
section is not the punishment of evil-doers guilty of outrage
against Clhristians, but the punishment of evil-doers generally, and
that not merely among non-Christians, but among Christians; and
not merely the punishment of evil-doers, but the reward of well-
doers.  The transition from ch. xii, to ch. xiii. is therefore more
general than this, from ol € in general to the éfovaia consisting
in those days of oi €fw. Comp. in 1 Cor. v., vi, the transition
from judging those without to going fo law before those without.
But, rightly, expositors have insisted pretty unanimously, that Paul
does not without reason treat at comparative length, in the loman
cpistle, de professo of the locus de magistraiu.  On this point Calvin

U Dissert. Theol. Exeget, Mor, de parte ep. Pauli ad Romanos paraenctica.
Lugd. Bat, 1840, 8.
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strikingly remarks: “Quod locum hunc tam diligenter in Cluis-
tianae vitae institutione tractat, inde apparet majori aliqua neees-
sitate ad id coactum : quam quum perpetuo secum ferat Ivangelii
praedicatio, illo maxime saeculo afferre potuit. Sunt enim semper
tumultuosi spiritus, qui regnum Christi non bene extolli credunt,
nisi aboleantur omnes terrenae potestates : nec libertate per ipsum
data se frui, nisi quodvis humanae servitutis jugum excusserint.
Judaeos tamen prae aliis hic error tenuit, quibus indignum vide-
batur, ut progenies Abrahae, cujus florentissimum ante adventum
Redemptoris regnum fuerat, ipso jam manifestato maneret in
servitute, Erat etiam aliud quod non Judaeos magis quam
Gentes a suis principibus alienaret: quod non modo a pietate
omnes abhorrebant, sed infestissimis animis religionem perseque-
bantur. Eos ergo agnoscere pro legitimis dominis ac principibus
absurdum videbatur, qui regnum Christo unico coeli et terrae
Domino moliebantur eripere. His causis verisimile est inductum
fuisse Paulum, ut intentiore cura magistratuum potestatem con-
firmaret.” Not only under Judas Gaulonites (Acts v. 37 ; Joseph.
Antt. xviil. 1. 1), but only a short time previously, in the days of
the Emperor Claudius, the seditious spirit of the Jews had broken
out into open rebellion in Rome itself;! and not merely the
Jews, but also the Jewish Christians, for the reasons intimated
by Calvin, were easily liable to infection by this spirit. How
dangerous, moreover, for the cause of the gospel itself must have
been the charge of revolutionary tendency, always in readiness to
be urged against it (comp. Acts xvii. 6, 7), if any encouragement
had been given to it by the conduct of Christians, especially in
Rome, the imperial metropolis, the seat of universal government,
where the Christians—identified, moreover, by the Gentiles with
the restless Jewish sect, and exposed to the full view of the
pagan authorities, and a watchful, suspicious pagan state—were
under a double obligation, by the strictest civil obedience and
sense of order, to keep Christianity clear of a charge so unfounded
and unjust! And how readily the doctrine of evangelical freedom,
just as much on the part of its pretended friends as on the part
of its open enemies, is understood in a material sense, and, by a
perdfacis €ls a\ho vévos, transferred to the political sphere, is
shown not merely by the Anabaptist and similar movements in

! Comp. Suet. Claud. c. 25, also Dio Cass. Hist. Rom. 1, 60, c. 6; and see our
Introduction.
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the age of the Reformation, but also by many phenomena of
modern days—among others, by the widespread, thoroughly per-
verse identification of the Reformation with revolution, and the
derivation of the latter from the principles of the former. “Ac
prudentia maxime necessaria est homini Christiano, intelligere
quod Evangeliuin non constituat novas politias, sed jubeat prae-
sentes politias et magistratus venerari, ac maxime prohibeat illam
molvmpaypooUyyy impiorum hominum, qui praetextu Evangelii
civilem statuin mutare aut corrigere conantur.—Hoc est igitur
politin Evangelii, scire quod Evangelinm approbet pracsentes
magistratus et politias et horum auctoritatem confirmet, nec con-
stituat novas politias,” Melanchthon.

Ver. 1. ITaca vy ékovoiais Imepeyovoars dmotacoéobfw] Let
cvery one be subject to the supreme authoritics.  As to waca Jrvy),
comp. on ii. 9. Here, also, the object is not to describe man by
his rational nature—as that with which the dmordocesfas, an
act of freedom, is done. But wdca vy}, as to meaning, is in
no respect different from was @vfpwmos, comp. Ex. i. 55 1 Pet.
iil. 20. Every human being has one Jrvxd, one cdpa, onc xepas].
As many +ruyal, menies, coparta, corpora, and kepalar, capita, so
many dvfpwmor. Hence the former expressions, especially in
enumerating human beings (comp. our “ souls "), stand for human
beings themselves. Chrysostom remarks: waoa Yy, kv dmo-
aToNos 7S, kdv edayyehiaTys, kdv TpodyTys, KAy ooTicody. DBub
it was reserved for abstract dialectics of the most modern type
under this éoriooiy to include even the Yruyal of the dpyovres,
who also are said to be subject to éfovoia as the divinely-
established order higher even than themselves,—a proposition
obtained only, despite its relative dogmatic truth, by exegesis of
the most thoroughly imported character. I'rom the context, as
matter of course, there is understood to wasa uys the natural
qualification: “every soul not itself belonging to the éfovaia
Umepéyovaa.” Moreover, the éfoveia is not described as mo feod
Teraypévy till afterwards,—the word of itself is not identical
with 75 Tob feod Siaraysh, ver. 2, but is simply an expression for
the power actually existing; and that not merely these powers
in abstracto are meant, but also, in inseparable association, their
concrete, personal possessors, is shown Dby ver. 3, where the con-
crete ol dpyovres itself appears (comp. vv. 6, 7, and the use of
éfovala, Eph. 1 21, vi. 12; Col i. 16, ii. 15). Dut the plural of
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é€ovaias in the present passage comprehends the entire governing
authority in its manifold combinations and organizations, 1 Det.
ii. 13, 14; Tit. iii. 1. Luther translates éfoveiar Umepéyovoar
paraplrastically : “the authority Aaving power over him.” These
are potestaies supereminentes, magistratus pracccllentes.  Dengel
alludes to the French sowvcradn. Comp. 1 Tim. ii. 2; 1 Det.
i 13; Wisd. vi. 6; 2 Mace. iil. 11. It indicates the attitude of
superiority assumed by government, which the Christian on his
part is to recognise by submission. The reason of this obligation
to submit is stated in what is subjoined. Umoracoésbw, re-
flexively, lct Zim submit Limsclf, obey, not by constraint, but free-
will, comp. on x. 8, also Lukeii. 51 ; 1 Cor.xvi. 16; Eph.v. 22 (f.;
Tit. ii. 5.

—oV wdp éoTw éfovaia € py amo feod] Statement of the
reason why the Christian is to obey authority. elva: dmo, like
elvar mapd, eivar éx, denotes the source from which something
springs.  This divine origin here affirmed of authority in general
is more exactly defined in what directly follows as the subsistence
of authority in virtue of divine institution; so that the familiar
predicate of authority, “by the grace of God,”—challenged in these
days Ly the non-Clristian, revolutionary spirit of the age, not
merely in its perverted, but also in its true meaning,—is able to
show for itself the most decisive and positive biblical warrant.
What subsists jure divino certainly subsists not simply gratic
humana or voluntate populi. The reading approved by Bengel
and Griesbach, received by Lachmann, and well authenticated
indeed Dy external evidence, vmé instead of dmo, has merely
arisen from the following dmo. Had P’aul both times written vro,
a pure tautology would be the consequence, as even the first time
grammar would require a Terayuévn to be supplied to vmro feod.

—at 8¢ oboat vmo feod Teraypévar elow] The lect. rec. ai 8¢
oboar éfovoiar is rightly disapproved by all moderns, along
with Griesbach, on far preponderant evidence. éfovoiar is a
grammatical supplement, understood as matter of course. In the
same way the reading 7o feod, in correspondence with dwo feod,
is to be received instead of the less authenticated lecct. sce. Imo
7ol Oeob. at oboar, “the existing, extant, the actually (mot
merely rightfully) subsisting.” Every dvbpwmivy xriots, 1 Pet.
ii. 13, is therefore to be regarded as a feia Tafus, or, still more
properly, every dvbpwmivy tdfis as a fela xticis. The human
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ordinance, based upon a course of historical development, has
withal divine sanction. Thus, all that is requisite to constitute
the obligation of obedience to the éfoveia, is that it is odca. Its
form, organization, and composition may be variously arranged.
Christianity gives its sanction not exclusively to one¢ definite form
of government, but to the form of government actually subsisting
at any time, and guards it against the attempts of revolutionary
subversiveness. In presence of the admittedly legal standing of
the imperial government of that age, the apostle had no motive
to discuss the casuistical question,—in what case an éfovoia is
to be regarded as oboa,—but merely to inculecate the duty of
obedience to this ovea éfovsia, which, although tyrannical, still
merely as oboa was to be regarded as one Umo feod Terayuévn.
The apostle is not writing a systematic compendium of Christian
cthics, but laying down moral precepts as practical occasion
suggested. But no doubt, with respect to a purely usurped
government, dilemmas may often present themselves which are
hard to solve ; and the question may arise, at what point, and when,
such a government is to be regarded as one really cxisting ? The
Christian may and should subniit to its perhaps merely temporary
existence as to a divine ordinance. Only he should never permit
himself, by active recognition, to be seduced to perjury and treason
against the previous government still subsisting as to divine
right, and merely overthrown by man’s injustice. That by the
voluntary abdication or demise of the properly authorized govern-
ment, its authority, and therewith the obligation of obedience on
the part of subjects, arec abolished, is understood as matter of
course. But a far more difficult question, and one indeed scarcely
to be settled by a formula applying in every case, is that as to
the point at which a government, originally illegitimate, acquires
a prescriptive right. The different stages of transition here from
non-existence—right through the process of becoming—to exist-
ence, may be hard to define and fix intelligibly at every moment ;
but the completed, proper, and actual state of existence will ever
carry in itself the characteristic marks by which it is recognised.!

1 Rightly observes Meyer here: ¢ Dy no means, however, are we to think only of
the magisterial office as instituted by God (Chrysostom, Occumenius, and others),
but rather of the magistracy in its concrcte persons and members as the bearers of
the divinely-ordained oflice. Comp. of &pzovrzs, ver. 3, and vv. 4, 6, 7. See, above,
our observation on $sweiz.
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Ver. 2. dore] dlaque, accordingly (vii. 4, 12), namely, because
the authorities are ordained by God, ver. 1.

—6 avtitacaoueros i €E) Opposite of dmoracaésbw, ver. 1.
davrirdooesbar, originally a military phrase used of drawing up a
battle in hostile array, then genecrally = “to oppose oneself, make
resistance, resist,” comp. Acts xviii. 6 ; Jas. iv. 6.

—15) 10D feod Siatayyi] in allusion to dmo feod TeTayuévar
eloly, ver. 1, Swatayn = constitutio, arrangement, institution. In
authority, therefore, we are to recognise not a human, but a
divine constitution.

—avBéoryrev] = dvmiTidogeTat, comp. on ix. 19. In Bereschith
R. xciv. 8, it is said: “quicunque faciem suam obfirmat contra
7¢gem, idem est ac si llam obfirmaret contra majestatem divinam.”

— éavrois] Dativ. tncommods, comp. ii. 5, 2 Pet. ii. 1 =“to
their own destruction.”

—ukpipa Npprovrar] namely, omo feod, whose OSiartayi they
resist. The xpipa, as the context of itself proves, is to be thouglht
of as a penal judgment, as xpiua els xatdakpipa, comp. v. 16,
ii. 2, 3; Matt. xxiii. 14. Dut ver. 3 nowise proves, as several
expositors maintain, that the dpyovres themselves are to De
thought of as the sole executors of the divine penal judgment;
for by 7a xaxa épya, ver. 3, and 7o xaxov, ver. 4, is not meant
exclusively the sin of rebellion against rightful authority, but
misconduct of any kind. Moreover, the meaning of vv. 3-5 is
not: “ Withstand not the authority, for God has committed to it
authority to punish those who resist it ;” but these verses enjoin
the duty of subjection to divinely-ordained authority by indicating
the purpose of this divine ordination, which purpose consists not
merely in punishing rebels, but in punishing evil-doers of every
kind ; and not merely in punishing evil-doers, but also in praising
those who do well. The divine xpipa spoken of in this verse
may therefore be executed just as well through the organ of
authority as in any other way; and just as little is affirmed
respecting the mode exclusively as directly respecting the time of
its execution, Only for this very reason we are not to think of
it directly and exclusively as xpiua aldviov.

Ver. 3. of yap dpyovres ovx eloi ¢pofBos tadwv dyaldr Epywy
aM\a Tov xakdv] either =“for rulers are not formidable (odx
elol $oBos, a metonymie rei pro ret causa = obk elol doBepol) on
account of good, but on account of evil works,” or =* for rulers
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arc not formidable 7o good, but to evil works” Dut instead of
the lect. vee. T@v dyabidv pywv dAAa ThY xaxdv, Lachmann and
Tischendorf, on the authority of A B D* F G (so also Cod. Sinait.),
Copt. It. Vulg. Clem. al. Iren. Tert., have received the preferable
reading recommended before by Griesbach: 7¢ dyadd épyw arha
T® rkak®. 70 ayabov (raxov) épyov is personified =¢ 70 dyafoy
(kakov) épyov épyalopevos. Dut the particle ydp (of yap dpyoves)
confirms not the proposition immediately preceding: of 8¢ avfeo-
TyroTes éavtols kpipa Mpprovtas, but the entire leading thought
contained in vv. 1, 2, namely, the requirement of obedience and
the prohibition of disobedience to existing, divinely-ordained
authority, by means of the axiom that only he that does evil,
not he that does good, has reason for fear, and therefore for
rebellion against authority, which is instituted by God for no
other end than to punish evil and reward good. Therefore is the
subjection due to authority not merely a duty absolutely claiming
obedience on account of the divine right on which authority rests,
but also a duty morally binding on the conscience on account of
the heneficial end at which authority aims.

—0énes 8¢ pn PoBeicOar Tyy éEovoiav] The particle & is
metabatic, annexing a further idea. Comp. Hartung, Lchre von d.
Part. d. gr. Spr. L. p. 165, 3, and the passage there quoted from
Bekker, Anced. : kakeitar 8¢ xai peTaBaTikés' amo wpogwmwov
yap els mpdowmoy 1) Awo Tpdypatos els mwplypa peraBalvoyres
kéxpnvral abt@ wavtes, but especially p. 166, 5a.  But “ wouldst
thou not be afraid of the authority” is not an interrogatory, but
a hypothetical sentence= “Thou wishest not to be afraid of
the authority. I put the case. Then it follows that thou must
do good,” comp. xiv. 22; 1 Cor. vil. 18, 27; 2 Cor. xi. 22, 23;
Jas. v. 13, 14; Winer, p. 552. Thus we must not, with Gries-
bach, Knapp, Lachmann, Tischendorf, ¢ al, after 7v éfovoiav
place a sign of interrogation, and just as little suppose an ellipsis
of the conjunction e,

—«ai €fers Emawor] As to this consecutive xai so called,
comp. Fritzsche, ad Matt. p. 187 sq. émawos is praise, not reward
(ii. 29; 1 Cor. iv. 5, Meyer there; 1 Pet. ii. 14). The praise
reccived from the authority by the well-doer, is the praise of a
good citizen and subject. Such praise may certainly find its
actual expression in reward. Grotius remarks: “ Cum haec scri-
beret Paulus, non saeviebatur Romae in Christianos.” It is true
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that those were the best days of the Neronian government, bhut
even afterwards Laul would have made no change in the prineiple
and precept here laid down. Moreover, what he here says was
said in an ideal sense even for those times, and, in deference to
the weakness and frailty of human nature and circumstances, is
so said more or less for all times. Dut in addition, in the present
passage he distinetly proposed to himself to delincate and establish
the Christian idea of authority in contrast with the pseudo-
Christian idea of freedom. Hence he had no direct occasion to
discuss more minutely the question how the Christian is to con-
duct himself in presence of the authority that has more or less
fallen away from its idea. But without doubt his answer would
have amounted to this, that in the concrete possessors of magis-
terial power the Christian on his part is ever to have regard to
the idea itself proposed by God, and always partially at least
embodied in actual fact. For Paul makes the duty of obedience
to authority depend not on the character of the latter, but on
its divinely-ordained existence. It is true that the end of its
existence is the maintenance of right. But, in the first place,
this end is always on the whole realized, even under the most
tyrannical government, in spite of ever so many unjust acts in
detail ; and no tyrant has ever formally proclaimed injustice in
the abstract as a principle of government. Rather he has sought
to cloak the manifold injustice, of which he was actually guilty,
under the forms and semblance of justice. And again, a Christian
has no right to take the law into his own hands, Z.c. to requite
wrong with wrong, even with respect to equals (xii. 19), to say
nothing of superiors (1 Pet. ii. 18). Ilather his duty is to suffer
wrong (1 Pet. ii. 19),—a doctrine no doubt as intolerable and
despicable in the cyes of ancient as of modern pagan pride.
But the characteristic note of Christian morality still remains
humility. It might then be objected, that as the apostle lLere
binds the existence and the end of authority inseparably together,
it follows, of course, that authority, when it fails in or perverts
its divinely-appointed end, loses also its divinely-bestowed right,
and that consequently a plea of justification may be urged for
rebellion against authority, whose only aim is to restore the
divinely-ordained condition of right, and which is therefore able
to show for itself not only an objective justification in the wrong
done by the ruler, but also a subjective justification in the express
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cffort of the ruled to restore the right. Dut this soplistry
obliterates the limits fixed by God, as well as the distinction
established by Him Dbetween rulers and ruled, and in the very
act of endeavouring to adhere to the abstract idea of authority,
with the concrete existence dissolves into air the very idea of
such authority. For by his divinely-ordained position the sub-
ject is never placed in authority over authority, and even in the
most favourable case along with the crime of rebellion commits
that of the dAhorproemricromor, 1 Pet. iv. 15, of invading another’s
office not committed by God to Zim. DBut then he not merely
has the right, but is under obligation, according to his position,
capacity, and the measure allowed by public conditions, to protest
in word, although in a spirit of humility and obedience, still with
frankness and fidelity, against all wrong, whether committed by
rulers or ruled, and, as far as in him lies, to co-operate not only for
the divinely-sanctioned, unquestionable continuance of authority,
but also for the fulfilment of its divinely-willed purpose, and the
preservation and ever-advancing realization of its idea. At the
same time, it is self-evident that a Christian is never at liberty
actively to co-operate in wrong, even on the demand of authority;
but here comes in the command, Acts iv. 19, v. 29. If he obeys
authority for God's sake, he cannot obey it in opposition to God.!
Only in such cases let him earnestly beware of a false, artificial
conscience ; and even when he is compelled to refuse the act of
obedience, let him never actively rebel, but, when called upon,
cheerfully submit to suffering. Comp. Harless, Christian Ethics,
§ 540, Schleiermacher, Dic christliche Sittc, pp. 264-273 ; Sar-
torius, Die Lelre von der heiligen Licbe, I11.1,1851, pp. 290-316.

Ver. 4. Beod yap Sidxovés éore] se. 7 éfovaia, comp. ver. 6 ;
Wisd. vi. 5. As to the derivation of the word &iudrovos from
Swokety, to run = runncr, messenger, scrvant, comp. DButtmann,
Lezilogus, 1. p. 218 ff.

—ooi] sc. 10 dyaflov mowivre or édv To ayabov woufis, as
follows from ver. 3, and from the antithesis éav 8¢ T0 xaxov
wougs, ver. 4.

—els 70 aryafov] for good, profit, advantage (viil. 28), partly

¥ Strikingly Augustine, Scrm. VI, de verb. Dom. c. 8: ¢ Si quid jusserit Curator,
numquid tibi faciendum, si contra Proconsulem jusserit? Rursum si quid Proconsul
jusserit, et alind Imperator. Ergo si alind imperator, alind Deus jubeat, contemto
illo obtemperandum est Deo,”
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in according thee praise, partly in protecting and defending thee
(1 Tim. ii. 2). The proposition in ver. 3, that whoever docs
good has nothing to fear, but praise to expeet from authority, is
first of all confirmed (yap) in this verse by the consideration that
authority is God's servant appointed to minister to the happiness
of its subjects.

—édv 8¢ 70 raxov moujs, ¢poBod] Opposite of férers 8¢ uy
poBeiocOar Ty éfovaiav, To dyabov moier, ver. 3.

—ob wydp elxij Ty pdyaipar ¢oper] Antithesis to xal éfes
Erawov éE alTiis, ver. 3. It bears not the sword without cause,
not in vain, but to use it against evil-doers when occasion calls.
In classical usage, udyacpa signifies spear and sword. Accordingly
we may here think either of the spcar which the emperors (and
their pragfectt pretorio as well) usually carried as the nsignia of
the jus vitac ef mecis belonging to them (comp. Grotius and
Wetstein lere), or of the sword which the Rloman magistrates
eitlier bore or had carried before them in solemn processions as.a
symbol of their power over life and death! The prevailing N. T.
usage is decisive for the latter meaning. This better suits the
context in the present passage, which treats not of the imperial
power in particular, but of the governing power in general
Respecting opeiv, gestare, and ¢épew, gerere, comp. Fritasche,
ad Mait. xi. 8, p. 399 : “Sic enim differt Ppopeiv a ¢épewr, ut hoc
sit ferre, illud ferre solere (cf Hermann, ad. Soph. El. v. 715:
Popeiv verbum est continuativum, ¢éper inceptivam).”  But
this passage certainly contains a dictum probans for the position
that even the N. T, instead of abolishing, expressly ratifies the
right of governors to inflict the penalty of death; for while
the sword stands here as a symbol of government, punitive
authority in general, it describes that authority precisely in its
uttermost expression as jus gladit in the proper sense of the
word. It is therefore perfectly absurd, when the apostle applies
to the culminating form of the punitive authority of rulers an
expression whose historically and juridically fixed signification
cannot for a moment be called in question, to wish to assert that
he denied to authority the right of exercising that which the
sword properly symbolizes ; comp. Matt. xxvi. 52; Rev. xiii. 10;
and respecting the actual exercise of the jus gladii, Acts xii. 2.

1 Comyp. Wolf, Curae, p. 257, and the remak of Grotius here: *In Talmudicis
frequens illud est de rege Hebraeo, rex qui portat gladium.”
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“ Insignis locus,” observes Calvin here, “ad jus gladii com-
probandum. Nam si Dominus magistratum armando gladii
quoque usum illi mandavit, quoties sontes capitali poena
vindicat, exercendo Dei ultionem, ejus mandatis obsequitur.
Contendant igitur cum Deo qui sanguinem nocentium hominum
effundi nefas esse putant.” !

—feod yap Sudixovos éoTiw, Exdikos els Spyny TH TO KaAKOY
modoaovtt] Confirmation of odx elxs) Tyv pdxatpav ¢opei, and
antithesis to feod «ydp Sdroves éoTi coi (sc. TG TO ayabov
wpdooovty) €ls 70 ayafor. Not till this point is the twofold
vocation of authority, with respect both to well-doers and evil-
doers, fully illustrated. els dpyijv, which is either omitted or
placed before éxdixos on insufficient authority, is to be regarded
as fully certified both in itself and as regards its usual position
after Exdiros.  Exburos els opyijv = éxdikos els To €mipépey Gpyiy
(comp. iii. 5; and as to this breviloquence, i. 5, xvi. 26; Gal
ii. 8) does not stand pleonastically for éxdicos alone, since the
€xdikos, vindex, may do his part not only in punishing, but in
defending. 7@ 70 raxov wpdooovte depends on éxbikos eis
dpynw, sc. &y, not on els opyijr. The comparison of ver. 4 with
xii, 19 teaches that w3y éavrols éxdixeiv, dANa OSodvar Tomov T4
opyf) Tob Oeot may very well consist with recourse to authority
as Beod Suixovos é€xbucos eis opyjw. 1 Cor vi. 1 ff. does not
contradict this, for there the reference is not to the established
authority in criminal cases, but to spontaneously-chosen arbi-
trators in civil matters ; comp. Meyer there.

Ver. 5. The apostle argues not from the last words contained
in ver. 4, but from the entire doctrine enforced in vv, 1-4. If
the ruling authority is established by God to reward the good
and punish the bad, vv. 1-4, it follows (8w, ver. 5) that we must
obey it (ver. 1), not merely from fear of punishment, ver. 4,
which even the wicked do, but also in order, by obedience to
God’s ordinance, of our own accord to satisfy a sacred obligation
of conscience,—a course by which the obedience of a Christian
subject is distinguished alike from pseudo-Christian servilism on

1 Rigltly observes Meyer: “ Our passage proves (comp. Acts xxv. 11) that the
abolition of the right of capital punishment deprives the magistracy of a power which
is not merely given to it in the O. T., but is also decisively confirmed iun the N. T.,
and which it (herein lies the sacred limitation and responsibility of this power)
possesses as God's minister.”
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the one hand and un-Christian liberalism on the other, — &6
avdryrn dmordoaesfad] Wherefore it is neccssury (avdykn, sc. éativ,
Heb. ix. 16, 23) to submit yowrsclves. Here, as in 1 Cor. ix. 16,
avaykn denotes moral mnecessity.  With the Vulgate (ddeo
nccessitate subditi estote) Luther translates: “ So then be subject
by neeessity” = 8o avdykn Umotdeaeafe. This reading, very little
confirmed by evidence, arose from the lectio 8t Umordaoeale,
suppliecd by D E F G, several versions, and Fathers, which is to
be regarded as originally a mere appended interpretation of 8w
avdyky Umordoceafad.

—oU povov 8ia v dpyiv] se. Ths éfovaias, comp. ver. 4.

—dAAG kal &ia THY ovveldnoiw) but also for conscience sake,
namely, for your own conscience’ sake, not propier conscientiam
corum, qui nondum credunt, as in 1 Cor. x. 27-29.  Comp. rather
1 Pet. ii. 13: dmordynte wdop avBpomivy xricer 8ia Tov
xvpioy, also Eph. vi. 6, 7. Theodoret: 6ia 76 wAnpodv Ta
wpogrrovra. “Nulla potentia humana, nulli exercitus magis
muniunt imperia, quam haec severissima lex Dei: necesse est
obedire propter conscientiam,” Melanchthon. The apostle does
not forbid obedience 8:a v dpyijv (for he says not ok ... dAAa,
but od povov . .. dAAa xaf), but merely describes it as not being
the last and highest motive for a Christian. Even a Christian, so
far as he is still flesh, is to obey &wud 7w dpyrv; but so far as he
is spirit he obeys &ia Tyv cuveidnow.

Ver. 6. 8ud Tobro ydp xal ¢opovs Tereire] On this account
andecd you also (xai, also, beside other acts of obedience) pay
taxes. Several expositors refer these words to the maxim con-
tained in ver. 5 in the sense: “for on this account, namely,
because you yourselves know that authority should be obeyed
not only from fear, but also for conscience’ sake, ver. 5, you also
pay taxes, which amounts to a practical acknowledgment on your
part of this duty of obedience.” But that the apostle did not in
this off-hand manner assume such acknowledgment on the part of
the Roman church, is shown by his entire course of argument,
vv. 1-5, in which he proves and enforces the duty of obedience
on the part of subjects, plainly on the assumption that this duty
might not be so absolutely apparent to his readers. It seems
better, thercfore, to refer 8ia ToiTo, like 8:6 in ver. 5, with other
expositors, to the substance of vv. 1-4. But then not in the
sense : “that authority is a servant appointed by God for the
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praise of the good and the punishment of the bad, you yourselves
acknowledge, in fact, by your payment of taxes;” for this view
would give rise to the same difficulty as the former one. Rather
we must interpret: “ The actually existing payment of taxes is
founded upon the fact that authority is a servant of God,
ordained for a beneficial purpose, and the exercise of its office
is rendered possible only by payment of taxes.” For to refuse
taxes, as a crippling of the state-power, is equivalent to the
annihilation and abolition of the state-power itself.! Therefore,
when the apostle describes the actually existing tax-paying? as
founded on the divine institution and beneficial purpose of
government, le therewith describes it as itself having legal
authority, and thus indirectly ratifies the duty of tax - paying.
TFor this reason Luther gives the semsc not inaptly when he
renders: “On this account you ought also to pay tax.” Further-
more, the same meaning may be obtained indirectly by joining
Swe ToUTo ... Te\etTe, not to the entire substance of ver. 5, but
to its first words, 80 dvdyxn Imordocecbair. “It is necessary
that you be subject to authority, ver. 5. On this account you
pay taxes, which fact does not depend on your own will, but has
its ground in the duty of obedience that you owe to authority.”
But then, inasmuch as &4, ver. 5, glances back at the substance
of vv. 1-4, it may also be said—and this, perhaps, is the most
correct view—that &ud TodTo, ver. G, refers back to 8o avdyxn
Umotdoaealar, ver. 5, in such a way that a rveference to the sub-
stance of vv. 1-4 is, at the same time, included as follows:
“Because you (on account of the divine institution and beneficial
purpose of anthority, vv. 1-4) are bournd to render obedience to
authority, the paymeut of taxes exists, which, for this very
reason, is to be regarded as legally binding.” Paul’s enforcing
here and in the next verse the duty of tax-paying may perhaps
have its reason in the fact that the Jewishh Christians, possibly in
accordance with the principles of Judas Gaulonites, might be
inclined to consider it unlawful to pay tribute to Gentiles (Matt.
xxil. 17), and the Gentile Christians, from a misconception of
evangelical freedom (Matt, xvii 24-27; Luke xxiii. 2), might

1 Tacit. Hist. iv. 74: ‘‘Nam neque quies gentinmn sine armis, neque arma sine
stipendiis, neque stipendia sine tributis haberi queunt.”

D g q

2

2 peacire is indicative, not imperative. Against the latter view tell both the 54
and the express command, which does not occur till ver. 7.
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suppose themselves at least rcleased from this duty. Dut we may
perhaps say that, as it were with prophetic instinct, the apostle
in the present passage wrote with a view to the refusers of
taxers év édoydrais juépars, 2 Tim. iii. 1-5. Things were
different in this respect in the early days of Christianity from
what they are in these last times. Comp. Tertullian, Apol. adv.
gentes, ¢ 42 in fin. : “ Vectigalia gratias Christianis agent ex fide
dependentibus debitum, qua alieno frandando abstinernus.” !

—\ewtovpyol yap Beol elaw] for they are God's scrvants.
Aettovpyol Beod is predicate. The subject understood spontan-
cously from the context is: ¢hey, namely oc apyovres, ver. 3, the
persons wn authority. Aerovpyos, xv. 16; Heb. 1. 7, viii. 2;
Nevtovpyely, Acts xiii. 2; Rom. xv. 27; Heb. x. 11; Aectovpyia,
Luke i. 23; 2 Cor. ix. 12; Phil ii. 17, 30; Heb. viii. 6, ix. 21;
Aevtovpyiros, Heb. i 14, denotes practical service coming under
observation in acts obvious to the sensecs, especially the temple-
service of the priests.” &idwovos, on the other hand, often denotes
a servant, in so far as he is in the service of a particular principle,
especially of the preaching of evangelical truth, 1 Cor. iii. 5; 2 Cor.
iii. 6, vi. 4, xi. 15, 23; Eph. iii. 7; Col. L 7, 23; 1 Thess. iii. 2.
Ience Paul describes authority as Siudcovos Beod, ver. 4, in so far
as it is an administrator of divine justice, as Aevrovpyds Beod,
ver. G, in so far as it is entrusted by God with the collection of
legal taxes. Morcover, in the first case Paul appropriately uses
the abstract 7 éfovaia in the singular, in the latter the concrete
ot apyovres ; for the administration of justice suggests more the
notion of a single governing power, the raising of taxes the
plurality of the governing individuals.

—eis alTo TOUTO TWPOoKAPTEPODUTES| persevering, i.c. constantly
active, for this very thing. els adTo Tobro, for this very purpose,
namely taz-paying, the elompabis Tév ¢opwy, the pdpovs Teelv,
or better, {va Texdvrar of ¢opor. This is the 1ost obvious
meaning, since in AesTovpyol yap feod eiocw the persons in
authority were thought of as employed in collecting taxes, which
els alTo TodTo mWpogkapTepotvTes expressly emphasizes. Paral-

1 ¢t the basis of the argument lies the view that the existing relation of tax-
paying is @ result of the necessity indicated in ver. 5, and conscquently the confirma-
tion of it. . . . It follows, moreover, from this passage that the refusal of taxes is
the practical rejection of the necessity stated in ver. 5,” Meyer.

2 Comp. on the word Liturgie, Nitzsch, Praktische Theologie, 11. p. 150,
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Ielism with what precedes suggests the same view. Do good, for
the éfovaia is Bech Sidrovos coi els 70 ayabov, vv. 3, 4. Avoid
evil, for the éfovaia is feod Sidrovos éxdixos els opynv 7d TO
waxoy mpacaovti, ver. 4. You are also bound to pay taxes, for
the dpyovtes arc Aecrovpyol Oeod els a¥To ToDTo wpogkapTe-
potvtes. We thus sce that in every instance by els a new
specific definition of authority is introduced, by which a reason is
assigned for the specific precept immediately preceding. If, on
the other hand, we refer els airo 7oiTo in a general sense to a
Aerrovpyely 7o Bess to e extracted from Aectoupyol Oeod eloww, we
really obtain a somewhat awkward, tautological course of reasoning
in a circle: “You ought to obey the authority established by God
for a beneficial purpose. On this account also you pay taxes.
And this rightly, for the authority is God’s servant attending
zcalously, by administering its governing office, to this very
service, on which account you are to manifest your obedience by
paying taxes.”

Ver. 7. In a parainetic application of vv. 1-G the apostle
summarizes duties to all persons in authority, bringing forward,
first of all, in allusion to ver. G, the obligation of taxes.
amwoédote odv wact Tas operds] odv quac quum ita sint (vv. 1-6)
is omitted by Lachmann and Tischendorf on weighty authority,
especially A B D* (so, too, Cod. Sinait.*) Cypr. Ruf. But the
asyndeton is harsh and awkward, and arose, perhaps, from the
fact that the general exhortations were made to begin with ver. 7,
even as several modern expositors wrongly refer waoe to all men,
instead of to all persons in outhority.  Comp., however, the
asyndcton, xii. 21.  Render thercfore to all thetr ducs. Tas
opechds, the respective dues. In classical Greek the word does
not occur. Comp. Lobeck, ad Plhryn. p. 90; Meyer on 1 Cor.
vii. 3.

— 7T Tov opov] sc. ararTodvte not aitodvre, only the former
denoting an authorized demand, as dmodidovar does a payment
due. But amartodvre = amodiBovar xehevovre is understood spon-
taneously as the correlative of amwodore, comp. Winer, p. 737,
and 2 Cor. viii. 15, Luther: ©tribute to whom tribute is due.”
But this would be & 7ov ¢pdpov, sc. édeihere, or ¢ ¢ bopos, sc.
dpeiheTat.

7oV dpov] sc. amwodoTe.

—1¢ 70 Téhos] Rightly Grotius: “ Vectigalia (ta Té\g, toll,
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cusfom) pro mercibus dantur, triduta (of $opor, direct tnaes) pro
solo aut capite.” As o ¢opos and 70 Téhos are duc to tax and
custom officers, so o ¢oBos especially to judges ov judicial
authorities and the higher magistracies, 5 Teps to government
authorities generally. “Et hic honos vel maxime necessarius est
paci publicae, non cavillari leges, non odjose interpretari. Deinde
Liue pertinet etiam, errata legum et magistratuum tegere, excusare
ct mitigare . . . No¢ pater maledicit filio Cham a quo nudatus
et frrisus est. Ita sciant illi, qui cavillantur leges, qui magis-
tratuum errata odiose traducunt, maledici sibi a Deo, et poenas
se hujus peccati daturos esse, quod non habent debitum honorem
legibus et magistratibus. Xt haec calumniosa reprehensio legum
ideo magis vitari debet, quia parit horribiles motus in rebus
publicis,” Melanchthon.

There follow now general exhortations, and, first of all, an
exhortation to love, vv. 8-10.

Ver. 8. Mn8evi undeév ddeikere] joins on to dmwodore odv mwace
Tas o¢eas, ver. 7. Discharge your duty to the state, ver. 7.
To no one leave your duty undischarged, ver. 8. deihere is
imperative, not, as some expositors would have, indicative. In
the latter case obdevi oUdév ddeilere must have been written,
comp. Winer, p. 629.

—el pn To dAMjhovs dyarav] A Pauline argute dicfum or
acumen. DBut this consists not simply in the somewhat tame
word-play of d¢elhew standing the first time (undevi undév
opeirere) for to be indebied, the second time (where dpeiere is to
be repeated in thought after e un 76 dAMjrovs dyamav) for o
deem <ndebted = “ Owe no one anything ; owe one another nothing
but love, z.c. only deem yourselves bound to love one another.”
So Fritzsche, Baumgarten-Crusius, Krehl. This meaning would
have been far more simply and forcibly expressed by undevi
pndéy dpeileTe, pdhoTa py To dAMAovs ayawady, “ Remain in-
debted to no one; above all, remain indebted to no one with
respect to love.” It is best, however, to abide by the oldest and
most popular acceptation, thoroughly in bharmony with the spirit
and delicacy of a Paul (Acts xxvi. 29), which makes the apostle
lere enjoin love as a never-ceasing debt. By its very nature, love
is a duty which, when discharged, is never discharged, since he
loves not truly who loves for the purpose of ceasing from loving,
t.c. in order to relieve himself once for all from the duty of love;

PriLirrr, Roa, 11 U
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but by loving love is intensified, the more it is exercised the less
can it be satisfiel.  Very finely Chrysostom: «ai ¢noe kai abryv
(sc. Ty dyamny) opeiinua eivar, ob pyv TowodTov, olov Tov popov,
olov T0 TéNos, AAAa Supvenés. Ovdémote wyap alryy dmodiboabas
Botrerar warkov 8¢ dmodidocfar pév aer [BovAetar, od puyw
mAnpodofar, aAN' dei épeirecfar.  Towobrov qdp éoTe TO N péos,
s xal Sidovar xai opeidew dei, Theodoret: oly fva un éxrivwuey
Tiis ayamns To Ypéos (TolTo yap éxtivew mpocireL TPO TAY
ANy dmdvtwy), dMa {va abfopev T éxticer 1 yap awédoois
molvrhacialer 10 ypéos  Oeppotépav ydp THv aydwny woiel; and
Augustine: “Redditur enim (caritas), cum impenditur, debetur
autem etiam si reddita fuerit, quia nullum erit tempus, quando
impendenda jam non sit, nec cum redditur, amittitur, sed potius
reddendo multiplicatur.” Strikingly Grotius: “ Est autem argute
dictum, Cetera debitum solvuntur nec manent; dilectionis
debitum semper et solvitur et manet.” DBut Bengel observes:
“ayamwdv, amare, debitum immortale. Cant. viii. 7, fin” 1In
undevi undév dpeihere the apostle refers to all men, in e uy 70
aAAijhovs ayarmav to Christians only, because only to the latter
can the precept of mutual love be given. But it is evident both
from the preceding pndevl pndév ddeirere and the following
0 ydp ayaw@v Tov &repov, with its exposition in vv. 9, 10,
that in the precept of mufual Christian love Paul includes that
of universal hwnan love, save that in the nature of the case
the latter can only be onc-sided.

—0 ndp dyamwdv Tov Etepov, vouov memhipwre] for e that
loves the other has jfulfilled the law. But whoever has fulfilled
the law has therewith fulfilled all the obligation lying upon him,
and is therefore no longer in any one’s debt (o08evi oDdeév opeiher).
On this view, the course of thought in the present verse would be
as follows: “ Owe no one anything; owe one another nothing
but love: for if you acknowledge and discharge this debt of love,
therewith you have fulfilled the first precept to be in no one’s
debt, because therewith you have fulfilled the whole law, and
therefore all obligation,” “Si amabitis, nil debebitis, nam amor
implet legem. Amare, libertas est,” Bengel. Or o yap . ..
memhjpwke may e talen merely as an impelling motive to the
duty of love last enjoined: “Fulfil the duty of love; for love is
the fulfilling of the law, and therefore the chief of all duties.”
Whoever loves his neighbour, by this very meuns has fulfilled the
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whole law, e in so far as the latter defines duties to one’s
neighbour, seeing that from love, as the active principle of all
moral conduct, springs by an intrinsic necessity the fulfilment of
the moral commandments themselves as an actual phenomenon of
life.  On this account the particular moral commands of tle law
are involved in the one command of love as in their all-compre-
hensive sum, vv. 9, 10, With the perfect of immediate com-
pletion, comp. xiv. 23, John iii. 18. With the sentiment, comp.
Matt. xxii. 37-40. “Non quod detur, qui legem vel quoad
secundam tantum tabulam impleat; sed quod Zypothetice illa
dicta, et quoad perfectionem legis intelligenda, quae a nobis ex-
petenda modisque omnibus ambienda est, sed obtineri in hac
imperfectione non potest,” Calov. “ Dilectio est impletio legis,
item est justitia, si id intelligatur de idea, non de tali dilectione,
qualis est in hominibus in hac vita,” Meclanchthon. On this
account, also, our love cannot be the ground of our righteousness
availing before God.

Ver. 9. In this and the following verses the apostle confirms
the position advanced in ver. 8§, that whoever loves his neighbour
has fulfilled the law, by showing how all particular precepts re-
lating to neighbours are summed up in the precept to love one’s
neighbour, and by loving one’s neighbour are fulfilled. 70 wydp]
veypappuévor év T voug is not to be supplied. Respecting this
introductory article in the neuter before entire sentences, in use
in Greek, comp. Matthii, dausf. gr. Gr. p. 568.

—oU povyeloets, oU povelaets, ov KhéYrets, ov YrevdopapTuprioers,
otx émbvmices] In the critical authorities various transpositions
and emissions occur with respect to thesc clauses, explicable by
means of opowbapkToy and ouotoréhevrov. DBut the lect. rec. is
to Le regarded as perfectly authenticated, with the exception of
ov Yrevdopapruprjoess, which is to be viewed, with just as certain
and general consent, upon far preponderant testimony, as a later
interpolation taken from Ex. xx. 16, Deut. v. 20; comp. Matt.
xix. 18. The transposition found here and there (Syr. Clem. «l.
Orig. Raf), o0 dovedoes, ov poryevoes, is a mere correction in
accordance with Ex. xx. 13 £, Deut. v. 17 f, Matt. xix. 18. The
seventh commandment is placed before the sixth also in Mark
x. 19, Luke xviii. 20, and often in Philo, de deealogo, §§ 12, 32,
24, 25, aud de special. legg. §§ 10, 15. Whether this trans-
position refers to a theory of the Rabbins respecting the prime
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importance of the sixth commandment, or merely depends on an
accidental confusion occurring in several ass. of the Alexandrine
version, may be left undecided.

~—«al € Tis €Tépa €vTohij] sc. év TG vope éoriv. Dut those
commands are meant which in the same way enjoin duties to
one’s neighbour, like od Yrevdopaprvpijoets, Tipa Tov watépa wTA.,
comp. Matt. xix. 18; Mark x. 19; Luke xviii. 20.

—év ToUTe TG Aoye] Lachmann and Tischendorf, after B D
E T G, Orig, read év 74 Aéyw ToUTe. Adyos, like the Heb. 137,
as a designation of a command. ,

— avakeparawoitar] Comp. Harless on Eph. i. 10.  dvakea-
Matobabar is either = summatiin comprchendere, ie. partes digjectas
i unum corpus, Kepdlaiov, colligere, to unite under one head,
one total, or one principle, i.c. fo comprchend, or, retaining the
force of avd = summatim repetere, to comprehend again under
one head. 1In the latter case there would be an allusion to the
local position of the law, Lev. xix. 11-18, the command to love
one’s neighbour, in which the other commands are said to be in-
volved, standing there after the other commands, which it there-
fore recapitulaies, repeats in summary form. Dut the apostle’s
point here is not so much to observe that #oscs in the command
of love recapitulates the commands relating to one’s neighbour,
as rather, that by its very nature the command of love embodies
in summary form the commands relating to one’s neighbour.
owtépws kal év Ppayel 16 wav dmaptiletar TGV évTOAGY TO
&pyov, Chrysostom.

—¢v 7] wanting in authorities of no great weight. The
omission is explained by the fact of its being easily dispensed
with. In the same way it is wanting in the parallel passage,
Gal. v. 14, in several codices. Here, too, the command is intro-
duced by the neuter article, and thus made into a substantive.

—dyamices Tov TAnolor oov ds éavtov] comp. Lev. xix. 18.
The reading @s ceavrov, received by Lachmann and Tischendorf,
so also Cod. Sinait., is probably to be regarded as a mere gram-
matical interpretation of @s éavrov. Respecting this éavrov used
of the sccond person, comp. Winer, p. 187. ¢ wAgoiov, like o
érepos, ver. 8, is neighbour in general, not merely Christian brother.

Ver. 10. 5 ayamy 76 mAnaiov kaxov ok épydferar] sums up
the import of the collective negative precepts, ver. 9. Rightly
Bengel: “DIleraque autem officia in negativo consistunt, aut
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certe, ubi nemo laeditur, officia positiva sua sponte et cum volup-
tate peraguntur.” The apostle was no doubt first of all led to
choose the megative form of expression by the negative import
of the 0. T. commands quoted in ver. 9. Dut as these, even in
their negative form, always involve withal the opposite precept
(comp. Luther’s exposition in his Catechism), so % ayarn 10
wAnoiov kaxov otk épyalerar includes 7 aydmn ypnoTeverar,
1 Cor. xiil. 4. From the outward legal standpoiut, % 7év kaxdv
dmoyyj is not identical with 7 T@v dyafdv épyasia. Dut where
the avoiding of evil springs from love, there is no doubt always
at the, same time a doing of the opposite good. The one is the
negative, the other the positive manifestation of love. DBut where
one is there the other will be, for the very reason that the power
of love, manifesting itself in a twofold direction, is itself present.
The Greeks construe épydleafal Tivd 7i; Paul here épydlesfal
Tewi 7oy comp. Luke vi. 27 : ka\ds wotelre Tols proodo iy Huas.

—mMjpopa oby vopov 1) dydwn| If the commands of the law,
forbidding to do evil to a neighbour, are summed up in the
injunction of love, ver. 9, because love does no evil to a neigh-
bour, it follows that love is the fulfilling of the law. Thus
is established: ¢ dyamdv Tov &repov vopov wemhijpwke, ver. 8.
It is indeed true that the apostle here, in harmony with the
context, has only in view the second table, so called, of the
Decalogue, #.c. the precepts of the law, positive as well as negative
(comp. €& Tis étépa évroh), ver. 9), referring to conduct towards
a neighbour. Dut at the same time it follows, of course, that
with the commands of the second those of the first table also are
fulfilled, because love to a mneighbour, as a manifestation of love
to God, points back by an inner necessity to the existence of the
latter as its source, 1 John iv. 11, 12,16, 20,21,v.1,2. Love
to God and man is instanced in Matt. xxii. 40 as the principle
of perfect fulfilment of the whole law. Respecting mAjpwpa,
comp. on xi. 12,

The exhortation to fulfil the law of love the apostle strengthens
by pointing to the approaching day of the Lord, and joins thereto
new exhortations to walk in the light of this already dawning
day, vv. 12-14.

Ver. 11. xai Tobre] ddque, ¢t quidem, ¢t pracsertim, and this,
and morcover, and that, namely, undevi undév opelere e py T0
arMhovs dyawav, ver. 8, so that no further special supplement,
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such as moidpey, woeire, or the like, is required. Comp. Winer,
- 717, and 1 Cor. vi. 6, 8; Iph.ii. 8; Plili. 28; Heb. xi. 12
3 John & (where Griesb. in marg.,, Lachm. and Tischend. read xai
Tobro Eévovs). kai Tavta, found in some of these passages (1 Cor.
vi. 8, leet. ree.; Heb. xi. 12), is the usual form in the classics.
Theodoret interprets: xai pahota, also especially.  Comp. the
analogous xai TogoUTe umailov, Heb. x. 25. kai strengthens
(Hartung, Lehre v. d. Part. d. gr. Spr. 1. p. 1451.), TodTo points
back. «ai Tobro serves to add a new integral element, a chicf
motive to what precedes, comp. Viger, ed. Herm. p. 176 sq.;
Matthiii, Ausf. gr. Gr. p. 8721  Here it introduces the motive
contained in eldétes wTA. Luther takes vv. 11, 12 as onc con-
nected sentence, and translates: “ And because we know this,
namely the time, that the hour has come to arise from sleep
(sceing that our salvation is now nearer than when we Dbelieved
it; the night is past, the day has arrived), let us put off the
works of darkness, and put on the armour of light.” He there-
fore connects together, by a harsh and involved mode of con-
struction, xai TolTo elbotes, takes Tov katpov as apposition to
TovTe, the words &t¢ dpa nuas 40y €€ Umvov éyepbivar as
explaining the apposition, viv qap ... ) 8¢ Huépa Fyyxer as a
parenthesis, and amofwueda wrh. as the principal clause belonging
to eidores. Similarly Carpzovius, Benecke, Glockler.

—eldotes Tov Kaipov] since you now the scason, since you know
what time it is (namely, in the kingdom of God). This time is
more precisely defined by the subjoined

—67e dpa Nuas 16n €€ Jmvov éyeplijvar] namely, that it is
time to arise from sleep. 48y is not = jam, alrcady,—this would
be é7e 78y dpa kT, not 87¢ Bpa juds Hén kTA,~—but = tandem
aliquando, at last, now at length, comp. 78y moré, i. 10 ; Hartung,
Lchve v. d. Part. 1. p. 238, 41 With this acceptation what
follows is not inconsistent. It might be objected that no one
could even be expected to awake before break of day. DBut, in
the first place, this might certainly be required as regards a long
winter night ; and again, a Christian is to be awake in a spiritual
sense night and day. How much more, then, is he to awake at
least on the dawn of the decisive day itselt! €£ mvov éyeipew,

! In the case also of the reading 8= Spa #39 #uzs xea., received by Lachmann,

Tischendorf in ed. 1, not in ed. 2, Fritzsche, %37 belongs to #uxa; »sA., not to
371 Gpa (sC. toziv).
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to raise from sleep; €€ Umvov éyelpeafar, to awake from slecp.
The infinitive aorist denotes an action passing rapidly, completed
all at once, Winer,p. 416. With the coustruction dpa éyepfijvar,
comp. LXX. Gen. xxix. 7: ért éotiv nuépa moANy), obme dpa
cvvaxbivar Ta ktivy.  Sce the like figure in Eph.v. 14 ; 1 Thess.
v. 4 ff.  What holds good of the first moment of conversion holds
good also of its course of continuous progressive development,
and especially of the characteristic, incisive epochs of that course.
As the converted man has already arisen from the sleep of sin, so is
le still continually to arise therefrom, to shake off and overcome
the slumber and sloth perpetually cleaving to him, and stand ready
cquipped for the war with sin. Here upon earth he finds him-
self always in a mixed condition of comparative wakefulness aind
comparative slumber, and may therefore be equally addressed as
awake and asleep, and equally summoned to continue awake and
to arise from sleep. And as the light of Christ has already shone
forth, so does it still continue to shine forth until its complete
vise év 17 uépa xvplov, 1 Thess. v. 2. Thus we already live in
the light, Col.i. 12, 13, and nevertheless in darkness, in comparison
with the light of that day which will bring us full cwrgpia. In
proportion, therefore, as that day draws near, the call becomes
more urgent to arvise from sleep, in order that, like the wise
virgins, we may De found watching for the Lord’s coming, Matt.
xxiv. 42, xxv. 13. No real objection, therefore, can be raised with
respect to the words 6t¢ dpa Nuds 7jon €€ Umvov éyepbiar, and
the less so as by 7uds the apostle includes himself in the number,
“ Paraclesis evangelica semper Plus Ultra tendit: et praesentis
status vetustatem praesupponit in comparatione ad ea, quae sequi
debent noviora, salutis propinquitati respondentia,” Bengel.

vdv ydp éyybrepor Hudv 1) cwtpia] Confirmation of ére dipa
... éyepBipar. For this reason, neither the words viv yaip . ..
émarevoauer, nor yet the words wdv yap . .. fyyiker, ave to be
enclosed in brackets. Only the last words, taken in their con-
nection, expressly state the reason why the readers are to rise
from sleep, to be vigilant; and amofdpueba . . . pwrés draws an
inference from 7 vof . . . fyywwer. Vulg.: nostre salus; Luther:
our sulvation. They therefore connect together Hudv 7 cwrpia,
comp. xiv. 16. But more probable is the connection éyyirepor
Nudy, comp. X. 8. 7 cwTypia is salvation viewed in its consum-
mation, such as commences with the return of the Lord. While
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Clristians already possess cwrrpla, they still await it (comp.
viil. 24, 25), because they possess it merely as to its beginnings
(comp. viil. 23). Only the parousia of the Lord, not their own
death, can Dbe thought of as the medium of their complete
attainment of salvation; for it is not said that they have come
subjectively nearer cwrypia, but that cwrnple has objectively
come nearer them. émi @dpais yap, dnoiv, o Tijs rpicews Eatnre
ratpos, Chrysostom. DBut no doubt, as respects the individual,
death is equivalent to his coming to cwrnpia, the resurrection
from the dead equivalent to coTyple coming to him.

—1) 67e émareboaper] Not to be rendered, with Luther:
“than when we believed 4¢,” but: “than when we became be-
lievers,” comp. Acts xix. 2; 1 Cor. iil. 5. As to the expectation
hiere given utterance to by the apostle of the approaching return
of the Lord, comp. on xi. 26. In the abstract and objectively, it
is perfectly correct that the Lord’s return was then nearer than
when the gospel began to be preached. When, moreover, the
apostle directed his gaze to the rapidly and mightily growing
influence of the gospel, the preaching of Christ, in the quarter of
a century that had clapsed since the founding of the Christian
church, having already filled Asia and Europe (comp. x. 18), and
along with this reflected that, after the completion of all the
essential preliminary elements in the economy of salvation, the
Lord’s return might be indicated as the nczt epoch and as always
at hand, as well as that the developments of God’s Lingdom
conceived by him as mnecessarily preceding the parousia (comp.
xi. 25, 26 with xi. 15) might possibly transpire with the same
rapidity as the first diffusion of the gospel, he was justified not
merely in accepting the ideal proximity, but also in hoping for the
empirical and real proximity of the day of the Lord. Only he would
not lose the consciousness that this expectation was grounded
merely in human hope, not in divine certainty. 1If, then, the ideal
proximity of the day of the Lord is a fact at all times, and there-
fore was so at any time, if, after the lapse of the first quarter of
the first Christian sacculum, it had actually come ncarer its
realization, and there was reason for supposing that the actual
occurrence of the expected consummation of salvation would not
delay so much longer, there was reason for saying what the
apostle here says. The appearance of the times was just such
as if the Lord would speedily come (comp. 1 Tim. iv. 1ff;
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2 Tim. iii. 1 ff.; 1 John ii. 18)—reason enough for the earncst
admonition to wake up from the sleep of sin. The parousia,
known as objectively near in divine certainty, must also to
human expectation have seemed to have come subjectively near.
The error would only have lain in absolutely identifying the
former divine certainty with the latter human expectation. Dut
no sooner did this error appear than the apostles at once with-
stood it, 2 Thess. ii. 1 ff.; 2 Pet. iii. 1 ff Certainly, had Paul
been asked whether he knew if he or any of his contemporaries
would survive till the retuwrn of Christ with the same divine
precision with which he knew the general fact of that return, he
would have replied in the negative.

Ver. 12. 4 vof mpoéroyrev] mox processit, the night is advanced.
Not exactly Vulgate: “nox praecessit,” and Luther: “the night
is gone.”

—) 8¢ Nuépa Hyyirev] but the day has drawn near, Heb. x. 25.
The night is the time for sleep and walking in darkness; the
day, for wakefulness and walking in light. If the day is at hand,
it is time to arise from the sleep of sin and walk in righteousness,
which has no need to shun the light of day; for the day with
its light brings salvation (v%v cwTypiav), and whoever walks
unworthily of the light of day will not be illumined by the light
of salvation.

—admofdpefa odv Ta épya Tob crétovs] Let us therefore
(namely, because the approaching day of the Lord requires that
we not only awake from sleep, but walk honestly) put off the works
of darkness. &pya Tob oroTovs, in accordance with the general
spirit of the passage, is more aptly explained by: “works in
keeping, in harmony with darkness, done in darkness,” than by:
“works which darkness brings to pass” As darkness conceals
evil works, they are done in darkness, and are therefore works
bearing in themselves the nature of darkness. In itself, indeed,
amotiflecfas is used of laying aside anything in actual possession ;
but here, as in Epl. iv. 22 (comp. Harless, ¢bid.), the opposition
to évdveafac suggests the figure of laying aside a garment. The
works of darkness are thought of, so to speak, as a night-garment,
of which they are to divest themselves on the approach of day.

—=«ai évdvowpella Ta o6mha Tob Pwrés] A B C* D* E, Copt.
Sabid. Clem. Al Damasc. read évdvowuefa &8¢ instead of wai
évdvewueba, which Griesbach approves, Lachmann and Tischendorf
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received. Decision depends entirely on external grounds, and
these are in favour of the lect. 7ec. Cod. Sinait.* has merely
évdvoopefa. As to Ta dmha Tob pwros, comp. on vi. 13,  Here,
too, Ta émha are not the instruments, for one puts not on instru-
ments, but the weapons. DBut Td émAa Tod ¢pwrés in contrast
with 7a &ya Tob oxdTous are mot =“weapons provided by the
light,” but = “weapons in keeping with the light, which one
carries in the day,” which therefore bear in themselves the
characteristics of light, are weapons of light. “ Opcra tencbrarum
pro turpibus et flagitiosis: quia nox (ut inquit ille) pudore vacat.
Arma flucis pro honestis actionibus et sobriis et castis, quibus
solet dies destinari. At Arma potius quam Opera: quoniam
Domino militandum est,” Calvin. What these weapons denote,
see in Isa, lix. 17; Wisd. v. 19; Eph. vi. 13 ff.; 1 Thess. v. §;
2 Cor. vi. 7,x. 4f.; 1 Tim. i. 18 f.

Vv. 13, 14 illustrate the precept given in ver. 12: dmofoucfa
obv 7a épya Tob oroTovs, kai évdvodueba Td Smha Tob PwTos.
As is well known, these verses have acquired renown in the
annals of ecclesiastical history through the conversion of
Augustine, which was connected with them, comp. Aug. Conf. 1.
vill ¢. 12. ws év fuépa] sc. mepumatoivres. “ As if walking in
the day.” IReally, indeed, they walk not in the day, but in the
dim twilight of morning. Still they are so to walk as if it were
alveady full day. s therefore refers to the subjective conception,
comp. on ix. 32, and 1 Cor, iv. 18.

—eboynuovws meprraTiowpev] let us walk becomingly. Comp.
Ovid, dwmor. 1. 1. eleg. 5, v. 59, 60: “ Nox et Amor vinumque
nihil moderabile swadent. Ille pudore vacat, Liber Amorque
metw.” Moreover, that the demeanour which beseems one walk-
ing in the clear light of day, and which the apostle here requires,
is required not merely on account of the observant eyes of men,
but above all, on account of the all-seeing eye of God, is under-
stood spontaneously, and is intimated in what precedes (comp.
vy qdp éyyiTepov jjudv 3 ceTypia, ver. 11) and in what follows
(comp. évdvoacle Tov xlp. 'Ins. Xp., ver. 14). With evoyn-
poves, comp. 1 Cor. vil. 35, xiv. 40 ; 1 Thess. iv, 12.

—puy kopos kai pébais] not in night-revcllings and carousals.
The dative is no doubt wmost simply taken as dativus loci; for
we say not only év 08 wopedeafar, but also 68p mopelesbar;
comp. Tob. iv. 5: xal w) mopevdis Tais odois Tijs adikias; Jude
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11: 870 75 08¢ Tod Kdiv émopetfnoav; Acts xiv. 16. So it
is said in 1 DPet. iv. 8: wopevesBfar év doehyelas (=év obols
daenyedy, comp. Matt. xxi. 32), and Acts ix. 31: mopevesfas
7¢ $p6Be Tob kuplov (=75 8¢ Tob PoBov 7. k). Comp., too,
2 Cor. xii. 18: ob 7¢ alT@ mreluat: wepiewaTicauer ; oU Tols
adrols Iyvear; and on iv. 12. Dut the dative here may also he
taken as dativus modt, comp. Meyer here = not with revellings,
etc. Respecting xopos, commissatio, comp. Passow, Wahl Clavis,
sw. In the N. T. it occurs again in Gal. v. 21: puéfas, xdpo,
and in 1 Pet. iv. 3: «@dpos, motor, Here and in Gal. v. 21,
pé0n is cbrictas, vinolentia, temulentia, comp. Luke xxi. 34, in the
plural and in conjunction with x@por nocturnal banquetings =
“ drinkings, carousals;” Luther: “not in gluttony and drunken-
ness.”

—p koltaws kal aoelyelais] As to wolry, concubitus, congressus
venercus, comp. on ix. 10.  Here, of course, unchaste intercourse
is meant. doé\yea, lascivie, petulantia. Comp. Tittmann, de
Synonym. in N. T. p. 151 : “ Est enim doelyrys proprie petulans,
procax, protervus, qui nullam verecundiae pudorisque rationem
habet, sed immoderate et petulanter se gerit, rebusque utitur.
Itaque acéhyera est proprie protervitas et impudens petulantia
hiominis aoelyoids.” Here the conjunction with xotra: (Luther:
“not in chambering and unchastity ”) indicates that unbridled
wantonness is meant, showing itself in unchaste gestures, words,
and acts. “ Abstract nouns in the plural denote the various
expressions, evidences, outbreaks, concrete manifestations gene-
rally of the quality expressed by the singular,” Winer, p. 220.

—u7 épide kal Hidp] not tn sirife and wrath. roiras and doéh-
yetar ave just as much as €pes and &ijhos the natural and ordinary
consequences of xk@uoc and wéfar. The conjunction of épes and
Eiros is found also in 2 Cor. xii. 20; Gal. v. 20; 1 Cor. iii. 3.
Strife begets wrath, or inversely. DBoth are invariably found
together. The meaning envy instead of wrath (comp. Luther),
therefore, here suits not the connection, and still less the meaning
jealousy. In rdpor, pcbar, roirtai, doélyeiar, épis, {ihos, the
specific and characteristic, so to speak, the visible and palpable
épya Tod oxotovs, ver. 12, are instanced, such as are usually
perpetrated in the night-time.

NN évSivaaabe Tov ripiov’Inaodv Xpiarév] but put on the Lord
Jesus Christ, a figure for entrance into most intimate union and
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life-fellowship with Him. As to this use of év8lesfas, comp.
beside Gal. iii. 27, Lph. iv. 24, Col. iii. 10, also Luke xxiv. 49 ;
1 Cor. xv. 53, 54; 2 Cor. v. 3; Col.iii. 12; 1 Thess. v.8; also
the Ilomeric Svaeo & oy, I1. xix. 36} and the Heb. ¥2>; Job
xxix. 14; Ezek. xxvi. 16; Isa 1i. 9. Christ, indeed, is already
put on once for all in baptism, Gal. ili. 27 ; but He is, moreover,
continually put on by faith, and in and with Him the new man,
Iph. iv. 24, Col. iii. 10, and the fruits of regeneration, the émAa
Tod ¢pwros, comp. Calov. here.

—«kai s capkds wpovoiay pun woweiche els émibuulas] The
meaning is correctly clucidated by Chrysostom: domep vap o
79 wivew éxwhvaer, aAa To peflew, oldé TO yauely, da 16
Goelyety, oUTws 0U8E TO Wpovoelw Tijs capkos, AANA TO €S éme-
Oupias, oiov 70 THv Xpeiav UmepBaivew, Theodoret: ob yap
amnyopevoe Ty ToD copates émipéherav, dANG Ty Tpudiy
kai v dxpaciav éEéBakev. OV wap elme, i moeiocle, Tijs
capros mpbvotav, aAN els émlBupias pn woweiole, dvri Tob, un
oxipTdy abmiv mapackevalere Sia Tis Tpuephs, and Theophyl. :
OV 76 wpovoeicfar Tijs capkos kwAier, dANd TO els émibuulas.
IIpos Oyledv, dnow, aAka py mpos doéhyeiav émipehod Tijs
caprcs. DBy els émibupias (expressing result=*“so that lusts
arise, arc excited”) the prohibition i capros mpovorav uy
Totelafe is limited and reduced to its true measure. This inter-
pretation of the Greek and many other exegetes would not
require w1 to stand before efs émfuuias; for, as already observed,
we may either take els émBupias as a supplementary limitation,
or even join i wowcicfe els émbupias closely together, so that
Tiis capkos wpovoay coming first would have to be regarded in
the light of a concession: “ And as to carc for the flesh, which
of itself is no doubt natural and right, let it not become of a
lustful character, cherish it not in a lustful way.” To this
Luther’s rendering comes very near: “and attend to the body,
but so that it become not wanton.” Only then wpovota 7Tis
capros would not be concessive, but imperative, which, taken
precisely, would run: xal wpévotav pév woeicfe Tiis oapkos,
a\\a wy els émbupias. That according to our interpretation
odpa must have been used instead of odpf, is an untenable
objection ; for oapE stands here in the purely physiological sense
for the gross material substratum of the human c@pa, comp.

1 Comp. the classical parallels in Wetstein here.



(2]

CIIAP. XIII. 13, 14. 317

1 Cor. xv. 39 ; Eph. v. 29; or it denotes pure sensuousnecss, the
external aspeet of human existence, perceptible by sense (comp.
i, 28, 1 Cor. v. 5, vii. 28, x. 18, 2 Cor. iv. 11 with ver. 10,
vii. 5, xil. 7, but especially 2 Cor. vil. 1: wolvoués gapros xai
mvedpatos, with 1 Cor. vil. 34: dyla kai cdpate ral wvelpare).
If, on the other hand, we take odpf in the present passage in
the cthical sense=caro [libidinose, or even of corrupt human
nature gencrally, we should have an unconditional prohibition,
and must interpret with Fritzsche: “ et libidinosae carnis pio-
videntiam agere nolite, guac pravas cupiditates irritat.” Dut
asainst this explanation tells the plrase mpovoiav oieiofan.
This would rather be &y, mwepimateiv xata capra, Sovhevew T4
cgapxl; for we do not cherish care (which is always used scasw
bono, comp. Acts xxiv. 2; Rom. xii. 17; 2 Cor, viil. 21; 1 Tin.
v. 8) for sensual inclination, but live after it, are servants and
slaves to it. “ Quamdiu carnem nostram circumferimus, ejus
curam non possumus in totum abjicere, sic enim in coelis est
conversatio nostra, ut in terra peregrinemur. Curanda sunt igitur
quae ad corpus pertinent, sed non aliter quam peregrinationis
adminicula, non autem ut patriae nos oblivisci faciant,” Calvin.



318 COMMEXNTARY ON THE ROMANS.

CHAPTER XIV.

TuEe diffieult question, usually discussed in the introduction to
this chapter, is that as to the peculiar standpoint of the dofev-
odvres, whom the apostle in ver. 2 characterizes as Adyava
éaBiovras. Several expositors supposed, which a first glance
certainly seems to suggest, that here ascetics were pointed at,
who abstained entirely from the use of animal food, ver. 2, and
wine, ver. 21. DBut as the reason alleged for this abstinence is
that they regarded those objects as xowoy, drdBaprov, we should
be led to suppose that they were influenced in their ascetic course
by a dualistic theory of the world in a similar way to the later
Manichaeans, Encratites, and other Gnostic sects, the germs and
outlines of whose principles are discernible alrcady in the apostolic
epistles. Dut assuredly Paul would not have described persons
of this class merely as weak, and exhorted others to treat them
with brotherly affection and forbearance, not to despise them or
offend their conscientious scruples, vv. 1, 3, 13, 15. Rather,
just as the church in later days with the utmost earnestness
resisted and condemned the fully developed Gnostic tendency, so
did the apostle its primitive beginnings. In Col. ii. 18 (comp.
vv. 16—23) Taul calls such men elkf) ¢uoiovuévovs mo Tod voos
s capros attey, who walk év éferobpnoreiag and introduce
évrdpata kai Sidacrakias 1dv avlpomwv, and in 1 Tim. iv. 1
(comp. vv. 2-5) describes them as mpogéyovtes mrevpaot Thdvots
xat Sidagraliats Saipovioy.

Further, the asceticism meant to be described in this chapter
might possibly be regarded as onc pure in form, not based upon
errors so fundamentally subversive. The purest form undoubtedly
is the one in which it appears simply as doxnors, as a means of
discipline Ly which piety is trained through abstinence more
casily to attain and more stedfastly to preserve the predominance
of spirit over flesh, without thereby means being made an end,
or attributing to the discipline any meritorious worth, and thus
infringing upon the fundamental evangelical doctrine of justifica-
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tion by faith alone. The kind, form, and degree of asceticisin
(here wy payeiv xpéa, undeé mietv olvov, ver. 21) would then differ,
and proceed on different grounds in different individuals. Dut
such asceticism cannot be meant in the present passage, for it
knows nothing of the distinction of xowov and rxabapév, vv. 14,
20, or of xplvew Tov dderdév, vv. 3, 10, and its general charac-
teristic is not that of doféveia, ver. 2. But just as little can
the reference be to the asceticism—not indeed positively dualistic,
but still not altogether free from danger, rather unevangelical
and arrogant in character—that, adopting the standpoint of extra
legality, hopes by means of its disciplinary exercises to rise to a
higher degree of holiness than ordinary Christians, who merely
observe the laws of God Dbinding upon all; for this form of
asceticism, like the other, does not so much recognise an antithesis
of pure and impure, as rather merely a perfection of good and
better or extra good. Its representatives neither regard them-
sclves nor are regarded by others as weak, but as strong. And
in this case the apostle must have admonished them, as those
who deemed themselves strong, not to avoid judging others, but
to avoid despising others, and conversely must have called upon
the others as those deemed weak, and deeming themselves wealk,
not to avoid despising the apparently strong, but to avoid honour-
ing them too highly. Speaking generally also, the apostle would
certainly have treated such an extra -legal theory with far less
forbearance than he usually accorded to the legal one, Lecause
both one and the other in different degrees disturbed and altered
the evangelical doctrine of faith and justification. But he would
not have required from others, as he does here, the forbearance
which he himself did not exercise. Tinally, it is not easy to see
how to such ascetics the non-ascetics could prove a wpicroupa
and oxdvdalov, ver. 13, which is contrary alike to the nature of
the case and the testimony of history. Comp. Neander, Hist. of
Planting of Christianity, I 471.

The abstinence from animal food and the use of wine, spoken
of in this chapter, manifestly proceeded not from the conceit of
ascetic pride, but from religious scrupulosity of weak faitli, whose
motive was a strict conscientiousness which in the abstract has
good foundation. If we glance at ver. 5, where xpivew rjuépav
map’ nuépav is spoken of, we are led to infer the observance of
Jewish feasts on the part of the dofevets, and therewith a Jewish-
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Christian tendency generally. This tendency, wiere only it does
not come into direct collision with the evanelical doctrine of
salvation, the apostle is wont to treat elsewlere with the most
tender regard, as one rooted in O. T. divine evelation and based
upon the historical development of the people of Israel, comp.
1 Cor.ix. 20 ; Acts xvi. 3, xviil. 18,21, x1. 20-26. We might
here, therefore, possibly be led to think o’ an anxious observance
of the Mosaic precepts respecting food (Lev. xi., Deut. xiv.) on
the part of the weaker Jewish-Christim portion of the church,
comp. Acts x. 14; 1 Mace. i. 47f 62, 63. Nevertheless by
the law all flesh and wine was byno means forbidden, so that,
upon this view, vv. 2, 21 of the shapter could not be explained
without violence. For it does 10t seem a simple and natural
course to reduce the total abstineice from flesh and wine, which
according to these verses seems to have been practised by the
agfevolvtes, to a mere hypothetcal or hyperbolical phrase of the
apostle; and in accordance with the Mosaic law of meats, no
sufficient reason can be giwn for such total abstinence. We
should then be compelled ts refer to the consideration that the
Rabbins forbade all flesh xilled by the Goyim, as well as wine
of the Goyim,' and that tie scrupulous Jewish Christians of their
own accord confined thenselves entirely to vegetable diet in order
not to expose themselv:s to the danger of contamination in their
unavoidable intercours: with Gentiles, and especially with Gentile
Christians.  Bub persozs of such strict Judaizing principles would
not in any case have been stricter than the Jews themselves,
The Iatter, of their owa accord, entirely avoid eating along with
the é0vy, without on this account foregoing the use of flesh and
wine altogether. The same course was followed even by the
stricter, especially Palestnian Jewish Clristians (Gal. ii. 12 {f),
a number of whom were probably found in the Roman church.
The latter withdrew entively from social intercourse with Gentiles
and Gentile Christians, and had no reason for abstaining from
cating flesh and drinking wine, since they had means, like the
Jews of to-day in the diaspora, of procuring the so-called koscher
flesh and koscher wine,

We are therefore driven to think here of a comparatively free
paty of Jewish Christians, who, indeed, came so near to the
Pauline position as not to sappose themselves bound to abstain

1 Sce the vouchers in Eisenmenger, Entdecktes Judenthum, I1. pp. 616 £., 620 L.
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from ordinary intercourse with Gentiles and Gentile Christiang,
but, nevertheless, still held captive by their Jewish - Christian
tendencies, entertained scruples, in their daily intercourse with
the é0vy, about directly partaking of flesh and wine. Dut the
reason of these scruples can have been nothing else than the
apprehension of being contaminated by the use—mnot easily to he
avoided—of sacrificial flesh on sale in the Gentile meat-marlket,
and of libntion—wine and of entering into unholy fellowship with
idols; comp. Dan. i. 8, 12, 16; H ivernick, Coman. pp. 26-29,
and Augustine, dc mor. Manich. il. 14: “Eo enim tempore, quo
hace scribebat Apostolus, multa immolatitia caro in macello ven-
debatur. Et quia vino etiam libabatur diis gentium, multi fratres
infirmiores, qui etiam rebus his venalibus utebantur, penitus se a
carnibus et vino cohibere maluerunt, quam vel nescientes incidere
in eam quam putabant cum idolis communicationem.” It was
this very eating of the so-called @' *1131 which to the Jews was
an objeet of the deepest abhorrence ; comp. the tractate in the
Mishna Pirke Avoth. c. iil. § 3, and in the Clementines, Hom. xi,
§ 15. Deter says to the Gentiles: mpopdcer T@dv Neyopevwr (epo-
Ovrwv yaremdy Saipovoy éumimhache. As to the Gentile libation
wine, comp. Mishna in the tractate Avode Swral, c. il § 3.
With this view agrees perfectly the elaborate discussion in 1 Cor.
viil. (comp. x, 23 ff), supplying so many points of analogy with
the present chapter. Thus only is it possible to explain how the
apostle could warn the éofiovras against an éfovfeveiv, and those
ph éabiovras against a xpivew of others, vv. 3, 10, and yet permit
the various tendencies themselves to continue, and exhort thoso
who manifested them to mutual forbearance and recognition. On
the other hand, had the defevotvres, from a purely legal stand-
point, demanded of others a like abstinence, not for the pur-
pose of avoiding idolatry, but on the ground of the Mosaic or
rabbinical prohibitions of food, instead of gently exhorting, he
would have censured them with the utmost severity, and in the
same way would have called upon the stronger ones, not to avoid
giving offence, but to assert their evangelical freedom regavdless
of consequences ; for such a xpivewv as this would have implied
nothing less than a call to observe the womos in order to the
attainment of Siwcatogvry and cwrnpia. On the other hand, the
special apprehensions of Jewish Christians in respect to elSwho-
Oura had been commended by the apostolic conference at Jeru-
Puivrerr, Roor. I1. X
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salem to the special forbearance and regard of the Gentile Chiis-
tians, Acts xv. 20, 29, xxi. 25. It is true that in the present
passage we find indicated, as the characteristic note of the dofe-
vobrres, not mercly Aayava éofiew, ver. 2, but also xpivew juépav
wap’ juépav, ver. 5 ; and from the entire context (comp. especially
ver. 6) it follows that in this respect also the weaker permitted
themselves a xpiverv of the stronger. This is a point not taken
into account by expositors, who otherwise follow the correct
interpretation of the chapter. If the Adyava éo@iovres were at the
same time «pivovtes Nuépav map’ Huépav, then they must have
belonged in every other respect to the stricter party of Jewish
Christians ; and if they were «plvovres Tods kpivovras macav
Huépay, then they themselves relapsed into the fatal error of the
nomistic Pharisaic Jewish Christians, who wished to impose on the
&0vn the burden of the vopos Mwtcéws, and therefore came within
the range of the apostle’s severe sentence of condemnation. For
these reasons we think that those xpivovres fuépav wap Huépav,
ver. 5, are to be distinguished from the Adyava éocfiovres, ver. 2.
The former were the stricter, probably DPalestinian, Jewish Chris-
tians, who were inclined to judge, not the Gentile Christians, but
merely the freer, ethnicizing Jewish Christians for their non-
observance of the Mosaic nomos, comp. Acts xxi. 20-26, The
latter, on the other hand, were the freer, probably Hellenistic,
Jewish Christians, to whom a portion of the more prejudiced
Gentile Christians may have attached themselves, who in their
turn were inclined to judge the freer Gentile Christians, to whom
some of the freest Jewish Christians may have adhered, for their
indiscriminate use of xpéa and olvos, even of sacrificial flesh and
libation-wine, and conversely on this account were despised by
the latter for their narrow prejudices. That the controversy in
the Roman church turned more on the use of sacrilicial flesh
than on preference of days, seems to be suggested DLy the more
cursory mention of the latter, vv. 5, 6, whereas the former is the
principal subject of the apostolic exhortation. Only few Pales-
tinian Jewish Christians comparatively were probably settled in
tome; and that the Roman church was not only in general com-
posed of Gentile Christians, but that the number of the latter
was preponderant in it, we may conclude from the fact that the
exhortation is chiefly addressed to them not merely in the begin-
ning, ver. 1, but throughout the entire chapter, comp. xv. 7-9
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and Introduction. TIn the present passage the apostle contents
himsclt with deseribing wav Bpdpa as xabapév, without, as in
the first Corinthian epistle, giving further reasons for this position,
and rclieving more definitely the anxiety of timorous spirits in
reference to the elSwhéfurov. Moreover, in the Corinthian epistle
his prineipal theme is dyamn, not yrdews. On this account he
had special reason there to discuss more in detail the question
respecting the elwhofuTov itself, because the Corinthians, in their
pride of wisdom, boasted of their yvdoes of the usclessness of
idols, and because in Corinth those who manifested the freer
tendency might even let themselves be carried away to the
extreme of participating to some extent in the Gentile feasts
held in the Gentile temples in honour of the gods, which even the
apostle disapproves in the most positive manner as an actual
participation in the worship of idols and demons, 1 Cor. viii. 10,
x. 19, 21; Ex. xxxiv. 15.

Vv. 1-12, The strong are to receive the weak, not to despise
them, and the weak are nct to judge the strong; for every one
stands or falls to his own master. Let every one be persuaded
of his own opinion before the Lord, for this Lord alone is judge,
and to Him alone is every one bound to give account.

Ver. 1. In xiii. 14, in the words «at Tijs capxos wpovoav Ly
wowectofe els émibupias, the apostle had concluded with the injunc-
tion of temperance. Now this was construed by some in the
Roman church witl, in some respects, too great strictness. DBut
as this strictness sprang from religious scruples of conscience,
which did not directly infringe upon the evangelical essentials of
salvation, the apostle wishes the great law of love, advanced in
xiii. 8-10, and ratified in xiit, 11 ff. by the allusion to the
approaching day of the Lord (comp. xiv. 11, 12), to be applied
even to the weak in faith, comp. xiv. 15. Tov 8¢ dofevoivra T4
wiorer] The 8¢, subjoining something further, passes on to another
subject. The question is, what meaning must here be assicned
to the word miemis. Dy some expositors it is inappositely ex-
plained in the objective sense, doctrine Christiana, Clearly the
relerence here is to wioTs in the subjective sense, vv. 2, 14, 22,
23. Dut this is not, as to the meaning of the word, identical
with yréos, the rerum divinarum coynitio, which expression, if
lie had associated this meaning with the word wioTes, the apostle
would have used here just as well as in 1 Cor viii. 1, 10, Tt
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is more natural, in accordance with vv. 2, 14, 22 23 of tle
present chapter, to understand mioTis in this verse of cthical fuith,
sitorad conviction.  Only, this idea must first of all be defined in
the specific biblical and Tauline sense; for, in the scriptural
sense of the word, genuine wiomis is invariably equivalent to
implicit acceptance of a divine promise, implicit adhesion to
divinely-revealed truth, Dlere subjective moral conviction, with-
out this objective basis, however stedfast in character, is still
to be designated amtoria, not wiomis. TFurther, here comes in
the former confident assurance, 87¢ o08év xotwov 8’ éavTod, spoken
of in the verses just quoted, év xvpie "Inood, ver. 14 ; for in its
last resort this is based upon saving faith in Christ, which, where
it is strong and powerful, releases man from all anxious perturba-
tion of conscience in relation to the use of external things, and
imparts to him the joyous assurance that wdvra por éfectiv,
1 Cor. vi. 12, x. 23.  As to form, wiores is always the subjective
mental affection of trust.  Only, as to matter, faith varies accord-
ingly as its olject varies, saving faith ever remaining the root of
every kind of faith, as of fruit springing from this root. Here,
then, where wio7is oceurs for the first time absolutely, Z.¢. without
more precise definition, may possibly be meant justifying faith
itself, wioTis wat’ éfoyijv, the weakness of which shows itself in
serupulosity in respect to eldwicBura. Dut we shall do best to
leave to the expression its indefinite and general latitude, accord-
ing to which doflevely 75 wiorer denotes weakness in the matter
of faith generally, weak saving faith along with every kind of
weak faith implied therein and springing therefrom, of which
ver. 2 next introduces the particular species to be treated of in
the present chapter.

—mrpochapPavesfe] not = opitulamini, interest yourselves in
him.  This would be wpoohauBdvecfal Twos (also éminau-
BaveaOal Tiwos, Heh. ii. 16 ; ovMapBdvesfal Tun, Luke v. T;
ovvavtidapBavesbal T, Rom. viii. 26), not wpeohauBdvesal
7ewa, which = ad sc recipere, to receive one, to take to oneself, Acts
xviii, 26, xxviil. 2; Rom. xi. 15, xiv. 8, xv. 7; Philem. 12, 17.
Here is meant a loving reception into the fellowship of Christian
brethren, which to the one received is an act as full of for-
bearance as it is of help.

—uy els Sarpioers Sakoyiopidv] As Suakplvew denotes to
pass judyment, Matt, xvi. 3, or to decide, 1 Cor. vi. 5, so Swuxpios
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denotes judgment, Heb. v. 14, 1 Cor. xii, 10 (comp. 1 Joln iv. 1),
or decision. Hence sowe expositors interpret uy els Scaxpioers
Staroyioudy by: not to judgments of thouyhts, ie. without
delivering judicial decisions respceting thoughts.  Grotius: “non
sumentes vobis dijudicandas ipsorum cogitationes””  On this
view, therefore, the strong would be exhorted not to judge the
principles and dispositions of the weak in faith,  Dut in no
respect does this interpretation seem to us quite appropriate. ~In
the first place, throughout this chapter the apostle ascribes xpivew
to the weak, é€ovfevetv to the strony (vv. 3, 4, 10). Even if in
ver. 13 he includes both tlicse lines of conduct under the ex-
pression xpivewr dMAjhovs, e does so in such a way as at once
to define the nature of the wpiverw on the part of the strong,
thus: d\\a 7obro rpivate pallov, 7o py Tibévar mpockoppa TG
abedpd 7 oxdvdaror. Here, therefore, he would self-evidently
have warned the strong not so much against a Siaxpilvew, as
rather against an éfovfevetv or gravdarileww of the weak. Dut,
again, Sialoyifeabac refers! in the N. T. at least, always to
thoughts of a hesitating, doubting, futile, perverse kind and
character. Here, therefore, this meaning must be assigned to
the word. DBut hesitating, doubting thoughts werc not really
entertained by the weak in the first instance (vv. 5, G), but
were excited in them by the strong (ver. 23). And as to futile,
perverse thoughts, the apostle does not here ascribe these to
them, because neither would he have required forbearance to be
shown to such thoughts, nor could such a description of their
thoughts tend to induce forbearance. It is therefore preferable
to recur to the meaning, usual in the passive, of Saxpivew,
haesttare, dubitare, to hesttate, doubt (Matt. xxi. 21 ; Mark xi. 23;
Acts x. 20, xi. 12; Rom. iv. 20, xiv. 23; Jas. i. 6), and to
assign to the substantive the meaning Zesitation, doubt, which
certainly is not found in classical Greek, but undoubtedly occurs
in Theodoret on Rom. xiv. 22, 23, and Oecum. on Rom. xiv. 20,
The sense then is: “Ileceive the weak in faith affectionately, so
that doubts of thought (= doubting thoughts) arise not or are not

! Comp. Matt. xvi. 7, 8, xxi. 25; Mark ii. 6, 8, viii. 16, 17, ix. 33, xi. 81,
Lachm. ; Luke i. 29, iii. 15, v. 21, 22, xii. 17, xx. 14; John xi. 50, where, with
Lachm., reyiZsofe is 1o be read, and dizAoy.opss, Matt. xv. 19 ; Mark vii. 21 ; Luke
it. 35, v. 22, vi. 8, ix. 46, 47, xxiv. 38 ; Rom. i. 21; 1 Cor. iii. 20; Phil. ii. 14;
1 Tim. ii, 8; Jas. il. 4.
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excited in them.” Luther gives the sense freely, but strikingly :
“and perplex not their conscience.”  uy els Staxpiceis Siakoyiouav
contains therefore the result of wpoohauBdavesfar; for this is the
necessary consequence of loving reception into brotherly fellow-
ship, which, of course, implies forbearing regard for the foreign
standpoint itself. wiy els Stakp. Siahoy. would less aptly be taken
as a caution = “but so that no doubts of thonght arvise.” In this
case we should have to interpret mwpocAapBdvecfar merely of
external reception into fellowship generally, along with which a
coursc of conduct might be pursued, from which 6waxpices
Searoyioudr would spring. Dut to this meaning of wpoo-
rapfdvesfar are opposed both ver. 3, xv. 7, and the case itself;
for neither would the apostle have enjoined a reception so
utterly meaningless in a moral aspect, nor was it necessary to
enjoin it, as it was never refused. Dut, according to the meaning
of Siaxpioets Stahoyiopdy advocated by us, it is evident at once
how very pertinent is the injunction to which the apostle con-
stantly reverts in this chapter, and with which he concludes his
argument (vv. 13, 15, 21, 22, 23), namely, that they are to
avoid putting a wpoocxoppa or crdvdarov in the way of the
weak, For as the weak look upon eating flesh as wrong, and are
led to the opposite practice by the example and pressure of the
strong, in this way hesitation and doubt arise in their minds as
to the right course to pursue; and, eating with a condemning
because doubtful conscience, they are guilty of sin.  Further, the
same meaning may be extracted from the passage if to Sudnpiois
we assign the meaning, ratified not only by etymology (comp.
Swakpiveafar = to strive, quarrel, Acts xi. 2; Jude 9) but by
usage: strife=‘“so that no strife, dissension arise in their
thoughts.” To this meaning of Siwuxpioes, stiife, finally, a third
class of expositors adheres, and with the Vulg. interprets: “ non
in disceptationibus cogitationnm,” 7.e. “not in such a way that
conflicts of thoughts arise” (namely, those which one entertains
respecting others), or “ not in such a way that contentions and
altercations arise therefrom” (like Stadoyiopof, Phil. ii. 14; 1 Tim.
ii. 8). The strife and altercation is said to arise from the fault-
finding of the strong, which provolees the weak to reply. Dut, to
pass by the fact that the apostle would not forbid mere reciprocal
strife of thoughls, the meaning 8ialoyiopol, alicreations, is
without proof in the N. T., and ncither does the entire argument
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of this chapter intimate any prohibition of strife and altercation ;
nor, as is self-evident, is the present verse meant to regulate the
conduct of two parties to each other, but only that of the strong
to the weak.

Ver. 2. Preliminary statement of the first and most material
point of difference. &8s pév wioreder Payelv wavra] not = “the
one is persuaded that he is permitted to eat all things,” so that
the notion of éfetvar is implied in the connection of the verh
with the infinitive (comp. Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 753 £.; Fritzsche,
ad Mare. p. 167), but = mwiotw Exer 700 payeiv wavra, Acts xiv. 9,
or Gote payely wavra, “ has confidence to eat all things,” comp.
Winer, p. 405.

—06 8¢ dalevdw Ndyava éobiel] To os puév no &s 8¢ corresponds
(comp. on. ix. 21), but forthwith the definite o0 8¢ agferdv, “ but
Le that is weak” No doubt Adyava ésfierv in the abstract
excludes all use of flesh, not merely that of sacrificial {lesh.
But therewith it may very well consist that this Nayava éofiew
was only observed by the acfevodvres, for the reason that they
wished thus the more certainly to avoid the eating of eldwAdfura,
which Paul needed not to add expressly, as without this it was
known to his readers. Some, then, may have abstained totally
from the use of flesh, in order the more certainly to ensure
victory over temptation thereto in particular instances;—others
only in these particular instances, especially at common meals, a
course that would make their conduct in the church seem the
more strange ;—others, finally, even at common meals only on
occasions when they were certain that the flesh served up was
sacrificial flesh, or at least were uncertain whether it was not so.
But all these might very well be described as Aayavogpdyo.

Ver. 3. Laying down of a rule of conduct on both sides. o
éobivv Tov py éobiovra py éfovbevelrw] o éofiwy and o uy
éafiwy might here be taken in an absolute sense, so that “le
that eats and he that eats not” would stand for “he that does
not live abstemiously and he that does,” comp. Matt. xi. 18, 19,
and Fritzsche there. DBut it is more natural in the present
passage, from what precedes, to supply wdvra both times,
especially as here the reference is not to an ascetic life
absolutely, but to abstinence from certain kinds of food for
particular reasons. The danger of the strong was contempt,
disdain (éfovBevetv) for the weak brother as narrow and super-



328 COMMENTATRY ON THE ROMAXNS.

stitious, without correct qudaws, comp. 1 Cor. viil. 1, 7,
10, 11, Oeccumenius: wy éfovfeveitw, Setkvds 671 KaTayélacT
mPATTEL,

—=xai o py €xblov Tov éoblovra py xpwérw] Lachmann and
Tischendorf, on the authority of A C D* (so also Cod. Sinait.*)
Clem., have received o 8¢ uy éoblwv, a reading which might
easily be adopted in conformity with o 8¢ dofevdv Mdiyava
éabier, ver. 2. Comp. for the recepte, ver. 6. The danger of
the weak was that of judging («pivew) the strong Drother as one
destitute of conscience, deficient in true Christian earnestness.

—o0 Beos yap alrov wpooerdBero] Confirmation of uy) xpwérw.
With the position of ydp in o feos rydp, comp. i. 19; 1 Cor.
i. 18. adroy, of course, can only refer to Tov éafiovra, not to
Tov éabiovta and Tov u1 éablovra together. In direct contrast
with human judgment, the divine reception and welcome is
pertinently adduced, so that the man who judges appears as
contending with God Himself, comp. viii. 33, 34. wpoocendBero,
not as a servant into His house, as in ver. 4, but as a child to
His paternal love and gracious fellowship in Christ, by which
means, being delivered from the divine, he is delivered from all
human judgment.

Ver. 4. ob 1is €l 0 xplvovy dAAoTprov olxétny ;] refers to
wn kpwétw, ver. 3, therefore to the weak in faith who passes
judgment, not to both parties, and to o feds yap adrov wpoo-
eddBero adds a new argument. Judgment upon a servant per-
tains to his master only. Hence, to judge another’s servant is
sinful presumption. With od 7/ €f; comp. ix. 20; Jas. iv. 12,
But the xvpios of this olxérys, spoken of presently, is Christ, not
God, vv. 6, 8, 9, 10. Calvin remarks: “ Vult hic Paulus nos
ab omni judicandi femeritate arcere, in quam incidunt, qui de
hominum factis audent pronuntiare cxtra verbum Dei”  Certainly,
passing judgment on a servant pertains without exception to the
Lord only (Matt. vii. 1), whether the Lord has revealed His will
in His word or not. Dut one who merely declares to another’s
servant the revealed will of his Lord, for the purpose of saving him
from the judgment of his own Lord, does not by so doing himself
without warrant set up as his judge. Whereas, no doubt, such
presumption does lie at the door of one who rules and governs
another by laws of his own making; for such conduct can spring
neither from obedience to the word of the Lord, nor from love to
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the soul of the Lrother, but only from desire to play the judge in
his own person,

—16 i8lw kuply omijrer %) wimre] “he stands or falls fo Zis
owq master” (no other's, viii, 32), by which fact the incompetence
of every other judgment is established. The most obvious mean-
ing of these words, both in the abstract and in connection with
what immediately precedes, is plainly this: “ Why judgest thou
another’s servant, seeing that his master alone has the right to
judge him, ¢ to acquit or condemn him?” gmjrew, in this
case, like the Latin consistere (comyp. Cicero, pro A. Cuaccing, xxi.
39) = causi@ wvincere, to stand in judgment {(comp. o, Ps. i 5,
and Luke xxi, 36 ; Rev. vi. 17); wimrew, causd cadere, to be con-
demned in judgment. He stands or falls to his own master, who
is the only one interested in lis standing or falling, and to whom
alone he is bound to give account. In favour of this interpreta-
tion tells the subsequent course of reasoning (comp. especially
vv. 10-12, and Jas. iv. 12: eis éomw o vouobérns rai rperis,
o Suvduevos cdoar kal dmohégar o Tis €l Os kpiveis Tov ETepov ;).
Nor, in the first place, is what precedes opposed to it. Some
expositors suppose, because the weak in faith denied to those who
lived more freely a Christian character, that it follows that here
orijrery and wimrew are to be interpreted of continuance and
non-continuance in a true Christian course of life =‘“to abide
firm in what is good,” and : “to yield to temptation, to sin.” DBut
when we interpret: “ Why judgest thou another’s servant ?  Ie
stands or does not stand in the judgment of his own master,” it
is self-evident that he stands in the judgment in so far as he con-
tinues in what is good, and the contrary. Rather, the following

—oartabijoerar 8¢ Svvatos «ydp éomw o feds orijgar aiTov]
seems to tell against our interpretation, inasmuch as to malke to
stand in the judgment (to absolve) is a work not of divine power,
but of divine grace. However, in the first place, considering the
twofold sense of the expressions emixery and wimrew, the apostle
may very well have substituted one meaning for the other, and
the second time assigned to the word the sense: “but lLie will
stand in what is good; God is able to uphold him,” to which then
is understood spontaneously: “and therefore he will stand also
in the divine judgment.” DBut, in the second place, we do not
even need this expedient. For God’s power upholds in the judg-
mend, in so far as it is this which upholds in what is good, which
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alone stands in the judgment. That God’s grace will uphold in
the judgment could not be said here, because then the apostle
would concede to the weak believer his assumption that the frecr
brother has fallen through his freedom; whereas he merely con-
cedes that this freedom may prove a stumbling-block to him, at
the same time in love expressing the hope that God will preserie
him from falling, which loving lhope he would inspire into the
judging believer, whom he here addresses. Instead of Svvaros
vap éorew, Lachmann and Tischendorf, on the authority of A F G,
have received Svvatel «ydp (so, too, Cod. Sinait.). It must then
be supposed that copyists commented on the rarer Suvarel,
occurring again in the N. T. only in 2 Cor. xiii. 3, by SwvaTos
éorw (B C D E have 8vvatar ydp). DBut we incline more to the
contrary opinion of Fritzsche, that the lect. rec. is genuine. Only,
perhaps, it ran: Suvatos yap ¢ feds without éoriv, which Bas,
Chrys., Joh. Damasc. do not read, in which case the remark of
Matthid (ed. min.) would come in: omissum éari peperit Svvate:
ct 8varar. Just so Suvarés o feos with dependent infinitive,
Heb. xi. 19, is commented on in Cod. A by édvara:, and 2 Cor.
ix. 8$in B C D*F G by Suvrarel. The reading o «xipios instead
of o feos, received by Lachmann and Tischendorf on the authority
of A B C¥ Copt. «l. Aug,, is likewise to be regarded as a gloss,
because o xUptos was named previously. DBut compare the like
interchange, vv. 6, 10-12. Certainly o «dpios might be named
lere, but 6 fess just as well, Paul thus reverting to o feos yap
adrov mpooehdfeto, ver. 3. DBy this means our interpretation of
the meaning of the present verse receives confirmation. God will
upheold in the judgment (ver. 4) him whom He received into His
favour once for all (ver. 3).

Ver. 5. Intimation of the second point of difference (comp.
ver. 2), which is not to be erected into a real point of controversy.
Os wév kpiver nuépav map Huépav] the one judges day above day,
1.c. kpiver juépay map nuépav eivar, he judges that one day is
above another, he prefers one day to another, esteems one as
more holy than another. mapa, therefore, here has a comparative
or prerogative force, comp. i. 25; Luke xiii. 2; Heb. i. 4; LXX.
Ds. xlv. 7. The meaning of 7juépa wap’ fuépav = alternis dicbus
(comp. the adjective mwapijuepos), current in classical Greek, does
not apply here. Clearly in the present passage the apostle is
speaking (comp. Gal. iv. 10; Col ii. 16) of the ordinary Jewish
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feast-days ; whereas the notion that there were persons in the
toman church who selected days alternately for the feasts is
altogether uncertain, and receives no semblance of support even
from Luke xviii. 12.

—bs 8¢ xpiver mwacav fuépav] the other judges cvery day,
namely, as a day, i.c. kpivee waoav nuépav €lvar juépav. As to
meaning this is no doubt equivalent to xpiver wacav Huépav lany
or looTipov eivar. Luther: “Dbut the other esteems all days
alike.” DBut «pivew in itself does not on this account mean : fo
deem cqual.  Rather, one might accept the meaning probare, to
approve, sanction (Meyer: to declare oneself for something), comp.
Passow, sw., and Isocrates, Pancg. § 46. Only, no instance can
be quoted elsewhere in the N. T.

—é&raoTos év 16 8l vol mwAnpodopeicOw] “let every one he
firmly convinced in his own mind.” Luther: “let every one be
assured in lis opinion.” Thus, the apostle gives no objective
decision, because in the case of a moral adiaphoron, without
doubt, the most important point is the subjective relation, the
inner personal attitude to the thing. Certainly the more correct
standpoint objectively is the freer one; but subjectively this may
be more incorrect than the limited one, provided the latter avoids
judging others, while the former proudly boasts of its frecdom.
Whether one consider himself bound to a particular mode of life,
in itself indifferent, or free from it, the chief matter is, as regards
others, to avoid judging and despising them; as regards himself,
to be confident with respect to the case in hand. For if the
weaker one permits himself to be led away with a doubtful con-
science to o freer mode of life, he commits sin, vv. 20, 23 ; and
the same if the freer one is not confident as to the case in hand
Lefore the Lord who has set him free, but merely gives himself
to a freer course of life from carnal wantonness, and with a guilty
conscience ; for the mAnpodopia spoken of here (comp. iv. 21), as
ver. 6 shows, is to be a mAnpodopia év ruplp, comp. Col. ii. 2;
1 Thess. i. 5; Ileb. vi. 11, x. 22. Futher, the present verse
proves indirectly that the theory of the direct divine institution
of the Christian Sunday is decidedly unevangelical. The Sab-
bath-festival, abrogated in the N. T., cannot be transferred to
Sunday.

Ver. 6. The plerophory of subjective persuasion, ver. 5, as
regards the adiaphora mentioned in vv. 2, 5, is of a right kind,
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in so far as every onc is persuaded that Ly his peculiar course of
conduct he is serving the Lord. The imperative form, vv. 3, 5,
passes in the present verse into the indicative. The apostle in
love assumes, respecting each of the two parties, what he wishes
one to assmmne respecting the other. Thus, the indicative form
of phraseology itself implies an indirect summons to mutual
recognition and toleration, and at the same time an indirect ex-
hortation to each individual to cxamine himself, whether his
thoughts and acts are in harmony with the apostle’s confident
assumption. o ppovdv Tiw fuépav] he that considers the day=
o maparnpovpevos v Auépav, Gal. iv. 10. poveiv ¢, aliquid
curare, to make something an object of religious regard, comp. on
viil. 5. 0 ¢povav v juépav is the same that was described in
ver. 5 as o xplvov juépav map’ juépav. DBy 7 rjuépa with the
article is lhere to be understood the day held specially sacred, to
be kept as a feast. Luther: “he that regards the days” No
doubt % Auépa stands for the entire category.

—«kuvpley ¢povet] to the Lord or for the Lord, i.c. in His interest,
to His service and honour. Description of the spirit in which
lie does it. “Quod is qui tenetur ea superstitione, violare diei
solennitatem non audet illud approbatur Deo: propterea quod
nikil audet dubia conscientia suscipere. Quid enim facerct
Judaeus, qui nondum adeo profecit, ut dierum religione sit
liberatus 2 habet verbum Domini, quo commendatur dierum
observatio.  Necessitas illi imponitur per Legem: abrogatio
nondum illi perspecta est. Nihil ergo superest, nisi ut ampliorem
revelationem exspectans contineat se inter modum captus sui:
nec ante beneficio libertatis fruatur, quam fide illud amplexus
sit,” Calvin. In point of fact, he serves and pleases the Lord,
net Ly his nairow conscience, but by his fidelity. The xdpios is
Christ (ver. 9), not God. As to the abscnce of the article, comy.
Winer, p. 154 ; Fritzsche, ad Marc. p. 573.

—=xai 0 ) Gpovdy THy fuépav rkupip o Ppovel] “and he that
considers not the day, to the Lord he considers it not,” 7.c. he
observes not the day, he holds 2all days alike (comp. 6 xplvwy
madoav juépav, ver. 5) in the Lord’s service and to IIis honour.
Luther: “and he that pays no regard to it, does so to the Lord
also.”  The one keeps it in the Lord's service, because he is per-
suaded that the Lord has so commanded Aizm; and the other
keeps it not to the Lord’s honour, because he is persuaded that
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the Lord has set him fice from such service. The words «ai o
©i) ppovdy Ty Huépav kuplp ol ¢povel are wanting in A L C*
D E I G, Cod. Sinait. al. It. Vulg. al. Aug. al, and are therefore
condemned by Erasmus and Mill, erased by Lachmann and
Tischendorf. However, they are quite essential both in allusion
to ver. 5, where Joth parties are referred fo, and to preserve the
uniformity of the language (comp. kai o w3 éobiwy kuply olx
éofier n the present verse), and, moreover, are supported by Syr.
al. and most of the minuskel codices, Their omission is ex-
plained by the opotorélevror (kuple ppover . . . kupip od ¢povel).
Again, if the xal before the subjoined o éafiwy be genuine, which
must be admitted, as it is not only found in the authorities which
omit the preceding sentence, but also in many others, the erron-
cous omission of the sentence in question is further explained by
the opotdapxTov (kai 6 py povdy . .. kal 6 wy éobiwy).

—uxai 0 éobiwv kuplp éobBie] reverts to ver. 2. «kal is simply
connective. Otherwise it might also have run: ecavrws o
éobiwv. With ¢ éaiwv, comp. ver. 3.

—evyaptoTel yap 16 Oed] Evidence from fact that the éofiew
takes place to the Lord’s honour. The thankseiving at table
(comp. Deut. viii. 10 ; Matt. xiv. 19, xv. 36, xxvi. 26; 1 Cor.
x. 30; 1 Tim. iv. 4, 5) is addressed to God the Father, the
Creator and Preserver, the Aunthor of all good gifts, Matt. vi. 11 ;
Jas. i. 17. Dut he that honours the Father honours the Son
as well; and he cannot thank God for anything by which he
dishonours Christ.

—rxai o py éobiwv xuplw odx éobie] Even he that eats not,
by his non-cating, especially of animal food, renders the Lord
service.

kal evyapiorel 7o fed] and thanks God, namely by not eating;
therefore = and thereby thanks God. Evidence from fact that
cven the py éofiew is done in the Lord’s service. DBut the thanks
are given wneither for what he eats not, which were absurd, nor
that he cats not, which were Pharisaic (Luke xviii. 11), Lut for
what he eats, namely vegetable food. But if he thanks God for
this, then eating it—which in this case is withal an intentional
cating of notlLing else—cannot be done to Christ’s dishonour.

Vv. 7, 8. He that observes the day, like him that observes not,
lie that eats, like him that eats not, does so in the Lord’s service,
ver. 6 ; for our whole life, like our deatl, is not at our own service,
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ver. 7, but at the Lord’s service, ver. 8. oU8els yap Hudv éavrd
&h kal oblels éavtd amobvijoxed] As the apostle in ver. 6 assumes
that the ¢poveiv and the py ¢povelv Thy Huépav, the éobiew and
the wpy éablew, are done to the Lord’s service and honour, so here
lie assumes that, generally, no Christian lives and dies to himself,
but every one to the Lord, ver. 8, by which means the correctness
of the former assumption is verifie. Whoever has devoted him-
self to the Lord wliolly and completely, has devoted himself to
ITim in the several details and particulars. But the assumption
implied in vv. 7, 8, just as much as the one expressed in ver. 6,
involves an indirect summons to self-examination and the actual
fulfilment of what was assumed. ZLiving and dying serve to
denote man’s entire earthly existence, which the Christian has
devoted in its entire course up to its uttermost conclusion, not to
hinself, but to the Lord. The datives éavre and «vpie, vv. 7. 8,
have the same ethical meaning as the dative xvpiw, ver. 6. Not
in our own service and to our own honour, but in the Lord’s
service and to His honour our life is spent, like our death. Iere,
therefore, is meant, not our objective, but -our subjective depend-
ence on Christ. To say that life and death are in the Lord’s
hand, would be simply to give expression to a universal human,
not a specifie Christian relation, And if this universal human
relation, to which of course even Christians are sulject, were
meant here to be indicated, for the purpose of declaring that the
service rendered by Christians to the Lord, ver. 6, is grounded in
Christ’s objective relation to them as Lord, and is demanded by
it, in this case we should be compelled, between ver, 6 and ver, 7,
to interpolate an “and he is right in this,” or an “and thus also
should it be;” and that in order to obtain a course of reasoning
which, however correct and important of itself, still is not
necessary in the present counection, but rather, by its detailed
character, confuses and severs the main thread of the exposition.
Moreover, éavté and 76 rvply Ly and amofvijoxew plainly
serve far more naturally to express a subjective than an objective
relation, comp. 2 Cor. v. 15. When it is objected that amofwmjo-
xew éavrd and T@ kuplp is inconsistent with our view, because
dying is not a spontaneous act, the reply is, that without doubt
not only life, but death, in the order of nature, may assume the
form of a morally free, God-pleasing act, not merely when by
voluntary surrender life is sacrificed in the service and to the
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honour of the Lord, but also when death is horne with cheerful
submission in obedience to the divine decree; whereas, on the
other hand, he lives to himself and dies to himself who lives at
his own pleasure or unwillingly, and dies unwillingly or at his
own pleasure. Comp. Rev. xiv. 13; 1 Cor. x. 31: elre otw
éoliete, eite mivere, elté 7L ToielTe (= €eiTe GiTe eite damolvijorere),
wdavra eis Sofav Oeod moseire ; Phil. i. 20 ; Rom. viil. 38 f. Bengel
observes: “&j, amofOmiaker, vivit, moritur. TEadem ars moriendi,
quae vivendi.”

—-&av Te yap Ldpev TP kupip fduev] Proof of the negative
contents of ver. 7 by their positive opposite. édv Te yap,—édv
Te, for both if,—and if, comp. Hartung, I. p. 88, IL. p. 133, 3.
Respecting 7@ xupie &y, comp. on vi. 11.

—-édv e dmofviorwper, TG kuplw dTobvioropuer] The reference
here is not to a living to the Lord after deatl, but to a dying to
the Lord in the present life.

—-édv Te otw Ldpev, éav Te dmobvjorwperv] The reading édv Te
awobvijoropey, received by Lachmann on the authority of A D
F G «l, here and in what immediately precedes, is perhaps merely
to be regarded as a clerical crror arising from 7& xupley amofvija-
xoper. But comp. Winer, p. 369.

—7ob kvplov éouév] we belong to the Lord ; comp. oty éavrav,
1 Cor. vi. 19, Here, too, an inner, subjective Lelonging to
another is meant, comp. 2 Tim. ii. 19. Respecting eivai Twos,
see on iii. 29. We belong to Him, becanse we have given our-
selves up to His service. And for the very reason that we have
devoted ourselves to the Lord in life as in death, and acknow-
ledge that we belong to Him, we serve the Lord in observing as
in not observing feasts, in eating as in not eating. “In the
threefold emphatic 7¢ rvplp (tob xvplov), observe the divina
Christi meajestas ¢t potestas, to which the Clristian knows himself
to be completely surrendered,” Meyer.

Ver. 9. In death, as in life, we belong to Christ as master,
ver. §; for by His death and life He acquired a master’s right
over us, ver. 9. The obligation of our subjective attitude as
servants in relation to Him is therefore based upon the right of
His objective attitude as master in relation to us. eis TovTo yap
Xpioros amébave rai éfnoev] This is the reading comparatively
best anthenticated, received by Griesbach, Knapp (xai améfave
wai éfnoev), Lachmann, Tischendorf, and approved by most of the
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modern expositors.  Upon the unusual énoer arose the gloss
avéamn md dvéfnoey, from which were formed the readings amé-
Oave wal avéorn—amélave kai vétnoev,—awébave xai avéown
kai avéfnpoev, the latter the lect. cc., to say nothing of other still
less authenticated variants.  Moreover, dwéfave wxal €lnoev
answers best to the following xai vexpav kat fwvrwr. The less
attested wai before dméfave, retained by Knapp, seems to have
been adopted in conformity with the following xai vexpov xat
tovror. Dut it may also have been omitted in several codices on
account of the doubt that arose respecting the number and order
of the following words. If genuine, it must be rendered by ctiam,
also (comp. Luther), and would aptly mark the correspondence of
our subjective dependence on Christ to His objective right as
Lord, comp. 2 Tim. i. 12; Heb. vi. 7; 1 Pet. ii. 8. élnoey,
became alive, Rev. ii. 8.  The life which He lived after death was
a resurrection-life. Respecting the aorist to denote the beginning
of this state, comp. Dernhardy, Wisscnschaftl. Synt. p. 382. TFor
the notion of a hysteron proteron, so that by énoe is meant
Clrist's earthly life before His death, no adequate occasion is
given in the following {wvrev. Morcover, elsewhere it is the
standing doctrine of Scripture that Christ acquired xvpeérys, not
by His life and death, but by His death and resurrection, comp.
viil. 84, vi. 9,10 ; Phil. ii. 8 f.; Luke xxiv. 26 ; Matt. xxviii. 18.

—a xal vekpdr xai wvrwv kvpiedan] Christ has not acquired
lordship over the dead by His death, over the living by His coming
to life, but by death and life (vesurrection) together He acquired
lordship over dead and living in common. The parallelism,
therefore, botween dmwéfave xai €noev and vexpdv xai Ldvrwy is
merely a formal one; and in addition, this formal parallelism
alone is the reason of wvexpol coming before @vres, as well as of
the expression xai vexpdv xai {wvrwy being chosen instead of
Yoy éav T Lduev édv e dmolviorkwuer. Dut if Christ is Lord
not only of the living, but of the dead, it follows that we arc
under obligation to be His servants not only in Zife, but in death.
The apostle here, as often, glances only at believers, not at un-
believers as well; and is therefore treating not of Christ’s futare
universal dominion, but of His present dominion over the living
and the dead in His kingdom. “Dominium Christi in mortuos
tollit psychopannychiam,” Bengel.

Ver 10. Because Christ is the «dpeos, ITe is the sole wptmis of
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IMis olxérar, ver. 4, on which account no adelgss is to judge his
adengés and cvvdovhos. oV 8& T kpilvers Tov Aehdov gov;]
Here it 1s 0 py éobiwy who is addressed, ver. 3, on which account
D ET G, 45, It. Ambust. append év 70 py éoflew as a gloss.
o¥ 8¢ stands in opposition to Christ the sole xipios, adergos in
opposition to oixérns.

—) ral ov Ti éfovbevels Tov adeov gov;] Here it is o
éobiwv who is addressed, ver. 3, on which account Doern. Ambrst.
append 7n cdendo (év 76 éobierw) as a gloss. Theophylact: ov o
wy éabiwv Ti kplvers TOov dSeddov cov @s Aainapyor (? rather: os
daefi, eldwhohdTprny, dxdBaptov) Sia 70 éolbiew alrov; xal v o
éabiwv Ti éEovlevels Tov dOedddv gov ds ShyomiaTov (Setaidal-
wova); No doubt the apostle’s main point here is the xpivew on
the part of the weak, and he appends the éfovBeveiv on the part
of the strong simply because it is naturally suggested (comp. the
kai in 7 wkal ov). Still, even this éfovfevetv is regarded by him
asa form of kpivew (comp. unrérte ody dANovs kplvwuey, ver. 13),
as a sitting in judgment on the alleged superstition of the weak.

—mavres ydp] as well ¢ xpwopevos as o éfovBevobpevos.  rydp
serves to confirm and justify the reproach contained in the pre-
ceding question.

—mapacTyoopela) “stare solent quorum causa tractatur,”
Grotius. Comp. Matt. xxv. 33; Acts xxvi. 6; also omjxew and
arimrew, to stand and fall in judgment, ver. 4.

—7é Pipare 700 Xpiorod] comp. 2 Cor. v. 10; Matt. xxv.
31-33. Instead of the »cc. ot Xpeorod, Lachmann and Tischen-
dorf, chiefly on the authority of A B C* D E F G (so also Cod.
Sinait.*), It. Vulg, have received into the text the reading 7o
BeoD, approved by Mill and Griesbach. But, in the first place,

the rcecpte is supported by C** I, all minuskels, most of the
versions, Polycarp,! Ambrst, and also Orig. Chrys. Theodoret,
Theod. Mops. In the second place, it is required by what pre-
cedes ver. 9, the design here, as in ver. 4, being to affirm that the
judicial office belongs only to Chiist as kivpros. Lastly, it is
probable that the copyists here confounded 7ot Xpeorod with 7od
OcoD, because in the quotation, ver. 11, and therefore in the
application of the quotation, ver. 12, ¢ feds appears as xperijs.
For this very reason the contrary supposition is much more im-
v Ep. ad Plilipp. c. 6: éxivasrs y&p aiv wob xuplov xai b topey $pleuiy, xal
®mdvras T wapaorives w6 Lipati 7ol Xpiorou zal txzaroy Owip tauTol dotvar Aoyey,
Puivierer, Rox. 11. Y
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probable, namely, that the copyists wrote To0 Xpierob instead of
ToD Oeob, whether by a course of reasoning derived {rom ver. 9,
or in conformity with 2 Cor. v. 10. In favour of the originality
of the reading Tov Xpioron, tell also the attempts to omit 7¢
Oew, vv. 11, 12, or to change 76 fe, ver. 11, into 7¢ xupie.
Tinally, the Bjua, as the scat of the xpurijs engaged in judicial
functions, seems appropriate only to Cluist, not to God Himself,
comp. also de Wette and Tholuck here.

Ver. 11. yéypamrras yip] Isa. xlv. 23. The Hebrew text runs:
$iz553 paun 112Pp paom Hmn 2wt o) 137 MRTY R N TR 2
“ Dy myself I swear, truth goes forth from my mouth, a word (or:
a word goes forth as truth from my mouth) that returns not, that
to me every knee shall bow, every tongue swear.” LXX.: xar
éuavtod Suviw, ) uny éfeneloetar €k Tob oTopards pov Siwcato-
oUwy, oi Noyor pov odk amosTpagroovtar, 8Te éuol wdprer mav
yovv, kai Sueitar waca yhdoga Tov Gedv. In the first place,
Paul has abbreviated the declaration, omitting the confirmation
of the oath: 9 uyv ... amooTpadrjoorras, as unnceessary for his
purpose. Further, instead of xar’ épavrod duviw he puts the
more forcible {& éyw itself, Heb. 280 (Num. xiv. 21, 28 ; Deut.
xxxil. 40; and see Dan. xii. 7; Ruth iii. 13; Judith ii. 12).

lespecting the addition of Aéyer «dpios, comp. on xii. 19. Instead
of the more exact rendering of the LXX. «ai duetra:s mdoa yAdooa
Tov fedv, since swearing is merely a specific form of confession,!
and even in the O. T. passage this more specific designation is
merely chosen as a more concrete and forcible expression of the
general idea, the apostle has the more general xai wdca yAdooa
éboporoyijoerar 7o Bew. So, too, in Phil. ii. 11. When the Cod.
Alex. of the LXX. Isa. xlv. 23 likewise reads xai é€oporoynaerar
7ioa yhdoaoa 7¢ e, this perhaps is merely to be regarded as a
correction in accordance with the text of the Pauline passage. At
all events this supposition is more probable than the contrary one
(comp. Tritzsche here), to the effect that Paul borrowed his trans-
lation from the Cod. Alex. of the LXX, since manifestly he had
greater reason to translate more freely and generally than the
author of the reading in the Cod. Alex. That the latter found
in his Hebrew codex M3vn (shall praise, glorify, éfoporoyiaerar)
instead of Y3t'M, is an arbitrary, artificial supposition. Lachmann
and Tischendorf, ed. 1, not ed. 2, on the authority of B D E IF G,

! Comp. Harless, Ciristian Ethics, p. 333.
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Goth. It. Ruf. Ambrst., have received the arrangement éfoporoys-
getar mioa y\dooa (perhaps merely an adaptation to Cod. Alex.
LXX. Isa. xlv. 23) instead of waoa yAdooa éfopoloyijaera.

—Lo éyd>, Néyer xbpuos, 81 uol kdprer wav yovv] The o7
here does not serve merely to introduce the direct form of speech
=T live: to me shall bow,” 7e “Uly my life T asseverate: to
me shall bow ;” but, as in the LXX. it depends on xat’ éuavtod
ouvvw, so here on §@ éyd = “ by my life I asseverate, that to me
shall bow,” etc. Comp. ix. 2; LXX. 1 Sam. xiv. 44: 7dde
moujocar por ¢ Oeos xai Tade wpooleln, 57T Oavdre dmobdiy
oijuepor; 2 Chron. xviil. 13: &) «dpios, 67¢ & éav eimn o feos
wpbs ue, adTo AaMjow ; 2 Cor. i. 18; Judith xii. 4.

xal mioa Y dooa éfoporoyioerar T Oew] Chrys. : éfoporoyi)-
ogetat, TovréoTwv evfivas Swoe Tov Tempaypévwv, Theophyl.:
dvTi Tob Noyouvs Sdaer Ty wempaypévwy, Occnn. : wdoa yAEooa
ébopoloyrjoerar Tas oikelas duaprias €€ avrod Tod ouvedoTos dte
kper.  So, too, several modern expositors. However, this inter-
pretation, at variance with the sense of the Hebrew text, is the
less justifiable, as, where éfoporoynais refers to confession of
sin, Tas dpaptias, Ta wapamwTopata, Tas mpafes is always
added elsewhere, comp. Matt. iii. 6; Marki 5; Acts xix. 1§;
Jas. v. 16. On the other hand, éfomoroyeicfar without
accusative of objeet, connected with the dative of the person,
always means “to confess by praising, to praise,” comp. xv. 9;
Matt. xi. 25 ; Luke x. 21 ; and Schleusner, Lex. in LAY, sud
vocibus: éEoporoyeiclar and éfoporoyyos. That Paul in the
present passage uses éfopoloyeiofar T fed in the sense: “to
praise God, confess Him as Lord,” follows, moreover, from Phil
ii. 11. The original O. T. passage declares that in DMessianic
days all (Gentiles like Jews) shall bow before Jehovah and con-
fess Him as Lord. The same meaning is expressed in the
apostolie citation. Only, the latter rightly refers the complete
fulfilment of the prophet’s prediction to the final period or perfect
consummation of the Messianic kingdom. If God is Judge,
because He is Lord (vv. 4, 9, 10), then all acknowledge Him as
Judge who acknowledge Him as Lord; and this the more, when
this act of confession coincides with the final exercise of His
judicial office, and refers to it. Thus Taul does not here speak
dircetly of the éfoporoynais of God as xperijs, but of the éfouol.
of God as «Uptos, and therewith of course sndircctly as rperis.
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If all without exception® shall confess Him as Lord, then Ilis
own people will do so, whom the apostle has specially in view
in the application, ver. 12. Luther, in his notes on the passage,
observes: “ Then must Clirist be true God, because this 15 to take
place before His judgment-seat”  And Calvin: “ Ist ctiam
insignis locus ad stabiliendam fidem nostram de aeterna Clristi
Divinitate” In the same way Dengel: “ Christus est Deus.
Nam dicitur Dominus et Dcus: Ipse est, cui vivismus et mori-
mur: Ipse jurat per se ipsum.” So Theodoret, Theod. Mops.,
Occum. Gennadius rightly observes that Paul applies the pro-
phetic passage, treating of Jehovah, to Christ, ofimor’ dv TaiTo
wovjoas, € un Oedv elvar dAnbwov kai Tov XpioTov fmicTato, ds
Tov matépa. The apostle’s intention certainly is not to demon-
strate the divinity of Christ, but to prove that we shall stand
before no lhuman, but before Ch#rist’s judgment-seat, on which
account also in the citation the emphasis perhaps rests on éuol
and 7¢ fed. DBut then, as he derives his proof from a passage
in which «dptos, 0 feds appears as Lord and Judge, it of comrse
follows indirectly that by this designation: xdpios, o feds, Clrist
is meant, Elsewhere also with the apostle xvpios (in the LXX.
= mm), as a predicate of Christ, marks Him out as Jehoval of
the Old Covenant. But that the Isaiah-passage here quoted is
directly applied to Christ, is shown by Phil. ii. 10, 11. On the
other hand, it is a far-fetched and artificial device to say that
because God judges through Christ (Acts xvii. 31 ; Rom. ii. 16),
the proof that Clrist will judge us, ver. 10, is here given in its
being proved that God will judge us, ver. 11.

Ver. 12. Inference from the quotation, ver. 11. é&pa oiv]
comp. on v. 18, accordingly then, namely, since every one shall
acknowledge Him as Lord.

—éracTos Hudy mept éavtod Moyov Sdoer T Bed] The emphasis
probably rests not, as some expositors think, on wepi éavrod, for
the purpose of establishing his incompetence to judge and despise
others (vv. 10, 13). This were rather adTos mwepi éavrod, whereas
the accentuated wept éavrod would suggest the antithesis, inap-
propriate here, o0 wepi Tod 48ehgpod. In harmony with the tenor
of thought, the emphasis seems to us to lie rather upon 7@ feg.
Every one owes account to God, not man, and therefore will not

1 Comp. Phil. ii. 10, from which passage several minuskels have in the present
verse after azv yaw added imovpaviwy kai tziytiov zal xarayfovin,
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be judged by man, vv. 4, 10, 11.  Not only does the apostle
say here 7¢ e, not 7¢ Xpiord, on the suggestion of 7¢ fegd,
ver. 11; but, in addition, it was fitting in itself, that at the
conclusion of his exposition he should emphasize the divine
judgment as the sole one possessing authority in opposition to all
human judgment. This does not prevent the application of
ver. 11 to Clurist ; for the God who holds judgment, ver, 12, is not
a different being from the God manifested in Christ, ver. 11, but
the Father and the Son are one and the same God. The reading
dmoddaer instead of Swoer, reccived by Lachmann, is merely to
be regarded as a substitution of the more usual formula Aéyov
amodidovar (Luke xvi. 2; Heb. xiii. 17; 1 PTet. iv. 5; LXX.
Dan. vi. 2) in place of the rarer Adyor 8Sovas. In what sense
we may speak of a judgment, not only of unbelievers, but of
believers, to whom special reference is here made, in accordance
with their works, without contradicting the Pauline doctrine of
justification and salvation by faith alone, see on ii. 6.

Vv. 13--25. Ixhortation to strong believers, while admitting
the correctness of their distinctive principle, not, by a reckless
assertion of that prineiple, to put a stumbling-block in the way
of weak believers.

Vv. 13. unkére odv a\hjhovs kpivwuer] “ Let us therefore no
lIonger judge one another.” punmwére, no longer, as hitherto. odw,
thercfore, draws an inference from vv. 10-12, seeing that God
and Christ is the sole Judge. aAnpiovs, one another, the strong
the weak, and conversely, vv. 3, 10.

—aMa TouTo kpivate walov] Luther: “ but judge this
rather”  Respecting this rhetorical fisure of Antanaclusis, see
Index term. teckn. to Bengel's Gnomon, sw! By this means the
contrast of the false and true wpivew is meant to be sharply
cmphasized. The meaning is so modified, that the first time it
is = “ to pass a judicial decision,” the second time = “ to form a
moral judgment, to prescribe to oneself an ethical maxim.” Comp.
kpivew, in the meaning : apud animum suum constitucre, to decide,
settle, 1 Cor. ii. 2, vil. 37; 2 Cor. ii. 1.

—70 py Tibévar wpooroppa TE ASeAdd 4} oravbarov] The
sentence, made substantive by the neuter of the article, expounds
the preceding Tofro. Just so in 2 Cor. ii. 1: éxpwa 8¢ épavrd

! ¢¢ Antanaclasis est, cum eadem vox in vicinja bis, sed duplici scmsu ponitur.”
So here xphwgey . o . xpivzee, comp. Jas, ii. 4.
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T0DTO, TO U7 T\ éNOely év Nimy mpos vuds. In classical Grecl;,
after the preliminary todto the infinitive awitkout the article
usually stands, comp. Kiihner, p. 330. Between wpoocxoppa and
oxavdalov, when used metaphorically, as here, no cssential dis-
tinction can be established. Doth denote moral stumbling-block,
an oceasion of sinful conduet,  Erverything is to he shunmed, which
can be so much as called mpooroppua or crdvéaroy. * Twofold
designation for the sake of the matter,” Meyer. The verb Tiféva:
is chosen in harmony with the prémary meaning of these words :
lindrance, trap.  Comp. LXX. Lev. xix. 14: dmévavte Tudhod od
wpolnoes arxdvéahov; Judith v. 1: xal éfnkav év Tois wedlois
oravdéaia ; Rev. 1. 14: Balelv oxdvéaia évdmiov THV vidy
‘Iepan\. Respecting 4, aut, in negative sentences, comp. ver. 21;
Acts 1. 7, x. 14, xi. 8; Winer, p. 549. The apostle passes on
specially to exhort the strong (comp. ver. 1), whose numbers
were perhaps preponderant in the Roman chureh, and whose
seductive and pernicious influence on the weak was here, as
always, more to be feared than conversely the influcnce of the
latter on the former.

Ver. 14 serves to elucidate the prohibition of wpocroupa
mifévar, ver. 13.  The principle, under the influence of which
the strong believer acts, is no doubt right in itself, although it
will not admit of unrestricted application to the weak believer;
for that which objectively is an adiaphoren may cease to be so
for a particular individual, ver. 14. Therewith is next conjoined
the admonition, ver. 15, not, by a reckless carrying out of a
principle right in itsell and a thoughtless disregard of necessary
exceptions, to sin against the weaker brother. oiba xai mémeio-
par év rvpip 'Inood] “I know and am persuaded in the Lord
Jesus.”  olda kal mwémeropar expresses assured conviction of the
truth of the knowledge which, as existing in fellowship with the
Lord Jesus, has its seal €v kvple 'Inaob, this fellowship being one
that enlightens and imparts certitude to the conscience. Rightly
Chrys.: év kuply Toutéorw éxelbev pabov rai map' adTod mwAnpo-
dopnbeis. Ovx dpa avbpwrivys Savoias 7 Yrijpos.  “Simul
tamen voluit opponcre libertatem a Clristo datam Legis servituti,
ne teneri se putarent ea observatione, a qua Christus ipsos liber-
asset,” Calvin.

— 7 008ev rowov 8 alrod] Matt. xv. 11; Acts x. 14,15, 28,
The reading airod (so Griesbach, Knapp, Tischendorf, ed. 1), as
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against the sceepta éavrod, is confirmed hy far preponderant
authorities. Matthii, ed. min, Lachmann, Tischendorf [ed. 8: &/
éavrod] have reccived 8¢ adrod, as read by several minuskel codices,
versions, and Fathers (It. Vulg. August. Ambrst. Pelag. al. @ per
ipswm, v.c. 8¢ adrod). DBut the reflexive pronoun, to denote what
holds good in itself in contrast with subjective opinion, is herc
imperatively required (rightly Chrys.: 75 ¢doer, ¢dnolv, oddér
drdfapTov, AAN’ dro Tijs Tpoalpécews yiveTal Tod peTiONTOS, L.C. TR
Noyiouéve rowdv éorw).  Comp. Winer, p. 189, and Fritzsche,
ad Meatt. Excurs. V. p. 858 sqq. &/ avrod would need to be ap-
plied to Christ, as is done by scveral of the Fathers. Comp. Schol.
Matth.: &' adrod] fror 700 rvpiov 'Incod, o5 Tas vouikas
mapaTnpioes mwavocavros, 9 01’ éavTod, TovréoTw oldév alTo
xaf’ éavto axdfaptov, dANa 7§ PUoer wdvra xabapd. Dut, in
the first place, the antithesis manifestly designed between what is
pure objectively (ver. 20) and what is subjectively deemed pure is
thereby abolished, or at least weakened ; again, the idea referred
to above of the abolition of the nomos must have been more dis-
tinctly and definitely expressed; and lastly, this interpretation
assumes the reference of the present passage to the Mosaic pre-
cepts about food, which we liold to be incorrect; comp. Introd.
to this chapter. We should rather say that, as an idol is nothing
(1 Cor. viil, 4), it is unable to pollute even the flesh offered in
sacrifice to it, which in itself is a pure creature and gift of God
(1 Cor. x. 265 1 Tim, iv. 4, 5), but that everything, even flesh
sacrificed to idols, is in itself pure.

—e€l pij] not = aXhd, but = aisi, and to be referred back not
to ovdév kowov 8¢ adTod, but to 7¢ ovdér xowov ; comp. Fritzsche,
ad Matt, xii. 4, p. 421, and Winer on Gal. i 7 and i. 19.

—eéxeive] with emphasis; comp. John vi. 46; 1 Cor. vi. 4.

—«xowov] sc. éoriv. But to him it is impure, in so far as
partaking of it renders his conscience impure; comp. 1 Cor.
viii. 7; Tit. i. 15.

Ver. 15. e &¢] Lachmann and Tischendorf, on the authority
of the more ancient codices (so, too, Cod. Sinait.) and several
versions and Fathers, have received e/ qdp. DBut this reading
can be proved to be absolutely untenable. Either (fertium non
datur) e ydp must be meant to confirm ver. 13, which is impos-
sible, as ver. 14 cannot be regarded as a parenthetical sentence, or
it must be meant to confirm the exception €l uy 7 Xoyilopérep T
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kowov elvar, ékelve rowoy, ver. 14, which is also impossible, as
the sentence governed by e yap would confirm, not so much the
substance of the exception itself, as rather merely the purpose of
its being added.! If the present sentence in ver. 15 were intended
to refer to the exception in ver. 14, it must have been introduced
by an inferential odv, not by a confirmatory yap. On the other
hand, &¢ stands with perfect propriety in opposition to the prin-
ciple admitted to be correct, ver. 14 : “ 67c ovdév xowwov 8¢’ avrod.”
“ Everything is pure in itself. But it i3 wrong to act recklessly
on a principle true in itself, since it stands good in the abstract,
but not as regards thy weak Dbrother” &, scd, Antitheton.
Non solum fides, ver. 14, sed etiam amor adesse debet,” Bengel.
Tespecting the interchange of & and wdp, so common with
copyists, comp. Fritzsche on xi. 13, II. p. 476.

—8wa Bpdual on account of food, which thou eatest, although
thy brother looks on it as impure. “&a Bpdua’ pelwas, conf.
Heb. ix. 10, xii. 16, xiil. 9,” remarks Bengel.

—o0 aderdos oov Avmeitar] It seems to us that the most
obvious explanation of these words: thy brother 4s gricved, cannot
be maintained. For the weak brother might be grieved merely
on account of the éodiewv of the strong one, which he looks on as
sin. Dut grief of such kind would be the first germ of the very
course of judging forbidden by the apostle, which therefore he
would not commend to special regard. For the weak one ought
not to grieve over what the strong one does, but leave him to be
assured of his own opinion and pursue his own course, vv. 5, 6.
Nor can w5 16 Bpduati gov éxeivor amorive be regarded as a
consequence of the Avweiv. Tor grief on the part of the weak
one over the supposed sin of the strong is the very suvest safe-
guard against his being led to ruin by thoughtless imitation of
such a course of conduct. The explanation: “sio0ral infirmity,
injury to conscience, which comes about through a oxdvSarov
given ver. 13,” does not harmonize with the notion of Avrreicfas.
Nor does Eph. iv. 30 supply an analogous case. Consequently,
we should perhaps here adhere to the meaning of Avwelv =
to wrong, injure, often occurring in the classics (comp. Greck

! In point of fact, Meyer supposes that Paul states the reason why ho adds the
exception: ‘¢ Not without reason do I say & % . . . xonvév; for it indicates a want of
love, when the stronger does not regard this relation to the weaker brethren,”
Manifestly too far-fetched!
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lexicons, sv.). In what is subjoined the injury is explained as
consisting in dmoAvafar. Comp., too, TOmTeww Thv cuveidnow
1 Cor. viii. 12.

—uy 76 Bpopati cov éxeivor amolve] The dmdhewa is the
eternal ruin from which Christ by His death saved him, and into
whicl, by seducing him to a course of conduct against his own
conscience, thou wilt hurl him back. ¢ Perire potest etiamn verus
frater, pro quo Christus mortuus est amantissime,” Dengel.  Cer-
tainly a dictum probans for the possibility of apostasy.

—mép ob Xpiatos améfave] comp. 1 Cor. viil. 11, Strikingly
Dengel: “ Ne pluris feceris tuum cibumn, quam Christus vitam
suam.” Thou wilt not give up food for thy blrother’s life, for
which Christ gave up His life.

Ver. 16. wuy PBracdnueiclo odv Vudy 70 dyabov] Several
expositors apply 1o ayafov to the Christian freedom, of which the
stronger availed himself, and which was looked on and condemned
by the weaker as reckless licence. Dut, as already observed, to
such unwarranted judging on the part of the weaker the apostle
would make no concession. The passage, 1 Cor. x. 29, 30, to
which appeal might be made for the interpretation in question,
rather favours the direct opposite. In the first place, the designa-
tion there used is not the general one 76 ayafov, but the specific,
definite one é\evfepia expressly ; and again, the freedom of the
stronger is there directly vindicated against the Bracdrnuia of the
weaker ; comp. Bengel, de Wette, Osiander, Meyer there.  Still
further, the transition from the singular (ver. 15, comp. vv. 20, 21,
22) to the plural duéw (ver. 16, comp. ver. 19) proves that the
apostle in the present verse turns from the party of the stronger just
addressed to the entire church, to whom what is said in vv. 16—19
has reference ; whereas in ver. 20, with the singular, he turns back
to the party of the strong in faith. But, finally, the equal reference
to both parties is confirmed as well by 7@ 7fs olxodouiis Tijs eis
AAAjhovs, ver. 19, as by Soxipos Tols dvfpwmors (not Tois
meoTols), ver. 18.  Tor the latter sentence suggests the suppo-
sition, necessary also for the other reasons given, that the Biac-
¢nuia, ver, 16, must be referred to the dlasphemice, not of the
weak against the strong in faith, but of unbelievers against be-
lievers generally. Tlus all believers are exhorted by the apostle,
not, through their own fault, 4.c. through the uncharitable disputes
«me with another caused by their mutual judging and contempt,

2



346 COMMENTARY ON THE ROMANS.

to give oceasion to the reproaches of unbelievers against them.
Comp. 1 Cor. x. 32: ampookomor ryiveaOe rai 'Iovdaiows rai
"EApoe; 1 Tim. vio 1; Tit. ii. 5; 2 Pet. ii. 2, also Lom. ii. 24
7o @yafov would in this case denote a common possession of the
whole church, not of a particular party in it. Then, considering
the general nature of the expression, nothing is more natural than
to understand thereby that good which may self-evidently be
taken as the good of the Christian absolutely, his highest and
most precious possession. But this is the Christian wioTis or
the gospel, not the Bagikela Tod Beod, ver. 17. For, in the first
place, the latter is less suitably described as the summnum bonum
of Christians, since they rather form this kingdom as its members;
and again, the calumny of unbelievers was directed chiefly against
the aicTis of Christians, not against the Baciiela Tod Geod.
Rightly Melanchthon: “ Tertia ratio sumta est a dignitate Evan-
gelii.  Laedunt autem utrique Evangelium cum rixantur de rebus
non necessariis.  Ita fit ut imperiti abhorreant ab Evangelio cum
videtur parere discordias.” The reading fjudy, instead of Judy,
supplied by D E G, several versions, and I'athers, makes the
transition from the party of the strong in faith to the entire
church stand out still more clearly, and also well suits Sidxwuer,
ver, 19. DBut for these very reasons it ought perhaps to be
set aside, as a correction, in favour of the better authenticated
reading vudv. Opdv is put first with emphasis.  Your good
(that of Dbelievers) is to be guarded from others’ calumny (that of
unbelievers).

Ver. 17. Motive for avoiding the Bracdnula v éfw. — od
yip éotw 1) Basihela Tob Geod Bpisais kai woais] for the kingdom
of God s not cating and drinking, 4.c. it consists not in eating and
drinking, John xvil. 3. Therefore it is not, by a mectonymic »ci
pro ret cause, to be explained: “it is not obtained by eating and
drinking;” for neither is it obtained by righteousness, peace, and
joy, but its essence consists therein. Its existence depends upon
the fact of its joint-members being found in the latter condition,
even as, conversely, its existence does not depend upon the
partners in the kingdom discharging the former functions per-
taining to the support of this earthly life. Thus the kingdom of
God, in harmony with the general strain of thought (ver. 18), is
here to be thought of as already actnally existing upon earth
(1 Cor. iv. 20; Col. i. 13, iv. 11) ; whereas other passages allude
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to its future consummation (1 Cor. vi. 9 £, xv. 50; Gal v. 21;
LEph. v. 5; 2 Thess.i. 5). If it consist not in eating and dunl\mg,
neither have the strong any ground for finding in their indiscrimi-
nate use of meat and drink a special proof of their pre-emincnt
participation in the kingdom of God, nor the weak in their timid
abstinence from meat and drink, and for provoking by such con-
duct the calumny of unbelievers. Bpdpua, food, esca; wopa, drink;
Bpedats, eating, actus cdends ; woas, drinking, potio, actus bibend!.
Comp. Tittmann, de Synon. in N. T. p. 159. No doubt Bpdots
and wéaes are often used, like our cating and drinking, in the sense
of food and drink; comp. John iv. 32, vi. 27, But, as in the
other Pauline passages, according to the sitost probable exposition,
the primary meaning of Bpdois and woas, which is also the case
lLere, is to be retained (comp. 1 Cor. viil. 4; 2 Cor. ix. 10; Col.
ii, 16 ; comyp., too, Heb. xii. 16); and as, moreover, in the present
chapter the expression Bpodpa is twice specially used for jfood
(vv. 15, 20), it is most natural here to explain Bpdsis in dis-
tinction from Bpdua by cating, and therefore woois by drinking
(comp. Luther). With the sentiment, comp. 1 Cor. viii. 8, also
Luke xvii. 20, 21.

—AaMNG Sukatootvn xal elpyvn kal yapa év myelpaTe yip]
Several expositors interpret Siratocivy, elpijvm, yapd of moral
virtues and their effects. Sikatoavry would then be = righteous-
ness, i.c. moral uprightness of character; elprjvn = peace, nfunel),
with men; and yapd = joy, as the mother and companion of
peaceful concord. But here, where the object is to state in what
the cssenee of God’'s kingdom consists, no derivative and aceidental
characteristics can be meant, but only those which are primary
and essential.  The Swcatoaivn, therefore, must be the Sixatocivy
ék TioTews, the elpivn, the elpjvy mwpos Tov Gedw, v. 1, and the
xapd, the joy springing from this elpnvy. Ver. 19 is not decisive
against this, the peace of men one with anocther being the fruit
of peace with God. Dut the yapé is defined as a yapa év mwvei-
pate dyiw, because this particular affection, instead of moving in
the element of the Holy Spirit, having its principle in Him and
being produced by Him, may easily rest upon worldly motives.
Comp. the yapa wvedpatos dyiov, 1 Thess. i. 6, and yadpew év
kuple, Phil. iii. 1, as well as the contrast of 9 Tod xocpov Admy
and 79 «ata eov Aomy, 2 Cor. vii. 10.

Ver. 18. ¢ yap év Tovrois Sovhebwr 79 Xpirrd] Lachmann
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and Tischendorf, on the authority of A B C D* F G, «l. (s0 also
Cod. Sinait.*), several versions, and Fathers, have received, instead
of év TodTacs, the reading év TovTe, approved by Mill and Griesbach.
But év TodTe would most inappropriately point back to the sub-
ordinate delinition év mvevpate ayle (ver. 17), belonging to yapd
only. We should then be compelled, with Meyer (former editions),
to take év TovTe collectively = in conformity with this (namely, that
the kingdom of God is not eating and drinking, but righteousness,
ete), i accordance with this circumstance. But this use of év
ToUTe is not confirmed, at least by N. T. authority. On this
account we should abide by the lcct. recept., which is supported
by Syr. Tert. Theodor. and most of the minuskels, defended and
retained by Bengel,! Matthid, and Scholz. év TovTas, then, refers
back to Stratootvn, elpijry, and yapd, ver. 17, in common, and
denotes the life-element, the spiritual condition in which the
believer lives and serves Christ. But whoever serves Christ in
righteousness, peace, and joy, whether he eats or does not eat,
Lkeeps feast-days or does not keep them, remains ever — eddpesros
76 Gew] well-pleasing to God, and therefore a joint-member of God’s
kingdom, ver. 17.

—«xai Sdrepos Tols avbpdmois] and approved by men, so that
he gives them no occasion for calumny, ver. 16. “ Hunc pro-
bhatum hominibus testatur, quia non possunt non reddere testi-
nmonium virtuti, quam oculis cernunt. Non quod semper filiis
Dei parcant improbi.—Sed Paulus hic de sincero judicio loquitur,
cui nulla est admista morositas, nullum odium, nulla superstitio,”
Calvin. DBut on eddpeotos 7¢ fed, Melanchthon observes: “ Tes-
timonium, quod expresse adfirmat, bona opera renatorum placere
Deo.”

Ver. 19. Exhortation in the form of an inference from vv. 17,
18, to attain the end proposed in ver. 16. dpa odw Ta Tijs
elpijyns Swrwpev] Lachmann (ed. min, not ed. maj.) reads
Sudropey on insufficient evidence. He takes the entire sentence
as a question: é&pa odv Ta Tijs elprvns Owkouer kal Ta TS
olxodopiis Tis e€ls dAMjhovs; He does the same in Gal. vi. 10,
after receiving the reading épyalouefa. But even apart from the
insufficient diplomatic evidence for the indicative, and the
unsuitableness of the interrogatory form in the present passage,

1 Non habet singularis seér#, quo referatur, Orlus esse potest ex alliteratione ad
7 subsequens,
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the invariable Pauline employment of dpa odv as particles of
inference is opposed to it.  7a Tis elpipns, what belongs to peace,
comyp. Bernhardy, Wissenschaftl. Synt. p. 325, and Winer, p. 172,
not essentially different from 7yv elpypmv. The peace is the
peace of lelievers onc with another, which he will strive after
who serves Christ in Sweatoatvn, elpijvn, and yapa év mvedpare
ayip, and by the attainment of which the Slacdruia 7év éfo,
ver. 16, is avoided.

—rkai Ta Tis olkodouiis Tijs els aAMihous] The addition pvAdfw-
pev in D EF G, «l. Tt. Vulg. is a mere addition of the copyists.
otkadop], edification,! is a figure to express growth, cstablishment,
perfection in the Christian life. The feuéhtos is Christ, 1 Cor.
iii. 11, or the testimony concerning Him, Eph. ii. 20. The
edification, therefore, consists not in subjective, self-induced
emotions, but rests upon the objective, divinely-laid fonndation.
The structure, raised upon this foundation, is cither the entire
chureh, the individual forming merely one stone in this building,
Eph. ii. 21, or even, as in the present passage (comp. ver. 20,
1 Thess. v. 11), the individual (comp. 1 Cor.xiv. 4). DBut growth
in the Clristian life consists simply in constant advance in
laying the foundation, or rather in perpetual upbuilding on the
foundation laid once for all. 4§ olxoBous is either passive= 7o
oixodopetabfas (xv. 2; 2 Cor. xii. 19), or active= 70 olroSopeiv
(2 Cor. x. §, xiil. 10), or it denotes the effect of the act, comp.
our building, e the structure itself (1 Cor. iii. 9; Eph. ii. 21).
Here it stands in the sense of active edification, as the addition
Tiis els aAMjrovs (not év dAMjhots) shows; comp. olxodoucite eis
7ov éva, 1 Thess. v. 11. This mutual edification takes place
cspecially on the part of the strong in relation to the weak
brother, when the former, accommodating himself to the latter's
standpoint by a loving act of voluntary self-restraint in the way
in which it is matter of conscience with him to serve the Lord,
firmly establishes him in the faith, and thus gradually leads him
forward instead of tempting him to act against his conscience,
and thus casting him down from Christ the foundation, 1 Cor.
viii, 10 £, x. 23 f.  To this aspect of olxeSopun joins on the follow-
ing verse, which specially reverts to the chief aim of the chapter,
the warning of the strong in faith.

1 Respecting the Attic forms oizclouiz, oixdipnsis, oixedspnpe, comp. Lobeck, ad
Plryn. p. 487 sqq.
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Ver. 20. Prohibition, addressed to the strong in faith, of the
opposite of Sidkew Td Tis olkoBouis Tijs €is dANNovs, ver. 19.
uy) évexev PBpwuatos ratdlve 7o Epyov Tov feod] “for the sake of
food, pull not down the building of God.” Avew, John ii. 19, and
xaTa\vew, Matt. xxvi. 61, 2 Cor. v. 1, Gal. ii. 18, used of
pulling down a building. Thus the apostle adheres to the figure
contained in the words: Td Tijs olxoSoudjs, ver. 19, Consequently
76 é&pyov here is=the work ol the Dbuilder, the building, #
oiwodoun, 1 Cor. iil. 9; Eph. ii. 21. Under the épyov 7ol feod
we are not specially to think of wicTes or cwrppia, but the
Christian is himself God’s building, in so far as in his entire
being and essence he is based upon Christ the foundation and
corner-stone.  “ Fratrem, quem Deus fecit fidelem,” Estins. Comp.
the same idea without figure, ver, 15, also viil. 29, 30; 2 Cor.
v. 17; Eph. ii. 10. “Non levis est culpa, sed bhorribilis feo-
paxia, opus Dei destruere,” Calov.

—mavra peéy wabapd] Repetition of the concession already
made to the strong believer in the words oila kai mémeiouar
év wvplp Incod 670 o8év wowov 8 avTod. The object of the
repetition is to repel the justification that might be derived from
the concession for a licence of conduct that gave offence to the
weak believer, = “T concede to thee, indeed, that everything (i.c.
every kind of food) is pure (namely, in itself), but reflect,” etc.
Respecting wév with aAia following, comp. Viger, ed. Herm. p.
536, and especially Hartung, p. 402 ff.; Acts iv. 16,17 ; 1 Cor.
xiv. 17.

—d\\a kakdv 76 dbpoTe TH Sua mpookoppares éobiovti)
“Dut it is evil to the man who eats with offence,” = “ but reflect
that the weak believer sins if he eats with offence; and if thou,
by thy example, temptest him thereto, thou hast destroyed in
him God’s work.” This interpretation, namely, that by the éofiwy
liere is to be understood the weak belicver, is unmistakeably indi-
cated by the parallelism with ver. 14,  As there to od8év xowov
8’ avrod corresponds wdvra pév rabapd, so here to e uny TP
Noyilopéve T owov elvar, éxelvey kowdy corresponds dANG xaxov
T& wlpwre TG S wpookouparos éobiovre,  The ruling idea in
the chapter is, that to act in opposition to conscience leads to
ruin, ver. 23. The apostle, indeed, warns the free Christian
against want of charity for the unfree, but the motive by which
this is enforced is always to avoid leading the latter to ruin
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thereby, not to avoid falling into ruin himself, which idea of
amoteca is indirectly implied in xaxov 1@ avbpome; for what-
ever is sin to man (kaxdy, auaptia, ver. 23) proves dwwiea to
him, ver. 15. Were the éofiwv here the strong belicver, and
the mpooroppa the offence given by him, not that taken by the
wealk, the apostle would have written more directly : dANd kaxov
cou T Sia mpookoppatos éafiovti, just as previously he said
explicitly pn xataive, and everywhere directly addressed the
strong believer, vv. 13, 15, 21, 22; while, on the other hand,
Lie describes the position of the weak believer, which is to be
respected, n abstracto and from a general point of view, comp. 7o
Aoybopéve . . . éxelve, ver. 14, ¢ avfpame in the present verse,
and 6 Swaxpuwépevos ver. 23.  Besides, it is more natural by St
mpockoppatos to understand the condition in which the one who
eats is found, not that in which the other is found, or in which
he places the former. This would be &wx mpoorduparos Tod
adendod.  (Comp. as to this use of diud with the genitive, onii. 27.)
Tinally, the statement that everything is pure of itself, but that
it is wrong to eat so as to give offence to a brother, would no doult
indicate in what respect such eating may prove ruin ¢o Zim, the
strong believer, but not—which is the chief point here (comp. w3
évekev PBpoparos xatdlve T6 Epyov Tob Beod)—in what respect it
damages the soul of the weak belicver. A subject to xaxév is
found most simply by understanding a 70 wdvra ¢ayeiv to be
taken from the context; for the preceding words wdvra wpév
rafapd are as to scnse = wdvra pév éfeoti payelv, comp. Kiihner,
p. 36f «kaxoy, in opposition to the following xaley, is here
Detter taken as enhoncstum, sinful, than as pestifcrum, hurtful.
With the dative of accounting 76 dvfpdme, comp. Jas. iv. 17,
Ver. 21. Fundamental rule for the strong in faith, in sell-
denying love to avoid the mpéowoppe which the weak in faith
takes at the reckless use of his freedom, and through which he
is led into sin and destruction, ver. 20. «aXov] sc. gol éoTe
(1 Cor. ix. 15). Comp. o dadergos gov and kardive, ver. 20.
rahoy = morally fair, excellent, pracelarum, honestwm.  Luther: “ ¢
s better”  So, too, several expositors. But such a positive form
must have been followed by au 4 in the comparative sense, comp.
Matt. xviii. 8, Fritzsche there, and Winer, p. 300. To suppose
that Paul intended to write : xaXov 7o uiy payeilv kpéa undé mielv
oivov undé dAho & Ti oby palhov 1) va cravdalions Tov adepov
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cov, hut alter the sccond undé with év & fell into an anacoluthon,
is in any case an altogether needless makeshift.

—T0 1) payelv xpéa pundé mielv oivov] In the abstract undé
7eely otvov might be taken hypothetically just as well as the
following unéé év @ x7h, so that it would merely express the
supposed case that wine-drinking may give offence. DBut as ver. 2
shows that the weak Dlelievers in part actually abstained from
all cating of meat, the view is more probable that in the same
way they abstained from the use of wine, and indeed for the
same reason, nawely, to avoid flesh sacrificed to idols and wine
used in libation.

—undé] Supply motety or wpdoaew ToiTo, comp. Winer, p. 729,
and 1 Cor. x. 31 : eite éobiere, elTe TiveTe, €iTé Tt ToLELTE.

—év & 0 ade\gis gov wpookiTTEL 1) cravéahilerar 7) dobevei]
The owmission of 3} oxavbaliferar 9 dobfevel (comp. Tischendorf)
is not sufficiently authenticated. It is more likely that the
omission arose from the apparently cumbrous accumulation of
synonyms, than that conversely there was any need to add 4
cravdaiilerar i) dolevei as a note. mwiomis in ver. 22 aptly
stands in antithesis to @o@éveta, comp. in ver. 2 the antithesis of
morevew and dofevelv. With wpocromrer 1) cravbakilerar, comp.
mpooroupa 1) crxdavbalov, ver. 13. As to substance, the third
synonym, % acfevei, or s weak, w.c. is hesitating, loses the power
to follow his conviction, does not differ from these figurative
expressions. “ The threefold designation of the same thing is
explained by the wrgency of the sorrowful thought,” Meyer. With
the sentiment of the verse, comp. 1 Cor. viii. 13.

Ver. 22. od wioTw éyes] Objection of the strong believer,
the truth of which the apostle concedes, for the purpose of repelling
the inference drawn thercfrom = “ Thou hast faith, thou art no
aobfevav. This T concede. But it follows not from this that
thou art to give effect to thy faith in thy conduct.” Moreover,
1t is more in consonance with the animated style of the Pauline
diction, with more ancient and most of the modern expositors
to take o0 wioTw éyers as an interrogative than as a conces-
sive sentencc: “Thou hast faith.”  Supply: “ Sayest thou?2”
The reading ov wioTw v &ess xTh, teceived by Lachmann
after A B C (so also Cod. Sinait.), Tol. Ruf. Aug. Pel, is mercly
to be regarded as a paraphrastic gloss. Bengel interprets the
wiaTes of fides de puritate ¢ibi, comp. in ver. 2: bs pév mioTever
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davely mdvra, and in ver. 14: oida ral wémewopar v kvplo "Inood
KTA.

—«xatd ceavrov éxe évamov Tob feod] have it awith hysdlf
before God.  The xata ceavrov, put first emphatically, apud tent
ipswm, apud twwm tpsius animum, suggests as antithesis un Selrvve
7 érép. Comp. Gal. vi. 4: eis éavrov povov 76 xalynua éfe
kal ovk els Tov étepoy, and with the sentiment 1 Cor. xiv. 28§
éavre O¢ hakeltw kal 76 Oew. Well Chrysostom: apreito oo
70 cuverdos. De satisfied with thy own consciousness and God's
testimony. Wear not thy faith as a show so as to give offence to
thy weak brother. In saying this, of course, the apostle’s purpose
is to enjoin the discontinuance of acts, lawful of themselves, from
considerations of charity (comp. ver. 21), not to sanction their
performance where these considerations are wanting. So Grotius:
“tunc utere, quum alium non habes testem, quem offendas,”
comp. Reiche here. No doubt in the abstract this permission is a
fact, and Paul himself acted in accordance with it. But it is not
involved either in the words or in the general tenor of thought.

—uakdpios 6 pi kplvov éavrov év ¢ Sonipdlel] “ Happy is
he that judges not himself in that which he approves.” He sits
not in judgment on himself, because he is certain that he is
acting rightly in what he does, comp. ver. 5: éxastos év 7% (8iw
vor mAnpodopeicfw. The maxim might perhaps be applied ex-
clusively to the strong believer, who is pronounced happy on
account of his assured conviction. But apart from the use of
the third person instead of the second (comp. with ver. 20), the
apostle has no intention to deny such happiness to the weak
believer, who, according to ver. 5, just as much as the other,
ghould be certain and confident in his own conviction. Con-
versely, we might perhaps apply the maxim exclusively to the
weak Dbeliever, so that it would contain a warning to strong
believers, not by their seductive example to disturb the former in
the certainty of his conviction, but rather to remember that his
salvation is bound vp in the closest way with such certainty.
But, in harmony with its form, the maxim is best taken quite
generally.  Every one, the strong like the weak Dbeliever, is
happy, if he reproach not himself concerning what he cliooses
to do, whether it be to eat or not to eat, but is confident that
he acts rightly in what he does, comp. ver. 5. Therefore let
.every one act in accordance with his conviction. But if the

Puivierr, Rox. 1L A
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weak believer, the 23d verse then continues, loses this assurance,
and yet acts with a doubting conscience, he loses salvation. And
thou, the strong believer, we are to add in thought, art guilty in
this matter for leading him into this doubting state.  Soxipdlewv,
agenduwm eligere, to deem right, approve.  Luther: “in that which
he accepts.” Comp. 1 Cor. xvi. 3.

Ver. 23. ¢ 8¢ Sianpiwopevos) but he that doubls. The doubter
is the weak believer, in so far as he debates with himself whether
cating is really lawful or not. Originally he is an dofeviv,
ver. 2, but no Siaxpivopevos, but a wAnpopopnfeis. It is only by
the example of the wioTw éywr that he is transferred into the
condition of the Sarxpiwouevos. His weakness of faith consists
in his holding as obligatory certain precepts and ordinances not
springing immediately from justifying faith in Christ. Thus he
is afraid of neglecting feasts, or partaking of flesh offered to idols.
As long as he continues at this standpoint, he is right in his
firm convietion that both the one and the other are forbidden
him. Only, he is not to judge the opposite conviction. If he
coufines himself within these limits, e thereby, no doubt, con-
cedes implicitly the possibility of the correctness of the opposite
conviction, and may consequently be called a Siaxpivouevos as
regards the absolute objective validity of his own opinion; but
he is no Staxpevopevos as regards the unconditional correctness of
his conduct. His uncertainty is therefore at first more of a
theoretical than practical nature. He doubts whether sacrificial
flesh and libation-wine are pure or impure, but he does not doubt
that, on account of this very doubt, it is unlawful for him to
partake. It is only when he sees the other eat, that the thought
arises in his mind whether the like is not lawful for him as well.
But this thought amounting to no more than a doubt, he becomes,
in respect to practical conduct, from a wAnpodopnfess, ver. 5, a
Siakpwipevos, ver. 23.

—éav ¢pdyn] if (i.c. despite his doubt) ke eat.

—-«ataréepirar] 1s condemned, 1.¢. by the very fact of his having
caten, John iii. 18. The xaraxpivor is not here directly specified.
The act of cating itself condemns him, of course in conformity
with divine ordination, the righteousness of the judgment thus
being apparent not only before God, but before men and to his
own mind.

—07u oV éx wioTews] sc. épaye. Ground of the xatdxpiua.
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The weak in faith in his eating possesses not the wiorw of (he
strong in faith, vv. 2, 14, 22. But this wiores is not identical
with abstract truthfuluess of conviction, for this is not wanting
even to the weak, although wiores is wanting to him.  But it is
the firm assurance proceeding from justifying faith in Christ
(ver. 1), that this faith is the source and principle of all conduct
well-pleasing in God’s sight, that Deside it there is no binding
command or prohibition coming from without, that he is justified
in using freely all God’s creatures. “ Innuitur ergo ipsa fides, qua
fideles censentur, conscientiam informans et confirmans; partim
fundamentui, partim norma rectae actionis,” Bengel. “ IFidei
vocabulum hic ponitur pro constanti animi persuasione, et firma
(ut ita loguar) certitudine, nec ea gualibet, sed quae ex Dei veri-
tate concepta sit,” Calvin.

—may 8¢ b olk éx wioTews apaptia éoriv] General rule, intro-
duced by the metabatic 8¢, to which the proposition just advanced
is traced back. “In the conclusion that proves the xaraxéxpi-
Tat, wav &€ up to auapr. éoTw is the major, otk éx wioTews, sc.
Eparye, the minor proposition,” Meyer. The wiz7is here is not
justifying faith directly, but the assurance, springing therefron,
that all conduct proceeding from and consistent with it is well-
pleasing to God. The Augustinian proposition: “ omnis in-
fidelium vita peccatum est,” finds therefore in the present dictum
not indeed its direct, but its indirect confirmation. For if every
action is sin, which proceeds not from the assurance that it is
well-pleasing to God, and such assurance itself can only be the
result of evangelical saving faith, it follows that every action is
sin that has not such evangelical saving faith as its ultimate
source and basis.!  Of course the matter in question here is not
the apparent form of the act, which may possibly be normal and
legal, and so far good, but its inner root, which, in the case of
unbelievers, is never the wioTes 60 dyamijs évepyovuéry, Gal. v. G.
Further, the present chapter lays down in a specific case the

! Comp. Balduin in Calov here: ¢ Si ea quae absque ista fide fiunt, qua credimus
aliquid esse concessum in rebus adiaphoris, peccatum sunt; multo magis peceata
crunt, quaccundue fiunt absque certa fiducia cordis in Christum.  Atque sic dictum
Lioc Apostoli ab hypothesi ad thesin, vel etiam ab inferiore specie fidei ad superiorem
recte accommodare possumus.  Est enim generalis Aphorismus de omni fide verus :
Quicquid absque fide fit, peccatum est: sive intelligatur fides historica, sive fides
conscientiae, sive fides in Chnistum, ete.  Nihil igitur obstat, quominus etiam de lido
Jjustificante hoe dictum explicari queat, licet lic ad aliam speciem applicetur,”
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most important rule for the discussion of the doctrine of ethical
adiaphora generally. wdvra éfestw, 1 Cor. vi. 12, x. 23, is the
objective point of departure, of course merely all that is not
expressly pointed out as sin by God’s word, and which therefore
is not of itself demonstrably at variance with faith and love.
Hence the recognition of this wavra é€ecTiv is the higher, because
specifically evangelical, standpoint.  Still this wavra éfeorev has
no universal subjective validity. Whocver has not yet penetrated
so far as to reach the firm assurance of its objective truth, for
him it does not yet hold good. Only let him beware of judging
the freer Christian, just as the freer one should beware of
despising and tempting him. DBut this reciprocal brotherly
toleration holds good as far as concerns the sphere of the moral
adiaphoron, not as concerns the sphere of divinely-revealed truth.
There every one is not to follow his own conviction, but to be
convineed of the truth of divine revelation, and only upon the
basis of this universally required plerophory of faith does there
emerge the requirement to tolerate different convictions as
respects the ethical adiaphoron. '
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CHAPTER XV.

Vv. 1-13. Continuation of the subject discussed in the previous
chapter, but in such a way that the exhortation to concord and
tolerance, vv. 16, and mutual recognition, vv. 7-13, receives o
general application, and is enforced by the example of Christ.
No doubt, considering the affinity in matter, ch. xiv. might be
prolonged to xv. 13; but, on the other hand, the distinctive
import of ch. xiv. and of xv. 1-13, as well as the specific
references oceurring there, and the thoroughly general tone pre-
dominant here, may be alleged in defence of the ordinary division
of the chapters. In any case, if ch. xiv. were prolonged into
ch. xv., xv. 1 must begin a new paragraph.

Ver. 1. 'Oceiroper 8¢ nueis ol Svvatoi Ta dcbevijpata Tow
dbvvatwy Bactalew] The metabatic 8¢ serves to attach the
exposition now Dbegiuning to the one just concluded. If the
weak in faith eats against his conscience, he falls into sin and
condenmation, xiv. 23 ; but we that are strong are to guard well
our duty towards weak bretliren exposed to such a danger. The
apostle says Hjuets of Swvvator, and thus reckons himself among
the strong, whose principles he certainly shared, xiv. 14, 20.
As to the way in which he himself observed the injunction here
given to the strong in faith to treat the weak with loving con-
descension, comp. 1 Cor. ix. 20 ff. The Svrvatoi and dddvaTtor
are the dwvarel and &dvvaror 7 wiore, xiv. 1. The dofevijuara,
infirmitics, no doubt denote the prejudices mentioned in the
previous chapter, but are to be taken more generally; for the
wealk in faith may show their weakness not merely in abstinence
from flesh sacrificed to idols and libation-wine and observance of
days, but in a variety of other ways., RBacrtalew (Gal. vi. 2, 5
Rev. ii. 2, 3), as elsewhere ¢épetv, ferre, to bear, tolerate, to forbear
and have patience. “The doferjpara are thought of as a burden
which the strong bear for the weak by having patience with
them.”

—«ai py €avrols dpéorew] Theophylact : elmwy 671 opeihoper



358 COMMENTARY ON THE ROMANS.

BacTtdlew, 8iddaker, mds dv yévoito TolTo, 6Te éav uy Ta éavtdv
povoy tyrdpev.  Self-pleasing, a branch of self-love (¢pehavtia), is
the root of intolerance and impatience, because he that pleases
himself in his conduct seeks not to please another, and therefore
pays no regard to him.

Ver. 2. ékaoTos judv 176 mhnaiov dpeorétw] The rydip, read
by the receple after ékaoros, is rightly condemmned and erased by
most editors and interpreters, on far preponderant authority, as
a connective interpolation. The active meaning to be here
ascribed to dpecréro, “let him seck to please,” need not be
implied in the word in itself, but may Le found in its imperative
form, “ Let him please” = “let him act so as to please, let him
endeavour to please.” Tlsewhere, no doubt, is found the meaning
of dpéarew =“ to seek to Le pleasing, to please,” not, indeed, in
Gal. i. 10, comp. Meyer, but perhaps in 1 Cor. x. 33 ; 1 Thess.
ii. 4; perhaps also in iv. 1.!  With the idea, comp. 1 Cor. x. 24.

—eis 7o dyabov mpos oikodourfy] Therefore not from interested
motives, but for Zis (the neighbour’s) bencfit (els 70 ocvupépov,
1 Cor. x. 33), unto cdification, xiv. 19. mpos oikodousjv is to be
regarded as a more precise definition of els 70 dyafév. The
object of the endeavour to please another is not one’s own
advantage, but a neighbour’s advantage consisting in his edifica-
tion. Wherein this edification itself consists, and by what means
it is cffected, see on xiv. 19, Rightly DBengel: “ bonum genus,
acdificatio species.”

Ver. 3. xai yap 6 Xpiaros ovx éavrd tpecev]  for Christ also
pleased not Himself,” 7. was not a self- pleaser, lived not to
please IIimself. Respecting xai rydp, comp. on xi. 1. As here,
so in 2 Cor. viil. 9, Eph. v. 25, Phil. il 5, 1 Pet. i 21,
Heb. xii. 2, Christ is set forth as a pattern,

—aX\a, cabws yéypamrar] After dAAd neither cuvéBy alre,
nor éyévero, nor, far less, émoiyoer is to be supplied ; but instead
of saying dA\\a, kabos wyéypamrar, ol dveldiopoi Tdv dvedilovtwy
rov Beov émémecov ém’ avTov (tov XpiaTov), the apostle, in direct,
animated language at once introduces Clrist Himself, speaking

1 But comp. Fritzsche here, who puts forward the assertion that the active
meaning never lies in the word in itself, but always in the verbal form only, chicily
in the present and imperfect, which tenses are often used elsewhere de conatu, and
that in 1 Cor. x. 38, &pioxev =i = has the transitive mieaning, so that wdvra wéow

apioxw = omnie omnibus probo. Comp., however, against this assertion, Wiescler
on Gal. i, 10,
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in the words of the Psalmr; comp. on ix. 7, and Winer, pp. 719
749.

—ol bvediopol Tév Svedilivtwy oe émémecov ém’ éué] Ds.
Ixix. 9, literally, after the LXX. The 22d and 23d verses of
the same Psalm were quoted in xi. 9, 10.  As to the Messianic
character of the Psalm, comp. on xi. 9, 10. If, to please God,
Churist took on Himself, in self-denying devotion to God’s cause,
the worst revilings of God's enemics, it follows that He lived not
to please Himself. In this way, then, merely the negative oy
éavtd djpecey, not the positive 7¢ mAnoior dpéorew, would be
verified. Dut the former is quite sufficient ; for he that lives
not to please himself, but, to please God, endures ignominy, will
also, seeing that God’s service always necessarily includes service
to our brethrem, co ipso seek to please his neighbour, eis Tov
dyabBoy mpos olxodopsiv. There is no need, thercfore, to suppose
that the apostle here conceived the ignominy that fell upon Christ
directly as an element of Ilis redeeming work, and represented
IIis self - devotion as rendered on behalf of man’s salvation,
Yespecting éveidiopuos as belonging to later Greek, comp. Lobeck,
ad Phryn. p. 512, Respecting the Alexandrian form émémecar,
which Lachmann and Tischendorf have here perhaps rightly
received on the authority of A B CD E F G, al (so, too, Cod.
Sinait.), comp. Fritzsche, ad Marc. p. 639 ; Winer, p. 87.

Ver. 4 justifies the quotation of the O. T. passage. 6oa vyap
mrpoeypapn] “ for all that was written previously.” Not without
reason have I cited that saying of Secripture, for (yap) every
saying of Scripture serves for our instruction. The mpo in
mpoeypddn receives its definition from the following sjuerépav
put emphatically first. All that has been written before us, before
our days, is written for our instruction, that of us Christians now
living. It is therefore the entire O. T. Seripture that is meant,
not merely the Messianic prophecy in it, in which case Goa
mpoeypadn would be =« what was recovded before s fulfilment.”
Such a limitation of the notion of wpoyeypauuévor is all the more
untenable, as both the O. T. itsell is full of instruction for
Cluistians, and that not merely in its prophetic portion (2 Tim.
1. 16), and also the passage of the Psalms quoted here in ver. 3
i~ not so much designed to present to us a prediction now ful-
iilled in Christ as to set Christ Himself before us in His God-
pleasing walk as a pattern,

’
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—els T jperépav Sidackahiav wpoeypdpn] Instead of wpoe-
vpadn, B CD EF G, also Cod. Sinait.”, most versions, and several
TFathers have the siviple éypadn. This reading, recommended by:
Griesbach, Lachmann and Tischendorf have rightly received. The
compound wpoeypidn has probably only crept into the text
through mechanical, thoughtless, perhaps also through designed
repetition of the former mpoeypdepy. Sibacraria = teaching, in-
struction, practical admenition.

—va &a ThHs Umopovils kal Tijs mwapakMicews TGV ypadov]
The 8:d before Tijs maparxhijoews, certainly authenticated by A B C
(Cod. Sinait.), and received by Grieshach, Lachmann, and Tischen-
dorf, may yet be an easily repeated addition of transcribers. The
genitive 7@y ypagov depends on Tijs Imouovils kai Tis wapa-
kMjoews in common, not on 7is waparhijoews only. In the latter
case tijs vwopovijs would stand quite alone and unsupported. As
{va defines the end for which God caused the word of Scripture,
with its instruction, to bLe recorded, it follows that Owomory and
waparhnais are to be thought of as actually supplied in common
by this word. And for the very reason that God’s word inspires
dmopovijy and mapdiinow, God Himself, who caused it to e
written, is called 6 feos Tijs Dmopoviis xai Tis Tapariijoews, ver. 5.
Therefore 3 Imopovy) xal 3 wapdxinows T6v ypaddy is= ) vmo-
povy Kai jj wapdrinois, Hv ai ypagai wapéyovow. According to
Melanchthon, the ypadal are contemplated as miaisterivm spivitus,
That dmopowj here, as in v. 3, denotes Imopovy) év Tais ONiyreot,
stedfastness, perseverance in suffering, and therefore mapdrinos,
comfort, from which dmrouovsj proceeds (comp. v. 4, 67¢ 7 dydmy
70D Beod kTA.), as well as 9 é\wrds, hope, which latter, in its turn,
is the result of dmopors} (v. 4), is shown, in the first place, by the
intimate union of dmouovi), wapdxinois, and éawis in their own
nature (2 Cor. i. §), and again by the verse immediately preceding.
For there the very subject spoken of was Christ’s exemplary suf-
ferings, which, with unflinching fortitude, He took on Himself in
God'’s service. Moreover, it follows from this that in ver. 3 Christ’s
sulferings were not considered in the light of cxpiatory sufferings
on behalf of brethren, but were viewed as the ordinary universal
sulferings of God’s faithful servant, into the fellowship of which
we have entered, John xv. 20; Matt. v. 11 £; 1 Pet. iv. 13.
Thus neither is dmopowj here = constancy in the faith, or = pati. : .
in bearing with the weak (ver. 1), nor is wapdainoes = exhortatu: .



CIIAP, XV. 5, 6. 361

—Tw (ATida éywuev] spem habeamus. Tt is 3 éwis Tijpy
dafns Tob Beod, v. 2, the hope of future blessedness and glory in
cternal Tiive, therefore the specific hope of Clristians (hence the
article 7y éAwida), that is meant. This is the invariable
meanin : U éNwrida éyetr = o have hope subjectively, Acts xxiv. 15;
2 Cor. x 15; Eph. ii. 12; 1 Thess. iv. 13; 1 John iiL 3.
Thereforc neither is éyew to be interpreted by lencre, to hold fust

(althor: i doubtless Clwistians ought to be established <n the
posscs- i of the hope which they already have, comp. on v. 4,
there:.v : to have hope i e higher and higher degree), nov enmis
by oljec : of hope, comp. Col, i, 5.

V.. %, 6. Recurrence to the subject in the form of a prayer

for vuvness of mind, as well as for its manifestation in oncness in
God'= praise. o 8¢ Oeos Tijs Umopovis kai ThHS mwapachijoews]
vieh'y Theophylact : 8uo kai Geov adrov Imopovils xai waparia'-
cews ovopdler s SoTiipa kat aiTeov; comyp. 1 Cor il 5 f, vii
7,10l 0 Beds Tis énmridos, Rom. xv. 13 ; ¢ Beos Tijs elprjvns, Rom.
xt. 03 Phil iv. 9; 1 Thess. v. 23 ; Heb. xiii. 20. God is here
cail- | the author of constancy and comfort, in allusion to dmopovy
Ko TapdAnais TAY ypaday, ver. 4. Luther: © Seriptura quidem
d- ey, sed gratia donat, quod illa docet.” God gives constancy
air | comfort through the teaching of Scripture, by impressing this
tenching on man’s heart by His Spirit.  “ Solus sane Dens patien-
tie et consolationis auctor est, quia utramque cordibus nostris
i1 tillat per Spiritum suum: verbo tamen suo, velut instrumento,
w0 id utitur. Docet cuim primum, quae sit vera consolatio et
< -1e sit vera patientin: deinde illam doctrinam animis nostris
- pirat et inserit,” Calvin.  Still, both these—the operation of

» word and that of the Spirit—are camied into effect, not
i-2side and after, but in and through one another.

—8¢n tuiv] 8¢n is the Hellenistic form instead of the Attic
v, comp. 2 Tim. 1 16,18. Moeris: Soinuev, Sointe, aTT LA B,
~i,uev, 8wnte, EMAquireds. Cowmp. Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 3-£6 sq.;

Buitmann, Adusf. gr. Sprachl. 1. p. 526,

—-70 a¥To ¢povelv év dAMjAors] comp. xii. 16; Phil. ii. 1, 2.
C'apanon patience and common consolation in common tribulations
wre Lo sonrey and cement of unity, especially when the tribulation
cuwsizt- it reviling and persecution on the part of God’s enemies
(vi . 3, wiioh is a summons to Gol's friends to stand together
o1l DT mea: firmly.  Like Christianity in every age, the Roman
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church of those days was cerininly exposed to such tribulitia
even before the outbreak of sanguinary persecution proper. Luus
the transition here made from constancy and comfort to unity of
spirit i1s no mere accidental one. But just as every good gift
comes down from above, so does unity and concord. It must
therefore be bestowed, like constancy and comfort, by ‘God, and
consequently sought and entreated from Him in prayer. But
where concord is established, there the summons given in vv. 1, 2
has met its response, and neither a xpivew of the strong on the
part of the weak, nor an éfovfeveiv of the weak on the part of
the strong finds room, xiv. 3, 10, but a Bacrdfew of his dafew-
pata, xv. 1.

—~«ata Xpiorov 'Incodv] e according to the will of Christ
Jesus, comp. kara Beov, viii. 27. How near Christ’s heart lay
the oneness of His people, see in John xvii. 21. Through His
atoning death He himself established this unity objectively (Eph.
ii. 14 1f). By His Spirit it is also subjectively carried into
effect. The interpretation of xara Xpiorov "Incody by : “accord-
ing to the example of Christ Jesus,” appealing to vv. 3, 7 (Gal.
iv. 28), is out of the question, because Christ was not proposed
in ver. 3 as a pattern of concord, but of resolute endurance.
Moreover, an individual eannot be adduced as an example of
concord, a plurality of persons being necessary to this, but only
of endeavour after concord. We should in that case be com-
pelled to refer xata Xp. 'Inc. not to vo adrd ¢povetv, but to 7¢
¢ppoverr (God grant you to be like-minded, so that you mayv
answer to the mind of Christ), which seems unnatural and in: -
posite, because what Paul wishes for his readers is not endeavour
after concord, but concord itself.

—va] The end of concord is its highest form of manifestation,
God’s consentancous praise, God’s praise being the highest aim of
the individual’s, as of the churel’s life. And as strife and party
spirit are the worst hindrance to its exercise, so, on the contrary,
thie best means to sccure it is to keep dissension at a distance.

——opobupador év évi aropare] wnanimously with onc wi-nfh,
év évi ordpare is the outward expression of opofuuador. whici
denotes the inner source of unity. Oneness of mind has oncr -
of speech as its consequence. Thus év évi aropate is noi « wm
explanation of ouofvpadsy, as in Demosth. Phil. iv. p. 147 : ngo o
uadov éx pias yvouns; for év évi oropare (instrument ' p
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which among the Greeks €€ évds arouaros is often found, is not
identical with érx mias yvwuns. Respecting adverbs in 8ov, sce
Suttmann, 1L p. 342 ; comp. with opofupadov, cg. porindiv, 2 et
iii. 10, dvaoradov, oyedov, yrwundoy. DBut where praise opofu-
wnadov év évi arduate takes place, there all faction vanishes.

—8okaltnTe Tov Beov] As to this common praise of God in the
Christian chureh, comp. 1 Cor. xiv. 15, 26 ; Eph. v. 19 ; Col. iii. 16.

—~«ai matépa Tob ruplov Hudv 'Inced Xpiatot] comp. 2 Cor.
i, 8, xi. 31; Eph.i 3; Col. i 3; 1 Pet. i. 3. 1In all these pas-
sages ToD xvplov belongs merely to marip, not to feds as well, as
follows from the passages in which God is described as ¢ feos xai
mraTip without addition of the genitive 7od xupiov fudv 'Incod
Xpiorod, 1 Cor. xv. 24; Lph.v. 20; Col.iii. 17 ; Jas. i. 27, iii. 9,
The praise is first of all defined as to its nature as a ofalew Tov
feov, a standing designation ;! and this God is then more precisely
defined as Father of the Lord Jesus Christ, because He is praised
first of all as God in the abstract, and then as Father of Jesus
Christ, in which character He has bestowed on men all benefits
that call for praise. So Theodoret: Hucy Geov éxdeae Tov Geov,
tol 8¢ wuplov maTépa. On the other hand, the application of Tod
xvplov "Ino. Xpiot. to Oeév and marépa together appears utterly
without reason, because it is not easy to see why God should be
praised directly and exclusively as God of Jesus Christ (comp.
John xx. 17; Eph. i 17; Heb. i. 9)2 But when the Father of
the Lord Jesus Christ is praised, indirectly the Son, this Lord
Jesus Christ Himself, is praised as well, and that with one mind,
even as He is the one Lord of all, x. 12, xiv. 6-9.

Ver. 7. &3] On which account, namely, that this end of unani-
mous praise may be attained.

—-mpocAapfBdveafe arNjrovs] As to mpoohapBdveabac, comp.
xiv. 1, 3, xi. 15. That here both parties are addressed, therefore
the readers collectively, not exclusively or predominantly the
party of strong believers or Gentile Christians, follows from

1 Comp. Matt. ix. 8; Markii. 12 ; Lukeii. 20, v. 25, 26, vii. 16, xiii. 13, xvii. 15,
xviil. 43, xxiiil. 47 ; Acts iv. 21, xi. 18, xxi. 20 ; Rom. i, 21, xv. 9; 1 Cor. vi 20;
2 Cor. ix. 13 ; Gal. i. 24; 1 Pet. ii. 12, iv. 11, 16.

2 Meyer, who agrees with our interpretation, observes: ‘It ought not to have
been objected that the form of expression must either have been ziv dedy Auav =,
waripe 'I. K. OF 7dv fedv 7ov was. 'l. X, Either of these would be the expression of
another idea. DBut as Paul has expressed himself, #4v binds the conceptions of Gocd
and Father of Christ into unity.” It is just = He who is God and Father of Christ.
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a\aphous, from vv. 8, 9, and from the case itself, as the common
unanimous praise of God is only possible on condition of mutuu!
affectionate recognition and reception.

—«abws xai 0 Xpioros] whose example you are to follow,
comp. ver. 3.

—mrpoceafeto] “ sibi sociavit,” Grotius.

—pas] This reading has been rightly restored, as against the
vee. Muas, by most versions and several Fathers, on the authority
of ACD** EF G I,al,also Cod. Sinait., comp. vv. 5-7. sjuds
is cither o correct gloss, since no doubt Juds is to be referred to
the entire church, as well to Jewish as Gentile Clristians; or
the origin of #juds is explained by the coufusion of sjuas and
vuds, very common elsewhere in manuseripts.

—e¢ls 8oEav feod) is to be joined not with 8w mpoorauBdivesfe
ANMovs, but with xabos xai 0 Xpioros mpooehdfBeto Uuas, as
follows from vv. 8, 9. Christ received you in order to glorify God,
ver. 7, namely, to glorify His truthfulness, ver. 8, and to glorify
His goodness, ver. 9. On this account the 8o0€a Geod is not to be
applied to the future glory of Dlelievers (“ ut aliquando divinae
gloriae cum ipso simus (sitis) participes,” Grotius; comp. John
xvii. 24 ; Rom. v. 2, viii. 18). To this also is opposed the necessary
reference to the foregoing Wva SoEdfnTe Tiv Beov, ver. 6 = that
you may with one mind glorify God, receive onc another, even as
Christ received you, that by this means He might glorify God.
Finally, the glory which God possesses and bestows on His people
would not be 8éfa feod, Lut 3 Sofa 100 Oeob, v. 2, viii. 18. In-
stead of els Sofav Oeod, Lachmann and Tischendorf have received
els 8ofav Tod feod, with A B C D E F G (so, too, Cod. Sinait.).

Vv. 8, 9. More detailed expuosition of xafws xai o Xpioros
wpocenaSBero vpas eis §ofav eod, ver. 7. The reception of the
Jews took place els 8ofav Tijs dinbeias Tob Oeod, ver. 8, the
reception of the Gentiles els Sofav Tod éréovs Tol Beod, ver. 9.
And just in so far as the former might take their stand upon a
theoretical right, the latter merely upon spontaneous compassion,
arises a special obligation on the part of Gentile Christians,
who are strong in faith, to treat with alfectionate regard and
gentleness Jewish Christians who are weak in faith. Aéyo 8]
but I say, i.c. but I wish to say, comp. Gal. iv. 1, iii. 17; 1 Cor.
1. 12, vil. 29, xv. 50. The reading Méyw rydp, approved by Mill
and Griesbach, and perfectly apposite in the connection, Lach-
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mann and Tisclhendorf have received certainly on the authority
of numerous and important witnesses, A B C D E I' G, «l. (o,
too, Cod. Sinait.) Goth. It. Vulg. Cyr. Iuf. Ambrosiast. Never-
theless, considering the very common interchange of & and yeap
in the codices, decision between the readings remains doubtlul,
comp. xi. 13, xiv. 15. .

—'Incoty XpioTov Suakovor wyeyevijolar mwepiropijs] The mepe-
7o stands in opposition to Ta éfvn in ver. 9, the same therefore
lhere, comp. iii. 30,iv. 12; Gal.ii. 7ff.; Eph. ii. 11; PhLil iii. 3;
Col. iii. 11, abstr. pro concr., circumcision for circumcised. But
Christ Lecame Sudrovos mweprtoudis, a scrvant of the circumcised, for
the Son of man came not StaxovnBivar aAha Siaxoviaar, Matt.
xx. 28, And this service of His consisted simply in dolvac v
Yoy abrod Avtpov dvti oGy (comp. hid.), and according to
promise was expressly designed for the mepetoun (comp. Matt. xv.
24 : odk ameaTa My € wy eis Td wpoBata TG amolwhoTa oikou
Iopan\). “ Suirovos has emphasis in order to bring out the
original theocratic dignity of the Jewish Christians. Christ has
become minister of the circumeised ; for to devote His activity to
the welfare of the Jewish nation was, according to promise, the
duty of His Messianic office,” Meyer. The word "Inoeiy, rejected
by Griesbach, erased by Lachmann and Tischendorf, after A B C
(so also Cod. Sinait.), several versions, and Fathers, especially as
in other authorities it is found placed after Xpiorov, is to be
regarded suspiciously as an interpolation. The variant yevéofar,
instead of ~eyevijofas, received by Lachmann, is not sufficiently
attested. The interchange is found frequently elsewhere.

—mép arnbeias Beod] on account of God's truthfulness, ie.
firmly to establish His truthfulness, comp. o ép 7ijs 86€ns Tod Heob,
John xi. 4, which is more precisely explained by the following

—els 10 BefBaidoar Tas érayyelias Tév waTépwy] comp. ix. 4 ;
Gal. iii. §f; Acts 1i. 25. In the ratification, fulfilment of the
promise made to the fathers, God’s truthfulness was demonstrated
and made good, 2 Cor. 1. 20. The right of the Jews, therefore,
was a right to the fulfilment of the promise once made, but the
promise itself was the outcome of God’s free grace, not the
meritorious fruit of their deserts.

—7a 8¢ €Qvy Imép énéovs Sofdaar Tov Bedv] is dependent on
Aéyw 8¢, ver. 8. “ Dut that the Gentiles have to praise God on
account of mercy.” Umép, pro, on account of, as a requiting
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recompense, so to speak. So in the Greek ydpw dmwodoivar vmép
evepyeoias, comp. Lph. v. 20. Uniformity with eeyevijgbac
seems to require the exposition: “that the Gentiles praiscd
God,” namely, by their mpéaAnyrs, comp. Winer, p. 417. Dut
although the form of language seems to favour this view, the
substance of thought rather points to the opposite one. For as
to XpigTov Sudxovoy wyeyevijgbar mepirouiis vmep darnbeias Oeob,
we have to supply fva # mwepirops Sofdan Tov Gebv as conscquence,
so in Ta 6¢ &€fvn Imép énéous Sofdaar Tov Beov this conscquence is
expressed, and the dasis of this, namely, Xpiarov Sidxovor yeye-
vijgbar daxpoBuotias, is presupposed. As, therefore, Ta 8¢ &fvp
xTX. describes the purpose of what Christ did on behalf of the
Gentile world, so it expresses what the Gentile world itself is
under obligation to do in consequence of what Christ did.
Rightly, thercfore, Calvin: “ Gentes autem pro imisericordia
glorificare dcbent (debere) Deum.” Comp. as to this infinitive of
obligation, 2 Cor. il. 7, and Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 753 sq. This
Interpretation seems to us countenanced by the following cita-
tious, especially those contained in vv. 9-11; for these do not
make known what the Gentiles wi/l do, but enjoin on the Gentiles
what they ought to do! dmép éMéovs stands in contrast with
Umep ainbeias feod; for God had mnot bound Himself to the
Gentiles by promise, but simply foretold their wpocAiprs
through the prophets to the people of Israel.

—«xabos yéypamrar] namely, in Ps. xviii. 49. The quotation
is wade literally after the LXX., who are in agreement with the
Ieb. text, only omitting xvpie after év éfvese. éEouoloyijocouai
oot = laudabo te, comp. xiv. 11.  In the psalm (comp. Hengsten-
berg) David makes known his resolve to publish and glorify
among the Gentiles the salvation vouchsafed him by God.
ITe thus figures here as a messenger of God’s salvation to the
Gentile world. At the close, consequently, the psalin assumes
a Messianic character, and in this Paul rightly finds an intima-
Ltion that the saving message is to go forth in the form of praise
of God’s deeds among the Gentiles, that they on their part may

1 Otherwise we might certainly also interpret with Fritzsche on the present
passage : paganos cutem Deum celebrare, so that the infin. aor. Jefésas would indi-
cate the idea of the momentary character of the act, without any allusion to the
relation of time, comp. Kiihner, p. 80. 'We must say in this case that the command

to the Gentiles to oller praise, vv. 10, 11, includes an invitation to such praise, and
the prediction of its realization, ver. 12.
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respond to the praise of God's name proclaimed among them by
like praise, vv. 10, 11. The person offering the praise whom
the apostle has here in view is not David, nor yet Cluist, but
indefinitely any messenger of salvation to the Gentile worl:l
(x. 15; Isa, lii. 7), but not on this account any individual
Gentile converted to Christ, nor the Gentile apostles collectively.
But the fact that God’s praise is to go forth among the Gentile
world, and by it to be echoed back, is proved by the circumstance
of o messenger of salvation offering in the psalm to undertake
this office. The praise of God that David wishes to celebrate
among the Gentiles on account of a comparatively inferior divine
act will, of course, and by necessity, be celebrated in the Gentile
world on account of the highest divine act.

Ver. 10. xai waw] and again, t.c. in another passage, comy.
Matt. iv. 7: wdhw yéypamrad.

—Xéyet] sc. i ypady, which may with ease be understood from
yéypamrat, ver. 9 (comp. ix. 17); or even to be taken imper-
sonally =4t 7s said, Winer, p. 326. The passage is found Deut.
xxxii. 43, Heb. sy o W, LXX, with whom Paul verbally
agrees.

—ebdpavbnre &0vn pera Tob Aaod adTod] The supposition that
the LXX. found in their codex 2y 2¥, or #2y, or #Y™NY (the latter
reading certainly in Kennicott, Cod. 146, perhaps also 507),
is needless; for even in the ordinary Heb. text they might find
the meaning to which they gave expression in their translation
when, in thought, they repcated the imperative before Y=
Exult ye Gentiles, (let) His people (exult) =with His people,
comp. Hengstenberg on Ps. xviii. 49. In any case, this inter-
pretation is the best justified grammatically. To refer 2% to the
Israelitish tribes instead of to the Gentiles (exult ye tribes, His
people), is certainly out of the question. Better than this, 2377
might Le taken transitively, and Y as object = Bless, by exult-
ing, His people, ye nations, for: bless its good fortune, comp.
Gesenius, s.v. M. But though the Piel 27 occurs with the accus.
of the person or thing in the sense: fo bless by cxulting (Ps. 1i. 15,
lix. 16), the Hiphil 173, in the {ransitive (causative) meaning,
elsewhere mecans only: o make to shout jor joy (Ps. lxv. §;
Job xxix. 13). If, however, we wished, for which there is no
sufficient reason, in the present passage to take the Hiphil transi-
tively in the sense of the Piel, the principal idea, on which
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the apostle lays most stress, would still remain, namely, that tlic
Gentiles are summoned to bless God’s acts in Israel ; and although
the summons is to blessing concerning IHis people, still without
doubt indivectly it is to Dllessing itk His people; since if
even the Gentile world has matter for praise, Israel has much
more.  evppaivesfar, to rejoice, hiere =to make known its joy
with the voice, to exult, comp. LXX. Isa. liv. 1; Gal iv. 27:
ebppavnre (37) oTeipa 7 ob TikTovca. perd, cum. “ Gentes non
erant populus; haec misericordia est, quod tamen admittuntur,”
Bengel.

Ver. 11. kai waxw] Lachmann, after B D E F G, 1, Hier. and
several versions, xai wakiv Méyer. But Aéyer 1s clearly a supple-
ment in conformity with ver. 10. The passage is found Ds.
exvii. 1. Paul cites it verbally after the LXX,, who agree with
the Heb. text, only adding xai before émawéoare. Tespecting
the summons to the Gentiles to praise the Lord for His great
deeds on behalf of Israel, comp. Hengstenberg on Ds. xlvii 1,
Ivi. 8, xeviil. 4.

—alveite Tov kUpiov mavra Ta €6vn] Lachmann and Tischen-
dorf, after A B D L, «f. (so also Cod. Sinait.), several versions,
and Fathers, alveite wavra Ta éfvn Tov xdpiov. But the emphasis
lies not on wavra Ta é0vn and wdvres of Aaol, but on alveite
Tov xvpiov and émawécare abTov.

—«kai érawéoate abTov mdvtes of Aaol] Lachmann and Tisch-
endorf, principally on the authority of A B C (so also Cod. Sinait.),
instead of émawésare, read émaivecdtwsav. But this reading
probably arose merely from the codices of the LXX., which,
especially like Cod. Alex., there read érawesdTwoay. émawésate
is stronger than the preceding aiveire. The assertion that the
psalm contained a summons to all n«tions to praise God generally,
not to all Gendiles, is just as arbitrary as the assertion that it
has no reference whatever to the conversion of the Gentiles.
The better view is that the psalmist calls upon the Goyim in the
name of the Lord’s people to Lless Jehovah for His great deeds
to Israel, and only the Gentiles conuerted to the Lord are able
to bless the Lord.

Ver. 12. «kai madw ‘Hoalas Aéyed] namely, in xi. 10. The
Heb. text runs: D% vy oy o3b Tob iy 'vr ity wns o2 M
WA : “And on the same day arises the root-stem of Jesse,
which stands as a banner of the nations,—to it shall the
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Gentiles turn” LXX.: rai éorar év 7§ juépa érelvy % pita
tob 'lecoal, kal o dawvioTdpevos dpyew é0vaw, én alre v
énmiobaew,  Paul, shortening xai éorac év 75 fuépa éxelvy into
éotas, reads word for word after the LXX., The deviation of
the LXX. from the original text is irrelevant for his purpose. In
the original text also the Messiah is throughout pictured as King.
Comp. Drechsler, der Prophet Jesias, 1. p. 482, and Delitzsch,
Comm. 1. p. 288 ; and turning to the Messialt to do Him homage
and seek His favour (comp. Gesenius, Maurer, and Drechsler),
implies ¢rusting in Him.  “ There shall be the root of Jesse, and
one that is exalted to rule over the nations; in Him shall the
Gentiles trust.”

—7 pita 7o 'Iecoal] Rev. v. 5, xxii. 16, comp. Ecclus,
xlvii. 22, % pita davib. As to the meaning of the phrase, comy.
Drechsler and Delitzsch on Isa. xi. 10; and as to the distinction
between radiz Jessee and radiz Davidis, the—in any case in-
genious—observations of Bengel here.

—~«al] is to be taken explicatively.

—én’ avre] denotes the reposing of trust upon Him, comp.
1 Tim. iv. 10, vi. 17, and mioTedew ém’ adrg, ix. 33, x. 11, As
in the preceding quotations the praise of the Gentiles is indicated
in general, so in the present verse the ground and import of
the Gentiles’ ¢rust, and therewith of the Gentiles' praise.

—é\modow] “ Caeterum spes in Christum, testimonium est
¢ing Divinitatis,” Calvin. ¢ Divinus cultus debitus Christo etiam
gecr dum humanam naturam.  Gentes antea nullam spem habue-
rant, Eph, ii. 12,” Bengel.

Ve, 18, Invocation of blessing, concluding the entire section
{rom ch. xiv. onward, comp. ver. 5. o 8¢ feos Tijs é\mibos|

joLia.y on to é\miolow, ver. 12, God is the author of énwis,
as ol twopmovy and mapdxinais, ver. 5.  And as (ver. 4) perse-
verenee and comfort produce hope, and yet themselves proceed
froi Lope already in existence, so here God, as o feos 775
“oy, is said to bestow yapd and elpjpy, inasmuch as hoth
procect from éarls, which again follows as effect in enhanced
neaswie (els To Tepiooevey Uuds év TH énmiSe) from them.
Leopec g the true Deus sped and false dea Spes, comp. Dengel
here.

—-maydoar Dpds wachs yapds kal elpivns] comp. xiv. 17.
wava yagrt kal elpnvy, “all possible joy and all possible peace,

Paivreey, Roat. 1L 2A
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all joy there is and all peace there is,” serves exhaustivel.
to present the idea of xapa and eipyvn. Comp. Harless .
Eph. i. 8. ,

—&v 1@ moTebew] mioTes is the source of yapd and elpmy,
and therefore in lelicving (év 76 mioTevew) the fruit of faiti.,
namely, joy and peace, becomes object of hope.

—els To mepiocevew Upas év Th éawid] With wepioede.r
& 7w, “ to superabound in a thing,” 7.c. to possess it in the highest
degree, to be rich in it beyond measure, comp. 1 Cor. xv. 58;
2 Cor. 1. 9, viil. 7; Phil. . 9; Col. ii. 7. els serves to specify
the effcet or aim. Here probably the latter. As to the article
év 7§ é\wid:, see on ver. 4.

—év Suvduer mvedpatos dylov] As in xiv. 17, elpijrny xal
xapd év mvelpate dyle, so here wepioaelew v Th éNwid évy
Suvdper myevpatos dylov is said to come to pass, 7.c. by virtue
of the power of the Holy Spirit at work in us. wioTis is the
subjective, the mvebua the objective means. Hence yapa xai
elprvn come to pass, both év wveduate dyie and év T wioTebew,
and conversely éawis, not only év Suvduer mwveduaros dyiov, but
also év 7@ moTevew, v. 1, 1i. 8, 24; Gal. v. 5.

Vv. 14-33. Epilogue. The opinion, improbable in itself, that
an epilogue so copious in detail refers back not to the entire
epistle, but merely to the section xiv. 1—xv. 13, can -nly be
defended on insufficient grounds. TFor it is not correct i =y
that Paul's justification of himself by his Gentile ap.-th-:l.).
ver. 151, can only be appositely referred to what inmni-liiely
precedes, where the apostle pre-eminently exhorted the =1veny in
faith (xiv. 1, xv. 1), not to the entire epistle, since the 1t iority
of the Roman church, forsooth, consisted of Jewish Ciat “ans.
Comp. against this the Introd. to the epistle. Nor .ine= the
expression vovferelv, ver. 14, in any way justify a Ibuituvion of
the cpilogue to the exposition beginning with ch. xiv. Iy that
casc we must at least keep in view the entire parainetic vortion
of the epistle from ch. xii. onward. But even the docinotic

didaskalia indirectly implies ethical parainesis, nameiv. he .x-
hortation to belicving reception and practice of the vanceli al
doctrine, even as such cxhortation expressly appeared i i 1ist
portion of the epistle, vi. 12.-14, 19, viil. 9, 12, 1+ i 11 ¥

Such an observation as this—that the apostle, in th: »vee vion
in this chapter (o 8¢ Beos Tijs elpnvns T, ver. 3., uiliic io
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‘the section mentioned—must appear in the highest degree pre-
carious, especially as it rests upon a mistaken application of
elpyvny to human peacefulness and concord. The opinion in
question is all the more improbable, as T’aul really, from ver, 17
onward, but in any case and admittedly from ver. 22, drops out of
sicht the supposed specific and limited reference to xiv. 1-xv. 13
and consequently, beyond question, the greater portion of the
epilogue would have to be regarded as the cpilogue of the entire
epistle.  We must therefore (in opposition- to MMelanchthon,
Grotius, and Meyer in the first, no longer in subsequent editions)
abide Ly the current reference of the epilogue to the entire
import of the epistle. All that can be admitted as tenable is
the mediatory view, that the words introducing the epilogue,
vv. 14, 15, may have been specially suggested by the import of
ch. xii—xv. 13, and in particular of ch. xiv.—xv. 13.

Vv. 14-16. Vindication of his writing generally, as well as of
the manner of his writing, to the Roman church consisting chiefly
of Gentile Christians, by an appeal to his office as Gentile apostle.

Ver. 14, “ Ut ex magna urbe egredientes una saepe via per
plures portas ducit: sic hujus epistolae miltiplex est conclusio,
prima ab loc versu: secunda, ¢. xvi. 1: tertia, ibid. ver. 17;
quarta, ibid. ver. 21 ; quinta, ibid. ver. 25,” Bengel. mémeiopar
8€] Z.c. despite my hortatory style of writing hitherto, which might
possibly seem to have arisen from the opposite conviction.

—adeddoi pov] Not a special address to Jewish, nor yet to
Gentile Christians, but to the entire church, which certainly
consisted in the main of Gentile Christians, vv. 15, 16.

—rxai alros éyw] I mysclf also, despite my exhortations
hithexrto. “ I also, who hitherto exhorted you so unreservedly.”
More improbable, although as to sense amounting pretty much
to the same: I mysclf also, like others (1. 8), although iy
exhortations seemy to bespeak the opposite. In this sense the
order: xdyw adros, would have been more suitably chosen, Acts
x. 26. Comp. as to adros éyd on vii. 23.

—mept tpov] Insufficient authorities put ddepol wov or
even adegol simply after mepl Tudv.

— 871 kai adTol] that you yoursclies also, 1.e. even spontaneously,
without being exhorted by me. The logically essential words : «xai
avroi, are hastily omitted in several authorities. Deza compared
the Homeric 7¢ pue amevdorra ral alrov drpives ;
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—peorol éote ayaboaivys] ayabooivy, like dyaforys, an
expression of earlier formation, in frequent use with the LXX.
(comp. Schleusner, s.2.),in the N. T. (comp. Gal. v. 22; Eph.v. 9;
2 Thess. 1. 11), and with the Fathers (comp. Suicer, Thes. cceles. I.
p- 15 sq.). It signifies bonitas, goodness, exccllence, so lere,—or
benignitas, Lindncss, goodwill, which meaning the note of Cod. G, 67¢
... pecrol éote ayamns, and the rendering of the It. Vulg.:
% quoniam pleni estis dilectione,” wrongly attributed to it here.

—memAnpwuévor Tdons yrwoews] Where, in addition to reli-
gious and moral excellence, correct apprehension and jfull Lnow-
ledge of divine truth is present, there is no nced of foreign
instruction and exhortation.

—duvdpevor kai dAMjAovs wovletetv] able also to cxhort one
another. “ xkai aA\jhovs, etiam vos invicem, non modo quisque
se ipsum, conf. 2 Thm. ii. 2,” Bengel.  Still more in unison with
the general spirit, Meyer: “ so that you have no need of a tZird
exhorter.” But this perhaps would be xai adToi dA\Mijhovs,
comp. xai adroi ueorol éore. If we still wished to give xai
avrol this application = xal ad7ol peatol...wemAnpwuévor . ..
duvdpevor, we must at least accept the reading without xal=
aMhovs Suvdpevor. The insufficiently authenticated readings:
aX\jhovs Suvdpevos, instead of Svvduevor kai al\jrovs, and: kal
&M\hous, strengthening the meaning, instead ol xai aAMjrous, are
to be regarded as mere alterations of the transcribers.  vovfereiv,
to admonish with friendly intent, but earnestly, comp. Acts xx.
31; 1 Cor. iv. 14; Col. i. 28 ; 2 Thess. iii. 15, and Harless on
Eph. vi. 4. That no mere policy, but, along with affectionate
delicacy, sincere humility and real confidence in the Roman
church as a whole suggested the language of this verse to the
apostle, follows both from i. 8, 12 and from the matter itself,
because in the opposite case he could not have escaped the
charge of untruthfulness. Dut, at the same time, the words are
doubtless to be regarded as a manifestation of paidagogic wisdom,
which more readily trains man to and confirms him in that which
it assumes him to possess.

Vv. 15, 16. ToAunpétepov 8¢ more boldly howcver, more con-
Jidently nevertheless, namely, than was to be expected considering
this strong confidence of mine in you, or than considering your
high excellence and insight. “ Quasé dicat : owebdovra xal airov
orpuvw,” Grotius, TohunpoTepov is to be taken adverbially. The
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reading To\unporépws, received by Lachmann after A B, is there-
fore to be regarded as an interpretation. Iespecting the necessary
supply to the comparative of the thing compared from the con-
text, comp. Winer, p. 303.

—éypayra Upiv, dberdoi] Lachmann and Tischendorf have
omitted aderdoi, which Griesbach noted as suspicious, on the
authority of A B C (so, too, Cod. Sinait.*), Copt. Aeth. Cyr. Chrys.

uf. But just as no reason can be shown for its subsequent
addition, especially when the same address was used in ver. 14,
so the omission is easily explained from the cffort to push back
amd pépous nearer to éypayra vuiv, for which reason in Codd. 3,
108, ddergol is placed after éypayra Upiv amo upépovs. “The
repetition of aéehgol flows from urgency of feeling, comp. 1 Cor.
1. 10,11; Gal. v. 11, 13; Jas. v. 7, 9, 10,” Meyer.

—amo pépous] belongs not merely to Tolunporepor (< paulo
liberius,” Grotius ; this would be ToAunpdérepor absolutely, not
To unpoTepoy dmo pépous), but, as the order of words shows, to
TounpéTepov Eyparra vuly. amo pépovs, tn part, ie. in some places,
here and there in my epistle I wrote more boldly. Comp., in
addition to the passages already quoted from the dogmatic portion
of the epistle, xii, 2, xiii, 11 ff, xiv.

— s éravapipriockoy vpas] as again reminding you, t.e. after
the manner (ws) of one (ritw ¢jus), who you, etc. The contrast
to be supplied in thought is ooy ds 8i8dakwy Vuds, comp. 2 Pet.
1. 12, émwiin émavapprijore serves to indicate repetition, comp.
éravopbfow, émavamoréw, émavaveoopar. dvaupviocrew (2 Pet. i,
12, dmopunijorew) Tivd T, 1 Cor. iv. 17 = to reeall something to
one’s recollection, émavauipviorewy, to recall again to recollection,
rursus i memoriem revocare.  The modification of meaning is
therefore slight. By én{ in émavauipvijorov in the present passage
it is merely emphasized more distinetly, that what the apostle
has written is simply an iteration of what the Romans already
Lnew. Theod. Mops.: els vméuvnow dyew &v pepabrixate.
Comp. Demosthenes, p. 74, 7. Reisk: écacrov vudwv, raimep
akpiPds ellora, bpws émavapviocar Bovhowor, with T4, 23:
7ad7 odv, @S wév vTouvijoar, viv ixavis elpyrat.  Consequently
we are not here to assign to émi the idea of addition, by which
the act of reminding would be distinguished as still further sup-
plementing the amount of their own knowledge.

—8w Ty yapw T Sofetady woi Yo Tov Peov] belongs to the
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entire preceding sentence : ToluypoTepor . o . vuds. That ydpis
here, as in xii. 3 (comyp. 1. 5), is to be understood of the grace of
the apostolate, and indeed of the Gentile apostolate, ver. 16 shows,
Sud with the accus, (otherwise xii. 8 with the genitive) serves to
indicate the reason.  On account of the grace given me by God,
z.¢. to respond to this gracious gift.

—els 70 elval pe Nevtovpyor Inaot Xpiotod els Ta é6vn] depends
on v dobeicdv por vmo Tob Peod, and serves to specify the pur-
pose for which the grace of the apostolate is given him by God.
As to Newtovpyds, see on xiii. 6. Tere, as is shown by what
Tollows at once, the sacrificial meaning of the term priest is to be
retained. Just as xii. 1 is a proof passage for the N. T. doctrine
of the universal pricsthood of believers, so does the present verse
Jjustify the description of the ministry of the word as a pricsily
office. But Paul calls himself a priest of Jesus Christ,}! inasmuch
as it was Jesus Christ who appointed him to the priestly office,
Eph. iv. 11.  Clrist is therefore to be thought of here, not as
High Priest, but as King and Lord of the church. Tor, to say
nothing of the fact that He is expressly described as Iligh Priest
only in the Epistle to the Hebrews, the high priest did not
appoint the priests, but along with them was appointed by God ;
and the N. T. official priesthood does not suggest the thought of
the high-priesthood of Christ, inasmuch as the latter, and the
latter only, had an capiatory character, and is contemplated in the
Epistle to the Hebrews solely from this point of view. Dut still
less is Jesus Clrist to be thought of as the one to whom the
sacrifice is presented, God alone appearing elsewhere as the
recipient of the sacrifice, while Christ, on the other hand, is Him-
self the sacrifice, comp. xii. 1; Eph. v. 2. To els 7a €0vn we are
not to supply dmoorateils = to the Gentiles, but it is=jfor the
Gentiles, or in 2c¢fercnce to the Gentiles, as respects the Gentiles,
comp. Winer, p. 495.

—iepovpyodvta TO eDayyéhov Tob feod] Luther: “to offer up
the gospel of God.” No doubt the preaching of the gospel may
be regarded as an offering of sacrifice, and consequently as belong-
ing to the sacrificiel portion of the Clristian cultus; but the
Gentiles themselves being here described (comp. mpoodopa Tdw
¢Ovdv) as the sacrifice, lepovpyely is perhaps to be taken in a

! Lachmann and Tischendorf, instead of "Izs. Xper., have received Xpirss 'lnsod,
on the authority of A B C I G, Vulg. Aug. al.
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wider sense="{o adminisicr as @ pricst, comp. 4 Mace. vil. 8,
{epovpyety Tov vopor. “ Administrans evangelium a Deo missum
hominibus, eoque ministerio velut sacerdotio fungens,” Istius.
The gospel may be conceived as, so to speak, the sacrificial instru-
ment or sacrificial vessel by means of which the Gentiles are
prepared and presented as a sacrifice to God. So Theoplhylact :
M) Tolvuy por péueate, éav Suiv opnd. AUty ydp pot lepw-
olvn 10 raTayyéMew T0 edayyéhov. Mdyatpay (Eph. vi. 17)
éxw Tov Noyov Qusia éaté Vpueils Tis & av péudoiro TG lepel T
pdyatpay émdayorte Tols wpos Ouaiav adwpiopévoss; comp. also
Calvin. DBut perhaps it will be a simpler course, without such
special explication, by lepovpyely To edayyéliov to understand
priestly service in general consisting in the preaching of the
gospel, inasmuch as through the preaching of the gospel the Gen-
tiles arec made ready and presented as a sacrifice well-pleasing to
God, 7.c. to be converted to Christ, Acts xxvi. 17, 18. As to the
transitive use of iepoupyetv, see Winer, p. 279.

—{va yévnrar 1) mpoopopa THY E0viy ebmpiadextos] comp.
Isa. lsvi. 20.  The saerifice (opposed to the context: the bring-
ing acar) of the Gentiles=the sacrifice which the Gentiles
are. The genitive Tdv é0vdv is therefore the genitive of apposi-
tion. “It sane hoc est Christiani pastoris sacerdotium, homines
in Evangelii obedientiam subigendo veluti Deo immolare: non
autem, quod superciliose hactenus Papistae jactarunt, oblatione
Christi homines reconciliave Deo,” Calvin. With edmpoadexos,
comp. 2 Cor. viil. 12; 1 Pet. ii. 5: Ovolas ebmposdéxtovs T
Oc. DBut the Gvoia here is not the sacrifice which the Gentiles
themselves offer, the service of rational sacrifice on the part of
the Gentiles, xii. 1. So Theodoret: xai 7o pév wipuvyna iepovp-
ylav éxdheae, Ty 8¢ qrnoiav wioTw edmplodekTov mpoapopdv.

—)ytacuévny év mvedpare dyip] forms an antithesis to the
external consecration of the O. T. sacrifices, xii. 1.

Vv, 17-21, In virtue of the office of Gentile apostle entrusted
to him, ver. 16, the apostle glories in his official labours in the dis-
charge of the office, relying on their success in a widely-extended
sphere, and mentioning at the same time the principle upon
which he acted, namely, to preach the gospel only where Christ’s
name has not yet been named. Just as, with respect to the past,
in the seal impressed by God Himself, by means of the success
vouchsafed, on his official labours, his defence of the freedom
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with which he admonished the Gentile-Christian church at Tlome
receives its confirmation, so with respect to the future Ly the
same means (ver. 22 {f) the way is prepared for his apologetic
statement that he has not hitherto visited this church, as well as
for the intimation of his purpose to greet it soon in person.
Considering the apologetic tone of the present passage, as well as
the affinity of its contents with the account in 2 Cor. x.—xii.
(comp. especially 2 Cor. x. 12, 13, xii. 11, 12), it is probable
that recollection of his rccent experience in the Corinthian church,
and a fear that similar hindrances might be placed in the way
of his intended preaching of the gospel in Rome (Rom. xvi.
17-20), co-operated to determine the form and contents of the
present passage.

Ver. 17. éxyw odv xabynow é&v Xpord 'Incod Ta mpos Tov
Geov] “1 have therefore glorying in Christ Jesus as respects the
cause of God.” odw draws an inference from vv, 15, 16. Being
appointed by God as apostle of the Gentiles, in order by
priestly ministration of the gospel to offer them in sacrifice to
God, I have consequently, ete. As to the distinction Detween
kavynots and kavynua, comp. on iii. 27. Instead of xadynaw,
Lachmann and Tischendorf, on the authority of B[C] D E F G,
37, have received 79v rkadynow = my glorifying, the glory which
I have, comp. John v. 34, 36; Rom. iil. 27. 1In this case év
Xpiord Inood would have to be specially emphasized, so that
the apostle’s glorying would be described as taking place only in
Cluist, not in himself. But the reading miv xadynow must be
described as not preponderantly authenticated, and the meaning
based upon it is not strongly supported by the position of év Xpioro
*Incob, beside which it evidently places the antithetical apolo-
getic reference too prominently in the foreground. But év Xpior
"Ingod is not to be strictly connected with kadynow = kavydofar
év Xp. 'Inc. (1 Cor. i. 31 ; Phil. iii. 3), to glory in Chuist, .. in
IIis assistance, but with &y xadynow =1 have glorying in my
fellowship with Christ (viii. 1; 1 Cor. xv. 31). As all the
apostle’s action, so also his glorying takes place in Christ Jesus.
The article Tov Lefore fedv is attested by preponderant evidence.
7a mpos Tov Gedv (Heb. ii. 17, v. 1), as concerns the things relating
to God, 7.c. in respect of the administration of my priestly office.
7a mwpos Tov fedv is not = wpos 7ov Peow, and the article cannot be
taken as a lmitation = at least before God. Otherwise, ix. 5, xii. 18,
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Vv. 18, 19. The aim of the apostle’s official labour is the
acceptable offering up, 4e conversion of the Gentile world,
ver. 16. He can only glory in the administration of this olfice,
ver. 17, in so far as its aim is actually attained. Dut that it was
actually realized, and that within a wide circle, is testified by
vv. 18, 19. od yap ToApnow Naielv T @v ol KaTepydoato
Xpioros 8 éuod] “ for I will not venture to say anything which
Christ did not work through me,” e put aflirmatively : « for I
glory only in that which Christ actually wrought through me.”
The chief thought is, that the glorying in his official labours has
good grounds, being attended by real success. At the same time,
the turn and form of expression is perhaps in part determined by
the secondary allusion to the false apostles, who gave themselves
up to empty boasting, without being able to point to any real,
divinely-wrought results of their labours. The emphasis therefore
rests not upon Xpeares, .. what Chrest did not work through
me = what I did not do as Christ’s organ, whereby glorying in
personal privileges, memoifinois év aapxi, Phil. iii. 4 {f, is meant
to be excluded. The stress is rather to be laid on «areipydoaro,
in order to emphasize the real success of his toil. DBut perhaps
Xpioros and 8¢’ éuot as well may not be without emphasis, although
a feebler one. The apostle glories in his vocation as Gentile
apostle, because in it, through him, Christ worked successfully ;
whereas the psendo-apostles neither had real success to show, nor
could they appeal to Christ, nor even did they aim at this, but
instead sought to appropriate the results of the labours of others.
Chrysostom : Od8e yap dv Eyoc 115 elmeiv, Pnoiv, 67 KopToS HoV
Ta prpata ... OU8¢ yap &t elmelv, 6Te vexeplobny pév, odi
émoinca 8¢ To émitayBév, parlov 8¢ ovde éyw émoinaa, aANd 6
Xpigros. Theophylact : *Emedy) elmev 670 Nevtovpyos elur Tod
evayyeriov els wavra Ta €0vy, Pnoiv 67e ol koumdlw oS¢ dha-
fovevopai T Qv olk émoinoa, uaAioy 8¢ olk éyw raTelpyagduny,
AN 0 XpioTos kaTelpydoato énol Spydvey xpnoduevos. Tolwlcw,
sustincbo, I will wventure, embolden mysclf (v. 7), namely, if neces-
sity arise. Hence the future. Instead of AaXely 7:, Lachmann
and Tischendorf have rightly received ¢ AaXelv on preponderant
testimony. AaXely in itself is nob = garrire, to make a talk,
gossip, representing avydzfac; but here, as always (iii. 19)
= to say, to state, so that it is defined by the context ouly as
a Doasting statement. @v =TovTwy & comp. Winer, p. 206.
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—els Umarony évdv] unto the obedicnce of the Gentiles, 4.c. that
I may bring to pass the obedience of the Gentiles due to Churist,
that I may allure the Gentiles to the obedience of faith (i. 5),
referring to ra mpos Tov feow, ver. 17, and specifying the purpose
of katetpydcaTo 8i” éuobd.

—Aoyp kai épyw] by word and decd (comp. Acts vil. 22;
2 Cor. x. 11 ; and Luke xxiv. 19), specifies the means of the
apostle’s labours.

—év Ouvduer onuelwy kal Tepdtwv] in power of signs and
wonders. The genitive serves to indicate emanation. Dut by the
power going forth from the signs and wonders is to be understood
the awakening impression made by the signs and wonders on the
minds of men. év Svvdper onuelwy ral TepdTwv refers back to
épye, ver. 18, The é&pyor by which Paul converts the Gentiles
is just the onpeia xai 7épata that he performs, which in a pre-
paratory (John ii. 23, iv. 48, vi. 2) and evidential way exercise
upon them a converting influence. Respecting the miracles of
Paul to which he appeals, as here, also in 2 Cor. xii. 12, comp.
Acts xiv. 3, xv. 12, xvi. 16 ff,, xix. 11 ff,, xx. 10 £ Nothing but
marvellous caprice can desire to refer onuela xai Tépara (comp.
Mark xiii. 22 ; John iv. 48 ; Acts ii. 22, vi. 8) to the so-called
gpiritual miracles of conversion, instead of to external miraculous
facts. According to Liicke on John iv, 48 (L p. 620 f, ed. 3),
in the conjunction of onuela and répata the proper conception of
miracle is meant to lie in the word Tépara, which, where it
follows, may be regarded as a more precise definition of onucia,
which has a wider range of signification. Where it precedes, it
perhaps represents the place of the adjectival definition of the
wider conception oyuela, miraculous signs. No doubt onuelor
denotes primarily any sign, even a natural sign of a natural thing
(2 Thess. iii. 17), or even a natural sign of a supernatural thing
(Luke ii. 12; Rom. iv. 11). In the latter sense the entire
universe has a significant symbolic import, and all individual
phenomena of nature may be regarded as onueta of supernatural
things, even as in the sacraments definite natural elements are
set apart as such siyna. Dut since in the sphere of revelation
the nature of things is such that, apart from the standing sacra-
mental signs which are only such for the faith that receives them,
the divinely-wrought signs given for the conversion of unbelievers
are, and in harmony with the object must necessarily be, super-
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natural, divine acts, it follows that the ordinary meaning of
onuetov in the very numerous N. T. passages (comp. Schmiil,
Tautetov, ed. Bruder, sv) is in and of itself that of wiraculvus
sign.  Accordingly the observation of Liicke (comp. against him
Fritzsche’s note here), quoted at first, would need to he qualified.
On this account in the N. T. the miracles of Christ and the
apostles are so frequently designated by enueia without adding
're'pa-ra,, but never, which must seem strange upon the Liickeian
supposition, by Tépara simply. 7épas, not, with Reiche, to le
derived from ferrcie, but perhaps, with Fritzsche and others, to
be placed in connection witl Tppeiy, is a sign claiming the
obscirvation, the wonder of men. As such it may likewize be a
natural, merely unusual event, comp. Hom. 77 xii. 209 ; Herod.
vi, 98. But in the sphere of revelation, just like anueloy, in the
nature of things it will commonly be a supernatural event, even
as in the N. T. the word occurs in this latter meaning only.
Thus enueiov includes more an objective, Tépas more a subjective
reference. onuela xai Tépara are wiraculous, divine operations
in the world of external phenomena, appointed by God as signs
of higher relations, in order to excite the atfcativiv of men. “Et
sane sunt testimonia, divinae potentiae ad homines expergefaci-
endos, ut perculsi Dei virtute eum mirentur simul atque adorent :
nec significatione carent, sed excitant nos ad aliquid de Dco
intelligendum,” Calvin. This explains why, where only one of
the two expressions is used, in the N. T. onuelov appears, not
Tépas, which in a certain sense is merely the consequence of the
onueloy, as well as that, when the two expressions are conjoined,
the usual and certainly the original order is onueia xai vépata, in
exact harmony with the Heb. 202 niak (Ex. vil. 3; Deut. vi.
22, xxix. 3; Jer. xxxii. 20, etc.),! far more rarely the converse
Tépata kai onueta (Acts ii. 19, comp. Joel ii. 30, Acts ii. 22, 43,
vi. §, vii. 36), for the very reason that the cause precedes the
effect, and on this account is usually mentioned first.

—& Suvaper mvevpatos Beod] i power of the Spirit of God,
is co-ordinate with, not subordinate to, év OSvwdiper onuelwv xai
7epaTwy. In the latter case would be indicated the power by
which the signs and wonders are performed. Moreover, this
interpretation, unlikely in the abstract and forced, impairs the

1 Comp. Matt. xxiv. 24; Mark xiii. 22; John iv. 48 ; Actsiv. 30, v. 12, xiv. 3,
xv. 12; Rom. xv. 19; 2 Cor. xii. 12; 2 Thess. il 9; Heb, ii. 4.
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weight of the words év Svvduer mvebpatos Beod. These words
refer back either to Aoy, or, better, to Aoyw xai &y in common.
The power meant is that which went forth from the Spirit of
God, imparted by Christ to the apostle, upon the hearts of men.
While this Spirit was the real source of the apostle’s Aoyos, by
whose mediation it exercised its converting influence, He was
also the source of the apostle’s &pyov, of the onueia xai Tépara,
and of the Svvduers (Acts viii. 13 ; 2 Cor. xii. 12; 1 Cor. xii. 10),
which prepared the way for conversion in the hearts of men.
But in proportion as the Adyos was more elficacious for this
pwrpose than the épyov, is the predominant reference of the
Svvapts myvevuatos Beod to the Aéyos to be held fast. The lect.
vecepte v Svvauer mvevpatos feod, which Matthid has retained
and defended, is found in Cod. Sinait. D** L, most minuskels,
several translations, and TFathers. It is true that the var. leet.
év OSuvduer mveduaTos dyiov is very well attested, namely, by
A CDEFG,al, and most of the versions and Fathers, on which
account it has been received by Griesbach, Scholz, Lachmann,
and Tischendorf, ed. 1. Trom this wavering is explained perhaps
both the combination of feod and dyiov in the reading év Suvduer
mrevparos Geod aylov in Cod. 90, and the omission of both words
in the reading év Svvdper mvedparos in B, with Pelag. Vigil. Taps.,
which Mill approved, and Tischendorf, ed. 2 (ed. 8: feod), received.
But the disturbance of the rhythm thus arising, Néye xai épye

. év Swvdper onuelov kxal TepaTwy ... €y Ouvduer TrevuaTos
requires the supplement feod or dylov. According to external
authority, then, aylov would certainly have to be acknowledged
as genuine, but feod is well attested, and ayiov might easily be
substituted in the present passage from ver. 16.

—da7e pe ktA.] Specification of the result, This working of
Christ through me for the conversion of the Gentiles has had the
result that I, cte.

—amo ‘Iepovoahsju] It is true that three years previously,
before he appeared in Jerusalem, Acts ix. 28, Paul had laboured
in Damascus, Acts ix. 20 [, and Arabia, Gal. i. 17 f.  But apart
from the consideration that these labours may perhaps be rather
described as preparatory, and that according to the statements of
the Acts and the Galatian epistle it was only in Jerusalem that
he entered the apostolic band, here, where his main concern is to
fix the south-east starting-point of his apostolic labours, Le per-
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tinently names Jerusalem as the place in that region best known
even in Iome, the seat of the Christian mother-chureh, and the
starting-point of the gospel, Luke xxiv. 47. Moreover, in the
subjoined addition

—«xal «OkA@) b circumetrea, and round abowf, he himself
describes Jerusalem as merely the centre of that, his initiatory,
sphere of toil. DBy the circuit of Jerusalem we must therefore
understand Arabia and Syria, even Cilicia (Acts ix. 30 ; Gal
i. 21), not merely the immediate neighbourhood of the holy city,
which by itself would be a trivial thing to mention. The apostle
here manifestly glances at that first period of ministry in the
gospel which preceded his labours as (fentile apostle, Acts xiii.,
and formed the commencement of his missionary toil. This was
occupied i Jerusalem and round about in the sense indicated.
With «ixhe, sc. Ths ‘Iepovosaiju, comp. Mark iii. 34, vi. 36;
Luke ix. 12; Rev. iv. 6. On account of this fixed adverbial use
ral xUkAe cannot be translated, “and that in an are” and
joined with uéype Tod "INAvpixod, so that the arc is indicated,
which Paul described, starting from Jerusalem, across Syria, Asia,
Troas, Macedonia, and Greece,! as far as Illyria. This delinea-
tion of hLis route of travel, as bald as it is ostentatious, even
borders on the ridiculous, as one by no means sees how Paul
could go from Jerusalem to Illyria otherwise than in an are,
unless, indeed, he had positively determined, the direct road from
Jerusalem to Illyria lying, for the most part, through water, to
preach the gospel principally upon the sea.

—puéype 100 "INvpekot] Upon the south-east terminus a quo
ano ‘Iep. k. wixh., follows the north-west ¢erminus ad quem wéype
700 "IMvpicod.  Illyria is here probably mentioned as the
dividing line of the east and west, even as in the later division
of the empire the pracfectura Illyrict belonged with the prec-
fecture Orientis to the eastern Roman empire. The apostle
speaks inclusively, not exclusively. For, first of all, it is only
natural that, as in the starting-point, so also in the final goal, he
should name not merely the exclusive limits, but the inclusive,
actual scenes of his labours. And again, if he had not himself
preached in Illyricum, seeing that Illyria belonged to the east,
he would not even have completed the preaching of the gospel

! Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, Joh. Damase. Schol. Matih. would even
draw the Saracens, Persians, and Armenians inio this arc.
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in the east, and would still, in opposition to ver. 23, have had
room év Tols xh{pace TovTors. For the same reason it cannot be
said that he merely included Illyria hyperbolically, which apart
from such reason seems out of place, in the circle of his labours
hitherto completed. Hence we are compelled to suppose that
Paul, during his missionary journeys, once actually made an
excursion into Illyria, which is not enumerated in the Acts.
This probably happened ' during the journey mentioned in Acts
xx. 1-3, so that this stay in Illyria fell a short time before the
present epistle was written, comp. the Introd. If, with Wieseler
(Chronologic des apostolischen Zeidtalters), we make the Epistle to
Titus to have been written bcfore the Roman cpistle, in Tit.
iii. 12 we should have a confirmation of this supposition, the
Nicopolis there mentioned being undoubtedly Nicopolis in
Epirus, comp. Wieseler, pp. 335, 352 ff. The apostle then
having wintered in Nicopolis, and that probally during the
winter months, December and January, of the three months’ stay
in Icllas or Achaia,’ mentioned in Acts xx. 2, 3, the probability
Decomes the greater that about this time he made an excursion
into Illyria from the neighbouring Epirus. But of course the
latter source of support for the hypothesis in question falls to the
ground with the theory of a sccond Roman imprisonment of the
Apostle Paul, as on this theory the writing of the Epistle to
Titus, and therefore the stay in Nicopolis in Epirus, would have
to be inserted between the two imprisonments, aud therefore in
any case aftcr the writing of the Lloman epistle. But even
then it might still be said that the apostle’s intention, expressed
in Tit. iii. 12, to winter in Nicopolis assumes the fact of the
existence there of a Christian church founded by him, and there-
fore the fact of a former stay on his part in these regions.
—memAnporévar 70 ebayyéov Tod XpioTod] Luther: “ so
that from Jernsalem and arvound as far as Illyricum I Zave filled
ceerything with the gospel of Christ”  DBut this would be dare
pe amd Iepovealnu xai wixhe péxpe Tob 'IMAvpwkod mdvTa
TemrAnpwkévar Tod edayyeliov Tod XpeoTod, comp. Acts
v. 28. As a decided parallel to the expression: mAnpody 7o
edayyénov, Col. i 235, wAnpoiv 7Tov Noyov Tod feod may be
1 Comp. Anger, de temporum in actis Apostolorum ratione, p. 84 sq.

2 Comp. Pausan. vil. 16. 7 1 xzroves oby '‘EAAddos, ¢AX'*Axaius nytuiva of Popais,
Sibrs byapacavro "EAAnvas 3 "Axmidy tove ob 'EAAnvinl wpocarnritar.
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quoted. Several expositors, then, would interpret 7Anpoiv in
both passages according to Hebrew idiom, after Vitringa, Obss.
Sacr, T p. 198 sq.: “ Verbum #Anpocac hic significat docere,
per hebraismum, ad imitationem verbi <3 apud Hebracos, quod
significat implere, sed saepe usurpatur pro docere.”  Cowmp. Buxtorf,
Lex. Talm. sv. ). But such an idiom cannot be shown cither
in Greek or in the Hellenistic dialect. The meaning also: 7Ayn-
podv 7o edayyéhov, Tov Noyov Tob Oeod, “ to preach the gospel,
the word of God, completely” (so Schol. Matth.: dvel\imds «ai
Te\elws xnpvfar), is undemonstrable and out of place, because,
according to the context, an <ncomplete preaching is not to be
thought of for 2 moment. The same holds good of the meaning
supplere, to supplement ; for neither does the apostle, which would
have to be supposed in the present passage, in other places regard
his evangelical preaching as a mere supplement to the evangelical
preaching of others, nor in the Colossian passage does he
intend to represent himself as merely continuing the teaching-
labours of Lpaphras, since there he is speaking of his work 1ot
merely among the Colossians, but among Geuntile Christians in
general. We might better interpret: ad finem perduxisse lactum
de Christo nuntium, “so that I have carried through the joyous
proclamation of Christ, have completed it,” ver. 23. Dut edary-
véhwoy is mot the glad news of Clrist viewed as the act of
preaching, and one may bring an act, a ministry, a course of
action to an end,' but not the gospel, and still less the word of
God, Col.1. 25. In that case edayyéhiov, Aoyos feod must perforce
be taken metonymically for dmooTohy, mijpuyna, munus prae-
dicandi cvangelivim, or Verbum Dct, an interpretation, the pre-
carious character of which, especially as to Adyos feod being =
“ preaching of the word of God,” is at once evident! Nothing,
consequently, is left but to take wAnpodyr in its original significa-
tion to fulfil, to fill. Comp. Steiger on Col. i. 25. The gospel,
God's word, seems cmpty until it is learnt, accepted, understood,

1 Comp. Acts xil. 25: manpoov vy Sizxoviav ; xiv. 26: wdmp, @8 &yov; xiil. 25:
aAnp. Tov Bfé,uav.

2 Meyer rejects this interpretation, Lut, at least as it scems to us, arbitrarily
returns o it. He interprets: ‘‘so that I have brought to completion the gospel of
Christ. This #anzeov has taken place in an exfensive sense through the fact that the
gospel is spread abroad everywhere from Jerusalem to Illyria, and has met with
acceptance.” The gospel is completed, in an ezfensive sense is nothing but a
metonymical phrase for: the preaching of the gospel is completed.
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Lven the revelation of God requires to be realized, introduced
into the life, and so fulfilled. Comp. Rom. xiii. 8 : 7Anpody Tov
vopov, and Tholuck, Comm. on Scrmon on the Mount, on Matt.
v. 17. This mode of interpretation also aptly suits the context.
The apostle would prove that he has actually fulfilled his task
to present the Gentiles as a wpooopa edmpoadextos to God,
ver. 16; comp. kaTetpydoaro, ver. 18. This is now done in
the lands of the orient, in which he las fulfilled the gospel by
successful preaching among the Gentiles. Therewith certainly he
has fully discharged the office of evangelical preaching in these
regions (comp. ver. 23), so that he has nothing more to do as
apostle in the districts of country indicated. DBut, notwithstand-
ing, it would be wrong to say that there was nothing more for
the gospel to do in those regions at all. The mission of the
apostle was only completed because its function was limited to
the work of laying the foundation everywhere. That mission
then being under obligation, as it were, by an intrinsic necessity
to extend itself from the chief places in which he had established
Christian churches in ever-widening circles, he synecdochically
contemplated the relative realization of the gospel in the east,
accomplished by him, as an absolute one.

Vv. 20, 21. Statement of the principle by which he was
guided in his apostolic official labours. The mission, which he
proposed to himself everywhere, first, to lay the foundation of
the gospel, and not to build on another’s foundation, answered
exactly to the idea and definition of an «postie (Acts xxvi. 17, 18),
in contradistinction to the ordinary church-teacher, who had
not to lay foundations but to continue building on the founda-
tion laid, and to the pseudo-apostle, who, shrinking from the
toil of working himself, entered upon and spoilt the work of
others. As this difficult, comprehensive, and protracted work of
laying the foundation of the Christian church in the regions of
the east explains the postponement of his long-projected journey
to Rome, ver. 22, so the completion of this work explains his
resolve, and his hope of being able now, to accomplish his old
cherished plan, vv. 23, 24, seeing that he could commit the
continuation of his work to others, not being obliged to regard
this as his specific apostolic work. oilTw 8¢ ¢uhoTipovpevor ebary-
vyelileabar] “but striving zealously in this way to preach the
cospel.”  ofTw &8¢, dta autem, and indecd (comp. &, iii. 22), so.
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dhoTipovpevoy depends on dote pe ... memAnporévar. The
reading ¢uhoripobpar, received by Lachmann, after B D¥ F G, is
therefore merely to be regarded as a needless effort to relieve the
construction.  ¢uhoripueiofar = duhoTipor elvar, “so to pursue
gsomething as to seek one’s own honour therein,” then generally,
“to pursue something zealously, to strive zealously, to apply
oneself,” comp. 2 Cor. v. 9; 1 Thess. iv. 11. DBut no doubt the
principle stated in what follows was an apostolic point of honour
with Paul, 2 Cor. x. 5 £

—ovy dmov wropdatly XpioTos] interprets ovrew in the first
place negatively. Not where Christ was «lready neamed, e His
name was already declared, and therefore is already known.
ovoudafn thus is neither to be explained by was eclcbrated, nor
by was called wpon.

—va py ém aMNoTprov Gepéhiov olkodud] comp. 2 Cor. x. 13.
Taul will not build apon strange ground, 7.c. upen ground laid
by others, <.c. he will not merely continue the preaching of the
vospel Lequn Dby others. The apostolic mission, as observed,
was simply to carry on everywhere the work of laying the
foundation. The assertion that he held by this prineiple, because
Le sought to avoid controversy, especially with the Judaizing
teachers, is just as unworthy of Paul as it is untrue in itself, and
is refuted at once by the apostle’s character and the history of
his labours. Moreover, neither were the false teachers accustomed
themselves to lay the foundation, but to build wood, Lay, and
stubble on the foundation laid by others, nor for this very reason
would Paul have recognised their work as a real feuérios. But
the apostle is here treating of the principle of his oiwl preaching.
This, therefore, is neither inconsistent with the writing of a Roman
and Colossian «pestle (comp. also the Introd.), nor with his
communicating, as occasion was given by his accidental presence
in churches not founded by him, the same yapiopc Tt wvevpa-
Tixov by personal exhortation. But that he everywhere kept in
view the chief aim of his apostolic toil is shown also by ver. 2.4
T'or even in the west he makes for Spain as the real goal of his
preaching, é6wov olx dvoudaty Xpioros, and will only visit the
Romans by the way.

—aX\a] introduces the positive specification of oiTw. We
are not, with Grotius, to supply émormea. As to the interweaving
of quotations with the apostle’s language, comp. ix. 7, xv. 3.

Poruiver, Rox. 11, 2B
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—xafbs véyparrar] namely, in Isa. lii. 15. The Hebrew
text runs: iaNT WoY =75 SR W) m5 '1*0'.\5 'n:‘\ 2, “Tor what
was never plocl'umul to them tlley shall see, and what they
never heard, perceive.” The subject is the Gentile nations, ov
the Gentile nations and kings, not the kings alone, comp. Heng-
stenbera, Christology, 11. 274. LXX.: 67¢ ois otk avmyyéhy
wept adrod, SYrovrar, kal ol ok dxmroact, curjcovar, “ for they
to whom it was not proclaimed shall sce it,” ete. Taul therefore
cites verbally after the LXX., whose translation may be justified
by the original text. This meaning of their translation, espe-
cially pertinent for his object, follows also spontancously from
the meaning of the original text indicated by us; for a thing
unheard (astounding) is only proclaimed to one who has not
hitherto heard the proclamation. DBut this was the specific task
pertaining to the oflice of Gentile apostle, to proclaim a thing
unheard to those who as yet had not heard it, <.c. the gospel to
the Gentiles, namely, to the Gentiles who ave still Gentiles, among
whom therefore Christ’s name is not yet named.

—repi avrot] An addition of the LXX,, referring to the mais
OeoD, the Messialy, Christ, who is the subject spoken of in the
entire context.

—&yrovrac] sc. adTov, namely, in spirit by faith.

—«kail of obk dxknroact] sc. TO ebayyéhiov, as follows both from
ofitw 8¢ duhoTip. evayyehifesfac and from ofs ovx avyyyéiy
mept alTob.

—owwjoovot] shall understand <, namely, this news heard.

Vv. 22, 23. Description of the plan of his present journey,
vv. 22-29, w1th a request annexed for the intercession of the
Joman chmch vv. 30-32, and concluding invocation, ver. 33.
Aio wxal évexomwréumy] “For this reason also I was hindered.”
St is not to be explained: “for this reason, because in Romie
the foundation was laid by others.” Ifor even if this had not been
the case he would not have come to IRome before, because he had
first to complete his labowr as founder of the churches in the
countries of the east, before passing over to the west. In ver
23, he expressly tells us that this was the cause of his hindrance
hitherto. &8¢0 is therefore = “ for this reason, beecause hitherto I
had enough to do in those regions.” The apostle’s preaching
advanced by regular steps. Like a bold, cautious general, he
has formed a certain, orderly plan of attack, from which he does
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not rashly and arbitrarily depart. Only now, when from the
most casterly position, Jerusalem, he has subdued the entire orient
as far as Illyria Dy means of the gospel, or at least has seized
for the gospel the chief points and bulwarks of heathenism, does
he pass over to the west, in order then from the most westerly
point—ifrom Spain—to work in the opposite direction. At the
smme tinme, no doubt, ome remains a mere point of transition,
just because the foundation was there alrecady laid; but even
this passing visit and Dbrief stay in Rome had hitherto been im-
possible to him, because previously his apostolic nission in the
cast was not fully accomplished. Calvin’s observation in the
abstract is correct: “Ex hoc autem loco infirmum argumentum
ducitur profectionis Hispanicae: neque enim protinus sequitur,
ipsum fuisse perfunctum, quia sic animo concepisset. De spe
enim tantwm logquitur, qua frustrari, quemadmodum alii fideles,
nonnunquam potuit.”  Although, for our part, we are of opinion
that subsequently he actually carried out this plan between the
first and second Roman imprisonments.

Ta woAld] is not equivalent to moAldais, which Lachmann
has received in conformity with B D EF G. That this is a
false gloss in accordance with i. 13, the remark of Oecumenius
shows : & woM\a ofor mwolhdxis. We should be rather inclined
to explain Ta moANd, so often, i.e. the many times mentioned, 1. 13.
But this meaning also is not demonstrable. It is accordingly
safest to abide by the only established and common meaning of
Ta WO = plerumgue, so also Vulg, i most cascs, for the most
part, comp. Kithner, p. 220. Somctimes, therefore, we must
supply in thonght, other reasons detained the apostle, such as
want of ship-accommodation, sickness, and the like. When he
wished moAAdnis to come to Roue, lie was 7a woAld prevented
by the duties of his apostolic calling, éviore by other reasons.
For example, from Corinth he might otherwise have once made
a Drief excursion to Rome, without being really unfaithful to his
principal mission.

—70D é\Oeiv mpos Upas] The genitive depends on évexomTouny
as a verb expressing the idea of hindrance (éyxomrewv, to check
in running, Gal, v. 7, to hinder, 1 Thess. i. 18), comp. Winer,
p. 245, and Fritzsche, ad latth. p. 845.

Vv. 23, 24. The lect. vec. yuns: Nuwi 8¢ pniére Témov Exwv
év Tols w\ipace Tobrots, émvmobiav 8¢ Eywv Tob éNOelv wpis
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Duds awo woOMOY éTow, @s fav mopebwupar €ls T Swaviav,
éxevoopar wpos vpas. Ermilw «qap Suamopevouevos Bed-
caclar vpas kai VP Oudv mwpoweudlivar éxe, éav  Vudv
mpdTor 4w pépovs éumAnofe.  Just so Tischendorf, ed. 2
(not 8th cdition). In accordance with Erasmus’'s suspicion
and Mill's judgment, Griesbach, Knapp, ¢t «al, have omitted
é\evoopar mpos vuds, which is wanting in A BCD ET G,
also Cod. Sinait.* many versions, and several Fathers, and «ap
after édmilw, which is not fonnd in (D E) I' G, several versions,
and Fathers, and read: Nuvi 8¢ pnkére Tomov Eywy év Tols x\ipact
ToUTOLs, €mmobliay 8¢ Eywv Tob éNfeiv mpos Uuds dmo WONGY
érdw, ds éav mopewpar eis Ty Zmaviav, émwile Samopevo-
pevos Bedoacbar vpas wth.  Both readings, as well the Elzevir
as tlie Griesbachian, yield a sentence appropriate in itself. Dut
the Criesbachian deserves the preference, because of the great
consensus of external evidence, and because the interpolation is
explained by the opposition to ver. 22, and as an effort to relieve
the construction. A B C (D E), also Cod. Sinait,, indeed have
the ryap, which as an explication presupposes the é\edoopar wpos
vpdas, and the originality of which seems to be certified, comy.
Ttinck, Zicubr. crit. p. 133, Still those codices may present to
us cither a restoration of the genuine text but half accomplished,
or the first step in its corruption, since in retaining or adding the
~dp they supplied in thought an éxedoopar mpos Juds of which
yap introduced the explication.  Lachmaun, who, in harmony
with his critical principles, retained «qdp but omitted éievooupar
wpos vpas,' would therefore in any case have done better after
a5 av Topevwpar els Ty Smaviav (with the assumed supplement
of é\evoopar wpos vuas) to put a full stop, and with éawlw yap
beoin a new sentence, than to encluse éAmwilow qdp up to
éumncfd in lrackets, so that vuwi 8¢ ver. 23, is supposed to
be resumed by vove 86, ver. 23, as if, in entire opposition to the
veneral sense and logical connection, already in ver. 23 the
sentence referred to the journey to Jerusalen. wvwvwl 8¢ unrére
Tomov €xwv] sc. ToD kmpuoTew TO evayyeliov ols olk AviyyEAy
aepi To0 XpioTob, vv. 20, 21.  Témos = opportunitus, oppoitunity,
scope, comp. on Xii. 19,

' This, in lact, is probably the original reading. It is the one best anthenticated,

and the anacoluthon thus arising woull mest readily esplain the correction of the
language partly by adding éasbropar o5 ouis, partly by omitting y4p.
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—& Tols K\paoe Tovtors] in these regions, districts, Gul.
i 21, 2 Cor. xi. 10, namely, from Jerusalem to Illyria, ver. 19.
Bengel observes on shipara: “Haec appellatio praescindit «
politica distributione orbis terrae. Nam hanc non solet sequi
evangelium.  Ltimn Reformationis fructus primo tempore extra
Germaniam quoque exstitit.”

—émumofiav] “summum desiderium,” Beza.

—7ob éNfelv] dependent on émemrobfiav.

—amo woANDy €rdy] for naiy years. The many years are
viewed as one connected period, from the beginning of which
Taul cherished this desire, comp. dwo érdv 6wdexa, Luke viii.
43.  When this desire arose in Paul cannot be fixed historically
with certainty, probably when he first set foot on European
soil.

—aos éav] quandocunque, stinuletque. The point of time is left
iadefinite, inasmuch as the execution of his intention to go to
Spain direet from Jerusalem (ver. 28) might to some extent be
delayed. Respecting édv instead of év after relatives, comy.
Winer, p. 390. Lachmann and Tischendorf, on the authority of
A DB (C)DE T G, Chrys, read &s v in the present passage.

—ZSmaviav] later CGreek appellation (the Roman form was
"Iomavia, 1 Mace. viii. 3) for "IBnpia, which embraced the entire
Pyrenean peninsula.  Spain was at that titne a Iloman province,
numerously peopled by Jews, and on that account well adapted
for the preaching of the gospel. That Paul actually executed his
plan to journey to Spain is maintained by those who accept a
second Roman imprisonment of the apostle, denied by those
who accept only one! Dirvectly after writing this, Paul himself
probably no longer expected to be able to accomplish his Spanish
journey, Acts xx. 23-25.

—&wamopevopevos] “ quia Romae jam fundata est fides,” Bengel.

—u¢’ vpav mporeudfijvar] Lachmann and Tischendorf, in con-
formity with B D E F G, «l, read a¢p’ tudv, e fiom you, from
your city, instead of ¢’ Judv. DBut, in the first place, ¥76 and

¥ The most thorough and acute defence of the latter theory is found in Wieseler
(Clronoloyie des apostolischen Zeitalters), where also (Erster Excurs. ucber den
romischen dufenthalt des Apostels Paulus, p. 521) the most important of the more
claborate authors on this subject, who have declared for or against a second Roman
imprisonment of the Apostle Paul, are grouped together. For our part, we still

adhere to a twofold Roman imprisonment, on the ground of tradition and of then
pastoral epistles.



390 COMMENTARY ON THE ROMANS.

dmo are very frequently confounded by transeribers; and, again,
the reference to the persons by whom Paul hoped to be escorted
is expressly required, comp. Acts xv. 3; 2 Cor. i 16.

—-éxet] instead of éxeloe, thither, comp. John xi. §: kai
adhv Umdyes écel.  After verbs of motion the adverl of rest
anticipates the object of the motion. To be escorted thither, in
order then to be there. As to whether Paul had already formed
a definite plan for his journey from Rome to Spain, whether to
travel by land or by water, and therefore, in the latter case,
expected, of course, to be accompanied by his Roman attendants
not merely part of the way, but all the way to Spain, nothing
can be stated with certainty.

—éay Dudy mwpdTov amo pépovs éumAnafd] “if previously I
shall have been in some measure satisfied in you,” comp. 1. 12.
amo pépovs aliquatenus, in some measure.  Grotius: “ non quan-
tum vellem, sed quantum licebit.” Chrysostom: “ oddeis yap
pe xpovos éumhijcar Stvarar oldé éumoiijoal por Kkipov TS
cvvovsias vuav.”

Ver. 25. But before his journey to Spain, during which he
hoped to pay a visit to Rome, he must first go to Jerusalem, in
ovder to hand over to the church there the proceeds of a collec-
tion made among the Gentile Christians in Macedonia and
Achaia. The Iomans, thercfore, are not to wonder at his not
coming forthwith. wvwwi 8¢ mopedopar] “ but now I am about to
go.”  wwwi and the present mopedouar note the future as quite
near at hand, as it were already present, and therefore certain.
Comp. viov of the past just elapsed, as it were still present, John
xi. 8, and the present &pyouar, 2 Cor. xiii. 1.

—ets ‘Iepovoaijp] This was Paul’s fifth journey to Jerusalem,
the last in the Acts. The first, Acts ix.; the second, xi. 30 ; the
third, xv.; the fourth, xviii. 22 ; the fifth, xxi. 15, 17.

—warovdw] The participium praesentis marks the journey itself
as a part of his scrvice. With the wopedesfar the Siaxovia
hegins already to be fulfilled, comp. Winer, p. 429. The pasr-
ticipium futuri Siaxorjowy would only exhibit the service as a
consequence of the completed journey, comp. Acts xxiv. 17,
xxv. 13. The service consists in handing over the contribution
of money collected. Hence

—ols aylows] refers not to the Christians in Macedonia and
Achaia, whom he serves by being the beaver of their help, but
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to the wrwyol Tdv dayiwy Tév év ‘Iep, to whom the collection was
to be made over, comp. vv. 26, 28, 31.

Ver, 26 explains how it came to pass that he has service to
render to the saints in Jerusalem. eddoxnoav yap Maxedovia xai
"Ayaia] “for Macedonia and Achaia saw good,” placuit entin Mece-
donibus ¢t Achaeis. With ebdoxetv, comp. Luke xii. 32; 1 Cor.
i 21; Gal. 1. 15; Col. i. 19; 1 Thess, ii. 8; and on Rom. x. 1.

—xowwviay Twa monjeasfar] “ to bring about a participation.”
As to xowowwew, comp. on xii. 13. IHere also (2 Cor. ix. 13;
Heb. xiii. 16) the intransitive sense of xowwvia may he retained,
inasmuch as he who communicates by the very act of communi-
cation puts himself in relations of fellowship with the receiver,
and participates in his necessities. xotwwvia, therefore, is not to
be directly taken in the active sense, communication, distribution,
assistance, collatio, althougl, as to substance, no doubt the parti-
cipation which one brings about may consist in the commaunication,
Jfellowship, which one sets on foot, in assisteiice ; on which account
“to bring about a participation in respect to the poor” is here
as to meaning = “ to make a collection for them.” The apostle
says disparagingly xowwviay Tiwd, although the assistance, as may
be inferred from 1 Cor. xvi. 4, may not be insignificant in itself,
because to him even the greatest material gift appears insig-
nificant in comparison with the spiritual gifts which Macedonia
and Achaia had previously received from Jerusalem, ver. 27.

—els ToUs TTwyoUs TAY dyiwy Tdv év ‘Tepovaariu] As is well
known, the Christian church at Jerusalemm was in a state of
poverty. - The wrwyol 7dv aylwv are therefore here the poor
saints in general.  “ Talia sunt nigrae lanarum, ovorum oblonge,”
remarks Grotius. Comp. Matthid, dusf. gr. Gr. p. 627. Respect-
ing the collection mentioned here of the Macedonians and
Achaians for the poor saints in Jerusalem, comp. 1 Cor. xvi. 1 ff. ;
2 Cor. viii,, ix.

Ver. 27. eddoxncav yap ral Sdedérar alrdv elow] “Est
earegia avadopa simul cum émavopbuger,” Grotius. The eddo-
xmoav is no doubt resumed in order to add the remark that this
voluntary resolve may be regarded as the fulfilment of an obliga-
tion due. “For they were so pleased, and they are their debtors.”

—el qap Tols wvevpaTikois alTdy éxowovnoav Ta EQvn]
“for if the Gentiles participated in their spiritual blessings.”
We say xowwvety Twos, Heb. ii. 14, and, as here and elsewhere
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always in the N. T., rowwvelv 7w, comp. xii. 13; Gal. vi. G;
Phil. iv. 15; 1 Tim. v. 22; 1 Pet. iv. 13; 2 Joln 11. 7a
wvevpaticd are not, with Theodoret, expressly Té Tod wreduaros
8épa, but, in opposition to Ta capkira, the blessings of Christians,
whicl, as procceding from the wvedua, are themselves of a
spiritual nature, such as faith, love, hope, forgiveness of sins,
peace, ete.  These, originally belonging to the mother-church in
Jerusalem, passed over from them to the Geutile churches.

—opehovot Kkai €v Tols capkikols AetToupyijoar adrois] « they
also are under obligation to do service to them with material
blessings.” The higher gift at least demands the smaller gift in
return, 1 Cor. ix. 11. 7a capricd forms here not a moral but
a physical antithesis to 7a mwvevpatied, like the earthly to the
heavenly. They are blessings of a physical, 4.c. material, earthly
character. Most expositors suppose that in vv. 26, 27 Taul
wished indirectly and covertly to call upon the Roman Christians
also to assist the poor Jewish Christians in Jerusalem. Dut, in
the first place, if this had been his intention, he would probably
have done it directly and openly ; and, again, he regarded the col-
lection as brought to an end. We might rather suppose the
Gentile Christians to be again reminded in general terms of the
right course of conduct for them to pursue toward their Jewish
brethren. Dut the apostle may also have said what he says in
vv. 26, 27 without any special subsidiary intention.

Ver. 28. 7oiito oty émetehécas] “ when, therefore, I have
accomplished this.”  Todro, this, i.c. this business, this ministering
journey to Jerusalem.

—xal opayiodpevos avTols Tov xapmov TovTov] “and when
I have sealed to them this fruit.” e¢payileale, to scal, ratify,
John iii. 83, vi. 27, 7c to hand surely over dogaids mapa-
8:8dvae, or: to make over as their property, to ratify as their
possession.  o@payitecfar is therefore to be taken in a figurative,
not literal sense; neither = “ when I have carried over to them
the money sealed ” [Eras.,, Corn. a Lap, Lstius], which o¢paryi-
tecBar does not mean, nor=“ when I have assured them with
letter and seal as to the correct delivery of their collection”
[Glickler, Michaelis], in which latter case adrois, in opposition
to avror and adtols, ver. 27, will refer, not to the &yor, vv. 25,
26, but to the Macedonian and Achaian Christians. Both inter-
pretations yield a meaning little worthy of the apostle, and almost
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bordering on the ridiculous. DBut just as inappropriate is the
explanation: “ when I shall have ratified to them this fruit by
my authority,” 4.c. when I give account to them respecting the
contributing churches and the amount of the contributions, and
faithfully hand over the collection. 7ov wapmwov Tolrov, this
fruit, 7.c. this product, namely 7is rowwvias, ver. 26, or even
Tis Puradepias, not Tis amooTohijs, of my apostolic assiduity.
The material charity might rather be described as the fruit of
the spiritual charity received. Still the interpretation given is
perhaps the simpler and more natural one.

—amerevoouar] I will go away, John vi, 68, namely, away
from Jerusalem =1 will take my journey.

—38 vu@v] 7.c. through your city, 2 Cor. i. 16.

—els Ty Smaviav] Lachmann and Tischendorf, on not quite
sufficient evidence, els Jwaviav, comp. ver. 24.

Ver. 20. 0iba 6] But Paul Zunows, is persuaded, that he will
come to the Ilomans in the fulness of the Dlessing of Chuist,
because neither will the riches of the grace and gilts implied in
the apostolic office be wanting to him, nor the right disposition
for their reception to them.

87 épyopevos wpos Uuds . . . énedoopar] Respecting this con-
nection of the participle with the finite form of the same verb,
comp. Matthii, p. 1103 ; Kiithner, p. 376. Just so 1 Cor. ii. 1:
éfov . . . JAbov.

—év wAnpouate ebdoylas Xpiorot] “in the fulness of the
blessing of Christ,” 7.c. so that I shall bring with me rich blessing
from Christ.  Comyp. i 10: év, with, i.e. endowed with, or proffer-
iy, whjpwpa ebhoyias XpioTob mapéywy vuiv. Cowmp. 2 Cor.
il. 1: év Mmp mpos duas éNbeiv = Avmnr Duiv wapéywv; comp,
ver. 2: el yap eyo Aumd Uuds.  As to mhijpoua edloyias, comy.
onxi. 12. The lect. rec. is: év mAnpopaTe ebhoyias Tod ebayyeliov
7ot Xpiorod. DMill early marked 7ol evayyehiov Tob as a gloss
from ver. 19. These words were then omitted by Griesbach,
Lachmann, Tischendorf, ¢¢ «l. Certainly they are wanting in
ABCDEF G, e, also Cod. Sinait.* It. al. Clem. «l,, and are
therefore most probably spurious.

Vv. 30-32. Paul entreats the intercession of the Roman
church on behalf of this impending journey to Jerusalem, 2 Cor.
i. 11; Phil i. 19; Philem. 22. Already is he filled with fore-
bodings of the troubles awaiting him in Judaea at the hands of
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unbelievers (Acts xx. 22f, xxi. 101f), as well as with appre-
hension lest even the believers of the circumeision, under the
influence of mistrust toward him as the anti-Judaistic apostle
(Acts xxi. 21), might not cordially receive the gifts of the Gentile
Christians, 'With waparaieiv e, comp. xil. 1. But the apostle
exhorts not only by Churist, but also—06ia Tijs dydmrgs Tob wved-
patos] .c. the love which the Spirit instils into us, which
¢iraderdia Paul here lays claim to on his own behalf, Gal. v. 22.
In any case, it is more natural here to think of the love wrought
in us by the Spirit as a motive to brotherly intercession, than,
with Chrys. Theophyl. e al., of the love of the Spirit to us.
—ovwvayovicaclal wor év Tais mpocevyais vmép éuod wpos Tov
Beov] comp. Col. iv. 12, also ii. 1 and i. 29. In many respects
prayer may be spoken of as an dyww. For one thing, there are
inner spiritual foes against whom we have to fight, the odp§ with
its desire and fear, the xoogpos with its allurement and threatening,
the &uaBoros assanlting the soul either directly or by means of
the adpf and the rxdomos. Again, there are external foes, par-
ticular suflerings, dangers and reverses, against which the struggle
of prayer is to be directed. DBut prayer is a struggle, not merely
in so {ar as it is the appointed means by which the focs of the
soul are to be beaten back, but also in so far as it is the appointed
means for prevailing upon the friend of the soul,—the God who
delays hearing, and for purposes of trial wears the guise of a foe
(comp. Jacolb’s conflict, Gen. xxxii). In the present passage,
then, the generality of the expression is to be retained, and in
the dywviteaBar of the apostle and the cvvaywvitesfar of the
Roman church we are merely to think of the persistent zeal and
wrestling earnestness by which all prayer is accompanied if of a
right kind, and instead of beating the air, never gives up until
its object is rcached, without the specific obstacles to be overcome
in every such prayer heing expressly thought of and indicated.
The reading of several authorities, év Tais mpogevyals vudv, is
to be regarded as a correct gloss; for, of course, the prayers of
the chureh are meant, not those of the apostle, as the reading of
Vigil. Taps. év tals mpooevyais pov assumes. Umep éuod mpos
Tov Bedv is to be attached to év Tals mpocevyais. The repetition
of the article (év Tais wpocevyals Tals xTA.) is not on this
account necessary, because we say mpooetyesfar Smép Twos, Col.
i. 9, etc. The connection of dmép éuod wpls Tov Geov with
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cuvaywvicacfal por is impracticable, because dywvileafar wpis
Twa = to fight ayainst some one. Thus the apostle calls upon
his readers in the prayers which they address to God for his
welfare to contend on his behalf as he himself contends.

—a pvobd dwo Tév dmwebovvtwy év i Tovdala] Purpose of
the cwwaywvicaclar év Tals mposevyais. With the matter, comp.
Acts xxi, 27 If.; with the expression: dwetfodvres "Iovaios, Acts
xiv. 2. They are ameiflodvres, inobedicates, xi. 31, because they
refuse obedience to God (Vvwaxony wiorews, i. 5), who requires
faith in Christ.

—«at va] With the repetition of fva, comp. cy. 2 Thess.
iii. 1, 2. But {va is wanting, in the present passage, in A (B)
CD* T G, al., also Cod. Sinait.*, several translations and Fathers,
and for this reason is expunged by Lachmann and Tischendorf.
In fact, it may easily have been a later interpolation of the tran-
scribers, comp. e¢g. xv. 32, xvi. 2; Col. iv. 8.

— Swawovia pov] In conformity with B D* F G, Lachmann
and Tischendorf, ed. 1, not ed. 8, have received Swpoopia
(Ambrst.: “munerum meorum oblatio”) instead of Siaxovia.
But the attestation is too slight, the designation Swpodopia some-
what wanting in delicacy, and 8iaxovia is supported by ver. 25
(Buaroviv Tols ayiows). OSwpodopia is therefore to be regarded as
an interpretation, the 6iaxovia in this case consisting in the
Swpodopia.

— eis ‘Iepovaatiju] Comp. 1ijs Sarovias Tijs els Tods dylovs,
2 Cor. viii. 4, ix. 1. It is the rendering of service destined for
Jerusalem. Lachmann and Tischendorf, ed. 1, not ed. 8, on
inadequate authority, read 7 év instead of % els. Some witnesses
have els or év without the article 7.

—ebmp6obertos yévnTar Tols aylots] “ may be acceptable to
the saints,” may find good acceptance with the saints, 4. the
saints there, at Jerusalem. With edmpoodexros, comp. xv. 16 ;
2 Cor. vi. 2, viil, 12.

—va év yapa éNOw mpos Tuds] indicates the purpose of ver. 31,
therefore the witimate purpose of ver. 30. Comp. Gal.iv. 5. This
ultimate aim was not accomplished because of Paul coming to
Rome as a prisoner, Acts xxiii. 11, xxviit. 14, 16. Lachmann,
on the authority of A C 67** 71 (so,too, Cod. Sinait.*), Ruf,, reads
é\fwv, omitting the following raf, which is to be regarded merely
as an elecant change in the construction on the part of copyists.
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—38ta Bedsjuaros Geov] comp. i 10 ; Heb. vi. 3; 1 Cor. iv. 190,
The will of God is the divine will assenting to their common
prayers, granting them. Lachmann and Tischendorf, ed. 1, not
ed. 8, after B only, rvead «vpiov "Inoot instead of feod. D E T
G, It. have Xpiorod 'Incol; Cod. Sinait.* Ambrst, 'Inood
XpiaTob.

—«al owavaravowpatr Upiv] “and I may be refreshed with
you,” ¢ that we may rejoice ome with another in our mutual
intercourse in the faith, i 11, 12; 1 Cor. xvi. 18; 2 Cor. vii. 13.
Here, therefore, is no specific reference to the rccovery of the
apostle from his struggles in Judaea, of the church from its
struggles in prayer. The words: kai cuvavamavowpar Uuiv,
Tischendorf altogether omitted in ed. 1, Dbecause they are
wanting in B, and vary in other critical testimonies, but restored
in ed. 2.

Ver. 33. Concluding prayer. Very inappositely Grotius ob-
serves : “ Hoe dicit, ut hoc magis Romanos a rixis avertat.” On
this view, the invocation is meant to allude to the substance of
the last section of clh. xiv. xv. preceding the epilogue. Dut the
exhortation to concord, xiv. 1-xv. 13, was already concluded Ly
an appropriate prayer; such an idea is here out of place; and
the invocation is manifestly only the conclusion of the epilogue,
xv. 14-32.  Rather the mention of the discord which he ex-
pected in Judaea may have suggested to the apostle the thought
of the God of peace. Dut suck discord was by no means to be
found in Iome. DMoreover, the formula employed here by the
apostle is common elsewhere ;' and therefore by elprjvn is to be
understood not earthly, human, but divine, heavenly peace, eipijrn
wpos Tov Beov, v. 1, for the invocation of which no special occasion
and reference was necessary.

—'Awijr] which is wanting in A F G 80, Boern., may possibly
be a liturgical addition.

1 Comp. xvi, 20; 2 Cor. xiii, 11; Phil, iv, 9; 1 Thess. v, 23; 2 Thess, iii. 16;
see also Heb, xiii. 20,
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CHAPTER XVI.

Vv. 1, 2. Necommendation of Phoebe. SuvwicTyue 8¢ vuiv] “ Dut
I recommend to you” With cwviorgue, in the sense fo vecom-
mend, comp. 2 Cor. v. 12, x. 12, 18.

—PoiBnw] According to the very probable opinion of most
ex)ositors, the Learer of the epistle.  So already the subscription
to the epistle.  The proper name Phocbes is found in Mart.
Epigr. iil. 8§95 Phocbe, in Sueton. Awg. ¢. 65. When DBengel
observes, “ Nomina ex diis gentium sumta retinuere Christiani in
memoriam gentilismi relieti,” it may be replied that the reason
why names of heathen deities were retained may simply be that
theiv orizinal religious meaning and reference had entirely
vanished in common usage.

—mv @eddyy Hudv] First motive for complying with the
apostle’s recommendation, namely, that she is a Cluistian sister.

—odeav Suirovor] Second motive. It is not to be explained
dype Tob Gebpo oboav Sdxovov, or djTis WY Suikoves péxpt Tod
vov, as if, as a deaconess, I’hoebe would not have been able to
nndertake a journey to Rome, but : who s decconcss.  Ilespecting
the deaconesses (ai Sedrovor, minisirae in Pliny, ep. x. 97) as
attendants on the poor, sick, and strangers in the church, comy.

Singhany, Orgg. I p. 344 sqq.; Suicer, Thes. eccles. 1. p. 866 ;
Zieoler, de dice. ot diarendss. cct. cecles. Viteb. 1678 ; and Neander,
Hist. of Planting of Chr. Ch. 1. 153.

—ijs éxsdnoias Tis v Keyypeais] Cenchrea, as is well
known, was the eastern port of Corinth on the Saronic Gulf,
distant about seventy stadia from Corinth, comp. Acts xviil. 18,
and Wetstein here! Taul had probably founded the church in
Cenchrea, as in Corinth.

—a abmyy wpoadéknale] Purpose of the recommendation.

1 Strabo, viii. p. 582 C, says: épx# 3t ~%; wapadizs txaripas o7; piv 0 Aiyzmy, <%s
3t Keyypeal napn xai Ay, doriygwy 775 Toltws 800y 6. ovddie’ Tode piv olv jpovrar wpos
wobg ix =75 'Aciag, wpis 3t Tebs ix 775 'lradius T4 Aexalw ; and viil, p. 567 B : Keyxpeai
76 2y Kogndiwy bxi 1a 5405 bw pipn vaveralpor,
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—eév xupiw] characterizes the wpoadéyeafar as done in fellow-
ship with the Lord, in the Lord, <c. in a Christian spirit. Just
so Phil. ii. 29. “ Hodie dicimus Chaistiano more,” Bengel. Comp.
Harless on Eph. iv. 1.

—aflws 1dv dyiwv] The saints may either be the saints
recesving or those reccived.  In the first case we must interpret :
“ As it becomes saints,” namely, to reccive brethren and sisters ;
in the second case : “ sicut sanctos excipi oportet,” Grotins. The
first intcrpretation is more probable, afiws Tdv ayiwy referring to
the active mwpoodéf.,, and more exactly defining év xuplp. With
aflws with the genitive, comp. Phil. 1. 27 ; Col. i. 10; 1 Tless.
ii. 12 ; 3 John 6 ; Matthii, p. 677.

—xai TwapacTiTe alTh €v ¢ av Vudv yxpily wpdypatt] “and
assist her in whatever matter she has need of yon” wapactiva
T, to stand Deside one, Acts i. 10, ix. 39, xxvii. 23 ; to assist,
help him, 2 Tim. iv. 17.

—=xai yap avry) for she also. DBengel, Knapp, Lachmann,
Tischendorf, ¢t «l., have received xai yap avTdj, for she herself also,
manifestly with greater appropriateness. It suggests the motive
for the assistance to be given her, 1 Cor. xvi. 10; Phil. ii. 29 £

—mpooTaTis woAGY éyemifn] We are not in mpooTdris to
find a reference to the fixed office of a pationcss of strangers so
called (comp. on xii. 8), to which are opposed both the genitive
appended and the verb éyevyfy. Rather is mpostartis, patrona,
protectress, patroness, succowrer, namely, of strangers, the poor, the
sick, for which her office as deaconess furnished abundant oppor-
tunity. In mapactiite and wpooTdTes & paronomasia seems to
obtain. Respecting eyevnfn, the later (Doric) form instead of
éyévero, comp. Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 108 1.

—=xai avtov éuot] and of myself, which implies a stronger
reason for his recommending her, and for the church to regard
the recommendation. When and in what way Phoebe assisted
the apostle, we know not.

Vv. 3-16. Salutations.

Vv. 8, 4. ’Aowdcasfe Ipiokav ral Arirav] On far pre-
ponderant testimony the formn Ipiokar (2 Tim. iv. 19) instead of
IploxiNav (Acts xviii. 2, comp. 1 Cor. xvi. 19) has been rightly
received by Bengel, Griesbach, I{napp, Lachmann and Tischen-
dorf, ¢t al. IIpiokiMha is the dvopa ImoxopioTicor (diminutive)
of ITpioka, comp. Livia and Livilla, Drusa and Drusilla, Quinta
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and Quintilla, Secunda and Secundilla, and Grotius here. Tie-
speeting the tent-cloth maker Aquila and his wife DIriseilly,
comp. beside Acts xviii. 2 ff. (where we learn that he was born
in Pontus, and under the persecution of the Jews by Claudius
was driven from Rome to Corinth), Acts xviii. 18, 26, 1 Cor.
xvi. 19, from which passages it appears that they emigiated froni
Corinth to Ephesus. Subsequently, as the present passage shows,
they again returned to Rome,' and we come upon them again
finally at Ephesus, 2 Tim. iv. 19.

—Tovs owvepyovs pov € Xpiate 'Incod] They arc fellow-
labourers ¢n Christ Jesus, inasmuch as Jesus Christ is, as it were,
the sphere in which their labour is carried on, the expiession
being thus equivalent to: “ They laboured with me in the cause
of Jesus Clrist, they pursued with me the work of Jesus Christ.”
A proof of their toil is furnished in Aects xviii. 26.

—olrwes Umép Tijs Yruxhis pov Tov éavtdy Tpdyxnhov Imédnrar]
s¢. Uwo Tov aidypov, under the executioner’s axe. The expression
is scarcely to be taken literally. Neither is it probable that a
period in Paul’s life in which he stood in imminent danger of
execution would have remained entirely unknown to us, nor in
such a case would the substitution of Aquila and Priscilla, ox
even that of one of them, have been aceepted and permitted by
the apostle himself. Rather is the phrase dmoribévar Tov Tpd-
xnov to be taken figuratively of voluntary exposure to the
extremest deadly peril for the purpose of preserving the life of
the apostle. Whether this took place at Corinth, Acts xviii. 12 ff,
or at LEphesus, xix. 23 {f. (comp. also 1 Cor. xv. 32), or elsewhere,
we know not. The explanation of Wetstein, vmorifévar, pignori
opponcre, to pledyge, so that here would be meant a security under-
talken on the part of Aquila and Priscilla for the apostle, is no
doubt idiomatically possible, but, as matter of fact, improbable.
oiTwves, quippe qui, intimates the reason of his saluting Aquila
and DPriscilla his fellow-labourers in the Lord, ver. 3, on which
account ver. 4 is not to be enclosed in brackets as il containing
a mere passing, secondary remark.

—ols ovk €yw povos ebyapioTd] namely, I, who was preserved
in life by their self-sacrificing love.

—dadM\a kal waoar ai éexhnoiar Thy é0vav] sc. ebyapioToiot,

1 ¢ Discas hine cdictum Claudii contra Judaeos non din viguisse, acribus, ut furme
talia, initiis, incurioso fine, ut loquitur Tacitus,” Grotius.
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1.c. for preserving me, the apostle of the Gentiles, xi. 13. Not:
“Dbecause they also rendered service to the conversion of the
Gentiles,” or, as Chrysostom would have: “for their hospitality
and bounty.”

Ver. 5. kai ™y «at olkov abtdy éxxAnaiav] comp. 1 Cor
xvi. 19; Col.iv. 15; Philem. 2. 1In larger cities the meetings of
Christians for worship were held in different places, because oinc
house would not contain them. Aquila and Priscilla, who were
probably well to do, and had therefore taken a larger dwelling, had
not only at Rome but at Ephesus (comp. the Corinthian passage
quoted) lent their house for such a meeting of a portion of the
church in the city. — xai Ty ka7t oixov avTdv ékrhnoiav means
therefore: and the church in their house, not: and thetr houschold,
which would be o6 dyios olxos, not 9 kat' olkov éxkhnoia.

—'Aomicacfe 'Emaiverov Tov dyamnrov pov] The name
Epaenetus is not uncommon among the Greeks. Eustathins ob-
serves: émaweros 10 émifetov kal 'Emalveros xiprov. We know
just as little of the Epaenetns here mentioned as of the other
persons mentioned, vv. 5—-15. With the exception perhaps of
‘Potgpos, ver. 13, none of the names occur elsewhere in the N. T.
As Epaenctus is here called amapyr, he was probably a Jewish
Christian, Lecause the apostle always addvessed himself first to
the Jews, Acts xviii. 6. According to the patristic tradition,
most of those mentioned in vv. 5-15 are said to have belonged
to the seventy diseiples, and to have been bishops (Epaenetus is
deseribed as Episcopus Carthaginiensis) and martyrs.

—os éoTw amapyy Tis "Aaias els Xpiorov] “ who is the first-
fruit of Asia in rveference to Christ,” <.c. who was the first among
the Asiatics to believe in Christ. Respecting dmrapysj, cum genit.
partdd., comp. on viil. 23. ’Aeia is Asia cis Taurum, the Asia
proconsularis of the Ilomans, Lesser swe.  The reading Tijs
*Aoias, instead of the seceepta 7ijs *Axaias, has been rightly
approved by Grotins, Mill, and DBengel, accepted by Grieshach,
Knapp, Lachmann, Tischendorf, ¢¢ «l., on the authority of A B C
D*EF G, al. (so, too, Cod. Sinait.), several versions, and Fathers.
That the var. lect. "Axaias is ancient the Peshito shows. Dut it
was either first written on the margin from 1 Cor. xvi. 15, and
then slipped into the text, or arose from the copyist supposing
that, as 'aul wrote the Roman epistle in Corintk, he must needs
mention the awapxn Tis "Axaias. The opposite supposition,
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namely, that *Aolas is a later correction, "4 yaias seeming to clash
with 1 Cor. xvi. 15, is improbable, because the Fathers, who read
and interpreted ’Ayaias in the present passage, discovered and
alleged no such discrepancy. But, in fact, this discrepancy remains
with the reading ’Ayaias, and the attempted solution, that awapyy
=amwapyn Tis, Jas. 1. 18, who is a first-fruit, one of the first converts,
or that Epaenetus belonged to the house of Stephanas, 1 Cor.
xvi. 15, wears the look of an intolerable makeshift. Thus, exter-
nal testimony and internal reasons agree in favour of the reading
'Aaias.

Ver. 6. domwdoacfe Mapiap] Lachmann and Tischendorf, ed. 1,
not ed. 8, read Mapiav, after A B C, «l. Syr. The name points
to a Jewish Christian.

—jTis ToANa éxomiacey els Hpds] “ who toiled much on
my behalf” Comp. o xomos Tijs dydmys, 1 Thess. i. 3. Lach-
mann and Tischendorf have received the reading els duds
instead of els Nuas, after A C* al. (so, too, Cod. Simait), Syr.
utr. al. Chrys., approved by Griesbach and Knapp. D E F G,
Vule. It. Ambrst. al. have év juiv. But while gratitude for
Mary’s labour on his account (els juds), or even the recognition
of her labour in general (comp. Tas xomboas év xvplp and ijres
moMa éxomiacer év wxuplo, ver. 12), might well furnish to the
apostle a motive (comp. djres, quippe quac) for a salutation, her
labour directly on behalf of the Romans (els vuds) could not.
This latter element would have yielded a motive rather for a
recommendation than a grecting.  Besides, a matter so well known
to the Romans themselves stood in no need of being notified, so
to speak, to them. If, then, els fjuds is to be regarded as the
preferable reading, the attempted reference of éxomiager, to labour
an teacking, falls of itself to the ground; for it becomes Mary to
sit at the feet of Jesus, not to instruct apostics. But even with
the reading els Tuds this explanation appears as objectionable on
grounds of idiom as of fact; for xomav in itself denotes a form
of practical activity and toil, Luke v. 5, xii. 27, Acts xx. 35,
1 Cor. iv. 12, and can only acquire a reference to activity in
teaching from the context, Gal. iv. 11, Phil ii. 16, or from the
defining addition : év Aéyep xai 8dagkakia,1 Tim. v.17. Add to
this, that as matter of fact there are indeed prophetesses in the
N. T, Acts xxi. 9, and deaconesses, but no female teachers, and
as matter of principle could not be, 1 Cor. xiv. 34, 35. In Tit.

PriLpeI, Rou, 11, 2C
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ii. 3, indeed, we find wpesBvTidas kalodibacrdarovs; but in ver. 4
their teaching work is at once limited to practical direction of
the young women in a devout fulfilment of their duties as wives
and mothers. DBut in the present passage els vuds would imply
an unlimited reference to the entire church. Moreover, as three
more xomdaat appear in ver. 12, such a great number of teach-
ing females would present to us a real caricature of a genuine
apostolic church constitution. For the rest, it is possible that
the xomtdv of these Christian women was not a spontaneous
labour of love, 1 Cor. xvi. 15, 16, but an exercise of the office of
deaconess, comp. Lohe, Aphorismen ber die N. T. Aemier, p. 92 1.

Ver. 7. domdoace *Avdpovikov] Andronicus was a name very
common among the Romans.

—~«al "Tovviav] Some take 'Tovviav as the accusative of "Tovvia.
So alveady Chrysostom. Junia in that case would be the wife
(ver. 3), or even the sister (ver. 15), of Andronicus. If it is to be
taken as a2 man's name, it must be written *Tovridy, because the
Greeks contracted the name Junianus or Junianius into 'Touvwas.

—Tobs ouyyeveis pov] my Kinsmen, not: my tribesmen or
countrymen. ol ovyyeveis always in itself means blood relations,
Mark vi. 4; Luke i. 36, 58, ii. 44, xiv. 12, xxi. 16; John
xviii. 26; Acts x. 24, The meaning “countrymen” follows
only from the context or the more precise definition appended,
Rom. ix. 3. Moreover, ToUs cuyyevels pov contains here the motive
for his salutation. But the apostle had without doubt several
other fellow-countrymen in the Roman church, and Aquila and
Priscilla and Mary, probably also Epacnetus, were Jewish Chris-
tians, so that there was the less reason for singling out Andronicus
and Junias as such. That relatives of Paul occur also in vv. 11,
21 is no decisive reason on the other side ; for we do not know how
numerous, how widely ramified and far-spread Paul’s family was.

—«kai ocvvarypaldrovs pov] When, where, and how long they
were imprisoned with Paul, we know not. That the apostle was a
prisoner at different times, 2 Cor. vi. 5 shows. Clement’s Epist. 1
ad Corinth. c. 5 relates: &wa tirov [0] ITadhos Umopovijs BpaBeiov
U[méaylev, émTdris Seopa popéoas KTA.

—oiTwés elow émionuos év Tois amooTorots] Luther:  who
are famous apostles” So Orig. Chrys. Theodor., also Calvin,
DBengel, and several moderns. We must thus interpret: dis-
tinguished among the apostles, in the sense: distinguished apostles.
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But Paul never elsewhere uses the expression améaTodos in the
wider meaning, and even in Acts xiv. 4, 14 the designation is
applied in the proper sense to Paul, and only catachrestically to
Barnabas, comp. Phil. i. 1. If here a woman Junia, not a man
Junias, be meant, this interpretation falls to the ground of itself.
In any case, therefore, the explanation is to be preferred: dis-
tinguished, e, most honourably known among the apostics, so that
they must have stood in a relation of special nearness to the
apostles. émionpos, like dnsignis, is o vox media, comp. Matt.
xxvil. 16 : 8éoutos émionuos. In the present passage, of course,
in a good sense.

—o? xai wpo éuod weyovacw év Xpiar¢] As Paul elsewhere
emphasizes the fact of his being the last-called of the apostles
(1 Cor. xv. 8), so here he humbly places himself below even his
Linsmen who had become believers before him. The fact of
Andronicus and Junia being such old Christians and kinsmen of
Paul, may perhaps have contributed to make them énionuor év Tais
dmogTorows.  “ Venerabilis facit aetas, in Christo maxime,” Bengel.
It is possible that they were converted as early as Pentecost, and
belonged to the number of those who carried the first germs of
the gospel to Rome. Comp. Introd. Lachmann and Tischendorf,
after A B (so, too, Cod. Sinait.), have received the Alexandrine form
yéyovav instead of yeyovagw. Comp. Fritzsche, ad Marc. p. 641.
The reading in D E F G, 7ols mpo éuod év Xpiard ’Incod,
instead of of xal mpo éuod yeyovacw év Xpiord, is a wrong gloss
of the copyists, who referred of to Tols dmooToloss instead of to
’Av8p. and 'Towv.

Ver. 8. domacacfe "Apumhiav] This proper name also is to be
accented "Aumhidy, because it is a Greek contraction from Ampli-
atus. Several authorities actually supply the form *Apumiidror.

—7ov dryamyTov pov év kupiew] Estius observes: “év xuplp addit
ut Christianam declaret dilectionem,” comp. on ver. 2.

Ver. 9. domdoaafe OvpBavér] Urbanus is a Roman name.

—ov cuvepyor Hudv év XpioTd] comp. ver. 3,

—«kal Tayvv Tov dyawnTéy pov] comp. ver. 12, STdyvs is
a Greek name.

Ver. 10. domacacfe *AmwenAiy] Comp. Horat. Saf. i. 5. 100:
“ Credat Judacus Apclla, non ego.” DBut the person liere called
" Ameaids must not be confounded with *Aworids (Acts xviil. 24 ;
1 Cor. 1. 12), as is done by Orig. Grotius, ¢t «/. In view of the
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note of Dentley appended to Iorat. Sut. 1bid.! we may perhaps
gather that the present Apelles belonged to the class of liberting,
a circumstance which would support the application of oi’AptaTo-
Boirov, of Napkiocoov, ver. 11, to the slaves of Aristobulus and

Narcissus.  In this case, in vv. 10, 11, Paul would group together
the Roman Christians of the rank of slaves and freedmen. We
must also then reckon ‘Hpwdiwy, ver. 11, in this class, and thus
would be explained why he mentions this Herodion, his kinsman,
here, not along with Andronicus and Junias, who were also his
kinsmen, ver. 7.

—7ov Sorvpov év Xpiore) proved in Clrist =the proved, tested
Clristian. Christ is contemplated as the sphere (év) of his test-
ing. He must have shown himself approved in Christ by his
labours for Christ's cause. ]

—adomwdcacle Tovs éx 1@y 'ApiaTofBoihov] *ApiaTiBovros is
a proper name very widely spread among the Greeks. Ilespect-
ing oi 'ApioToBoilov, of Napricaov, ver. 11, of X\dns, 1 Cor. 1.
11, comp. Winer, p. 238. The genitive denotes the relation of
dependence or belonging to generally. Thus children, kinsmen,
domestics, slaves may be meant. A more definite explanation
must be supplied by the case in hand. Ior the original readers
the expression was clear. Why we think slaves to be meant here,
see previously. Dut the apostle does not greet «fl the dependants
of Aristobulus, not 7ovs "ApistoBoiMov, but only Tods éx Taw
*Apiarofoihov, those of the dependants of Aristolwlus.  Of course
by these are meant the Chaistians, even as in ver. 11 in Tovs
dvtas év kupip is expressly added.  Aristobulus himself receives
no greeting.  From this expositors draw the probable conclusion
that either he was not a Christian or was already dead, in which
latter case he may have been a Christian. Dut the supposition
is still possible that he was a Christian and still alive, and was
merely unknown personally to the apostle, and stood in no closer
relation to him,

Ver. 11, aomdcacfe ‘Hpwdiwva tév ouvyyevii pov] comp.
ver. 7. ‘Hpwdiwy was formed from the Attic name ‘Hpwdys,
then in very common use, like Katoapiwy from Kaicap.

—agmdoadle Tovs éx Tdv Napricoov, Tods dvras év wupiw] In

1 Judaci habitabant trans Tiberim, et multo maximam partem crant libertini, ut

fatetur Philo in legat. ad Cajum. Apella autem libertinorum nomen, satis frequens
in inscriptionibus vetustis Cic. epist. vii. 25: Ne Apellae guidem liberto tuo dixeris.
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accordance with the observation of Grotius: “Puto intelligi
Narcissum Claudii libertum (Suet. Claud. ¢. 28; Tac. Ann. xii.
57, xiii. 1), in cujus domo aliqui fuerint Christiani,” Neander
and others have taken Narcissus for the powerful favourite of
Claudius, who at that time was already dead. As the name
Narcissus was not uncommon, no certain decision can be given.

Ver. 12. dowdoacfe Tpidawav xai Tpupdsav] The female
names Tpigawa and Tpupiaa frequently occur. They are
formed from Ttpvddw, and therefore originally mean literally :
delicata, lasciva,

—Tas komubaas év kvplew] “ who laboured in the Lord,” Zc. in
the Lord’s cause, comp. on vv. 3, 6. “Tias xomdoas, quae
laborarunt, etsi nomen habent dmé Tpudijs, a deliciis, ut Naems.
Trobabile est, fuisse has duas sorores secundum carnem,” Bengel.

—acmacacle Ilepoiba] Like Lydia, Mysa, Syrus, Davus,
Geta, Andria, Persis is a name derived from a native country.

—7yw ayamymiy] comp. vv. 5, 8, 9, where pov is added,
which was only seemly when referring to men.

—ijris woAAa éxomiacey év kuplp] To Tpipawa and Tpvdpdoa
before, and now to Ilepois, as to Mapidp, ver. 6, the worra
romav is ascribed. Certainly this was no <dle addition. Just
as little is the év Xpiord, év wuplp, repeated so often, to be
regarded as a mere expletive. The love of the apostle, like the
labour of those whom he salutes, is throughout no natural, human
love, but Christian, sanctified in the Lord. As the apostle’s
humility is shown in the fact that for him every distinction of
slave and free vanishes év wvpip (1 Cor. xii. 13; Gal. iii. 28), so,
along with his humility, his wonder[ul delicacy and wealth of love
is shown in his assigning to every one his specific epithet, and the
recognition due to him in proportion to his gilts and work, thus
fulfilling his own precept, xii. 3 ff, xii. 16. “ Fides non facit
iorosos, sed affabiles.  Paulum ne gravitas quidem apostolica im-
pediit,” Bengel. This salutation-chapter at once attests its genuine-
ness by the fact that it really contains no spurious expressions.

Ver. 13. domdoacfe "Polor] As Simon of Cyrene is called
in Mark xv. 21 the father of Alexander and TRufus, from which
it follows that this Rufus was held in special esteem in the
apostolic age, while Paul in the present passage distinguishes
the Rufus mentioned by special praise, since the Fathers' days
many expositors have maintained the identity of Rufus in Mark



400 COMMENTARY ON THE ROMANS.

xv. 21 and Rom. xvi. 13. “ Eximium inter Christianos filium
Simonis Cyrenaci, Vide Mare. xv. 21,” observes Grotius here.
The combination is very probable, although not absolutely cer-
tain, the name Nufus being very widespread in those times.

—7ov éxhexTov év Kupie] not: “ who is clected to salvation in
fellowship with the Lord,” which would be a predicate in no
sense distinetive of Rufus, but one common to all Christians,
comp. i. 4. Here, as in the case of all saluted in this chapter,
we expect a distinctive mark. éwhextés therefore = delectus,
cximius, elect, distinguished, and “ elect in the Lord” = czimium
Clristianuwm, “ who is distinguished as a Christian.” “ éelexTov,
clectum. Insignis appellatio, 2 John 1,13,1 Tim. v. 21,” remarks
Bengel.

—«xal T pnrépa adtod kai éuod] The apostle calls the
beloved mother of Rufus his own mother, on account of the
motherly love and care which she no doubt manifested to him,
perhaps during his youthful stay in Jerusalem. Comp. John
xix. 27, where the Lord calls Lis beloved mother the mother of
John, on account of the love and care which /e is to manifest to
her as a son. Comp. too, 1 Cor. i. 2: altdv Te kal Yudv,
Meyer there, and 1 Cor. xvi. 18 ; Philem. 11. ’

Vv. 14, 15. Those saluted in these two verses receive no
special ¢pitheta ornantie. They seem, therefore, to have Dleen
less distinguished and on less familiar terms with the apostle.
“ Paulus eos conjungit, quorum propria erat conjunctio necessi-
tudinis, viciniae, etc. Nec potuit non valde exhilarare salutatio
nominatim facta ad tenuiores, qui se furtasse ne notos quidem
apostolo scivent,” Bengel.! aomwdoacfe *Aobyrpiror] The adject.
verbum dotrykpiros from cuykplve denotes incomparabilis, tncom-
parable.  As a nomen proprium,’ Aciryxpiros is therefore a name
of good omen. Otherwise aciyxpiTos means also “ incompatible,
unsociable.”

! Comp. also the observation of Myliusin Calov here: * Notanda hic fidelium
istorum conditio. Nemo hic nominatur consul, nemo quaestor aut dictator insigni-
tur, minime omnium Episcopatuum et Cardinalatuum dignitates hic personant : sed
operarum, laborum, captivitatis titulis plerique notantur. Ita verum etiam in

lomana Ecclesia fuit olim, quod Apostolus scribit, Non multi potentes, non multi
nobiles. Sed stulta mundi clecta sunt a Deo. Papatus autem Caesarei, qualis ad-
juvante Diabolo, in perniciem religionis, posteris saeculis Romae invaluit, ne umbra
quidem Apostolorum aetate istic fuit: tantum abest, ut ille originem ab Apostolis
ipsis traxerit.”
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— PAéyovra] In later days, Phlegon the Trallian, IIadrian's
freedman, was very well known under this name.

— Eppav] “ Ist nomen libertini lominis contractum ex
‘Eppodwpos,” Grotins. Orig. here, Euseb. H. E. iii. 3; Hicronym.
Catal. Seript. Eccl., and others, toolk this Hermas for the author of
the book o ITocurjy, reckoned among the writings of the apostolical
Fathers. But the author of the Pasfor was the brother of the
Roman bishop Pius 1, and lived ¢. 150 op. Comp. the Canon
Murat. ; Hefele, Patr. ap. p. Ixxxii. ; Ritschl, althath. Kirche, ed. 2,
p. 288 ff.

—ITatpoBdv] a name contracted from ITatpdBios. Martial,
ii. 32. 3: “ Vexat saepe meum Puatrobas confinis agellum, Contra
libertum Caesaris ire times.” Suet. Galle, c. 20: “ Patrobii
Neroniani libertus.”

—- Eppijy] Comp. Pliny, Ep. vii. 11: « Hermes, {tbertus meus.”
In conformity with A B C D* F G, al. (so also Cod. Sinait.),
Lachmann and Tischendorf have rightly received the order of
names: ‘Epuiy, IlarpoBay, ‘Epuav.

—kai ToUs ovv adrois abehdovs] Not indeed those joining in a
church-meeting in the house of those named. This would be xai
TV katT olkov avT®v éxkinoiav, ver. 5. of avv avTois points to
a permanent association in life. But we are not, with Reicle,
to think of a mission-socicty ; for such private associations for the
purpose of disseminating Christianity, which, moreover, must
have been somewhat numerous (comp. ver. 15: xai Tovs oiv
adrois mdvTas dyiovs), alongside the office of apostles and evan-
gelists, and alongside the collective church, are foreign to the
character of the apostolic age, and cannot be demonstrated his-
torically. Apparently, then, what are here meant are associa-
tions of Christians, who lived together for the purpose of carrying
on common pursuits in life, trade, manuficture, and the like.
Of these, perhaps, only the associations expressly mentioned
were known to the apostle personally.

—domdaacle Piroroyov] Comp. Suetonius, de Lllustr. Grammat.
c. 7, where an Attejus Dhilologus is mentioned, of whom it is
said, ¢. 10: “ Attejus Philologus libertinus Athenis natus est,”
and again: “ Philologi adpellationem adsumpsisse videtur, quia,
sicut Eratosthenes, qui primus hoc cognomen sibi vindicavit,
multiplici variaque doctrina censebatur.” The present Philo-
logus perhaps derived his name from similar causes.
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—«xai "Tovhiav] not to be written "TovAidw, as if a contraction
from Julianus or Julianius, comp. on ver. 7. For 'Iov\ia, to
draw an inference from the following

—Nnpéa kai v a6ehdnv alTod] seems to have been fie
wife of Thilologus. The reading of several codices Nypéav is a
clerical crror, Nopéa, as Tyv adeldyy avTod shows, being a
man’s name, from N7peds, originally a mythological name. Comp.
ver. 1, and Passow, s.v.

kai "Ovumav] “Et hoc contractum pro 'Olvumi6dwpov,”
Grotius.

—~xal Tols oUv abTols wdvras dylovs] comp. xai Tovs oUV
avTois ddelgovs, ver. 14. It may be that we have Dlefore us
liere the first society of Christian scholars and copyists.!

Ver. 16. dowdoacfe dM\jhovs év pihajuare dyip] We are not
to add in thought év 7 dvopari pov, nomine meo, Bengel, which
must have been appended if it were meant to be understood.
This interpretation is more probable in 1 Thess. v. 26 : dowdoasfe
ToUs d8elpods wdvTas év ¢uhijuare dyipw. See exactly the
same form of salutation as in the present passage in 1 Cor. xvi.
20, 2 Cor. xiil. 12, where ver. 11 explains the meanine of the
form. The loving fellowship that Paul testified to them by his
areetings, they are to testify to one another by « Zoly kiss. The
dirnua is called dyov, because it was, and was meant to De, an
expression and seal not of natural, but of Christian fellowship in
love. In 1 Pet.v. 14 it is said ¢iAnua dydmns, Const. apost.
it. 57: 70 év kuplp ¢idqua; Tertull. de Orat. 14: “ osculum
pacis”  Comp. further, Just. Mart. Apol. i. ¢. 65: dAAovs
d\jpate domaloucla wavoduevor TdV ebydv. It is possible that
already in apostolic days it was the custom to give the ¢iAnua
dywov in church-meetings after prayer was ended, especially at
the sacramental celebration. In this case the apostle would merely
require this practice to be observed in a right disposition and
spirit.  Dossibly also, the ecclesiastical usage indicated only grew
up by degrees in conformity with the present and parallel apos-
tolic passages. Several expositors suppose the meaning of the
apostle to be, that after the public reading of his epistle, all the
brethren were to greet each other with a holy kiss. Dut this
would be a precept too external and ceremonial, bordering almost

! Rightly observes Calov: *‘In hoc tam prolixo catalogo mirum foret non nomina-
tum S. Petrum si is Romae fuit : quem sine dubio prac aliis salutasset Apostolus.”
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on the mere epideictic, and apparently little in harmony with
the apostle’s spivit and character. More appositely, perhaps,
Calvin remarks: “ Non tamen videtur DPaulus ceremoniam lic
praecise exigere, sed tantum eos hortatur ad fovendum fraternun
amorem.” That this brotherly love, occasion arising, would and
ought to express itself in the corresponding symbol of the ¢pirnpua
&yiov, is understood as matter of course. Dut then this outward
expression is left to the spontanecous impulse of love, and to free
development within the circle of private and public intercourse
among Christians. Comp., however, Meyer here.

—domalovrar Uuds ai éxhqoiar macas Tob XpioTod] ai
écxdqolat wdoar may perhaps be taken in an unlimited sense.
In the first place, very many churches, aware of the apostle’s
design to journey to Rome or write thither, may really have
entrusted him  with greetings for the Roman church. And,
again, he might send greetings in conformity with the mind of
all, as he partly knew, partly was justified in assuming, the
interest of all in the Christians at Rome, and the love of all for
them. In the 7cc. waear is wanting. DBut it is authenticated
by preponderant evidence, and, since the days of il and
Griesbach, has been rightly received by editors and defended by
interpreters. The needless difficulty, caused by the generality of
the expression, was the cause of the omission. Rightly observed
Erasmus: “ Quoniam cognovit omnium erga Rlomanos studium,
omnium nomine salutat.” Just as the church was to testify to
itself in all its members brotherly fellowship, so all other churches
testify to it such brotherly fellowship, the loving unity of the
whole Lody of Christ thus standing prominently forth. Thus
the two clauses of ver. 16 fit aptly one into another, comp.
1 Cor. xvi. 19, 20, 2 Cor. xiii. 12, so that no reason exists for
translerring dowdfovrar vuds . . . XpioTov to a place after ver. 21,
as is done in D E F G, It.

Vv. 17-20. Warning against falsc tcachers. The fact of the
Roman epistle being so free from all direct polemical allusions
to such teacliers, shows that hitherto they had found no entrance
into the church. Comp. Introduction. The danger threatening
the spiritual health of the church from them, according to the
character ascribed to them in vv. 17, 18, was in all truth suffi-
ciently grave and significant, so that if they had already gained
and exerted any influence over any members of the churel, the
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apostle, who always acted upon the principle 8¢ uerpa Eipy
orov 70 ¢Upapa fupoi, 1 Cor. v. 6, Gal. v. 9, would certainly
have entered upon a more detailed examination of their teaching
and practices. On the contrary, all he has to do is to commend
the dmraxoi of the Roman church, rejoice in it, and hope for the
best, vv. 19, 20. Even for the future he secms not to fear much
from the heretics. And if we suppose, as on every ground seems
likely, that these sectaries belonged to the class of the well-
Lknown anti-Pauline, Judaizing false teachers, this strong con-
fidence of the apostle as regards the Roman church may much
Detter suggest that the latter consisted in a preponderant degree
of Gentilc Christians (comp. the Introduction), who were com-
paratively less exposed to the seductive attempts in question, than
that, from the fact of the apostle deeming it necessary to append
the warning occurring to him, we should be justified (with Baur
and Meyer in the first, not in subsequent editions) in drawing
the opposite conclusion, that the greater portion of the Roman
Christians belonged to the class of Jewish Christians. Moreover,
whether the apostle merely apprehended that thee~ ‘. -famed
sectarian leaders, of whom, therefore, he micht assume the Romans
Lad already received some information, would next betake them-
selves to the imperial city and there begin to play their game,
or whether they already lurked there, and only awaited a
favourable opportunity for creating a faction for themselves,
may remain in abeyance. Both cases are in themselves equally
possible. TFrom what has been said, it follows that the weak
believers, spoken of ch. xiv., xv., whom Paul wished to be
treated with such delicate forbearance, cannot have been under
the influence of the heretics here so severely criticized. Dut
that in point of fact by the latter are to be understood the
universally-known Judaistic opponents of the apostle is evinced,
first, by the article Tds Suyooracias kai Ta oxdvlala, which
marks the divisions and scandals as well known; again, by the
phrase: mapa Ty Sdayny iy Uuels éudere, ver. 17, which indicates
a specifically anti-Pauline doctrine opposed to the one approved
by Paul (comp. the Introduction and 1 Pet. v. 12); and, finally,
by the description of their personal character, found in ver. 18,
which harmonizes with what is said in the other Pauline epistles
respecting these men. Comp. Phil. iii. 2 ff, 2 Cor. xi. 20, as
to their selfishness and gluttony ; 2 Cor. xi. 13-15, as to their
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hypocritical piety or ypnororoyia. In Corinth they appear less
to have attacked the apostolic teaching, as in the Galatian
church, than merely the apostolic authority of Taul; and in
the Philippian, as in the Roman epistle, is rather found a mere
warning against a possible perversion than rebuke on account
of one that has actually occurred.

Ver. 17. wapaxar®d 8¢ vpas] DBut I cxhort you. The metabatic
8¢ leading over to another subject.

—abehoi] Affectionate address, as in every case where an
earnest exhortation or warning occurs.

—oxometv] to keep an cye on, to have in vicw. okxomwelw Tiva,
to observe one, to direct the gaze at one. This may be done
either in order to imitate, so Thil. iii. 17, or, as here (comp.
BAémew, Phil. iii. 2, also Gal. vi. 1), to guard against him.

—Tovs Tas SuyooTadias kai Ta ordvéaha] those who excite the
(well-known) divisions and offences.  8eyoorasia, mutual separa-
tion, dissension, seditio, discordic ; comp. 1 Cor. iii. 3, lect. 7ec. ;
Gal. v. 20; 1 Macc. iii. 29. oxdvdalov, offence, stumbling-block,
namely, by seducing to a departure from the true evangelical
ground of doctrine and faith. That such oxdvdala are here
meant is shown by the subjoined

—mapa T &dayxyy A Uuels éudfere] “ contrary to the
doctrine which you learned.” A similar approval of the doctrine
delivered to them was expressed already in vi. 17. ¢ Clare
demonstrat Paulus, se non quaelibet dissidia sine exceptione dam-
nare, sed quae orthodoxae fidei consensum dissipant,” Calvin,

—=xal ékxhivate am avTdy] literally: “and turn away from
them” (comp. 1 Pet. iii. 11), <.c. avoid their company, beware of
their society. Comp. 2 Thess. iii. 6, also Tit. iii. 10; 1 Cor.
v. 11; 2 John 10. The observation of Grotius: “non fuisse
tunc conventus communes aut presbyterium IRomae; alioquin
voluisset tales excommunicari,” is beside the mark; for excom-
munication could not be mentioned, inasmuch as these false
teachers did not even belong to the church, but merely approached
from without, and sought to force their way in. Here no other
precept was appropriate than by avoiding to deprive then of all
access and opportunity. DBut to Bengel's observation: “ Nondum
Romae erat forma ecclesiae,” xii. 6—8 is opposed.

Ver. 18 confirms the precept given in ver. 17, by pointing out
the selfish tendencies and ruinous course of action of these men.
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—oi yap Totodror TG Kupley Judv Incob XpioTd ob Sovel-
ovoty] On preponderant authority, Knapp, Lachmann, and Tischen-
dorf read Xpiore instead of "Ingod Xpior@. The negation, as
its position shows, denies the idea of Sovhedeww. o Sovhederr =
“not to serve, to refuse service” Our Lord Christ they serve
not, as it behoved them to do. Otherwise, o0 76 xvple Hudv
Xpior@ Sovheovaw = they serve not the Lord Christ, namely,
as they pretend to do.

—dM\& 7)) éavTdv Kouhig) sc. Sovhedovaw, but their own belly,
namely, by seeking through the establishment of parties to gratify
their love of gain (2 Cor. xi. 7 ff,, 20), in order to be able to indulge
in good living. Respecting the difference between xodia and cdpa,
comp. 1 Cor. vi. 13, 14; and with 74 xot\ig Sovhedewy, Phil. iii. 19:
v o Oeos 1) kockda, and Seneca, de beneficits, vil. 26 : abdomint servive,

—=xai 8ta Tijs ypnoTohoyias kai evhoyias] On yxpnoToloyia,
a amaf heyopevov in the N. T. comp. Wetstein here, and the
parallels adduced by him. So Jul. Capitolin. in Vit Pertinac.
c. 13: “Omnes, qui libere fabulas conferebant +.ale Pertinaci
loquebantur, Chrestologum eum appellantes, qui bene loqueretur
ct male faceret,” and Pallad. Alexandr, epigr. cl.: piod Tov dvdpa
Tov Simhody TeduroTa,—xpnoTor Noyoiar, mohéuoy 8¢ Tols TpomoLs.
Accordingly, xpneToroyia is = language of a good man, good, fair
speech, In contrast with their conduct, Z.e. disscmbling language,
which agrees well with 2 Cor. xi. 13-15. The meaning dlandilo-
quentia, flatiery, as Theophyl. interprets, is here less suitable,
Lecause this would make a tautology with edhoyle, which must
next be interpreted in the same sense. Now edhoyia, according
to the classical and invariable N. T. usage, is here to be taken in
the sense of praise, commendation, blcssing, therefore = laudatory
language, flattery. For the meaning : well-arranged language, Cod.
109 reading elyAwrrias instead of edhoyias as a gloss, only one
passage can be adduced from Plato, de Repudl. iii. p. 400 D. In
this case ypnoToroyia would refer to the matter, edhoyla to the
form (bene composita, ornate oratio). For this meaning of edhoyia,
2 Cor. xi. 6 might be appealed to, and an inference drawn from
that passage to the eloquence of the sectaries. But apart from
the fact that this meaning is not perfectly certified, and in any
case is exceedingly rare, and in the N, T. unheard of, in this case
the repetition of the article (xai 8wa Tis ypnoToloyias xai Tis
eVhoyias) might have been expected. For hypocritical language
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and cloquent specech are two different categories, whereas dis-
sembling and flattering language belong to one genus, the clement
of misrepresentation being common to botl,! and therefore may
be connected together Dy onc article; comp. Winer, p. 158. The
article hiere marks the langnage as the language held Ly them.

—<éfamatdol Tas kapdlas TGV ardrwv] they deceive the hearts
of the guileless, who, having no guile in their own hearts, do not
expect to find it in others. With this also agrces Dbetter the
accepted meaning of edhoyla. Tor the guileless readily take
flattering language as really meant, whereas eloquence in the end
may carry away just as well the experienced as the inexperienced.
draros is found in the N. T. again in Heb, vii. 26.  Comp. the
passages from the classics in Wetstein. “Verbum pégow, per
cuphemiam ‘ng LXX. in Prov. draxos non semel. draxor
dicuntur, qui tantum carvent malitia, cum deberent etiam pollere
prudentia, et alienam raxiav cavere,” Bengel.

Ver. 19. 7 yap dudv dmakon es wdvras adixero] Origen
interprets this of the universally-known, ready complaisaunce of
the Romans, which therefore exhibits them as dwdwovs, easily
led away by temptation. DBut by Umaxey without explanatory
adjunct can manifestly only be understood the dmrarod) Tijs mioTews
(i. 5, 8), obedience to the gospel, even as to amefodvres xat
€foxijy, xv. 31, T Oedd, T ebayyelip, is spontancously under-
stood. DBut just as little can «yap here introduce the proof that
the Romans also are to be classed among the guileless described
in ver. 18, namely, because they are obedient to God and Chuist.
For that guilelessness in any case is a relative defect, a simplicity
of the dove without the rcquired wisdom of the serpent. Jmaxor,
on the other hand, is an absolute excellence, and of itself the
surest safeguard against going astray. The confirmatory qdp is
rather to be referred bLack to the exhortation, xai éxxhivate d’
ad7tdy, ver. 172 It expresses the strong confidence entertained

1 ¢t apnororoyias, de se, pollicendo, siroyizs, de vobis, laudando et assentando,”

observes Bengel.

2 Orwe may interpret with Meyer: ‘¢ * Not without reason do Isay: the hearts o7’
the yuileless ; for you they will not lead astray, because you do not belong to the mere
axdxas’ (the suav in this case is placed emphatically first in antithetical correlation
with rav Zrdzav), ‘but distinguish yourselves so much by obedience (to the gospel),
that this has become universally known. Over you therefore (licre, too, ip’ duiv stands
first emphatically) I rejoice, yet desire that you may be wise and pure,’—a delicate
combiration of warning with the expression of firm confidence.”



414 COMMENTARY ON THE ROMANS.

by the apostle that he and his exhortation will find aundience at
their hands. ith els wdvTas dgixero, comp. rxaTayyéhetar év
Ao TG xoopuw, 1. 8.

—xaipw odv 76 é’ Juiv] As the emphasizing and strengthening
76 is wanting in A B C D E F G, «l, also Cod. Sinait.* Vulg. It.,
xaipw oby é¢' Upiv appears to be the original reading. And
even the reading: €4 duiv odw yalpw, received by Lachmann and
Tischendorf, in accordance with A B C I, «l. (so also Cod. Sinait.*)
Arm. Tluf, seems merely to have arisen from the effort to give
special emphasis to é¢’ vuiv. The opposition to be supplied in
thought would then be fear of the fulse teachers, whercas other-
wise the apostle would simply express his joy over them, a joy
of which their mako? is the ground.

—0@éro 8€] intimates the reason why, in spite of his joy over
them and confidence in them, he nevertheless uttered the warning
against false teachers; for, despite his confidence, he was not
altogether free from apprehension. Witl. Jeaew, to wish, desire,
compare 1 Cor. vii. 7, 32, xiv. 5.

—uds copovs pév elvar els To dayafov] “that you indeed be
wise in respect to the good,” <.c. which it is your duty to do, here
above all the holding fast of pure doctrine. péy, wanting in B D
EF G I, « Vulg It. al. Clem. «l.,, is marked by Griesbach as
suspicious, omitted by Lachmann and Tischendorl; comp. Harless
on Eph. v, 8, also Fritzsche, ad Rom. p. 423.

—dxepaiovs 8¢ els T0 xaxov] “but innocent in reference to
the evil,” 4.c. the corrupt doctrines of the heretics. With axépacor,
from wkepdvvvue, integer, unmixed, clear, pure, comp. Matt. x. 16;
Phil. ii, 15. If, then, guilelessness is not to be blameworthy, it
must be blended with wisdom ; but if wisdom is to be of the
right kind, it must stand in alliance with purity.

Ver. 20. ¢ &8¢ 6Beos Tijs elpijyns] In the train of Origen,
Chrysostom, and DBengel, expositors, especially modern ones,
with the exception of de Wette and Baumgarten-Crusius (doubt-
ingly ed. 4, no longer ed. 5, Tholuck and Rasmus Nielsen),
lhave interpreted 6 feos Tijs elpriums, in contrast with SuyooTacia,
ver. 17, Deus pacificus, concordiae awuctor. Comp., however, on
xv. 33. There is nothing in the context to nccessitate a devia-
tion from the ordinary meaning, and the latter is still further
suggested by the conjunction of elprjyn with xdpes immediately

following; comp. the ydpis xkai elprjyy in the beginning of all the
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Pauline epistles. DBy means of legal teaching Satan sought to
rob the church of the gospel of peace, to disturh its peace with
God, which only has its subsistence in justifying faith in God’s
free grace in Clirist. This was the ultimate aim of his machina-
tions. On this account the apostle appeals to the God who gives
and preserves saving peace, and who will soon put to shame the
crafty devices of His adversary.

—owTpiyret Tov Zatavdy Umwd Tods wodas Uudv év Tdye]
“will crush Satan under your fect shortly.” A constructio
pracgnans for o Oeos Tis elpivnys cuvTpivrer TOV Satavav
vmortayévta vwo Tovs wodas Uudv, comp. Fritzsche, ad Mare,
viil. 19, p. 322, and Winer, p. 776. The false teachers are not
Soohor of Christ, ver. 18, but Satan’s Sidrxovor, 2 Cor. xi. 15.
Therefore the conflict against them is not a conflict mpos afua
kai odpka, but mwpos Tols rooupoxpdTopas Tod gxaTovs ToUTOV,
wPOS TA TyvevuaTikd TS Tovipias €v Tols émovpaviots, Eph,
vi. 12.  As, then, the human seducers are merely organs of the
diabolical tempter, and therefore victory over them is a victory
over Satan limself, in whose spirit and power they speak aund
act, so also can their subjugation on the part of believers only be
achieved by the spirit and power of God, in whose complete
panoply believers are to meet the arch-enemy of their souls and
maintain their ground, Eph. vi. 11, 13 ff.  For this reason the
apostle describes the victory which the church will win over the
seducers as a victory of God over Satan. DBut, to cnhearten
them to a more vigorous resistance, he promises them, in
reliance upon the stedfastness of their tmaxod, that they shall
complete the subjugaticn of the enemy év Tayec; for ovwrpife:,
conteret, he will crush, is to be taken as purely future, not, which
would be ungrammatical (Winer, p. 350), as optative. But the
inadequately-attested reading cvvrpirar, whether we take it for
a clerical error, correction, or gloss, is in any case to be marked
as spurious. The promise is also far more energetic, animating,
and comforting than the mere desire. Further, the prescut
passage contains without doubt a reference, acknowledged by
most expositors, to Gen. iii. 15, comp. Hengstenberg, Christology,
I p. 20. The promise of the protevangelinm, indeed, is ful-
filled objectively once for all in the crucifixion of Clrist; but
it also receives its continuous subjective realization within the
church of Christ in every believing victory of the church over
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Satan, who was really judged and vanquished by Christ’s atoning
death. “Quaevis victoria fidei, novum dolorem affert Satanae,”
Bengel.

—) xdpts Tod vplov Nudv "Inzot Xpiorod ped’ Jpdv] Usual
concluding benediction, agreeing word for word, amplified or
abbreviated, at the end of all the Pauline epistles. The apostle
had, in the first instance, concluded the parainctic portion of the
cpistle in general with a prayer, xv. 13 ; next, the epilogue, xv. 33;
now, the salutation and exhortation of this chapter by the regular
and finally conclusive formula. But the following salutations
on the part of certain friends of his cirele of acquaintance need
not on this account be regarded as having only just now been
entrusted to him, or as having only just now occurred to him,
With pexfect appropriateness they assume the position of a post-
seript, such as one may reserve in any letter consciously and of
set purpose, cither from the beginning or in the course of writing.
Here it would have to be supposed .uat after ver. 16 his plan
assumed for the apostle the form of a postscript. In point of
fact, the present order is more agreeable than if, upon the
unusually numerous greetings, vv. 3—16,—which, moreover, had
found in ver. 16 their general conclusion,—there had been forth-
with accumulated the fndividual greetings found in vv. 21-23.
Again, the difference in contents led to difference in arrange-
ment; for vv. 5-15 contain Yaul's greetings, vv. 21-23
greetings of his friends and companions.

—apnp] wanting in the most ancient and most numerous
authorities, and therefore to be regarded as a liturgical addition,
which since Bengel's days has been rightly condemned by nearly
all editors and expositors.

Vv. 21-24. Greetings of the apostle’s companions, kinsmen,
and friends, addressed to the church, and repetition of the con-
cluding prayer.

Ver. 21. ’Aomafovrar ‘pds TipoBeos 6 auvepyos pov] The
reading domwaberar, recommended by Griesbach, received by
Lachmann and Tischendorf after A B C D* F G, al. (so also
Cod. Sinait) Vulg. al. Chrys. «l., is to bé dcemed the original
one. The plural is a later grammatical improvement, occasioned
by the plurality of persons. The Timotheus mentioned here is,
of course, the apostle’s well-known helper, in whieh character he
is expressly described. In all the T’auline epistles, except in
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those to the Galatians, the Ephesians, and Titus, mention of
Lim oceurs, comp. also Heb. xiii. 23, and Acts xvi. 1 ff, xvii.
14 f, xviii. 5, xix, 22, xx, 4.

—=«ai Aovkios] Not to be confounded with the Lvangelist
Luke, as was early done by Origen and others. Dut perhaps
identical with Lucius of Cyrene, Acts xiii. 1.

—=«ai 'Idcwv] Perhaps identical with Jason of Thessalonica,
Acts xvi. 5 fl.  However, the names Lucius and Jason werc
then common.

—rkai Jwoimarpos] Probably identical with Swomarpos of
Beroea, Acts xx. 4, comp. Swrpdrns and Swowpdrns, wreheldns
and Jwoikheidns, Soarpatos and SwcicTpaTos.

—ot ouvyyevels pov] comp. vv. 7, 11.

Ver. 22. aomabopar vuas éyw Téprios] Respecting Tertius and
Quartus, ver. 23, Grotius rightly observes: “ Romani hi fuerunt
negotiantes Corinthi.” The name Tertius was very common
among the Romans, comp. Tac. Hist. ii. 85 ; Macrob. Seturn, iii.
11. The supposition that Tertius is the Latin rendering of
the Hebrew ¥"%, and that the latter — Jikas, Acts xv. 22,
xviil. 5, ete., is altogether untenable ; for the Hebrew V‘sd is no
nom. propr., and the Greek 3iAas is contracted from Zihovavos.

—o ypdyras Tiw émoToniy] Without doubt Paul had dictated
the letter to Tertius, and permitted him to gratify his fitting and
natural wish to salute the Roman church in his own name. To the
point Carpzovius: “Sine dubio Tertius, vwoypapeis et exceptor
Tauli, hunc versum de suo adjecit suadente et permittente Apos-
tolo.” It would have been altogether unseemly for I’aul to send
the salutation from Tertius as from a third person, while the latter
himself wrote it down. This would only have been suitable if
Paul had added it with his own hand, which is not the case,
ver, 21 ff. Elsewhere, as we know, Paul was wont to dictate
his epistles, 1 Cor. xvi. 21 ; Gal. vi. 11; Col. iv. 18; 2 Thess.
iil. 17, comp. 1 Pet. v. 12. The assertion that Tertius merely
made a fair copy of Paul’s rough draught, is thus as imaginary as
it is needless. Wrongly, therefore, Grotius: “ Hoc (versum 22
ad marginein adscripserat Tertius, dum hanc epistolam ex Pauli
archetypo describit.”  Strikingly Dengel: “Hoc Pauli vel hortatu
vel concessu facili interposuit Tertius. Taulus dictavit: ex quo
patet, quam promti fuerint apostoli in libris suis fundendis, sine
commentandi molestia.”

Puinierr, Rox. 11 2D
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—év kuplw] to Le joined with aomdbopar, and distinguishing
the salutation as Christian, 1 Cor. xvi, 19.

Ver. 23. The apostle proceeds again to dictate. damdalerar
vuas Taios] As the epistle is written from Corinth, probably the
Gaius mentioned 1 Cor. 1. 14, whowm Paul had himself Dbaptized.
In addition to this I'dios Kop{rfios there also occurs in the N. T.
a Idios Maxebaw, Acts xix. 29, a Taios depfatos, Acts xx. 4,
and the I'aios to whom the third Epistle of John is addressed.
Elsewlhere also the name, as is well known, was an exceedingly
common one. Respecting the present Gaius, Origen comments :
“ Fertur traditione majorum, quod lic Gaius fuit episcopus
Thessalonicensis ecclesiae.”

—o Eévos pov] During lis first abode in Corinth, Paul lodged
with Aquila and Priscilla, Acte _viii. 1 ff,, then with Justus,
Acts xviii. 7, unless, perhaps, he merely preached the gospel in
the house of the latter (see Fritzsche there), comp. Acts xviii. 7
with xviii. 4. '

—=xal Tis ékxhnoias 6Ays] comp. ver. 13: kai Ty pnrépa
avTol xai éuod. Galus is lere called Eévos Tijs éxxhqoias OAns
only in an improper sense, either because he accommodated the
church meetings in his house, or, which agrees still more aptly
with Eéros pov, because his louse stood hospitably open to
all members of the chureh. “ Nam permulti adibant Paulum,”
Dengel. Lachmann and Tischendorf, in conformity with A I
C D, al. (so, too, Cod. Sinait.), have received the verbal order:
xal SAs Tis éxwAnaias.

—daomalerar vpds "Epactos] Different from the ZErastus
named Acts xix., 22 and 2 Tim. iv. 20, the attendant of Daul.
Else Paul must here have described him according to his jormer
office. Nor is the present Erastus different only from the one
mentioned Acts xix. 22, but identical with the one alluded to
2 Tim. iv. 20. Ilse he must at least subscquently have given up
Lis office. But both hypotheses are to be regarded as a mere
playing with possibilities not intrinsically probable.

—o olxovopos Tijs mokews] Rightly Wetstein: o émi i
Cypooias Tpamélns, arcarius civitatis.  Ile was therefore public
quacestor, guardian of the treasury in Corinth.  He belonged con-
sequently to the od moAXois duvarais, called in Corinth, “ Vides
jam ab initio, quamquam paucos, aliquos tamen fuisse Christianos
in dignitate positos,” Bengel. Had he at that time no longer
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occupicd this office, the title would here be added either from
mere empty ostentation, which no one will suppose, or for the
purpose of distinguishing him from another Erastus. DBut in
the Iatter case it is rather like distinguishing him from the
one alluded to in Acts xix. 22 and 2 Tim. iv. 20, instcad of
identifying him therewith, in order then to distinguish him from
another unknown Erastus.

—«ai Kovapros] As the name evinces, a converted ftaliun.
All ordinal numbers from primus to dectinus, with the exception
of nonus (but perhaps Nonius, like Quintius, Sextius, Septimius,
Octavius, as a nomen gentdle), are used in Latin as names. Comp.
the index nominum to Gruters Corpus Inscriptionwm.

—0 adeh¢os] 7.e. the Christian brother, not the brother in dlvod
of Erastus. The latter would be o aderdos adrob.

Ver. 24. Repetition of the concluding benediction, ver. 20,
with wavrov strengthening and apsv ratifying.  Rightly Wolf:
“ Apostoli mos ita fert, ut eandem salutandi formulam aliquoties
repetat.  Vide 2 Thess. ill. 16 ef 18. Ita hodienum, ubi
epistola vale dicto consummata est, et alia paucis commemoranda
menti se adhuc afferunt, scribere solemus: wvale wterum.” The
critical authorities are neither sufficient for the omission of the
entire verse (so Lachmann and Tischendorf), nor for its
transference to a position after ver. 27. The omission was
adopted in order to avoid either the repetition of the bene-
diction or the conclusion of the epistle with a benediction aind
doxology,— the transposition, in order to conclude the epistle
with the usual invocation, not with the unusual doxology.

Vv. 25-27. Concluding doxology. “ Doxologia claudit, uti
tractationem, ch. xi. 36, sic jam totam ecpistolam, sic. 2 Pet.
iii. 18; Jude 25. Extrema hujus epistolae verba plane re-
spondent primis: ch. i. 1-5, praesertim de Dotentia Dei, Evan-
gelio, Jesu Christo, Scripturis, obedientia fidei, gentibus omnibus,”
Bengel.

Ver. 25. T 8¢ Svvauévep Tuas ornpifac] comp. on i. 11. The
increased vigour which the apostle desired to bring the Llomans
by his personal presence, his writing was for a while to supply.
But just as from the very beginning, by the passive orypiyfijvat,
i. 11, he intimated that he ascribes the active ornpilerr not to
himself, but to God, so here he traces it back to God in express
terms.  As, then, it is God alone who is able to strengthen and
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confirm them, while his letter to them aimed at the same object,
he cannot more fitly conclude this letter than by Dblessing the
Giod from whom all argpeypos really proceeds.  arnpilew, comyp.
Luke ix. 51, xvi. 26, xxil. 32; 1 Thess. iii. 2, 13 (Yuaov Tas
xapdias); 2 Thess. ii. 17, iil. 3 ; Jas. v. 8 (ras rapdias vudv);
1 Pet. v. 10 (ornpifer, cfevwaer); 2 Det. i. 12; Rev. iil. 2, fo
gender  firm, vender stedfast, strengthen.  With 76 Svvapévo
ornpifar, comp. Acts xX. 32: 7@ Suvauéve émowwodopdoar, and
Jude 24.

—«kata To ebayyénov pov] to le closely connected with
ompifat. Kkata = quod wttinet ad, xi. 28 ; Heb. ix. 9. *“ He is able
to establish you 2a regurd to my gospel,” not substantially different
from “ He is alle to establish v~ 7 my gospel,” so that you depart
not {rom the gospel, but abide faithfully in it. Comp. ornpilev
év, 2 Thess. il. 17; 2 Pet. i. 12. Luther: “ according to the
tenor of my gospel.” so that the SvwacBar arnpilerw on God’s part
is supposed to form the purport of his gospel. Dut a point so
well known and specific would have been very inaptly described
by the apostle as the characteristic chief purport of his gospel.
But if the Romaus are to he confirmed in his gospel, they must
already be standing in it, which supplies a proof that the church
in Rome was originally founded hy disciples of the apostle upon
the Pauline gospel.  Comp. the Introd. 1t was the same gospel
that he had expounded in the epistle before us.

—«xai 10 wijpvypa Incob Xpworot] The yenit. 'Ine. Xp. may
be taken as genit. suljecti,  In this case it must be interpreted
cither: “the preaching committed to Paul by Christ,” or, which
reference the genitive rather suggests: “the preaching which Christ
Himsclf sends forth through him, Paul, as His organ,” xv. 18.
But in the latter case we should have cxpected an explanatory
8¢ éuod, or the like. In both cases, moreover, 16 ebayyériov
pov and 7o ijpvyua "Ino. Xp. are somewhat tautological. For
to suppose that the latter is an epanorthotical exegesis of the
fornier, proceeding from the apostle’s humility of spirit, is foreign
to Paul’s character and style of thought. Humble as he is in
regard to his own deserts and his occupancy of the apostolic
oflice (Rom. 1. 5; 1 Cor. xv. 8{I.; Eph.iiL. 8§; 1 Tim. 1. 15 1), in
regard to the truth and divinity of the gospel with which he is
entrusted, and to his fidelity and sincerity in administering the
oflice committed to him, he is just as bold and confident (1 Cor.
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iil. 10; Gal. 1. 8,9, 11, 12; 1 Thess. ii. 13). 70 xijpvyua 'Ina.
Xp., therefore, might Dbetter be taken as an expression of the
apostle’s bold confidence than of his humble modesty. Desides,
in Iom. ii. 16, he regards such an addition to xaTa 70 edayyéiov
wovu, whether for the purpose of pointing away from himsclf to
Christ, or of ratifying the divinity of his gospel, as supertinous.
If we wish to take 'Incob Xpiorod as genit. subject., the inter-
Pretation most naturally suggested by the genitival connection in
itself is: “ the preaching of Christ Himself during His earthly
life.” DBut apart from the unbecoming conjunction thus arising
of his gospel with Christ’s preaching, this interpretation is less
appropriate, because the churches were founded not so much npon
the preparatory word of Christ as upon Christ Himself, and upon
the word of the apostles consummated by the outpouring of the
Spirit at Pentecost,—not upon the word of Christ, but upon the
worl of Christ, and upon the word concerning Christ, 1 Cor. 1il. 11 ;
Eph. ii. 20. For these reasons we must still abide by the older
interpretation,! according to which 'Ingod Xpiarod is taken as
gentt. object., and 7o wipuypd pov 'Ina. Xp. interpreted by: « the
preaching concerning Jesus Christ.” That in this way the genitive
"Ino. Xp. does not correspond with the genit. wov is a mechanical
objection. It lies in the nature of the circumstances that in 7o
ebayyé\eov pov, T0 krjpuyud pov, the genitive is taken subjectively
(ii. 16; 2 Thess. il. 14; 2 Tim. ii. 8; 1 Cor. ii. 4); on the other
hand, in 70 «ipvypa Inocos Xpiatod, as always in 7o ebayyéliov
"Incot Xpiorod, objectively (Mark i 14; Rom. xv. 19; 1 Cor.
ix. 12, 18, ete.). «ai stands in the explicative sense: “my
gospel, namely, the preaching concerning Jesus Christ.” To say
that the latter is a rather needless supplement is wrong. How
much it behoved the apostle to insist on the truth that his gospel
has no other purport than Jesus Christ, that it is a wjpvyua
"Inood XpioTod, is evident as well from the entire strain of
thought in the doxology as from its conclusion, comp. éwa 'Ingod
XpioTod, ver. 27.

—=xata amoxdhvyrtry pusTtypiov] is not to be co-ordinated with
the foregoing wara . . . Xpiorod, and conceived as depending
likewise on oTypifae, so that the gospel itself would be called
the dmoxaivyris pvoTnplov, and the pvomiptor consist in the

1 Comp. Luther, Calvin: * Praeconium Jesu Christi appellat Evangelium, ut certe
Christi cognitione tota ejus summa continetur ;" Tholuck, and others,
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divine counsel of the entire work of redemption through Clrist.
First, in this case we should have expected, in the form of direct
apposition to To edayyéiov, Tyv dmoxdAvyrv Tol uvaTyplov,
instead of xaTd dmoxah. pvor., which perspicuity the more
demanded, since amoxalvyris as the act of revelation in the
abstract cannot with propriety be referred to évayyéiior, which
i3 the revealed mystery itself. Again, precisely for the latter
reason Paul would not even have written myv dmoraivrw Tob
pvatnpiov, but 70 pvaTipior 70 dmoxexaivpuévov, or rather 5o
puoTiploy ypovols alwviows ceauynuévoy, viv 8¢ pavepwlév kT\.,
comp. Col. i. 26; Eph. iii. 5, 9f  But, finally, by this accumu-
Intion of predicates of the gospel the language is made to wear
a needless appearance of cumprousness and bombast, and gives
the impression that the apostle was unable to refrain from adding
current epithete ornantic ad vocem evangelid.  Some expositors,
therefore, would supply 7o wyeyevnuévor, or simply the article ro
before xata dmoxdh. pver. = “ which preaching has ensued
through revelation of a mystery” (comp. Luther),—a makeshift
which cannot be justified philologically, and with which the last
difficulty of the first interpretation still remains. We must con-
sequently make xatd dmoxdlwvyruy pvoTnplov dependent not
simply on ornpifar, but on 1@ 6¢ Suvauéve vpas ornpifar in
common, and take xard in the meaning: in consequence of, but not
in the sense of bare temporal sequence = sccunduwmn patefactionen
areant h. ¢. postquam facta est patefactio arvcant, 1. q. émel dmexaipty
pvaTipiov, by which course the uselessness of the entire addition
is further aggravated, since, without doubt, the thought lies on
the surface, that it is self-evident that before the revelation of the
gospel, confirmation in it was out of the question. Rather is
rata, in conscquence of, to be taken in the sense: conformably o,
in correspondence with, and the dmoxd\vyris pvornpiov to Dbe
referred not to the revelation of the counsel of salvation and
redemption in general, but to the particular element in it, in
accordance with whichh the Gentiles are included therein, and
jointly elected to participation in God's kingdom. IRightly
Bengel: “ pvornpiov, mysterii, de gentibus concorporatis.” Comp.
els Umakony mwioTews els wavra Ta E0vn yrepiobévros, ver. 20.
This interpretation receives its decisive corroboration from the
quite parallel expressions, Eph. iii. 3-G, 9-11; Col. i. 25-27.
The apostle regards the Roman church e paite potior: as a church
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of Gentile Christians. The mystery, therefore, of the joint call-
ing of the Gentiles having been revealed, and in virtue of the
same mystery God having received them in Christ, it follows in
harmony with this revelation that God is able continuously to
strengthen and establish them in the gospel; for the divine ability
is in correspondence with His revealed will. This interpretation
is so far from being heterogenecous to the context and collective
import of the epistle, that, on the contrary, it is the only one
that contains a satisfactory explanation and justification of the
doxology, which otherwise wears an appearance of strangeness.
In ver. 24 the apostle had concluded lhis epistle with a benedic-
tion addressed to the entire church (comp. wera wavTwy vudv)
of Jewish and Gentile Christians. DBut this was the church of
the Gentile metropolis, Rome, consisting mainly of Gentile Chris-
tians,—a church the very existence of which in and of itself
stamped the seal of truth on his preaching respecting the joint
destiny of the Gentiles to incorporation and fellowship in the
body of Christ, and implied the promise of its continuous realiza-
tion.  As, then, from the very beginning, in presence of such a
church, the thought of his Gentile apostolate and of the joint
calling of the Gentiles to the gospel had powerfully moved him
(. 3, 6,13-15),and he recurs to it again and again in the course
of the epistle (iii. 29, iv. 10, 11, ix. 24-26, 30, x. 11-13,
xi 11,13, 30, xv. 9, 12, 15-21, comp. too, xv. 22 ff. with i. 10,
13 {f, xvi. 4), so that it constantly cmerges as the thought ever
accompanying him in his writing; so now, at the end, he turns
back, as it were, to this beginning of the epistle, and thus gives
the epistle a perfectly rounded conclusion. Thus only do the
preceding words: oTnpifas, To ebayyéhiov pov, and TO xipuyua
"Inocot Xpiorob, acquire their specific and thoroughly intelligible
application.  His gospel in a pregnant sense was this—that the
Gentiles are fellow-heirs of the promise. DBut this was already
implied in the statement that his preaching had no other purport
than Jesus Christ (1 Cor. il. 2), in whom neither Jew nor Greek,
neither circumeision nor uncircumeision, avails (1 Cor. xii. 13;
Gl il 28, v. 6, vi. 15; Col. iii. 11), as the Judaistic gospel
maintained, which co-ordinated with the preaching of Jesus Christ
a legal teaching, and wished to conduct the Gentiles first to
circumcision, and therefore only as Jews to Christ. That even
the Roman Gentile Christians were threatened with an attack
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Ly this Judaistic gospel, the apostle had only just declared,
xvi. 17 . They needed, therefore, above all confirmation in his
gospel, namely, in the preaching of Jesus Christ. And therefore
he blesses the God who is able to confirm them in this gospel,
by which course he at the same time desires for them this needed
confirmation.

—xpovoss alwvios ceatympévov] “ which through eternal ages
has been kept secret.” As to this dative of the time, in which
something takes place, comp. Luke viii. 29; Aects viii. 11;
Kiihner, p. 237. These ypovor aldviac reach up to the time of
the revelation of the mystery in question, and are a popular
designation of eternity. All God’s action is a temporal coming
into existence of His eternal eounsel, God’s stepping forth, as
it were, from eternity into time, the publication of a mystery
hitherto kept secret. That this mystery was already contained
in the prophetic Scriptures of the O. T., the apostle himself says
in what follows immediately (8t¢ Te qpadpdv mpodnrikdv wT\.).
Jut in them it was merely pre-intimated, not itself revealed.
Even O. T. prophecy only pictured the reception of the Gentile
world to salvation under the figure of its admission into the O. T.
theocracy. For this reason, even to Peter, it was necessary to
reveal by special vision that the right of the Gentiles in Christ
is of a direct nature, Acts x.,, xv. Only in the light of the N. T.
did the veil resting upon the predictions of the O. T. prophets
fall off. Up to the days of Christ the mystery was already
revealed and yet kept secret, which certainly, as often (v. 13),
justifies us in transforming the absolute into a relative expression,
namely, that formerly the mystery was not revealed in the same
way as now. Excellently Bengel: “ Vetus Testamentum est
tanquam horologium in suo cursu tacito: Novum Testamentun
est sonitus et pulsus aeris. In Scripturis propheticis praedicta
erat vocatio gentium : sed Judaei non intellexerunt.”

Ver. 26. ¢avepwbBévros 8¢ viv] “ but which has now been made
manifest,” namely, Tois dylois dmooTolots alTob xai wpodnTais
év wvedpare, Eph. iii. 5; Col. i. 26. vdv stands in antithesis to
xpovois alovios, like pavepwbévros to aesiynuévou.

—&a Te ypaddv wpodnTikdy KaT EémiTayny Tot alwviov Geod
els Umakony mwioTews els wavra Ta éfvy yvopiabévros] “and by
means of the prophetic Scriptures in consequence of the command
of the eternal God, in order to establish obedience to faith, has
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leen made known among all Gentiles” In what way the
prophetic Scriptures were used as a mediating agency in making
known the mystery in question, xv. 9—-12 shows. If the mystery
consists merely in the counsel of redemption in general, &
vpagpdy TpodnTikdy appears just as strange as it is without
reason; for in preaching the gospel the prophetic Scripture was
only employed with respect to the Jews, not to the Gentiles;
comp. Paul’s address at Athens, Acts xvii. 22 fl.  On the
other hand, that the Gentiles were summoned to salvation
in Christ of spontaneous mercy, without intervention of the
nomos, needed to be proved from the prophetic Scriptures, to
them as a comfort and defence, to the gainsaying Jews as a means
of conviction and refutation. For this reason the allusion to the
ypagai wpo¢nTikal is here specially fitting. But the publication
of the counsel, cternally kept secret, but now revealed, took place
in consequence of the appointment of the eternal God, who in
this very character issues commands respecting eternity and time,
and ordains the eternal concealing and the temporal revealing
of His mystery. With émirayy feod, comp. «AnTos dmooTohos,
adwpiauévos els ebayyéhiov Geod, i. 1, and & od éndBouev ydpty
kai amocTtorny, 1. 5; also 1 Tim. 1. 1; Tit. i. 3. He therefore
carries on his Gentile apostolate by divine authority and com-
mand. On els dmaxony mwioTews, comp. on 1. 5. yvwpilew els,
not = yvwpileww mwpos, Phil. iv. 6, but of the going forth of the
publication among a multitude, Mark xiv. 9; John viii. 26.  DBut
wavra Ta €0vny arve all Gentiles, not all nations, comp. on i, 5, 13,

Ver. 27. pove codpe e dia "Inaot Xpiorod] is to be closely
joined together, and hence no comma to be placed after feg. “ To
the, through Jesus Christ, only wise God” = “to the God who
through Jesus Christ appears as alone wise.” Just as Jesus Christ
Himself is the cogia feov, so also through Him has the wisdom
of God revealed itself in its highest potency, so that the revela-
tion of God’s wisdom in creation is thrown into the background
by the revelation of wisdom in redemption, 1 Cor. i. 21, ii. 6 f.
But the copia feod, manifested through Jesus Christ, receives its
special definition from the context. It has revealed itself, just
in so far as in Jesus Christ circumeision and uncircumeision, Jew
and Greek, no longer form a ground of distinction, as through
Him the dividing wall of separation has fallen down, and loth
are reconciled with God in one body; and thus the lost Gentile
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world, which hitherto, without God and lhope in the world, strayed
in paths of error of its own, now won back in Jesus Christ, is
restored to the richt way and incorporated in the kingdom of
God. It is to these ways of redemption which God takes with
mankind that the apostle refers the codia feod, also in xi. 33,
and just so, as here, in Eph. iii 10: % molvwoixihos copia Tob
Beod. 76 Suvauéve, ver. 25, is here resumed by pove gopd fed.
The change in the predicate attributed to God is the consequence
of the intervening thought: xata dmokdlvyrw puaTnpiou .
yrwpiabévros. Movos agopos febs is = obdeis copos el wy els 0
Oeos, comp. Luke xviii. 19. Since the advent of Christ it has
become manifest that to no one does the predicate of wisdom
pertain, save to God only.

—a 7 dofa els Tovs aldvas. ‘Apiv] “to whom be the (due,
xi. 36) glory for ever and ever. Amen.” The supposition that
Paul, not observing that 7¢ 8¢ Surauéve and the resumptive pove
o e are still without their government, annexed, as if they
had it already, the expression—still wanting—of the praise itself
by means of the relative, so that the above datives are now left in
an anacoluthic formm, is all the more precarious, as the very re-
sumption of the 7@ 8¢ Svvapévew by pove codsd fe proves that
the apostle was couscious that to the 7@ 8¢ Svvapéve the govern-
ing verb was still wanting. The anacoluthon is raised to a degree
of harshness the more intolerable, as 6 "Incod XpioTob is to he
strictly connected with pove code few, and therefore no reason
whatever exists to account for the sudden break in the con-
struction.  Such a break is indeed presented in Aects xxiv.
5, G, but there ov xai éxpamicaper arose instead of éxparicauev
avrov through the preceding os xai x7A., so that this anacoluthon
in no way forms a sufficient analogy. Nothing therefore remains
but to join & 7 dofa eis Tols aidvas with dia 'Incod Xpiorol,
and to refer the doxology to Christ; comp. Tholuck and DBaum-
garten-Crusius lhere (although the latter wrongly supplies an
avTd 1) 6ofa to pove copd fed). The apostle meant to utter a
doxology to the power and wisdom of God the Father; but inas-
much as this wisdom is manifested in Jesus Christ, and Jesus
Christ was thus the mediwm by which the divine wisdom was
revealed, he transfers the doxology to Him, and thus, in blessing
the mediator and revealer of the divine wisdom, blesses indirectly
this God of wisdom Ilimself manifested in Christ. Thus the
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significance and emphasis which the apostle attributes from the
beginning to the name of Jesus Christ (comp. To fjpvyua’Incod
XpioTod, ver. 25) is conspicuous again at the end; for as Jesus
Clirist is the salvation of the world in general, so is He in a
spectal sense the salvation of the Gentile world, inasmuch as through
Iim the vopos has been abolished, and thus the cwrnpia of the
Gentile world accomplished and the gogpia of God made manifest.
Comp. with the present passage, 2 Tim. iv. 18: @ 7 Sofa els
7oUs aldvas TV atwvwy. Awiv. Here, too, the doxology refers
without doubt to Christ, for no other than He is meant by o
wvpios, vv. 17,18, Comp. further, Heb. xiii. 20, 21, where the
cquivalent doxology is likewise most naturally joined to the
immediately preceding &ia 'Incot Xpiorot, which yields a
parallel especially apposite to the present passage. Comp. too,
1 Pet. iv. 11.

As to the genuineness of the present doxoclogy and its original
position at the end of the entire epistle, comp. especially
Ivitzsche, Prolegomena, 1. p. xxviil. sqq.; Meyer, II. p. 363 ;
de Wette, p. 200 ff. Its authenticity is certified by far pre-
ponderant testimony. Only few authorities omit it. The internal
counter-arguments disappear of themselves before the correct
exposition, which shows clearly that the doxology is just as
Pauline in character as it is in harmouny with the import of the
Roman epistle, and as its position at the end is pertinent. Its
transposition to a place after xiv. 23, which—especially if the
witnesses are weighed, not counted—seems insufficiently attested,
is explained by the circumstance that to some copyists a final
doxology, contrary to Paul’s usunal practice, so extended, did not
scem in place after the concluding benediction in xvi. 24, on
which account, in some codices which have the doxology at the
close, ver. 24 was placed after ver. 27, or omitted. The trans-
position bodily to the end of ch. xiv. owes its origin to the
idea that 7¢ 8¢ Swvauéve vuds ornpifac, xvi. 25, has reference
to the week in faith, ch. xiv. Dut the doxology, as to its entire
import, can just as little, on the one hand, be regarded as a fitting
conclusion of ch. xiv. as, on the other, it would be in the highest
degree disturbing and fatal to the close connecetion between ch.
xiv. and xv. 1 ff. In several manuscripts the doxology is found
in both places, after ch. xiv. and also at the close of the whole
epistle, which points to doubtfulness in the copyists, caused by
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the transposition, in respect to the original position, but bears
testimony for, not against its genuineness. The entire omission
in several codices partly rested on the same grounds as the
transposition, partly arose from the double insertion.

Heumann’s hypothesis, according to which, with ch. xii. a
acw Epistle to the Llomans, written somewhat later, is supposed
to Dbegin, but ch. xvi. to consist of two postseripts (namely,
vv. 1-24 and vv. 25-27) to the first epistle, may be regarded
in these days as exploded, just as much as the theory, variously
stated since Semler’s time, that at least ch. xv. and xvi.! did
not originally form one epistle with ch. i—xiv. It finds no
support either in the manuscripts, which all contain these
chapters, notwithstanding the transposition of the doxology in
some of them, or in historical tradition, or, again, in the contents
of the chapters in question, and has therefore been abandoned by
all modern expositors (comp., however, Olshausen, Introd.). But
this method of parcelling out the epistle, however senseless, at
least acknowledged the Pauline authorship of the disjecta memlra
cpistolac.  The genuineness of ch. xv. and xvi. has only Dbeen
contested in the most primitive age by Marcion, who cut it off
altogether, and again by the most modern Marcionite criticism of
the Tiibingen school. Even with respect to the Marcion of the
ancient church, the ground of his arbitrary criticism was probably
the supposition of the hyper-Pauline attitude which Paul was
supposed to have assumed to Judaism and Jewish Christianity,
with which historical theory, in respect to the character of the
Gentile apostle, such statements, ¢.g. as those found in xv. 4-8,
which have also been challenged by Dr. Baur, would be little in
harmony. According to Baur in the Tubinger Zeitschrift, 1830,
Heft 3 : “ A follower of Paul of the next age is supposed to
have attempted a rcconciliation Dbetween his und the DPetrine-
Judaistic party in Rome, and for this purpose to have modified
everything in the apostle’s letter that offended and grieved the
latter, by adding these chapters in which important concessions
are made to the Jewish Christians in contrast with the Gentile
Cliistians, and the apostle on one side apologises as well as he
can for writing to the latter Christians who do not belong to his
sphere of operation, and represents his influence upon them as
merely cursory, not directly encroaching, while on the other his

! Ammon, Dav. Scliulz, and Schott merely separate ch. xvi. from ch. i.-xv.
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zealous labour for the Dlenefit of the mother-church of Jewish
Christianity in Jerusalem, and his intimate association with the
oldest notabilities of the Jewish-Christian church in Rome
(ch. xvi), are emphasized. DBy all these means he was meant
to be placed as high as possible in the opinion of the Jewish
Christians, and thus their approximation to the I’auline Gentile
Christians would be promoted.” This ecriticism stands therefore
in the closest association with the Daurian mode of view, charac-
terized by us in the Introd., as to the character of the Lowan
church and primitive Christianity generally. Comp. on the other
side, Kling, @n dew theoloy. Studicn w. Kritiken, 1837, Heft 2.
Substantially the same assertions respecting the purpose and
arguments, and against the genuineness of these chapters, are
repeated by Baur in his Paul, the Apostle of Jesus Christ, 1.
p- 369. (Comp. there the concluding words [not in Iinglish
cdition] : “ How great would Dbe the contrast between these two
last chapters of the Iloman epistle, if they were genuine, witl
their complaisance to the Jewish Cluristians, and the two first
chapters of the Galatian epistle and the apostle’s principle
therein enunciated, not to take even the slightest step towards
an approximation to the Joxotvres eivai 7¢.!”) Comp. too,
Schwegler, Das nachapostolische  Zeitelter, 1. p. 296 ; and
Volkmar, Dic vom. Kirche, 1857, p. 3 ; and for a vindication of
the genuineness of ch. xv. and xvi, as well as of its forming
part of the Rloman epistle, Meyer’s observations on ch. xv., and
Th. Schott, Der Romerdr. 1858, p. 118 ff.

On the subscription to the epistle, wpos ‘Popalovs éypadn k.,
Grotius observes : “ Annotationes istae quae I’aulinis Epistolis
adjungi solent, nullius sunt auctoritatis. — Hoc tamen quod hic
dicitur, verum esse credo, non ob istan annotationem, sed quia
ex epistola idem colligitur.”  And thereupon Calov : “ Annuimus
hic Grotio: et Apostolicaan Sofoloylav ob gratiam, etiam in hac
qualicungue opera nobis praestitam, repetentes, in nomine Jesu,
aureamn hanc Epistolam ita finimus:

Soli sapienti Deo per Jesum Christum, tpsi,
inquam, sit gloric in saccule,
Amen !
Lt omnis lector fidelis dicat : Awmen !”

THE END.



CORRECTIONS.

Vol. 1. p. 19, line 5, instead of *‘ one among many common forms,” read '‘mere
matter of common form.”
;o p- 64, line 1, after “‘is,” insert “‘not.”
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