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PREFACE.

Tue principal purpose I have had in view, in preparing
this Commentary upon the Epistle to the Romans, is to
promote the critical and doctrinal study of this important
portion of the New Testament. It is specially intended for
theological students and clergymen. FKor this reason, the
Greek text is printed at the top of the page, so that the
reader may refer, by a glance, to the word or the clause that
is explained in the notes below. I have adopted the text of
Lachmann, with such modifications, chiefly from Tischen-
dorf, as would probably have been made by Lachmann him-
self, if he had had access to those manuscripts that have
been brought to light by the industry and skill of Tischen-
dorf. As an editor, Lachmann, like Bentley, who in the
preceding century proposed the same plan of founding the
text upon the oldest rather than upon the most numerous
manuscripts, possessed a critical tact and sagacity that
make his judgment of high value. This is generally ac-
knowledged, especially as exhibited in Lachmann’s editorial
labors in classical literature. Where the uncial text omits
long clauses that appear in the received, I have generally
added the received text in brackets; the shorter omitted
clauses being given in the notes. The punctuation will be
found to vary in some instances from both that of Lachmann
and Tischendorf, Punctunation is in reality, exposition; and
an editor will of course arrange words and clauses in accord-
ance with his own understanding of their connection.
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In respect to the annotations upon the text, I have had in
mind the words of Calvin, in his dedicatory epistle to Simon
Gryneeus. “I remember,” he says, “that when three years
ago we had a friendly converse as to the best mode of
expounding Scripture, the plan which especially pleased you
seemed also to me the most entitled to approbation: we both
thought that the chief excellence of an expounder consists
in lucid brevity.” The notes are concise, and bear strictly
and directly upon the word or clause. Special care has been
taken to supply the ellipses, upon which the right under-
standing of St. Paul so often depends; and to cite the most
pertinent Scripture texts that explain the meaning of a
word, or sentence. There is little attempt at homiletical
expansion of the thought, in order that the actual connec-
tion of the reasoning may be kept continually in sight, and
not be even temporarily obscured by that more diffuse
explanation which sometimes introduces only remotely re-
lated matter. At the same time, whenever the case required
it, T have not hesitated to enter upon an analytic, and some-
what exhaustive enucleation of the meaning. The reader
will find that particular attention has been devoted to the
doctrine of original sin, in the 5th chapter; of indwelling
sin, in the 7th and Sth chapters; and of clection and repro-
bation, in the 9th, 10th, and 11th chapters. In this way,
while the commentary is critical and philological, it is also
theological. Under this head, Calvin and Owen have been
much consulted, and particularly the exceedingly thorough
exposition of David Pareus, who has entirely escaped the no-
tice of such wide readers as De Wette, Meyer, and Philippi.

The history of the exegesis of the Epistle is also given, to
a considerable extent, by the mention of the leading advo-
cates, in the Ancient and the Modern Church, of the differ-
ent explanations of the more disputed passages. This is a
task that is not easy to be performed within a short space.
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By reason of the ambiguity or hesitation of a commentator,
it is sometimes diflicult to place him. In citing authoritics,
I have relied much upon Wolfius, De Wette, Mcyer, and
Lange.

All the important readings are specified, together with the
several manuscripts and versions that support them. I have
not, however, deemed it worth while to cite any uneial later
than L, or any version later than the Vulgate. This will
enable the student to see the manuseript authority down to
A.D. 900, and that of versions down to A.D. 400. The
manuscripts are cited only a prima manu.

In short, the endeavor of the author has been, to furnish
the theologieal student with an aid to his own conscientious
examination of the original text of the Epistle to the Ro-
mans, aud thereby to the formation of an independent judg-
ment and opinion which he will be ready to announce and
maintain. It will be reward enough, if this commentary
shall be the means of stimulating any to the close and life-
long study of the most important document in the New
Testament, after the Gospels. Demosthenes read Thuey-
dides over and over, seven times, for the sake of forming
that concise and cnergetic style which has heen the admira-
tion and the despair of oratars. Whoever reads St. Paul’s
Epistle to the Romans over and over, not seven times only,
but seventy times seven, will fecl an influence as distinee
and definite as that of a Leyden jar. Dut the study of St.
Paul, like that of the speeches in Thucydides, must he
patient analysis. The great characteristic of this Epistle
is the closcness of the reasoning. The line of remark is a
concatenation like that of chain-armor, of which each link
hooks directly into the next, without intervening matter.
The process of an exegete must, consequently, be somewhat
similar to that by which a blind man gets a knowledge of a
chain. He must do it by the sense of touch., He must han-
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dle cach link separately, and actually feel the point of con-
tact with the preceding link, and the succeeding.

The Epistle to the Romans ought to be the manual of the
theological student and clergyman, because it is in reality
an inspived system of theoloyy. The object of the writer
was to give to the Roman congregation, and ultimately to
Christendom, a complete statement of religious truth. Tt
comprises natural religion, the gospel, and ethies; thus cov-
ering the whole field of religion and morals. It is sometimes
forgotten that the introductory part of this Epistle contains
the fullest and clearest account ever yet given, of man’s
moral and relicious nature, and his innate knowledge of
God and law. There is no deeper psychology, and no bet-
ter statement of natural rcligion, than that in the first and
sccond chapters.  St. Paul does not vilily the created en-
dowments of the human intellect, hut rates them high; not
only hecause this agrees with the faets, but that he may
show the greatness of the sin that has so wantonly misnsed
and abused them. The closing chapters exhibit ethies, or
the science of duties, in the same profound and comprehen-
sive manner. And between these two departments of natu-
ral religion and ethics, the doctrine of justification, or the
gospel, confessedly [inds its most complete and exhaustive
enunciation. The Ipistle to the Romans is therefore ency-
clopaedic in its strueture; it is round and full, like the circle
of Giotto, and contains all the clements of both natural and
revealed religion.  The human mind need not go outside of
this Lipistle, in order to know all religious truth,

TU~10N TOEOLOGICAL BEMINARY.
NEw Yonrs, Nov. 1, 1879,



NOTE.

Tnre following statement explaina the notation of the manuseripts
that are cited in the Commentary, mentioning their dates according
to Tischendorf and Scrivener. ©The dates of the versions that are
cited are given according to Vischendorf, Berivener. Mill, and L'ght-
foot.

MANUSCRIPTS.

B, Codex Sinaitiens: A.D. 830, Tischendorf and Scrivener. A.
Codex Alevandrinns: AT 475, Tischendorf ; A.D. 450, Ferivener,
B. Codex Vaticnnus: A D. 350, Tischendorf; A.D. 323, Scrivener.
C. Codex Ephracad; AD. 450, Tischendorf and Serivener. D. Codex
Claromontanus: AD, 350, 'Tischendort and Scrivener.  E. Codex ~Sien-
germanensis: A.D. 875, Tischendor[ and Serivener. ‘“ A mere tran-
seript of Claromontanus by some ignorant person. It is manifestly
worthless, and should long since have been removed from the list of
authorities," says Scvivener. F. Codex Awgicnsis: A.D. 8§75, Ticch-
endort and Scrivener., G. Codex Burneriunus: A.D. 875, Tischen-
dorf; A.D. 900, Scrivener. L. Codex Angelicus: A.D. 850, Tischeu-
dorf and Scrivener,

VERSIONS.

Peshito » A.D. 175, Tischendorf and Serivener. liwla, or Old Lutin :
A.D. 175, Tischendorf; A.D 150, Mill.  Swhidie, or Thehaic : AD. 250,
Tischendorf; A.D. 225, Lightfoot. Cuptée, ox Honplitic : A.D. 250,
Tischendorf ; A.D. 225, Lightfoot. ZFthivpic: A.D. 359, Tischendorf
and Secrivener. Vulgate: A.D. 400.



COMMENTARY ON ROMANS.

INTRODUCTION.

Ture church at Rome, at first, was an informal gathering of
Christian believers, many of whom had been converted to
Christianity in differcut parts ol the limpire, and had subse-
quently settled at the metropolis,  The salutations in chap-
ter xvi. prove that DPaul, at the time of writing the Lpistle,
was acquainted with a considerable number of them.  This
acquaintance could not have been made at Rome.  The list
m Aects i, 9-11 mentions ”
7es ‘Poualod), among the three thousand that were added to

“strangers ol Rome ™ (80 émdypnolv-
the Christian church on the day of Pentecost. These were
Jews residing at Lome, who, alter their conversion and
return to the metropolis, constituted a part of the Roman
congregation ; the remainder heing converted Gentiles.
Most of the names mentioned in Rom. xvi. are those ol
Gentiles.

That the nuelens of a church must have existed very early,
is proved by the [act that Paul informs the Romans, that dxé
woA\Gy érov he had been wishing to visit them and preach to
them, xv. 23; 1. 10, IHis engagements elsewhere had hither-
to prevented, 1. 13; xv. 22, Ho hoped, however, soon to ac-
complish his desire, but his visit must be a short one, because

1
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lie has to carry a charitable collection to the chureh at Jeru-
salem, and beeause Spain and not Italy is to be the terminus
of his missionary labors, xv. 23-27; Acts xx. 2 sq. For
these reasons, he sends them a written statement of the gos-
pel-plan, as a preparation lor a personal visit, making a long
stay with them unnecessary.  The journey of Phwle, a dea-
coness ol the churelr at Cenchrea, the port of Corintly, alfords
an opportunity of sending the Epistle, xvi. 1.

The Romish tradition, resting mainly upon a vague state-
ment of Liuscehius (1I. 14, 15), that Peter went to Rome in
the reien of Clandius (A.D. 42), and [ounded a church there,
of which hie continued to he the bishop for twentv-five years,
is incredible for the lollowing reasons: 1. According to Acts
xv,, Paul finds Peter at Jerusalem as late as the year 50,
still laboring with the “apostles and elders” in Palestine
and Syria. 2. According to Gal.ii. 11, Peter still linds his
fiecld of labor in Western Asia as late as A.D. 35. Paul
meets him in Antioch at this date. 3. According to 1 DPet.

2l

v. 13, Peter is conneeted with the church in Babylon as late
as A.D. 60. That this is the literal Babylon, is lavored by
the fact that the first Kpistle of Peter was addressed to the
dispersed Jewish Christians in Asia Minor (1 DPet. 1. 1),
whose condition and needs would have much more naturally
come under the eye of an apostle on the banks of the
Luphrates, than on the hanks ol the Tiber. 4 Ilad the
church at Rome Dbeen founded by Peter in AD. 42, and
been under his presidency from that time onward, it is
highly improbable that Paul would have made it any apos-
tolical visit at all, or have written it an apostolic epistle;
for, in xv. 20 he states it to be his principle of cvangelistic
labor, “to preach the gospel not where Christ is named,
lIest he should build upon another mau’s [oundation.” 3.
I, in the face of these objections, it still be claimed that
Peter was the founder and bishop of the church in Rome,
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the entire absence in Paul’s epistle of any allusion to Peter
is inexplicable.

It is generally agreed that Paul wrote the Epistle to the
Romans at Corinth, during his third missionary tour. The
proofs are these: First, according to xv. 23, the writer is
just starting for Jerusalem, with money which has been con-
tributed ¢ for the poor saints which are at Jerusalem;” this
collection was completed at Corintly, as appears from 1 Cor.
xvi, 1-3; 2 Cor. ix. Sccondly, The Epistle is sent by the
bands of Phabe from Cenchrea, the port of Corinth, xvi. 1.
Thirdly, Paul’s “host ™ is Gaius, and Gatus was a citizen of
Corinth, xvi. 23; 1 Cor. i. 1+, Fourthly, Erastus sends a
greeting by Paul, xvi. )o, and IDirastus lived at Corinth,
2 Tim. iv. 20.

The Epistle to the Romans is the sixth in the series of the
Pauline Epistles; having been preceded by 1 and 2 Thessa-
lonians, written from Corinth A.D. 53; by Galatians, writ-
ten from DIphesus A.D. 54; Ly 1 Corinthians, written {rom
Ephesus A.D. 555 by 2 Corinthians, written from Ephesus
or Macedonia A.D. 56, Guericke’s date for the Epistle to
the Romans is A.D. 58.

The «uthenticity of the Epistle to the Romans is strongly
supported. It is mentioned in the list given in the Murato-
rian Canon, as ecarly as A.D. 160. The Peshito and Itala
Versions of it date at least as far back as A.1). 200. There
arce citations of, or allusions to it, in Darnabas, Clemens
Romanus, Ignatius, Polyearp, Clemens Alexandrinus, Theo-
philus of Antioch, Tertullian and Origen.  These authorities
cover the period A.D. 100-250.  Chapters xv. aud xvi. have
been impugned by Semler, Iichorn, and Baur, in support of
their individual theories; but they are found entire and com-
plete in the Vatiean and Sinaitic manuseripts (A.D.
350), as well as in the later ones; and are included in the
Peshito version of the Epistle. The diplomatic evidence is

305

) —
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as decisive for the genuineness of the last two chapters of
the Epistle, as of any.

The aine of the Epistle to the Romans is didactic. The
main object of Paul is, to furnish the Roman Church with a
comprchensive statement of cvangelical doctrine.  No book
of Seripture comes so near to being a body of divinity as
this. It is systematic and logical, from beginning to end.
Apostasy and redemption are the hinges upon which every-
thing turns, and in discussing these the writer touches,
either direetly or by implication, upon all the other truths of
Christianity.  The Epistle to the Romauns is, therelore, the
Novum Organum of the Christian Religion,  “T lknow,”
says Jacobi, “no decper philosophy than that of Paul in the
seventh chapter ol the Epistle to the Romans. In werely
natural men, sin dwells.  Regeneration is the foundation of
Christianity.  Ile who expels the doctrine of grace {rom the
Bible utterly expunges the Bible.”*  In a similar manner,
Coleridge expresses himsell. 1 think St, Paul’s Ipistle to
the Romans the most prolound work in existence; and [
Lardly believe that the writings of the old Stoies, now lost,
could have been deeper.  Undoubtedly it is, and must be,
very obscure to ordinary readers; but some of the difliculty
is accideutal, arising [rowm the form in which the Epistle ap-
pears. If we could now arrange this work in the way in
whichh we may be sure St. Paul would himself do, were he
now alive, and preparing it for the press, his reasoning wouid
stand out clearer. llis accumulated parentheses would be
thrown into notes, or extended to the margin.” }

Another view ol the main design of this Ipistle is, that it
is polemic against Judaism. Baur maintains that the writer
has the carly Ebionitism in his cye. The objections to this

* F. H. Jacobi's Fliegende Bliitter. Zweite Abtheilung,
+ Coleridge's T'able Talk, June 15, 1833.
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are the following: 1. The matter is addressed to Jewish
Christians in common with Gentile.  DBoth divisions are
equally regarded as believers in Christianity,  Compare ii,
9, 10, 17; iv. 1 sq.; ix. 1 sq. 2. There are no warnings
against Judaism as such, as there are in Corinthians and
Galatians, which are polemic epistles, to some extent. 3.
There is nothing in the Epistle that implies that the Roman
church was in danger of apostatizing {rom evangelical truth,
to Jewish ecremonialism.  The internal indications, such for
example as the Greek names in chapter xvi., go to show that
the Gentile Christians were in the majority, and were the
controlling power. 4. Whenever there are any injunctions
in the way of caution or reprobation, as in xvi. 17-20, they
are addressed to the whole chharel, and have no more reler-
ence to Jews than to Gentiles.

That the Epistle has a polemic reference towards legality,
as the contrary of evaugelical [aith, and that this gives a
color to it as a whole, 1s evident. DBut sueh polemics as this,
is aimed at human nature generally, and not at the Jew par-
ticularly. The Gentile equally with the Jew is liable to self-
righteousness, and the LEpistle combats sell-rightcousness
from beginning to end.

The aunalysis of the Iipistle to the Romans shows that
its pla is extremely simple and logical.  8t. Paul dis-
cusses the necessity, the nature, the effects, and the indi-
vidual application of the &watootrn Jeot, or gratuitous justili-
cation. Under these four leads, lie brings, into the first
eleven chapters, the dogmatic substance of the Epistle. IHe
then enunciates, in the remaining five chapters, the prin-
ciples of Christian ethies and morality, which he deduces
from this cvangelical method of justification, and connects
immediately with it. The Epistle to the Romauns, therefore,
like the Pauline Epistles generally, combines both theory
and practice: the latter being founded upon the former,
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The scheme of the whele work, then, is as {ollows:
I. TuE DOCTRINE OF GRATUITOUS JUSTIFICATION : CHAPTERS
IL-XL
1. Necessity of gratuilous justifieation: Chapters 1.-iii. 20,
2. Nature of gratuitous justification: Chapters iii. 21-iv.
25.
3. Eflcets of gratuitous justification: Chapters v.—viii.
4. Application of gratuitous justification: Chapters ix.-
xi.,
IT. CurisTIAN ETUICS, ANXD MORALITY: CIIAPTERS XIL-XTVL
1. Duties to God and the Church: Chapters xii. 1-13; xiv.
1-xv. 13; xvi. 17-20.
2. Duties to the State: Chapter xiii, 1-7.
3. Duties to Socicty: Chapters xii. 14-21; xiii. §-14.
4. Personal references, grectings, and benediction: Chap-
ters xv. 14-xvi, 16; xvi, 21-27.



CHAPTER I

' ITathos Sodros Xpicrod 'Ingod, whyros dméorohos
adwpiaucvos els evoryyéhioy Jeod, ¥ & mpoemyyyeilaTo Sid

Ver. 1. Hadhos] The apostle’s original name was Saul, from
5“&'{.‘, “asked for,” Acts xiii 90 Jerome, followed by Bengel
Olshausen and Mever, explains the change to Paul as com-
memorative of the cunversion of Seraius Paulus, But this
contradicts the spirit of the maxim, “ Without all contradie-
tion, the less is blessed of the hetter,” eh, viio 7. The con-
vert might be named for the apostle, but not the apostle lov
the convert. The opinion of Grotius 1s hetter, that Paul is
only the Greek form ol Suul.  80fAes] is general, like the
Old Testament “servant of the Lord,” Josh. i. 1. wdyris]
denotes the special preparation, by conversion and inspira-
tion.  dadorolos] is a person formally commissioned and
seut.  Compare John 1. G, where dmeoradpéros is not a part
of the verh, as in the IEnglish Version, but a predicate.
ddupopéros, cle.] explains still more particularly the term
kAyros ; the root, opilew, signilies to draw a line around: to
horizon; hence, to sct apart, or scparate.  els efayyéor] is
equivalent to edayyelifecdar. Compare 2 Cor. ii. 12; x. 14
Jeoil] is the genitive of authorship.

Ve, 2. mpoemyyyelharo] This pre-announcement of the
gospel is made in the Messianic promises, prophecies, and
types of the Old Testament. Taul finds all of the cardinal
doctrines of the New Testament, germinally, in the Old, and
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TV mTpodnTAY alTod, €v wypadals dayiais, ' wEpL TOU vivd
abtod Tob ryevouévov éx omépparos daveld rard odpka,

continually cites the Old Testament in proof of the truths
and [acts of Christianity. Compare iv. 5 sq.; ix. 7 sq.5 x. 3
8(.; xi. 2 s ypaguis] is anarthrous, because a well-known
collection is meant. It is equivalent to a proper noun.

VER 3. mepi] relers to mpoemyyyeidaro, and not to elayye-
Mov, Beza and Wetstein incorrectly make verse 2 a paren-
thesis.  vio?] is employed theanthropically.  The Son here
spoken of s the fucarnate Son, constituted of two natures
which are deseribed n the context.  yeropérov] implies a birth
or yaeots. Compare Ceal. iv. 45 Mat. i, 1. ‘The human nature
r [13

in the incarnate Son was “horn,” o
“the seed of David”  Christ’s humanity was not created

male to become,” [rom

cx nihilo, but was proereated. It was ¢

‘riade of a woman;”
that is, of a woman’s nature or substance, Gal. iv. L. owép-
paros] is cquivalent to ¢pioews. Though a physical term, it
stands here for the whole man, upon both the mental as well
as the physical side.  edpra] is antithetic to #refpa in verse 4,
and denotes the humanity of Christ, as the latter denotes his
divinity. Though primarily a physical term, like owépua, yot
here, like that, odpé stands for the w/ole humanity, upon hotl
the side of the soul and body. The apostle is deseribing
Christ with respeet to all of his human characteristies, both
mental aud physical, when he describes him  kuare odpka.
Compare ix. 8. The term odapg, in this Iipistle, commonly
denotes sinful human natuve.  Compare vii. 5, 18, 23; vil.
3-9, et alia. DBut, in this passage, a sinless humanity is
meant,  Christ’s human nature, having been derived by
miraculons conception from Mary who was of the “sced of
David,” and having been perlectly savctified by the lloly
Ghost, was a sinless birth, It was 10 yardperor dywov of Luke
i. 35. Traducianism finds support in this text, because it is
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. an © ’ ¢~ ~ 3 » Ly ~ '3
Tol optadévros viod Jeol év Suvvduer kara mrelpa dyiw-
auvns € avacrdcews vexpdy, 'Incob Xpiorol Tob xvplov

the entire humanity, and not a part of it, only, that was
“born,” or “made to become,” from the “seed of David.”
The “reasonable soul” as well as the “true body ™ are both
included in the odpé, and this is herve described as yevopéry &
owépparos Aavetd, Christ was the Son of David wmentally, as
well as corporally.

VEr 4. dpodérros] “declared,” not ¢ decreed ” (Vulgate).
Christ’s resurrcction evineed his divinity, but did not decide
or determine it. It was one of the indications of his super-
human nature. In the old grammar, the indicative mood is
called épiorinds.  viot] is here employed differently from what
it is in verse 3: nawmely, in the wnetuphysical or (rinitarian
scuse, and denotes the unincarnate Son prior to his assump-
tion of oapé.  Huds is here equivalent to the Adyos of Johni. 1.
Previous to the incarnation, there is only one nature in the
Son, and this a divine nature, which the writer describes as
10 mretpa dywotis. v dwrdpe] is adverbial, and qualifies
opadérros.  The resurrection of Christ from the dead, like
the resurrection of Lazarus which preceded it, was an cvent
in which the miracle reached its acme of energy. xatd wves-
pa} is antithetic to xara odpka in ver. 3, and rcfers to the
deity in the composite person of Jesus Christ, the incarnate
Son (Calvin, Beza, Parcus, Olshausen, Philippi, Hodge).
The same antithesis is found in 1 Tim, iii. 16, which teaches
that Jesus Christ was manifested to the world by means of
his humanity (év oapxi), and justified and glorified by means
of his divinity (& mvevpar). In 1 DPet. iii. 18, Christ is de-
scribed as suffering death in his human uature (oap«i), and
overcoming death in his divine nature (mvelpard). Andin
John iv. 24, mvetpa anarthrous is employed to denote abstract
and absolute deity, the divine essence itsell. This explana-

1*
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tion of wvebua, as signifying divinity when opposed to adpé
as signifying humanity, was common in the patristic age.
In the second Epistle ascribed to Clement of Rome (e. 9), it
is said that Christ, dv pév 70 wpoTOv wWVerua, e’ye’vero aapé.
Upon this, Helele remarks, that wveipa is cquivalent to 7o
eiov & Xpord. In llermas (Pastor, iii. 3) there is the fol-
lowing statement descriptive of the Son of God “qui ereavit
cuncta:” “Filius autem spiritus sanctus est.” Tuder this
term spiritus sanctus, Grotius, Bull, the Benedictine editors,
Ittig, Miinscher, Baumgarten-Crusius, and Helcle, under-
stand to be meant the divine nature of Christ, and not the
third person of the Trinity. Similarly, Cyprian (De idolo-
rum varietate, 11) deseribes the incarnation: ¢ Ratio del in
virginem illabitur, carnem spiritus sanctus induitur, Deus
cum homine miscetur.”  JTguatius (Ad Lphesios vii.) re-
murks, s larpds éoTw, TOpKIKGS TE KUl TreUMa©IKUS, YEYTos Kal
ay@mros, év aupki yevduevos Jeos, év Javite Loy dAndu, kai ék
Mapias wai ék Jevd, mporor wadyros xat Tore dzadys [i. e., post
resurrcctionem], "Iyoovs Xpurrds, & wipos yudv.  Augustine
(Inchoata expositio, Ed. Migne, iii. 2091) comments as fol-
lows upon the passage under consideration: Eundem sane
ipsum qui sccundum carnem factus est ex semine David,
predestinatuin dieit filium Dei: non secundum carnem, sed
secundum spiritumn ; nee quemlibet spiritum, sed spiritum
sanctificationis. That is to say: the “spirit” that is anti-
thetic to the “flesh,” in Christ’s Person, is not the ordinary
finite spirit of man, or angel, but the extraordinary and in-
finite Spirit.  Similarly, Gregory Nazianzen (Oratio xxxviii.)
remarks: ITpoedJowv 8¢ Ieos perd 7is mporlapfens, & éx Sio érav-
Tlwv, gupkds kal mredparos, v, TO pév edéwme, 1o 8¢ ededJe.

Some commentators, with Beza and Tholuck, refer mreipa
to the third person of the Trinity, as the agent by whom the
resurrection of Christ was accomplished. DBut this would
require di mvedparos, as in Heb. ix. 14; to say nothing of the
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loss of the antithesis between kard odpra, and kard mvetpa.
Other commentators, like Meyer and De Wette, regard
mretpa as antithetic to adpd taken in its restricted significa-
tion, to denote the sensuous nature only. It is Christ’s
rational human nature, they assert, as distinguished from
his physical human nature : this higher spiritual side of
Christ’s humanity was Glled with the Holy Spirit.  Dut the
mere possession of reason in distinction [rom sense, even
though reason he sanetitied and inspired by the Holy
Spirit, would not be a mighty indication that Jesus Christ
was the Son ol God. The Old Testament prophets possessed
mrcipe in this senxe, and were both sanetilied and inspired,
so that while there might be a dilference in degree between
Christ and them, there would be none in kind. Further-
more, the mrefpa here attributed to Christ was something in
respect to which he was not “of the sced of David.” But,
the mretpa that constituted his rational souly in distinction
from his animal soul, wix ék oxéppuros daveld.  dywwotiys | is
the genitive of origin.  This mrefpra, which is distinguished
from Christ’s adpg, is in itsclf an orizinal fountain of holi-
ness. [t does not derive righteousness from a higher source,
as all finite @vetpa does, but possesses scil-subsistent right-
cousness whieh it ean communicate to creatares.  Compare
1 Cor. xv. 45, where the “last Adam” is denominated “a
quickening spirit.”  “Paul considers the divine nature of
Christ according to the relation it had to, and the great
effect that it exercised upon, his other nature. For it was
his divinity which sanctificd, consecrated, and hypostatieally
deified his humanity ™ (Routh: Sermon on Rom. 1.3, 4).  Com-
pare this same force of the genitive ol origin in =53 mm, 76
mretpe 10 Gywv (Sept.), Isa. Ixiii. 11, and 9= mam, T wreija
7 dywv gov (Sept.), Ps. 1. 13, Tn these, and similar passages,
where the third person of the trinity is referreid to, the geni-
tive is more than a wmere adjective. The Spirit who is thus
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described is not only Loly, but the cternal ground and source
ol holiness.  In precisely the same manncr, this wvetpa of
Jesus Christ which is distinguished [rom his adpé, 1s the
fountain of holiness, that is to say, is the divine essence
itsclf, é¢ draordgens| This reswrrection, which is a mighty
indication of Christ’s divine Sonship, may be relferred to
cither the first or the sceond person of the trinity.  Some-
times it is the ather who raixes Christ, Rom. vi. 4; and
sometimes Christ himsclf rises, 1 Thess, iv. 14 The eternal
Logos, heing the whole divine essence in a partien]ar teini-
tarian subsistence, when united to a human nature is the
author and cause of all the miraculous experiences of this
nature. Henee, the nretpa in Christ™s person evinced its own
divinity by the resurrection of Christ’s human body. It is
true, that Christ’s resurrection is the particular official work
of the Father; but the ollicial worle of one person is some-
times attributed in Seripture to another, by reason of the
unity of essence.  Each person possesses the smne entire
divine essence, and since it is the essenee which wiclds the
infinite power that performs the miraculous worlk, the work,
though eminently helonging to one particular person, may
vet be attributed to cither one of the trinitarian persons.
Thus, ereation, though officially and generally aseribed to the
Ifuther, is sometimes ascribed to the Son, John i 35 Coloss.
1. 16, Since, however, St. Paul (i. 2) has spoken of God the
Father as “promising alore” the gospel of his Son, it is more
natural to refer the resurreetion here to the first person, as an
official act by which he fulfils his promise.

ViR, 5. édBoper] is the writer’s plural for the singular.
xipw] converting and supporting grace. dmogrolyy] ollicial
authority, together with the inspiration upon which it rests.
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eis vmaxonr] is like els edayyéhor in verse [: “in order to pro-
duce obedience.”  wirrews| genitive ol source; the obedience
llows from faith. &7 7ol dréparos] is to be connected with

é\dBoper; “for the glory of Christ’s name.”

VER. 6. kAyrot] called, not as in verse 1 to the apostolie
oflice, but, to Christiau fellowship.  Xpwored] the genitive of
eflicient cause: “by Christ.”

VER. 7. mdow] is to be eonnceted with Matlos in verse 1;
the apostle addresses all the saints in Rome.  xdpis| begins
the salutation that follows the address, which ends with
ayiots. Xpworot] the association of Jesus Christ with God
the Father, as the source of eternal grace and peace, is a
proof of his co-divinity. ’Iyoovs Xpioros i1s the name of the
Eternal Son, or Logos, alter and not before the incarnation,

Luke 1. 31.

VER. 8. mpdrov pér] is not followed by any second clause
introduced by érera 3¢, hecause of the rapidity and fullness
ol thought in the writer’s mind. 8w Xpuwrot] Christ is the
mediator of the praver. =loris] in Christ as the object of
faith. «karayyé\lera] a proof that the Roman church had
been in existence for some time.

VER. 9. ydp] introduces the proof that he “thanks God.”
& 1@ mveupari] denotes sincerity, and is equivalent to & 3
kapdig, Iph. v. 19, Though wvetua, in the New Testament,
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generally denotes the wnderstanding, and xapsie the heart
and will, yet the two arc occasionally interchanged, hecause
both constitute one soul. & 7 clayyeNia| in preaching the
gospel.  Compare verse L. @s] is emploved adverbially, de-
noting degree ; it is not equivalent tv ér.  dowdelmros| is
the emphatic word, and is to be connected with vyap.

Ver. 10. éxi] “upon the occasion, at the time of,” Acts
xi. 28; 1 Thess. 1. 2. It is not cquivalent to é&. edodwdjoo-
pac] This verh is employed metaphorieally in the passive
voice. Hence, it does not mean “to have a prosperous
journey ” (Iing. Ver.), but, “to be prospered or suceessful.”

Ver. 11. xdpope] does not here denote the supernatural
gifts spolen of in 1 Cor. xii., but the graces of the Spirit, as
the explanation in verse 12 shows.

Ve 12 cvpmapaciydijrad] the preposition has its distine-
tive meaning, denoting mutnal comfort.  The reference is
not to alliction in the restricted modern sense of the word,
but to cheer, animation, and strengthening in the Christian
race and fight.  The counection with emypeyd fjrag, in verse L3,
proves this. The old English use of the word “comlort™
was founded upon the ctymolozy (con — fortis), and had
reference mainly to strength ol endurance.  Thus Orlande
savs (s You Like It, ii. 6): “Tor my sake he comlortable;
hold death awhile at the wrm'’s end.”  To be strengthened,
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with might, by God's Spirit, in the inner man, I&ph. 1. 16,
is to receive the comfort ol the Holy Ghost.  In this sense,
the Iloly Spirit is the only Comforter, becanse he alone hn-
parts an internal power of endurance, and of submission to
the divine will.

VER. 13. od Jw dyvoerr] is a weak form of a strong
thought; the writer’s meaning is: “1 wish you to under-
stand very distinetly.” This rhetorieal figure of litotes, or
meiosis, is a favorite one with St. Paul. Compare xi, 25;
1 Cor. x. 1; xit. 1; 2 Cor. i. S; 1 Thess. iv. 13; Acts xxvi.
19. 3¢] is transitive: “now.” «xai & Juiv] «al is repeated
pleonastically from the carnestness ol the thouxht.,  woANd-
kis] implies that the Roman chureh had existed for a eon-
siderable time.

Ver, 14 BapBipos] In Greek authors, BapSupoe denotes
all non-Grecians,  The Eleatic stranzer, in Plato’s Stutes-
man (262) says that *in this part of the world, they cut ot
the Hellenes as one species, and all the other species of
mankind they include under the single name of ¢ barbari-
ans.””  Nenophon speaks of Greeks and barbarians as com-
posing the army ol Cyrus.  The Romans are called harbarians
by Greek authors (Polybius v. 104); but Roman writers
claim eclassicality [or Rowme; c.g., Cicero (De finibus it 15):
“Non solum Grvein et Italin, sed etinm omnis barbaria.”
It is not probable that St. Paul, with his courtesy and con-
ciliatory wethod, intended to place the Romans, whout he
was addressing, among the barbarians; yet, neither could he
call them Greeks. Ilis meaning is, that he was under obli-
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gation {o preach the gospel universally. Tis second classi-
fication of mankind into cogdr and drejrot, ““cultivated and
uncultivated,” eorrects any unfavorable inference that might
be drawn, respecting the Romans, [rom the first classilica-
tion,  The Romaus, though not Greeks, were oot dperke
T15] se. ebayyedioasdar,  The obligation is to Christ.

VER. 15. olres] as an dpekérys, that is. 76 xar’ éué mpd-
Jupor] may be resolved: 1. as equivalent to 3 wpoJvuia éuod
(sc. doror); 2 10 xar éué (se. dorw) mpedupor.  The construc-

e~

tion, 7o é§ Yudv, in xii. 18, favors the latter.

Verses 16 and 17 constitute a transition from the preface,
to the subject of the Epistle.  émawyivopa:] hints at the seorn-
ful treatment which Christianity had received at Athens,
Corinth, and Ephesus, the seats of Greeian culture.  Svvapus)
power needs not to he ashamed, and is not generally. In the
human sphere it is accompanied with pride; in the divine,
with calm confidence. apdror] first in the order in which the
salvation is of the
Jews,” John iv. 22, and Jerusalem was the natural point of

gospel was to be preached ; because ¢

departure.  Compare Luke xxiv. 47; Acts 1. 8. warri] shows
that Christianity is a universal religion, and inodities the first
impression of wphrov.

Ve 17. yip] introduces the reason for the affirmation in
verse 106, Sucarooivy] the absence ol the article denoles that
a peculiar and uncommon kind of righteousness is meant:
“a righteousness,” not “the righteousness” (Eng. Ver.).
Two views have been taken. 1. Siawsivy denotes an ob-
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jective attribute of God: retribute justice (Origen); truth
(Ambrose) ; benevolence (Semler). 2. dwawotiy denotes a
subjective state or condition ol man, in which he is dikatos, as
i 21, 220 The quotation, in the context, from IHab. ii. J,
favors the seccond view. The righteousness in question is the
personal possession of the believer, through the instrumen-
tality of his faith. That it is an cextraordinary righteous-
ness, is proved hy the subsequent description ol it as xopis
ropoy, andd ywpis épywr ropov, and xwpis ¢ywr, il 1, 285 iv. G,
The common righteousness; known to hiwman ethics, woulil
be described as Swkatoodiy dul vopov, or ér (pyots. It is personal
and actual obedicnee.  Viewed from the position ol ethies,
a “righteousness without works” would he a “ righteousness
without righteousness: ™ that is to say, no righteousness at
all; because, in the ethical sphere righteousness is work it-
self, or obedience to law,  Consequently, this evangelical
righteousness ol revealed religion, as distinguished from the
cthical righteousness of natural religion, is a solecism and
self-contradiction to the ethicul philosopher. It is the play
of ITamlet, with ITamlet omitted. Tt is foolishness to the
Greek, 1 Cor. 1. 23.  Jeob] is the genitive of source. God,
and not man, is the author of this peculiar species of Swkato-
oy,  The ordinary ethieal righteousness, on the contrary,
has a human author, Dersonal and actual obedience of the
law is man’s righteousness.  ITmputed obedience without ac-
tual personal obedience, is God’s righteousness.  drokaldmrre-
ra] implies that this extraordinary rightcousness is a matter
of special revelation. It cannot be derived from the natural
operation of the human reason.  This would yield only the
ethical righteousness of personal obedience.  Tts only wtter-
ance is: “Obey, and live.,” That “the man which doeth
these things shall live,” x. 5, is scll-evident, and requires no
special revelation; hut, that ““the man who worketh not, but
believeth on him that justifieth the ungodly shall live,” iv. 5,
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is not sell-evident, but depends [or its eredibility upon com-
petent testimouny to this effect.  The reason why the dwaco-
cury in question is not dedueible by hwmnan reason, but must
be revealed from God, is: (1. that it is a product of mercy.
But, the exercise ol merey is optional, and not necessary, It
depends upon the free decision of God, Rom, ix. 15, and this
decision cannot be known to man until it is made known to
himg and 2. that the compatibility of the exereise of merey
with the mdefeasible elaims ol justice, 1s a problem insoluble
by Luman reason.  The use of the present tense implies that
the revelation is not only ohjective, hut subjective also.  CGred
revealed this rizhteousness in the written waord, and is still
revealing it in the experience of the believer, ¢k wiorews cls
wiorw] the revelation, from first to last, is made to faith. s
is telies one degree of faith is in order to a succeeding great-
er degree.  Compare the same Jaw of spiritual increase in

John i. 16.

§ 1. The nceessity of yratuitous justification. Rom. i, 18-
ili. 20.
In verses 18-32, St. Paul procceeds {o prove that man mnst

obtain the &wkatoutvy Jeov in order to [uture blessedness, by
examining the moral condition of the Lugyan world,

Vir. 18, dmokalimrerad] lools hack to the same word in
verse 17. According to the apostle, there are two revela-
tions from God to manj; onc the written, by which merey
(xépes) is made known; the other the unwritten, by which
retributive justice (épyy) is made known. Ile designates
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them both by onc and the same word, droxadvrrew, because,
in each instance, though in dilferent modes, God is the efii-
cient and man is the vecipient. vyip] introduces the rcason
why God has revealed the Swawatiy spoken of: namely, be-
cause he had previously revealed his épyy. This shows that
merey is meaningless except in relation to justice, and that
the attempt, in theolozy, to retain the doctrine of the divine
love, without the doctrine of the divine wrath, is illogical.
opyn] not punishment merely (this is an effect of épyy), but a
personal emotion in God which is the necessary antithesis to
love. The New Testament, equally with the Old, attributes
this leeling to the Supreme Being.  Compare Mat, iii. 73 John
iii. 36; Rom. ii. 5, §; v. 9; ix. 22; Eph. ii. 3; v. 6; Col. iii.
6; Rev. vi. 16; xix. 15, Wrath, when aseribed to the deity,
must be clarilicd from all selfishness, 1n the same manuer
that love must be. The divine love is not lust, and the
divine angzer is not rage.  Both are energies and eflluences
from a holy essence; the one terminating upon good, and
the other upon evil.  The divine dpyy is the wrath of reason
and law against their contraries.

tespecting the mode in which this revelation of retributive
justice is made, several views may be held. 1. In natural
reason and eonscience (Awbrose, Reiche); 2. In the day of
judgment (Chrysost. Limboreh, Philippi); 3. By giving mun
over lo viee, verse 24 sq. (Meyer); 4. In all modes, internal
and external (Tholuck, Olshausen). The last is best,  wagdr]
is anarthrous, to denote all kinds and varieties.  dAjdear] is
the natural knowledge of God deseribed in verses 19, 20,
This knowledge is *truth,” because it corresponds to the
real and true nature of God. & dowin] is instrumental; sin
15 the means by which the rational pereeptions of man are
rendered ineflicacious in life and conduct.  karexdvrav] “hold-
ing down or under;” the pagan by self-will and inclination
prevents reason and conscience from restraining his lusts and
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passions.  “ Veritas in mente nititur et urget, sed homo eam
impedit” (Bengel, in loco). ¢ Video meliora proboque, de-
teriora sequor” (Ovid, Met. vii. 20).

VEr. 19. This verse is not to be separated from verse 18,
because it explains why the wrath of God is revealed.  8word]
is more precise and formal than ore: ¢ [or the reason that.”
70 yrogrov] Meyer would render literally: ¢ the known,” not,
“the knowable;” because all that knowledge which comes
from written revelation is excluded, which is, of course,
knowable. But the majority of commentators, in accord-
ance with the elassical use of the phrase, adopt the signilica-
tion of 7o scibile.  In this sense, 70 yrworér denotes all that
is knowable without written revelation, in the manner de-
seribed in the context; and also implies that there is some-
thing absolutely unknowable. Compare xi. 33. & abrois] in
their immediate self-consciousness; it is equivalent to év rals
kapdiats, Rom. ii. 15, Jebs éparépuoer] the self-consciousness
is referred to God as the ultimate cause of 1it. This, in two
ways: 1. God construeted the human mind so that it should
have such a form of consciousness; 2. God immediately works
upon the human mind as thus constituted. This operation
is subsequently deseribed in . 13, 16.  St. Paul founds the
responsibility of the pagan upon his knowledge of God.  In
proof, compare his own preaching to pagauns, in Acts xiv, 13-
175 xvil. 22-31. And he founds the guilt of the pagan
which necessitates the mauifestation of the Divine wrath,
upon the abuse or non-use of his knowledge.

Ver. 20 is exegetical of Jeds épavépwoer, and explains how
God “shows?” truth to man. vyap] introduces the explana-
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tion. d&dpara] the invisible attributes of God: afterwards
specified as 8ovaues and Jedrys.  dwo] “ ever since.”  monjua-
ow] the visible universe as opposed to the invisible attributes
spoken of ; the dative Is instrumental.  voodueva] this verh,
as its etymon implics, denotes a perception Dy the reasou.
It is rational and not sensuous perception; intuitive and not
deductive. radoparac] the preposition is intensive. The in-
visible attributes of God are clearly pereeived by the huinan
mind, in the exercise of reason stimulated into activity by
the notices of the senses. The merely seusuous vision ol the
earth and sky by a hrute, would not result in the rational
ideas of ommipotence (Straus) and sovercignty (Jesrys), be-
cause the brute has not that rational faculty whose operation
is properly designated by the verh voetr.  Yet the same physi-
cal sensations would be experienced by the brute, that are
experienced by the man.  Svraus] the first impression pro-
duced by the visible ereation is that of emmipotence. When
all the other divine attributes fail to alleer man, owing either
to his vicious or his imbruted condition, that of almighty and
irresistible power makes itself {elt. Tlorace (Carminuwm, i. 35)

conlesses that he was ¢

parcus deorum cultor et infrequens,”
until ““Diespiter, igni corusco, per purum tonantes egit
equos, volucremque curram.”  Savs Tertullian (Ad Seapu-
lam, 2) to the pagan: “We Cliristians worship one God, the
one whom you all naturally know, at whose lightnings and
thanders yvou tremble.”  Aristotle (De Mundo, e. ) remarks:
wduy e Ploe yarvpaos ddedpyros, an’ adrdr Thr Epywr Jewped-
7ar 6 Jeos. Similarly, Cicero (Tusculanarum, i, 23): “Deun
non vides, tamen deum agnoseis ex operibus ejus.”  Seaérys]
divinity, in the sense of sovereignty or supremacy. The
term is wide and somewhat vague, and purposcly chosen o
denote the general unanalyzed idea of God: a swm total of
the divine qualities. It is godlood, not godlead (Ling.
Ver.). This latter term would require Jesrys, as in Coloss.
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ii. 9, and would imply the trinitarian distinctions, to which
St. Paul has no reference in the verse under consideration.
The term Jedrys is derived {rom the adjective Jetos, and re-
fers to qualities or attributes; ihe term Jesmys 1s derived
fromi the substantive Jeds, and refers 1o the essence.  Au-
gustine (De Civitate, vii. 1) so explains: “Ilane divinitatem,
vel, ut sie dixerim, deitatem ; nam et hoe verbo uli jam
nostros non piget, ut de groeco expressius transferant id
quod lli Jedryra appellant,” cte.  es 7a] is telie.  God de-
signed by this revelution of his attributes in hwman con-
sciousness, that mankind should be Inexcusable for any
neglect or failure respesting them. St Pawl took the same
position in hus address to the Lyeaonians, Aets xiv, 16, 17,
and to the Athenians, Nets xvil. 27, dramodopsjrovs] without
excuso or reply, lor not being subject to the divine suprema-
cy and sovereignty.

Ver, 21 mentions the ground ol the inexcusableness,
which is introduced by 8wre.  yrévres] having known, in the
manner deseribed in verses 19, 20, The participle has a
concessive or limilative meaning, as if xairou or kaimep pre-
ceded (Kithner § 8125 Winer § 455 Aets xxviilc 4). Al-
though they knew God, they did not conduct accordingly.
7or Jedv| the article tmplies the true God.  és| denotes pro-
portion; no worship corresponding to the worthiness of the
object was rendered,  @dZacar] denotes homage and adora-
tion for what God is in himsell.  efxaplorgoar] reflers to
gratituwde for what God ins done to benefit man.  The two
feelings of adoration and gratitude cover the whole provinee
of rcligious feeling. éuarawdyoar] “belooled themselves.”
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The absurdities of the mythologics and cosmogonies of pa-
ganism are cxamples.  In the Oll Testament, an idol is
denominated !
instrumental: “ by means of.”  Cowmpare év dowig, verse 18

“vanity,” Deut. xxxii, 21; Jer. il. 5. &] is
Stahoytapois]. The word denotes the rational, and not the
imaginative faeunlty, as the rendering “ linaginations ™ (Eng.
Ver.) might suggest. The term “speculations” is nearer
the meaning, The writer has in mind the great and per-
verse ingennity with which the hinman intelleet is employud,
in inventing the various schemes of pagan idolatry,  In il
lustration, see Creuzer’s Svmbolik, passim.  éoworirdy]. The
relation hetween sin and mental blindness is that of action
aod re-action,  Ilach is alternately eause and citeet. ISither,
therefore, may he put as the cause.  Ilere, the darkening of
the intellect is represented as the elfeet of the [oolish and
wicked speculation; the liar comes to helieve his own lie,
kupdia] is put Lor mretpa, or rods, as in Mark ii. 65 Tom. ii. 15;
2 Cor. iv. 6.

Verses 22 and 23 expand and reaffirm the statement made
in the latter clause of verse 21, ¢dororres] signilies an un-
founded assumption. Compare Acts xxiv, 9. éuwpdrInour]
is the same verb that is employed in Mat. v. 13, to denote the
loss of savourin salt. The apostle has in mind the insipidity
of the pagan mythology; its llat and spiritless quality.  The
mythological legends are jejune and puerile.  Even when a
vriter of great genius and great sense, like DBacon, in his
“Wisdom of the Ancients,” endeavors to discover a solid
and valuable meaning in the myths of Greeee and Rome, the
endeavour is felt to be an effort, The ¢ wisdom ” is an im-
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portation rather than a deduction. The same remark is true,
still more, of an attempt like that ol Creuzer and Schelling
to rationalize all mythology. #A\afay, cte.] There is a refer-
ence to s, evi. 20, 8édar] is kindred to d\pdear in verse 25.
That knowledge of God which agrees with his real and ¢rie
being, is also a knowledge of his ylorious being. év] is cither
1. instrumental; or 2. a Hebraism for eis.  The first is prefer-
able, being favored by the construction of é&v in the preceding
and succeeding context (verses 18, 21, 4, and 25), and is
adopted by such grammarians as Fritzsche and Meyer.  The
second supposes that the writer is quoting closely [rom the
Septuagint version of I’si evi. 20, which trauslates 2 amw2n
by J\\dfarro & DBut it is a [ree relerence, rather ‘than a
quotation.  épowpare] the external figure with particular
relerence to owtline : the “shape,” as in Rev. ix. 7. exovos|
the form geucrally: an image, or idol (from &dwhor, denoting
a form ol that which is in itsell formless aud invisible).
drdpamov] St. Paul mentions the classical idolatry first in the
order.  The Greek and Roman employed the human lorm to
represent the deity.  werewdr] the worship of the storklike
bird Ihis.  rerpaméden] that of the bull Apis. éprerdv] the
Serpent-worship.  These stand for the more grotesque and
hideous idolatries of Egypt and the Orient.

Ver. 24, 8] introduces the reason for the action indicated
by wapéduxer, which reason.is found in man’s abuse of the
knowledge of the true God.  wapéduxer] Chrysostom explains
Ly permission (eluoe). The permission of sin is a Biblical
doctrine.  Sce Aets xiv. 16, where elace is used.  DBut, mapé-
dwwer is a stronger word than elace.  YWhen God permits sin,
he does not restrain, or in any manner counteract the human
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will.  He leaves it to an absolutely frec act of self-de-
termination.  In this instance, God’s action is negative
werely; he does nothing.  But when God “ gives up,” or
“wives over” the human will to sin, he withdraws an ex-
isting restraint which he had previously applied.  In this
instance, his action is positive, and privative; he does some-
thing. Again, the permission of sin is not necessavily a
‘Judicial or punitive act. The first sin of Adan was per-
mitted, but not as a judgment or penalty.  And when St
Paul, in Acts xiv. 16, alludes to sin as having been permitted
“in times past,” he does not bring to view the retributive
aspects of sin, so much as the kind forbearance ol God in
dealing with it.  Compare also Aets xviie 0. But “aiving
over,” or “giving up,” man to sin is alwavs and necessarily
a judicial act. It is a punishment of sin previously com-
mitted. It is neecdless to remark, that when God “gives
up ” man to sin, he does not himself cause the sin.  To with-
draw a restraint, is not the same as to impart an impulse.
The two principal restraints ol sin are the fear of punish-
ment before its commission, and remorse alter it. These are
an effect of the divine operation in the conscience; they are
the revelation of the divine dpyy in human conscionsness,
When God © gives over ™ an individual, he ceases, tempora-
vily, to awaken these feclings. The consequence ig, utter
apathy and recklessness in sin. The restraint of fear now
being withdrawn, the sell-determination of the man is unim-
peded, and intense.  The viees mentioned in the context, to
which men were given over, were unaccompanied with either
fear or remorse, and were pursued with a cynical and brazen
shamelessness,  év émJupniws] instrnmental dative: the wicked
lusts are employed by God as the means whereby the man is
given up entirely to his own self-will. No restraint from
fear, shame, or remorse is longer put upon them,  The con-
sequence s, that they beeome yet more rampant; and the
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consequence of this, is a deeper sinking in the filth of sin.
The preposition év is a favorite one with St. Paul, and often
denotes not only the instrament 4y whicl, but also the ele-
meut 72 which, anything oceurs, or is done. In these in-

stanees, it is hest rendered by the two prepositions “in”

and *“hy,” together. 1t has this complex mcaning here.
For the signilication of the hmportant term émdvpia, see com-
ment on vil. 7. akadapaiav] is anarthrous, beecause of the
peeuliarity of the filthiness.  7o? drypdderdae] the inlinitive is
equivalent to a genitive exegetical ol drxadupaiar, like woety
in verse 28, The uncleanness was of a species that involved
the dishonor ol the hody; legitimate sexual intercourse does

not imply this. See Ileb. xiii. 4.

VER. 25 restates the reason for the action in mopéowser. It
is of the same general nature with that given in verses -
23, namely, the abuse of the natural knowledge of God.
oimwes| denotes a class: “heing sucl as”  perjAafar| they
had first changed the truth into error (verse 23), and then
cechanged the one for the other.  @\jdear] 1. the true and
real nature of God (De Wette, Tholuck, Mever); 2. the
truth respeeting Grod revealed in consciousness  (Usteri).
The dirst is preferable, because ddpdeawr is parallel with ddfaw
in verse 23, where the refercnce is to the divine nature. é&

> of polytheism, i c.: the instrmnen-

7 Yerde] ““ with the lie’
tal dative, as in verses 23 and 24 Compave fea. xxviil, 13;
Jor. xiil, 25, doefuodpoar] the inward homaee of the soul.
édrpevaur| the outward worship (eultus) in ritual and cere-
mouies.  wapi] 1. “heyvoud,” in the seuse of “more than”
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(Erasmus, Luther, Vulg., Eng. Ver.); 2. “against,” in the
sense of opposition to, us in verse 20 (I'ritzsche); 3. “in-
stead of ” (De Wette, Meyer, Winer). The last is prefera-
ble, and is favored by pergMafar. In the exchange, the
creature was taken instead ol the ereator. The rendering
“more than” is objectionuble, hecause it implies that the
creator was worshipped in some secondary degree that was
exceeded by the worship of the creature.  But there was no
worship at all of the creator.  6s éorw, cte.] the doxology is
suggested by the dazzling contrast between the true God
and the impure idolatry.  edhoyyros]| is applied only to God;
paxipos is the term for man.  DBlessing, when God is the
object, is not the hestowment of good, but the ascription of
honor and praise.  The first sense is excluded, beeanse
“without all contradiction the less is blessed of the better,”

Heb. vii. 7.

VER. 26 again mentions the reprobation. &l 7otro] refers
to the sin described in verse 25, dryudas] is the genitive of
guality. re] “even” their females, ete. The sex which is
naturally most shameflaced is in this instance the most
shameless. “ A shamecless woman is the worst of men”
(Young). $jlewa] not yvraikes, 1. hecause the notion ol sex
is the point of view (Mever); 2. hecause of the animalism of
the sin (Reiche). Both views may be combined. perpMadar]
has the same meaning as in verse 25. ¢vouwap] “sexual”
xpaw] supply s Jyledas, because the viee spoken of was
that of woman with woman, and because it is sngeested by
s Iykelas in verse 27, which constitutes the sccond member
of the sentence. wapi] “against,” or “contrary to.” Com-
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pare Acts xviil. 13, ¢uow] “sex.” The vice alluded to is
that of the tribades: Arvistophanes, Lysistrata, 110; Plato,
Symposium, 1915 Lucian, Amores, xviii,, Dialogi Meretrieii,
v. 2; Juvenal, vi. 311 sq.; Martial, i. 91; vii. 67, 70. The
language of Lear (iv. 6) is applicable: “Down [rom the
waist they are centanrs, though women all above: but to the
girdle do the gods inlierit, heneath is all the fiend’sy there's
lell, there's darkness, there is the sulphurous pit, burning,
scalding, stench, consumption.”

VER. 27. 7e kai] This formila is equivalent to et . . . que,
not only . . . but also (Winer, §53.  Compare Aets iv, 27;
Rom. i. 14; Heb. xi. 32).  Not only did the women practice
such vices, but likewise the men, ete. dpperes] not didpes, o
the same reason that $jleac is used in verse 2. drowp]
“sexual,” as in verse 20. éfexaiInour] “burned out,” or
“up:” a stronger word than wvpoloduy 1 Cor. vii. 9. The
intensity of the appetite inflamed by uunatural instruments
is denoted.  dpperes & dppesw] The viee in question is meu-
tioned in Lev. xviil. 225 1 Cor. vi. 9; 1 Tim. i. 10. The no-
tices of it are singularly frequent in elassical writers.  See
Herod,, 1. 1355 Plato, Phaedens, 234-256, Symposium, 179-
I8, 191, 192, 217219 ; Plutareh, Moralia, de Amore;
Horace, Epodon, xi., Sermonum, 1., iv. 275 Catuallus. Car-
minum, xv., xvi.; Martial; Libroram, xi., xii.; Virail, Buco-
licarum, ii.; Suctonius, Nero, xxix.  Compare Wuttke's Sit-
tenlelre, T 100103, The freedom with which pagan writers
speak of this sin contrasts strongly with the reserve of the
sacred writers respecting it St Paul, Eph, v, 12, remarks,
that ““it is a shame even to speak of those things which are
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done of them in sceret.”  And Sir Thomas Drowne says of
unnatural vices, that « they should have no registry hut that
of hell.” The {reedom aud indifference with which even
such moral writers as Plato and Plutarch allude to pederasty, -
illustrate the great difference, in respect to delicacy and puri-
ty, between pagan and Christian morality.  doyypoovimr |
> Plato (Symposium, 196) employs the term as
the conirary of efoyyuorivy, the gracetul and decent.  kurep-

“indecency.’

yalépevo] the preposition is intensive.  Compare vii. 13, 17,
I8, The indeceney 1= unblushingly perpetrated.  drrguodiar]
the recompense is the gnawing unsatishied lust itsell, together
with the dreadful physical and moral consequences of de-
bauchery. 2\ celebrated actor, on walking throngh the
syphilitic ward of a hospital, remarked: “God Almighty
writes a legible hand.”  &e] implies the necessity fixed and
made certain by the divine appointment.  wAdiys] the literal
meaning of the word must be kept in mind; they had 2=
dered away from the true God, in the manuer deseribed in
verses 21-23.  Compare the Latin and English error. év
dovrots] the evil consequenees are internal: in their own souls
and bodies; and mutual: commuuicated to one another, and
reccived from one another.

VEr. 28. The apostle now passes from the sensual to the
mental sins, to which the retributive justice of God gives the
licathen over.  xadws] denotes both the cause, and the pro-
portion.  God withdrew his restraint, hecrrese they abused
and misused their innate convietions, and én proportivn as
they did so. okipacar] a paranomasia with ddokymor: “us
they did not think it worth while (alter trial), God gave
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them over to a worthiess (alter trial) mind.”  wvotv] denotes,
here, not intellectual perception, hut moral disposition, as in
Coloss. iii, 17, Nobs, in Seripture, like wrefpa, is sometimes
put for xapdia. Compare Mat. v. 3; xxvi. 41; Rom, viii. 27.
In this passage, it signifies the bent or inclination: what is
denominated in ISph. iv. 23, the “spirit of the mind.,”  The
Iinglish word “mind,” in like mamer, sometimes denotes not
pereeption hut inelination, as in the question: What is your
mind? In the LEnglish version of Rom. viii. 6, ¢poryua,
which relers to the will, is rendered by “mind.”  The pa-
gan, hecause ol holding down the truth in unvighteousness,
was judicially given over to o disposition, or inclination, that
is vile and detestable. The vobs in the sense of infellect was
still of value, but in the sense of heart and inclination was
worthless.  wowelv] i, e, 700 wotetv. It is equivalent to a geni-
tive exegetical of dboxepor votv: “an inclination to do.” w3
kadijrorra] a litotes for detestable. The Greek conception
of sin was weaker than the Ilebrew, having an undue reler-
ence to the idea of the decorous and becoming, T6 wpémar.
This is scen in the feebleness of some ol the terms employed
cven by St. Paul.  Compare doygpoovr, i. 27; T odk dvyrovra,
Eph. v. 4; 16 dvijror, Philemon 8.

VER 20, memdppwuévovs] 1. may agree with adrois; in
which case, the sins mentioned in verses 29-31 arc causes of
the action denoted hy mupédwker; 2. may depend upon =opé-
dwker; in which ease they are the consequences of this action.
T'he second is preferable, because merdnpopérovs, ete., is most
naturally to be regarded as epexcgetical of wowedy 7 pay kad)-
korra.  The sins now to be specilied are intellectual and not
sensual, Their seat is in the mind, and not in the body,



CITAPTER 1. 20. 31

The Receptus rcading, mopveia, is omitted by NABC Copt.,
ZEth., Lachm., Tisch.; and it is improbable that the writer,
having previously deseribed the sensual sins of the pazan,
should return to them again, and then mention hut a single
one. These mental sins are 1. general; 2 particular. The
former are connected with merhgpwuérovs; the latter with
pearobs.  wdoy| ix anarthrous, because all sorts and varieties
arve meant.  aowdy] “unrighteousness ™ is the most general
term possible.  worgple| ¢ wickedness” is another general
word. By Anistotle it 1s opposed to dpery, and by Cicero is

> or ‘“malicious-

translated by vitiositas,  susde] ¢ madice,’
ness” (Eng. Ver), is the inward iemper, “the leaven of
malice,” 1 Cor. v. 8; as kaxoydele (verse 29) is the temper
exhibited in act.  Aristotle delines raxie as a disposition to
put the worst interpretation upon every thing, éxl 76 xefpov
vmoNapfSdvey Td mirra.  wheoreSin] “covetousness ™ is not to
be limited to the particular viee ol avarice, but denotes the
general sin of lust, or inordinate desire alter creature-good,
in preference to the Creator. Hence it is defined to be

» i "

“idolatry,” in 5. It is that wide form ol sin
which is forbidden in the tenth commandmnent. This latter
is rendered by the Septuagint, otk émuypjures; and St. Paul,
in Coloss. iii. 5, associates mheoveflu with émduula xaxi,
pearovs] like memAypwpérous, implies that the sins mentioned
are not shallow and superficial, but deep and central.
¢ddvov] tmmediately follows zeorefiu, beenuse it is a phase
ol it. Ile who covets, or lusts alter, a created good, envies
another who possesses it.  @dvov] “murder ™ naturally comes
from envying another’s possessions, and lusting after them.
éidos] “strife” with another lor creature-cood ocers in ense
the extreme of murder is not resorted to.  8ohov]| “ deceit”
is employed to aid in the strife.  xuxondelus] “malignity s
the outward manifestation of “malice” (xaxiv); cnvy, strile,
and deceit, prompt various malignant acts.
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86rov raronJeias, © YuIvpioras, rgarakdhovs, JeooTuryels,
vBpiotds, vmepnddvovs, alalovas, épevperas raxdv, ryo-
vebow ametdels, * asvvérovs, aovrdéTous, aoTopyous, ave-

Ve 30, yudvporas] “seeret slanderers,” or “backbiters.”
katahdNovs] “open ealumniators.”  Jeosrvyeis] Suidas gives
both the active and passive signilications, and assigns the
active to St. Paul’s use ol the word here. The majority of
commentators take this view. The eclassical use is the pas-
sive. The Vulgate has deo odibiles.  The Peshito gives the
active signification.  This is [avored by the context, in which
all the other sins deseribe man’s fecling towards God, and
not God's feeling towards man,  IfBpwrras] “insolent” in
word or act. Owepygdrovs]  haughty” in temper and spirit.
dhadovas| *boastliul”
than pride,—which lutter is signilicd by drepyduvovs. The dis-

s a term that denotes vanity rather

tinction between the two is expressed in Swif(’s remark, that
“the proud man is too proud to be vain.”  épevperas xuxiv |
Tacitus (A\nn., iv, 11) deseribes Sejanus as [acinorum om-
niam repertor ¢ and Viegil (Clneid, il 163), speaking {rom
the Trojan point of view, styles Ulysses seelerum dnventor,
yovetaw dradeis| s the virtue of filial obedience is placed in
the deealogue, so the vice of filial disobedience is placed in
this list of heinous sins.

Ver, 31. dovvérous] is the same term that is employed in
verse 21 to deseribe the effeet of sin upon the intelleet. The
sinuer is without understanding in matters of religion. Cown-
pare 1 Cor.ii, 14 In the Old Testament, sin is folly, and
the sinner a fool. dowdérovs] the alpha privative wmay
denote: 1. an unwillingness to make a covenant: i, e., ““irre-
concilable,” or * quarrelsome; ” 2.0 a readiness to break a
covenant whien made: i, e, “treacherous,” or ¢“covenaii-
breakers.,”  Meyer coutends for the sceoud signification,
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citing Suidas and Ilesychius, and asserting that the first has
no support in usage. dgrdpyovs| wanting even in respeet to
the aropy, or instinctive affection, ol the animal world gener-
ally.  dvelejuoras] naturally follows the preceding word. If
man loses the love of his own offspring, of course he loses all
love of his race, and is without any compassion or sympathy.
The Receptus, alter dordoyovs, inserts aomdrdous (“without liba-
tions:” which were offered when enmities were reconciled) ; hut
it is omitted in RABDISG Peshito, Copt., Lachm., Tiseh. This
catalogue of sins is very similar to that givenin 1 Tim. iii, 2-4.

VER. 32. olrwves] denotes a class, quippe qui.  All such as
commit these sins know that they are sins, and that they are
damnable. 8waiwpa] has two signilications: 1. a statute, or
commandment, Luke i. 6; Rom. ii. 26; viit. 43 Heb. ix. 1,
10. 2. a verdiet, or decision, cither of acquittal or of con-
demnation, Rom. v, 16, 13; Rev. xv, 4; xix. 8. The sccond
is the signilication here. St. Paul does not mean to say,
lLere, that the heathen knew the law itself, as a statute or
command of God. This he had already said.  But that they
knew the decision, or verdict of God respecting such dis-
obedience of the law. &myvdrres] the preposition is inten-
sive, and the participle is employed concessively: “although
they clearly knew,” in the manner deseribed in verses 19221
wpagaovtes| “ practising:” [requent action is denoted.  Javd-
rov] From the pagan point ol view, this would be the pun-
ishments of Tartarus, some of which are represented as end-
less by Plato (Gorgias, 5253).  “They who have been guilty
of the worst crimces, and arc incurable by reason of their
crimes, arc made examples; for, as they are incurable, the

2*
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time has passed, at which they can reeeive any beuncefit them-
selves.  DBut others get good, when they behold them {orever
(rov et xpovor) cnduring the most terrible and painful and
fearful sufferings, as the penalty of their sins.  And Ilomer
deseribes Tantalus, and Sysiphus, and Tityus as sullering
everlasting (rov del xpdvor) punishment in the world below.”
Plutarch also (e sera numinis vindieta) represents the
Furies as tormenting lorever those whom DPocna in this life,
and Diké in the future life, have [ailed to relorm. Guilt is
in its own nature endless; and hence the “fearful looking
for of judgment,” ITeh, x. 27, is also in its own nature end-
less. From St. Paul’s point of view, which is that of re-
vealed religion, Jdvaros is everlusting.,  owrevdokolow] to take
pleasure in seeing another comumit a sin implies even greater
depravity than to commit it personally. The viciousness is
less impulsive, and more cold-blooded and Satanie. Com-
pare 2 Thess. ii. 2.

Respeeting the guilt of the heathen, the eriterion laid
down by St. Paul is also concisely stated in James iv. 17:
“To him that knoweth to do good, and doeth it not, to him
it is sin.”  Wherever the individual’s character and conduct
fail to come up to the individual’s knowledge, there is sin.
Any rational creature who knows more than he puts in prac-
tice is ipso lacto guilty. Compare the author’s Sermons to
the Natural Man, pp. 78-122. Upon the general subject,
sce Tholuck, On the Nature and Moral influence of Hea-
thenism, Biblical Repository, Vol. 1I.; Neander’s Church
History, I. 1-68; Wuttke’s Sittenlehre.
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Ver. 1. The apostle now procceds to consider the moral
character and condition of the Jew, for the purpose of evin-
cing that he, likewise, needs the Swuwogivy Jeot.  816] looks
hack to yap in Rom. i. 13, and relers to the whole line of re-
mark made in Rom. 1. 13-32 respecting the connection of
moral knowledge with moral obligation.  drazoloyyros] is
forensic in meaning: without defence belore the divine tri-
bunal where the Swalope (i 3?) is pronounced.  &-Ipome] is
cemployed universally, but with the intention, in the writer’s
mind, to apply what is said of man generally to the Jew par-
ticularly.  =ds] is the nominative explanatory of the voeative,
Compare Mat. 1. 20, gpliwr] denotes not merely the forming
of an estimate, but the passing of a sentence. It is a uni-
versal trait in man, to sit in judgment upon the conduct of
others.  This is an additional prool that man possesses the
moral knowledge that has been aseribed to him in chapter i.;
otherwise he would have no rule to judge by. This pro-
pensity was stronger in the Jew than in the Gentile, bheeause
of his possession of the written as well as the wnwritien
law. It is rebuked by Christ, in Mat. vii. 1-3. é ¢] 1. in-
strumental: the sentence that is passed is the very means by
which the one passing it is himscll sentenced; 2 supply
xpovw; 3. supply mpaypare.  The last is simplest.  rov €repor]
the article singles out the individual. xaraspives] the prepo-
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sition is intensive. The sentence which man passes upon his
fellow-man comes back upon himsell in yet severer form.
7& adrd] not necessarily all the particular vices mentioned in
the preceding chapter, hut the same in prineiple.  mpdooes]
denotes habitual practice, as in 1. 32, 0 «pivor] is repeated
for the sake of cmphasizing the inconsisteney of condemning
a sin and yet practising it.

Vien 2. olduper] Not the Jews particularly, huat a general
truth.  Ivery one knows.  6¢] marks the heginning of the
argument: “now” we know: This reading is supported by
ABDIEG Peshito, Recept., Lachm.  The reading yap is sup-
ported by NC Copt., Vulg.,, Tisch. xptua] the judicial ver-
dict.  xara d\jdear] impartiality is parcticularly intended,

)

as the context shows.  éri] the sentence comes down upon
them. rowatra] such as have been spoken of in Rom. i
18-32.

Ver 3. doydly] is kindred in meaning to dwloyiopots in
Rom. i. 21: “Do you imagine ?7  8¢] is correlative to 8¢ in
verse 21 ¢ Now, we kiow, ete., . . . and, do you lmagine,
ete.” oy abra] For prool, sce the terms in which Christ
speaks of the Jews, Mat. iii. 75 xii. 305 xvi. 41 Mark viii. S8,
Tuite] Is contemptuowsly emphatic.  éxeiéy] the word de-
notes exemption rather than aequittal.  The person ad-
dressed s supposcd to imagine that he will escape the trial
to which others will be brought. At this point, the Jew,
though not named, is brought into view, and heneeforth
kept in view; {or, exemption from the tests and punish-
ments to whieh the Gentiles are liable was thought by the
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Jew to be his national prerogative. The Jewish feeling is
indicated in Mat. iii. 7-9.

VEer. 4. 4] “or,” in case thou dost not thus imagine, ““dost
)

thou despise,” ete.  The particle introdueces a new case,
wAobror] is emphatic by colloeation. It is a frequent word
with =t Paul ;@ not a Uebraisin, but a common tern lor
abundance. DPlato (uthyphro, 12) speaks ol whovros tijs vo-
dius.  xpyordrros| * goodness,” in the sense of good-will, or
kindness : not the attribute by which God is good (holiness),
but by which he does good (benevolence). It is a general
term, under whiecl droy)) and paxpodvpia are species.  For the
meaning of these, sce comnment on iii, 23, saragporets] the
contempt is in the disreqard of the tendency ol the divine
goodness to produce repentance.  dyrodr] ‘“not recognizing.”
The word implies an action of the will along with that of the
understanding. It is that culpable ignorance whicl results :
1. from not reflecting upon the truth; and 2. from an aver-
sion to the repentance which the truth is {itted to produce.
It is the “willing ignorance” spoken of in 2 Pet.iii. 5. Cown-
pare also the use of dyvodw in Aects xvii. 23; Rom. x. 3.
perdrowdr] sorrow for, and turning {rom, the sins that have
been mentioned, and eharged home.  dye] the present tense
denotes the natural tendeney and influence of the divine at-
tribute of goodness. The context shows that this tendency
was resisted and thwarted. The apostle is not speaking,
here, of the effectual operation of special grace upon the
human will, but only of common influences.

VER. 5. Not a continuation of the question, but an em-
phatic aflirmative seutence stating the actual fact in the
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case. kari] denotes that the conscquence, namely the
wrath, is according or proportionate to the cause, namely
the hardness and impeniteney.  xapdiav] the heart, in the
biblical psychology, includes the wille It inelines, Ps. exix.
1125 seeks, Deut. iv. 295 lusts, Rom. 1. 245 trusts, Prov. xxxi.
115 prarposes, 2 Cor. Ix. 73 turns, Luke 1. 173 belicecs, Row.
X. 9, 105 reprats, om. i . An impenitent heart, conse-
quently, is culpable, and merits the wradh of God. Compare
Acts viil. 21, 20 Ipearpidas] the wrath aceumulates, like
waters at a dam, by heing held back by the divine droyj and
pospodvpia.  oeavrg | denotes the individuality and voluntari-
ness of the process. & fpépe] “in,” or “on,” the day when
the accumudated wrath will hurst the limits of forbearance
and long-suffering.  This day is the great day of final judy-
ment.  dpyis] defines the day of judgment, in reference to
the wicked. dmokalifews duatorpalus] delines the judgent
day in reference to both the wicked and the good.  The lat-
ter word is found only here in the Now Testament. It is
employed in patristic Greek, and in an anonymous transla-
tion of Hos. vi. 5, where the Sept. has xpiua.

Verses (G-16 constitute a paragraph, in which there is a
train of thought (suggested by the allusion to the day of
doom in ver. 5) respecting: 1. The ethical ground of the
judgment, namely, the character and conduet of men; .
The subjects, Jews and Gentiles: 3. The rule of judemcent,
namely, the moral law, written and nnwritten.  In tlis con-
neetion, the apostle was not called upon te say anything
about righteousness by [aith, and therefore it is not men-
tioned, Ile speaks of law ouly, not of the gospel.  Ile de-
scribes the legal position upon which man stands by ereation,
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irrespective cither of apostacy or redemption, in order to ex-
hibit the principles upon which reward and penalty are dis-
tributed under the divine govermuent. This answers the
objection of those who allege that St. Paul here teaches
legalism, or righteousness by works.  The apostle no nore
contradicts himsell here, than when he cites from Moses the
cthical principle. * The man that doeth those things shall
live by them,” Rom. x. 55 or when he alirms that, * To him
that worketh is the reward not reckoned ol grace, but of
debt,” Rom. iv. 5. In this paragraph, the writer merely
enunciates the principles of a universal legislation [or moral
heings. Whetlier disobedient man can attain salvation hy
them, is a question hy itsell, abundantly answered in the
Epistle as a whole.

VER. . amodwoe] applies to the recompense cither of re-
ward, or ol punishment; ecither to remmnerative, or retribu-
tive justice. xard] denotes proportion, as in verse 5. éyu]
the actions are the exponent of the heart, as in Christ’s ac-
count of the last judgment, in Mat. xxv.

Ve 7. xad] “in proportion to,” as in verses 5 and G,
vmoporyr| denotes patient perseveranee, and implieg an abi-
ding disposition.  Compare Luke viii. 15, It is applied to
hope, faith, and other graces, 1 Thess. i. 3; 2 Thess. i. 4;
Jamesi. 3. 8cfav] 1. the heavenly glory; 2. the divine ap-
probation, as in John xil. 43, The latter meaning is favored
by the context. The elass ol persons spolen of patiently
lahor after an approving sentence in the final judgment:
aflter the plaudit, “ Well done,” Mat, xxv. 21 ryopr| is the
Lonor that comes from the divine approbation, dgJapaiur]
is the dlessed immortality consequent upon the divine verdict
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of approval. The theary of the annihilation of the wicked
receives no support from this text, because that ¢ glorious”
nnmortality is here intended, in which the body of the he-
liever alone is raised, L Cor. xv. 43; which he “inherits,”
1 Cor. xv. 505 which he “puts on,” 1 Cor. xv. 33; 1o “attuin
unto” which, he toils and suffers, Philip. iii. 11} and which
he “sceks for,” Rom, i, 6. It is not that common inunortali-

I

ty which iy neither sought for, nor toiled aflter, but belongs
to man merely as man.  Aceording to Acts xxiv. 15, both
the just and the unjust are to be vaised from the grave; hut
the resurrection-body of the believer is diseriminated [rom
that of the unbelicver by the epithet émovpdrvior, 1 Cor. xv, 40,
All human bodies at the resurrection are “spiritual ” bodies,
in the sense that they are adapted to a spirvitual world; but
only the bodies of the redeemed ave ¢ celestial.”  The latter
are raised “in glory” and “in power,” 1 Cor. xv. 43; the

(13

former “awake to shame and everlasting contempt,” Dan,

xii. 2; the latter come forth from the grave to the “resur-

7 11

reetion of life;” the [lormer to the “resurrcetion of damna-
tion,” John v. 29,  Zwyw] sc. dmoddoe. This is a general
term denoting all forms of [elicity, as Jdraros, its contrary,
denotes all forms of misery. The preceding context shows
that it includes the glorification of the hody, as well as the
blessedness of the soul.  aldwior] There heing no motive to
deny that this term when used in connection with the hap-

piness ol heaven signilics endlessness, it is not denicd.

VER. & 7ois 8¢] sc.olow. ] with the genitive épudedas, de-
scribes the trait with reference to its heing a root or source
ol action. Ttis stronger than an adjective. Meyer compares
€k wiorews, il 20; e mepurops, iv. 12; & dywr vépov, Gal. iil
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105 & dydmys, Philip. i. 17, épededas] is not derived from éps,
as Is proved by 2 Cor. xil 20 and Galo v, 20, hut [rom éudos,
a laborer” for hire; henee, *mercenary ™ or “sclf-sceking.”
The signification ol the term is [urther explained by the Iol-
lowing clause: xat grecdotor, ete. The persons spoken ol o
not follow after the truth, for the truth’s sake, but from
sellish and partisan motives, and there is, consequently, no
true obedience.  The Jew, more than the Gentile, it should
be noticed, is now in the cye of the writer, and this hire-
ling and partisan advocacy of the truth was a character-
istic trait of the Jew: like the trait, previously mentioned
(ii. 3), of fancied exemption (rom the trial to which the Geu-
tile was liable.  The passionate and impatient temper of the
partisan is also the exact contrary ol the tmopery,  wedopé-
vos] there is no indilference in the will, or negative state of
the moral disposition.  Those who do not obey, positively
disobey.  dpyy xai Jvpds] se. dwodwoerar, suggested by drode-
oce in verse G. épyy, “wrath,” is the inward feeling, and
Juuds, “indignation,” is the external manifestation.  oth
are {rce from sellish passion.  Sce explanation of Rom. i. 18,

Vir, & In this and the [ollowing verse, the writer cou-
cisely repeats, for emphasis, the principles of distributive
Justice cnunciated in verses 0-8. J\yus xai orevoxwpla] sc.
dmoduigerar.  The former term refers more to the cause of the
feeling, and the latter to the fecling itself.  The latter is the
more intense word, as 2 Cor. iv. § shows. The ctymoloay (a
tight or close place) denotes that the feeling i3 accompanicd
with a sense of helplessness.  guyape| denotes the whole man,
as in Rom. xiil. 15 the higher spiritual part being naturally
put for the total person; particulurly as the punishment,
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though not exclusively vet principally, {alls upon the soul.
kerepyadopérov] the participle is intensive @ ¢ perpetrating.”
=piror] Airst in order, as in Aets iil. 26, and first in degree:
pre-eminence in privileges, il abused, carries pre-eminence in
condemnation.

Ver 10, 86fa kal 7yan)] See comment on Rom. ii. 7. elpipry]
is opposcd to areroyopie. It is the term specially chosen by
Christ to denote the spiritual blessedness of the redeemed.
Compare John xiv. 273 xvio 53, Christian peace is twolold:
1. the pacification ol the remorseful conscience, through
atoncment; 2. the removal of the violent antagonism be-
tween will and conseicnce and the restoration of the serene
equilibrium of the soul, through sanctification.

Ver. 11 assigns the reason of the procedure mentioned in
verses § and 10, and is aimed at the Jew, who claimed special
privileges helore God.  mpogwmopyin] “partiality,” or greater
favor to one person than to another, when hoth have equal
claims: as in the instance of parent and child, or of the
government and the eitizen, It is impossible that there
should be partiality in the exereise of merey, hecause there
canuot he an obligation or claim of any kind, in this casc.
God may do as he will with “his own,” that is, with that
which is not duc in justice.  See Mat. xx. 10-13.  But there
may be partality in the administration of just/cc, A reward
cqually due to two persons may he arbitrarily given to one,
and arbitrarily relused to the other; one of two criminals
may be arbitrarily sentenced, and the other arbitrarvily re-
leased, by an earthly judge. No such “respeet of persons”
is found in God.
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Ve 12, The apostle proceeds {o prove his statement that
God is impaztial in the administration of justice, by consid-
cring the case of the Jew and the Greck respectively,  yip]
introduces the argument. drépos] without the written or
Mosaie law, Compare 1 Cor. ix. 21 sjpapror] denotes an
act deserving ol condemnation, and implies the existence of
an unwritten law; for, sin is impossible without law of some
kind, according to iv. 15; v. 13, Pluto (IXe Legibus, viil
§55) and Xenophon (Memorabilia, IV, iv. 10) speale of »épos
dyparros. The unwritten law has already been mentioned
by hmplication, in 10 yreeror 705 Jeod parepor € ulrols, i. 10,
An unwritten revelation of the Supreme DBeing himsell in-
volves an unwritten revelation of his law.  The law of con-
science compared with the written law, differs from and is
nferior to it, in the following respeers: 1. Tt is less specilic;
2. It is more exposed to honest doubts in particular cases;
3. It is much more liuble to corruption and alteration; L Its
sanctions are less explicit.  Notwithstanding these deficien-
cies, however, the unwritten law is sufficiently elear to be
transgressed; and suthiciently authoritative to constitute its
transgression a sin.  «ai] emphasizes not drdpws, but dro-
Aofrrae; the verbs are the emphatic words: “as many as have
sénned shall also priish.”  dmootvrai] denotes the contrary
of owrppiu, 1. 16; of Ljoeror, i. 17; of Lwy alowos, 1i. 7; and
consequently implies endless perdition.  Sec comment on
Javdros, Rom. i. 32. &] “in the sphere of,” or “under.”
vépw] is the written law: it is anarthrous, beeause the Mosaic
law is meant.  The phrase év vduo is the contrary of drduws,
kpdhjoovrar] denotes a judgment or sentence of condemna-
tion, as in Luke xix, 22; John iii. 171 “shall be condemned,”
rather than “shall be judged” (Eng. Ver.). St. Paul here
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represents the difference between the “perdition” of the
Gentile and the *“condemnation” of the Jew, as onc of
degree, not of kind.  Both result from a deeision in the last
day (verse 16), from which there is no appeal.  Hopeless-
ness characterizes hoth,  DBut the measure of guilt is greater
in one case than in the other, and the degree of sulfering is
so likewise.  Compare Christ’s statement ol the case, in Mat,
N1 21245 xii 41, 425 Take xii. 47, 48, That servant whicl
knew his lord’s will elearly, and did it not, shall be heaten
with many stripes; and he who knew it not clearly, but knew
it dimly, and did it not, shall he beaten with few stripes.

Ver. 13. drpoarai] refers to the synagogue-reading of the
Mosaic law. There is no such partinhty in God as would
declare a mere aunditor of the law to be righteous.  Cowmpare
James 1. 22, Slkaror and Swarwdrjoovrad] signily proroinccd
just, not made just, Luke vii. 205 Rom. iii. . Both terms
denote a declaration or verdiet merely, and supposc that the
rightceousness has alrcady heen wrought, or produced, upon the
ground of which the person is “ justiicd.”  wogyrai] St. Paul
here states an obvious principle of ethies. Ile who obeys
the law will of course he denominated obedient, and declared
to be a just person. It must he carclully noted, however,
that the action denoted by womral is perfeet and conmpidete
action. It is like that indicated by 6 éyalopéros in Rom. iv,
4, and intended in Gal. iil. 10, 12, A partial obedienee is
insuflicient.  Sinlessness in the inward disposition, and per-
feetion in every ontward act, are reguisite {o constitute a
moupnjs.  This would exclude all such obedience as 1s spoken
of in the context, ii. 15, which is accompunied with alterna-
tious of sell-reproach and sclf-acquittal. Swwwhjoovral] is
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best connected with ev Juépa, in verse 16; beeause the ver-
dict is one pronounced by the Great Judge upon the great
day. There is no coullict, here, with the doetrine of justifi-
cation by faith. The writer cites an axiom i ethics, name-
ly, that perfect personal obedience will he recognized and
rewarded Dby that impartial Judge who is no respeeter of
persons, and that nothing short of this will he.  That any
man will actually appear before this teibunal with such an
obedicnee, is netther aflirmed nor denied, in the mere state-
ment of the principle.  The solution of this question must
be sought for elsewhere in the Epistle.

Ver. 14, With Lachmann and Meyer, we regard this and
the following verse as parenthetical.  St. Paul interrupts his
course of thought, in order to illustrate the sell-evident
priuciple, that only doers and not hearers of the law shall
be justilied, by a reference to acts ol morality and immorali-
ty, and the consequent workings ol conseience, in the case of
a pagan. Whenever the heathen obeys the monitions of
conscience, in a particular instance, and performs an exter-
nal virtuous act, his conscience ¢ excuses” him. This is
analogous to God’s justifying the docr ol the law, before his
tribunal on the last day. Whenever, on the contrary, the
heathen disobeys the command of conscience and does a
viclous act, his conscienee “accuses ” hin,  In this case, he
is a hearer only, and not a doer, and is condemned, and not
justified.  “Every man's conscience,” says Tillotson, “is a
kind of God to him, and aceuseth or absolves him, according
to the present persuasion ol it.” By the phrase: “do by
nature the things contained in the law,” the writer does not
mean that sinless and perfect obedience which he hus in
view in of womral rdpov, of verse 13, but only something re-
sembling it, which serves to confinm the particular truth that
lie would enforce. Tiie exegesis ol the passage will prove this,
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grav] ¢ Whenever,” denotes a hypothetical ease, but one
that may and does ocear.  vyiap] introduces the analogous
instance in which the principle is illustrated, that not the
hearer but the doer is justilied.  &hm] is anarthrous, to de-
note the heathen generally.  The adjunet, 7 pi) vépor éxovra,
shows that no particular pagan is intended.  véuor] the writ-
ten law.  ¢ioe] “ by nature:” that is, from the aperation of
a natural impulse.  The term implies that the action in (ues-
tion is founded upon something innate.  Compare i 27
Gal. i1, 155 iv. 8. St. Paul has in view that spontancous
attempt to follow the law of conseience which is seen in
every act of pagan morality.  Whether the act is morally
perfect or imperflect, holy or sellish, depeads upon its mo-
tive, and must he decided by other considerations than the
mere signiflication of ¢ive.  DBoth right and wrong, perfect
and imperfeet actions may he done by nature,” that i, [rom
a natural impulse. 76 700 ropov] s not equivalent to 6 vipos,
inii. 15, 27 U is fractional, denoting only some particular
parts of the law, and not the law as a whole,  Individual
statutes, such as relate to external morality, wre meant. The
pagan does not obey the law in its entivety. That the Apos-
tle has not in his mind such a spiritual and perfect obedience
as is attributed to the womral of verse 13, and such as would
be a ground of justification “in the day when God shall judee
the secrets of men by Jesus Christ,” is proved by il 15, whera
b

he speaks of an “ «eensing” conscicnee as still characterizing

these very persons who ¢
»

do by nature the thines containeld

in the law:” and by iii. 9-12, where he aliinns that Jews oued

Ceentiles are “all under <in,” and that “ there is none rizhi-

I

cous, no not one;” aund also by dil. 20, where he asserts that

“no flesh shall he justificd by the deeds of the Taw)” that is
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to sav, by personal character and conduct. The doctrinal
unity of the Ipistle to the Romans forbids any other inter-
pretation, to say nothing of the teaching of the Pauline
Epistles generally, as well as of the other Seriptures.  éav-
Tois ropos | The voiee of conscience is aunthoritative, and men-
acing. Henee it is naturally denominated a v, Compare
Aristotle’s vopos dr éavrg, and Clicero’s ipse sibi lex est.

VER. 15. oirwes] denotes the class,  éddelovovrar] ¢ show
ont,” by the actions designated in modeu.  Whenever a
pagan hears the voice of conseience he is an drxpoarys vipou,
If he disobeys its command, and practises vices like those
which St. T’aul has previously spoken of, heis a hearer and
not a doer. He is not ‘‘justified,” but condemned by his
‘“accusing” conscience. If, on the contrary, he refrains
from a vicious act when tempted, he is a doer as well as a
hearer of the law. Iis conscience “excuses.” And al-
though [ear, or self-interest i soine Jorm or other, be the
ruling motive of the aet, it sill has its justifying foree,
Though the act. in this caxe, does not spring [rom love, and
s not a spiritual and perfect act, vet the conseience does not
“accuse ? the man of yielding. It does not impute a vicious
act to him. On the contrary, it “excuses,” or “justifies”
iy, quo ad koo, &yov Tob véuwov] the particular work which
the law cnjoins: the “preseript” of the law. This term,
#lso, like 7a Tot ropov, denotes only an individual statute, in
distinetion from the law as a totality.  ypamror] Compare
1. 1905 and vépos dypados (Plato, Laws viil. 838), vépot dypudor
{Thueydides, ii. 37), and réupa dypemra (Sophocles, Antigone,
454, 493).  kapbiues] is here put for mrefuere or roi, as in 1
28 vods is put for xapdlu, and ini. 9 wretpa is put lor xapdia,
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See comment on i. 9, 28.  The apostle has in mind, here, the
understanding and not the heart; the intellectual perception
of law and not the allectionate love of it.  1le is not speak-
Ing of that writing ol the law in the human heart which is
cllceted in regeneration, alluded to in Jer. xxxi. 83, 34; Ileb.
x. 16, 17; 2 Cor, iii. 535 but of that engraving of it in the
human conscience which is effeeted in creation,  That thisis
50, is proved by the substitution, in the context, of oureidyois
for xapdia. cvppaprpeioys| conscience co-testifies with the
preseript of the law, respecting the agreement or disagree-
ment of the act with the prescript. The statute says: “Thou
shalt.” Conscicnee replies, “Thou hast,” or, “Thou hast
not.”  There may also be a relerence to the fact that con-
scienee, by reason ol its rigorous impartiality, scems to be
an alter ego, objective to” the man, bearing witness to his
guilt or innocence as if it were a third party. Cowmpare ix. 1.
curadjoens | con-scientia : the preposition in composition
here, again, brings to view the dualism in the self-conscious-
ness.  In every act of self-acquittal or self-condemnation,
there is an apparent duplication of the unity of the ego;
that is to say, there are two psychological distinetions, one
of which is the subjeet aequitting or condemning, and the
other is the oljcet acquitted or condemmned.  peradl] governs
éA\jAwy, so that the clause is cquivalent to &radAed, “alter-
nately.” dAAjlwv] refers to Aoywoudv. The writer has in
view seffScondemnation or sef7tacquittal, and not a heathen’s
blame or praise of another heathen.  Aoyopdv] “reflections;™
the term denotes the reflex action of the mind wherehy it
furns in upon itsell, and reviews its own agencies.  xampyo-
prévren] supply éweros: the individuals themselves are the
objects of the aceusation,  St. Paul mentions the accusing
action of conscience first in the order, hecause this consti-
tutes the major part of the heathen consciousness.  There is
vastly more of self-reproach than of self-acquittal in the
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pagan experience,  Sclf-condemnation and remorse are the
rule, because sin is the rule.  For descriptions of this con-
stitutional action of conscienee, see Plato’s Republie, 1. 3505
ix. 579, Lven when there 1s a greatly nubrated moral state,
there is often great remorse.  Tiberius says to the Roman
Senate: “ Quid seribam vobig, patres conscriptl, aut (romodo
seribam, aut quid omnino non seribam Lo tempore, din me
deteque pejus perdant, (uam perire me quotidie sentio, si
scio.” And upon this Tacitus remarks: ¢ Adeo facinora
atque flagitia sua ipsi quoque tn supplicin verterant,  Negue
frustra praestantissimus sapicntive hrmare solitus est, si reclu-
dantur tyrannorum mentes, posse aspici laniatus et ietus;
quando, ut corpora verberibus, ita sievitia, libidie, malis
consultis, animus dilacerctur: (uippe Tiberinm non fortuna,
non solitudines protezehant, quin tormenta peecatoris suas-
que ipse peenas fateretur” (Taciti Ann., vi. 7). Sec also
Anng xiv. 105 xv. 36, xai] whether this be rendered @ even,”
or “also,” the implication is, that the “excusing™ action of
conscience is something ¢.etraordinadry ; more uncommon, cer-
tainly, than the “accusing” action.  1Iad the writer deemed
the one to be as common as the other, and hoth to be upon
a parity, e would not have introduced wai.  dmoloyovpérwr]
this word is negative, denoting nen-aceusation or mere non-
imputation, rather than positive praise and commendation:
sell-acquittal rather than self-approval. The best pagan life,
as deseribed in this passage, is not uniform. Itis an alterna-
tion of vicious and virtuous actions, accompanied with an al-
ternating experience of self-reproach and scll-acquittal. And
in the alternation, the “accusing” [ar outruns the “ exeus-
ing,” because the viee springs from an abiding disposition,
while the virtue springs mercly from a momentary volition.
The former is the index of the real inelination, while the lat-
ter is the exeeptional product of the will under the influence
of fcar or some prudential motive.  Consequently, the “ex-
3
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cusing ” action of conscience, in the case referred to, is not
cquivalent to “the answer of a gool conscience toward
God,” 1 Pet. iii. 21, This non-imputation of sin, or *‘justi-
ficution” of the pagan, is relative only. It i5 not absolute
and perleet, like that of the ualullen angels, which is founded
upon sinless perfeetion, or like that of redeemed sinners,
which is founded upon the rightcousness of Christ. Dut
though only an imperfect and relative justilication, it [ur-
nishes an analogue by which to illustrate the dictum, that
not the mere hearer but the doer is justificd.

The defeets in pagan virtue are the same that are seen in
the legality, or morality of the nominal Christian, 1. It is
fragmentary: not the ruling and steady disposition of the
person, but a {ractional and intermittent activity. 2. It
springs from the jmpulse ol sclf-interest, and not from the
love and adoration of God. 3. It is vitiated hy the pride of
czotisin.  True and perfect virtue, like that of the seraphim,
and of Christ, is meck and lowly.  See Isa, vio 2, 33 Mat. v,
85 xi. 20, An extreme instance is mentioned by Plutarch
(On the Contradiction of the Stoies).  Chrysippus remarks:
“ As it well besecems Jupiter to glory in himsclf and his life,
to magnify himsclf, and, if we may so say, to bear up his
hicad and have a high conceit of himselt, so the same things
do not misbeseem all good men, who are in nothing execeeded
by Jupiter.,”  Of the same spirit is the demand, attributed
to Marcus Aurelius, addressed to the deity: “Give me my

dues.”

It was in this reference, and as tested hy spiritual
tests, that Augustine denominated the virtues of the pagans,
splendide vitin.  In looking, therefore, for hopeful indica-
tions in paganism, the search should be to discover a sense
of sin, rather than an assertion of virtue. The virtue of
Socrates, as delincated in the Platonic Dialogues, thongh
lofty and attractive, judged by a human standard, is defec-
tive, Ilc himself acknowledges that the philosophic ideal. of
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character 1s not reached by any man.  His own moral esti-
mates of some ol the horvible vices of his time were indul-
gent, and deficient in ethical encrgy.  And that cutting,
contemptuous ivony, and sense of superiority, with which
Socrates often deals with the faults and transgressions of his
fellow men, evinees that he had not attained to the gentle
and compassionate virtue of St. Paul, as expressed in Gal.
vi. 1.  Morcover, the Socratico-Platonic view of sin, which
malkes it to be ignorance, and, sometines at least, represents
it to be involuntary, is theoretically unfavorable to virtue.

VER. 16, év fuépie] has been connected with Swatohjoorras
(Lachmanng Mever); with xpedijoorrar (Beza, Grotius, Gries-
bach, Winer); with &delkvvvrac (Bengel, Tholuck); with dro-
Aoyovpévor (LRosenmiiller, Koppe).  Iither spudijoorrar or Suue
ohjoorrar may naturally be connected with yuépa, beeause the
condemnation or the justification alike denote an objective
judicial deeision, such as is passed on the day ol judgment.
DBut 8wawSijoorrar, being the nearer antecedent, is preferable.
The action, on the other hand, denoted by the clause xaryyo-
porirTay 3} kal amoloyovpévwy is subjective, occurs as much upon
one day as another, and is sometimes [avorable and some-
times adverse. There is alternate accusation and excuse.
Jut no such alternation in consciousuess is possible on the
day when God shall pass a final judgment.  xpwet] may de-
note a judieial sentence, cither favorable or unfavorable; the
context must decide which it is.  xpurra] this term most nat-
urally rcfers to sins.  Men do not keep their righteousness
seerct from others.  The sentence intended, consequently, is
that of condemnation, «xara 79 elayyéhar] the day of judg-
ment, and the mode of judicial procedure, are particularly
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revealed in the New Testawent, and in econnection with the
doctrine of redemption.  Compare Mat. xxv.; John v, 28,
295 Acts xvil. 31; 1 Cor. iv. 5. pov] is used officialiy, here,
and in xvi. 23, 8t Paal speaks as an ambassador of Christ,
“in Christ’s stead.” Comparc 2 Cor. vi. 20. & Xprorot]
“all judgment is committed to the Son,” John v. 22,27,
Aets xvil 31, et alia. The Redecwer of man is ellicially the
Judge of man.

Ve 17, St Paul)in verses 17-24, now applies the maxim
that not mere hearers but doers of the law shall he justified,
to the Jew.  Inan anacoluthon (verses 17-20); and an anti-
thetic interrogative scentence (verses 21-24), which taken
together ave equivalent to protasis and apodosis, he char,

them with heartne and not doine.  The same charoe is vir-
o bl o

tually made by St. James, 1. 22, 23, € 8¢] 1s supported Ly

B R ’ 3 . .

NABD Deshito, Copt., Aithiop., Griesh., Lach,, Tisch, 8¢y

(13

transitive: ¢ Now,” the case being so, that a mere heurer

shall not be justificd, “if thou art,” ete. ‘lovduios] a name
denoting theoeratic hounor: “Judah, thow art he whom thy
brethren shall praise ;7 §73% are 530y, Gen, xlix. 80 Con-
pare also Gen. xxix. 335 Rev.ii. 9. émoropdy| “art styled;”
perhaps the middle signification is prelerable.  ézaramary]
denotes entire confidence.  The Jew had ne doubt that thie
decalozue was an infzllible rule of conduet, and the Mosaic
ceonomy a divine institution, Al this coniidenee hal de-
generated into a blind trust, as it the mere possession of
such a law were enough. rduw] anarthrous (NADD Lach,,
Tisch.), because, as in verse 14, the Mosaic law is meant,
which is cquivalent to a proper name.  xwvyicar] the Jew
Lad reason to glory in the God of Tsracl, in the good sense,
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of adoration and praise (v. 115 1 Cor. i. 31), but the feeling
had become mere boasting (2 Cor. x. 13; Gal. vi. 13).

VER. 18. 70 Jé\pua] the will of God as revealed in the
Jewish seriptures.  dokipdders i Sudéporra] compare Phill L
10. This clause will be explained, according as the several
significations ol the words are chosen and combined.  Soxe-
pdfev may mean: 1. to examine, or test, as in Luke xiv. 19,
1 Cor. iii. 13, 1 John iv. 1; 2. to understand, or discern (a
result of the act of examining), as in Luke xii. 56, Lom,
xit. 2, 2 Cor. viit. 22, Eph. v. 10; 3. to approve of, or to
like (another result of examining), as in 1 Cor. xvic 3, Rom,
i. 28, xiv. 22. 8upépew may mean: 1. to differ, merely, as
in Gul. il G, iv. 1; 2. to differ for the better, 1. e. to excel, as
i Mat. vi. 26, xii. 12, 1 Cor. xv. 41. Hence, several render-
mgs of the clause: 1. ¢ Thou approvest the things that are
more excellent” (Eng. Version); 2. ¢ Thou discernest the
things that arc obligatory ” (IPeshito); 5. < Thou testest the
things that diifer” (Erasmus); 4. “Thou discernest the
things that differ.”  The last is preferable, hecause the rel-
crence is to casuistry, or the settlement of nice questions in
moaraly, upon which the Jew plumed himself,  This is, also,
the Dbetter rendering of the parallel passage in Phil. i. 10,
beecause in verse 9 the writer mentions “knowledge” and
“Jjudgment” as the particular means by which Lis readers
were Soxgpdle Ta dtadéporta.  karyxoimeros | this cthical dis-
cernment was the [ruit of eatechetical and synagogieal in-
struction in the Ol Testment, particularly the decalogue,
The participle has an explanatory force: “ beertwse thou art
instructed in the law” (Peshito).

VER. 1Y, wémodds] implics personal assurance and un-
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hounded confidence. 7e] “furthermore:” the particle directs
attention to a feature that adds decidedly to the deseription.
bonyor] this term, together with ¢ds and zabevryr and &iddoxa-
Aov, refers both to the original intention of God that the sal-
vation of the world should come out of the Jewish nation,
und to the proselytizing disposition of the Jew.  rvpAdr] to-
gether with exdre, and ddporor, denotes the Gentile or pagan
world. Compare Isa. lx. 25 xlix. 6 ; Mat. xv. 14; Luke ii.
52; John i. 5.

Viir, 200 vyrior] novitiates introduced probationally into
the Jewish congr

bl

gation,  popwewr| the particular preseripts
of the written law constitute a forne, or sehiciee, correspond-
ing to the inward essence of the law. Law requires to be
cembodied in statutes.  yrocems and dindelas] denote two
phases of the same thing: the moral and religious truth
contained in the law is something to be cognized by the hu-
man mind. Truth should be knowledge, and knowledge
should bLe truth; and in knowing the decalogue, the two
things werc sccured to the Jew.

Ver, 21. The casting of the apodosis into an interroga-
tive form brings out more vividly than wonld an aflirmative
proposition, the contrast between the Jew’s knowledge and
the Jew’s conduet, and shows clearly that he is & mere hearer
and not a doer of the law,  «Aérrew] this infinitive, like poyed-
er, does not reguire deiv to be supplied, hecause the notion
of a command is contuined in the governing verhs.  Com-
pare Winer, § 14 b St James, v 4, charges the sin ol de-
frauding the luborer upon the Jew; and Asaph accuses the
people of theft and adultery, Ps. ). 18.
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Ve 22, poedeas] Christ [requently charges this sin upon
the Jews, Mat. xii. 89; xvi. 4; Mark viii. 38. The ancient
prophets often make the charge, Jer. v. 75 vil. 95 Mal. iii, 5.
Compare James iv. 4. Bdedvoodperos] the term denotes the
disgust eaused by a had odor.  ieoovieis] 1. Robbing pagan
teurples, which was forbidden, lest the people should be cor-
rupted by the spoil, Deut. vii. 25; Acts xix. 37; 2 Mae, iv.

25 Josephus, Antiqg., 1V, viii. 10 (Chrysostom, De Wette,
Tritzsche, Mever). 2. Withholding of tithes, and thus rob-
bing the Jewish temple, Mal. iii. 8, 9. There is also, per-
haps, a reference to the desceration ol the temple rebuked
by Christ, Mat. xxi. 135 John ii. 16 (Grotins, Michaelis,
Swald). 3. Irreverence toward God, and profanation of
the Divine majesty, Ezek. xxxvi. 33 (Luther, Calvin, Ben-
zel, Ilodge).  Either the sceond or third is preferable to the
first view, because the instances in which pagan temples
were rabbed by Jews were too inlrequent to found a general
charge upon. kawvyidmat] compare comment on i 17, 7ov
Jeir] the article denotes the true God, the author of the law.
arypales] the dishonor is deseribed in the following verse.

VER. 24 ydp] introduces the proof that God is dishonored.
o Jpds] ““on account of your conduct.”  SBracgyueirar] when
applied to man, denotes calutuny, Rom. iii. 85 and contempt,
or blasphemy, when applicd to God. vyéyparrar] in 2 Sam.
xii, 14; Neh. v. 9; Isa. lil. 5; Ezek, xxxvi. 23.

VER. 25. A new objection begins here.  The failure of
the Jew, like the Gentile, to keep the law has been proved,
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The thought now occurs to the Jew that e 15 in special cov-
enant-relations with God.  The apostle takes this point into
consideration: “You speak of cirenmeision: this is a bene-
A, if you keep the law; otherwise you have no advantage
over the uncircumeized.” pér] ** Circumeision, indeed, it
that is in your mind.”  dpeder] how it profits is stated in
iti. 25 iv. 11, 1. Cireuweision, like a seal upon a docwunent,
formally authenticates the fact that the Jews alone, of all
peoples, have been taken into covenant by the invisible Gad,
and are under his special protection, for a certain particular
purpose which he intends to accomplish by them. 20 This
covenant puts the Jews in possession of a written revelation,
which the Gentile world did not have,  =t. Paul (iii. ) states
that this is the prineipal benelit (wpoTov 6-¢) aceruing to them
from the covenant. éw mpdoays| The henefits of the cove-
nant of eircumeision, between Jehovah and Tsracl, were eon-
ditioned upon  keeping his statutes, and his commandinents,
and his judgments,” Deat. xxvi. 17, The word mpdoops de-
notes here a perfect performance, like mouprys in il 13, Only
in case of a complete [ullilinent of the terms of the covenant
upon his own side, was the Jew legally entitled to the bless-
ings promised upon God’s side.  “ Every man that is circum-
cised is a debtor to do the 2whole law,” Gal. v. 3. This is
how the matter stands upon prineiples of justice, with which
alone Nt. Paul is coneerned at this point.  The dewish ohjec-
tor appeals to justice.  Ile claims justification hefore God,
because God has made a covenant with him and sealed it
with circumeision.  Upon this ground he maintaiued that o
Jew would not be condemmned at the last day. Mever quotes
from a Jewish Rabbi, the assertion: Quandoguidem cir-
cumncisi sumus, in infernum non deseendimus.”  vopor]| is {re-
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quently employed by St. Paul to denote the Old Testament
cconomy as a whole.  This cconomy was two-lfold, having a
rzal and an evangelical phase: the former preparatory to
the latter, Gal. iv. 2426, The apostle here has the legal
phase in view.  Tle is considering the covenant ol circum-
cision as a covenant of works. As such, its benecfits de-
pended upon the pergect performance of the conditions.
“(ireumeision is nothing, but the keeping of the command-
ments of God,” 1 Cor. vii. 19. Compare Gal. v. G; vi. 13,
These conditions were uever perfeetly perforned by any Jew
whatsoever.  Two courses might be taken. 1. The Jew
might assume the attitade of the “Jew outwardly,” Rom. ii.
28, and demand the fuliihnent of the covenant upon God's
part, because of the eircumcision of the {lesh, without the
circumeision of the heart (Deut. xo 165 Jer, iv. 45 Coloss, i,
11), and Dbeecause of moral and ceremonial obedicnce,  This
was formalism and legality, and to be wet, as St. Paul mects
it here, by a strict application of the prineiples of justice as
involved in the covenant itsell. 2, The Jew might tale the
attitude of the “Jew inwardly,” Row. ii. 29, who knowing
that his obedience though sincere and spiritual was yet im-
perlect, and therefore not suflicient 1o found a claim for jus-
tification upon, cast limscll upon the Divine promise made
to Abraham and to [aith in the Messiah,  In this case, the
lewal covenant of cireumcision prepared the way for the
evangelical covenant of grace: both covenants being com-
prised in the Old Economy. mweprousj dxpofvoria yéyover]
Since, according to 1 Cor. vii, 10, “circumcision is nothing,
and uncircumeision is nothing, but the keeping of the com-
maendments of God” [is everything], it follows that the ab-
sence of obedience will render the first of these “nothings,”
or non-cssentials, as valueless as the second. The Jew, if
dizobedient, derives no henefit from the covenant. The
written revelation does not profit him, and the abusced bless-

"
K34
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ings of the theocracy increase his condemmation.  lie is no
better off than a Gentile.

Vin. 26. % depofuoria] is put for b depofBuaror.  Sikardpera
the statutes severally of the wdpos. v dvddeoy] perfect
keeping of the law is meant, as in i, 13, 25, That it is only
a hypothesis, for the sake of the argument, and not an actual
case, is evident [rom the context. It is improbable that Ne.
Paul concedes instances of perleet obedience amongst the
pagans, in the very midst of an argument to prove that there
arc none such among the Jews.  abrot] mstead of admys, he-
cause the coucrcte person is meant by 1) dxpofveria.  Auys-
Yijmerac] This passage clearly illustrates the meaning of gra-
tuitous imputation.  There is no circumeision, confessedly,
in the case of the Gentile, yet it is reckoned, or regarded, as
helonging to the Gentile.  This may be done [or the same
reason that ¢
25); namcly, beeause the perfect obedience of the law which

circumcision becomes uneirenmeision ™ (verse

is supposed in the case is the essential thing, and makes the
non-cssential of uncircunicision to be as good as the nou-
cssential of circumeision.

Ver. 27. This verse may be regarded: 1. as continning
the question (IEng. Version, IFritzsche, Olshausen, Iach-
mawn, Philippi, Wordsworth); 2. as eategorical (Chrysost.,
Lrasmus, Luthier, DBengel, De Wette, Tholuck, Mever,
Tisch.).  According to this latter view, the question ends
with verse 26, andd the aflirmative “yes,” is mentally supplicd
at the beginning of verse 27, The interrogative constrne-
tion is the simpler of the two, and xpuel may have the cm-
phatic force indicated by its position, as casily us with the
categorical construction,  «pwet] denotes condemuation, the
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contrary of eis mepiropny Aoyiedjuerar, which stands for justifi-
cation. 1f a Gentile should perlectly obey the law, he would
thereby demonstrate, positively, the justice of his own ac-
guittal, and, negatively, that of the condemnation of the dis-
obedient Jew. ér ¢pirews| “ by birth:” Gal. ii. 15.  relotua]
the participle has a conditional force: “If it fullil” (Eng.
Ver.). Ilad the writer intended to assert an actual [uliil-
ment of the law, he would have written 3 redotoa, S ypuip-
paros] the instrumental genitive.  The Jew, by a perverted
use of them, cotverts the written Jaw and the rite of cirenm-
cision, into the meauns and instruments of sin. It 1s an -
stance in which disobedicnee aud death are wrought out by
means of “that which is good,” vii. 13, There is no need of
attributing to &k the “loose ” sense ol “hemng in possession

of” (Winer, p. 379).

VER. 28. In the first proposition, the ellipsis is in the sub-
jeet: ob yip 6 & ¢ pavepd [lovduios], ‘Tovduids éorw. 1n the
sceond proposition, the ellipsis is in the predicate: ol8¢ 7 év
T) pavepe év capki wepiropry [weprop) o], Other arrange-
ments multiply the ellipses, by finding them in both subject
and predicate together.  yip] introduces a statement which
i< to confirm the positions that have been taken in verses 20
and 27, darepg] denotes what is visible to the eye of sense,
namely, cirewmeision, fasting, phylacteries, attendance upan
ceremonies, ete.  Tovdaigs] is emphatie hy position, and does
not require é\pdwis to he supplied. The same truth is
taught inix, 6, 7. & capki] is explanatory of & 16 ¢aveps.
It is here employed as the opposite of mvedpa.  As thus anti-
thetic to cach other, adp denotes what is pretended and for-
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mal, and wrefpa what is genuine and true.  Compare Jelin
w255 Rom. i 90 zeperopaj] merely physical circumeision
does not comprise all that God intended, when he established
the rite. It is therefore not real and full circumecision,

Vier, 20 The ellipsis is in the predicate in both proposi-
tions (Beza, De Wette, Tholuck): 6 év 7¢ xpumrrg “lovdatos
[ Tovduios éorw], xai mepromy kapdias év mredpare od ypdppart
| mepirops) éorw].  év kpurrd] the contrary of & darepg, refer-
ring to the inward disposition which 1s hidden from the ove
of man.  Compare 7o xpuwra in ii. 16, The Jew was marked
off from the Gentile by the rite of circumeision, and by the
observance of the Mosaie law.  If these marks were outward
merely, he was a Jew outwardly; if inward, that is, il the
heart was circumecised and the obedience spiritual, he was a
Jew inwardly. mepurops) kapbias] is explanatory ol & xpemre
"ovdatos. The Jew inwardly is one whose circumcision is not
a mere surgical operation (xepowoujros, Coloss. ii. 11), hut
that of the heart (Deut. x. 163 Jer iv. ). & mvelpant] ex-
plains kapdias. 1t denotes, here, the inner man, as opposed
to the outer.  Compare 2 Cor. iv. 16. Some commentators
(Calvin, De Wette, Fritzsche, Meyer, ITodge) refer mrebua to
the IToly Spirit as producing this inward circumeision and
obedience, in sanctification.  The objceetions to this are:
1. that xepdias does not have this signification; 2. that &
mredpart is cmployed as the contrary of év gapxi, in a techui-
eal manner; and, 3. that the introduetion of the Person of
the TToly Spirit in his oflice of sanctification at this point in
the epistle would be premature.  St. Paul reserves this topic,
until after he has diseussed justifteation,  Compare v. 53 vi-
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viit.  That this inward and spiritual Judaism is the work of
the Holy Spirit is a truth subscquently taught.  ob ypappard]
defines, negatively, the meaning of & amveipar.  Merely ex-
ternal circumeision was obedience of the letter of the law;
merely external obedience is the same thing. Tanguage is
an imperfcet medium of ideas, espeeially of religious ideas.
It suggests more than it says. He who sticks in the letter
(in the phrase of Ilorace), loses the deeper spiritual imcan-
ing. Henee, obedience of the mere letter of a Jaw may he
not only failure to obey, but actual disobedience itself.  Con-
quently év ypdppare denotes the same as & avepd and év oapst.
For the technical antithesis hetween spirit and letter, see vii.
G; 2 Cor. iii. 6. ov] the masculine is enmployed, hecause the
concrete person is meant.  Compare abrob, in ii. 26, &mawos|
is, perhaps, an allusion to Gen, xlix. 8: “Judah, thouw art he
whom thy brethren shall pradse.”  Compare Gen. xxix. 35.
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Tue ohjection oceurs that if the Jew, equally with the
Geuntile, is a hearer and not a doer of the law, and like the
Gentile cannot be justified by the law, then Judaism has no
superiority of any kind over Paganism.  The first cight
verses of this ehapter contain an answer to this objection,

Ver. 1. odr] introduces the ohjection.  What “then,” In
view of what has heen said respecting the Jew, in ehapter i
1t is immaterial, whether the objection be regarded as made
by the Jew, or by St. Paul [rom the logical movement ol his
own thought. 70 wepuroov] the plus, or overplus: something
additional to the natural religion and ecthies deseribed in
i. 19, 20; ii. 14-17. 4] “or, in other words.” dpéraa Tijs
meperopijs | explains wepoodr.  Whatever superiority  there
was, was connected with the Abrahamic covenant of cir-
cumeision.

Vg, 2. wdrra tpomov] ¢ in whatever manner it be viewed.”
mpinrar par] “lirst,” with no secondly.  Compare 1. 8; 1 Cor
xi. 18. Calvin and Beza render prrecipue; Lng. Ver.
“chiely.”  The fact that the particular which he is about
to mention is first in order, implies that it is first in im-
portance.  The possession ol the written revelatiou is the
principal prerogative of the theocracy.  Tischendorl and
Meyer, lollowing RADL, inscrt ydp (““ namely ) after pevy
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we omit it, following Lachmwann BDEG DPeshito, Copt.,
Aithiop., Vulg,  émureddyoar] “were intrusted with.”  Nee
Winer, p. 220, Thayer’s Ed. A fcrmal bestowment, and
a solemn commission, are intended, The Jews were the
depositaries of revelation by divine appointment.  Adgyu|

? the term denotes special disclosures from Gud.

“oracles:
This is the meaning in classical writers.  For the Biblical
usage, compare Acts vii. 38; Heb. v. 12 ; 1 Pet. iv. 11.
These oracles comprise supernatwral instruction: 1, re-
specting the moral law and maw’s disobedience of it; 2.
respeeting God’s merey.  The revelation intrusted to the
Jewish theocracy contained the deealogue, and the Messi-
anic promises and prophecies: the Jaw and the gospel to-
gether.  The latter, especially, constituted a high preroga-
tive. As the depositary of the only certain and authentice
information possessed by man respecting the forgiveness of
sin and a blessed mmortality, the Jew had a great wepocov
over the Gentile.

Ver. 3. yap] introduces an argument to answer an objee-
tion that is not formally stated, but is implied in the auswer:
namely, that the Jews have not believed these oraeles. The
argunient is, that dishelief ol the promise does not invalidate
the promise. Hmwioryodr] the unbelicf, though covering the
whole revelation yct related more to the gospel than to the
Inw; more to the Messialr than to the decalogue.  The Jews,
previous to the Advent, had misinterpreted the Messianic
proplecies, and had desired a wmerely temporal prince and
savior; and since the Advent, they had positively rejected
Jesus Christ.  rwes] “some:” not all.  Says God: “] have
reserved to myself seven thousand men who Lave not howed
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the knee to Baal;” and St. Paul adds: “Iven at this pres-
ent time, also, there is a remmuant according to the eleetion
of grace,” xi. 4, 5. Up to the time of St. anl; the majority
of the people ol Isracl had been unbelievers in the rue Mes-
sialy, yet he speaks of them as 7wes.  The remark of Lange
(in Joco) explains this: “In view of the certain final fullil-
ment of the Divine promise, this mass of apostate Jews is
only a small crowd of individuals, some”  Sece xi. 25, 206
my] the subjective negative implies an answer in the nega-
tive. a@dorw]| with Jeod in the subjective genitive, means
“eredibility,” or trustworthiness.  Compare 2 Tim. I, 133
1 Cor. 1. V. warapyijue] is a strong word, denoting total de-
struction, or annihilation. It is [requently used by St Paulj
and in the New Testament is found outside of the Pauline
Ipistles only in Luke xiit. 7: a linguistic evidence for the
Pauline supervision of this gospel.

Vier 4 py yévorro] a demal accompanied with abhorrenee:
absit, “Iar be it;” * God forbid ” (Itng. Ver.). It is eruiva-
lent to m2adm, which the Septuagint (Gen. xiiv. 17) trans-
lates p3) yévorro. Compare the Latin ad profana, and the
Lnglish, “To the devil.”  ywéordu] is equivalent to darepei-
Juw. The notion ol a development, or manifestation, is ex-
pressed by yivopaw  gedorys] Compare Ds. exvi, 11 yéypam-
Tar] in Ps. i 4 Swawdy)s] the forensic meaning here is
indisputable.  God cannot be made just.  kpirocdai] is hest
taken in the middle signification: ““in thy htigating, or con-
test” (Beza, Bengel, Tholuck, Meyer).  In the court, belore
which God is represeuted as condescending to implead, he s
victor. It should be noticed, that St, Paul does not here
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resort ter syllogistie reasoning to prove God’s veracity, hut
to the idea of God, as that of a necessarily perlect Being.
Sven if, by so asserting, all linite beings should be proved o
he false, yet the assertion that the Inlmite Deing is true
must be maintained.  The conception of the Inltuite neces-
sitates this,

Ver. 5 contains an ohjection from a confessed transgres-
sor. It may be raiseill by both Jew and Gentile convicted of
sin by the previous reasoning, or by the apostle for them.
The use of ypudr, and the interrogative form, favors the latier
view. The ohjection is suggested by owarwdys and rwijoes:
“Granting the lact ol sin, since sin results in the glory of
God why should it be punished 27 adidia] is more generie
than dmwria (verse 3), and comprizes unrighteousness of
every kind,  Swawaimp] is also generie, embracing right-
cousness of every kind.  guvioemow] “evinces,” or ¢ demon-
strates.”  The worl denotes a thorouzh and complete prool.
Compare v. & 2 Cor. vil. 115 Gal. ii. 18, py] the subjective
negative implies not only a negative answer, but a liesitation
in even putting the question. The objecter does not feel
that the objection is a strong one, as the 7i épotuer also indi-
cates. xara drdpwmov] “as men arc wont to speak.” Tho-
luck ohserves that this phrase, like #( épotuer, is charac-
teristic of Rabbinical argumentation, and shows the apostle’s
training.

VER. 6. érei] ““sinee,” if this were true, i.e. was xpuet|
The emphasis is to be placed upon spwet.  If to pumsh the
wicked is injustice, how can God exercise the ollice of a
Judye 2 koopov] not the pagan world, whom the Jew ac-
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knowledged could be justly punished (Reiche, Olshausen),
but the whole world (De Wette, Tholuck, Meyer).

Ver. ¥ returns to the objection stated in verse 5; restat-

ing and expanding it.  This malkes the sentiment of verse 6
somewhat premature, logically considered.  The apostle, in
the energy of his counception, repels the objection with ab-
horrence and argues against it, before he has fully concluded
the statement of it. The reading el yap is preferable, being
supported by BDEGL DPeshito, Vulg., Rec., Lachm., Tisch.,
1859. The reading e 8¢ is supported by R\ Copt., Tisch,,
1872 yap resmmes the statement of the objection: “ for,
the sinner might say, <If," cte.”  dapdea] refers back to diy-
975 1n verse 4, Yevouard] is one form ol the ddwia ol verse d,

“ecommended.”  émepio-

by which the righteousness ol God is
cager] “appecrs more abundant.”  8dfar] corresponds tc
Sukatogivy guwicmygow of verse 5: that which evinees God’s
ngliteousness promotes God’s glory.  xidyw| is correlative to
70 éug.  kpwopad] denotes a condemning judgment.

Ver. 8 continues the restatement and expansion of the
objection: “Why should not we not only be Iree from pun-
ishment, but also continue to sin, in order to cauze God’s
glory to abound still more ?”  After xat] supply & With
py] supply cither Adywper (Calvin), or wmonjswpuer (Luther,
Bengel), or regard ére as a recitative particle and construe
ny with movjowper (Vulg.,, Erasmus, Beza).  The last is sim-
plest.  Sragdmuoipeda] when applied to man signifies calum-
ny, or slander.  gaor] the difference between this and Aéyar
is exemplified in 1 Cor. x. 12, The first denotes allirmation,
thie last recital merely,  The attribution, by the Jews, of this-
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maxim of the Jesuits to the carly Christiaus, probably sprung
from the Christian’s negleet of the ceremonial law and or-
dinances.  év] those, namely, who adopt such a principle.
Kt. Paul does not condescend formally to argue in prool
that such a principle is false, but dismisses it as intuitively
damnable.

VeRr. 9. 70 otv]| supply éorwrs “what, then, is the state of
the ease ?”  The connection of thought, through oy, is with
i, 1, 2. The apostle, in these verses, speaks ol a particular
“advantage” possessed by the Jew,  1le now raises the in-
quiry whether it is of such a nature as to imply moral su-
periority.  mpoexdpeda] 1. the middle voice [or the active:
“do we excel?” (Peshito, Vulg., Eng. Ver., Theophylact,
Luther, Calvin, Beza, Grotius, Bengel, De Wette, Allord,
ITodge); 2. the middle voice: “can we sereen or defend our-
selves 277 or, “have we anything (or o pretext 27 azainst the
charge of being sinners, 1. e. (Venewa, Fritzsche, deyer);
3. the passive voice: “are we [Jews] surpassed” [by the
Gentiles ] ? or, “are we [Gentiles] surpassed” [by the
Jews]? ((Ecumenius, Wetstein, Olshausen).  The first is
by far preferable.  The only objection to it is, that there is
no instance in the classies of the active use of mpoéxopar,
But the interchange of the middle and active voices occurs
occasionally in the New Testament. See Winer, p. 253,
ob mdvrws] a decided negative: “not at all.”  mpoyriacdpedu]
&t. Paul has established the fact of sin, in reference to the
Geuntiles, in i. 18 sq.; and in reference to the Jews, in i, L
sq. wavrds] implies that there is not a single exception:
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“no not one,” as the next verse explains it. ¢’ duapriwr] is
stronger than dueprwAévs: they are under sin as a burden ot
guilt and penalty.

Ver. 10. The apostle now proceeds (verses 10-18), to
prove his assertion that the Jews are hearers and not doers
ol the law, by quotations [rom the OWl Testament.  This iy
an additional and conclusive prool lor the Jew, who con-
cceded the divine authority ol the Old Testament.  ore] is
recitative.  This quotation is taken from Is. xiv. 1. 8dkuios|
signities perfect and complete conlormity to law: the moyrys
vopov of 1i. 13, or & épyulopévos ol iv. 4. olde eis] denotes thay
there are no exceptions. Compare John i. 8; 1 Cor. vi. 5;
Plato’s Symposium, 214. d.

Ver, 11 is quoted from Ps. xiv. 2. 5t. Paul c¢hanges the
original interrogative form into the negative. The article
6], accompanying the two participles, marks the specices or
class.  gwriwr] deseribes righteousness upon the side of the
understanding. It is the “spiritual discernment” men-
tioned in 1 Cor. ii. 14, and the “knowledge” spoken of in
John viii. 19; xvii. 8; Jer. ix. 24; Prov. ix. 10; Ds. exix. 34,
et passim.  ex{yran] describes righteousness in the same ref-
erence. Tt is inquiry and search in order to knowledze,
Compare 1 Pet. i. 10; Acts xv.17; Heb, xi. 6. At the same
time, this word lints at the other side ol righteonsness:
namely, its relation to the will and affeetions. The reasan
why men do not inquire and search after God is, hecause
they do not incline towards, or desire Hinw.

Ver. 120 Quoted from Ps. xiv. 3. é&éurar] this word
describes righteousness with reference to the will: “all have
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inclined away” from the rule or law of righteousness,  In
Avistotle (Polities), éxdaety els dAtynpytar denotes an inelina-
tion towards oligarchy, and away from democracy.  Sin, in
its first and deepest form, is the inelination or disposition of
the will, and hence the apostle mentions it first in order.
dpa] “in one body or mass.”  fxpasdyrar] the uselessness
and worthlessness ol the sinner in relation to all good ohjeets
is apparent.  Lle is an “unprofitable (dypelos) servant,” Mat.
xxv. 30. wodv] sin in the [orin of actions, springing from
the inelination, is next mentioned,  éws &ds| like obde s, in
verse 10, is sweeping, excluding any exception. The stand-
ard of judgment is sinless perfection. No man does good
spiritually, perfeetly, and without a single slip or lailure
from first to last.

Ver. 13. Quoted from Ps. v. 10 and Ps. exl. 3, in the
Septuagint version,  Adpvys] their words uttered through
the larynx (not throat) arc like the odor of a tomb. Com-
pare the “rotten communication oul ol the mouth,” of Iiph,
iv. 20, This description is applicable to written as well as
spoken words,  Little is known of Jewish literature, other
than the Old Testament Scriptures; but some portions of
Greek and Rowman literature stink like a newly-opened grave.
éahwtoar] (lfor &olwir, Winer, ©7) false words naturally
accompany licentious words, The imperfeet tense denotes
habitual action. s dozior] is explanatory ol éSolwodoar.

Vzr. 14. Quoted from Ps. x. 7: freely from the Septua-
gint.  The character is still deseribed from the language
uttered: the libidinous and [ulse words end in bitter curses.
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muplas] denotes intense hatred. Compare Eph. iv. 31; Acts
viii. 23; James iii. 14

Verses 15-17 are a condensation of Tsa. lix. 7, 8, in the
Septuagint version,  énxéae aipa] murder swiltly follows the
cursing.  adrrpypa] an utter destruction which bruises and
grinds down to the very substance and fibre, is the result of
such murderous hatred.  6dois] the word is employed literai-
lv, here: “wherever they go.”  666r| the word is employed
figuratively, here: “way ™ in the sense of “method.”  "They
do not understand the wode of dilfusing the blessings of
peace. Compare Acts xix. 9, 28.

Ver. 18, Quoted exactly from the Septuagint rendering
of DPs. xxxvi. 1, exeepting the substitution of abrar [or abrud,
P6fos] “reverential fear.”  dmévarme Spdadpiv| the eve is not
dirccted towards God as the object of holy awe.  The luck
of this feeling accounts for the sins that have been men-
tioned. This text of seripture constitutes the preface to the
judicial sentenee to capital punishment.  In this description
ol the Jewish character, original sin is mentioned in verses
10-12 (to Hypevdnoar), and in verse 185 and actual {ranspres-
sion in verses 12-17.  Melanchthon speaks of it as a delinea-
tion in qua magna est verborum atrocitas.

Ver. 19. The apostle now suns up, and draws a conclu-
sion from these Obd Testmment guotations: namely, that all
men are sinful and guiliy, and conzeguently that no man can
he justified in the ordinary mode of justifieation, that is, by
personal obedience,  oidaper] Not the Jews particularly:
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“everybody knows.” Compare ii. 2. 8¢ is transitive:
“now.” & vépos] the written law, primarily, because St.
Paul has been speaking, last, ol the Jew; vet not the writ-
ten law exclusively, because the Gentiles are included in =&y
ordua and was 6 xégpoes. The written law contains the un-
written, by implication, aid heonce may be put for all law, or
law generally.  Aéyer] to say, merely. Aelet] to say in the
way of description. The first refers only to the matter
(Mdyou); the last to the application and enflorcement ol the
matter. Compare John viii. 43; Mark i. 34, ©a] is telie,
denoting a purpose of God, and not a chance event. mar] is
emphatic, and exclusive of exceptions.  épayn] complete and
centire silence under the accusation of the law, is meant. The
accused is dvamoloyyros, ii. 1. imodwkes] *“liable to punish-
ment,” or “guilty.” s 6 kéopos| the universality of sin is
liere taught.  This passage throws light upon the true inter-
pretation of ii. 14, 15; ii. 26, 27. Compare Gal. iii. 10. In
the Apoervphal hook entitledd the ¢ Praver of Manasses,”
Abrahaw, lsaace, and Jacob are deseribed as sinless: ** Thou,
therefore, O Lord, that art the God of the just, hast not ap-
pointed repentance to the just, as to Abraham, and Isaac,
and Jacoh, which have not sinned against thee; but thou
hast appointed repentance unto me that am a sinner.”  The
Council of Trent rejected this book from the Apocrypha.

VEer. 20. &wri] introduces the reason for the assertion in
the preceding verse, that every man must be silent when
accused by the law, and must stand guilty before it. The
reason is, that no man’s obedience of the law is adequate to
justify him.  &ywr vipov] is a frequent phrase with St. Paul.
Cowmpare iii, 28; 1v. 2, 6; ix. 11, 32; xi. 6; Gal, i, 165 it 2,
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3, 105 Eph. ii. 9. The rdpos here is the same as in the pre-
ceding verse, namely, the written law primarily, yet as inclu-
sive ol the unwritten.  The deculogue has in it all the law
of consciencee, and may, therefore, stund [or law generally.
That vdpos has this comprehensive signilication is proved by
the fact, that “the knowledge of sin” is produced by it,
This is a universal consciousness, caused sometimes by the
written, and sometimes by the unwritten law. Two explana-
tions have heen given ol éya vopov: 1. Works preseribed hy
the law: L e sinless obedience (Calving Beza, De Wette,
Fritzsche, Meyer, Todge); 2. Works prodiced by the law:
i. ¢, human morality (\ugustine, Aquinas, Luther, Usteri,
Neander, Olshausen, Philippi).  The choiee between the two
explanations depends upon whether the phrase is employed
by St. Paul in a good, or a bad sense: whether it denotes an
obedienee that is spiritual and perfeet, and which if per-
formed would justily (according to ii. 13, 235; iv. 4); or
whether it denotes an obedience that is heartless and for-
mal, and whicl if performed would not justily (according to
Gal. iil. 10).  The ohjection to the second view is, that the

*in this sense, would be deflecetive and

“works of the law,’
sinful works, and therefore would not naturally take their

* which is “lholy, and just, and

denomination from the ““law)’
good,” vii. 12, The “work,” in this case, is the product of
the fallen will unmoved by the IToly Spirit, and is not per-
formed [rom love, but from [car or some other selfish motive.
It is unspiritual and insincere work: the “dead work ” al-
luded to in Heb. vi. 1; ix. 14. But such a “work” as this
is forbidden, rather than enjoined, by that law which requires
Jove in all obedience, Deut. vi. 53 Mat. xxii. 37, 38, It is
unlawlul, rather than lawful, and should not, consequently,
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be associated with the law in any manner. To say that “no
flesh shall be justified ” by such a work as this, would be a
truism rather than a truth. The first explanation, therefore,
is preferable.  The “works of the law ™ are those which are
commanded by the law of God. This law is “spiritual,” vii.
14 It requires a “ work,” or obedience, that is actuated by
the 1loly Spirit, issnes (rom the inmost depths of the human
spirit, is completely couformed to the law which is spiritual,
and is performed without intermission from frst to last. The
“works of the law,” then, are sinless obedience, and not hu-
man morality. It must furthermore be noticed, that, accord-
ing to this explanation, the spiritual but imperlect obedience
of the regencrate man would not come up to the meaning of
7a épya vouov. The obedience of faith is very different from
human morality, and far unearer to what the law requires.
But it is not an absolutely perlect obedience of the law,
and, therefore, upon the principle that ¢whosoever shall
kecp the whole law, and yet offend in one point is guilty of
all” (James ii. 10), the believer can no more be justified by
lis ““works,” or obedience, than the moralist can be by his.
Both are failures, when tested by the ideal of the law. The
law calls nothing obedicuce, but perfect obedience. od]
qualifies dwawwdjoerar s if it were intended to qualily mioa, a
different collocation would have been employed. Compare
1 Cor. xv. 39; Mat. vii. 21,  SwawwInoeral] to pronounce, or
declare, just: as in ii. 13; iii. 4, 24, 26, 28; iv. 2, 5; v. 9;
vi. 7, et alia. For the Classical, Septuagint, and New Testa-
meut use of Swawoiy, see the exhaustive discussion of Wiese-
ler, in his comment on Gal. ii. 16; the substance of which is
riven by Schaff, in Lange on Rom. iii. 20. This impossibili-
ty of man’s justification by the “works of the law” is not
absolute and intrinsic, but only relative. The apostle has
distinctly affirimed, that “the doers of the law shall be justi-
fied,” ii. 13. II there actually were sinless obedience, in the
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case of man, it would justifly him. The impossibility arises
from the fact, that no such “work” as is prescribed by the
Inw is performed by man.  The law, instead of having been
perfectly and completely obeyed, has been disobeyed by the
Gentile, in the manner described in i, 183-32; by the Jew, in
the manner described in ii. 1-10, 17-29; and by both Jc\v
and Gentile, in the manner described in iii. 10-19.  yip] as-
signs the recason why no man shall be justified by the ¢ works
of the law,” or perlect obedience; namely, because he has
not rendered such obedience. When the test of the law,
cither written or unwritten, is applied, sin is disclosed, in-
stead of sinless perfection. émfyrwos] the law deteets sin,
but does not remove it; as the Levitical sin-offering reminded
of guilt, but did not take it away, Heb. x. 3. This revelatory
work and office of the law is fully deseribed in vii. 7-12.
See comment in loco.

§ 2. The nature of gratuitous justification. Rom. iii. 21-
iv. 25.

St. Paul now begins the second division of the Epistle,
which discusses the nature of gratuitous justification.
Verses 21-30 contain an account of the extraordinary right-
cousness that was alluded to in i. 17,—the apostle having,
from that point in the Epistle up to this, been occupied with
proving that the common and ordinary rightcousness known
to human ethies, namely, personal and exact conformity to
the law and obedience of it, is out of the question, for both
Jew and Gentile.

Ver. 21, vui] 1. an adverh of time: nostris temporibus.
Compare iii. 26; Gal. iv. 4; 2. an adverb of relation: «
this state of things.” The latter is preferable, because the

in

writer is engaged in a process of reasoning and not i a his-
torical narrative, xwpis] “apart,” or scparate from: entire
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scparation is intended.  wopou] is anarthrous, to denote law
gencerally, either written or unwritten. The law is here put
for the “works of the law,” or obedience. The clause xwpis
vopov qualifies wedavéporar.  God, in revealing and manifest-
ing this peculiar kind of rightcousness, makes no use of
man’s work of obedience. He cmploys only the work of
Christ.  dwatoovvy Jeod] [or the meaning of this phrase, sce
comuent on i. 17,  wepavépwrar] is cquivalent to dmokaAimre-
racin i. 17, Both terms imply a supernatural disclosure of
something otherwise unknown. The perfect tense is here
the present of a completed action: this righteousness has
heen objectively revealed, and is still revealed subjectively
to faith. paprupovuéry Imo, cte.] this is said, to show that
this peculiar species of righteousness, though “without the
Jaw,” is nevertheless not antinomian. There is no intrinsic
hostility between this “ righteousness of God,” and the luw
of God. Law and justice are completely maintained in this
method of gratuitous justifieation. Compare iv. 31,  vipov]
in connection with wpognrav denotes the Old Testament
seriptures.  Compare Mat. v. 17; vii. 12, In this use, it is
more comprehensive than in either of the instances of its nse
in verse 20; bLecause it includes the gracious as well as the
legal elements of the Old Economy. The OId Testament
reveals both law and gospel, justice and mercy. Sce John
v. 39; Acts x. 43; xxviil. 23; Luke xxiv. 27.  The testimony
which the “law and the prophets” bear to the Swatooivy Jeot
is contained in the Messianic matter of the Old Testament,
some of which St. Paul soon proceeds to cite. See iv. 3-10.
These passages prove that a righteousness that does not con-
sist of perfect personal ohedienee, is kuown to the Old Testa-
ment. See comment on x. 6-10.
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VEr. 22. 8] is adversative: not the common ethical right-
eousness, “dut a rightecousness,” ete.  Compare Phil. il 85
Jardrov 8¢: no ordinary death “but a death,” cte.  duworooiiy
Jeod] sc. épyopern.  See comment on i. 17.  &4d] is instru-
mental.  Faith is the act upon the part of man by means of
which this rightcousness comes upon him. Xpworot] the
genitive of the object, Mark xi. 22; Acts iil. 165 Gal. ii. 16;
xx. 3,0 22; Eph. iii. 12; Phil. iii. 95 James ii. 1. els wdi7as]
without the addition of «ai émi mdvras, is supported by RABC
Copt., [ASthiop., Lachm., Tisch. The additional clause is sup-
ported by DEI® Peshito, Vulg., Recept.  When retained, the
thought is, that this righteousness not merely eomes up to
(eis) the person, but overflows and covers (émt) him.  wwrea-
ovtas| sc. 7@ Xporg.  The radical notion contained in this
important and frequent word is that of confiding trust (fidu-
cia). vydp] introduces the reason why this righteousness comes
upon “all who believe.,”  8waoroly] there is no difference be-
tween Jew and Gentile, in respect both to sin and to faith.
Both alike are sinners, and both alike are invited to believe
in Christ.

VrEr. 23. yép] introduces the rcason why there is no dif-
fercnce between Jew and Gentile.  wdvres fuaprov] “all
sinned:” the aoristic meaning is to be retained. The apos-
tle has in his mind a particular historical event: the sane,
namely, with that alluded to in wdvres juaprov of v. 12, the
sinin Adam. Tt is the one original sin of apostasy, more
than any particular transgressions that flow from it, that
puts Jew and Gentile upon the same footing, so that there
is no “differeunce” between them. The fall in Adam, like
the recovery in Christ, is a central and organizing idea in
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the Lpistle to the Romans, and therefore it is alluded to
here under the historical tense, and without any further de-
seription, as a well-known truth and [act. With this pri-
mary and prineipal reference to the Adamic transgression,
have also been connected, the corruption of nature, and ac-
tual transgressions, as is done by Bengel (in loco): ¢ Both
the original act of sin in paradise, is denoted, and the sinful
disposition, as also the acts ol transgression flowing from it.”
Others seleet a single particular: corruption of nature (Luther
and Calvin); individual transgressions (Tholuclk, Meyer, Phi-
lippi). dorepoivrar] with the genitive, signifies: *to he desti-
tute of:” compare Luke xxii. 35; Mat. xix. 20. The present
tense denotes the present and continuing consequence of that
act in the past designated by fjuaprov.  8dsnsd is the approba-
tion or praise which God bestows, John v. 44; xii. 43; Rom,

29 (Grotius, De Wette, Iritzsche, Meyer, Hodge). Other
e\pldnauons' ’self-approbation before God (Luther, Rosen-
muller);—tlle glory of heaven (Beza) i the image of God (Ols-
h'lusen))tlle honor of God (Eng. Ver.).

VER, 24, dwaroduevoi] for the signifieation, see comment on
it. 13; ili.4. The participle, here, is not equivalent to a finite
verb stating another [act additional to those specified by the
preceding verbs, but mentions a proof of these facts: “they
sinned and were destitute of the divine approbation, beeaise,
or since, they are justified,” ete. The fact that they are jus-
tified in this extraordinary way proves that they must have
sinned; otherwise they would have been justified in the or-
dinary ethical way. IFor this use of the participle, compare
2 Cor. iv. 13; Col. i. 3; Heb. vi. 6, 8; 2 Pet. ii. 1. Winer,

p. 332, Buwpeav] gratis (the coutracted form of gratiis, imply-
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ing that nothing but thanks is expected for the favor done),
Compare John xv. 25; Mat. x. 8; 2 Thess. iii. 8; Rom. v. 17}
Eph. ii. 3. The justification is Swpedv, in respect to the be-
liever. Ile pays nothing for it: it is «without money and
without price,” Isa. Iv. 1. In reference to Christ, however,
it is not Swpear. e purchases it at a costly price, which he
pays, 1 Cor. vi. 20; Mat. xx. 28; 1 Pet. 1. 18, 19. 1] is
separated from its noun by adroi, in order to put emphasis
upon the fact that it is G'od’s grace that accomplishes the
object spoken of, without man’s co-operation.  xdpire] desig-
nates the feeling in God that inclines him to show faver to
the guilty. & s, etc.] denotes the medium or instrument
through which the grace is exerted. This hnplies that an in-
strument is requisite, so that without it there could be no
manifestation of grace. dmoAvrpdoews]| deliverance, or re-
lease, from claims, by the payment of a price (Adrpov). In
classical usage, the word denotes the release of prisoners and
slaves by the payment of money. In Biblical usage, it de-
notes the release of sinners from the claims of divine justice,
by the vicarious sufferings of Christ. These are a price paid
for the release. Compare 1 Cor. vi. 20; vii. 23; Gal. iii, 13;
Acts xx. 28; Titus il. 14; Mat. xx. 28; Eph. i. 7; 1 Tim. il
G; 1 Pet. i. 18. Inasmuch as these passages, as well as the
explanation given in verse 25 of the “ redemption,” connect
the deliverance or release with the dlood, or atonemnent, of
Christ, the reference in dméAdrpuwots must be more to the guilt
of sin than to its corruption; or more to justification than to
sanctification. Though, of course, the latter is comprised in
the redemption considered as a whole. “ Every mode of
explanation which refers redemption aud the forgiveness of
sins, not to a real atonement through the death of Christ,
but subjectively to the dying and reviving with him guaran-
teed and produced by that death (Schleiermacher, Nitzsch,
Hofmann, and others), is opposed to the New Testament,—
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a mixing-up ol justification and sanctification.” Meyer in
loco. é Xpwra] in and by his person and work. The par-
ticular manner is described in verse 25.

VER. 25. mpoédero] “publicly set forth:” Plato (Phwedo,
115) employs the word to desecribe the laying out of the
corpse of Socrates; Herodotus, to denote the display of gold
and silver utensils (iii. 143). This setting forth is in and by
the crucifixion pre-eminently, yet not exclusively. The
entire humiliation and suffering of the God-man, from the
instant of the miraculous conception to the reredéorac (John
xix. 30), is included. DPerhaps the foree of the middle voice
should be insisted upon: “ God set forth for himsell.” The
atonement of Christ is a self*satisfaction for the triune God.
1t meets the requirements ol that divine nature which is
equally in cach person. ¢ God hath reconciled us to Aimself
(¢avrg),” 2 Cor. v. 18, 19; Coloss. 5. 20. In the work of
vicarious atonement, the Godhead is both subject and
object, active and passive. God holds the claims, and God
satisfies the claims; he is displeased, and he propitiates the
displeasure; he demands the atonement, and he provides the
atonement. It should be noticed that zpoédero does not sig-
nify the making of the {haorjprov. This idea is expressed by
&Suwxer, John iii. 16; mapédwxev, Eph. v. 2; mpoopépev, Heb. v.
1, 3. Chrysostom, who is followed by Iritzsche and Eng.
Ver. (margin), takes mpoédero in the sense of purpose, or
decree. This interpretation is favored by the fact that in
the only other instances in which the word is used (Rom. i.
13; Eph. 1. 9), it has this signification; and, moreover, it
agrees well with St. Paul’s general system. DBut the fact
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that in the context a “ manifestation” is spoken of as being
accomplished by the act delined by mpoédero, is conclusive
for the explanation most gencrally adopted. & Jeds] God
the Father. The trinitarian persons are objective to cach
other, Onec sends another (John v, 37; x. 36; xvi. 7; xiv.
26); and one addresses another (John xvii. 5; Heb. i. 8).
ISach has his official work. Yet, since the whole essence is
in each person (for a trinitarian person is not a fraction of
the essence), this oflicial work cannot be attributed to the
particular person in an cxelwsive sense.  The unity and iden-
tity of essence, after all, necessitates that cach person have a
common participation and houor in the official work ol the
others. IHeunce, the oflicial work of one is ocecasionally at-
tributed to another: c. g. the Son creates, Coloss. 1. 16; the
Father sanctifies, Joln xvii. 17.  idaomijpror] Explanations:
1. supply émideua, so thai it is the raby (which the Scpt.
translates by idaoripwr, Ex. xxv. 17), the lid of the ark of
the covenant, upon which the blood was sprinkled: the “pro-
pitiatory ” (Aug., Theodoret, Theophylact, Erasmus, Luther,
Calvin, Grotius, Olsh., Tholuck, Philippi, Lange); 2. supply
Jtua: a “propitiatory sacrifice” (De Wette, Ifritzsche,
Meyer, Alford, Wordsworth, Hodge); 5. ilaomjpov s taken
as a noun (a [requent use in later Greek writers), so that it
is equivalent to ihuouds, 1 John iv. 10: the “propitiation”
(Vulg., Eng. Ver., Hilary, Usteri, Riickert). Either the
sccond or third explanation is preferable to the first, because
it agrees better with mpoédero; and becansc this would be the
only instance in which Christ is compared to the sprinkled
lid of the ark of the covenant: a comparison, which upon
the face of it secmns incongruous. 8w miorews & 7¢ alred
afpar] Explanations: 1. a comma is to be placed alter
wiorens, so that mpoédero will have two adjuncts: God sets
forth Clhrist as a propitiatory sacrifice, first, by means ot
(8wx) the believer’s faith in this sacrilice, and, secondly, by
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means of (é&v) the blood of Christ: by the heliever’s faith, and
Zn Christ’s blood (De Wette); 2. the same punctuation, but
50 that wpoédero shall have but one adjunct: the clause duw
wiorews qualifying iNaomjpior: God sets {orth Christ as a pro-
pitiatory sacrifice (effective through faith), by means of (év)
the blood of Christ (Meyer); 3. the whole clause is an ad-
junct ol mpoédero: God sets forth Clrist as a propitiatory
sacrifice, by means of (8w) the believer’s faith in this sacri-
fice, and this faith rests upon (év) the blood, or death, of the
sacrifice (Luther, Calviu, Beza, Olshausen, Tholuck, ITodge).
This is the most natural interpretation. The objection that
the preposition should have been els instead of év if the
writer had intended to comncet miorews with afuare, has no
force in view of such texts as John viii. 31; Aects v. 145 xviil,
8; 1 Tim. iii. 135 2 Tim. i. 135 iil. 15. The thought of the
writer is, that the propitiatory sacrilice of Christ is coue-
pletely set forth and exhibited, only when it is effectually
applied by the Holy Spirit, and appropriated by faith, The
full virtue of the atonement is not understood except by a
believer. 'The believer’s faith, of course, adds nothing to the
piacular value of Christ’s sacrifice, which is infinite and a
fixed quantity, but it helps to reveal its real nature, and to
explain the mystery to men and angels (1 Pet. i. 12).  es] is
telic, denoting the design of God in the act designated by
mpoédero. &dalw] the purposc of the action in mpoédero is a
disclosure of somecthing otherwise unmanifested. It is
anarthrous, to distinguish it from the other and more im-
portant &defis mentioned in verse 6. Swatosvigs] judicial
or punitive righteousnecss (De Wette, Mcyer, Tholuck, Phi-
lippi, Wordsworth, Alford, Hodge). The context scttles it.
It is a righteousness that is manifested in and through the
iAaomipior, or piacular offering. 1ut this is corrclated to
retributive justice, 8] “on account of.” The implication
is that the wdpeots dpapryudrov, in itself considered, is incou-
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sistent with the 8watorvvy, and requires to be explained and
set right. wdpeow] *“ pretermission,” (13eza, Coceeius, Bengel,
Hammond, Meyer, Trench, Synonyms, 33, Philippt), not ¢ re-
mission.” ¢ Sins temporarily passed by may be subsequent-
ly punished (compare 2 Sam. xvi. 10-12; xi. 21-23, with
1 Kings ii. 8, 9, 44-4(G), but not sins absolutely forgiven.”
Philippi in loco. The marginal rendering of the Eng, Ver.
is correct: “passing over.” The act of God here intended
is not that of forgiveuess, or remission proper. This is de-
noted by degeais: the term wdpesis being found in the New
Testament only in this passage. This divine act of * passing
over,” or temporarily omitting to punish, is described as
“overlooking” (vmepidov, “winking at,”” Eng. Ver.), Acts
xvil, 30; “suffering to walk in their own ways,” Acts xiv.
16G; “forbearance,” and “long-suffering,” Rom. ii. 4; ix. 22
Compare Ps. Ixxxi. 12; exlvii. 20. The sin, in these in-
stances, is not pardoned. It still stands charged against the
sinner, but there is a delay of punishment.  This delay, in
itself considered, is an irregular act, according to the princi-
ple of retributive justice which demands instant and exact
infliction of penalty; and hence it requires to be legitimated
by some method. Ou account of (8ia) this irregularity, and
conflict with justice, it was necessary that there should be a
vindication of this attribute of God by a propitiatory sacri-
fice. All temporary delay of penalty, as well as all full re-
mission of penalty, in the history of mankind, occurs through
the ilagrmijpov ot Jeov. The atonement of Christ, says Tho-
luck, is the divine theodicy for the past history of the world,
in which there is so much of forbearance and delay to pun-
ish. It is needless to remark, that this pretermission ol sin,
as distinguished from its remission, is only a sccondary end
of Christ’s atonement. It is a benefit which the lost, as well
as the redecmed, receive from Christ. The great and primary
design of Christ’s death is the actual pardon of sin which is
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designated by the phrase eis dpeow duapmiar. mpoyeyovorar]
“previously or already committed.” It is antithetic to 7o
viv xap®, and denotes the sin of man before the Advent,
like “the times ol ignorance,” Acts xvil. 30; and the “times
past,” Acts xiv. 16.  This ante-Christian sin, though not for-
given, was treated with indulgence. The passage also may
have an individual application. At any point of time, the
past sins of a man though not pardoned, have been treated
with forbearance upon the ground ol the atonement. The
Romanist explanation of =dpeass, according to which it is a
quasi-pardon granted to Old Testament saints, to be followed
by a full remission (dgears) after Christ’s ““descent into hell”
for their deliverance, is refuted by the lact that the wdpess
relates to all men alike who lived before the advent.

VER. 20. dvoyj)] is connected with wipesw, and signilies
indulgence, or forbearance to punish, and must not be con-
fouuded with grace (xdps). This latter, alone, is the ground
of the full and real remission of sin. dvoxy agrees with the
sentimental, as distinguished from the cthical idea of God.
Indulgence is not the same as grace or mercy. Mercy has a
moral basis. It is willing, if need be, to suffer sclf-sacerifice
for its object. It is good ethics. Indulgence, on the con-
trary, recoils from all suffering, and is easy good-nature. It
is bad ethics, and requires to be sct right by some method
which satisfies that principle of justice which indulgence has
interfered with. This explanation and legitimation of the
irregularity of “overlooking” sin, and ¢ suffering all nations
to walk in their own ways,” St. Paul finds in the sacrifice of
Clirist who in this way “tasted death for every man.” And
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the implication is, that apart from this sacrifice, the justice
of God would have no more allowed évoyd, and delay of pen-
alty, in the instance of mankind, than it did in that of the
fallen angels.  apos] “ with a view to;” “for the sake of.”
It denotes an aim or purpose with more particularity than
docs eis.  Sce Vigerusin voce. 7y &8elew| the article (sup-
ported by RABCD, Lachm., Tisch.) is associated with the
noun, in this instance, to indicate that tiis “manilestation”
is the great and principal one. It is not that incidental
&deis, or display of retributive righteousness, spoken ol in
verse 25, which merely explains the delay to inflict the pen-
alty of sin, but that which relates to and explains its com-
plete and absolute non-infliction. The apostle now has in
view the pardon and justification of believers, and not the
mere forbearance of God towards unbelievers.  diatooiis]
punitive justice, as in verse 25. 7 viv kapg] is antithetic to
mpoyeyovérwy : the Christian, in distinction from the ante-
Christian era. This particular manifestation of retributive
justice in vicarious atonement does not actually occur until
the advent and crucifixion of Christ. efs 76 elvat] is epexe-
getical of My &defw alone, and not of &defer anarthrous in
verse 25.  This latter &deaés is associated with the justifica-
tion of the belicver; the other only with the delay of punish-
ment in the instance of the unbeliever. Christ is set forth
a propitiatory sacrifice, principally for the sake of disclosing
how God can be strictly just, and at the same time justify
the unjust. &ikatov xal Sixatobvra] kai has an adversative force:
“and yet:” implying that there is a natural incompatibility
between the two things. To pronounce the ungodly to be
just (iv. 5), is an unjust verdict, taken by itself without ex-
Planation, and without any ground being laid for it. St.
Paul implies that if God had justified the ungodly without
the thaorypior, he would not have been dikaws., That a judge
cann be just, and at the same time not inflict punishment
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where it is due, is in itsell sell-contradictory. This contra-
diction is removed by wicaréious atonement, or the infliction
of penalty upon a substitute. 7év éx miorews]. Compare b &
émlelas, ii. 8. The preposition implies that faith is the prin-
ciple out of which the whole life and conduet issues.

Ver. 27 contains an inference from the statements in
verses 21-206.  woz] is scornful in its tone.  Compare 1 Cor,
i. 20 The reply is: “lt is nowhere.”  olv] is inferential in
its force, and looks back to the reasoning in verses 21-20,
kavxnows] is not used in its bad sense of ¢ boasting” (Eng.
Ver.), but its good sense, as in iv. 2; xv. 17; 2 Cor. i. 12,
It signifies, here, that proper sell-approbation which rests
upon perfect obedicnce. Had man completely fullilled the
law of God, he would have been justified upon this ground,
and might have gloried and rejoiced in the fact that he had
been an obedient subject of the divine government. His
consciousness, in this case, would have been like that of the
holy angels, who do not “hoast” of their virtue, yet know
that they have kept the commandment. élexheicdn] says
Theodoret, odx ért xopav ée it has no mod at all.  vipov]
supply &exdeicdy. The term vopos, here, has the secondary
meaning ol a rule of procedure, or of judgment, in a particu-
lar case. The apostle asks, upon what “ principle ” is kavxy-
o5 excluded. &ywr] is the same as épywv vépov in iii. 20,
The whole clause would be, 8id vépov Tév &ywy vépov: in
which the term vdpos would be employed in two significa-
tions. The “works of the law?” are sinless obedience,
which, of course, if rendered, would not (odxt) shut out self-
approbation and the consciousness of personal rectitude.
miorews| supply & 9 Xporob aluary, as in i, 23, Faith is
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confidence in another’s merit, and ol course excludes con-
fidence in personal merit.

Ver, 28, loylopeda] “We are certaing it is our fixed
opinion.” Compare ii. 3; viii. 185 xiv. 14; 2 Cor. xi. 5.
St. Paul, alter this course of reasoning, regards the case as
made out, and feels warranted in expressing his confidence
in the correctness of his position respecting gratuitous justi-
fication. yap] is supported by RADIE Vulg., Copt., Griesh.,
Lach., Tisch.  obv is the reading in BCL Peshito, Receptus.
The weight of authority is in favor of yap.  St. Paul assigns
this confident certainty of the truth of gratuitous justifica-
tion as a reason (y&p) why ravypos s excluded, and not as
an inference (obv) from the previous investigation.,  Swkae-
otodat] “declared to be just,” as in il 20, wiore] is the
instrumental dative; the clause év 7¢ Xpworob afpare is to be
supplied from iii. 5. Faith justifics in the same sense that
cating nourishes. It is not the act of mastication, but the
food, that sustains life; and it is not the act of believing,
bhut Christ’s death, which delivers from the condemnation of
the law.  “In justilication, man, indeed, does something; but
the act of taking, viewed as an act, does not justify, but
that which is taken or laid hold of,” Bengel on Rom. v. 17.
This is taught in the common statement, that the atonement
of Christ is the meritorious or procuring cause ol justifica-
tion, while fuith is only the instrumental cause. Viewed as
an act merely, and apart from its velation to the oblation of
Christ, there is no more reason why a man should be justi-
ficd by his faith, than by his hope, or by his charity,—as the
Tridentine doctors assert he is.  Charity is said by 8t. Paul
to be greater than [aith or hope (1 Cor. xiii, 13).,  Dut it is
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plain, that no act of man, internal or external, however ex-
cellent, can be a suflicient reason why the punishment of sin
should be remitted to him. xwpis) entirely separate and
apart from: without a single deed; faith only, and alone.
épywv vopou] good and perlect works such as are preseribed
Ly the law., See comment on iii. 20, St. Paul is speaking
of justification, or the deliverance from penalty, in distine-
tion [rom sunctification, or the production of holiness; and
asserts that good works contribute nothing towards justifica-
tion. That a man has performed a good action, is not a
reason why he should be released from the punishment due
for having done a bad one. There is nothing of the nature
of anatonement in sinless obedience, because there is nothing
of the nature of sigfering in it.  Obedience is happiness, but
happiness is not expiatory. Good works do not bleed; and
without shedding of blood there is no remission of punish-
ment (Heb. ix. 22). The Romanist attempt to produce jus-
tification by sanctification, to obtain the pardon of sin upon
the ground of cither internal or external obedience, is not an
adaptation of means to ends. It is like the attempt to quench
thirst with bread, instcad of water. The true correlate to
guilt is atoning sulfering, and to substitute anything in the
place of it, however cxcellent and necessary in other respeets
the substitute may be, must be a failure.

Ver. 20, 3] “or,” granting that justilication is by [aith
alone, and that kavyymes is excluded, in the case of the Jew,
is it so with the Gentile? 6 Jeos] The universality of this
method of justification is proved by the [act of one God for
all men, who has but one course of action for all.

VEr. 30. émep] “since” (RABC Lachm,, Tisch.) is stronger
than érefrep (DEL Reeept.), and introduces an assertion that
is indisputable. els] “one and the same.” The doctrine of
the divine unity implies that God is not the deity of the
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Jews only; in which case there must be another for the Gen-
tiles. dwawioe] the future, as in iii. 20, denotes a uniform
rule without exceptions. éx and &z arve used as equivalents,
Compare Gal. iii. 8; Eph.ii. & The former preposition pre-
sents faith more as a principle of action in the person. Com-
pare & épidelas, ii. 8; éx mepiropi)s, iv. 123 & dydmys, Phil. i. 17,
s miorews] the article signifies that the emphasis must he
laid upon faith: * the very same fuith.”

VEer. 31. De Wette and Meyer regard this verse as he-
longing to chapter iv., and announcing the theme of the
discussion in this chapter; but it is preferable (with Aug.,
Beza, Calvin, Bengel, Tholuck, Lange, Wordsworth, Hodge)
to consider it as the conclusion of chapter iii. Tt is a bold
and conlident affirmation, [ollowed up ouly indireetly by an
argument in chapter iv., heeause St. Paul has already (iii.
21) shown that the doctrine of gratuitous justitication is not
antinomian, hy referring to the Old Testament where it is
taught; and because all that he has said respecting Christ as
the idaomjpov proves that the law as retributive is main-
tained. wduov] is emphatic by position. It is primarily the
moral law as stated in the Mosaic decalogue (iii. 23; Acts
xxi. 28; Gal. iv, 21); yet as this includes the unwritten law,
by implication, vépos here stands for law universally., Neithier
the decalogue nor the human conscience are ““made void”
by faith in Christ’s atonement. ofv] reflers to the [oregoing
statements regarding a righteousness that is without works,
which upon the face of it looks like a nullification of the
moral law. «karapyoluer] “to make uscless:” a frequent
word witli St. Paul, who often employs it in the sense of
utterly abolishing, or nullifying. s wiorews] the urticle
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directs attention to that peculiar faith spoken of, which is
“without works.” iy yévarro]. Sce comment on iii. 4. dAAZ|
“on the contrary.” iordaroper] (RADBCD Lach., Tisch.) lor
icraper.  The reading lorduer is supported by 18 Receptus.
It signifies, to make firm what otherwise would he tottering.
The apostle has already done this in i, 21, and by what he
lias said respeeting the conncetion hetween the propitiation
ol Christ and retributive justice. In the following chapter,
Liowever, he incidentally strengthens the proof, by what is
said in the OId Testament concerning the justification of
Abraham,.
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VER. 1. olv] i. e, with reference to this doctrine of gra-
tuitous justification. The question is one raised by St. Paul
himself, for the purpose of linding in its answer a proof, ad-
ditional to that already given in chapter iii,, that justifica-
tion by [aith docs not conflict with the Old Testament.
eipyxérar] “to acquire,” or “obtain.”  Compare Luke i. 3u.
This collocation of ebpyxévac is supported by RACDELF Vulg.,
Copt., Ethiop., Lachm., Tisch. The Receptus, with L Peshi-
to, places it after 5ubr. 13 omits it. "ABpadu] The case of
the head and father of the Jewish nation would he a crucial
test of the doctrine, so far as the Jew was concerned.  xara
adpxa] is Lo be construed with elpyxévar (Peshito, e Wette,
Tholuck, Meyer, Alford, Wordsworth, Ilodge), and not with
mpomdropa (Origen, Ambrose, Chrys., Calvin, Eng. Ver).
This is evident, lor the following reasons: 1. odpé is em-
ploved by 8&t. Paul to denote human nature: the entire man,
both soul and body, RRom. i. 3; iii. 205 vi. 19; vii. 5, 18; viii.
12 et alia. But there is no other mode than this, in which
Abraham could have heen the forefather of the Jews; and
hence it would not require to be specially mentioned.  1f it
be said, that Abraham was the forefather of a Jew with re-
speet to the body, in distinction from the soul, this would
make odpf synonymous with edua, which is contrary to the
Pauline use of terms. 2. The phrasc xerd adpxa is expressly



CHAPTER 1V. 2. 91

explained in verse 2, by ¢ éywv. The quaestion, then, which
St. Paul asks is: What merit before God did Abraham ac-
quire, in the use of his natural human faculties, or, in other
words, by his own works ? The view of Meyer, that edpé
herc is antithetic to mvetpma or wvovs, and that St. Paul asks
what Abraham obtained in the use of his lower physical, in
distinction from his higher rational and spiritual nature, is
incompatible with the Pauline use of gdpé as comprehending
the whole man, and is connected with that un-Pauline theory
of sin which places its secat in the sensuous in distinetion
from the rational nature. Compare Miller, On Sin, I. 321.
Urwick’s Translation.

VER. 2. yip] implies that tlie answer to the question is,
that Abraham acquired no merit at all by this method. &
épywv] supply vépov s perlect sinless obedience is meant, as in
iii. 20, 27, 28, and as the conneetion with &dikaw Iy involves,
kavxnua] materics gloriandi, “matter or ground for sell-ap-
probation.” “Paul ealls that glorying, when we profess to
have anything of our own to which a reward is supposed to
be due at God’s tribunal.”  Calvin in loco. Like xavyyots in
iii. 27, it is employed here in a good sense.  Compare 1 Cor.
ix. 15; Gal. vi. 4; Phil. iii. 3. According to 1 Cor. v. G,
there is a true and a false “glorying.”
fectly kept the moral law, he might have had confidence in
this obedience as the basis of justification before God.  mpds]
“with reference to.” Tf Abraham were pronounced just

ITIad Abraham per-

upon his own merits, then he was not justified Swpeav (iii.
24), and consequently his xavyyua, or ground of confidence,
would not have rcference to God’s ihaorijpov. Ile would
glory in, and rest upon personal righicousness, and could
not glory and trust in free grace, as St. Paul does in v. 2,
11; 1 Cor. 1. 81. Ilis counsciousness would be like that of

an uufallen angel, and not that of a redcemed man. Some
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explain the phrase as meaning that Abraham could not have
confidence in the presence of God, beeause God scarches the
Leart.  But if Abraham had really rendered a perlect obedi-
cence, the Scarcher of hearts would have scen it.

VER. 3. yip] introduces the reason [or the assertion in ob
wpos Jeav.  The Old Testament (ypady) asserts that Abraham
was Justified by the imputation of faith for rightcousncss
(Gen. xv. 0); this would lead Abraham to glory, not =pos
éavrov but wpods Jeov : 1. e., with respeet to God’s grace in
Christ. Compare v. 11, ériorevoer] Abraham believed the
divine promise that the “Seed of the Woman” (Gen. iii. 17)
should be born of him. ‘This was [aith in the divine Re-
deemer of man; which was, of course, accompanied with the
sense of needing a [Redeemer; which, of course, excluded
self-approbation (kavxpois). That Abraham’s [aith was an
act of confiding trust in the divine merey through a media-
tor, and the same in kind with that of the Christian belicver,
is proved by the [act, that Christ distinctly affirmed that
Abraham’s faith terminated on Ilimsell (Johu viii. 56); and
that St. Paul denominates Christian believers “the children of
Abraham” (Rom. iv. 11; Gal. iii. 7). 8¢] is transitive: “now.”
&oyiodn] the Ilehrew is mzzima, “he imputed.”  St. Paul
quotes from the Septuagint. The word significs to “ac-
count,” or “reckon.” Righteousness may be reckoned to
man, as Rom. iv. 4 explains, in cither of two ways: 1. meri-
torionsly (xara dpenua) 5 2. graciously (xard xdpw). The
imputation may rest upon personal obedience.  In this ease,
it is meritorious, and due upon principles of justice.  Or the
imputation may rest upon the obedience of another, there
being no personal obedience for it to rest upon. In this.
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case, the imputation is not a debt, but gracious (kard xdpw),
or gratuitous (Swpedr, xwpis épywrv). It should be ecarefully
noted, that St. Paul is speaking here ouly of the imputation,
to fallen man, of »ighteousiess.  Sin caunot, like rightcous-
ness, be imputed to lallen man, in two modes, one of which
is meritorious, and the other gratuitous. Sin is imputable
to man, in only one way. The phrases employed to describe
the second of these two imputations prove this. Sin is never
represented as charged to man 8wpeav, or xwpis épywy, or xata
ebdoxiar Jeov. The imputation of sin, hoth original and ac-
tual, is kavd dpelhpua, only.  “Gratia dat benelicium imme-
renti, justitia penam non irrogat nisi merenti.  Nam in
imputatione Adw, justitia dei non irrogat poenam inmme-
renti, sed merenti, st non merito proprio ct personali, at
participato et communi, quod [undatur in conmuunione na-
turali et foederali, quae nobis ecam Adamo intereedit.”  Tur-
retini Institutio IX,, ix. 24. This arises trom the absolute
contrariety between holiness and sin.  The former has the
ercator for its ultimate author; the latter is the work of the
creature. The former, conscquently, may be reckoned to
the account of man, gratuitously, but the latter cannot be.
Man can be pronounced innocent when lie is not; but lhe
cannot be pronounced guilty wheu he is not. Merit may be
Lestowed gratis, but not demerit. Justification may be a
gilt of God; but damnation cannot be. Eternal lilc is
xipwopa, but eternal death is dfdma (vi. 28). eis] the telic
use of the preposition (“in order to”) implies that rightcous-
ness was wanting in Abraham.  Swkatogivyv] signifies a con-
dition in which the person is 8kawos in every respect. This,
in the case of Abraham, as in that of sinful man universally,
would requirc the fulfilment of the law both as penalty and
precept.

Ver. 4. St. Paul, founding his reasoning upon the state-
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ment which he has quoted from the Old Testamment, argues
that Abraham could not have been justified meritoriously
(xara odpka, or € épywr), but must have been justified gra-
ciously (wpedv). &8¢ is transitive: “now.” 7§ épyalopér]
“the worker:” perfect work is meant, such as is rendered
by the ideal and sinless workman.,  Neither the dead work
ol the moralist, nor the imperfeet work of the Christian,
comes up to that absolute perfection which is demanded by
the law.  “There is no rightcousness, according to St. Paul,
but what is perfect and absolute.  Were there such a thing
as hal{-richteousness, it would nevertheless deprive the siu-
ner of all glory.” Calvin on Row. iil. 23, medss] the re-
ward which the workman has carned by perfeet service.
xara xdpw] wages actually earned cannot be cither tendered,
or accepted as a gift.  Grace is out ol the question, in such
a case. “The judge,” remarks Soerates (Apologia, 35),
“does not sit upon the benel to make a present of justice
(76 warayxepileadar Ta dixkaa).”  Says Coriolanus (Act i,
sc. J):
‘¢ Betier it is to die, better to starve,
Than crave the hire which first we do deserve.”

kara dpeidnua]. The indebtedness of God to man, or angel,
for service rendered, is ouly »clatine. This is taught by
Christ in Luke xvii. 7-10. (Compare 1 Chron. xxix. 14
Rom. xi. 35, 36; 1 Cor. iv. 7.) No ercatnre can make him-

> servant to the creator, in the sense of

self a ¢ profitable’
meriting his ¢ thanks” and bringing him under an original
and absolute obligation. This for three rcasons: 1. God
creates from nothing the faculties by which the service is

rendered; 2. He upholds them in existence while the service
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is being rendered; and, 3. He influences and assists in the
service itsel(.  Consequently, the merit of the creature be-
fore the creator is puctional. 1t is founded upon a promise
or covenant, and not upon the original relation between the
finite and Infinite.  God as ereator, preserver, and sanctilier,
is not obligated to promise a reward for a holiness derived
from Ilimself; but having promised, he is then bound by his
own word, and in case ol perlect obedience there is a rela-
tive indebtedness upon his part.  Having established by :
covenant this ground for a reward, it is as Airm and immuta-
ble as il it depended wpon the original and necessary relation
of the Creator to the ereature (““for he is faithful that prom-
ised,” Heb. x. 23), and any perfect service that has been ren-
dered by man or angel will be rewarded, not kara xdpiy, hut

kard ddelAnua,

Ver 3. iy dpyalopdve] the idea of prerfect work is still in
view: he who fails to render such a sinless obedienee as the
law requires. This would include the regenerate as well as
the unregenerate man.  The imperleet obedience of the be-
liever, equally with the disobedience ol the unbeliever, fails
to come up to what is demanded in order that the reward
may be “reckoned of debt.”  The spiritual man is as entire-
ly dependent upon grace for justification, as is the natural
man.  mworevorre 6¢] the particle is adversative, and denotes
that the act of believing is dillerent from the act of work-
ing: the person has failed in ““work,” and betakes himself
to another species of .activity, that of trust and reliance.
émi] this preposition, like els and év, is associated with mored-
ew, to signily the recumbenee and rest of tihe soul upon the
object of faith. Swawivra] is foreusic, as doeB7 shows: the
man is taken as ungodly, ¢ just as he is,” and is forgiven.
Ile is not first made perfectly holy, and then pronounced
just. Neither is he first made imperfectly holy or partially
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sanctified, and then pardoned. TPardon and justification is
the very first act (after election, viii. 30) which God per-
forms in reference to the “ungodly.” doef7] does not refer
to any uncommon sin, like the worship of idols, which Abra-
ham, according to Philo and Josephus (compare Joshua ii. 2,
11), practised before his call. The English version “un-
zodly ” is misleading; since it suggests heinous depravity.
The term is to be explained by Rom. 1. 23, where the common
sin of mankind is deseribed as the worshipping (éoeBdoIyoar)
of the creature, instead ol the creator.  Every man is idola-
trous.  Covetousness is idolatry, Coloss. 1. 5. Every man,
consequently, is doeBiys in relerence to God. He fails to
worship him. Henee, the term denotes the universal cor-
ruption of human nature, as scen in the disinclination to
honor and glorify God.  Compare Rom. v. 6. Aoyileruy, cte. |
Sce comment on iv. 3. The fact that Abraham’s faith was
counted to him for righteousness proves that he was not a

“worker.”

" Venr. 6. St. Paul strengthens his position by a reference
to the statements of David. «kadimep] denotes the agree-
ment of what is to he said, with what has just been said.
kai] “also:” the addition of David’s testimony would be
very weighty, in the eye of a Jew. Aéye] in Ps. xxxii.
/LG.KG.’)LO‘IU.(\)V] (not paxapia) the felicitation, ratlier than the
felicity; pronouncing blessed.  Moyilerac] See comment ou
iv. 3. xupis éyov]. Sce comment on iii. 21, 28, “This
righteousness is not ours; otherwise God would not gratui-
tonsly impute it, but would bestow it as matter of right.
Nor is it a habit, or quality, for it is ‘without works;’ but
it is a gratuitous remission, a covering over, a non-imputa-
tion of sins,” Pareus iu loco.
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VER. 7 contains a definition and description of the right-
eousness that is imputed “ without viglheousness? (xwpis
épywrv). The deseription is taken from Ps. xxxii. 1, 2. depé-
qoav] “are forgiven” (Eng. Ver.). This word, by which
the Septuagint translates mip (of which the primary idea
seems to be that of lightuess, Lifting wp, Gesenius) signifies,
to “let go,” or “release.” Forgiveness, in the Biblical rep-
resentation, is remission of penalty ; the non-inlliction of
judicial suffering upon the guilty. The key to the idea is
given in Lev. vi. 2-7.  “If a soul commit a trespass, he shall
bring his trespass offering, and the priest shall make an
atonement for him belore the Lord, and it shall be forgiven
him” (dpedjgerar avrd, Sept.). The punishment due to his
sin shall be dismissed, or let go, because it has been endured
for him by the substituted victim. Sin is a debt (Mat. vi.
12).  As, to forgive a debt is, not to collecet it, so, Lo forgive
a sin is, not to punish it. Aeccordingly, everywhere in the
New Testament, deiérar (release) is the term for forgiveness.
Compare Mat. vi. 125 ix. 2; Acts xii. 38; James v. 15;
1 Johni. 95 1i. 11, émexaigpInyoav] is the Scptuagint trans-
lation of ng3, to ¢
This idea, or representation, of the action of mercy, is com-
mon in the Old Testament, but not in the New. This is the
only instance of its use. duapriat] this term, like dvopla, is

cover over,” so as to conceal from view,

most commonly employed in the singular, to denote sin as a
principle.  But both are occasionally used in the plural, to
denote the manifestations of sin; dpapria defines sin with
reference to the true end of man’s action; dvopia defines it
with reference to the true rule of his action. .

VER. 8. ob] is supported by NBDE Tisch.: AC Receptus,
Lachm, read ¢. Aoyiowrad] the subjunctive is hypothetical,
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tmplying that the person is Dblessed in case that God shall
not have imputed.  The double negative is noticeable: the
fact that there is cerfaindy no imputation of sin must lirst be
established, before there can be the [elicitation.  In verse 7,
St, Paul defines the imputation of righteousness to be the
remission ol sing and in verse ¥; to be the non-imputation of
sin.  This brings to view again the intrinsic difference, al-
ready noticed in the comment upon iv. 3, hetween the impu-
tation of righteousness, and the imputation of sin.  The
imputation of righteousness to sinful man ¢an be defined as
the non-imputation of sinj but the imputation of sin to sin-
ful man cannot be defined as the mere non-imputation of
righteousness.  The imputation of sin i1s a positive, and not
a negative act.  The imputation of righteousness to the sin-
ner supposes the total absence of righteousness, but the -
putation of sin to the sinner does not suppose the total
abscnece of sin. It can be said: “Blessed is the mian to
whom the Lord imputeth rightecousness without righteous-
ness;” but it cannot be said: “Cursed is the man to whom
the Lord imputeth sin without sin.” It is also to be ob-
served, that while St. Paul in this place describes the impu-
tation of rightcousness as heing the remission, covering, and
non-imputation of sin, it does not follow that this is the
whole of imputation, Christ’s righteousness comyprises two
parts: his sufferings, or passive obedience of the law as pen-
alty; and his active obedience of the law as precept.  Both
of these are imputed: the one, to deliver the believer from
condemnation, and the other to entitle him to cternal re-
ward.  St. Paul, at this point, however, is concerned with
the imputation of the passive obedience.  Guilt and con-
demnation Lave thus far heen chiefly in his eye, and he de-
fines accordingly.  The other side of imputation he pre-
scuts subsequently.  Compare v, 10, 17, 19; 1 Cor. 1. 30;
2 Cor. v, 21.
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Ver, 9. St. Paul now proceeds to show, in verses 9-13,
that gratuitous justification is as entirely separate from cir-
caincision, as it is from obedience ol the moral law. o]
introduces the ensuing reasoning as it is related to the fact
that Abraham, who possessed the righteousness described hy
David, was a eéircumeised person.  obros] supply Aéyerar, [rom

&L

Aéye in verse G; in which case, éri means “ concerning,” as in

Mat. iii. 7; Mark ix. 12; Heb. vii. 13, «ai] shows that wepi-
Touny denotes the Jews to the exclusion of the Gentiles; DIS
and Vulgate add pérov, which is probably an explanatory
wloss.  Adyoper| lovks back to verse 3. yap] implies an al-
firmative answer to the second of the two questions. éAc-
yiedn] though emphatic by position is not to he emphasized;
neither is "AfBpaap, nor wiors. The whole sentence is only
the recital, a second time, of a quotation; and the stress lics
upon the quotation as a whole, and not upon any particular
word. To place the emphasis upon "Afpaap, as De Wette,
Fritzsche, Lange, and Alford maintain, is to contemplate
Abraham as a circmmneised person.  But this is premature.
At this point, in the reasoning, Abraham’s circumecision must
be an open question.

Ve, 10. #nas] in what condition, or status. odk év, etc.]
the faith of Abraham and its imputation are mentioned in
Gien, xv., and his circumecision in Gen, xvii. The latter oec-
curred about fourteen years after the former.

Ven 11, oeueiov] denotes an external token evident to the
seuses.  This term, likke ogpayis, gives the key to the notion
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of a sacrament. A sacrament being a “sign” or “scal,” is
sensnous. It appeals, in some [orm or other, to the senses.
Consequently, no efficieney can be attributed to it; because
the sensuous cannot encrgize the spiritual, matter cannot
move mind. A sacrament, therefore, never operates of itself
(ex opere operato). A sign requires a signer, and a seal a
sealer.  weprropdis]| RBDEF Vulg., Copt., Ree., Lachm., Tisch,
The reading meprropjy is supported by AC Peshito, Griesbach.
The sense is the same in cither case, since meprouss is the
genitive ol apposition: “he received circumcision, as a
sign.”  gdpayida] the impression of a seal upon a document
is an official certification.  Compare Johu iii. 33.  This term
is explanatory of oypciov.  The mark of circumecision authen-
tically certified that Abraham was in covenant with Jehovah,
In Gen. xvii., circumcision is represented as the seal of a
covenant ; but the covenant implied a promise on the part
ol Jehovah, and this promise was appropriated by Abraham
by faith. Hence, St. Paul speaks of circumcision as the sign
and scal of gratuitous justification. els 76] denotes the in-
tention of God, who designed by the fact that Abraham
believed previous to circumcision, that he should be the
spiritual father of helieving Gentiles, as well as believing
Jews.,  warépa] is anarthrous, to denote a father in a particu-
Tar sense. 8 dxpofuerias] the preposition here has the
“loosc” sensc of ‘““denoting the ecircamstances and rela-
tions under which one does something” (Winer, p. 379).
kai] is supported by CDEL Vulg., Peshito, .Lith.,, Ree.,
Meyer, and omitted by RADB Copt., Lachm., Tisch. It is
favored by the comnection of thought. It was the divine
purpose tbat righteousness should be imputed to the Geu-.
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tiles «lso, equally with the Jews. The clause els 70 Aoyrdij-
va:, ctc., is explanatory of the preceding clause els 7o eivar
abrov, cte., and shows that spiritual and not earnal paternity
was intended by God.  Abraham was to be a father to this
class of Gentiles, beecause they exercised the same [aith that
Le did, and had the same kind of rightcousness imputed to
them.  Christ had previously taught this truth in Mat. il
9; John viii. 39; and St. Paul returns to it again in Rom.
ix. 8 sq., and Gal. 1. 7 sq. 79w Swcaosvvgr] is supported by
BCEL. Ree., Lachu.: the article is omitted by XD Tisch.

VER. 12. kai] is to be mentally followed by els 70 elrac
abrov.  mepropns] is anarthrous, to denote some, not all of
the circumncised.  Abraham was, of course, to be the spirit-
ual father of circumecised Jews, as well as of uncircumeised
Gentiles; yet not from the mere fact of ecircumncision and
carnal descent, as he procceds to state. 7ois] ¢ those name-
ly:”

12; Rev. xxi. 7). 8t. Paul now specifies what class of the

the dative either of advantage, or of relation (Luke vii.

Jews are the spiritual children of Abrabham. pdvov] is con-
nected with odx - who are “not only ” circumeised, but who,
cte.  «ai] denotes that in addition to circumcision, the per-
sous spolien of «flso “wall in the steps,” ete.  Tois ororyotow]
the article is not superfluous, but employed for emphasis,
Theodoret, Luther, and others, take tots odx for o Tois, so
that two classes, namely, Jews and Gentiles, would be men-
tioned, in verse 12, as having Abraham for their [ather,
But, the apostle has already, in the preceding verse, affirmed
that Abraham is the spiritual father of believing Gentiles.
Ilence, the clause 7ois orotyotow, etc., must refer to the same
class that 7ois odx, ete., refers to, It mentions a characteris-
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tie in addition to that ol ecircumcision, by virtue of which
this class of the Jews are the spiritual children of Abraham,
iyveaw] conveys the notion of exact lollowing alter: the feet
are carefully put in the tracks of the lcader: “1 [ollow here,
the footing of thy feete™ (Spenser). The dative is rather
local, than normative. ijs év drpoBuoria mlorews]| is a much
simpler reading than ris miorews tijs év ) drpofuoria (L Rec.),

and is supported by RADCDEIG Lachm., Tisch.

VER. 13 confirms the position that Abraham was to be the
father of all believing Gentiles, by considering the nature of
the promusc that was made to him. yap] introduces the
point. wvopov] denotes the moral law, yet unwritten in the
day of Abraham. The “law” is here put for the ¢ works

of the law,”

and is cquivalent to perfect obedience. The
promise did not come to Abraham through the instrumental-
ity (&) of this. émayyedia] supply éyévero. The promise is
that mentioned in Gen. xxii. 17, 18.  owéppart] not carnal,
but spiritual offspring. Gal. iii. 7, 16; Rom. ix. 7-9; John
vii. 39. «Aypovipor] spiritual inheritance, like that in Mat.
v. 5; Dan. vii. 27. «éopov] implies the universality of the
Divine intentton: “In thy seed, all the nations of the earth
»  Abraham was promised only the land of
Canaan (Gen. xvii. 8); but this, in Seripture, 1s represented

shall be blessed.

as the centre of departure for the Messiali’s universal king-
dom (Acts i. 4; John iv. 22), and often stands for the
Church universal.  Compare Mat. xix. 28; Luke xxii. 30.
Sikatooivys mwigTews] trust and covflidence in God’s gracious
justification, and not in personal and perfect obedicnce, was
the condition (&) of the promise to Abraham and his seed,’
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that they should have a universal dominion, and be a univer-
sal Dlessing to mankind. The evangelical promise is mude
to faith, and not to works.

Vir. 14 continues the proof that the promise to Abraham
and his spiritual sced was not &ux vopov dANL &k wioTems.  éx]
denotes the source and ground of the heirship.  Compare 1.
8; iv. 12; Acts x. 45; Gal. iii. 10. véuov] as in verse 13, is
put for épya vdpov, and signilies obedicnee of the law.,  St,
Paul does not mean by ot ék vopov, those who desire or «t-
tempt to be justified by the law, but who actually arc. They
are a class who can claim the inheritance upon the ground
of desert. If there were any such class among men, they
would have nothing to do with either faith or a gracious
promise.  The “law” spoken of here is not the Mosaic law
particularly, since Abraham lived before this was given, but
law in the abstract. sarmjpynrac] perlect obedience nullifies
faith, and vice versa. If the inheritance is to rest upon a
complete fulfilment of the command, then it cannot rest
upon a gracious promise. Compare the similar reasoning in
xi. G, 7.

Ver. 15. A confirmation of the statement in the preced-
ing verse, introduced by yap. dpyyv] the personal displaceney
ol God towards sin, manifested subjectively in remorse of
conscicnee, and objectively in the penal evils of this and the
future life.  The moral law, in relation to sinful man, oper-
ates in the mode of retribution, and therefore cannot be the
medium of a promise of good. For the transgressor, the
law is a threat and a terror.  This is the very contrary of a
promise. ob 8¢ oix, cte. | (NABC Pesh., Copt., Lachwm., Tisch.
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read &; DEF Ree. read yap). The logical connection of this
clause with the preceding 1s somewhat obscure, owing to its
negative form, and the cllipses. The reasoning of the apos-
tle in verse 15 is this: The law works wrath [wherever there
is sin]; but [among men] there is sin wherever there is law,
The second of these positions is stated in a negative lorm,
and requires the positive part to be supplied.  The complete
sentence would run thus: ob 8¢ éorw mapdfBaats, éxel vopos - o0
8¢ olk éoTiv vipos, ovoe mapdBacis. The sin is as wide as the
Iaw; and the law Las been shown to be as wide as the race

(ii. 12-16).

>

Ver. 16. & 7otro] a conclusion {rom verses 14, 15. &
miorews] supply oi xAgpovipor &oi, from verse 14; since é
wiorews is antithetic to e vépov,  kara xdpw] supply ¥ érayye-
Ma yévmrar, from the subsequent érayyehiav.  els 70] the divine
purpose. BeBaiav] is opposed to kampyyracin verse 14: “firm,”
beeause depending upon God’s word, and not upon man’s
obedience. The evangelical promise secures human obedi-
ence, and consequently does not rest upon it. owéppar]
spiritual and not carnal descent is meant, as iniv. 13, ob 7§}
sc. améppart. ¢k Tat vépov] describes the Jew, but the belicr-
tng Jew, beeause he is a part of =dv 76 oréppa. The Jew as
merely carnally descended from Abraham, was no part of the
“seed 7 here spoken of: “for they are not all Tsrael which
are of Isracl; neither heeause they are the seed of Abraham
arc they all children,” ix. 6, 7. Ilence, vdpov, in this place,
is not put for éya vipov, or perfect legal obedience, as it is
in verses 13, 14, and eclsewhere. It stands for the Mosaic
cconomy simply. Cowmpare Ileb. vii. 19; x. 1. «al 7¢] se.
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oméppart. &k miorews 'Afpadp] qualifies 7¢ eméppare. This
class werc believing Gentiles, having Abraham’s faith, but
not Abraham’s blood. The other class had both the faith
and the blood; and both united made up the whole spiritnal
sced.  The comment of Theophylact is excellent: “To all
the seed, that is to say, to all delievers: not only those he-
lievers who are of the law, that is, who arc circuncised, but
those believers also who are uncircumcised, who are a sced
of Abrabham begotten to him by faith.” The phrase é
mivrews 'Afpadp is antithetic to &k 700 vduov, only for the pur-
pose of distinguishing the c¢ircwncised believer from the
wncircumeised.  The antithesis must not be pressed so far
as to imply that those Jews who constituted a part of the
total sced alluded {o were not also éx wiorews Afpadu. ds
éoru, cte.] a repetition of verses 11 and 12, suér] “us be-
lievers.”

Ver. 17 cites from the Old Testament (Gen. xvii. §), in
prool that Abraham is the father of all believers, both Gen-
tile and Jewish. The quotation is best regarded as paren-
thetical, so that xarévavry cte., is immediately connected with
6s éorw mamyp, ete. (Eng. Ver,, Lachim., Meyer, Tholuck, Al-
ford, Hodge).  moddav é3vav] Abraham could have been the
father of only one nation, if carnal paternity were meant.

“constituted.” The word denotes

rédaxd] ““appointed,” or
that the paternity spoken of was the result of a special ar-
rangement or economy. It would not he used to denote the
merely physical connection between father and son. No
onc would say that Philip was appointed to be the father of
Alexander.  xarévarr] coram: “in the presence of” (Mark

xi. 2). The eternity of God precludes sequences in bis con-
5%
5
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sciousness, and implies that all things and events are simul-
tancous in his intuition. The [ull construction is: xaréravre
Tob Jeod, rxatevavre ob émiorevoer. Compare the similar struc-
ture in Luke i. -t: wept v karnxndns Aoywy, for wept Tov Aoywy,
wept Gv karidys (Meyer).  vekpovs| the primary reference is
to the circumstances of Abraham mentioned in verse 19, but
this for the purpose of illustrating the agency of God in the
act of gratuitous justification. The word that blots out sin
is a creative word. This is implied in Christ’s question:
“ Whether is easier to say, Thy sins be forgiven thee: or to
say, Rise up and walk ?” Luke v. 23. «xalolvros] the crea-
tive call of the Almighty. -Isa. xL. 4; xIviil. 13.  7& p3) évra]
the subjective negative is employed, because the non-entity
is relative, and not ahsolute. Tt may be displaced by entity,
if God so please. The phrase, xa\etv Ta wy Srro Gs orra, is
cquivalent to crearc ex nihilo. The same exertion of infinité
power, though not under precisely the same form of state-
ment, is described in 1 Cor. i 28; 2 Cor. iv. 6; Heb. x1. 33
Coloss. . 16; Gen. 1. 3. In 2 Maccabees vii. 28, it is said
that God “made the heaven and the earth, and all that is
therein, é odx ovrer.” Philo (De creatione, 728 b) employs
phraseology like that of St. Paul: 7a w3 ovra ékdleoer eis 1o
etvar.  The primary reference of ra ug dvra is to the posterity
of Abraham who were not yet born; the sccondary reference
is to the justification of the wngodly (iv. 5). When God
imputes righteonsness without righteonsness (xwpis épywv), hie
calls that which is not, as though it were.

VER. 18. St. Paul now (verses 18-21) gives a more par-
ticular description of Abraham’s faith, wap' é\mida] “be-
yond,” or “contrary to” hope considercd objectively: hope
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in all external respects. &7 éAmili] the preposition has the
signification of “Dbecause of,” ““on the ground of,” as in Mat.
xix. 9; Luke 1. 59; PPhil. i. 3; Heb. vii. 11; viii. 6. Hope,
in this case, is viewed subjectively.,  Abraham was inwardly
hopelul, when all was owtwardly hopeless.  Contrary to
hope, he yet, on account of his hope, believed the promise.
els 70] denotes the divine purpose. In the plan of God,
Abraham believed in order that he might become the [ather
of all believers, elpnuévor] in Gen. xv. 5. ofrws] i. e, like
the stars in multitude.

Ver. 19, wy dodanjoas ™) wiocrea] is a meiosis for loyvpar
miorw éov (Theophylact). Scee comment on i. 13,  kareviy-
oer] (the reading of RABC Copt., Lachm., Tisch.; DEIL
Peshito, Vulg., Ree. read ob sarevéeoer) denotes distinet
notice and observation, Ileb. iii. 1; x. 24; Luke xii. 24,
Abraham plainly saw the physical impossibility in the case,
Gen, xvil. 17.  The retention ol od makes the clause ol «are-
voegey, ete., nearly equivalent to the clause ob Siexpldy, ete.,
and also destroys the adversative force of &e.

Ver. 20. 8] is adversative; Abraham distinetly perceived
the deadness, etc., but wyet, cte. Suexpidy] has the middle
signification (compare 1 Cor. x1. 31): “he did not serutinize
into” (els). Meyer renders: ‘“he did not doubt in reference
to” (els). évedurauddy] ““became, or grew, strong,” Heb. xi.
34. wigra] instrumental dative. &ods] “since he gave.”
86¢av] honor to God’s power and promisc.
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VER. 21. wAypopopndeis] denotes complete conviction.
Compare xiv. 5. 1f Gen. xvii. 17 be compared with Gen,
xv. G, there is an apparent contradiction. The latter, how-
ever, implies only a momentary wavering of Abraham’s faith,
like that of John the Baptist. See Mat. xi. 2 sq. Neither
Abraham nor John fell away into absolute unbelief. émyy-
yehrat] is middle. '

Ver. 22. The summary conclusion from the whole narra-
tive in verses 18-21, and looking back to verse 3. &d] “on
this account.”

VER. 23. The paragraph in verses 23-25 exhibits the rela-
tion of the Old Testament testimony concerning Abraham,
to all believers, &8 adrov udvor] merely for the purpose of
showing the way and manner of Abraham’s justification,
alone.

VER. 24. & 3ués] i. e., to show how we are justified. pé\-
Ae] denotes the continuing purpose of God.  Moyileosdai] sc.
@lomis.  éyelpavra] this particular exertion of divine power is
chosen with reference to the vekpods and vékpoaw of verses 17
and 19, and because it is the highest exercise of power.

VER. 2. mapedsdn] to death. Compare viii. 32. 8wz ma-
parrtipara] on account of their guilt, which is expiated by
the haomjpov (iii. 25).  Fyépdn] Christ’s resurrection was in-



CIIAFTER 1V. 95, 109

dispensable in order to the act of faith in Christ’s death.
Compare v. 1; 1 Cor. xv. 17. The death constitutes the
atonement for guilt, but had Christ never risen from the
dead, no man could have appropriated it, because there
would have been no evidence that he had conquered death,
and no living person in whom to believe. 8walwow] the
state of justification, as distinguished from the act, which
is denoted by éwawdpa (v. 18).
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§ 3. The cffects of gratwitous justification. LRom. v.-viii.

St. PavL has deseribed the necessity ol the righteonsuess
by faith, in Rom. i. 18-iii. 205 and the nature of it, includ-
ing its harmony with the Old Testament, in iii. 21-iv. 23
He now proceeds to desceribe the ¢ffects of this righteous-
ness, in v.=viil,

VEeR. 1. dwawwdérres] See comment on iii. 0. ofw] draws
a conclusion from the matter in iii. 21-iv. 25, elpjprpr] justi-
fication, rather than sanctifieation, is intended by this word.
It is the subjective pacification of the conscience resulting
from the objective satisfaction of divine justice. DPaul does
not begin to discuss sanctification, as onc of the elfects of the
gratuitous rightcousness of God, until chapter vi. He be-
gins with the first and more immediate effect, namely, the re-
moval of remorse, and mental tranquillity belore the offended
Jaw. The justified person is no longer an éydpds (v. 10), and
no longer under dpyy (iv. 13; v. ). Compare John xiv. 275
xvi. 835 Lph. il 14, éoper] we retain this reading upon
dogmatic grounds, with the majority of commentators, al-
though the subjunctive éywper is by [ar the most strongly
supported (RABCDL Desh., Copt., Ith., Vulg., Lachm.,
Tisch., Tregelles).  The writer now mentions an actual and-
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necessary effect of justification, namely, peace with God.
This requires the indicative.  The subjunctive mode, in the
hortatory signification certainly, is entirely out ol place here,
The connection between God’s act of justification and peace
of conscience is that ol cause aund effect, and it would be
illogical in the highest degree to exhort a person who has
experienced the operation of the cause, to lubor that the
cffect may follow. Given the cause, the effect follows of
eourse. Perhaps, however, the concessive signilication of
the subjunctive might be defended here, by one who should
insist upon taking the reading which has such a strong
diplomatic support: ¢ Being justified, we may have peace.”
The subjunctive, in this signilication, approximates to the
future (Winer, p. 283); and the Peshito (Murdock’s Trans.)
reuders: “Because we arc justificd by faith, we shall have
peace.,”  The reading éywper would in this case yield a sense
as consistent, both logically and doctrinally, as the reading
éxoper,  wpos] denotes relation: ““in respect to.”  Tov Jeor|
the article denotes God in his trinitarian plenitude: the
Godhead. The divine Being, irrespective of Christ’s ilaomj-

o

pror, is displacent towards man as sinful, and man as sinful is
hostile towards the divine Being.  Peace between the holy
nature of God and the guilty will of man, is mediated by an
act and work of one of the persons of the Godhead incar-
nate: 8w Inoov Xprorod.

VER. 2. xai] “also.” Christ is not only the atonement,
but he is the access to it. John xiv. G; Aects v. 315 Eph.
iil. 125 Heb. xii. 2. xdpw] the grace that imputes faith for
righteousness,  éfpyraper] the present of a completed action,
Compare 1 Cor. xv. 1. kavxdpeda] i. e., & § xavyopeda. Self-
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congratulation in the good sense is meant; for examples see
Rom. viii. 36 sq.; 2 Cor. xi. 30; Mat. v. 10. Joy is combined
with self-congratulation in possessing the blessing of justifi-
cation, éx’] “over,” or “on account of.” Winer, p. 408,
Thayer’s Ed. 8déys] a comprehensive term for all the divine
attributes in their celestial manilestation. Comypare Lx.
xxxiil, 18 ; BMat. xvi. 27; John xvii. 3.  Jeob] subjective
genitive: “God’s heavenly glory.”

VER. 3. ob pdvov 8] sc. xavxopeda ér Amid. kavxoueda]
Sce comment on verse 2. rais| “those well-known afllic-
tions.” elldres] ‘“since we know.” dmopomr] the poirer of
patient endurance is the result. xarepydlerac] “ works out.”

VER. 4. Soxyurv] denotes: 1. the act of trying: the experi-
ment, 2 Cor. viii. 2; 2. the result of the trial: the experience,
2 Cor. ii. 9. The latter is the meaning here. éwida] the
hope of seeing the divine glory which accompanies justifica-
tion is strengthencd by the experience of alllictions.

Ver. 5. 7 éimis] the hope of heavenly glory thus tried.
karawryvved] to make ashamed (or to terrify) by failure. Der-
haps the latter is the better rendering. Compare Ps. xxil. 5,
where the Scptuagint translates 3wia (of which, according to
Gesenius, the primary meaning is rot to blush from shamnie,
but to turn pale from terror) by xamoxivdnoar. 7] intro-
duces the reason why the hope does not disappoint,  Jeob]
1. subjective genitive: God’s love towards us (Orig., Chrys,,
Ambrose, Luther, Calvin, Grotius, Olsh., De Wette, Mey
2. objective genitive: our love to God (Theodoret, Aug
Anselm, and the Papal divines, from dogmatic considera
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tions)., Verse 8 shows that the first interpretation is the enr-
rect one. ékxéxvrar] denotes an exuberant communication.
Compare Aects i. 17; x. 45; Tit. iii. 6.  év tais xapdlas] the
dative denotes motion in place: “within our hearts.” ave-
paros] the Loly Spirit produces in the believer an immediater
and overflowing consciousness that he is the object of God’s
redeeming love; and this is the guaranty that his hope will

not disappoint him.

Ver. 6. ére yap] RACD Ree., Lach., Tisch. (el ye: B). vap
introduces the death of Christ as the evidence of God’s love,
Xpiorés] separates ére from Grrov, to which it belongs, by rea-
son of emphasis and the crowd of thoughts.  Meyer, in loco,
cites similar instances from DPlato.  dodeviv] Sin is helpless-
ness (a privative, and o3evds), especially contemplated as
guilt.  Man is powerless to atone for sin.  én] repeated
after dodadr scems superiluous, but is strongly supported
by RABCD Lachm., Tisch. Tt would agree better with the
Vatican reading, e ye: “If, surely, we heing still without
strength, ete.”  kara xkapor] “at the appointed time.” 1t is
to be construed with drédaver. Compare Gal. iv. 4; Eph. 1.
10.  Ymep| as verse 7 shows, has here the signification of drri.
Compare Lulke xxii. 19, 20; John xi. 50; 1 Cor. 1. 13; 2 Cor.
v. 14, 13, 20, 21; 1 Pet. iii. 18. Winer (Thayer’s Ed,,
p. 383) remarks that “dwép is sometimes nearly equivalent to
dvri, instead, loco (see, especially, Burip., Alcest., 700; Phi-
lemon, 13; Thue. i. 1415 Polyb., 3, 67, 7).” He adds, how-
ever, in a note, somewhat inconsistently with the above re-
mark: “Still, in doctrinal passages relating to Christ’s death
(Gal. iii. 13; Rom. v. §, 8; xiv, 15; 1 Pet. iii. 18), it is not
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justifiable to render fwép Hudv, and the like, rigorously by
instead of, on aceount ol such parallel passages as Mat. xx.
28 (Fritzsche, Rom. i. 267).  "Avr{ is the more dehnite of the
two prepositions.  “Ywép signifies mercly for men, for their
deliverance; and leaves undetermined the precise sense in
which Christ died for ther”  DBut, the fact, conceded by
Winer, that dmép “is sometimes nearly equivalent to dvri,”
shows that it has a twofold sense, and therelore it must be
left to the context to determine the meaning. The same
ambiguity is found in the English preposition yor. To die
“for” a man may mean cither to die in his place, or for his
benefit.  In which sense the preposition is to be taken, must
be decided by the connection.  But either signification is
possible.  De Wette (com. on Rom. v. 7) says, “iwep kann
anstatt und fir heissen: 1 Cor. v. 20,7 Baur (Paulus der
Apostel, s. 165) remarks: “Wenn auch in vielen Stellen
das dmodarey vmép nur ein Sterben zum Besten Anderer ist,
so kann doch wohl in den Stellen, Rom. iv. 25; Gal, i. 4;
Rom. viii. 35 1 Cor. xv. 3; 2 Cor. v. 14, der Begrilf der Stell-
vertretung, wenigstens der Sache nach, nicht zuriickgewiesen
werden,”  Compare, also, Magee On Atonement, Disserta-
tion xxx. The reason why St. Paul employs dmép, not ex-
clusively, but more [requently than drr, when speaking of
the vieariousness of Christ’s death, is this: wé having two
meanings can teach the two [acts that Christ died in the
place of, and for the benefit of, the believer; while dvrd, hav-
ing but one signification, can mention but onc of them. The
more comprehensive ol the two prepositions is preferred in
the majority ol instances. doefav] Sce the explanation of
this word in the comment on iv. .

VER. 7. Imép] See comment on verse 6. Swaiov] a strict
aud exactly just man who gives to every once his due; no
more, and no less. The term excludes compassionate benev-,
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olence, which bestows more than is due. Justice is venera-
ble and admirable, but not winning. Though abstractly
possible, yet it would be altogether improbable (udis), that
an ordinary imperfect man should be so impressed by this
rigorous and exact attribute, as to lay down his life for it.
Ouly the perfect God-man has done this. dmodaveirac] the
future here expresses something that is never likely to oceur
(Winer, p. 279). 7yap] in both instances in this verse as-
signs an explanatory reason, with reference to the statement
in verse 6 that Christ died for the wngodly. This is an ex-
traordinary thing, and not to be expected, for two rcasons:
1. for one would hardly die [or a strictly upright man; 2,
Jor, possibly, one would venture to die for a man who had
been compassionate to hin.  The English rendering, “ yet,”
is erroncous. 7ot dyadod] the article denotes the particular
individual of this elass, and implies that such men are rare.
Sikalov is anarthrous, because ouly the class is thought of,
and this class is morc numerous than the other. Men are
more iuclined to be exactly just, than to be gencrous and
compassionate: to give what is due, than to give more than
is due. dyadot is antithetic to Swalov, and denotes the bene-
factor: the kind and compassionate man. ¢ Vir bonus est,
qui prodest, quibus potest, nocet nemini.” Cicero, De Offi-
ciis, iii. 15. Compare Luke xviii. 18; xxiii. 50; Rom. vii,
12; aud the Hebrew pvgx and =7pn. The Rabbins explain
these words thus: “The just man says to his neighbor, All
mine is mine and all your’s is your’s. The good man says,
All your’s is your’s alone, and all mine is your’s also.” It is
remarkable that a passage containing a contrast so sharp as
that between justice and benevolence, and a meaning so
plaiu, should have called out such a variety of interpreta-
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tions. sdxa]in the classics, expresses possibility, yet accom-
panied with doubt.

VER. 8. gwiomow] “sets ({orow) in a strong light.” Com-
parc ili. 5. The position of the verh is emphatic.  éavrod]
reflexive for emphasis: “his own.” ér] the benefit con-
ferred by the divine compassion is prior to all excellence or

y
merit, as well as to all strength (dodevdy, ver. G) upon man’s
part. vmép] the conncetion implies substitution, as in v. G;
viil, 32. dmé3aver] as an iNaoripioy, iii. 23.

VER. 9. moAdo paldor] expresses the great certainty of the
believer’s salvation, in view of what has been said in verses
7 and 8. A man might perhaps be willing to die [or his
benelactor, but not for an exactly upright man who pays all
debts, but conlers no benefits. But God makes a self-saeri-
fice [or the positively wicked, who are neither just nor benev-
olent, and while they are still in this state of wickedness. Tt
is certain, consequently, that those who are the chosen oh-
jects of such compassionate love as this will be saved. Com-
pare v. 15, 17. »viv] if justified nowin time, we shall be
saved hercafter in cternity. aimari] the lile-blood when
poured out in death is expiatory; typically, in the instance
of the Levitical lamb, actually, in the instance of the Lamb
of God. John i. 36. dpyys] for the explanation of this word,
sec comment on i. 1§, and the author’s Theological Essays,
pp- 268-284. It denotes a personal emotion, and not merely
an abstract attribute. A divine emotion is a divine attribute
in energy. In relation to it, the oblation of Christ is called a
“ propitiation” (ihaogudés), 1 Johm ii. 2; iv. 10. The feeling of
anger towards sin, is not incompatible with the feeling of
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compassionate benevolence (dydmy, ver. 7) towards the sin-
ner. The very Being who is displeased, is the very same
Being who, though a placatory atonement of his own pro-
viding, saves {rom the displeasure. The supplication of the
litany: “Irom thy wrath, Good Lord deliver us,” implics
that it is God’s compassion (dydmy) that saves from God's
anger (épyy), and, consequently, that both feelings co-exist
in the divine nature.

VER. 10. A confirmatory explanation of verse 9. éJIpoi]
the passive signification (the holy God displeased with
wicked man) is the meaning here (Calvin, De Wette, Tholuck,
Fritzsche, Meyer).  This is corroborated by the épy rob Jeot,
from which the believer is saved hy Christ’s iAagmjprov. Tt is
not the wrath of man toward God, but of God toward man,
that requires the rcconciliation. It is true, that the subjec-
tive wrath of the hunan conscience (not toward God, but
toward the man himselt) requires appeasement and pacifica-
tion, and obtains it through this same vicarious atonement
of the Son of Godj but this point is not hrought into view
here. The co-existence and compatibility of dydmy and épyy
in the Supreme Being is seen in the fact here spoken of by
St. Paul, that God’s compassion for the soul of man prompts
him to appease or “propitiate ” his own wrath at the sin of
man. The highest form of love, that, namely, of self-sacri-
fice, prompts the triune God to satis{y his own justice, in the
room and place of the sinner who has incurred the penalty
of justice. In the work of vicarious atonement, God himself
is both the offended and the propitiating party. This is
taught in 2 Cor. v, 18: “God hath reconciled us to Aim-
self’;” Coloss. 1. 20: “to reconcile all things to himself.”’
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God, in the person of Jesus Christ, is judge, priest, and sacri-
fice, all in one Being. The common objections to the doc-
trine of the propitiation of the divine anger, rest upon
the unitarian idea of the deity. According to this view,
which denies personal distinctions in the Essenee, God, it
propitiated, must be propitiated by anotlher being than God.
Christ is merely a ercature.  The influence of the atonement
upon God is, therefore, a foreign influence from the sphere
of the finite. But, according to the trinitarian idea of the
Supreme Being, it is God who propitiates God. Both the
origin and the influence’ of the atonement are personal, and
not foreign, to the deity. The transaction is wholly in the
divine Essence.  The satisfaction of justice, or the propitia-
tion of anger (whichever terms be employed, and both are
eniployed in Secripture), is required by God, and made by
God. And the infinite and everlasting benefits of such a
trinitarian transaction are graciously and gratuitously be-
stowed upon the guilty creatures for whom, dedeveis &re (ver.
G), and ére duaprodo dvres (ver. 8), the transaction took place.
kargMdyyper] is used in the passive signitication: “so that
God is no longer unreconciled with man” (Meyer). oy} 1f
the death of Christ effects the conciliation of God’s justice
to man, certainly the /¢f¢ of the glorified Christ will not leave
redemption incompiete.

n

Ver. 11, ob povor 8¢] supply cwdnaipeda (compare v. 3).
4MA kai] supply owdyodpeda.  kauxopero] is used in the good
sense, denoting a union of joy and trinmphant self-congratu-
lation, It qualifies cwdyodueda, understood. xaradiayir]
This important word is rendered “atoncment,” in the Eng-



CIAPTER V. 1f. 119

lish version. At the time when the version was made,
atonement = at-one-ment, or reconciliation. The present
use of the worl atonement makes it equivalent to expiation,
or satisfaction. This latter is the true meaning of kareAlayy,
in this passage. The term denotes, primarily, that which is
paid in exchange, in the settlement of a disagreement or dif-
ference between two parties.  Parties are “reconciled” with
cach other, by one paying to the other a stipulated sum: the
karalday (the “Dbalance”).  Then, the elfect is put for the
cause; and xaralaysp comes to have the secondary significa-
tion of reconciliation itself. There is an allusion to these
two meanings of the term, in Athenweus, x. 35.  “ Why do
we say of a tetradrachina that karaAldrrerar, when we never
speak of its getting into a passion?” A\ coin can be ¢
changed,” but not *“reconciled.” The same metonymy of
effect for cause is scen in the Saxon word bot, from which
the modern “boot ” is derived. This, primarily, signifies the

CX-

compensation paid to the injured party by the offender;
then, secondly, the harmony or reconciliation effected be-
tween the parties by such compensation; and, lastly, the
repentance itsell of the offending party (Bosworth’s Anglo-
Saxon Dictionary, in loco). Through Christ, the belicver
“receives the atonement:” namely, that expiation for sin
which settles the dilference between God and man.  The re-
sult is reconciliation and harmony between the two parties.
é\aBoper] If the sinner himself made this expiation, he would
not “receive ” it, but would give it. This would be personal
atoneinent. He cannot malke it himself; and it is graciously
made for him.  This is vicarious atonement, which he “ac-
cepts” and ‘“ reccives,” by faith.

Verses 12-21 describe the parallel between the condemna-
tion in Adam, and the justification in Clirist. Verses 12, 18,
1) contain the substance of the parallel, namely, the protasis
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and apodosis of the proposition. Verses 13-17 are paren-
thetic and explanatory. Verses 20, 21 exhibit the relation
of the Sinaitic law to the justilication in Christ.

VER. 12, 8 rodro] a conclusion from the whole previous
reasoning respecting gratuitous justification. domep, ete.] has
no correlative clause regularly expressed. Some, like Tholuck,
regard the clause 6s éorw TUmos o0 uéAhovros as a substitute
for it. DBut it is simplest to regard the clause introduced by
dorep as suspended by the parenthetic explanation, and then
repeated in verse 18, where the ds finds its correlative in
obrws, 8 éos dvdpdmov] through one man, in distinction
Irom a multitude of individuals. In 2 Cor. xi. 3; 1 Tim. ii.
13, 14 (compare Sirach xxv. 24), Ifve is joined with Adam in
the first transgression; as she is, also, in the narrative in
Genesis. Hence els dvdpwmos, here, stands for both .ldwmn
and Eve, including their posterity. The two, as taken to-
gether, are denominated “man,” in Gen. v. 2: “God called
their name Adam, in the day when they were created.” Simni-
larly, Hosca vi. 7: “They, like men (marg. Adam) have trans-
gressed.” In 1 Cor. xv. 22, the article is employed, in order
to denote the species as male and female: “In Adam (o
"Abdap) all die.” In Rom. vii. 1, the “man?” includes the
woman, as verse 2 shows. Compare Mat. xii. 12; 1 John iii.
15; Coloss. 1. 2. St. Paul does not mean that sin entered
into the world by Adam exclusive of Eve: by the man, in
distinction from the woman. He employs the term “man”
as it is employed in Gen. v. 2, to denote the human specics
which God created bi-sexual, in two individuals, “male and
female.” The work of creating “man” was not finished
until Iive had been created; and the apostasy of ““man” was
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not complete until Adam as well as Eve had eaten of the tree
of knowledge. Augustine (De Civitate, xv. 17) notices this
use of the term “man.” “Enos (Zi:) signifies ‘man’ not
as Adam does, which also signifies man but is used in Ile-
brew indifferently for man and woman; as it is written,
‘male and female ercated he them, and blessed them, and
called their name Adam’ (Gen. v. ), leaving no room to
doubt that though the woman was distinctively ealled Iive,
yet the name Adam, meaning man, was conumon to both.
But Enos means man in so restricted a sense, that Ilebrew
linguists tell us it cannot he applied to woman.” Compare
the use of drdpwmros and drjp n the Greek language. In
accordance with this, Augustine (De Civitate, xi. 12) calls
Adam and Eve primos homines. The Formula Concordiwe
(Hase, p. 6G43) expressly mentions both individuals as con-
cerned in the apostasy: “In Adamo ct Heva, natura initio
pura, bona, et sancta, creata est: tamen, per lapsum, peeca-
tum ipsorum naturam invasit.” De Moore in Marckiumn
(Caput xv. § 10) remarks respecting Paul’s statement in
1 Tim.ii. 14: ¢ Nec negat ab altera parte apostolus mulieris
peccatum, cum wunt hominen, quem ccu Tvmov Tob uéAlovros
Christo opponit, peccati propagati auctorem, in quo pecca-
vimus et morimur omnes, esse docet, quem expresse quoque
Adeinion vocat: coll. Rom. v. 12-19 cum 1 Cor. xv. 21, 22.”
De Moore (xv. § 10) also cites Pareus, as making Adam to
include Eve, by community of nature, and by the fact that
hushand and wife are one flesh (Gen. ii. 24). Witsius
(Covenants, II. iv. 11) approvingly quotes Cloppenburg as
saying, that ¢“the apostle Paul in Rom. v. 12 did not so
understand one man Adam as to exclude Eve: which is here
the error of some.” ¥ duupriu] original sin (Calvin); the
sinful habitus (Olshausen); the principle of sin (De Wette,
Meyer, Philippi). The latter is preferable. Compare v. 21;
vi, 12, 14; vil. 8, 9, 17.  «dopor] the human world; it had
6
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previously entered the angelic world by the fall of Satan
and his angels,  Jdvaros| supply els 1ov siopov oA
Both physieal and spivitual death is meant.  That it is
physical, is plain from v. 14; Gen. iii. 19; that it is spiritu-
al, is evident from Rom. v, 18, 21, 23, where {wjis the con-
trary of Jdraros, and from 2 Tim. i 10, where the same con-
trast appears. Chrysostom, Augustine, and Mever contine
the term to physical death.  DPelagius confined it to spiritual
death,  De Wette, Tholuek, Olshausen, Philippi, Lange,
Allord, Stuart, and Hodge regard it as including physical and
spiritual death.  Death is stated to be the penalty of sin, in
Gen. ii. 175 LEzek. xviile 4; Rom. vio 235 vil. 13, I'rom Gen,
1. 135 i 22 the inlerence is, that maun’s body would have
been imumortal in case he had not sinuned; he would have
been permitted “to cat of the tree of life, and live forever.”
Compare Rev. H. 7. ofros] ‘“consequently:”
effect, of which sin is the cause. wdrras drIpdzovs) denotes

death is an

universality : it is cquivalent to the autecedent xdopor,
S der] corresponds to elondder s sin entered in, and death
passed through. &’ @] is equivalent to émi Toi7ro 610 = dwir,
2 Cor. v. 4; Phil. i1l 125 iv. 10. It mentions a reason, with
particularity: “for the -reason that.” The patristic render-
ine, which wakes it equivalent to é @, in quo (\ug., Pelag.,
Beza, Owen), is incorrect, because: 1. the preposition éxt
will not bear it; and 2. the supposed antecedent, érés dr-Ipa-
mov, is oo remote. wdrres| all without exeeption, infants
included, as verse 14 teaches.  fuapror] mentions the par-
ticular reason why all men died: viz., because all men siuned,
Apraprov is a verh active, and has an active signification (Aug.,
Beza, Owen, Edwards, Olshausen, Fritzschie; Tholuck, De
Wette, Meyer, Philippi, Iaidane). This is proved: 1. by
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the uniform use, in the New Testament, of the verb duapra-
veiv, Mat. xxvil. 4; Luke xv. 18; John ix. 2; Acts xxv. §;
Rom. ii. 12; iii. 23; v. 14, 16; vi. 15; 1 Cor. vii. 28; Eph.
iv. 26; 1 Tim. v. 20; Tit. ni. 11; Heb. x. 26; 1 Pet. i1. 20;
1 John 1. 10; 2. by the uniform signification of the sub-
stantive duapria, Rom, v. 12, 13, 14, 15 ct passim; 3. by the
interchange of mapdrrepe with apepria, v. 16-21; vi. 1,
13; 4 by the fact, that the cluuse é ¢ wdires HupapTor ex-
pluiins the clause & tijs dpaprias, in the preceding context,
“The meanings, ‘peccati poenam subire’ (Grotius), or ‘puee-
catores [acti sunt’ (Mclanch.), do not at all belong to spap-
7ov. The word cannot mean: fbecame sinful) or: ‘were
sinful) for duupravelv is not == dpaprodor yiyveodar, or elrac.
Still less does it mean: ‘bore the penalty of sin’ Rather,
Fpaprov is nothing but = sénned””  Philippi, in loco. The
force of the aorist is to be retained. A particular historical
event is intended: *all sinned, when sin entered into the
world by one man.” Sce comment on iii. 23, ‘Hpupror, then,
denotes, in this place, the first sin of Adam. This is proved
by the succceding explanatory context, verses 15-19, in
which it is reiterated five times in succession, that one, and
only one sin is the cause of the death that belalls all men.
Compare 1 Cor. xv. 22, Accordingly, seme commentators
supply év "Adap, alter fjuaprov (DBengel, Olshausen, Koppe,
Meyer, Philippi, Delitzsch), suggested by éos dvdodmov (v.
12), and by ’Adap (bis) in verse 14.  And that large class of
excgetes who explain the clause by the Adamic union, vir-
tually supply év "Adopu.

The explanation of Pelagius, adopted by De Wette,
Fritzsche, Tholuck, Baur, Stuart, that sjuaprov denotes the
actual sin of cach individual subsequent to birth, is con-
tradicted: 1. by Rom. v. 14, in which it is asserted that
certain persons who are a part of wdvres, the subject of
ypaprov, and who suffer the death which is the penalty of
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sin, did not commit sins resemdling Adam’s {irst sin: i. e,
individual and conscious transgressions; and, 2. by v. 15—
19, in which it is asserted, repeatedly, that only one sin,
and not millions of sius, is the cause ol the death of all men.
1f St. Paul had intended to teach that deuth passes upon all
men, because of their multiplied repetitivi of Adam’s first
sin, he would have written é¢’ ¢ wdvres dpaprdvovor,—employ-
ing the present tense, to denote something continually go-
ing on.

A qualified and passive signification has been given to
ypaprov, by commentators who differ from each other in their
exegesis of the passage, as well as in their general dog-
matic position: 1. “became sinful:” Calvin (pravitatem
ingenitam et hereditariam), Melanchthon, Flatt. 2. ““were
accounted to have sinned:” Chrysostom (yeydvaow wap’ ékeivov
wavres Jvqrol), Theoldore Mops., Theophylact, Grotius ([re-
quens est Iebrivis dicere peceare pro paenam subire), Lim-
boreh, Locke, Whithy, Wahl, Bretschucider, John Taylor,
Macknight, Hodge. The objections to the passive significa-
tion of fuapror, in either of these forms, are the following:
1. It is contrary to uniform usage in the New Testament,
and is particularly incompatible with the meaning of dpapria,
in the clause 8ia tis dpaprias which it explains, If this inter-
pretation be correct, it is the only instance in Scripture in
which this active verh, in the active voice, has a passive sig-
nification. Passages cited from the Old Testament, in sup-
port of the signification ‘“to account to have sinned,” are
Gen. xlili. 95 xliv. 32, where =puwn is translated by the
Sceventy gpapryrds €ropar (I shall bear the blame,” Iing.
Ver); and 1 Kings i 21, éoopeda dpaprodoe (*“ We shall be
couuted offenders,” Eng. Ver.). DBut, if St. Paul had in-
tended to teach, in Rom. v, 12, that all men were regarded
or reckoned as sinners, he would have adopted the same
complex form of the verb, and have written ép’ ¢ wdvres 7pap-
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myxores foav. 2. This passive signification excludes Adam
(i. ¢., Adam and Eve) from the mdrres who “sinned.” Death,
certainly, did not pass upon the first pair, the “one man,”
because they were rechoned to be sinners.  And, since the
wdvres who sinned are identical with the xoopor into whicl
sin entered, this interpretation of fjuaprov also excludes Adam
world:” thus destroying the unity of Adam and
his posterity. 3. The passive signification makes yupaprov to

{rom the

denote God’s action, and not man’s. It designates only the
treatment, or estimate, which men receive from God, and not
an act of their own. DBut an act of God would not be a
proper ground for the infliction of punishment upon man, or
angel.  The clause €’ § mdvres Fuapror is introduced to justi-
fy the infliction of death, temporal and cternal, upon all men.
But it makes such an infliction more inexplicable, rather than
less so, to say that it is visited upon those who did not com-
mit the sin that caused the death, but were fictitiously and
gratuitously regarded as if they had. 4. The passive signifi-
cation, if given to Huaprov, destroys the logical foree of the
Passage in its connection, beeause it amounts only to the prop-
osition: All men die, for the reason that they are reckoned
to deserve death. This is one reason for death, but not the
reason that is required by the nature of St. Paul’s argument.
This demands a reason founded upon the act of the crémi-
nel, and not of the judge. 5. The passive signification
tends to ecvacuate Jdvaros of its plenary biblical signification,
If the sin in question is only hypothetical and putative, then
it is natural to infer that the punishment inflicted on account
of it should be mitigated and moderate. Hence, of those
who hold that Adam’s posterity were ‘“reckoned” to have
sinned in him, but really did not, a portion deny altogether,
that nenalty properly so called is inflicted upon the posterity
for Adam’s sin; while another portion teach that only the
privative part of the penalty denominated Jdvaros falls upon
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the posterity considered merely as descendants of Adam,—
the positive part of it being visited only upon the actual
transgressions of the individual, The latter class hold, that
because of the first sin of Adam, the Holy Spirit is with-
drawn from every individual man at birth; but the pains of
hell, the positive part of the penalty of sin, they assert, are
not inllicted upon the ground of Adam’s first sin, but of sub-
scquent individual action. DBut Rom. v. 14 teaches that
Javaros, in the same plenary signification that it bas throngh-
out the chapter, comes upon those “that had not sinned alter
the similitude of Adam’s transgression.” Adam’s first sin,
even without actual transgression, according to St. Paul,
merits death, physical, spiritual, and cternal.

Ilistorically, the passive signilication, in its sccond form,
was first lorced upon juaprov by those who denied that Adam’s
first sin was immediately and literally imputed to his posteri-
ty, and that original sin is truly and properly sin.  Compare
Chrysostom on Rom. v. I2sq. The Semi-Pelagian and Armi-
nian exegetes, generally, explain fuaprov, in this place, in the
sensc of “peccati poenam subire.” The lexicographers Wahl
and Bretschneider have given currency to this explanation,
Exegetes like De Wette and Meyer, though doctrinally fav-
oring the Semi-Pelagian view ol origiunal sin, are prevented
by philological considerations from giving this signification
to juaprov.

This signification of sjuaprov is defended by a reference
to the parallelism in v. 12-19.  Men, it is argued, are con-
fessedly justified by the righteousness of Christ without
any merit of their own, and hence it follows that they
arc condemued by Adam’s sin without any dewmeril ol their
own (Hodge, in loco). The answer to this is: 1. St. Paul
teaches that the parallel between Adam and Christ does not
holdin every particular, v. 15-17. 2. If it holds in relerence
to the particular under consideration, then as justification in
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Christ is described as “gratuitous’
works” (xwpis épyor), condemnation in Adam must he de-
scribed in the same manner. Sce the comment on iv. 3.
Dut the doctrine that the posterity of Adam are gratuitous-
Iy condemned would be hoth absurd and impious, 3. The
eratuitous imputation of sin, by which the sin of his people
was reckoned to Christ, and “Ile who knew no sin was made
to be sin,” 2 Cor. v, 21, was for the purpose of cepicting sin.
This 1s totally dilferent {rom the imputation of Adam’s sin
to his posterity, which las nothing to do with the vicarious
atoncment for sin. Christ was charged with a sin that he
did not participate in, or commit, in order that lie might
come under the rertus without the cwlpee peceati, the pun-
1ishment without the guilt.  Ilence, this gratuitous imputa-
tion of sin to the Redeemer cannot be cited to prove that
there 1s also o gratuitous imputation of sin to the race of
mankind. S is charged to them in order to its personal
punishment, and not its vicarious atonement. There is
nothing in this locus classicus respecting Adam’s sin, that
implies that the connection between duapria and Jdvaros is
any other than the common cthical connection between real
cuilt and merited punishment: between culpe and reatus,
Unless there is culpa there is no reatus, for the human race.
All men die for the first sin, because all men committed the
first sing or, in St. Paul's words, “all die, because all sinned.”

The doctrine ol the imputation of the first sin to all men,
and of their punishment therefor, rests upon the doctrine of
the natural and substoantiad wieity of Adam and his posterity
in the first act of sin.  This doctrine of the Adamic unity is

taught in the Old Testament, Gen. v. 2; Job xxxi. 33; Hosca

~

vi. 7. It passed from the Old Testanent into the Jewish
theology, 2 Esdras iii. 7, 21; vii. 11, 46, 48; ix. 19; Wis-
dow ii, 23, 24; Sirach xxv. 32. The Rabbins (excepting the
Cabalists, who were emanationists, and referred evil to God)
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referred the origin of sin to Adam. See, especially, Wolfius,
ad Rom. v. 12; also Wetstein, Olshausen, Tholuck, Meyer,
and Philippi, on Rom. v. 12 sq. The Chaldee paraphrase on
Ruth iv. 22 is as follows: ¢ Because Lve ate the forbidden
fruit, all the inhabitants of the carth are subject to death.”
The doctrine of the Adamic unity, thus dimly revealed in
the Old Testament, was conlirtned and more fully developed
by St. Paul, as the Logos-doctrine, which also appears dimly
in the Old Testament and passed into the Jewish theology,
was by St. John: the former dogma being the key to anthro-
pology, and the latter to trinitarianisin.  Christ hints at the
doctrine in John viii. 44, where he denominates Satan ar3pw-
moktéros, “a slayer of mankind.” Compare Acts xvii. 206,
where God is said to have made all nations of men é§ aos
aiparos (RBA Vulg., Lachm., Tisch., omit aiparos).

In constructing a dogmatic scheme that shall agree with
the exegesis of St. Paul’s teaching respecting the origin of
sin, in man, and its imputation, some method must be
adopted, by which, without logical contradiction, though not
without a mystery, it can be made to appear that all men
can act en masse, and at once, and commit that “onc of-
fence” against the probationary statute of whieh the apostle
spcaks. There arc only two methods: 1. that of real exist-
ence in Adam; 2. that of representation by Adam. The
elder Calvinism followed Aungustinianism, in adopting the
former; the later Calvinism has favored the latter.,

The following extracts from the commentary of Parcus
upon Rom. v. exhibit the views of the elder Calvinism (and
Lutheranisin also), respecting the union of Adam aud his
posterity, and the imputation of the first sin. ¢ Assumptio
apostoli consideratione indiget, quomodo omnes peceaverint.
Loguitur haud dubie de peccato illo primo, per quod mors
transiit ad omnes.  Non (inquit) ita fuit unius, quin ot om-
nium fuerit. In uno, ommnes tllud admiserunt: aliogui mors
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in omnes transire non potuisset. Qui cnim non peceant, hoe
est nulla culpa et reatu tenentur, ut sancti angeli, in cos
mors nil juris habet. Quia vero mors in omnes transiit,
omnes igitur peccaverunt, hoe est culpa ot reatu tenentur.
Hoc est, enhin, peccare apostolo: omnes, inquam, non adulti
tantum, scd et parvuli.,” Parcus explains how all sinned in
one man, as follows: 1. < Purticipatione culpee, quia omnes
posteri scminali ratione fuerunt in lumbis Adami. Ibi, igi-
tur, ommnes in Adamo peccante peccaverunt: sicut Abraham
in lumbis Levi dicitur decimatus. Et liberi sunt pars paren-
tum,  Culpa, igitur, parentum participatione est liberorum.
2. Imprtatione rectus, quia primus homo ita stabat in gra-
tia, ut si peccavet, non ipse solus, sed tota posteritas ca exei-
deret, reaque cum ipso fieret wtern:e wmortis, juxta intermi-
natiouemn: morte morieris: nempe, tu cum tua sobole ot
posteritate: sicut feuda tali conditione dantur vasallis, ut si
ea per culpam perdant parentes, parentum reatu involvantur
et liberi. Atque hoc est, quod primum Adw peccatum nohis
imputari dicitur. 3. Natur«li denique propaguatione seu
generatione, horribilis naturee deformitas cum tristi reatu in
omues posteros sese diffudit. Nam qualis Adam post lap-
sum fuit, tales filios genuit: uude dicitur genuisse filéwin ad
imaginemn swan.  Sic tria sunt in peceato originis: partici-
patio culpw, imputatio reatus, et propagatio naturalis pra-
vitatis. ’

Peceatum originale dicitur ambigue, tam peccatum oriyi-
nuns, hoe est, primum peceatum Adami qua fuit personalis
transgressio, quam peccatum origéinatun, qua idem pecca-
tum Adawi fuit totius generis humani prevaricatio.  Utro-
(ue sensu, peccatum originale, tam in Adamo quam in poste-
ris, tria lethifera mala includit: ecwldpanm actuclem ; reatiun
legademn seu wmortis peenam; et pravitatem habitualem seu
deformitatem naturee. Hmee enim, simul in parente ct poste-
ris, circa peccatum primum concurrerunt: co sohun diserini-
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natione, quod Adam peccans fuit principale agens, admittens
culpam, promerens reatum, abjiciens imaginem dei, seque
depravens; posterorum hive omnia sunt participatione, impu-
tatione, ct gencratione ex vitioso parente. Sic frustra dis-
putatum est a Sophistis, an peccatum originale sit culpa
prima, an tantum reatus, an tantum morbus, vel macula, vel
labes, vel vitium nature,  Est enim Zvee onieia”  See, also,
the extract from Turretine, in the comment on iv. 3.

The following particulars are noteworthy, in this state-
ment of Pareus: 1. The imputation of Adam’s sin rests upon
purticipation, as its first ground and cause. The later Cal-
vinisuy, in some ol its representatives, has departed from this
position, by throwing out participation, entirely, and making
the sole ground of imputation to be the sovereign will of
God. 2. To sin in Adam-means, to itncur bot/ guilt and lia-
bility to punishment: “omnes peccaverunt: hoc est crnlpee et
reutr tenentur” (Pareus).  The later Calvinism, in some in-
stances, has departed from the clder, by explaining the guilt
of Adaw’s sin to be merely re«tis without cu/pa.  This mod-
ilication of the earlier view burdens the problem of original
sin with grave diflicultics of an cthical nature; because it
implies that sin and guilt, precisely like righteousness and
innocence, may be imputed gratuitously, by an act of sover-
eignty.

Verses 13 and 14 are parenthetical, and explain the state-
ment in verse 12, that all men sinned that one sin of “oune
man,” which brought the penalty of death upon all men,
Such an extraordinary statement as this requires explana-
tion; but the statement that death passes upou all men be-
cause of their many individual transgressions, would require
no explanation at all.

VER. 13. dxpt yap vopou] St. Paul first shows, that the sin
meant in the clause wdvres fuupror, is not one that was com-
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mitted against the Mosaic law. Sin was in the world prior
to the decalogue: the fact of death previous to the time of
Moses proves this. Al vielations of the decalogue must,
therefore, be excluded from the account, when looking for
the particular sin that brought death into the world of man-
kind.  ar] “was, that is, really was, orv truly existed; not,
“was counted,’ as if Adam’s posterity had lis sin counted to
theny, though it was not really theirs. Tt was thelr sin, as
truly as 1t was that of Adam, otherwise the justice of God
would not have required that they should suffer for it.”
Ilaldane, in loco.  dpapria & . . . vépou] Sin nceessarily sup-
poses a law against which it is committed.  Although the
decalogue was not vet promulgated, there must, neverthe-
less, have been some law of some kind against which ndvres
ypuaprov; otherwise sin could not have heen charged to them.
Compare iv. 15.  é\loyetra] “put into the account,” for pun-
ishment, i. e. See Philemon, 18, for the mcaning of the
word.

Ver, 14 is an explanatory clause, introduced by é\Aa, the
object of which is, to prevent the reader {rom inferring (rom
the statement that “sin is not imputed when there is no
Jaw,” that individual transgressions against the wacritten
Inw are intended in the clause, “sin was in the world.”
This is the actual inference of some commentators. Wolfius
(in loco) so interprets: ““regnavit mors ab Adamo usque ad
Mosen, ac proinde necesse est, primum, liominibus imputa-
tum fuisse, deinde vero ctiam legem aliquam fuisse, nempe
nuturalem illam, de qua cap. i. & ii.” The apostle prohibits
this explanation, by mentioning a class of persons who did
not sin against the unwritten law, who, nevertheless, suffer
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the penalty of death. &\\a] Winer (p. $42) remarks, that
éAAa 1s used when a train of thought is interrupted by a cor-
rection, or explanation, and is equivalent to “yet,” or * how-
ever.,”  “ LDut althongh” sin is not imputed when there is
no law, “yet death,” cte. éBacidevoer] denotes the despotic
sway of sin. dmwd "Adap péxpr Muvaéws] the ante-Mosaic period.
kai] whether rendered ““ even,” or “also,” inplies that it would
not have been expected that death should reign over the class
of persons spoken of, and that their case is the difficult one
to explain. The implication also is, that if these persons
Lad sinned ““after the similitude of Adam’s transgression,”
it would not liave been strange that they should die.  +ovs
p) duapmjoartas] viz.: infants (Augustine, Aquinas, Melanch.,
Beza, Pareus, Owen, Justification, Chap. xviil.,, Idwards,
Original Sin, Ch. iv., § 2). Respeeting these persons, three
facts are incontestable: 1. they constitute a part of the wdv-
7es of verse 12, and therefore sinned; 2. they must have been
under a law of some kind, or sin could not have been imputed
to them (verse 13); and 3. they die (verse14). émi v¢ dpowd-
pare . . . "A8dp] B reads & 1§ Spowdpare,  émi signifies,
“after:” used of the rule, or model, Luke i. 39 (Winer,
D 894).  dpowopare is emphatic, in the clause. It signifies
“shape,” or “form:” Rom. 1. 23; viii. 3; Phil. ii. 7; Rev.
ix, 7. These persons, says the writer, did not commit a sin
resembling (of the same shape, or form, with) the sin that
brought death upon all men. A sin resemnbling Adam’s first
sin would have been a particular act of transgression, cither
of the written, or the unwritten law., This kind of sin, the
apostle asserts, thesc persons had not committed. Neither
the law of conscience, nor the decalogue, is the law which
they transgressed, when, as part of the mdvres, they ¢ sinned.”
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The sin, consequently, which the apostle has in mind is
Adam’s first sin itself; and the law which these persons
transgressed, and without which sin could not be imputed to
them, was the command: “Thou shalt not cat of the tree of
the knowledge of good and evil,” Gen. ii. 17, This class of
persons sinned, then, not after the similitude of Adam’s
transgression, by violating the unwritten law, but they
sinned the very same sin itself, by transgressing the Eden
statute. The relation between their sin and Adam’s is not
that of resemblance, but of (dentity. Had the sin by which
deatll came upon them heen one like Adam’s, there would
Liave been as many sins Lo be the cause of death, and to ac-
count for it, as there were individuals, Death would have
come into the human world by millions of men, and not “hy
one man” (ver. 12); and judgment would have come upon
zll meun, to condemnation, by millions of offences, and not
“by one offence ” (ver. 18).

The object, then, of the parenthetical digression in verses
13 and 14 is to prevent the reader from supposing from the
“all men sinned” (“have sinned:” Eng.
Ver), that the individuul transgressions of all men are
meant, and to make it clear that only the one first sin of the
one first man is intended. In order to this, the apostle he-

statement that

gins by remarking that the cxistence of sin does not depend
upon the Mosaic law; and yet it depends upon the existence
of some law or other. The only other laws conceivable in
the case, are the unwritten law previously spoken of by the
apostle (ii. 14, 13), and the commandment given in Eden
(Geun. ii. 16, 17).  The former of these, rather than the lat-
ter, would most naturally come into the mind of the reader,
and he might explain the -proposition that ¢“all men have
sinned,” by reference to the unwritten law. The apostle
precludes this explanation, by the statement that some who
are included in the wdvres did not violate the unwritten law,
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by a transgression similar to that of Adam. And yet they
die, as all other persons do.  Death suppeses sin, and sin
supposes a law.  ‘They must, therefore, have committed a
sin of some kind, against a law of some kind. The Mosaic
law and the law of conscience have been ruled out of the
case.  These persons wmust, thercfore, have sinned against
the commandment in Iiden, the probationary statute; ad
their sin was not similar (Spaws) to Adan’s, bwt Adam’s
“lentical sin: the very same sin, nuncrieally, of the “one
man.”  They did not sin /e Adam; but they “sinned in
him, and fell seée him in that first transgression” (West-
minster Larger Catechism, 22).

St. Paul,y in this verse, alludes to adults between Adam
and Moses only by implication, and not directly: kai implies
that there were some between Adam and Moses who /Lad
sinned after the similitude ol Adam’s transgression (viz.:
adults); but the penalty of death whicli they suffer is not
tounded upon their actnal and individual transgressions, but
upon the one sin of the one man. 1 responsibility for the
first sin is established in the case of infants,; it is established
for adults; for all adults were once infants. =iwos] anar-

> The word denotes o copy taken by iwm-

throus: “« type.’
pressing a seal, John xx. 23, Adam, hy rcason of his unity
with his posterity, is a type of Christ who is one with lis
people. The two unities are alike in some particulars, but
not in all; as the following verses show. “This passage
clearly represents the human race, not only with respect to its
physical and mental hut also its spiritual powers, as wrapped
up in Adam; inasmuch as sin, not merely as a corruption of
body and soul, but as an apostasy of the spirit from God and
rebellion of the will against his commandment, is expressly

traced back to Adaw’s fall.” DPhilippi, on Rom. v. 13, 14.

Verses 15-17 exhibit the diésséieilarity between the cons
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denmmation in Adam and the justification in Christ.  The
writer 15 led to this, by the remark that JAdam is the type ol
Clrist.  See Owen on Justilication, Ch. xviii.; llowe's Ora-
cles of God, Lecture xxi. ¢

VEr. 15. dAX] has the same force as in verse 14: “Dut
althongl Adam is o Lype of him who is to come, yet not as
the offence, so, ete.” 16 mapirropal sc. éore: the sin of the
one man; the single special-instance of duupria spoken ol in
verse 12. 70 xdpwpua] sc. éomis the gift of righteousness
mentioned in iii. %1; iv. 5. € dwédavor] the indicative de-
notes an actual instance: ““if, as is the fact.,” 700 évos] viz.:
Adam and Eve, including their posterity, as in verse 12, of
moAloi| is put for the mdites of verse 12, for the sake of anti-
thesis with rof &os.  dmédaror| became subject to the $dvaros
mentioned in verse 12, 7oANG jdAdov éxeplroevaer] Compare
v. 10; James ii. 135 Isa. lIv. 7. 1f God exhibited exact jus-
tice, in punishing all men without exception, infants in-
cluded, for that first sin which all men, infants included,
commnitted, ie has exhibited great merey in the extraordi-
nary method of grafuitons justification.  The justice in the
former case is apparent, because it is kata Ta épya; but the
merey in the latter case is still more apparent, because it is
entirely xwpis épywr.  Adam’s sin is the act of Adam and his
posterity ¢ogether.  Ilence, the imputation to the posterity
13 just and merited. Christ’s obedience is the work of Christ
«lone.  Henee, the imputation of it to the eleet is gracious
and unmerited.  The latter imputation is for nothing (Sepedr).
The former is for something, The diflerence between the
merited condemnation, and the unmerited justilication is that
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of degree, or quality: “where sin abounded, grace super-
abounded,” v. 20. % xdpms] the principle itself, of compas-
sion in the divine mind. 7 dwped] sc. Jeod - the ellect of the
principle. & xdpire . . . Xporod] this clause qualifies émepioe
veoev (Meyer), and not 8wpea (Tholuck, IEng. Ver.); because
the article is not repeated alter Swped, and because & xdpure,
ete., is the correlate in the apodosis to @ meparrwpare in the
protasis.  robs moAdovs] is mnot of cqual extent with oi wolot
in the first clause, because other passages teach that ¢ the
many ” who die in Adam are not co-terminous with “the
many” who live in Christ:  Compare Mat. xxv. 46, érepio-
oevaev] denotes an ample and overflowing abundance. Com-
pare Epb. i. 8; Rom. iii. 7. The aorist indicates an acecom-
plished fact in the past.

VER. 16. The differentiating of the condemnation and the
justification is coutinued, and a numerical difference is now
noticed.  Condemnation results {from onc offence; justifica-
tion delivers from many offences. The dissimilarity here
relates to quantity.  kai odx &s] supply 16 xpipa éoriv, sug-
gested by xpiua in the succeeding clause. 76 ddpnua] (i. .,
ovtws kai éoTtv TO Swpmua) means the satne as 70 xdpiopa, in
verse 15. The former denotes the gratuitous righteousness
as an object; the latter denotes it in its subjective reference
to compassion (xdps) in God. 76 kpipa] sc. éoriv: the judi-
cial sentence, or verdict, after the examination and trial.
&vos] supply mapamropdros, suggested by mapamropdrov in the
succceding clause. els kardxpypa] defines the intention and
result of the sentence as a condemning one: a verdict (xpiua)
might be one of acquittal, if the examination and trial of the
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person so resulted.  xdpiopal] sc. éotiv.  modAGy mapanTopdror]
denotes the first sin, and all the sins that result from it: both
original sin, and actual transgression. The condemnation in
Adam relates to one sin only; the justification in Christ re-
lates to that sin and millions of sins besides.  dkaiwpa] is the
contrary ol xarakpiua, and denotes justification as a deelara-
tive act of God (Fritzsche, Meyer). Compare i. 32; ii. 26;
viil. 4. Luther and Tholuck say that it denotes the subjee-
tive state of justification.

Ver. 17. A further enforeement and explanation of verse
16, introduced by yip. 1ob éros] se. dvdpamov . the same as
in verse 12, Codices AFG read év éi maparrdpare,  &a tod
&os] is repeated for the sake of emphasis.  Compare 2 Cor.
Xil, 7. 7moAA® pdrdor] qualifies Baohedrovow, and relates to
certainty, not to quantity (Chrysostom). “The issues of a
divine act working salvation are much more sure, than the
issues of a e act working ruin.”  Philippi in loco. 1f
the union with Adam in his sin was certain to bring destrue-
tion, the union with Christ in his righteousness is yct more
certain to bring salvation. of AauBdvovres] the participle for
a substantive: “therecipients.” Compare Mat.ii. 20, mepo-
oefav] is used with reference to émplogevder in verse 15, Com-
parc ii. . xdpros and dwpeds] are distinguished from each
other as in verse 15. I3 omits 1ijs 8wpeds. 7hs Swarooivys] the
article denotes that gratuitous rightecousness which has heen
so fully described. (wj] eternal life, the contrary of the
Jdvaros mentioned in'verse 13, - .

6*
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VER. 18 resumes the parallel between Adam and Christ,
which was commenced in verse 12, but interrupted by the
explanatory parenthesis in verses 15-15.  dpa ofv] “accord-
ingly then;” a very [requent phrase in the Pauline epistles.
Compare vii. 3, 25; viil. 12; ix. 16, 18; xiv. 12, 19. It is
coutrary to pure Greek usage, at the beginning of a prop-
osition (Meyer). ds] corresponds to dowep in verse 12
évos] s l)('tlc rendered in the neuter with maparraparos.
Woere it masculine, the article would have preceded it, as in
verses 15 and 17 (Meyer).  The masculine without the arti-
cle, but with the substantive dr3powmov, is used in verse 12,
It is, however, regarded as masculine by the Vulgate, Eng,
Ver, Theodoret, Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, Tholuck; and this
view is favored by the antithesis mirrus ardpimovs. The ecl-
liptical words in the first clause arc 7o xpipa PNIev (FAIer sug-
gested by 8jader in verse 12); and in the second clause, 7o
xdpwopa GAJev. wdrtas dvdpomovs] the same as in verse 12,
eis kardepyra| denotes the tendeney and result of the judicial
sentence (kpipa).  éds] as in the preceding clause, is to be
rendered in the neuter. 8wawdparos] denotes, here, the act
of justification, considered as a decision or declaration of
God, as in 1. 32; v. 16. It is correlated to dwkaiwow. It is
somctimes employed in a subjective sense, to denote right-
eousness itsell, as in Rev. xix, 8. wdrtas ardpvmovs] 1. e., all
ol Agpfarortes, of verse 17, The meaning ol wdrres, equally
with that of moMol, must be determined by the context.
Compare xi. 32; 1 Cor. xv. 22. The cfficacy of Christ’s
atonement is no more extensive than faith; and faith is not
universal (2 Thess. iii. ). Swalwow] the state and condition
ol justification, in which the person is pronounced complete
belore the law, both in respeet to penalty and precept.  See
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the explanation of 8kawos, in verse 19. Zwis] the genitive of
quality; or, perhaps, of apposition: *‘justilication which is
life.”

VER. 19 merely repeats, in corroboration, the statement in
verse 18. dawep] instead of és (ver. 18), is the same form
cmployed in verse 12, mapakois] the duapria spoken of in
verse 12, and deseriptive of it as an unwillinguess to kear
(dronp) the divine command. dpapredot] real and not reputed
sinners. This is the universal signification in the New Testa-
ment.  Compare Mat. ix. 10; Mark ii. 17; Luke vii. 395 John
ix.31; Rom. iii. 175 Ieb. vii. 26, kateordInear] denotes that
ol moAlol were “set down in a class, or under a category.”
The verb ka3 never signifies “to make.” Causation is
not implied by it.  Even in passages like James iii. 6, iv. -t
(where the Inglish version translates by “is™), and 2 Det.
1. §, the word signifies, “to place in the class of.” And in
Acts xvil. 13, where it signifies, ““to conduct,” it is hecause

the conductor “sets down,”

or appoints, all the movements
of the person conducted. The meaning then is, that “ the
many were placed in the class, or category, of sinners,” for a
reason that has been specified in the preceding statements
concerning the connection between the one man and all men,
in the first act of sin. Meyer explains thus: “The many
were sct down and classified as sinners, because, according
to verse 12, they sinned in and with Adam in his fall.” The
vord kareardIqgoay denotes merely a declaratinze (not a causa-
tive) act upon the part of God; founded, however, upon =
foregoing causative act upon the part of man. This fore-
going causative act is the first sin of Adam. DBecausc all
sinned in Adam, God placed all in the list or catalogue of
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sinners. He pronounced them to be what they had already
become by their own act in Adam. The action denoted by
this verb, which is ambiguously rendered by “made” in the
Inglish version, supposes the fact of natwral union between
those to whom it relates. All men are declared to be sin-
ners, on the ground of the “one olfence;” because, when
that one offence was committed, all men were one man (omn-
nes cramus unus ille homo, Augustine),—that is, were one
common nature in the first human pair,—and in this first
original mode of their existence committed the original
offence. The imputation of the first sin rests upon the lact
of a created unity of nature and being.  All mankind com-
mit the first sin, and therefore all mankind are chargeable
with it. The ethical principle, consequently, upon which
original sin is imputed is the same as that upon which actual
transgressions are imputed. It is imputed because it is com-
mitted. All men are punished with death, because they
literally sinned in Adamj and not because they arc meta-
phorically reputed to have done so, but in fact did not. ot
moAko{] arc the same as the wdrres of verse 12, Tt is used
rather than wderes, in order to make a verbal antithesis to
Tob éros drdpdmov.  Uraxofs| denotes the entire ageney of
Christ, both in obedience and suffering. 8ikawor] denotes
those upon whom justice has no claims, cither with respect
to the penalty or the precept of the law, because both the
penalty and the precept have been [ulfilled, either person-
ally, or vicariously. Under the law, a man is 8ikatos who has
personally obeyed the precept. In this case there is no
penalty to be fulfilled. Under the gospel (which is the
status of the persons here spoken of), a man is 8ikaws who,
by faith in Christ, has vicariously sullered the penalty, and
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vieariously obeved the precept. «aracradjoovra] has, of
course, the same signification as in the first part of the
verse,  The declaration that these persons are righteous,
and the placing of them in this class, supposes, as in the
other instance, the fact of a wiion between 6 €5 and ol
woXAo - 1. e., between Christ and believers.  DBut this union
differs in scveral important particulars, from that between
Adam and his posterity. It is not natural and substantial,
but moral, spiritual, and mystical; not generic and univer-
sal, but individual and by election; not caused by the crea-
tive act of God, but by his regenerating act.  All men with-
out exception are one with Adam; only believing men are
one with Christ. The imputation of Christ’s obedience, like
that of Ada’s sin, is not an arbitrary act, in the sense that
if God so pleased he could reckon either to the account of
any beings whatever in the universe, by a volition.  The ¢in
of Adam could not be imputed to the fallen angels, for ex-
ample, and be punished in them; because they never were
one with Adam by unity of substance and nature. The fact
that they have committed actual transgression of their own,
would not justify the imputation of Adam’s sin to them; any
more than the fact that the posterity of Adam have com-
mitted actual transgressions of their own would be a sulli-
cient reason for imputing the first sin of Adam to them.
Nothing but a real union of nature and being can justify
the imputation of Adam’s sin. And, similarly, the obedience
ol Christ could no more be imputed to an unbelieving man,
than to a lost angel, because neither of these is morally,
spiritually, and mystically one with Christ. ol moA)o{] not
all mankind, but only those persons who are deseribed in
verse 17, as ““they which receive abundance of grace, and of
the gift of righteousness.” Compare 1 Cor. xv. 22, At the
close of this paragraph, in which St. Paul presents the paral-
lel between Adam and Christ, with respect both to the re-
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scinblance and the dissimilarity, we recapitulate the more
iinportant points: 1. At the time when Adam disobeyved,
all men were one nature or species in him, and participated
in liis disobedience.  Adam’s disobedience, consequently, is
imputed to all men upon the grouud of their race-partici-
pation in it. 2. At the time when Christ obeyed, all men
vere not one nature or speeies in Him, and did not partiei-
Pate in his obedience. Christ’s obedience, thercfore, is im-
puted without race-participation in it. 3. The natural or
substantial union between Adam  and his posterity was
established in creation, prior to Adam’s disobedience. Con-
sequently, when Adam disobeyed, he did not disobey alone,
and by himsclf. The ageney, in this instance, was a com-
mon one. 4. The spiritual union between Christ and his
people is established subsequently to creation, in regencra-
tion, This union does not exist until after Christ’s obedi-
ence has been accomplished; for it supposes the finished
work of the Mediator,  Consequently, Christ suffers and
obeys alone and by himsell (lsa. Ixiii. 3).  The ageney, in
this ease, is an individual one, only. 5. The imputation of
Adaw’s disobedience is necessary, All men have partici-
pated in it, and hence all men must he charged with it. 6.
The imputation of Christ’s obedience is optional.  No man
has participated in it, and whether it shall be imputed to
any man, depends upon the sovercign pleasure of God. 7.
The imputation of Adaw’s sin is universal: no man escapes
it. 8. The imputation of Christ’s righteousness is particu-
lar: only those who are chosen of God are the subjects of
it, 9. The imputation of Adwm’s sin is an act of justice,
and a curse.  10. The imputation of Christ’s righteousness
is an aect of grace, and a blessing. 11. The imputation of
Adam’s sin is merited, and not gratuitous. 12, The im-
putation of Christ’s righteousness is gratuitous, and not
merited.
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Ve, 20 assigns the reason for the promulgation of the
Mosaice law.  The guestion naturally arises: If sin and death
occurred in the way that has been described, previons to the
Mosaic law, and without its use, then why its subsequent
introduction? The answer is, that it was introdueed in order
to develop and manifest the sin of man originated in Adam'’s
fall. The objeet was not to prevent the apostasv: it was (oo
Iate to do this. Neither was salvation [rom sin the objeet;
for the law can do nothing but condemn to death.  rduos]
the written law of Moses. 8¢ is adversative, and supposes
an objection to be mentally supplied: viz.: that il these
representations respecting Adam’s sin are correct, then it is
strange that a written lasw should have been promulgated so
long a time after the apostasy and rain of mankind.  wapeao-
ada-] “came in alongside ol.”  The decalogue entered the
world centuries alter sin had entered it. Erasmus finds the
notion of stealtl, or secrecy (subintravit). @ra] telic. It
was the distinet purpose of Ged.  #Xeordoy] The decalogue
wus not promulgated with any expeetation that it would, of
itsell, gradually diminish sin, and recover man from the ruin
of the fall; but, on the contrary, with the intention that it
should elicit and intensify human depravity, in order to its
removal not by law, but by the Holy Ghost.  The effect of
law upon a sinful soul is to detect sin, and bring it into con-
sciousness. Law makes sin “abound:” 1. apparently: by
directing attention to it, and disclosing its nature. Com-
pare vii. 9; Gal. iii. 19; 1 Cor. xv. 56. 2. really: by stimu-
Iation through cheeks (not stimulation by enticements, as in
the case of temptation).  The effeet, upon the sinner, of the
legal prohibition, coupled with the threat of punishment, is,
to provoke to anger, and to intenzify the self-will.  “ Niti-
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mur in vetitum.”  wapdrrepa] is the same as the duapria of
verse 12, but viewed as a conerete working prineiple in men.
ob] local (Meyer); temporal (De Wette), imepmepivoevoe]
compare comment on v. 15-17. .

Ver. 21, &a] denotes the purpose of vipos 8¢ mapetairder;
> of sin in
the consciousness of the sinner, is in order to its removal.

showing that the cumulation, and “abounding’

Augustine (in DPs. cil.) remarks: “Non crudeliter hoe feeit
deus, sed concilio medicinie.  AAugetur morbus, crescit mali-
tia, quieritur medicus et totum sanatum.”  éBaciAevoer] en-
tire sway and domination. & 7¢ Javdrg] the splere in
which, and the instrument by which. 8ixa ooivys] that gra-
tnitous and imputed righteousness described in chapter iv.
aidvor] absolute endlessness. It is not expressed, here, with
the contrary term 3dvaros, but is implied. When a qualify-
ing word belongs equally to two substantives that are anti-
thetic to each other, it may be omitted in the protasis to be
suggested by the apodosis, or omitted in the apodosis, to be
suggested by the protasis.  Were the death temporal, the
life being eternal, the writer would have qualified Jdraros
with some word denoting temporary duration (e. g. wpdoxar-
pos, Mat. xiil. 21), in order to prevent the reader from put-
ting it under the same category with os, as by the kaws of
grammar he would, 8w 'Ineodl both the medium and the

mediator.
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Tius chapter continues the description of the effects of
gratuitous justification. The particular effect now to be
mentioned is progressive sanctification. Faith in Christ’s
atonement is the vital and spontancous source of morality
and piety. The peace of conscience spoken of in chapter v.
1 sq., as the immediate effect of the application of Christ’s
blood, is naturally connected with holy living. A justified
person, though regencrated, is imperfectly sanctified. He
has remnants of original corruption. Owing to_these, he
may lapse into sin, and sin mixes with his best experience;
but he cannot contentedly “ continue in sin,” without any
resistance of it and victory over it. St. Paul teaches, with
great cogency and carnestness, that trust in Christ’s atoning
blood is incompatible with self-indulgence and increasing
depravity. The two things are Zeterogeneous, and cannot
exist together. The proof of this is derived: 1. from the
unity of the believer with Christ, in respect to Christ’s work
of atonement, verses 1-14; 2. from the nature of the human
will and of voluntary agency, verses 15-22.

VER. 1. odv] in accordance with what has been said in v.
20, 1. émpuéveper] is the reading of ABCDEFG Griesb.,
Lachm., Tisch. The word denotes a permanent abiding in

sin, in distinction from a temporary lapse into it; a supine
7
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indulgence of inward lust, in distinction {rom a steady strug-
gle with and conquest of it. 77 dpoprig] the article denotes
sin as a state and conditton: that sin which camne into the
world by the one man, and which has been the subject of
examination in the preceding chapter. ¥ xdpess] the grace
that justifies without works.

VER. 2. py) yévoiro] See comment on iil. 4. ofrwes] denotes
a class, Compare i. 25. The relative clause is placed first
for cmphasis, in order to impress the absurdity of the propo-
sition. Gmeddvopev T3 duapria] Contrary to the view of the
great majority of commentators, we regard this as objective
in its meaning: “We who died jforsin” (Storr, Flatt,
Nitzsch: with these are to be associated Venema, Ialdanc,
Chaliners, who explain by: “decad to the guilt of sin.”)  St,
Panl still has in view his previous line of remari respecting
Christ’s ihagmijprov.  This, confessedly, is not a death to sin,
but for sin. DBelievers, he has said, by their union with
Christ, appropriate this death for sin, and make it their
own, for purposes of justification. DBelievers, consequently,
through their viear and substitute, die for sin. In this
vicarions manner they atone for their sin, as really as if they
died personally for it. By this method they are  justificd
gratuitously through the redemption that is in Christ Jesus,
whom God hath set forth to be a propitiation ™ in their room
and stead. Such is the teaching and argument of St. Paul,
up to this point in the LEpistle. The objection then is
raised, that this method, so casy to the believer (though so
costly to the Redeemer), is likely to produce self-indulgence.
Belicvers will continue to sin, heeause an ample atonement
has been made for them, and they have nothing to do but to
rely upon it. The Christian life will, thus, be a course of
perpetual sinning and perpetual trusting in vicarious atone-
ment. Gratuitous justification will result in inereasing de-
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pravity and license. It is with reference to such an objec-
tion as this, that the apostle asks the question: How can we
who have died for sin live any longer therein? How can
persons who are vicarlously making an «tonement for their
transgression, continue to trausgress ?  The ideas of expia-
tion and license are incongruous. As states of mind they
cannot co-exist. It is impossible at one and the same time
to act faith in Christ’s blood, and indulge sinful lust. The
one excludes the other. In proportion as the belicver has a
clear discernment of Christ’s expiatory work, and penitently
trusts in it, he resists sin, and is kept from sin.  Jn this way,
gratuitous justification is not antinomian, but the very con-
trary (iii. 31). This interpretation is favored by the follow-
ing considerations. 1. The subjective meaning: “dying to
sin,” yields nothing but a truism. To ask: Ilow shall one
wlho is dead to sin, live in siu ? is like asking: How shall
one who is growing better, grow worse ? This is too obvi-
ous to be argued. To say that death to sin is incompatible
with living in sin, is merely to say that sanctification is in-
compatible with unsanetification,—which is so sell-evident
that no one would even think of the contrary, DBut to say
that justification is incompatible with unsanctification is not
so evident as to be a mere truism, and aflords ground for an
aragunient,—which $t. Paul furnishes, by examining the in-
trinsic relation of atonement to self-indulgence, of justifica-
tion to sanctification. 2. Both the preceding and the suc-
ceeding context favors the ohjective meaning. In v. 3-3,
the apostle has already alluded to the sanctifying eflect of
justification. “Being justified by faith,” the believer has,
as a consequence, hape of eternal blesseduess, patience and
even joy in the midst of aflliction, the «isdom that comes
from experience of earthly trials, and glowing love for God.
These are graces of sanctification, that spring out of the
sense of the divine forgiveness and acceptance in Christ.
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Again, in v. 18, the writer describes gratuitous justification
as a “justification unto {fe:” that is, one that aims at, and
results in holiness. In this chapter, he resumes the same
topic, by answering the objection that gratuitous justifica-
tion must be destructive of morality and piety. The exege-
sis of verses 3-11 will show that, with the exception of verse

> is spoken of, an atoning death for sin

G, whenever “ decath’
is meant. Io this entire paragraph, the sanectification of
the believer is directly connceted with his appropriation of
Christ’s vicarious sacrifice. It is not the believer’s death to
sin, that prevents Lim [rom continuing in sin; but it is
Christs death for sin, trasted in and appropriated, that pre-
vents this. 3. The notion of dying to sin, or the mortifica-
tion of sinful lusts, is expressed by rexpow, rather than by
drodvyokw. See Coloss, iil. 5. 4. The idea that Dbelievers
are one with Christ in his atoning death for sin, and that
such a union is sanctifying, is taught in many other pas-
sages. Compare Coloss. ii. 20. Ilere, the ‘“death with
Christ” which the believer ¢ dies,” is Christ’s atoning death
for sin. The preposition dmd (in dmreddvere) indicates the he-
liever’s liberation from the claims of the moral and ceremo-
nial law (oroxela 70v kdopov), by means of Christ’s expiation.
The believer’s personal dying to sin, or sanctification, would
not have this effect. The same idea is expressed in Gal. ii.
19, 20. TUpon the phrase vdud drédavor, Ellicott, in loco, re-
marks that “dmrédavov is not mnerely ‘legi valedixi,” but ex-
presses generally, what is afterward more specifically ex-
pressed in verse 20 by cureoravpwpar.  Nopa is not merely the
dative of ‘reference to,” but a species of dative ‘commodi.’
The neaning is: ‘I died not only as concerns the law, but
as the law required.” The whole clanse, then, may be thus
paraphrased: I, through the law, owing to sin, was brought
under its curse; but having undergone this curse, with, and
in the person of, Christ, I died to the law, in the fullest and
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deepest sense: being both frec from its claims, and having
satistied its curse.’”
After quoting Bengel’s remark, that the clause, “I am cru-
cified with Christ,” is “summa ac medulla Christianismi,” he

Similarly, Meyer, in loco, explains,

says: “By the crucifixion, the curse of the law was inllicted
upon Christ (Gal. iii. 15). Whoever, thercfore, is crucificd
ith Christ, on him also is the curse of the law inflicted, so
that by means of his ethical participation in the death of
Jesus, he is conscious of having died 8wx vduov.” DBengel
(Rom. vi. 3) remarks that “when one is baptized in refer-
ence to Christ’s death, it is the same thing as if, at that mo-
ment, Christ suffered, died, and was buried for such a man,
and as if such a mnan suffered, died, and was buried with
Christ.”

Some cowninentators explain St. IPaul’s co-crucifixion with
Clirist, to be his own personal sufferings in the cause of
Christ. But St. Paul’s own sufferings would not be the
reason why he is “decad to the law.” Christ’s atoning suf-
fering is the reason of this. Again, in 2 Cor. v. 14, 15, the
death for sin 1s presented as a motive for the death to sin,
precisely as in the puragraph under consideration: “If one
died for all, then all died” (in and with him, i. ¢.). The
clause of wdvres dmédavor affirms that all believers die that
expiatory death which Christ died dmép wdvrer. And the
purpose of this is, that they ‘“should not hencclorth live
unto themselves.” The same sentiment is also taught in
2 Tim. ii. 11. These passages abundantly prove that the
doctrine of the believer’s unity with Christ in his viearious
dcath for sin is familiar to St. Paul, and is strongly empha-

sized by him.

VER. 3. §] “or, if this is not perfectly clear.” &aoc] “all
we who,” es] “with respect to.” The rite of baptism is
referential, merely. “The formula Bawrilec3ar eis designates
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the object in respect to which the baptism is received, Mat.
xxviil. 195 1 Cor. 1. 13; x. 1, 2. Hence the cquivalent {or-
mula, Berriodipar ér’ dvopare (Acts ii. 38), and & 7§ dvduare
(Aets x. 48).” Tholuck, in loco. So also, Dengel, Mever,
ITodge. Delievers are not baptized in order to bring about
a union with Christ, but beecause such a unicn has been
brought about. The rite has reference to this [act of union,
and is the sign, and not the cause, of it. DBaptism presup-
poses regeneration, and does not produce it.  Xpworov] The
God-man here represents the Trinity, with reference to
whom Christ commanded the rite to be administered. Com-
pare Gal. iii. 27. Such texts prove the deity of Christ.
Baptism in the name of Christ alone (involving an altera-
tion of the baptismal formula given in Mat. xxviii. 19) is not
valid, according to the decision of the Church, in the con-
troversy between Cyprian and Stephen: the latter of whom
contended that baptism might he administered in the name
of Jesus Christ simply. It would have been equally irregu-
lar to baptize in the name of the I'ather alone, or of the
Iloly Spirit alone. The meaning and eflicacy of baptism
are indicated in Coloss. ii. 11, 12.  St. Paul here describes
Christian baptism as a Christian circumeision: ‘“the cireun-
cision of Christ.” And the meaning and efficacy of eircumn-
cision are indicated in Rom. iv. 11. Tt is a sign and scal of
an already existing faith in the promised IRedecmer. Abra-
ham’s faith preceded his eirenmcision, and therefore was not
produced by it.  Similarly, faith precedes baptism, and is
not the effect of it.  In the case of infants, faith is invelved
and latent in regeneration; and infant haptism, like infant
circumecision, is the sign and seal of regencrating grace
already bestowed, or to be bestowed.  els 7ov Sdraror] © with
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reference to his death:” which certainly was a death for sin,
not to sin. Baptism, it is true, has a reference to the pollu-
tion of sin, as well as the guile of it (compare Eph. v. 26;
Titus iii. 3); but the Apostle does not here allude to this
part of the significance of the rite. He singles out only its
relerence to the atoning work of Christ, the objective dying
for sin, because he is occupied particularly with this side of
the subject.  The question of the Apostle really is: “ Know
ye not, that so many of us as were baptized with reference
to Jesus Christ, were baptized with relercnce to lis atone-
ment 27

Ver. 4. Compare Coloss. ii. 12.  gvrerdpnuer] “ We were
entombed.” This word, contrary to the opinion of many
commentators, has no reference to the rite of baptism, he-
cause the burial spoken of is not in water, but in a sepul-
chire.  “Qdarw signifies: to puay the lost dues to a corpse ;
and so, at first, 2o bwrn it, as in Od. xii. 12; then, as the
ashes were usually inurned and put under ground, to bury,
tnter, entomb, as Od. xi. 32.”  Liddell and Scott in voce.
Burial and baptisin are totally diverse ideus, and have noth-
ing in common. In order to baptism, the element of water
musl come into contact with the body baptized; but in a
hurial, the surrounding element of earth comes into no con-
tact at all with the body buricd. Tbe corpse is carefully
protected from the earth in which it is laid. IEntombment,
consequently, is not the emblem of baptism, but of death.
Eutombment would be even a more inappropriate term hy
which to describe the rite of baptism, than would “ingraft-
’ which follows as another emblem of the believer’s
union with Christ, and which has never been associated, by

ing’



152 COMMENTARY ON ROMANS.

commentators, with the rite of baptism. Zwerddyper must,

therefore, be referred back to dmeddvouer, in verse 2, and not
forward to Bamrioparos. “ We died and were entomnbed with
Christ, by means of the baptism that refers to his deatl.”
The preposition denotes co-burial of the believer with the
atoning Redcemer. Compare oweoravpupar, in Gal. ii. 20,
The rite of haptism, which the believer has received, is a
sign and authenticating scal that by faith he has been made
one with Christ, in respect to (els) Christ’s death for sin.
Baptism signifies, that by faith he has been laid in the tomb
with Christ; and Christ was laid in the tomb as an atone-
ment. Svverddyuer adrg, being thus exegetical of dweddvoper
T4 dpapria, in verse 2, makes it certain that this latter clause
is objective in its meaning. It is indisputable, that Christ
when laid in the tomb did not die to sin, but for sin; and
consequently a co-burial with him in this samne reference (els
7ov 3dvaror) cannot mean the mortification of lust, or dying
to sin. odv] introduces an inference from the fact that these
believers were baptized with special reference to Clirist’s ex-
piatory death. 8 7o Bamricpares] the preposition denotes
a secondary ageney only. Baptism is not the efficient cause
of that union with Christ whereby the believer dies with him
in his atoning death, and is buried with him. The efficient
cause is the Iloly Spirit, in regeneration. It is here that
the spiritual and the sacramentarian theories of baptism find
their point of divergence. Baptism is a sign that the soul is
already united to Christ, and has alrcady died with him,
The article denotes the peculiarity in the baptism. s ror
ddvator] qualifies Bamrigparos. The baptism has particular
reference to the atoning death of Christ. The piacular cle-
ment is singled out, and distinguished from the rest of
Christ’s redemiptive ageney. fra] indicates the purpose in-
tended by God, by the believer’s death and burial with
Christ: viz.: that he may “walk in newness of life.” This
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is an additional proof that dying for sin is incompatible with
living in sin.  The divine purpose puts things together, that
agree together. And lhere, again, the subjective explana-
tion results in a truism. To say that the believer dies fo
sin, in order that he may “walk in newness of life,” is
equivalent to saying that the purpose of the believer’s
sanctification, is that he may be sanctilied. 8&ps] is a
general term, including all the attributes of God; but is
sometimes put for a particular attribate. It stands here for
the attribute of omnipotence. Compare 1 Cor. vi. 14; Eph.
i. 19, 20.  kawsryre {wis] a new order or structure of life; it
is stronger than {wj kaws.

VER. 5. vdp] introduces a corroborative explanation of the
statement made in the preceding verse. aipdurot] se. Xpora.
A new figure, derived from the kingdom of vegetable life,
follows the previous figure taken from the realn of death.
The rendering, ¢ planted together,” as if the term were de-
rived from oiév and ¢vrevw (Vulg., Luther, Eng. Ver.), is
incorrect. The root is aiv and ¢iw: “ grown together,” or
“ingrafted.”  Christ’s comparison of the vine and the
branches, John xv. 1 sq., explains the term. dpoidpar] de-
notes the ““form,” or “shape,” as in Rom. i. 233 v. 14; viil.
3; Phil. i, 75 Rev.ix. 7. It is best construed with evudvra,
as the dative of manner (Vulg., Chrys., Calvin, Tholucl,
Olsh., De Wette, Meyer). avdrov] denotes, as in the pre-
ceding verses, an expiatory death for sin. dAAa] is employed
often, in the classics, to introduce the apodosis of a comndi-
tional proposition in a bold and emphatic manner: “then,

certainly, all the more shall, etc.” drvaordoews] supplying the
ok
7
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cllipses, the clause runs thus: d\\¢ xai v¢ Spotduare ry)s dra-
ordoews altob ovpguror Xpiarg éoopeda.  Growing together in
the “form” of deatly involves growing together in the
“form ” of life. Resurrection is often the symbol of regen-
eration and sanctification, Compare John v. 24, 25; Coloss.
i 1y Eph. v. 14

Ver. 6. This verse is immediately connected with the pre-
ceding, and constitutes a part of the total proposition begun
in verse 3. Tobro ywuwokorres] “since we know:” the parti-
ciple assigns a reason.  St. PPaul adduces the personal experi-
ence of the heliever, in proof that dying for sin with Christ
is accompanied with rising with Christ to newness of lile.
The believer himself is conscions that the sense of forgive-
ness and acceptance with God is sanetifying; that faith in
the atoncment “works by love” (Gal. v. 6), “ purifies the
licart” (Acts xv.9), and “overcomes the world” (1 John v. 4).
makwos drdporoes] denotes the sum-total of human powers and
faculties Lelore regencration.  Compare Eph. iv. 22; Coloss.
i1, 9. It is equivalent to corrupt human nature: the “old
leaven” of 1 Cor. v. 7, 8. owesravpady] is employed, here,
in the subjective reference, and not objectively as in Gal. ii.
20, because the apostle is now describing an effect of justifi-
cation as found in the actual experience of the believer. The
idea of expiation is not now in view, but of mortification ;
because this crucifixion and death is that of the “old man.”
and not, as in the preceding context, that of the Lord Jesus
Clrist. #a] denotes the purpose of this personal erucifixion
of the believer, or dying ¢0 sin.  xarapypdf] is a strong word
frequently used by St. Paul: it signifies a complete abolish-
ing, and verges in its meaning upon annihilating. obua s
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apaprias] 1. The body as ruled by sin; as deseribed in verses

2 and 13 of the context (De Wette, Meyer, Alford). 2. The
body as the seat and source of sin (Semler, Usteri, Riickert).
3. The equivalent of madads dvdpwros (Augustine, Luther,
Hodge). 4. The total mass of sin: “Dbody,” in the figurative
sense (Origen, Chrysostom, Grotius, Calvin, Philippi).  The

[13

third explanation is preferable, because the ¢ destruction of

[13

the body of sin” is the result of the “ecrucifixion of the old

' and because odua is subsequently put for odpf, or

man;’
corrupt nature, in Rom. viii. 12, and the bodily ¢ members”
are made to represent the facultics of both body and soul,
in vi. 12, 13, 19; vil. 3. The sccond of the interpretations
is objectionable, because it ascribes a merely sensuous ori-
gin to sin.  dovde'er] Sin is the bondage ol the will, John

viii. 34,

VEr. 7. The apostle returns, after the reference in verse §
to the actual experience of the believer, to his argument con-
ceruning the connection of dying [or sin to dying to sin, or
of justitication to sanctilication. yap] is introductory ounly.
drodarvav] supply odv Xpierd, as in verse 8, and suggested by
it: “he who died with Christ,” in the manner described in
verses 2-35. 8ebwkaiwrar amo] ‘“is justified from.” Compare
Acts xiit. 39.  The rendering: “{reed [rom” (Eng. Ver.) is
misleading, unless it be explained as “freed from the guilt
of.” [I'reedom from sin, in the sense of cessation from sin,
would require mémavrar, as in 1 Pet, iv. 1. The apostle’s
meaning is, that he who has died with Christ for sin, is there-
by justified, and delivered from the curse and condemnation
of sin.  When Christ’s atonement has been made the believ-
er’s atonement, by faith and the mystical unioun, then “all
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Christ’s sufferings and obedience are as certainly the believ-
er's own, as if he had himself suffered and done all in his
own person” (IHeidelberg Catechism, 79); and then ac-
quittal follows naturally and necessarily, according to both
the Rabbinical and the legal maxim: ¢ The criminal when
executed has atoned for his crime.” This verse is conclusive
in respeet to the meaning of the phrase dreddvoper 1) duapria,
in verse 2. TFor, to affirm that “he who has died to sin is
thereby “justified [rom sin,” would be making subjective
holiness the ground of pardon, or sanctification the procur-
ing cause of justification,—than which, nothing could be
more antagonistic to the Pauline doctrine,

VEr. 8. 8¢ is transitive to the inference, that union with
Christ in his atonement involves union with him in spiritual
life and sanctification. émeddvouer] in the piacular manner
described in verses 2, 3, 4, 7, and Gal. ii. 20. moTaioper]
expresses the confident expectation of the believer. ow(y-
oouev] the future denotes the natural consequence. As
Christ’s revivification naturally followed his crucifixion, so
the believer’s sanctification naturally follows his justifica-
tion. It is the same thought which has been presented in
verse 5. Compare also Heb. x. 5, where believers are said
to be “sanctified by means of the offering of the body of
Jesus Christ.”

VER. 0. €idres] the same use of the participle as in verse
6: “since we know.” obxért dmodvijoxe] Christ’s piacular
death occurs but once, Ileb. x. 10. xvpiede] Clirist’s con-
quest of and dominion over death, is taught in Acts ii. 24;
1 Cor. xv. 54-37; 2 Tim. i. 10; Rev, i. 18.
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VEr. 10. yap] introduces a reason why death no longer
has dominion over Christ. 8] 1. xara 6: *“as respects his
death.” 2. the direct object of dmédaver: “ that (namcly
death) which he died;” like 6 g, in Gal. ii. 20 (Meyer).
duaprin] “for the guilt of sin.” épdra¢] Compare Heb. vii.
27; ix. 125 x. 10. 8] is to be resolved like the preceding o.
Sea] the dative of advantage: lor God’s service and glory.

VEr. 11 applics the foregoing statement that Christ died
once for sin, and then forever after lives for God, to believ-
ers. ovrws| introduces the application. Aoyilesde] to “reck-
on,” or “account,” as in iv. 3-10. The employment of this
word lere confirms the explanation given of dwedavouer )
dpapria, in verses 2, 7, 8. The notion of reckoning, or im-
puting, is congruous with dying [or sin and justification, but
incongruous with dying to sin and sanctification. DBelievers
can “reckon” or “account” themselves to have died fully
and cowpletely for sin, in and with Christ; but they cannot
““‘reckon” or ““account” themselves to have died fully and
completely o sin. They may regard themselves to be com-
pletely justilied, but not completely sanctified. éavrovs] re-
flexive: “your ownselves.” vexpovs] denotes the state and
condition resulting from the act denoted by dmedjoxarv.

” as above. Delievers are exhorted to be

apapria] “for sin,
mindful of Christ’s atoning death, and to
their own (éavrods) death for the guilt of their own sin.

{ovras] those who possess that {wW alwvios which is the con-

‘““reckon” it as

trary of Javaros aivwos, and which is the gift (ydpoua) ot
God, vi. 3. It does not denote complete sanctification,
though it will finally result in this, It is a complex idea,
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including regeneration, Justification or the imputation of
both the active and passive righteousness of Christ, and pro-
gressive sanctilication.  Believers are to regard themsclves
as in tlds state and condition. As “alive for and in refer-
ence to God,” they are free from condemnation, have a title
to heavenly blessedness, are renewed in the spint of their
minds, arc dying to sin, and increasing in the love and
knowledge of God. 7@ Jed| the dative of advantage: *“for
God;” for his honor and service. & Xporg] qualilies both
vexpots and Lérras: this “reckoning” is possible, and allow-
able, only in case the person is united to Christ, “a man in
Christ,” 2 Cor. xii. 2. '

Ver. 12. St. Paul has concluded his argument to prove
that dying for sin is incompatible with living in sin; or trust
in vicarious atonement with self-indulgence.  Having shown
the natural and homogencous connection between justifica-
tion and sanctification, he now proceeds to urge believers,
by motives drawn from thelr justification, to resist their

]

remaining corruption. otr] ¢ therelnre,” in accordance with
the previous reasoning. Because they are no longer in the
state and condition of death (Jdvaros), hut of life ({w3), they
have inducement and encouragement to withstand the sin
that lingers in them.  Were they still under condemnation,
they would have no motive for such a struggle, and could
not succeed in it.  An unforgiven man is powerless aguinst
sin. The fear of condemnation paralyzes him. Baoi\evérn]
sin exists in the believer, but it must not be allowed to he
the ruling principle within him.  Holiness must he Sectleds.
3 dpaprie] remaining sin, personified. Jvyrg] ““per con-

temptum vocat mortale.” Calvin, in loco. oduari] is not to.
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be taken here, in its restricted sense; but as standing for
aupg, or the entire man as corrupt.  The “lusts of the body”
include mental as well as physical desires. The succeeding
use of wé\yn, which in the restricted sense means only cor-
poral members, proves this. Sce comment on viiil. 13, eis
70 tmaxotew] denotes the tendency of the domination or
Lingship of sin.  émdvpims] 1s a general term, comprehend-
ing both mental and physical lusts.  St. Paul gives a list of
lusts, in Gal. v. 19-21.  Awmong them we the sensual crav-
ings of fornication and drunkenness, and the intellectual
cravings of envy and emulation.  The distinguishing char-
acteristic in émdvpia is, that it is forbidden desire. Those
desires that are permitted and allowed by God cannot be
denominated “lusts.”  Provision is made for them in crea-
tion, and they are innocent cravings, But those desires,
cither of the body or the mind, that issue from corrupt
hhuman nature (i. e., human nature, not as made by God, but
as vitiated Ly man) are prohibited cravings, and are sinflul
and guilty.  All such desires, or lusts, are forbidden by the
tentll commandment, which, in the original reads: *“Thou
shalt not lust.”  St. Paul includes all the varieties of them
under the term émSipda. It is to be noticed, that the in-
ward rising of lust is itself sin, apart from the external act;
otherwise it would not be forbidden. Sce Christ’s decision
of the question, in Mat. v. 22, 28. Sece the comment on
Rom. vii. 7.

VER. 13 continues the exhortation to resist indwelling
sin., wapiordrere] is here employed in the military sense of
presenting in line, and before officers, uéAy] includes the
mental faculties, as well as the bodily organs; just as émv-
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pie includes mental as well as physical lusts. Compare
Coloss. iil. 5, where the ‘“members which are upon the
carth” comprise ‘“covetousness which is idolatry,” as well
as “fornication and uncleanness.” énAa] the weapons by
which sin would maintain its dominion. 75 duapria] the
dative of the object: antithetic to de@. wapasrijoare] the
change from the present to the aorist denotes the energy
and instantaneousness of the action enjoined. éavrovs] cx-
plains pédy, and shows that the latter cannot be confined to
physical appetites merely. The whole self is included, both
soul and body. &s] denotes the quality of the persous
spoken of: “being such as.,” We retain this reading, with
Meyer, although aoe is more strongly supported (RABC
Lachm., Tisch.). 1f dce is accepted, it must be restricted
to a connection with éx vexpdr, to the exclusion of {évras.
Swkarogvvys] not in the technical meaning of justification, but
as the contrary of ddikias in the preceding clause. Compare
verse 16. '

VER. 14. An encouragement to obey the exhortation in
verses 12 and 13. sypedoe] sin, although not extinct in the
believer, nevertheless, shall not have lordship («dpeos) and
controlling sway. The “strong man” is still within the
house, but a stronger than he has entered' and bound the
occupant, and is spoiling his goods, Mat. xii. 28, 20. The
principle of holiness, in the believer, is mighticr than the
remnants of the principle of sin. Sin in fragments is weaker
than holiness in mass. yap] introduces the reason of this
fact. ol éare Ymd vépov] this is said relatively, not ahsolutely.
As rational creatures simply, the subjects of God’s moral
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government merely, they are still under law, Compare Gal.
iv. 4, 5, 21.  In this relerence, it cannot be said of any man
or angel that he is not under law. DBut, as trusting in
Christ’s atonement,—as those who in and with Christ have
died an expiatory death for sin,—they are not under law
viewed as retributive and punitive. By means of Christ’s
death, believers have discharged their obligation to satisfy
the law by their own death, and are no longer under it, in
this particular. An unbcliever, on the contrary, is under
law and not under grace, in that he is obligated to suffer
in his own person the punishment which the law threatens
against sin. IHaving rejected the vicarious endurance of
the penalty by a third person, he must endure it in the first
person.

Again, believers are not “under the law” in regard to
their title to eternal blessedness. The law promises this
future reward, upon the condition that a perfect personal
obedience has been rendered. The believer is not discour-
aged by this condition, so impossible of fulfilment by him.
IIe has a full title to this great reward, although his own
personal obedience has been very imperfect, because Christ
as his vicar (in this casc also, as in that of the endurance
of penalty) has rendered an absolutely perfect obedience
for him. His convietion, therefore, that cternal reward is
awaiting him, does not rest upon his own imperfect sancti-
fication, but upon Christ’s sinless obedicnce, and perfect
righteousness.* xdpw] the grace that justifies in this com-
plete manuer, ¢ without works,” or perfect personal obedi-
ence.

* \While this effect of Christ’s active righteousness belongs to an
exhaustive exegesis of St. Paul's affirmation that believers are ‘‘not
under law but under grace,” the principal reference, thus far in the
Epistle, has been to the passive righteousness—to the negative deliver-
ance from condemnation, rather than to the positive title to life,
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Ven. 15 contains an ohjection similar to that in verse 1:
viz,, that the doctrine of grace and justification is antino-
mian. T ofv] sc. épotper, as in verse 1. dpaprijowper] is the
reading of NABCDEL Lachwm., Tisch. w6 vipoy, ete.] is
repeated, for emphasis.

Ver. 16, Compare 2 Pet. ii. 19. The argument, lhere, is
derived from the nature of the human will, and of voluntary
agency. DPurpose and inclination in one direction are in-
compatible with purpose and inclination in the contrary
direction. It is the argvment of Christ in Mat. vi. 24; vii.
1S8. No man can serve two masters, at one and the same
moment. A good tree cannot bring forth evil {ruit, ncither
can a corrupt tree bring forth good fruit.  The connection
of thought is as [ollows: ¢“DBecause vou have died with Christ
for sin, and are delivered from condemnation, and have a
full title to cternal reward, vou ave obligated, by such gra-
clous treatment, not to vield yourselves to the lusts that
still remain, but to yield yourselves to the holy law of God
(verses 12, 13). This you have done. You are obeying
from the heart (verse 17). Your wills are surrendered to
Christ and righteousness.  Such being the [acts ol the case,
the proposition to ‘sin hecause we are not under law, but
under grace’ is self-contradietory.  The nature ol the will
and ol voluntary ageney forbids it. You cannot do these
two contrary things at one and the same time.” mapiorrirere]
looks back to verse 13. éavrods] the reflexive pronoun de-
notes the spontancity and willingness of the agency. There
is no compulsion in an inclination, be it good or evil. 8oi-
Aovs] significs total subjection. The self-surrender of the
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will is complete. The will is not in equilibrio, and able to
do right as casily as wrong, or wrong as easily as right.
The will has a decided bias, els vmaxory] indicates the pur-
posc of the action in mapwwrdvere. Sobhoc] sc. éewod. The
collocation is emphatic. dmaxovere] implies that the slavery
is voluntary. It arises from the action of the human will
itsclf, and not from any external causc or arrangement,
7roc] shows that this species of bondage may be conneeted
with either sin or holiness; and this, because it is the bond-
age of a bias, or inclination. duaprias] Compare 2 Pet. ii
14; John viii. 3+.  For an explanation of the latter text, see
the author’s Sermons to the Natural Mau, pp. 202-230.  els]
indicates the terminus and issue of sin. Compare verse 21,
Sdvaror] death physical, spiritual, and eternal, as in v. 1.,
This proves that the bondage in question is culpable, and
punishable.  8wkawovvyr] is best regarded, here, as subjective
righteousriess, the opposile of ddixia, as in verse 13. This
1s what personal obedience results in.  Personal obedience is
not eis Sixatosvryy in the sense of gratuitous justification. So,
Philippi, Hodge.

VER. 17. dre] the tense is emphatic: “ye were,” but are
no longer. The apostle thanks God that their total and
helpless bondage to sin is a fact of the past, and not of the
present.  ék kapdius] willingly, and not by compulsion. In
the DBiblical psychology, heart and will are interchangeable.
Compare Luke i. 17; 2 Cor. ix. 7; Rom. x. 9, 10; Prov. xxxi.
11; Ps. exix. 112.  «is Oy, cte.] is hest resowved by 76 m9-@ mijs
8ibuxiis els dv mapedodnre. mapeddIyre] the passive: «were in-
trusted.” 7vmor] that plan of salvation which they had re-
ceived from those who had first taught themn the Christian
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religion, and which St. Paul is now restating for them. It
is what he denominates elsewhere “my gospel,” xvi. 25.
The term is similar to popduwots in ii. 20. See the comment.
This verse is not connected with the following, but with the
preceding. It merely states the fact that they whom he is
addressing arc servants of righteousness, after the preced-
ing statement that they must be either one thing or the
other; cither servants of sin, or of righteousness.

VER. 18 reaffirms the fact of obedience from the heart,
asserted in verse 17, and mentions a necessary consequence
of it: viz., slavery to righteousness. This consequence goes
to prove that reckless and unresisted sinning is incompatible
with grace (verse 13). éAevIepwIévres] {reed not perfectly
and absolutely, from all remainders of sin, but substantially
and virtually, from sin as a dominant disposition. Compare
verse 22. DBelievers are free from the condemning power of
sin, and from its enslaving power. They are not under the
cursc of the law, and their wills are not, as in the days of
unregeneracy, in total and helpless bondage to the principle
of evil.  “The converted,” says Leighton (Sermon ix.), “are
delivered from the dominion of original sin, though not from
the molestation and trouble of it. Though it is not a quiet
and uncontrolled master, as it was before, yet it is in the
livuse still as an unruly servant or slave, even vexing and
annoying them: and this body of death they shall still have
cause to bewail, till death release them. And it is this, more
than any other sorrows or afllictions of life, that makes the
godly man not only content to dic, but desirous: longing
‘to be dissolved, and be with Christ which is far better.’”
As a man is physically free whose fetters have been broken,
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although their fragments may not have been removed, and
he be much impeded by them in his movements, so a man is
spiritually free, in whom sin as a nature or principle has been
slain, although its remnants still hinder him in holy living.
Compare John viii. 32, 3G; DPs. exix. 45; James 1. 25; il 12;
Gal. v. 1; Rom. viii. 2; Is. Ixi. 1. &¢] is transitive: “now.”
éovhddyre] Freedom from sin is slavery to holiness. There
is no liberty of indifference, so that the will is equally facile
to sin and holiness. 1f there were, then believers might
“sin, because they are not under law but under grace”
(verse 13); and might ‘“continue in sin, that grace may
abound” (verse 1). Dias to holiness implies the absenee of
bias to sin; and vice versa. But without bias, or inclina-
tion, no moral act can be performed in either direction.
Ilence, inclination in one direction is impotence in the other.
St. Paul has asserted that the persons whom he is addressing
are, as matter of fact, positively inclined to holiness. They
are obeying éx xapdias (verse 17). Consequently, by their
holy inclination, and because of it, they are slaves in respect
to holiness, and (reedmen in respect to sin. It must be care-
fully observed, that the term > when employed by
St. Paul in connection with sin and holiness, is used in a

“slavery’
relative signification; as he implies in his assertion, dvdpdme-
rov Aéyw (verse 1Y9). In the absolute and unqualified signifi-
cation, slavery is compulsion. A slave in this sense is not
voluntarily inclined, or self-determined, in his enslavement.
Ilc is forced into it by another. In this sense, neither the
sinner nor the believer is a slave; neither sin nor holiness is
slavery. But in the relative sense, in which St. Paul here em-
ploys the term, slavery is an inability to the contrary reswlting
Jrom a foregoing activity of the will. A man, forillustration,
is physically a slave, who, instead of being forced into slavery,
has sold himself into this condition. He cannot now recover
himself from a self-determined status, and is in as real and
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complete a hondage, as the slave captured in war or kid-
napped in peace. Such is the slavery of sin. And the other
plirase of St. Paul: “slaves of righteousness,” is to be ex-
plained in the same way. This alse is an inability to the
contrary resulting [rom a foregoing act and state of the will.
Iloly inclination is inability to sin. It is true, that inclina-
tion of the will upon the side of holiness differs greatly {rom
inclination upon the side of sin, in respect to the ultimate
origin of it.  The former originates in the operation of the
Ioly Spirit upon the hwman faculty, while the latter is self-
determination pure and simple, without any internal efficien-
cy of the Iloly Ghost. Yet the former is as really and truly
the will’s inclination as the latter; and inability to the con-
trary accompanics the former as it does the latter. There
is, consequently, a “slavery to rightcousness,” as well as a
“slavery to sin.” .\ will which, by regencration, has hecn
“powerfully determined™ (Westminster L. €. 67) and in-
clined to holiness, is unable to sin, in the sense in which
Christ intends, when he says that “a good tree canuot bring
forth evil {ruit” (Mat. vii. 18); and in which St. John in-
tends, when he asserts that the regenerate ‘ cannot sin,
because he is born of God” (1 John iii. 9.) This does not
mean, that the regenerate, while here upon earth, is sinlessly
perlect, connitting no actual transgression, and having no
renainders of sinful inclination. See 1 John 1. 8. Buat it
means that the regenerate will is unable to sin in the manner
of the unregencrate will: 1. e., Zmpenitently and totully. The
good man cannot feel and act as he did in the days of im-
penitency. e is “enslaved to righteousness.” “Old things
have passed away, and ail things have become new.”  And
when the ultimate consequence of regencration, namely, per-
fect sanctification, shall be reached in the heaveuly state, the
believer will be unable to sin, even in tlic manner in which
he did while upon earth. The posse peccare of imperfect
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sanctification will become the noi posse peccare of sinless
perfection.

This minor element of difference between the “slavery to
sin,” and the “slavery to righteousness,” arises from a dif-
ference between the effeets of apostasy, and the effects of
regeneration.  The apostasy of the human will resulted im-
mediately and instantaneously in fofad depravity: viz., a sin-
ful inclination, with no reinainders ol the previous holy in-
clination.  But the regenceration ot the will does not result
nnmediately and instantancously in foted sanctification: viz.,
a holy inclination with no remiceindirs of the previous sinful
inclination. A holy inclination ig originated, but remmants
of sin are left. These fragments, though moribund, continue
to show a lingering vitality, in the manner described by St.
Paul in Rom. vii. 14-25. See comment.

No portion of Seripture has more psychological value than
this, in determining the true nature of the human will.  Com-
pare Aristotle’s Ithies, iii. 5, and Plato’s Aleibiades, i. 133;
where the same view is taken of the “slavery to evil,” though
nothing is said of the “slavery to good.”

VER. 10 is explanatory of the terms freedom and slavery,
in the preceding verse.  The phrase “enslaved to righteous-
ness” is an unusual one.  dvdpdmuor] horrowed from human
relationships: those, namely, ol master and slave. dodérear]|
infirmity in spiritual perception.  gapkos] denotes unspiritual
Lhuman nature which does not discern tize things of the Spirit.
Sce the explanation in 1 Cor.'ii, 6-14. DBelievers have re-
mainders of this ignorance which obscure their full spiritual
understanding, Hence, the need of illustrations, to explain

spiritual freedom and spiritual bondage. domep yap] looks
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back to verse 18, and introduces an explanation of the state-
ment there; especially the statement in the last clause. The
particular expression most needing to he explained, in the
illustration drawn from human relations, is, “enslavement
to righteousness.” This, upon the face of it, looks as if
holiness were compulsion. It is not so; “for (yip) as you
once willingly and entirely surrendered yoursclves to sin, and
were in this way slaves of sin, so now willingly and entirely
surrender yourselves to righteousness, and be in this saue
voluntary manner slaves of righteousness.” St, Paul, by
thus repeating the phraseology already twice employed by
him, in verses 13 and 16, $hows his readers plainly what he
means by the terms “slavery ™ and “ [reedom,” in this con-
nection. It is a slavery, and a freedom, that is founded in
the nature of the human will, and not in physical causes.
pé\y] Sce comment on verse 13. 8otAa] the adjective has
the full signification of the substantive Sothoi, dxadapaiq]
instead of dpapria (verse 13), to denote sin in its relation to
man, and in its sensuous aspect: “impurity.” dvoplg] sin in
its spiritual aspect, and as related to law and God. €is mp
dropiav] 1. the purpose: in order that iniquity as a principle
may go into outward act (Meyver, Stuart, Hodge). 2. the
result: the principle issues in an abiding state (De Wette,
Tholuck, Lange, Allord). The latter is preferable, because
of the antithetic term dytaopds. Swawoovry] is used in the
subjective sense, as the contrary of d«adapoiy and évopiy.
dywagpév] sanctification, as the state of the soul. Compare
vi, 22; 1 Cor. 1. 30; 1 Thess. iv, 3, 4, 7; 2 Thess. ii. 13; Heb.
xil, 14; 1 Pet. i. 2.

VER. 20. This verse teaches the same doctrine of the will



COAPTER VI. 20 169

» y e ’ a0 o \ -~ @ - [ ’
olvpy €is aylagpov. dte nyap Sodhov fre ThHs dpaptias
éevdepos TTe TR Oikatooivy.

TVA OUY KAPTOV €iyeTe

with verse 18, but in a reversed form. Verse 18 affirms that
freedom from sin is slavery to righteousness; verse 20 alfirms
that [reedom from rightecousness is slavery to sin.  6re] de-
notes a time gone by, The slavery to sin is not in the pres-
ent, but in the past. St. Paul thanks God for this lact
(verse 17).  yap] conucets this verse with the preceding, as
a part of the total explanation of the statement in verse 18.
evdepor] In proportion as the will is surrendered to sin, it
is released [rom holiness. It is not [ree [rom holiness as
matter of r7iy/t, but as matter of fuet: as when we say,
“free from disease,” or “lree from pain.”  When viewed
ethically, however, as a question of right, and not of fact
merely, this kind of freedom is found to be a false [frecdom.
Man has no right to it, and to have it is guilt. This proves
that it is only a spurious liberty. IReal and true freedom is
something that man nceds not to be ashamed ol; something
which he is obligated to have, and the possession of which is
praiseworthy.

True liberty always with right reason dwells
Twinn'd, and from ker hath no dividual being.”
PArADISE LosT, xii. 83.°

This difference hetween freedom in sin, and freedom in holi-
ness, is referred to by Christ, in John viii. 32-36. The frce-
dom of the will, in our Lord’s use of the term in this pas-
sage, is simply the inclination of the will. Whoever is
inclined is {pso fucto free, be the inclination right or wrong.
But, holy inclination is true freedom (Svrws élevdepor, John
viii. 36), because it agrees with the prescript of the moral
law, Sinful inclination (which is as really dnclination as
holy iuclination) is fulse freedom, because it conilicts with
8
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the moral Jaw, and is forbidden by it. DBut the law never
forbids the real, and the truc; only the unreal, and the false.

Ver. 21. St. Paul strengthens his exhortation to yield the
members to righteousness, by a relerenee to the conse-
quences of the contrary course.  Two views of the structure
of the verse are possible: 1. The interrogation ends with
7ore, aud the remaining clause contains the answer (Theo-
doret, Luther, Melanch., De Wette, Tholuck, Olshausen,
Lachmann, Tischendorf). 2. The interrogation ends with
éravrxireade (Chrys., Beza, Calvin, Grotius, Wetstein, Ben-
gel, Fritzsche, Winer, Meyer, Murdock’s Peshito, Ing. Ver.),
This latter arrangement, which is preferable, requires either
¢relvaw, or év Tovrols, to be supplicd bhelore @ ols.  kapmor]
gain, or advantage. ¢é¢’] ““over,” or “on account of.”
drarryvveade] This word gives, indireetly, a part ol the an-
swer to the question which, by the punctuation we have
adopted, receives no dircct answer.  If they were ashamed
of yiclding their mewmbers to impurity, they obtained no
advantage. 7é\os] This clause indircetly gives the remain-
der of the answer, and the most important part of it.  The
final termination of such conduet being endless perdition,
there can be no kapmds.  Jdvaros| is the contrary of fw) ali-
wos in verse 22, to which it is antithetic. See comment on
v. 12,

Ver. 22, vuri] now, as Christians, i. ¢. é\evdepodévres] the
same description of belicvers as that in verse 18, and involv-
ing the same view of the will.  See comment on verse 18,
Sovhwdévres 1o Jeg| Sce the explanation of éoviadnre 77 Sikar
oouvy, in verse 18,  St. Paul is not shy of the unusual phrase,
‘“slavery to righteousuess.” This is the fourth time he has
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used it. ITis favorite title, as descriptive of himself, is SotAos
Xpworoi. Llom. i. 1; 1 Cor. vii. 22; 2 Cor. x. 7; Gal. 1. 103
Phil. i. 15 Tit. i. 1, et alia. Compare also AT =g, Josh.
xxiv, 205 Job i 8; Ps. ev. 63 Jer. xxxiii. 21, et alia. eis|
denotes the tendency of the xapmés.  dywaopudr] as in verse 19.
7élos| denotes the termination of the wapmds. ILiberation
from sin and subjection to righteousness fends to perfect
sanctification, and ends in eternal [elicity. {wyr] compre-
hends all good, in relation to body, soul, and spirit.  alwror]
denotes endlessness, here; because of the nature of the aiwy
spoken of. The Scriptures know of but two aidves: the
present alwy, and the future alav; & viv aldv, and aidv 6 pelav
(Mat. xii. 32; Luke xvi. 8; Ieb. vi. 5; Iiph. 1. 21). The
doctrine of an indefinite scries of aldves, or cvcles, is (xnostic
and not Biblical. Christianity recognizes but two ages, or
worlds: the temporal and the eternal.  Accordingly, in
Seripture, anything that is aidvios belongs either to one
world, or the other; either to the present temporal age
(Philemon, 13), or to the future endless age (2 Cor. v. 1).
The uj here spoken of is, indisputably, a good that belongs
to the future aivw, and will therefore endure as long as that
docs.  Since fwy in this verse is the antithesis to Jdvaroes in
verse 21, the epithet aldrios belongs to the latter also, though
it is not expressed.  The “death” occurs in the same future
aigy with the “life.” Doth have precisely the same duration;
and the duration is endless because the future “age” or
“world” is endless.

VER. 23. y3p] introduces further preof in corroboration of
the doctrine taught in verses 21 and 22. éyara] “rations”
(dyov - cooked meat). The word looks back to émha, in verse
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13. Sin, unlike holiness, originates solely in the finite will.
God does not “work” in man “to will and to do” (Phil. ii
2; Eph. iii. 20; Coloss. i. 29), when man transgresses the
moral law. Conscquently, sin is absolute demerit or guilt,
and its recompense is “wages,” in the strict sense. The
sinner, if he pleased, could demand eternal death as his due
upon prineiples of exact justice. He has carned it by his
own action alone. 7ijs duaprias] sin personified pays wages
for military service. Jddraros] as in verses 16 and 1. The
adjective alwrwos is omitted with Jdvares, because it is ex-
pressed with its antithesis {wyj; in accordance with the gram-
matical principle, that when two clauses are antithetic to
cach other, an epithet may be suggested in the first clause
by its expression in the second, or suggested in the second
clause by its expression in the first, The epithet aldios is
expressed with xédaois and wvp, in Mat. xxv. 41, 46.  xdptopa]
St. Paul does not say éydria mjs dikatooviys, as the antithesis
of dpda rijs dpuaprias; because the imputed righteousness of
a belicver is a gratuity, and his inherent rightcousness is the
product of the Holy Spirit moving and inclining his will.
Righteousness, unlike sin, is not sclf-originated, and conse-
quently its reward must be gracious, and only relatively
merited. The recompense of righteousness is xdpwopa, and
not éydma. év Xporg] in Christ, as both the ground and the
cause. Ouly as man is one with Christ, is this gilt of cter-
nal life possible.
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VER. 1. St. Paul continues the consideration of the con-
nection between justification and sanctification, which he
began in chapter vi. 1. Ile does so, by still further explain-

“are not

ing the assertion made in vi. 14, that believers
under law but under grace.” He illustrates by the marriage
relation. 4 dyvoeire] compare vi. 3. d8ehgpoi] all Christians,
1, 13; xii. 10.  vopor] the Old Testament law; which, as the
base from which the gospel proceeded, was known by Gen-
tile as well as Jewish Christians. dvdpumov] is generic: in-
cluding woman as well as man, the lcmale as well as male.
This is plain from verse 2, where it is asserted in illustration
of the legal principle that “ man is bound by the law as long
as he lives,” that “the wonman is bound by the law.” Sec

the cxplanation of dvdpwrmos in v. 12,

Ver. 2. yap] introduces a proof of the proposition in verse
1, derived from the marriage relation. 8é8erac] has been, and
still is bound. vduw] the Mosaic law, yet as agreeing with
the law of nature, in this case. xamjpyyrai] in the active,
signifies to nullify; in the passive, to free from. Comypare
vi. 6; 2 Cor. iii. 11. In the illustration, the woman stands
for the believer, and the first husband for the law,
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VER. 3. dpa ofv] “accordingly, then.” Compare v. 18.
xpiparice] Shall be “(ormally denominated,” or “styled.”
Acts xi. 20. vyémra] to “belong to,” as the wife to the
husband. Compare 2 Cor. xi. 2; Eph. v. 23 sq.

Ver. 4. dore] is illative: *“ wherefore.” Compare Mat. xii.
81.  «kai dueis| “ye too,” like the woman, in verse 2,  éJara-
Tadnre] the aorist signification is to be retained: “ ye became
dead to the law” (when ye believed, 1. e.), so that the law no
longer xupiever (verse 1), If the figure had been regularly
carried out, the writer would have said that the /i became
dead. The Receptus reading, érodavivros, in verse 6, would
favor this. ¢ vouw] The Mosaic law both ceremonial and
moral, but eminently the latter. eduaros] the body offered
as an daomjpor, Rom. iil. 3. Through the instrumentality of
Christ’s atonement, in reference to which the believer has
been baptized as the sign of his faith (vi. 3), he is dead to
the law considered as a means of justification, and the law is
dead to him. So far as [orgiveness and aceeptance with God
are concerned, the believer and the law have no more to do
with one another, than onc corpse has to do with another.
eis 70] indicates the purposc of this deadness to the law.
The justification is in order to sanctification. yeréoda] as
in verse 3. The marriage union is the emblem of the spir-
itual union between Christ and the believer, Isa. Ixii. 5;
Eph. v. 23-32. éyepIen] union with Christ in his atoning
death, involves unjon with him in bis resurrection. Sece
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comment on vi. 3-5. kapmopomjcwper] the figure of mar-
riage is still kept up. Faith in atoning blood is fruitful of
good works.

VER. § contains a confirmation of the preceding statement
respecting the believer's fruitfulness in holiness, by a refer-
ence to the effect of the law upon an unbeliever. The former
1s [reed from the curse of the law, and for this reason obeys
the law from love, with spontancity, and gladness of heart,
The latter is under the curse of the law, and by reason of
servile [ear, and the bondage of his will) is driven more and
more into sin.  For him, “the law is the strength (instead
of the destruction) of sin,” 1 Cor. xv. &6, 6re] implies a
state of things that has passed away. Compare vi. 17, 20,
21; vii. 9. oapxi] here denotes: 1. the entire man, as
“spirit, soul, and body ” (1 Thess. v. 23); and 2. the entire
man as corrupt.  Compare Rom. iv, 15 vi. 195 vii. 18, 2355 viil.
3, 5; 2 Cor. x. 3, et alia. The phrase é& capxi is equivalent
to the “natural man” of 1 Cor. ii. 14. wa$jpara] * pas-

> from patior. Both the mental and the physical

sions:’
passions are marked by a degree of passiveness. They are
the effects of exciting and stimulating objects, to which the
soul and body supinely yield. The English version renders
the word by ‘ motions,” in the sense of ¢
“drugs, or minerals, that waken wmotion,” Otlello, i. 2.

emotions: ”

Cogan (On the PPassions, 1. 1) thus defines: “ Emotions, ac-
cording to the genuine signification of the word, are the
sensible and visible effects which particular passions produce
upon the frame, in consequence of some particular agitation
of the mind.” duapridv] the plural denotes the acts, in dis-
tinction from the principle of sin. See the analysis in James
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i. 15, where the principle of sin is denominated émvuia, and
the particular act duapria. & 7ov vopor] through the law as
an occasional (not eflicient) cause. The explanation of this
important statement is given, at length, by the Apostle, in
Vil 7-13.  émpyeiro] “energized:” the passions, or emotious,
operate inwardly and dynamically. év 7ois] in them as the
scat, and by them as the instruments,  péleowr] includes the
mental faculties, as well as the bodily organs.  The sinful
passions, or emotions, operate in and by the human under-
standing and the human will, as well as in and by the fleshly
members and the five senses. . IEnvy, malice, emulation, pride,
and avarice, are “passions,” in St. Paul’s sense, cqually with
the physical appetites that show themsclves in gluttony,
drunkenness, and fornication.  All are alike the *““motions
of sin.”  Sce the comment on vi. 13, «kepmodopygai] is cor-
relative to the same word in verse 4. The figure ol marriage
is still in view. Javdrw]| the dative of advantage.

VEr. 6. vuri] is opposed to ére in verse 3. Tt denotes the
present helieving and justified state.  karpyndguer] Sce com-
ment on verse 2. dwo rot vopov] the heliever is delivered {rom
the law as penalty, and as the instrument of justification,
dmodarvirres] is the reading of NABCL Erasmus, Mill, Griesh.,
Scholz, Iahn, Lachm., Tisch.  The English Version, Elzevir,
and Beza read dmoduvdvros.  The first is preferable diplomadi-
cally and logically, though not rhetorieally 5 as it does not
carry out the figure in verse 1. As the law stands [or the
first husband, the law should die, rather than the wonun,
who stands for the believer.  But St. Paul may have wisled
to avoid the phrase: “death of the law.” 1l¢ has previously
said that believers dic to the law, in verse 4. & ¢] L. c., rodve
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& @; the reference is to the antecedent rod vdpov.  «kareryd-
peda] the law as condemning and pronouncing a curse
“holds down,” and keeps under, the criminal, as in a dun-
geon.  Compare L 18, where the criminal is represented as
holding down the truth, and keeping it underneath. This
latter suppression differs from the former, by being only
temporary ; because it is a “holding down in warighteous-
”

the former is a holding down in righteousness.

NOSS | o
dore] denotes the actual effect, or consequence.  The death
to the law, and deliverance from it, result in a more perfect
and better obedience of the law, instead of a ‘continnance
insin,” vi. 1, 15.  Sovdedewr] the present tense denotes con-
stant and habitual action. kawérym] the obedience that is
rendered to the law by the believer is that of a “new
creature ” (2 Cor. v. 17; Gal. vi. 15) and of a “new man”
(Col. iii. 10; Eph. ii. 15). It is “mnew,” also, in respect to
the principle from which it flows: viz., love instead of [ear,
which was the old principle (Ezek. xi. 19; xxxvi. 26). In
2 Cor. x. 5, it is denominated *the obedience of Christ.”
mreduaros| denotes, here, not the Iloly Spirit, which is never
a “new” spirit, but the human spirit enlightened, enlivened,
and actuated by the divine: a new spirit in man, compared
with the previous one.  Service that originates in ““newness
ol spirit ” is spontancous, genial, and free (é rapdias, vi. 17).
Such being the nature of the ohedience rendered by one who
has “died with Christ for sin,” and has “become dead to the
law by the body of Christ,” it is plain that there is nothing
licentious, or antinomian, in the doctrine of vicarious atone-
ment,  wadaéryre] the legal precedes the evangelical (1 Cor.
xv. 46); the “natural man?” is the “old man” (Rom. vi, (;
Iph. iv. 225 Col. iii. 9). ypduparos] denotes the law in its
g*
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written and external form. Compare Rom. ii. 20; 2 Cor.
iil. 6. Service that is performed in the “oldness of the let-
ter” originates in fear instead of love, in spasmodic struggle
instead of living impulse, in volitionary effort instead of in-
ward inclination, has relerence merely to the letter instead
of the intent of the law, is forced out by the threat and
penalty of the law instead of drawn out by its excellence
and beauty (Ps. exix. 7). These two kinds of obedience
are exact contraries. In the one case, the law is external to
the will: it is written on the heart (Rom. 1i. 15), but not into
the heart (Jer. xxxi. 33). Consequently, the obedience is
mechanical and false. In the other case, the law through
regencration is internal to the will: is no longer a threat hut
an impulse; no longer a statute but a force (Ps. xxxvii. 31;
xb 8; Is. li. 7). Consequently, the obedience is vital ande
real.  In the moralist and legalist, will and conscience ure
separate and antagonistic.  in the believer, they are one and
harmonious.

VER. 7 begins a new paragraph, which raises an objection
suggested by the words ra 8w 70b vouov émpyetro, in verse § of
the preceding paragraph, and replies to it.  The reply con-
stitutes another proof, in addition to that already given, that
justification is necessarily connected with sanctification, and
that they who are trusting in Christ’s vicarious atonement
cannot “continue in sin that grace may abound,” v. 1. The
paragraph is divided into two sections: the first, consisting
of verses 7-13, which describes the unbeliever, first as uncon-
victed (status seccuritatis), and then as under conviction (sta-
tus sub lege): the second, consisting of verses 14-25, which
delineates the experience of the believer contending victori-
ously with remaining depravity (status regencrationis).  Au-
gustine, Luther, Calvin, Parcus, Chemmnitz, Gerhard, Wolfius,
Owen, Delitzsch, Philippi, Haldane, and llodge take this
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view. The opposite view, which refers the entire paragraph
to the unregenerate, but in a convieted and transitional
state, is supported by Chrysostom, the Arminian excgetes
generally, Bengel, De Wette, Mceyer, Tholuck, Hengsten-
berg, Neander, Nitzsch, Miller, Stuart.  7{ obv épotuer] intro-
duces the new objection, as in i 95 iv. 15 vi. 1, 15, 6 vépos
apapria;] is the law, in its very nature and essence, sin? It
is stronger than dpaprias Sudkovos, in Gal. ii. 17.  @\Aa] intro-
duces the exactly contrary position: “on the contrary, I.”
ete. Ty duapriar] the article is speeifie: the principle of sin,
originated in the manner described in v. 12 sq., latent in
every man (v. 14), and clicited by temptation alluring and
law prohibiting. épwwr] the aorist signification is to be re-
tained: “I had not known,” in the davs ol unbeliel, 1. c.;
the time denoted by moré, in verse ). The omission of dv
with "both é&wwr and pder strengthens the conditional foree
of the verbs, making the aflimation more positive (Winer,
p- 803).  The knowledge meant is that of clear and painful
consciousness: what is technically denominated “convietion
of sin.” e uy] supply érov. wvopov] the Old Testumment
written law, which, however, includes natural ethics. St.
Paul, in this passage, is describing his own past experienee,
as representative of that of every convicted person, cither
Jew or Gentile, under revelation or outside of it. The appli-
cation of the unwritten as well as the written law, elicits the
sense of sin (ii. 13). 7e] “even:” it qualifies pdew . “ for,
lust I should not have even Anown, still less, have resisted,
unless,” ote.  émdupiav] lust generically: mental as well as
physical, yet with a reference to bodily appetite, as that
species of forbidden evil desire which is most patent to
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human observation. The catalogue of lusts, both physical
and mental, is given in Gal. v. 16-21. TFletcher, in his Pur-
ple Island (Canto vii.), has analysed and delincated each.
Sce, also, Eph. ii. 3, where af émduvuiae are characterized as
voluntary iuclination (Jekyuara); and are classified as ¢ de-
sires of the flesh, and of the weénd.”  Compare, also, 2 Tin.
ili. 6, 7; iv. 3, where the hankering after false doetrine, and
the iteh for sensational preaching, are placed among the
“lusts.” That émdvpia is truly and properly sin, is proved
by the interchange, in this verse, between it and duupria.
St. Paul regards the two as synonymes. The clause émdvuiav
obk poew is the equivalent of the preceding dpapriuy odx Eyrwv.
To “know lust” is the same thing as to “know sin.”  That
lust is sin, is proved, also, by the prohibition of it in the
tenth commandment. The moral law forbids nothing but
sin; and the closing statute in the deealogue forbids inward
lust. The Lawgiver, having in previous statutes prohibited
particular forms of sin, as exhibited in particular acts of
transgression,—theft, adultery, murder,—finally sums up all
individual sins under the one generic denomination of “lust,”
because all have their source and root in evil desire.  Com-
pare James i. 14, 15. The Septuagint translates =nrg=id
(Exod. xx. 17) by o« émIuvpyoeas. The LEnglish version:
“Thou shalt not covet,” is inadequate, because covetousness
now denotes only one form of lust. Upon the meaning of
the tenth commandment as understood by St. Paul in this
place, Rivetus (Explicatio Decalogi, vers. xv.) remarks:
“Patet Paulum extendere pricceptumn ad cam concupiseen-
tiam, adversus quam Spiritus pugnat (Gai. v. 17), que re-
pugnat Jegi mentis (Rom. vii. 23), quam mens regenita non
approbat (vii. 13), quamn non vult (vii. 16, 19).  Eam tamen
expresse peceation dicit.  Nam quinquies (vii. 13, 14, 17, 20,
21) peccatum appellat legem in membris suis rebellantem, ct
obunoxium cum reddentem legi peccati.,”  Respecting the
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relation of Just to the will, Rivetus remarks that “conci-
piscentia est inclinatio voluntaria.,” ¢ The concupiscence
forbidden in the tenth commandment,” says Leighton (Ix-
position of the Ten Commandments), “is an inordinate
desire, or the least begiuning of such a desire. This cowm-
mandment is broken Ly the least envious look upon any
good of others, or the least bendings of the mind after it for
ourselves, and by that common mischief of sell-love, as the
very thing that gives life to all such undue desires, and by
that common folly of discontent at our own estate, which
begets a wishing for that of others. This very concupis-
cence itself, though it proceed no further than the rising of
it in the mind, pollutes and leaves a stain behind it.”  Simi-
larly Owen (Saints’ Perseverance, Ch. xv.) remarks, that
“though a man should abstain from all actual sins, or open
commission of sin, all his days, yet if e have any habitual
delight in sin, and defileth his soul with delightful contem-
plutions of sin, he liveth to sin amd not to God, which a
believer canmot do, for he 1s “not under law, but under
grace) To abide in this state, is to ‘wear the garment

' The term émdvuia sometimes, but

spotted with the flesh.
not often, denotes Lol desire, as in Gal. v. 17; Luke xxii.
13, ovx émSumijoes] The negative form of the law is always
exasperating. It implies an existing inclination contrary to
law, aud sets up a barrier against it. It is the form of law
for fullen creatures. “The law [in this negative form] is
not made for a righteous man, but for the lawless and dis-
obedient, for the ungodly, and for siuners,” 1 Tim. i. 9.
Ilence, the “Thou shalt not,” awakens the consciousuness of
inward and slumbering lust; and, “ by the law, is the knowl-
edge of sin,” iii. 20, This examination of the operation of
the law wakes it plain that the law is not sin (verse 7).
That which detects and prohibits sin, cannot he of the
nature of sin.
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Ver. 8§ continues the eaplanation, with the introductory
particle 8 dpopuyr] from dmo and dppdw: a departure; a
start, rather than an “occasion” (Eng. Ver.). The simple
nisus of the will is meant.  “Sin taking a start, wrought,”
ele. % dpapria] sin in the form of inward lust (émedvpia), and
showing itsell, after its start, in the passions or emotions
(radijpara) spoken of in verse 5. dur 775 &vToAys] is best con-
nected with xarepydoaro (I3engel, De Wette, I'ritzsche, Meyer,
Tholuck).  Compare 8ud 70i dyudod rarépyalopévy, in verse 13.
Meyer asserts that ddoppar Aafdetv is never connected with &,
hut often with ék.  7is évrodis] the article denotes the par-
ticular tenth commandment, otk émdupioets.  rkatepydoaro] is
supported by RACIGLL Ree,, Lachm.; karypydarois the read-
ing of BDI Tisch. The preposition is intensive: “wrought
ont.” mdoar] anarthrous: “every kind of;” lust in all the va-
rieties of its emotions (zadrjpara, ver. 3),  The law produces
this irritating and stimulating effect, it must be observed,
only in those who are & 73 oap«i (verse 5): only in the unre-
eenerate.  In the unbeliever (who has not died and heen
intombed with Christ with respect to his atoning death, and
risen again with him to newness of life), conscience and will
are antagonistio (viil. 7).  As a consequence, the moral law
terrifies him by its threat of punishment, and irritates him
by its strict requirement.  Law is hateful and exasperating
to all who do not love it; and in this way is the oceasional
cause ol sin.  Ovid (Amorum, iii. 4) notices this effect of
the law: *“ Desine vitia ireitare vetando.  Nitimur in veti-
tum semper, cupimusque negata.”  Torace also: “ Audax
omnia perpeti gens humana ruit per vetitum nelas” (Carmi-
num, 1. 3).  Compare Livy, xxxiv, 4; Sencea, De Clenientia,
1. 235 Euripidis, Medea, 1097, xwpis] “scparate and apart
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from.” Lachmann’s punctuation is preferable, which places
only a comma betwecen this clause and verse 9, because vespa
is antithetic to éwv. vyap] looks back to the assertion in
verse 7, “I had not known sin but by the law.” ¢ Fop,
apart from the luw,” ete.  vigov] anarthrous: law gencrally;
as this is a general truth,  dpapria] supply éorer (not ), as
no particular time is intended.  vexpd ] unconvicted: without
remorse (Chrys,, Calvin, Olsh.); inactive (Tholuck, Meyer).
The first is preferable.  Sin was active, because it had taken
a start and wrought all manner of concupiscence (verse 8);
but it was not known in painful self-consciousness. vexpd
certainly cannot have the absolute meaning which it has in
James ii. 17, 26; Heb, ix. 14.  Only a sceming death is
meant; like the death of sleep. Compare Shakspeare’s:
“We were dead of sleep,” Tempest, v. 1.

VER. 9. é&yw 8t] in contrast with dpapria s “sin apart from
law is dead, but I was alive.” é&wv] 1. I secined, to myself,
to live (August., Krasinus, Calvin). 2. I was without fear
or apprehension (Melanch., Beza, Bengel). IDBoth explana-
tions are kindred, and should be combined. It is a seecming
life, antithetic to the seeming death of sin in the preced-
ing verse. The enjoyment of sin, and the absence of re-
morse, make up a false and counterfeit life which is the char-
acteristic of the unconvicted sinner. “ Absentia legis facie-
bat, ut viviret, hoc est, infllatus justitice sure fidueia, vitam
sibl arrogaret, quum tamen esset mortuus.” Calvin in loco.
The life intended here, in &wy, is the same with that ex-
pressed in the second member of the epicure’s dictum:
“ dum vivimus, vivamus,” or in the common phrases: “ high
life,” and “seeing life.” xwpis] here, as in the preceding
elause, is used iu a qualified sense only. In the strict scense,
neither sin nor the sinner can be separated from law. Wher-
ever there is sin and a sinner, there is law (iv. 15; v. 13).
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But there is not always the distinet consciousness of the
claims of the law; and in this sense, sin and the sinner are
separate and apart from the law. But this separation can
be only temporary. woré] “formerly:”
generacy and unbelicf, when sin was enjoyment without

in the days of unre-

remorse or fear. This word is important, showing that this
false and seeming life is not the writer’s present moral state.
It is an “old thing” that has “passed away " (2 Cor. v. 17).
e dovans] “coming”
been away (xwpis) from consciousness, and now returns.
Compare the common phrase: “He has come to;” deserip-
tive of recovery from the loss of consciousness in a fainting-
fit, or swoon. Compare Luke xv. 17. The position of
é\Jovoys is highly emphatic: the energy and onset with
which the law comes in, and bears down upon the previous-
ly happy and careless soul, are expressed by the collocation.

into my consciousness. The law has

Tis &rodis| viz.: ““thou shalt not lust” (verse 7). The
tenth commandment is more searching, and productive of
the consciousness of sin, than either the sixth, seventh, or
eighth, because it goes behind the outward act, to the secrct
and inward desire. Hence, our Lord, in his interpretation
and application of the moral law in the Sermon on the
Mount, discussed sin chiefly in the form of evil desire (Mat.
v. 20-24). “IHe asserts, that the inmost thoughts of the
heart, and the first motions of concupiscence therein, though
not consented to, much less actrually accomplished in the out-
ward deeds of sin, and all the occasions leading unto them,
are directly forbidden in the law. This he doth in his holy
exposition of the seventh commandment. He declares the
penalty of the law, on the least sin, to be hell fire, in his
assertion of causcless anger to be forbidden in the sixth
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commandment.” Owen, On Justification, Ch. xvil. dvély-
oev] revived from that state denominated vexpd, in verse S,
As the “ death ™ of sin alluded to is the absence of the pain-
ful conviction of sin, so the “reviving” of sin, here intended,
is the presence of such conviction.

Ver. 10. 8] denotes a contrast in anédarov to dvélnoev.
But the contrast is verbal only, and not logical and real;
because the “reviving” of sin in consciousness is the same
thing, essentially, with the “death” here spoken of. Re-
morse is a main element in spiritual death. dxé3avor] does
not imply that previously he was not dead, any more than
the reviving of sin implies that previously there had been no
sin, As the “coming” of the commandment brought himn
to the counsciousness of a sin that was latent, so it brought
himn to the consciousness of a death that was already within
him, and resting upon him. Cowmpare John iii. 18, This
text proves that spiritual death is not anniliilation, becaunse
it implies consciousness. Physical death, confessedly, is not
annihilation. It is only a peculiar mode of existenec. In
1 Cor. xv. 36, and John xii. 24, the physical “ death” of the
corn of wheat is not the extinetion of its substance, but the
metamorphosis of it.  Spiritual death, in like manncr, sup-
poses existence; because it is a vivid and distressing experi-
ence. Compare Luke xvi. 23-27; Mat. xxv. 30; 1 Thess. iv.
13; 1 Tim. v. 6; Rev. iit. 3; xx. 10. DBoth spiritual life and
spiritual death imply a spiritual substance existing in the
highest degree of energetic action, and possessing conscious-
ness at its greatest intensity. The one is conscious blessed-
ness; and the other is conscious misery.  ebpédn] “ found:”
not originully constituted so by the divine arrangement,
Compare éyévero in verse 13. The death which has been
spoken of as resulting from the moral law, is the conse-
quence of human action, and not of the design of God in
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laying down the moral law. els {wnv] the original aim and
object of the divine command is life, and not death; happi-
ness, and not misery. atvrp] “even this,” in itself consid-
eved, beneficent thing, eis Jdvaror] the actual, but not pri-
marily designed result. See the author’s discourse upon,
“The original and the actual relation of man to law.” Ser-
mons to the Natural Man, pp. 231-248.

VEr. 11. yap] introduces the explanation of the statement
in the preceding verse.  dgopup] See comment on verse 8.
S tfs évrodijs] is connected with egmdryoer - the command-
ment is the ocecasional cause. é&ymiryoér] The convicted
man betakes himsell to the law, expecting by it to obtain
lifc and blessedness.  Instead of this, he “finds,” by it, only
death and misery. See Gal. ii1. 1-3, 21; v. 2—4.  This, the
apostle represents as a deception by the law; though, in
reality, it is the sinner’s sclf-deception. The deception in
the case is two-fold. 1. The law curses and condeums the
transgressor, instead of pardoning him, Gal. iu. 10. 2. The
law elicits and cxasperates, instcad of removing his sin,
Rom, iii. 20.  Neither the guilt nor the pollution of sin is
removable by the law; yet, man mistakenly hopes for its
removal by means of “the works of the law,” i. e., personal
attempts at obedience. adrijs] “the very law itself,” which
had been ordained to life.  dnékrewer] is suggested by dré-
Javov in verse 10.

VER. 12. dore] introduces the logical conclusion from the
reasoning in verses 7-11. A law having such characteristies,
and operating in such a manner, cannot be sin.  pév] implics
an adversative 6¢ which is not expressed: ¢ The law, indecd,
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is good, but sin misuses it.” wvéuos] the written Mosaic
law, but inclusive of the unwritten law. % évroly] denotes
the particular commandment forbidding evil desire. Tlhree
distinct and separate epithets are applied to this, while
only one is applied to the law generally, because this par-
ticular statute has been spoken of as particularly occasion-
ing the activity of sin. dyla kal Swkaia xai dyady] The cumu-
lation of the epithets, and their careful connection by the
copulative, are highly negative to the question, “lIs the law
sin?”

Ver. 13 presents another objection, the reply to which is
a reallirination of the excellence of the law. The question
is equivalent to: Is the law dewtl ? corresponding to the
question in verse 7: Is the law sin?  dyadov] this is the last
of the epithets appliecd to the law, in the preceding verse.
éuot] relers to the apostle as he was moré (verse 9). Ile
would not think of asking such a question in reference to

“a man in Christ

himself in his present moral status, as
Jesus.”  éyédvero] is the reading of NABCDIZ Lachm., Tiscls.
The Receptus, KL read yéyove. The word denotes a trans-
formation by gradual development. The question is: Did
the good law become death, the greatest of evils, bv a dérdne
arrangement, so that G'od is the author of this bad result of
a good thing ? 3 yévare] the question is negatived in the
strongest form. 7 dpapria] supply éuot éyérero Idraros. fva]
denotes God’s purpose and arrangement.  ¢ary] is emphatic
by its position, and refers to the exhibition of the inward
nature of sin. The object of God is to show forth the
malignant quality of sin, which converts a good into an evil,
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apapria] is the predicate of the verb, xarepyalopéry] the par-
ticiple assigns a reason: “sinee it works out.” Iva| repeats
a sceond time, and with strong emphasis, the divine purpose
in this arrangement. yévprai] is equivalent to ¢ury in the
preceding clause, and has a kindred meaning. The devel-
opment of sin, in the mauner that has been described, re-
veals its exceeding wickedness.  8ud 73s dvrodis] is connected
with yémrar. By means of the law, as the instrument, the
disclosure is made.

T'he scetion contained in verses 7-13, as thus interpreted,
will read as follows, by supplying the ellipses.  “What shall
we say then [in view of the statement, that the motions of
sins are by the law]? Is the law [in its very nature] sin?
God forbid.  On the contrary, I had not hecome. convieted
of sin, but by the law; for 1 had not even known lust [to he
sin], unless the law had said, ‘Thou shalt not lust.” Dut
sin [as a latent and uncouscious principle] taking a start,
wrought in me, through the instrumentality of the law, evil
desires of every kind.  For, without [the disclosures of] the
law, sin is dead (latent and unconscious); but, I [an uncon-
victed sinner] was formerly alive (happy and fearless in sin)
without [the disclosures of] the law. Dut when the com-
mandment came [to my consciousness], sin revived (became
remorse); but I died [with fear of death and hell], and the
law, ordained to lite [for a holy being], T [a sinner] found
to be unto death,  For, sin taking a start [as already said],
deceived me throngh the commandment [by suggesting jus-
tilication by works], and slew me [with pangs ol conscience,
and fears of perdition]. 8o that the law is [neither sin, nor
death, but] holy, just, and good. Does it follow, then, that
that which is good [in its own naturc] was made death to
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me [by God’s ageney]? God forbid. [On the contrary,
this must be charged upon sin.]  For, sin [beeame death to
me], in order that it might be seen to be [dreadful and
malignant] sin, since 1t works death by means of a law that
is good and bencficent.”

Verses 14-25 contain still further proof that the law, in its
own nature, is neither sin nor death, by a relerence to the
experience of the belicoer.  Having evineed this, in the pre-
ceding section, by examining the experience of the unregen-
crute, both as unconvicted and convicted, St. Paul now turns
to the experience of thie regenerate.  The sudden and strik-
ing change, in verse 14, and continuing through the entire
seetion, from the past to the present tense, together with
7oré in verse 9, indicates this.  Calvin’s statement of the re-
lIation of Rom. vil. 1-13 to vii. 1425 is as follows: “Initio,
nudam naturre et legis comparationem proponit apostolus.
Deinde exemplum proponit hominis regenerati: in quo sice
carnis reliquize cum lege Domini dissident, ut spiritus ei
libenter obtemperet.,” Calvin ad Romanos, vii. 14,

The clue to the meaning of this important and disputed
section is in Owen’s remark (EHoly Spirit, ITL vi.), that “in
the unregenerate convicted man, the conilict is merely be-
tween the mind and conseicnee on the one hand, and the
will on the other. The will is still absolutely bent on sin,
only some licad is made against its inclinations by the light
of the mind before siu, and rebukes of conscience after it.
But in the case of the regenerate man, the conflict begins to
be inthe will itself. = A new principle of grace having been
infused thereinto, opposes those habitual inclinations unto
evil which were before predominant in it. This fills the soul
with amazewment, and in some brings them to the very door
of despair, hecause they see not how nor when they shall be
delivered (vii. 24). So was it with the person instanced in
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Augustine’s Confessions, VIIL v.  ‘The new will, which be-
gan to be in me, whereby T would love thee, O my God, the
only certain swectness, was not yet able to overcome, per-
fectly, my former will confirmed by long continuance. So,
my two wills, the one old, the other new, the one carnal, the
other spiritual, conllicted between themselves, and rent my
soul by their disagreement. Then did I understand by ex-
perience in mysell what T had read, how the flesh lusteth
against the Spirit, and the Spirit lusteth against the llesh.
I was myself on both sides; but, wmore @i that which I ap-
proved Lo myself, than in what T condemred in myself, 1
was not wmore in that which I condemuned, because, for the
most part, 1 suffered unwillingly what 1 did willingly: ac-
cording to the Apostle’s words, * What I hate, that do 1. It
is no more I that do it; but sin that dwelleth in me.””

VER. 14. oidaper] it is conceded by all.  yip] looks back
to the affirmation that the law is holy, just, and good, and
introduces a new proof of the position. =wrevparwds] 1. re-
quires a spiritual and perfeet obedience (Calvin); 2. has
respect to what is inward and sincere (Beza); 3. is fulfilled
only by those who are actuated by the IToly Spirit (Tholuck);
4. 1s the expression of the Holy Spirit, the absolute wretua
(Meyer, Hodge). The last is preferable, as a single defini-
tion; but it is better to combine all four of these views.
The idea intended to be suggested by the epithet mrevuarvos
1s that of absolute and unmixed perrection, in contrast with
the Zmperfection of the regenerate maun.  The moral law is
spiritual, simply and purely. Tlicre is no marcture in it of
the sensual with the spiritual, of the flesh with the spirit, as
there is in the character of the believer. Law is nothing but
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holiness. “The law of the Lord is perfect,” Ps. xix. 7. Com-
pare the “perfect will (law) of God,” Rom. xii. 2. Tt is
marked by what Owen (Mortilication, Ch. xi.) denominates
“the holiness, spirituality, Rery scverity, inwardness, ahso-
Inteness of the law.” “The law is perfect, and bindeth
every one to full conformity, in the whole man, unto the
righteousness thercof, and unto entire obedience for ever;
s0 as to require the utmost perfection of every duty, and to
forbid the least degree of every sin. 1t is spiritual, and so
reacheth the understanding, will, affections, and all other
powers ol the soul; as well as words, works, and gestures”
(\Westminster Larger Catechism, 99), éyw 8¢] “DBut I, on
the contrary.” The éyo, here, denotes the writer himself in
his present moral condition, as efue shows. He looks into
himself as he now is, and finds in the mixed experience of
holiness and sin, which he subscquently delineates, a strik-
ing contrast to the unmixed holiness of the law.  The law is
perfeets he is imperfect.  In order to the correet exegesis,
it is necessary, in the outset, to notice two senses in which
¢y is used, in this section, by St. Paul: 1. congreliensive ;
2. limiiced.  The comprchensive éyd denotes the entire per-
son ol the believer, as actuated by botl thie Holy Spirit, and
the remainders of the evil principle of sin.  The éyo in this
sense is complex, and contains a mixture of both the spirit-
ual and the carnal, in which, however, the spirituad predom-
tnates. The limited éyd, on the other hand, denotes the per-
son of the believer only us actuated by the Ioly Spirit,
omitting and excluding the workings of remaining sin.
The instanees of this latter signification are only two: viz,
éyar in verses 17 and 20 qualified by obxére.  This limited éya
15 also deseribed, in verse 22, as 6 éow drdpomos, and in verses
93 and 23, as 6 vipos 7ot rovs.  The comprehensive éyd in-
cludes the limited épm pdies the remmants of the old sinful
nature; the limited éya includes only the new principle of
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holiness minus these remnants.  The former is a complex of
grace and sin; the latter is grace simply and only. It is
evident, that not all that is predicable of the former ego may
be predicated of the latter.  In verse 16, St. Paul attributes
a sin to the comprehiensive éyo which, in verse 17, he asserts
is not committed by the limited éyd.  In verse 20, he repeats
the statement.  odpruwds] This is the reading of RABCDENG
Griesh., Lachm., Scholz, Tisch. The Receptus reads oapxixos.
In classical usage, odpxwds is rather physical, than mental, in
its signification.  “ Words with the termination in wés desig-
nate the substance of which anything is made; thus Jvives,
of thyine wood (Rev. xviii. 12), ddAwos, of glass (Rev. iv. G).
One of these is adprwds, the only form of the word which
classical antiquity recognized (oapkixds, like the Latin car-
nalis,” having been called out by the ethical necessities of
the Chureh), and in 2 Cor. iii, 3 well rendered “fleshy:’ that
1s, having flesh lor the substance and material of which it is
made” (Trenel’s Synonymes of the New Testament, Second
Series, § xxii.). If the classical use is insisted upon, then
gapkikos would be a stronger word than edpkwds, in this pas-
sage: the latter referring rather to the hody than to the soul,
and finding the scat of the sin that is charged upon the per-
son more in his flesh than in his will. In this case, odpxwés
would, perhaps, allude to the  vile body” by which the be-
liever is hampered (Phil. iii. 2). But the use of the two
words by St. Paul in 1 Cor. iii. 1, 3 (a passage that throws
much light upon this one) proves that they are interchange-
able. The same authorities (NABC Griesb., Lachm., Tisch.)
read gaprdvois in 1 Cor, iil. 1, and eapxwol (twice) in 1 Cor.
ii. 3. DBut the very same persons are spoken of, in both
places: showing, as Tischendor[ (in loco) remarks, that St.
Paul employed ¢ duplicem formam promiscue.”  So, Lange.
This epithet odpsuos (or gapriss), which the apostle applies
to himself as descriptive of his moral state at the time of his
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writing, determines the interpretation of the whole section.
It is not the ccuivalent of Yuywos. DPaul does not say that
he is a “natural man.”  The Yuykds d@rdpomos is unregencr-
ate. Sec 1 Cor. i1, I4; Jude 10, The epithet “carnal” in
this passage does not signify total depravity. It designates
a partial and not a total tendency of the éyw. It is used
comparatively. Compared with the law, he is carnal.  The
law is absolutely and totally spiritual (mvevparikos), but he is
not absolutely and totally holy. He is still to some extent,
and he feels it to be no small extent (verse 24), ruled by
odpé.  DBut he is not wholly and completely ruled by it, Ile
is inwardly inclined to good (verses 13, 19, 21); is disin-
clined to, and hates evil (verses 15, 16, 19); ““ delights in the
law of God” (verse 22); and “serves the law of God” (verse
23). The natural man is not thus described in Seripture.
That a regenerate mun may be called *“carnal ” is proved by
1 Cor. 1il. 1, 3. llere, this epithet is applied to certain be-
lievers who, by reason of the weakness of their faith, are
> who are described as “la-
borers together with God,” as *“ God’s husbandry and God’s
building” (verse 9), as “ the temple of God,” in whom “the
Spirie of God dwelleth” (verse 16), yet, by reason of “en-
vying and strife and divisions,” are also described as ¢ car-

denominated “ babes in Christ;’

nal,” and ‘“walking as wmen.”  mempapéros, ete.] this clause
explains the meaning of the epithet odpruds which St. Paul
applies to himself.  The earnality whieh e mourns over is a
species of bondage. Compare aiypalwrilorra in verse 23.
The phrase wémpaxer els tus xeipas is found in the Septuagint
version of 1 Sam. xxiii. 7. The word mempapéros, like odpre-
vos, is used relatively. It denotes, not the absolute and total
Londage of the unregenerate, but the purtiul bondage of the
imperfeetly sanctified. The succceding explanation proves
this,  Similar desecriptions of the inward state of the re-
nowed soul are frequent in Scripture. Compare Ps. xxxviil.,
9
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1-10; xxxix. §-11; xL 125 li. 1-12; kxix. §; xe. 7, 8; cxix.
06, 120, 176; Isa. vi. 5; Mat. xxvi. 41; Rom. viil. 23; 1 Cor.
ix, 26, 27; i 1-45 Eph. vi. 125 Phil. iii. 12-14; Heb. xii.
1; 1 Jobhn i. 8. The continual prayer and struggle that
mark the Christian race and fight, show that although the
regenerate believer is not in the total and hopeless slavery
of the unregenerate man, he is yet under so much of a bond-
age as to prevent perfect obedience; to make him ““ poor in
spirit ” (Mat. v. 3), “weary and heavy laden” (Mat. xi, 28);
and to foree from him the ery: “ O wretched man, who shall
deliver me?”  Otherwise, there would be no call for such
prayer and struggle.  The following are some of the charac-
tervistics of this partial bondage of the believer, as compared
with the total bondage of the unbelicver. 1. It is accom-
panied with the hope and expeetation that it will one day
cease entirely (Rowm. vii. 245 viii. 24, 255 Ps. xxxviil, 135 xl.
1-3; Lam. iii. 26). The unbeliever has no such hope or expee-
tation (Eph. ii. 12). 2. It is accompanicd with weariness and
batred of the sin that causes the bondage (Rom. vii. 15, 19,
23, 24).  The unbeliever, if unconvicted (*“alive without the
law ), has no fecling upon the subject; il convicted (‘“the
commandment coming ™) has only the cmotions ol remorse
and fear, which arc not hatred of sin, or weariness of it
(2 Cor. ¥ii. 10). 3. The believer positively loves holiness,
and hates sin; he is inclined to good, and disinclined to evil,
as the terms Jélo and mod imply (Rom. vii. 15, 16, 19, 20,
21, 22).  The unbeliever hates holiness, and loves sing is in-
clined to evily and disinelined to good (IRom. viil, §).  <mo]
in counection with mempapéros relers to the custom ol com-
pelling eaptives to pass under a yoke. Compare aixpalwri-
fovra, in verse 23. Like salaimwpos (ver. 24), it implies a
weary consciousness of bondage.

VER. 15 beging the explanation, in detail, of the statement
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that the writer is ‘“carnal, sold under sin.’

sense, and he Le understood to say that he is a lost man:
“in the gall of bitterness, and in the bond of iniquity ”
(Acts viii, 23).  yap] looks back to the assertion in verse 14,
and introduces the proof and explanation of it. xarepydlopac]
the present tense denotes what the writer is now doing. It
does not, however, denate wnresisted, habitual, and uniform
action. 8t. Paul does mean to teach that he “ disallows of
and “hates ”? every single thing, without exception, that he
is now doing; because he subsequently describes himself as
“inclined to good™ (verse 21), and “serving the law of
God” (verse 23). Consequently, rxarepyalopar denotes 7e-
pressed and dntermittent action, in distinction from unre-
sisted habitual and uniform action. The apostle acknowl-
edges that often, but not invariably, he commits actual sin
of thought, word, and deed. He teaches, also, that a purt
of his inward experience, but not the whole of it, is the
working of remaining coneupiscence (émdvuia). Ile is con-
scious of the “lusting of the flesh against the Spirit;” but
olso, of the “lusting of the Spirit against the flesh” (Gal. v.
17). The difference between repressed and intermittent,
and habitual and uniform action, is marked in 1 John i, 8,
compared with I John iii. G, 9. Upon this important point,
we avail ourselves of the views of Owen, whose explanation
of the seventh chapter of Romans, in his treatises upon In-
dwelling Sin and the work of the Holy Spirit, is marked
by his usual psychological subtlety, and spiritual insight.
“There are in believers,” says Owen (Holy Spirit, IV. vi.),
“inclinations and dispositions to sin proceeding from the
remuinders of an habitual principle. This the Scripture
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calls the “flesh,” “lust,” ¢the sin that dwelleth in us,” “the
body of death;’ being what yet remaineth in believers of
that vicious corrupted depravation of our nature which
came upon us by the loss of the image of God. This still
continueth in Dbelievers, inclining them unto evil, according
to the power and cllicacy that is remaining in it, in verious
digrees.”  This remaining  corruption, or concupiscence,
Owen asserts to be ol the nature of a habit (habitus), or
disposition; yet its workings in the believer are not habit-
ual, in the sense of being wnrepressed, uniforny, and invari-
«ble ; because they are resisted and more or less overcome,
Ly grace in the soul.  The “lustings of the Spirit againust
the flesh” (Gal. v. 17) prevent the flesh from having that
unintermittent and unvaryving operation whiehl it has in the
unregenerate.  “We must distinguish,” says Owen (lo-
dwelling Sin, Chap. vi.), “Dbetween the habitual frame of the
Ieart; and the natural propensity or habitual inclination of
the law of'sin in the heart.  The habitual inelination of the
Leart is denominated from the principle that bears chiel or
sovercign rule in it; and therelore in Lelievers it is unto
good, unto God, unto holiness, unto obedience.  The beliey-
er's Zwart is not habitually inclined unto evil by the remain-
ders of indwelling sin, but this sin in the heart hath a cen-
stant habitual propensity unto evil, in itself considered, or in
its own nature.” In other words, indwelling sin in the be-
licver is of the nature of a habit or disposition, in distinetion
from an act; but it is not the characteristic of a believer, as
it is of an unbeliever, to habitually indulge and act out this
habit or disposition. “Upon the introduction of the new
prineiple of grace and holiness,” savs Owen ([Toly Spivit, 1V,
vi), “this habit of sin is weakened, impaired, and so disen-
abled, as that it cannot nor shall incline unto sin, with that
constancy and prevulcney as formerly, nor press ordinarily
with the same urgeney and violence. Hence in the Serip-
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ture it is said to be dethroned by grace, so as that it shall
not reign or lord it over us, by hurrying us into the pursuit
of its uncontrollable inclinations, Rom, vi, 13, Those who
have this spiritual principle of holiness, may be surprised
into actual omission of dutics, and commission of sins, and a
temporary indulgence of corrupt alfections.  DBut Aabitually
they cannot be so.  An habitual reserve for anything that is
sinful, or morally cvil, is cternally inconsistent with this
principle of holiness. This spiritual principle of holiness in
the believer disposcth the heart unto duties of holiness con-
stantly and evenly, He in whom it is fearcth always, or is
in the fear of the Lord all the day long. It is true, that the
actings of grace in us arc sometimes more intense and vigor-
ous than at other times; and we ourselves are sometimes
more watchful, and diligently intent on all oceasions of act-
ing out grace, whether in solemn duties, or in our general
course, than we arc at some other times. Morcover, there
are especial scasons wherein we mecet with greater difliculties
and obstructions from our lusts and temptations than ordi-
nary, whereby this holy disposition is intereepted, and im-
peded. But notwithstanding all these things which are con-
trary to it, and obstructive of its operations, in itself and in
its own nature it doth constantly and evenly incline the soul
unto dulies of holiness.” ywdoxw] Explanations: 1. ywdokw
denotes love and énclination ; and not mere approbation,
which may exist without love of holiness or hatred of sin.
This is the Iebraistic and Biblical use of the word. Itis like

71 in Gen, xviii, 19; Ps. . 65 xxxvi. 105 exliv. 3; Hosea viil,
4; Amos iii. 2. Compare, also, Mat. vil. 23; John x. 14; 1 Cor.
vill. 3; xvi 18; 2 Tim. ii. 10; 1 Thess. v, 12 (Ellicott in loc.).
This signification is adopted by Augustine, Erasmus, Beza,
Parcus, Grotius, Rosenmiiller, Semiler. That this is the cor-
reet view, is proved by the fact that od ywwoxw is in the next
clause explained by of 3éA\w and wod; and also by the subse-
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guent description of the writer’s moral state, in which posi-
tive aversion toward and hatred of evil, together with strug-
gle against it, are delincated. 2. ywdokw denotes the appro-
bation of conscience. This is the classical use of the word.
See Liddell and Scott, in voce. Ta xpjod émorduedu kal
yopraoroper, obx ékxmovotuer 8¢ (Euripides, Medea, 1077).  Com-
pare Ovid’s “video meliora, proboque; deteriora sequor”
(Mect. vii. 20, 21). That the writer’s feeling toward the
moral law is more than the necessary and organic action of
conscience, is proved by the employment of guvijdopar in verse
22, and dovledw in verse 23; as well as of édw and wwod, in
other places.  Ile not ouly “approves” of the law, but le
“delights in”” it, and “serves 7 it.  St. Paul employs Soxiud-
{w and ouiorygut, when he wishes to indicate the approbation
of conscience. Compare Rom. ii. 18; iii. 5; xiv. 22; 1 Cor.
xvi. 3; 2 Cor.iii. 15 iv. 25 x. 18, 3. ywaoxw means knowledye,
or {ntelligence, simply.  According to this view, St. Paul as-
serts his ignorance of the sin which he commits. He does
not understand the moral significance of it. This explana-
tion of the word is adopted by Chrysostom, De Wette,
Meyer, Tholuck, Ruckert, Philippi. It implies that the
writer’s inward state, described by oupkwdos and mempauéros, is
one of inscnsibility; the same as that described in verse 9 by
the phrase: “alive without the law.” DBut this is a mental
state that passed away, “ when the commandment came.”
If the person were still in this state of spiritual apathy, and
ignorance, he could not feel the burden of being ¢ sold under
sin,” or the spiritual sorrow implied in rakalmwpos éyo (verse
24). In Luke xxiii. 34, where the moral ignorance and un-
consciousness of the unconvicted sinner is spolen of, sdao is
used. The same &yo which is to be supplied with xarepysfo-
pat, is to be supplied with od ywdorkw. The very same person
wlio commits the sin is disinclined to it, and hates it (verse
15). The éyo is the comprehensive éyd, including the “new
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man * together with remnants of the “old man.” DBoth of
these coexist in the unity of a single self-consciousness.

1 hate my own vain thoughts that rise,
But lovo thy law, my God.”

St. Paul, as a person in whom there is a renewed nature and
the remainders of a sinlul one, has within himself the basis
for a twofold activity and expericnee,—that of grace, and
that of sin,—and can say “{ hate what 7 do.” And yet he
is not a double-minded man: dimp diyuxos (James i. 3). There
are not two prineiples of action withiu Lin, of egrl strength
and efficiency. Therve is only one principle, in the proper sense
of the term, and the dying frayueents of another.  Grace is
stronger than sin, in the believer. It is the dominant char-
acteristic in him (vi. 17, 18, 22); and with reference to it, he
is to be denominated a “saint ™ (viii. 27 xii. 13; xvi. 15;
1 Cor. vi. 2; Eph. 1. 1; Col.i. 2; IIeb. vi. 10, et passim), and
“yerfect” (Mat. xix. 215 1 Cor. i, G; Phil. iii. 15; James i.
4; il 2).  od yap IéNy, cte.] This clause is explanatory of &
karepyalopat, ob ywaoxw ; and shows that the writer does not
wish to be understood as saying that he is wholly depraved
and unregenerate.  He is right at heart, and in his disposi-
tion, notwithstanding his sins, and [ailures in duty. When
he sius, he does not do what he loves, but what he hates.
Jé\w implies feeling and alfection. It deuotes the inclina-
tion of the will, and not a mere volition, or resolve. Tt is a
bias of the faculty, contrary to that denoted by poa. As
the latter does not signify mere volitionary action, neither
does the former. The former implies desire, and the latter
aversion. For the Biblical signification of 9éw, sce Mat. ix.
13; xil 75 xvil. 45 xxvii. 435 John v. 21, 405 xxi. 18; Rom.
xiil. 35 Gal. v. 17; 1leb. x. 5, 8; Rev. xxii. 17.  In these in-
stauces the general disposition or bent of the will is in-
tended. Hence, in Scripture, the activity denoted by Jégua
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15 often attributed 10 kapdla. Secc comment on ii. 5. VWhen-
ever a particular decision, or a particular act of choice, in
distinction [rom the bent or inclination, is intended, the
term employed 1s Bovhd, or Boidgue.  See Luke vil 30; xxill
1y Acts i35 xxviie 42, 435 Rom.ix. 195 1 Cor. iv. 3; Eph.
i. 113 IIeb, vi. 17. This distinetion hetween 3éua and Sovhsy
is not so carelully and sharply marked in the classical use of
the words, as it 1s in the Biblical.

The term Jé\w, then, denotes a state of the will and affec-
tions, aud not the action ol the moral reason and conscience,
as Meyer, and others maintain. It is more, also, than the
schoolmaw’s vcllcitis, as Tholuck, and others, explain it
This is a mere w/ish, in distinction from a will or positive
inclination. The phrascology of St. Paul, in this passage,
must not be confounded with that of Tlato in the Lepublic,
ix. 889, Protagoras, 545, and Tinwvus, 86; where he asserts
that “no wise man supposes that any one sins willingly;
but that all men well know that those who commit base and
wicked acts do so involuntarily,”—a sentiment combated
by Aristotle (ISthies, iii. 5), and contradictory to Pluto’s own
views as expressed elsewhere; particularly when speaking of
the punishment to be inflicted upon sin in the future world
(Gorgias, 523). There is also in Epictetus (Enchiridion,
il. 26) a passage singularly resembling this of St. Paul, so
far as the words are concerned, but the meauning of which is
the same with that of Plato: & pév Jéle (i. c., & dpaprdrwr) od
wouel, kat & py Jéle woret.  See also Sophocles, (Edipus Colonus,
270, The referenee, in these statements of Plato and Epic-
tetus, is to the selfish sultering and regret experienced by
the transgressor after his transgression.  Ie wishes that he
had not committed the sin which reason condemns, and for
which conscience is distressing him, and thus scems to have
sinned against his will.  Lle makes some ineffectual resolu-
tions and attempts to reform, and then ccases the struggle.
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This is far from being the samne as loving holiness, and hat.
ing and constantly struggling with sin; which is the deserip
tion of St. Paul’s expericnce. Regret is not repentance; ¢
wish (velleitas) is not a will (voluntas); volitions are not w
inclination. The experience deseribed by Plato and Epicte:
tus is that of the natural man under conviction of sin, bui
without love of holiness. 1t is the experience of Tarquir
alter the rape of Lucrece, so powerfully delincated by Shak-
speare; of the remorseful but impenitent Danish king, whe
cannot pray, “though inclination be as sharp as will,” be
cause one “cannot be pardoned, and retain the olfence:” an
experience which is summed up and concentrated in the mar-
vellous sonnet (cxxix.) of the great human Searcher of the
human heart:

# The expense of spirit in a waste of shame

Is lust in action ; and till action, lust
Is perjured, murderous, bloody, full of blame,

Savage, extreme, rude, crucl, not to trust;
Enjoyed no sooner, but despiscd straight ;

Past reason hunted ; and no sooncr had,
Past reason hated, as a swallowed bait,

On purpose laid to make the taker mad;
Mad in pursuit, and in possession so0;

Had, having, and in quest to have, extreme;
A bliss in proof,—and proved, a very woe;

Before, a joy proposed; behind a dream:
All this the world well knows ; yet none knows well
To shun the heaveu that leads men to this hell.”

In all such instances aud experiences as these, the contest
with evil, not heing fouunded in a real and spiritual hatred
of evil, is not persevering and “unto blood” (Heb. xii. 1),
but only “for a while” (Mat. xiii. 21). It is not successful,
but a failure. The experience described by St. Paul, on the
contrary, is that of one whose struggle is life-long and wvic-

torious, as the triumphant, “I thank God, through Jesus
g% .
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Christ our Lord,” implies (verse 23). od mpdoow] is equiva-
lent to ob 7o, as the exchange of the words in verse 19
shows. Intermittent, in distinctior. from habitual and uni-
form action, is intended.  See comment on verse 15, That
a person should never, in a single instance, do what he is in-
clined to do, is psychologically impossible. jued)] denotes
spiritual and holy detestation: the same emotion in kind
with that of God (Lev. xx. 23; DPs. v. 6; x. 3; Prov. vi. 16;
viil, 13; Is. Ixl. §; Jer. xliv. 4; Rev.ii. 6); and identical with
that enjoined upon believers (Ps. xevii. 105 IScel. iii. 85 Amos
v. 155 Mat. vi. 24), and excreised by them (s, ei. 33 exix. 113,
128, 163; exxxix. 21,225 Prov. viil. 13).  wad] denotes inter-
mittent action.  That a person should invariably do what he
hates, is as impossible as that he should never, in a single in-
stance, do what he loves.

VEr. 16. The apostle continues the argument upon which
e entered in verse 14: viz, to show from the experience of
the believer, in his struggle with remaining sin, that the law
is holy. The fact, stated in verses 14 and 15, that the be-
liever is only partially in bondage to sin, and that when he
sins he does something that is contrary to his inclination,
and something that he hates, proves that he agrees (odpdmym)
with the law: loving what the law commauds, and hating
what the law forbids. Assuming then, as lic does, that his
love and hatred, in the premises, are right and not wrong, it
follows that the law is not sin (verse 7). It enjoins what is
lovable, and prohibits what is hateful. 8] is transitive:
“now” if, cte. Jédw and wod] have the same signification
as in verse 15, being merely a repetition.  oipdyue] denotes
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a co-testimony with the law. The law claims to be rightcous-
ness and not sin, and the believer, by his love of righteous-
ness and hatred of sin, coincides, or accords with the claim.
The reference in this word is more to the conscieuce, than to
the heart and will. In verse 22, where the affections are in-
tended, a stronger term (ovnjdouar) is used.

VER. 17 looks back to verse 13, and aims to show that the
sinning there spoken of is not the unresisted, impenitent, and
uniform sinning of unregenerate and unforgiven men, but a
particular kind of sinning that is accompanied with sorrow,
hatred of it, and struggle with it. ] is logical, not tem-
poral: “now, since this is the case:” namely, that I Zate
what I do, and do not do what T love.  8¢] is adversative,
otkére] the logical use, as in vii. 20; xi. 6. é&o] is here em-
ployed in the limited sense, to denote the principle of holi-
ness implanted by regeneration, and this ondy. This is the
controlling principle in the believer, and constitutes the true
man within the man.  Ience, in verse 22, it is denominated
the éow dvpwmos.  The remainders ol the prineiple of sin are
not put into the éw in this lunited sense (as they arc in the
comprehensive sense), but are sct off by themselves, and called
1) évawkaloa duapvia; so that the action of the limited and qual-
ified “I” is different in its naturc and quality, from that of
the “indwelling sin.” The éy& in this narrow sense is holy,
but indwelling sin, of course, is sinful. The former is grace
in the soul; the latter is corruption in the soul.  Take away
from the soul all indwelling sin, and leave only this limited
éyis (which St. Paul asserts is not the author of sin: odkert
¢y karepydfopar adro), and perfect sanctification would he the
result.  This is done at death, when “the souls of believers
are made perfect in holiness, and immuediately pass into
glory ” (Westminster S. (., 37). a¥r0] this thing, namely,
which 1 hate (8 wod), and to which I an not inclined (8 ob
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$éhw). évowoloa év époi] sin is a resident alien in the believ-
er, a “squatter,” in the provincial sense, and not the truc
citizen and inhabitant. The figure is taken from a house
(olxos) into which an intruder has crowded. This represen-
tation shows stiil again, in addition to the preceding explan-
atory clauses, that the writer is not willing to be understood
by hLis phrascology in verse 1., that he is wholly carnal, and
totally in bondage to sin. “There is nothing,” says Owen
(Indwelling Sin, Ch, vi}, “wmore marvellous or dreadful in the
working of sin, than this its importunity. The soul knows
not what to make of it; it dislikes, abliors, abominates the
evil it tends unto; it despiseth the thoughts of it, hates them
as hell; and yet is by itself imposed on with them, as il it
were another person, an express enciny got within him. Al
this the apostle discovers in Rowm. vit. 15-17.  ¢The things
that I do, I hate.” It is not of outward actions, but the in-
ward risings of the mind that he treats. <1 hate them,” saith
he, 1 abominate them.” DBut why, then, will he have any-
thing more to do with them? If he hate thewm, and abhor
himself for them, then let them alone, have no more to do
with them, and so end the watter.  Alas! saith he, verse 17,
‘Tt is no more I that do it, but sin that dwelleth in me.” 1
liave one within me that is my enemy, that with endless re-
sistless importunity puts these things upon me, even the
things that I hate and ahominate; I cannot be rid of them,
I am weary of myself, I cannot fly from them; ‘O wretched
man that I am, who shall deliver me?’ 1 do not say that
this is the ordinary [uniform] condition of helievers, but
thus it is often, when the law of sin riscth up to war and
fighting. It is not thus with them in respect ol particular
sius, this or that sin, outward sins, sins of life and conversa-
tion; but yet in respect of vanity of mind, inward and spir-
itual distempers, it is often so.  Some, 1 know, pretend to
great perfection, but I am resolved to believe the apostle
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before them all and every onc.” Compare Howe’s Blessed-
ness of the Righteous, Ch. xx. This phrascology ol St.
Paul, distinguishing the true ego from what does not be-
long to it, finds a parallel in Shakspeare’s Hamlet, Act v.,
Se. 1i.
‘‘ Was't Hamlet wronged Laertes? Never Hamlet.

If Hamlet from himself be ta’en away,

And, when he’s not himself, does wrong Laertes,

Then Hainlet does it not, Hamlet denies it.

Who does it then ? His madness. If't be so,

Hamlet is of the faction that is wronged ;
His madness is poor Hamlet’s enemy.”

Though indwelling sin (i. e., the remainders of original
sin), is thus distinguished by St. Paul from the prineiple of
holiness, or the limited and true éys, it must not be inferred
that it is not culpable, and properly sin,  This is the Triden-
tine view (Canones Tridentini, Sessio v.). The Council of
Trent decided that concupiscence (émJvuia), in the unregen-
erate as well as the regenerate, is not sin in the striet sig-
nification (Shedd’s History of Doctrine, ii. 147 sq.). This is
an error. For, although the remainders of original sin do
not constitute a'part of the limited éyw, they do of the com-
prehensive éyo; and man is respounsible for all that is found
in his total personality. The carnal desires of indwelling sin
interpenetrate the entire sell-consciousness of the believer,
and make a part of that larger “ 1" which comprises a two-
Jold activity and has a twofold experience; which, as in
verse 15, can say £ hate what £ do. The risings of evil de-
sirc in the believer, as well as the outward acts in which they
are expressed, are as really a part of himself and his self-
consciousness, as are his holy desires and the holy acts in
which they are expressed. “With the mind, 1 myseclf serve
the law of God; but with the flesh [T myself serve] the law
of sin” (vii. 25). When he sins, either inwardly or outward-
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ly, he is spontancously inclined and self-determined. There
is no compulsion in the exercise of these internal lusts, or in
the perpetration of the external acts. They are a mode of
the will. They are self-will, and ill-will.  While, therefore,
7 dvootaa duapria can be distinguished from the lmited éya,
or, in other words, remaining lust from the new principle of
holiness implanted by regencration, the two cannot be divided
and sgperated from cach other, so as to constitute two per-
sons. lLlence, when St. Paul, for the purpose of analysis and
explanation, has denowinated the new principle of spiritual
life the éyw, he does not denominate the remainders of the
old principle of sin an éyd also (they are then, obxére &yi);
beeause in this case there would he not only a duplication
of the activity and of the experience, but of the unity itsclf
of the human soul. There would be two egos. This would
be an error in anthropology similar to that ol Nestorianism
in Christology. This coexistence and interpenetration, in
one self-consciousness, of the actings of indwelling sin with
those of the prineiple of spiritual life, or in St. Paul’s phrase-
ology of the flesh with the spirit, are feclingly and vividly
expressed in the lines of Cowper:

“ Dy God, how perfect are thy ways!
But mine polluted are;
Sin twines itself about my praise,
And slides into my prayer.

When I would speak what thou hast done
To save mc from my sin,

T cannot make thy mercies known,
But self-applause creeps in.

Divine desire, that holy flame

Thy grace creates in me ; .
Alas! impatience is its name

When it returns to thee.
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This heart, a fountain of vile thoughts,
How does it overflow |
While self upon the surface floats,
Still bubbling from below.” —WORKS, iii. 11.

‘While, however, indwelling sin in the regenerate is sin in
the strict sense of guilt, and requires to be expiated by the
atoning blood of Christ, yet it is not so intense and malig-
nant a form of sin, as is the impenitent and hardened sin of
the natural man. It is wearily [elt to be bondage; is con-
tinually mourned over and struggled with, by the believer.
It is sin in its dying and waning state, which is not so in-
tense and determined a mode, as sin in its growing and wax-
ing state. The former is the minuendo movement of sinj
the latter the crescendo.

VER. 18 amplifics and confirms the statement in verse 17.
olda] “I know from my own experience,” 1. e. vyip] intro-
duces the explanation and further proof of the statement in
the preceding verse. oixet] alludes to évawoboa in verse 17.
¢énal] is the comprchensive éyw, which includes the limited
éya of verse 17 (the ow dvdpomos of verse 22), together with
the remainders of sin designated by % évooboa duapria in
verse 17. These all combined in one unity constitute the
total person St. Paul, as he is now at the moment of writing.
Tovréorer] introduces an explanation, to prevent the reader
from understanding the writer to say absolutely, and without
qualification, that “no good thing dwells” in his total per-
sonality. The Ioly Spirit “dwells” in him (John xiv. 17;
tom. viil. 9, 113 1 Cor. iii. 16 eompared with verses 1 and 3;
2 Tim. i. 14; 1 John iv, 12); and the new principle of holi-
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ness, ““the law of the Spirit of life in Christ JJesus,” also
resides in him (Rom. vi. 13, 17; vii. 6, 22, 25). Taking the
term “me” in the wide sense, St. Paul is not willing to say
that there is no holiness in him.  “Fatetur nihil boni in se
habitare: deinde correctionem subjicit, ne sit contumeliosus
in dei gratiam, quie ipsa quoque in eo habitat, sed pars car-
nis non erat.,” Calvin in loco. & 13 oupx{] In order to ex-
plain his meaning, the apostle distinguishes the remainders
of sin within him from the principle ol spiritual life within
him, and asserts that it is to the former alone that his asser-
tion that “no good thing dwelleth in him ™ refers, It does
not refer to the éow dvdpuwmos, or the limited éyw.  This latter
is the product of regencrating grace, and, consequently, is
holy in its nature. This is “spirit” and not “{lesh.” This
hates sin, and does not commit sin (verses 15, 17). In order
that this holy principle may not be involved in the charze of
total depravity that is here made, the writer carelully distin-
guishes it [rom the indwelling corruption that is intimartely
associated with it, 1t is true, bat which is a very dilferent
thing from it. The odpé here described as having nothing
good in it, is the same as 1) érowkotoa dpupria in verse 1%, and
6 vopos év Tois péleodv in verse 225 hoth of which make a part
of the éa in the ecomprehensive sense, but no part of the éya
in the limited signifieation. This edp¢ or indwelling sin, it
shounld be noticed, is not strictly, and in the full sense of the
term, a prineciple, hut only the remuinders of one. 1t is true
that St. I’aul denominates it a “law in the members” (verse
23), and a “law of sin” (verses 23, 23). And theologians
speak of indwelling sin, as a “ principle,” a “disposition,” a
“sinful nature,” ete. DBut this is for the purpose of teach-
ing that indwelling sin is something more than actual trans-
gression. It is inward lust, deeply scated, and making con-
tinual aud strong opposition to the principle of holiness.
But, the vouos duaprias in the believer is not a “law” or
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“prineiple ” of life and couduet, in the full and strict sense
in which these terms are applicable to the vopos Tob voos, or
éoo drdpwmos (verses U2, :3). U\ principle or law ol action,
in the strict sense, 1s the doneduant foree in the subjeet ol it.
In this sense, holiness is the only prineiple in the regenerate
persoi.  The “law of the mind,” and not the “law of sin,”
is the superior and controlling power in him.  There cannot
be two dominant prineiples, one of holiness and one of sin,
in the same man at the same time. Dut there may be a
principle of holiness and progincnts of a principle of sin, in
one aund the same person, at one and the same moment,
And these fragments may be denominated a principle, in a
qualificd and sceondairy sense. “There are in believers, in-
clinations and dispositions to sin procecding {rom the re-
meinders of an habitual principle.  This the Seripture calls
the “flesh,” ‘lust,” “the sin that dwelleth in us,” “the bedy of
death’” (Owen’s Holy Spirit, IV, vi)).  “lIn every regener-
ate person there are, in a spiritual sense, two principles of
all his actings; two wills; there is a will of the flesh, and
there is a will of the Spirit; a regenerate man is spiritually,
and in Seripture expression, two men; a new man and an
old. There is an ‘I and an ‘I’ at opposition; a will and
non-willing; a doing and non-doing; a delighting and nou-
delighting; all in the same person. Rom. vii. 15, 19, 22.
But, there is not a duality of wills in a plysical scnse, as
the will is a natural faculty of the soul; but in a moral and
analoyical sense, as the word is taken for a habit or princi-
ple of good or evil ” (Owen’s Saints’ Perseverance, Ch. xv.).
“The two contrary principles of spirit and flesh, of grace
and sin, caunot exist in the Zighest degree at the same time,
nor be actually preralent or predosiinent in the same in-
stanees. That is, sin and grace cannot bear rule in the same
heart at the same time, so as that it should be ¢qually under
the conduct of them both. Nor can they have in the soul
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contrary inclinations equally cfficacions ; for then would
they absolutely obstruct all sorts of operations whatever”
(Owen’s Ioly Spirit, IV. vi.).  “There are two laws in us,
the law of {lesh, or of siny and the law of the mind, or of
grace.  But contrary laws cannot obtain sowvereign power
over the same person at the same time. The sovercign
power in believers is in the hand of the law of grace; so the
apostle declares, LRon. vil. 22: <1 delight in the law of God
in the inward man’” (Owen’s Indwelling Sin, Ch. vi.). pov]
the partitive genitive. No good thing dwells “in the flesh

n > which the

of me:” in that part of the comprehensive “me’
writer has denominated “indwelling sin,”” and which is no
part of the Iimited “me.”  dyadév] is anarthrous, to denote
abstract goodness.  There 1s no holiness in indwelling sin;
remaining lust is totally depraved. yip] introduces the proof
and explanation of the preceding clause. 7o Jéhew] supply
70 kador, suggested from the succeeding clause. The inelina-
tion of the regenerate will is intended, ss in verses 15 and
16. Sce comment.  wupaceral] The writer conccives of the
entire personality (the comprchensive éyw) as a locality, in
which he looks about to sec what there is. He sees a holy
disposition “lying alongside” of evil and antagonistic de-
sires. pod] is the comprehensive éyb,  xarepyaleoduc] “to
accomplish.” The preposition is intensive: clfectual and
perlect performance is meant. - The comprehensive éyd, as
made up of the new man and relies of the old man, is unable
to carry out completely, and with no defect or [ailure of any
kind, its regencerate and holy inelination.  This appears in
two ways: 1. The believer, even when he obeys, which is his
general habit, never comes perfeetly up to the ideal of the
law which is mrevparwés (verse 14).  Remaining corruption
hinders the working of grace; the flesh lusts against the
spirit, “so that ye caunot do [perfectly] the things that ye
would” (Gal. v. 17). Heuce, the obedience of the believer
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is not so complete and normal as it will be when he is “a
just man made perfect ” (Lleh. xii. 23), and when indwelling
sin no longer “lies alongside” of the new nature.  “Take
an instance in prayer. A man addresseth himsell unto that
duty; he would not only perform it, but he would perform it
in that manner that the nature of the duty, and his own con-
dition, do require. He would ¢ pray in the Spirit,” fervently,
“with sighs and groans that cannot be uttered;’ this he aims
at.  Now oftentimes Le shall find a rebellion, a fighting of
the law of sin, in this matter. e shall find difliculty to
get anything done, who thought to do all things. T do
not say that it is thus «lways, but it is so when sin wars
and rebels, which expresseth an especial acting of its pow-
er” (Owen's Indwelling Sin, Ch. vi). 2. The believer some-
times yields to inward corruption, and actually transgresses
the law. ov] is followed by efplokw in DEIG DPeshito,
Vulgate, Receptus. It is wanting in RABC Copt., Lachm,,
Tisch., Tregelles. 1f rejected, wapaxaral must be supplied

with ov.

Ver. 19 is only an emphatic reaffirmation of what has
been said in verses 15-18.  Jélw] signifies love and inclina-
tion. See comment on verse 15.  wod] denotes intermittent
and imperfect action. The believer frequently, but not in-
variably, fails altogether to do the good to which he is in-
clined; and when he does the good to which he is inclined,
it is never with an absolute perfection of service such as the
“gpiritual ¥ law requires. See comment on verse 18,  wpda-
ow] In St. Paul’s use, there is no distinction between this
word and wow. The two are interchangeable.  In verse 13,
mpdocw is connected with loliness (6 9é\w); in this verse,
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with sin (8 od Jé\w). In verse 15, woi Is connected with &
pwd = 8 ob Jéhw; and in verse 19, with ¢ Jéhw. Compare

Gal. v. 17%.

Vir, 20 is an inference drawn from the proposition in the
last clause of verse 10, and is a repetition of the inference
drawn in verse 17 from the same proposition in verses 15
and 1G. The apostle is particular and emphatic, in lis
endeavor to discriminate between grace and sin, the spirit
and the flesh, in himself, and to prevent what is predicable
of the latter from being predicated of the former.  Sce com-
ment on verses 15-18.

Verses 21-23 contain a conclusion, introduced by dapa,
drawn f{rom the course of reasoning in verses 1420,
elpivko] is a common word in reasoning, and implies that
some truth has been brought to view by the previous argu-
mentation. 7oy vépor] the written law, but as including the
unwritten. Two constractions are possible: 1. viupov is the
object of Jérovre wotetv, having 76 xadov in apposition with it,
as exegetical, Compare 2 Tim. iv. 7. (Horubergius, Knapp,
Tholuck, Olshausen, Iritzsche). 2. It is the object of

elpioxw, and is {aken in the sense of a ¢

general rule,” or a
“common fact” (Luther, Calvin, Beza, Grotius, De Wette,
Philippi, ITodge, Stuart).  The first construction is prefera-
ble, hecause: 1. It is improbable that the writer, within so
brief a space, would employ the same word in ¢/hrec dilfer-
ent senses: viz., a rule of conduct; an inward inclination,
or disposition ; and a common fact. This would he the
only instance in the New Testament of the latter significa-
tion. 2. Because, by this coustruction 76 xaAdy constitutes
a regular antithesis to 70 xaxév in the next clause, and
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also reminds the reader of the epithets dyla, Swale, and
dyady (verse 12), which St. Paul has previously shown to
belong eminently to 6 wopos. wapikerac] For the figure,
sce comment on verse 13, Tu verse 18, the prineiple of
holiness “lies alongside” of the remaining corruption; here,
the remaining corruption “lies alongside” of the principle
of holiness.

VER. 22, oumjbouat] is emphatic by position. It denotes a
feeling of the heart, positive enjoyment. DPlato (Republie,
v. 46:2) uses it in this sense: ““ When any one of the citizens
expericuees any good or evily the whole state will make his
case their own, and either rejoice (Svmyodijoerat), or sorrow
with im.”  So, also, Euripides (Medea, 136): old€ ovrijdouar
yirat, dhyeot 8bparos. The preposition is intensive (Wahl and
Bretschneider)., & drdpomor] is identical with the limited
éyw of verses 17 aud 20, and & vopos ot vods in verse 23, and
6 vovs (put for & vépos Tob rods), in verse 25. It is deseribed
[13

in the context as “Hhating” evil; as

o delighting in” good;
and as “serving ” the law of God (vil. 15, 22, 23). It is the
“spirit,” as the contrary of the “flesh” (Mat. xxvi, 41 Gal,
v. 17); “the law of the spirit of life” (Rowm. viii. 1); the
“xpiritual mind” (Rowm. viii. 6); the “new ereature” (2 Cor.
v. 17); the “new man” (Eph. iv. 24; Col. iii. 10); the “new
spirit 7 (Ezek. xi, 19); the “new heart” (Ezek. xviii. 31);
the “heart of flesh ” (Ezck. xi. 19); the “eclean heart” (Ps.
1i. 10); the “right spirit ” (Ps. 1i. 10); and the “ good treasure
of the heart ” (Mat. xii. 85). “Interior homo est novus seu
regeneratus, mens illuminata, voluntas renovata.” Dareus,
inloco. The éow dvdpwmoes is not the niere voice of reason
and conscience. Conscicnee does not delight in holiness
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iouvpopar, verse 22); it only approves of it (ovudnu, verse
16).  The approbation of the conscicnce may coexist with
the hatred of the heart. For the nature of conscience, sec
i 325 1L 3,13, 15, 22, 23 James ii. 19.  Such terms as Jédo
and wed are inapplicable to the conscience. Reason and
conscience belong to the understanding, and not to the will;
they are cognitive, not voluntary; pereeptive, not affection-
ate; legislative, not executive.

Neither is the éow dvdpumos that slight remainder of loli-
ness, that faint elinanen to good, which the Semi-Pelagian
anthropology attributes to the unregenerate man, constitut-
ing a point of contact for the IToly Spirit, and a factor in
the act of regeneration.  This view is taken by Meyer and
others, who reject, with Semi-Pelagianism, the Augustinian
doctrine of total depravity, and adopt the synergistic theory
of regencration, The objection to this view is, that this
faint clinamen is, by the acknowledgment of the advoeates of
the view themsclves, an incflectual power. It is not eflicient
and successful in the conflict with sin. It is velleitus, and
not volritas.  Sce the statements of Faustus and Cassian
(Shedd’s History of Doectrine, 11. 104-108). But St. Paul’s
description of the éro dvdpwmos makes it to be a dominant
and controlling principle, able to struggle with amd tri-
umph over the powerful remmants of corruption (vii. 25).
It is not a weak and vacillating aspiration, but a strong
and abiding disposition. The érw dvIpwmos is the human
spirit regenerated and inhabited by the Tloly Spirit. It
is not the merely buman, but the human and divine in syn-
thesis.

Neither is the érw drvdpomos exactly identical with the éorw-
Sev dvIpwmos of 2 Cor. iv. 16, though having much in common
with it. This latter is antithetic to the &w drIpwmos, and de-
notes the soul wlone, us distinguishied [rom the body: ““ our
intellectual and moral nature, in distinction from our cor-
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poreal” (Meyer); “man’s higher nature, his soul as the sub-
ject of the divine life” (llodge). Compare Milton’s:

¢ This attracts the soul, governs the inner man, the nobler part.”
—PARADISE REGAINED, ii. 476.

The &w dv3pwwos, as standing for the regenerate man, in-
cludes the physical part together with the spiritual; Dhe-
cause the new life affects the body as well as the soul. It
1s, therefore, more comprehensive than the éwSev dvdpwros
of 2 Cor. iv. 16.

VER. 23, SAérw] continues the figure contained in wapdxet-
7ai, in verse 18. Sce comment. érepor] another specics ;
numerical difference would he indicated by d\dov.  An ineli-
nation, or propensity, different in kind from that denoted hy
ovmjdopar 7@ vépw (the characteristic of the éow dvdpuros), is
meant. It is the disposition described in viii. 7, as “cnmity
towards God,” and “insubmission to the law of God.”  vipov|
is iere used in the signification, not of an outward statute,
but of an inward actuating principle. Law, either material
or mental, has two phases. 1. Viewed objectively, as pro-
ceeding from the lawgiver, it is a command. 2, Viewed sub-
jeetively, as inhering in the subject upon which it is imposed,
it is an inward impulsc or principle of action. The laws of
matter, in their objective phase, are the rules of material
motion prescribed by the Creator, as expressed mathemati-
cally in the formulee of physical science; and in their sub-
jective phase, they are the forces themselves of matter, in-
bering in and moving the material universe, A force of
nature is a law of nature in concrete action. In like man-
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ner, the moral law may be viewed objectively, as the com-
mand of God expressed in the decalogue and in conscience;
or subjectively, as the principle of action in the creature’s
will.  In a holy angel, the objeetive law of God is also a sub-
jective disposition.  The angelic will is one with the holy
commandment. The angel is not conscious of any difference
between his inclination, and the rule of action preseribed by
his Maker. Law, in the sphere of sinless perflection, as it is
in that of material nature, is one with life and actuating
force. The objective and the subjective arc onc and the
same. In the case of fallen man or angel, there is no longer
this identity of the objective Taw with the subjective inclina-
ticn.  The two arc brought into antagonism by sin, and the
law “ordained to life is found to be unto death” (vii. 10).
In regeneration, this original relation between law and will
is restored.  The moral law is caused once more to be an
inward and actuating prineiple; *written not in tables of
stone, but in fleshy tables of the heart™ (2 Cor. ii. 3; Jer.
xxxi. 333 Ps. xxxvii. 31). There being these two phases or
aspects of law, it is casy to see how the samce word répos
comes to be uscd by St. Paul, sometimes to denote the ex-
ternal command, and sometimes the internal disposition;
sometimes God’s statute, and sometimes man’s inclination.
“A law,” says Owen (Indwelling Sin, Ch. i), “is taken
cither properly, for a directive rule, or improperly, for an
operative effective prineiple which scems to have the force
ofalaw.” Similarly, I'ritzsche (in loco) remarks that dpap-
7w personificd is said dere legemn. This subjective signilica-
tion is seen in the classical use of 1opos to denote » *“ecus-

» j.c., a course of action.  Schmidt (Syno-

tom,” or “usage:
nymik der Gricchen Sprache, I. 210) remarks that the older
writers, like [Tomer and Sophocles, employ Jeapos to desig-
nate the divine law, and wipmos to denote human statutes.

Liddell and Scott say that Draco’s laws were eutitled Jeopoi,
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because each began with Jeosuss, while those of Solon were
dencminated wviuo.. The 1dpos ev pédeoiv, then, is identical
with 3 olkotea duapria. év Tois péleaiv] describes the quality
and nature of this “other” law, or principle of action. 1t
should be noticed that St. Paul does not say tov mélav, but
&v péerlv. This “law of sin” is not the true and proper
principle of action for the members. It is an intruder that
ounght not to be there.  See the explanation of érowotoa, in
verse 17.  Indwelling sin is not the original and created im-
pulse of' the members, but something that has subsequently
come info them, and resides v them.  pédeadv includes the
mental faculties, as well as the bodily organs.  See comment
on vi, 13,19. It is equivalent to gupxd pov, in verse 13. The
“law,” or principle, of indwelling sin resides in all the facul-
ties of both soul and body. Its workings or “motions”
(mahjpara, verse 5) are seen in the imagination, the intellect,
the feelings of the heart, and the determinations of the will,
as well as in the inordinate cravings of the body.  These are
all of them “members,” that is to sav, organs and instru-
ments of the human agent, in and hy which remaining cor-
ruption works in a believer.  dimiorparevperor] denotes an
unceasing but not necessarily suceessful warfare: a ecamn-
paign. Compare 1 Pet. 1. 11; James iv. 1. “’Avnorparei-
eaduc is to rebel aguinst a superior; orparedecIar is to assault
or war for a superiority 7 (Owen’s Indwelling Sin, Ch. vi.).
vopo] is antithetie to vdpor, and like that is employed in the
subjective sense of an actuating principle. The use of the
article with vrduw, and its omissien with wduor, indicates the
superior dignity and strength of the “law of the mind.”
voss] In the classies, the word denotes the mind either as
pereeiving, or as feeling, or as purposing.  Somectimes it is
put for the understanding, and sowmetimes for the heart;
sometimes for reason and judgment, and sonetimes for mood

and inclination. See Liddell and Scott in voce. The Bibli-
10
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eal use is equally varied. In the New Testament, vols is
nearly the same as avetpa,  The répos 7ob 1oss is denominated
& vopos Tob mredpaTos (viil 2), and 76 $puiua 10l Trevparos
(viti. (). One and the same principle of spiritual lile, the
contrary of the “law of sin,” is designated by all three
plirases. The following particulars are to he noted. 1,
Like mvetua, rots may denote the faculty of rational pereep-
tion, the revson @ Luke xxiv. 43; 1 Cor. xiv. 153 Phil. iv. 73
Titus 1. 15; Lev. xiil. 17, compared with 1 Cor. xiv. 2; il

Luke i. 80. 2. Like mretpa, vots may denote the moral
temper and disposition, the «/f: 1 Cor. ii. 16 i. 103 Eph.
iv, 23; Coloss. ii. 18, compared with Mat. v. 3; Rowm. viii. 15;
1 Cor. ii. 12; iv. 215 Gal. vi. 1; Eph, i. 17; iv. 23. 3. Like
mrebpa, vols may be infected with sin: Rom. i, 28; xii. 2
Fphoiv.17; 2 Tha. ik 8; Tit. i. 15, compared with Mark i. 23;
1 Thess. v. 23. 4. In St. Paul’s classification in 1 Thess. v.
23, wretpa, or vofs, is the highest part of the human constitu-
tion. 5. In the New ‘l'estament, mretpa denotes either the
Divine Spirit (Mat. i. 18; John iv. 24: Rom. viii. 9), or the
human spirvit (Luke xxiil. 465 Rom, i. 9); but rofs is used
only of the humin spinit. There being these various signili-
cations, the meaning of vobs must he determined by the con-
text. The connection of thought shows that as used in this
place, 1. Tt is rativnal, because the perception of the moral
law is implied. 2. It is volusteary, because there 1s a digpo-
sition (vépos) in the vovs. 3. It is spéritucd and Lkoly, heeause
it is the contrary of odapd and dpapria {(verses 17, 18, 23), is
identical with 6 {vw drdpwres and the limited éyo of verses 17
and 20, and by means of it, St. Paul “serves the law of
God” (verse 23).
man understanding and will in synthesis; and as regouerate,

Consequently, vods here denotes the hu-

The understanding is enlightened, and the will is enlivened
by the Holy Spirit, who dwells in the rots, thus regencrated,
as the source and support of its divine lile. It is not mere
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reason, or the “higher nature” in man. (The “better self,”
of Meyer, and others.) This may be, and in the unregener-
ate is, fallen and depraved. DBut it is this higher nature as
renewed and sanctilied by the Iloly Ghost. ¢ Luterior homo
non anima simpliciter dicitur, sed spiritualis ejus pars que a
deo regenerata est.”  Calvin ad Rom. vil. 22, This is the
governing power in St. Paul, as he deseribes himself; though
it is constantly beset and impeded in its action, hy the “law
of sin,” or remainders of the old principle of evil. The re-
generated vofs has the spiritual discernment (1 Cor. ii. 14);
hut this discernment is more or less obscured and dimmed
by the remnants of the darkened understanding (Eph. iv.
18). It has the holy inclination and affections, but these
are more or less opposed and blunted by the relies of the
old inclination and affections.  aiypudoriovrd] the spear
(abypy) is the instrument with which a captive 1s taken,
The captivity is the same as that denoted by wempapéros in
verse 14: relative and temporal; not absolate, endless, and
hopeless.  év] denotes the instrument.  This is the reading
of NDDEFG Vulg., Lachm., Tisch., Tregelles. It is omitted
ACL Peshito, Receptus.

VER. 24 ralaimwpos] from tAatelv weipar s to endure trial.
It is the nominative of address, for the vocative (Winer,
P 182).  The word designates the same weary and burdened
feeling that is expressed by mempapévos, in verse 14, and is
delineated in verses 15-23. It is a strong termn. Compare
LRev. il 175 Rom. iil. 16, But it does not, in this place,
deuote hopelessness or despair, as is shown Dby verse 23.
The conflict is long and severe, so that the believer is
“weary and heavy-laden.” With Isaialy, he cries: “Woc is
me ! for I am undone; because 1 am a man of unclean lips.”
(Isa. vi. 5). With David, he exclaims: ““ Mine iniquitics are
gone over mine head; my wounds stink and are corrupt;
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thine arrows stick [ast in me; there is no rest in my bones,
because of my sin” (Ps. xxxviii. 2-5). Dut neither Isaiah,
nor David, nor St. IPaul despaired of ultimate victory over
indwelling corruption. s ploerar] the future form expresses
the nced of help, together with the eepectution af obtaining
7t.  Compare Ps. xxxviil. 15-22. It is not the wail of a lost
and condemned soul; or the appealing cry of the natural
man under conviction but as yet without evangelical hope
(Eph. ii. 12).  St. Paul erics, Who shall deliver me? *“non
quod desperet, ignoret, dubitet; sed ut desiderium suum in-
dicet, ct suspiriis perpetuis opus esse docet.”  Dareus in
loco. “lIle asks not by whom he was {o be delivered, as
onc in doubt, like unbelievers; but it is the voice of onc
panting and almost fainting, because he does not lind imme-
diate help, as he lonas for.” Calvin in loco. odpatos 700
Sardrou] 1. the figurative signification: body, in the sense of
a sum total; mortifera peccati massa (Calvin),  Comipare vi
G. 2. the literal signification: the body as the subjeet and
seat of physical death (Meyer). The hirst is preferable. The
apostle desired something more than deliverance from his
dying body. rovrov] this particular death which is the wages
ol sin, and which is a combination of physical and spiritual
death.  See comment on vi. 23, Irasmus, 1BBeza, Calvin,
Philippi, Olshausen make it to agree, by Ilebraism, with

ou:w.aru;.

Ver. 25, xdpis] (se. ey) is the reading of B. Eth., Copt.,
Lachm., Tisch., Tregelles, The Receptus, with A Peshito,
reads évxapiord.  This is the utterance ol the regenerate, and
not of the natural man.  St. Paul expresses his own cou-
sclousness in immediate connection with the preceding ac-
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count of his experience, all in the same present tense.  Thic
consciousness is onc and continuous, from verse [+ {o verse
25 inclusive.  The struggle with indwelling sin is accom-
panied with the conviction of a victorious issue. It is vio-
lent exegesis, to suppose that an cpochal event like that of
the new birth comes between verse 24 and verse 2355 break-
ing the self-consciousness into two halves, one of which is
that of the lost man, and the other that of the saved. This
is the view of Meyer, who remarks that ¢ there is no clhange
of person, but only of scene, The as yet unredeemed man
sighs out his misery owt of Christ; now he is in Christ, and
gives thanks for the happiness that has come to him in «-
swer to his ery for deliverance.”  But, v fiioerar is not the
form of a prayer for salvation {rom perdition. This would
require the imperative mode (ihdodnti pot), and the direct
address of the vocative. Compare Luke xviii. 13. &a
Xptorov] Christ is both the author of the deliverance, and the
mediator through whom thanks to God [or it are presented.
apa obr] introduces an inference from the reasoning that be-
gan with verse 14, and ends with fudv in verse 25. This
reasoning shows that the writer is a person who obeys the
law of God in the main and principally, but who also more
or less yields to indwelling sin.  abros é&ya] “I myself:”
both the obedience and the disobedience are personal aetion.
The éyw is comprehensive, including both the renewed na-
ture, and the remainders of the old, The vovs that serves
the law of God, and the gdp¢ that serves the law of sin, con-
stitute the adros éyw. vot] is put for 1'1.3 rouw TOv vous In verse
23. See the comment. Suhedw] denotes an activity that is
habitual, and central. It is subjection. Sce the cxplanation
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of dovAedw and Sotdos, in vi. 16-20. At the same time, though
in kind this activity is spiritual and holy, yet in degrec it is
not marked by the absolute perfection of the spiritual law
(verse 14), by reason of the impeding and vitiating influence
of 9 &uxotoa duapria (verse 17). See comment on verse 18.
The fact that St. Paul mentions his obedience of the law of
God first in the order, shows that he regards this as the
prominent fact in his present experience and moral state.
vopo] is objective: the divine connmand, primarily as written,
but inclusive of the unwritten. capxi] is the same as 7 éroe-
kotoa dpapria in verses 17, 205 as capsd In verse 18; and as
vopos év péheaiv and vopos mjs dpaprias in verse 23. With the
remainders of original sin (== indwelling sin), the apostle
yields to the “law of sin.” The verb Sovhedw must be sup-
plied with oupsi.  But Ssvletw in this connection, cannot

have so strong a meaning as in the preceding elause in coun-

2
nection with répe Jeod.  St. Paul does not serve sin so much
as he serves holiness.  Iis service of sin is indeed a subjec-
tion and a bondage, so that he feels himself to be “sold
under sin;” but it is not so radical and central a service as
that by which he serves God. The latler service is accom-
panied with love, peace, and joy; the former with aversion,
unrest, and unhappiness. St. Paul loves Christ wlile he
serves himj but hates Satan while he serves him. Ile is
blessed in the first service; he is wretched in the last. Ile-
specting the [ormer, hc says ywbokw, 9éhw, cwijdopar, xdpis 7@
deg; respecting the latter, he says wod, ob Ié\e, mexpapdros
e, Talatmopos dr-dpomes.  vopw] is subjective in its significa-
tion: an actuating principle. Sin, unlike holiness, can be
a “law?” in the odjective use of the term. There cannot be
an external statute, given by a lawgiver, commanding a man
to sin.  Sin may be an inward prineiple of action, but not an
outward commandment. Holiness is both.  1llence there is
a rhetorical contradiction in this phraseology of St. Paul,
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that is unavoidable from the nature of the case. TFor when
the apostle “serves the law of sin, with the flesh,” he serves
indwelling sin, with indwelling sin. There is no external
statute obeyed by the inward principle.  But it is not so, in
the other case. When St Paul “serves the law of God,
with the mind,” he obeys an objective law with a subjective
principle.

{ecapitulating, then, the following are the reasons for re-
ferring Ronw vii. 1425 to the regencrate. 1. The present
tense is uninterruptedly employed: aorists, imperfects, and
pluperfects having heen used in verses ?=14. 2. The plan
of the Epistle tavors this view. The apostle first shows that
the law cannot justiyy the natural man, and then proceeds to
show that it cannot s«nctiry him. This lutter is evinced, by
cousidering the relation of the law, first, to original sin in
the unregenerate (vii. 7=14); sccondly, to indwelling sin in

the regenerate (viio 14-25).  The law, in neither instance,
can climinate the depravity. 3. This view accords with
the representations of seripture, which attribute remaining
corruption, and a struggle therewith, to the regencrate.
Compare Isa. vi. 5; lvil. 17, 18; Ps. xix, 12, 13; xxxviil,
1-8; xxxix. 8, 11; xL 12; 1i. 2, 6, 10; Ixxvil. 3; Ixxxviil 7;
exix. 120; cxxxix. 23, 243 Rom. viii. 23, 26; Gal. vi. 5.
4. The wearisome and wearing conilict described, is in-
counsistent with the Scripture representations of the nat-
wral man, as indifferent and at case in sin. Compare Ps.
Ixxiii. 4-12; exix. 705 Mat. xiii. 13-15; Rom. iii. 9-18;
vii. §, 9.

Meyer, at the close of hLis exegesis of this paragraph (in
which he refers it to the unregenerate) remarks: “The inter-
pretation of verses 14-25 is of decisive importance, in respect
to the church doctrine of original sin.  If Paul is speaking in
verse 14 sq. of the nutrral man, and not of the regencrate,
then he predicates ol thic character of the natural man what
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the church dogma decidedly denies to it.” Meyer concedes
that the exegesis that refers this paragraph to the unbeliev-
er, is incompatible with the doetrine of total depravity. It
supposes an clement of holiness, slight and weak yet real,
still remaining in man after the [all, which accounts for the
strugele with sin that is aseribed, by this interpretation, to
the unregenerate.

It has been objected to the interpretation which finds the
Cliristian experience in this paragraph, that its influence
upon personal piety is injurious.  Dut the scarching seruti-
ny into indwelling sin,-together with the doctrine that ¢ s
guddt, and mnst be resisted continually and wnto blood, is
adapted in the highest degree to promote humbleness of
mind, great watchiulness and self-distrust, and reliance upon
the Redeemer, Certainly nothing ean be more demoralizing,
than the denial that inward lust is sin, and the assertion that
until it is acted out it is innocent,.



CHAPTER VIIL

St. PavL, in this chapter, continues to discuss the connec-
tion between justification and progressive sanctilication.
There is no difference between the experience described in
Rom. viil., and that delineated in vii. 14-25. The same con-
flict between grace and indwelling sin is found in both chap-
ters.  The person in the seventh chapter who is “sold under
sin” (vil. 14), and “serves with the flesh the law of sin”
(vil. 23), and eries, ) wretched man who shall deliver me”
(vii. 24), and yet “thanks God through Jesus Christ” for
his deliverance, and “serves with the mind the law of God™
(vii. 23), belongs to that class in the cighth chapter, who
have been “made frec from the law of sin and death, by the
law of the Spirit of life ” (viii, 2}, and yet are exhorted “not
to live after the flesh” (viii. 12), and to “ mortify the deeds
of the body” (viii. 13); who “have received the spirit of
adoption, erying Abba Father” (viil, 15), and yet *groan
within thewmselves, waiting for the adoption, to wit, the re-
demption of the body” (viii. 23), and ¢ with patience wait
for” sinless perfection and heavenly blessedness (viii. 25).
Says Philippi, on Romi. vii. 13: “In the two passages, Rom.
vil, 14-25, viii. 1-11, one immediately following the other,
are pictured the two aspects, ever appearing in mutual con-
nection, of one and the same spiritual status; so that the
regencrate man, aceording as his glanee is directed to the
onc or the other aspect of his nature, is able to aflirm of
Limself, as well what is said in vii. 23, 94, as what is said in

viii. 2. Hence, also, he raises from his lheart, with equal
1o0*

”
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sincerity and truth, the twaolold ery, * Wretched man,’ and

¢1 thank God.””

Ver. 1. obdér] is highly emphatie, by its position: “none
at all, of any kind.” dpe] is not a deduction from the single
vorse vil. 25 (Luther, Meyer, De Wette), but from the whole
previous discussion ol the nature and ellects of the &ikatooiig
Jeot (ili. 21-vil. 23). The last verse of the seventh chapter
relates only to progressive sanectification, and to connect
deliverance from condemnation with sanctilication merely,
would be extremely anti- Pauline.  The apostle has in mind
his previous account ol the expiatory work ol Christ, as is
proved by his explanation of his meaning, in verse 3, viv]
in this justified condition, i. e. kataxpypa] a sentence of con-
demnation. Sce comment on v. 16. & Xpwrrg] the prepo-
sition denotes the inward and spiritual relation of the be-
liever to Christ. Compare viii. 9, 10.  'The clause py xata
odpka wepuTatobow dAAa kurd mreipa is omitted by RBCDE
Sahid., Copt., .Eth., Griesbach, Mill, Lachwm., Tisch., Tre-
gelles. It is supported by AL Peshito (in part}, Receptus.
It retained, it is epexegetical of év Xpworg : those who are
“in Christ ” conduct in this manner. It does not mention
the ground of the freedom from condemnation, but a char-
acteristic of those who have been freed, upon the ground of
Christ’s thaomjpror (ii1. 25).  “ Non assignari a Paulo causam,
sed modum, quo solvimur a reatu.” Calvin in loco.

Vzrn. 2. yap] introduces the statement of the reasons why
there is no condemnation to a believer. There are two of
them: sanctification, mentioned in verse 2; and justifica-
tion, mentioned in verse 3. The two are combined, Lecause
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it has been the object of St. aul, in chapters vi. and vii,, to
prove that justification is not antinomian, but necessarily
connected with sanctification. Pareus and Venema consider
justification to Dhe the subjeet of both verses. vopos) has
here its subjective siguilication of an actuating principle;
and 6 vopos Tov wredputos Tis {wijs is the same as & vouos Tob
voss (vii. 23), and & éow dvdpwmoes (vii. 22), the limited éyo
(vil. 1%, 20), and 710 $povyua Tob mreduaros (vill. 53). Sce the
counment upon these passages. It designates the principle
of holiness, the “new man.”  wveduaros s {wis] the genitive
of authorship: the Holy Spirit is the author of this vduos;
mreipa without the predicate 7is fwijs would denote merely
the human wretpe ; with it, the thivd person in the trinity is
meant.  Compare mrelpa aywotigs, in i 4, and comment.
The Ioly Spirit is the source and author of spiritual life,
and by his eflicieney originates the *“law,” or principle, here
spoken of. & Xporg] to be conneeted with Zwis (Luther,
Beza); with vipos (Seniler); with ropos rof mvedparos Tis Lwijs
(Calvin); with yAevdépwaér pe (Theodoret, Erasmus, Riickert,
Tholuck, Olshausen, De Wette, Fritzsche, Meyer).  The lust
is preferable. It is only as united to Christ, and in him, that
such an inward and powerful law ol action, and such spirit-
ual freedom, is possible. JAevdéporér] Compare vi. 18, 22,
and the comment. Sinless perfection is not meant; there
are remnants of corruption. DBut there is {reedom in the
sense that sin shall not have “dominion,” or *lordship.”
The “law of the Spirit of life,” in the belicver, has overcome
the “law of sin and death.” The “new man” has bound
the “strong man.” The aorist signilication is to be ob-
served; relerring to the time and act of regeneration, when
the freedom was begun and established. pe] is the reading
of ACDEL Vulg., Sabidie, Receptus, Lachm.; and agrecs
better with the “17 so constantly employed in the preceding
chapter; 8B Peshito, Tisch. read ge vipov mijs duaprias xai
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700 Javdrov] vduos is subjective in signification. The inward
principle of sin Is meant; but oriyinel in distinction from
inchieelling sin: “sin 4n the unregenerate, as distinguished
from sin in the regencrate” (PPareus in loco). The “law of
sin and death” is not the cquivalent of the “law in the
members,” or the *“law of sin in the members,” spoken of in
vii. 23, It is more than this. It is the walaws dvdpomos (vi.
6); the principle of sin and death originated in Adam, and
inherited {rom bim. This has been slain, in the believer.
The implanting of the new principle of divine life, in regen-
eration, had freed St. Paul {rom “the law of sin and death,”
but not from “1ihe law in the members.” With the latter,
he was still struggling in the manner deseribed in vii, 14-23.
But from the former he had heen delivered. The curse and
guilt of original sin was no longer resting upon him; and the
domination ol original sin as a controlling principle of action
was destroyed.  Only the dying remainders of it were lefit to
molest and weary him.  These made his life a severc race
and fight, but not a defeat and failure. The diflerence be-
tween original and indwelling sin, or between the “law of
sin and death” and the “law in the mewmbers,” is like that
between a serpent whole and uninjured, and a serpent cut
into sections. The former is vital in the [ull sense, and in-
creasing in the intensity and malignity of its life. The lat-
ter is virtually dead, though the fragments exhibit for a long
time, it may be, a lingering and varying activity.

VER. 3. yip] introduces the second reason why there is no
condemnation, making prominent the piacular work of Christ,
—verse 2 having relerred to the work of the Holy Spirit in
regencration. 7o ddirator] 1. To be governed by &, or xard,
understood (13cza). 2. The object of émoinae supplied before
6 Jdeos (Irasm., Luther). 3. A parenthetical nominative-
clulzse, in apposition with the proposition beginuing with 6
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eds and ending with wrebua in verse 4 (De Wette, Fritzsche,
Meyer). The last is preferable. The thing that was impos-
sible for the law to do (“quod erat impossibile legi,” Vul-
gate) was, to condemn sin, and also save the sinner.  Simple
condemnation of sin was no impossibility to the law, but its
proper office.  véuov] is objective in signification, and desig-
nates the written law, vet inclusive of the unwritten.  ér ¢
“for the reason that:” Rom. ii. 1; Ileb. ii. 185 vi. 17; 2 Pet.
ji. 12, sodéve] denotes utter impotence, as inv. 6. The
law was powerless to perlorm the doudle [unction of con-
demning sin, and saving the sinner.  8w] assigns the reason
of the impotence: the law 1s not weak per se, but through
man’s sin.  Compare vii. 7 sq.  gapxds] sinful human nature.
Compare vii. 5. 6 Jeos] God the Father, as the context
shows. The sending of the Son is the official work of the
first trinitarian person. Tuke ii. 493 xxil. 49; John v, 36,
37; xvill. 11; xx. 21, éawrob] “his own:” equivalent to the
povoyenjs of John 1. 14, 18; iit. 16, 18; Meb. xi. 17; 1 John
iv. 03 and the 6ws of John v. 18; Rom. viii. 32. These three
epithets distinguish the cternal sonship of the sccond trini-
tarian person, from the adoptive sonship of believers, spoken
of in viil. 14-17, et alia.  “The pre-existence and metaphysi-
cal sonship of Christ are implied” (Meyer), duorduar] Sce
comment on v. 14; vi. 5. The relerence is to that ¢ form of
a servant” (Phil, 1. 7; Ich. ii. 11; iv. 13) in which the “own
son” of God was sent; implying that this was not the first
and original form. The oviginal form was 7 popdn} eot, Phil,
ii. 6. gapxds] denotes, here, complete human nature, both
physical and inental, consisting of botli hody and soul,
Compare Mat. xxiv. 22; Luke iii, 6; John i 14; iil. 6; vi
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51; Rom. i. 3; ix. 5; Coloss. 1. 22; 1 Tim. iii. 16; Heb. ii.
14.  dpaprius] the genitive of quality, showing that the
human nature spolxcn of is a sinful and corrupt human
nature, if contewplated {n itseff and «part from the miracu-
lous conception by the Holy Ghost.  The qualifying epithet
dpuprias describes human nature simply as it descends from
Adam.  As such, it is a sinful nature.  St. Paul is conten-
plating it from thés point of vice, only, when he employs
this epithet. It does not [ollow that when a portion of this
sinful and corrupt hwman nature is usstned into union with
the Eternal Logos, it is still sinful and corrupt.  In and by
the miraculous conception, it is perfeetly sanectified, so that
though it is “sinful flesh,” or corrupt human nature, in

Mary the mother, it is a “holy thing,”

or perfect human na-
tare, in Jesus the child.: Compare Luke 1. 335 2 Cor. v, 213

Heb. tv, 155 x. 5; 1 Pet. il 22, The apostle desires to SllO\V
the great condescension of the Eternal Son in his assump-
tion of human nature. The TLogos does not take into per-
sonal union with himsell a human nature ereated e wililo
for this particular purpose, and which, consequently, could
not be a adpd duaprias, but he assumed into union with him-
scelf a human nature that descended by ordinary tn.-neratiou
from Adam down to the Virgin Mary (Luke il 38; Heb. ii.
14), and which in this connection and relation was ““sinful
flesh.”  Belore, however, it could hecome a constituent part
of the God-man, it must be entirely purged {from the cffeets
of the fall. The Logos thus humbled hiself to the very
lowest degree that was compatible with his own personal
sinlessness. Ile could not unite himself to a nature that
was sinful at the instant ol the union, hut he did unite him-
sell with a nature that once had heen «inful, and required to
he “preparved” for such a uniou (Ifeb. x. 5).  See Pearson,
On th» Creed, Art. 111.; Owen, IHoly Spirit, I1. iv.; Turre-
tin, XI1II, xi. 10; Wollebius, i, 16; De Moore, xix., § 14;
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Van Mastricht, IV. x. 5, G6; Calvin, 1I. xiii.; Formula Con-
cordiae, De peceato originis.  De Wette explains dupaprias by
Christ’s temptability; but Christ’s temptability was a sinless
susceptibility (Heb. v, 13). Pareus, and others, lay empha-
sis upon épowuart, and explain accordingly: “ Assumsit car-
nem veram, non peceatricem, sed peceatrict sémile”  wept
dpaprias] 1. to be connected with wéupas; xai being omitted
(De Wette, Meyer); 2. to be connected with xarépurey
(Chirys., Theod., Lutlier, Bengel).  The latter is the neces-
sary connection, if kat is retained, which is the reading of
all the mss.  Origen, Calvin, Meclanchthon, Baur, Stuart,
Hodge take dpoprias in the sense of a sin-offering.  But this
cannot be the signification of the following v duapriar,
which is the equivalent. The literal signilication of hoth
mept and dpapria is preferable: “in respeet to sin.”  Compare
Gal. 1. 4; Ileb. x. 6, S, 18; xiii. 11. The action designated
by karéxpuer indicates what particular element in sin is re-
ferred to: viz, the clement of guilt. xaréxpwer] denotes a
judicial condemnation and infliction.  Compare Mat. xx. 13;
Luke xi. 31, 32; 1 Cor. xi. 825 Rowm. v. 16,175 viii. 1. Christ’s
sulfering was a substituted penalty, by means of which sin

“condemmned,” 7, ¢., vicariously punished. 7y duapriur]

was
the article denotes the well-known sin that came into the
world, as deseribed in v. 12, et passim.  capki] is connected
with kurékpwe, and designates the human nature of Christ.
In and by means of his humanity, Christ endured that ju-
dicial infliction which God the Father visited upon “lhis
own” Son, for the purpose of expiating human guilt. Tt
must be noticed that caps{ here is not qualified by dpaprios,
as in the previous case; because the human nature is now
viewed as a constitueut part of the person of the God-man.
It4s pure and immaculate odpé,

VER. 4. ive] iutroduces the purpose of the action in verse
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3. The condemnation of sin, by means of the atoning death
of Christ, is in order to the fullilment of the law, so that
there shall be no karaxpysa 7ois év Xpiorrg (verse 1).  Skuimpal]
the requirement of the law: all that the law commands to he
done. Luke i. 6; Rom. 1. 32; ii. 26; Heb. ix. 1. The sin-
gular number denotes the totality of the requisition. This
includes 1. obedience of the precept of the law; 2. endur-
ance of the penalty of the law, in case of disobedience of the
precept.  An unfallen creature is obligated only by the first
requirement; a fallen creature lies under the double obliga-
tion. He owes perfect obedience for the [uture, and atone-
ment for the past.  =AppoIfj] denotes complete performance.
Mat. iii. 15; v. 17; Johu xiii. 18; Rowm. xiil. 8; Gal. v, 14;
Coloss."ii. 10. This perfect execution of all that the law
requires from a fallen wan is a vicarious, and not a personal
performance.  The heliever does not atone for his past sin;
neither does he perfectly obey in heart and life. Jesus Christ
does both for lim. The passive form, mAnpwdy, implies this.
In this vicarious manner, the whole requirement of the law,
regarding both precept and penalty, is fulfilled. St. Paul
has explained this vicarious agency of Christ in Rowm. iii.
21-28; iv. 3-8, 22-25. He there teaches, that Christ’s work
is {mputed, or reckoned, to the believer. See comment. év
] in us, ot by us; showing that God is the agent, and
man the recipient, iu justifieation, Man does not assist in
the remission of sins.  tols pi xard, ete.] “as those who,”
ete.: quippe qui. This clause is not appended to indicate
the cause of the justification, but the necessary effect of it.
Those to whom Clrist’s work is imputed (iv. 24), and in
whom the requirement of the law is thereby completely ful-
filled (viii. 4), and to whom there is consequently no con-
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demnation (viii. 1), arc a class of persons who are character-
ized by a pious life, though not a sinless and perfeet one.
The imputed rightcousness or justilication, spoken of in
verses 3 and 4, is accompanied with the inherent righteous-
ness or sanctification, spoken ol in verse 2. The [ormer doces
not exist without the latter. St. Panl conjoins them, and
mentions both, in proof that the believer is not in a state of
condemnation. Whoever is regenerate and forgiven is not
under the curse of the law. odpsa] is the contrary of the
following mretpa, and denotes the principle ol sin in the un-
regenerate; and is equivalent to “the law ol sin and death,”
in viii. 2. It is anarthrous, to denote the specics.  mwepima-
rotaw] denotes the general conduct; the figure is taken from
the habitual movements of the body. Believers do not, like
unbelievers, invariably yield to the principle of sin.  mrelp]
is anarthrous to denote the species. It designates: 1. The
Tioly Spirit (Meyer, ITodge, Alford). 2. The principle of
holiness in the regenerate (Chrysost., Bengel, Riickert, Phi-
lippi, Harless). The latter view is prelerable, 1. because of
the antithesis with odpka s regenerate human nature is con-
trasted with unregenerate; 2. because wvetpa, lere, is the
same as 6 vopos Tob wvevpatos, just as odpd is the same as 6 véuocs
Ths opaprias kai Tod Javdrov, in viil, 2; 3. because this mretia
is described, subscquently, as ¢povyua s a human inclination,
or disposition (viii. 5, G).

VER. 5. yop] introduces the first reason why believers
“walk not after the flesh, but aflter the spirit:”
cause every man walks according to his inward inclination

viz., be-

or disposition. A sccond reason is given in versc 6. of
orres] is substituted for of mepumarotow (verse 4), and is
stronger than that: “they who cxist only for the flesh.”
kurd oiipka} Sce comnent on verse 4. ¢povotow] ([rom ¢pir)
is the cmiphatic word in the clause, It denotes, here, the
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action of both the understanding and will) with a predomi-
nant reference to the latter.  Compare Mat. xvi. 235 DPhil.
iil. 19; Coloss, il 2. See, also, Beaumont and Fletcher'’s
Noble Gentlemen, iii. 1: “For I am miénded to impart my
love, to these good peaple and my friends.”  Also Mat. xxii,
37 “Thou shale Jove the Lord thy God with all thy weénd.”
They who live (orres) and act (=epmutolow ) in conformity
with the “law of sin and death,” show that they are inelined
to sin. The conduct flows from an inward disposition.  wret-
pa (supply érres); and mrefuares (supply ¢povotoar) | have the
same meaning as in verse 4. They who live and act in con-
formity with the “‘law of the spiriv ol lile,” thereby show
that they arc inelined to holiness.  The daily life and con-
duct, in each instance, is in accordance with the particu-
lar inward and dominant prineiple (vopos) that is in the man,
Consequently, believers live a devout lile, becanse they have
a renewed nature.

Yen 6. yap] introduces the sccond reason why believers
“walk not after the flesh, but after the spirit:” viz., be-
cause the *“fleslh,” or the unregencrate mnature, issues in
death, and the © spirit,” or the regenerate nature, issues in
life.  ¢porypa] has the same signifieation with @porotow In
verse 5. The “will,” or inclination, * of the {lesh” desig-
nates, not indwelling sin in the regenerate, but original sin
in the unregenerate. It is the prineiple of evil in its full
strength and domination. It is the same as 9 dpapric and
W Q: as 6 rdpos s duaprias xai Tob Jardrov
in vill, 2; and 4 odp¢ in vii. 5; viii. 3. See comment on

viil. 2. ddvaros] Sce comment on i 31; v. 12, 2. 10 Ppor-

< s ;e
9 émcSvpla in vil,
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yua Tob mredparos| is the equivalent of the verbal form ra
7ol wredparos ppovotow in vill. o; and is identical with wrelpa
in viil. 45 with 6 vopos Tob mrevparos Tis fwys In viik. 1; with
vor in vil. 23; with & vduwos Tod vods in vii, 23; with & éow
drdpomos in vil. 225 and with the limited éye in vil 17, 20
The “will,” or inclination, “of the spirit,” is the prineiple
of holiness implanted in the believer by the Ioly Spirit.
Lwiy] Sce comment on il V5 v 1. eppmy] See comment on
il. 103 v. 1. This leeling 1s the effvet of the justilication
and sanectification that have been deseribed as coexisting in
the believer.

Ver. 7. &wr] (Rom. i 19) introduces the reason why the

“carnal mind,” or @ wi'l of the flesh,”

is death, éIpa] hos-
tility to God, who is the only source of blessedness.  This
is onec of the tersest delinitions of sin.  yap] introduces the
explanation of é3Jpa. oix tmordooerar] unsubmission to the
law is the sign ol enmity towards the Lawgiver. The rest-
less struggle ol sell-will against righteous authority, is the
root ol all miscry in the universe of God.  ofdé dvrarai] there
is no power in the “will of the flesh,” or the principle of sin,
to subject itself to the divine law. Satan cannot cast out
Satan.  Compare Mat. vii. 18; xii. 26; John vi. 44, 655 viil.
34; xv. 5; 1 Cor. ii. 14; 2 Cor. iii. 5. See comment on vi.
1620, yap] introduces the reason why the carnal inclina-
tion is not subject to the law of God: viz., hecause there is
an impossibility that it should be, from the very nature of
such an inclination.  Selftwill, by the very idea and defini-
tion of it, cannot obey wnother’s will. So long as such a~
vopos, or actuating principle, as the “carnal mind,” remains
in the voluntary faculty, it is impossible that this faculty
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should submissively obey the moral law. If it be then
asked, if the will as a fuerlty can free itself from this viuos,
or inclination, the answer is in the negative, both {rom
Scripture and the consciousness of man. The expulsion of
the sinful inclination, and the origination of the holy incli-
nation, in the human will, is a revolution in the faculty
which is accomplished only in its regeneration by the Ioly
Spurit.  Self-recovery is not possible to the human will)
i;lxough self-ruin is (Hosea xiii. 9).

Ver, 8 repeats the sentiment of the preceding verse, in a
concrete form, Verse 7 afirms that the carnal mind is inim-
ical to God, and unable to be submissive to ITim; verse 8
aflirms that carnally minded persons cannot please God.  8¢]
1. is transitive; “now” (De Wette, Philippi, Mever, Lange);
2. is equivalent to ofv (Beza, Calvin, Iing. Ver, Liickert,
Hodge). The first is preferable, as this verse is not a de-
duction from the preceding, but only a repetition of it.
év gapxi] is equivalent to kara gdpsa in verse 5; with the dif-
ference, that the latter denotes the tendencey, the former the
sphere in which. dpéoac] Compare 1 Thess, ii. 15.

V. 9 applies, in a negative forn, to Christian believers,
the foregoing statement respecting the impossibility that
one who has the carnal mind can serve and please God. év
oupkl] Sce comment on verse 8. v mredpar:] the contrary of
&v gapki, Sce comment on verses 4-0. eimep] 1. ““since
(Clirysost., Olshausen, ¢t alii); 2. ““if so be” (Calvin, Meyer),
Lither sense is possible.  Compare Rom. iil. 30, 1 Cor. viii.
5, 2 Thess. i. 6, with 1 Cor. xv. 13. Either scnse is possible
i this verse, as it Is in Rom. viil. 17; 1 DPet, 1i. 3.  The first
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signification is favored by Rom. vi. 17-22; vii. 4-6; viii. 1-4.
In these passages, St. Paul does not speak doubtfully, but
aflirms that they to whom he is writing have been freed [rom
the principle of sin, and are enslaved to righteousness, and
are no longer é gapxl,  The sccond signilication is favored
by the following clause: € 8¢, cte.; which implies the possi-
bility of sell-deception, and urges to self-cxamination. #retpa
Jeot] the Floly Spirit, who is the author of the renewed hu-
man wvetua, which has been deseribed in the preceding con-
text. The two are mentioned together in viii. 16.  oixet]
denotes constant residence and influence : the immediate
operation ol the third trinitarian person upon the human
soul, implying the action of spirit upon spirit. Compare
John xiv. 16, 17, 23; xv. 26; xvi. 7, 13, 14; Rom. viii. 15,
106, 23, 26, 275 1 Cor. it 10, 115 i, 165 vio 17, 195 32 Tinn 1
14, mretpa Xporot] is identicul with #retpua Jeod in the pre-
ceding clause.  This is a proof text not only for the deity of
Christ, but for the doctrine of the procession of the IHoly
Spirit from both IFather and Son.  As bearing upon Arian-
izing views, we cite the exegesis of Mever (in loco): ““ mrelua
Xporrob (compare Plil. i. 195 1 Pet. i, 11) is no other than
the Holy Spirit, the Spirit of God. Ile is denominated the
Spirit of Christ, hecause the exalted Christ tmparts himself
in and with the Paraclete (John xiv.); and because, whoever
has not this Spirit, is not a member of Christ: oix éorw
atrov (i. e., Xpwrot). Kollner’s distinetion between the
Spirit of God as the highest mredua—the source of all finite
and the Spirit of C/rést, as a lower and manifested
mvcipa, is not neeessitated by Rom. viil. 10, 11, and is de-
cidedly forbidden by Gal. iv. § compared with Rom. viii. 14~
16" atrod the genitive, here, is pregnant: comprehending
the several conceptions of ownership, authorship, and mem-
bership.  Compare 1 Cor. 1. 1325 iii. 23; vi. 153; vil. 22; xv.
23; 2 Cor. x. 7; Gal, iil. 29; v. 24.

wretua
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VEr. 10 is adversative to the last clause of the preceding
verse. € 8¢] “DBut if, on the contrary.” Xpworos] is identi-
cal with mretua Xporod (ver. 9), which is the equivalent of
mvedpa Jeot (ver. Y). Compare 2 Cor. xiil, §; Coloss. i 27.
The mystical (mysterious) union of the believer with the
Redeemer is meant. aapa] the material body, in distinetion
from the renewed immaterial soul, or spirit (wretua).  rexpor]
denotes physical death; the penalty of sin so [ur as the body
is concerned. Though not actually dead, it is destined to
die: “mortuum pro worituram ” (Bengel).  Compare Jimra
ogwpara, v. 11.  Physieal death still happens to the believer,
though the “sting,” or retributive clement in it, 15 extracted
by the comforting presence of God in articulo mortis (Ang.,
Cualvin, Parcus, Beza, Vitringa, Dengel, Tholuek, Riickert,
Usteri, Fritzsche, Meyer, Wordsworth, Hodge). 8 dpep-
tiav] sin is the cause and reason of death, v. 12, mrefpa]
not the THoly Spirit (Chrysost., Theophyl,, Calvin, Grotius);
nor the human mretpa, in distinetion from, and ercluding the
human oy the higher nature of mun comprising reason,
will, and conscience, in their natural condition (Meyer); but
the regenerdte human mvetpa as opposced to the edpa vily
{Theodoret, De Wette, Philippi, Ilodge). The regenerate
mreipa comprises both jthe mreipa and the Yy, of St. Paul’s
catalogue in 1 Thess® v. 23, In regencration, the Ifuly
Spirit, the divine wvefue, renovates both the human wvetua,
and the human uy}; so that the two are a regenerate unity.
In 1 Pet. ii. 11, yuyj is put for this unity.  All the powers
of man, both higher and lower, are renewed and sanetified
in the new birth.  Ience, the term oy, in the MNew Testa-
ment, is most commonly used in the wide signification, to
denote the synthesis of mvedpa and veyy, as the opposite of
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ocopa, Compare Mat. x. 28; Mark xiv, 34; Luke i. 4G; John
xii. 27; Aects ii. 43; Rom. ii. 9; xiil. 1; 1 Cor. xv. 43, et
passim.  The only instances in which wveliua and yuyyj are
discriminated from ecach other, and employed in the re-
stricted signification, arc PPhil. 1. 27; 1 Thess. v. 23; Heb.
iv. 12, When this distinction is made, the purpose seems
to be, to mark off the higher from the lower mental powers;
similarly as, in the Kantian philosophy, the ¢ understand-
ing” is distinguished {rom the “reason,” though bhoth alike
belong to that unity which constitutes the soul in distinction

” and

from the body. And as the terms *‘understanding,
“reason” are cmployed interchangeably to denote this uni-
tv, so the terms yuvyj and mreipe are cmployed in the New
Testament interchangeably to designate it.  Compare Mat.
xxvil. 503 Luke 1. 47. In common [Fnglish usage, the lu-

¢ > while

man “soul” is the equivalent of the human “spirit;’
yet there are cases in which the conneetion of thought re-
quires a distinetion to be made between them.,  Woyy) is used
witl more latitude than mretua; the latter never denotes the
mere animal life, the former sometimes does (Mat. i1 20).
When both yueyj and #wretpa are viewed as a unity, and as
actuated by the “law of sin and death,” this unity is denom-
inated adpé.  This is the unregencrate man, or the *“old
man.”  When, on the contrary, they are actuated by the
“law of the Spirit of life,” the unity is denominated wveiua
as the contrary of adpé.  This is the regenerate man, or the
“new man.” And this is the use of wvelpa here. The hu-
man body (¢dpa) is mortal and destined to death; but the
regenerate human soul, or spirit (@vedpa), is alive, and shall
"never die. Compare John vi. 50, 51; xi. 26, {wy] is strong-
er than {ov. See comment on ii. 73 v. 21; viil. 6. 8w Siaco-
ater] the ground or reason why “the spirit is life.” 1. The
imputed righteousness, deseribed in iii. 21, 24; iv. 3, 6, et
alia (The elder Protestant dogmatists, gencrally, Reicle,
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Fritzsche, Meyer). s 8w dpapriav relers not to individual
sins, but to the ¢’ ¢ wdvres Tuaprov in v, 12, so 8wt Sikatooiiyy
refers not to individual but to imputed righteousness”
(Meyer in loco). This view is favored by & with the ae-
cusative. 2. The subjective and inherent rightcousness
described as the “law of the mind,” the “inner man,” the
“Jaw of the Spirit of life” (Erasmus, Grotius, De Wette,
Tholuck, Philippi, Hodge). It is preferable to combine
both, since St. Paul has previously mentioned both justifica-
tion and sanctification as the reason why there is *“no con-
demnation to them that are in Christ Jesus (viii. 1-4). It
is still his ohject to show that the two are inseparably con-
nected, in answer to the charge of antinomianism in vi. 1
sty 13 sq.; and vii. . The renewed soul has eternal life
because it is justified and sanctified.

VEer. 11. This verse teaches that that remnant of evil
which still overhangs the body shall be finally removed.
The power of physical death over the odpa is to e destroved
by the power of the resurrection. 76 mredpa] the Holy Spirit
= 70 mrebpa mjs {wijs (ver. 1) = mredpa Jeoi = wvebpa Xpiorod
(ver. 9). The interchange shows that the indwelling of the
Holy Spirit is essentially the same as the indwelling of
Clirist.  These two trinitarian persons are one and the same
essence subsisting in two dilferent modes.  Consequently,
an official or personal work of one does not exelude the
other [rom a participation in it. The entire divine essence
acts, whenever a particular divine person acts; but this
essence is all in cach person.  710b éyelpurroc] 1. e., 708 Jeod
¢yetpavros.  Compare Acts it 24, 525 il 15, 26; iv. 10; v.
30; xxvi. §; 1 Cor. vi. 145 2 Cor. iv. 14 olkel] See comment
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on verse 9. Xporor Tnootv] is the reading of NADI Peshito,
Vulgate, Copt., Eth,, Tisch. Jesus is the personal, and
Christ the oflicial name. The first is the more tender and
aflcctionate designation: “Jesus, lover of my soul,” etec.
“ Appellatio Jeswe spectat ad ipsum; Christi rvefertur ad
nos” (13engcl). Christ, rather than Jesus, is the name of
the God-man as the head of the Church, and the archetype
of the reswrrection. 1lence the change from Jesus to Christ
Jesus in the sentence. lwomoujoe] is in the place of éyepet, for
the sake of the correlation with {wy in verse 10.  Some com-
mentators (Calvin and others) suppose a twofold reference, to
the quickening of both soul and body. DBut the subject of
regeneration and sanctitication has already been discussed;
so that only the resurrcction is intended.  ryra] refers to
vexpov in verse 10. The body is mortal, “because of sin.”
i 705 erakoivros abrol mrevuaros] Compare 2 Tim, i, 14, This
reading Is supported by RAC Copt., <Lth., Ree., Lachm. (1st
cd.). e Wette, Tholuck, Tisch. The reading 8w 76 érowoly
ulrob mretua is supported by BDEL Peshito, Vulg., IErasmus,
Grieshach, Mill, Bengel, Laclm. (2d ed.), Fritzsche, Meyer,
Philippi, Tregelles.  The weight ol authority, so far as the
uncials and carly versions are concerned, is on the whole in
favor of the Receptus reading. The charge and counter-
charge of an alteration of the reading, made by the Macedo-
nians and the orthodox, only shows that there was a differ-
cnce in the manuseripts in the year 331. The genitive
reading is favored by the preceding context, in which the
lloly Spirit has been described as the author and source of
life: 70 mredpa tis Lwijs (ver. 2).  St. PPaul conneets the resur-
rection of the body with the regeneration of the soul.  Soul
and body constitute one human person, so that the renova-
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tion of the [ormer naturally carries with it that of the latter.
And the author of the former is naturally the author of the
latter. IRegeneration and resurrection are two parts of one
entire purposc and process of redemption. It God has ae-
complished the lirst, he certainly will the last.  abdrod] is
highly emphatic, by its collocation between the substauntive
and its participle.

Ver. 12 contains an inference, introduced by dpa ofv, from
verses 10 and 11, The *“glorious ™ (1 Cor. xv. 43) resurrec-
tion of the “celestial” (1 Cor. xv. 40) body, which results
from the indwelling of the IToly Spirit in the soul, is a nio-
tive to live a devout and pious life.  éparéra] there is no
obligation to sin; the relation of debtor obtains only toward
righteousness.  capxi] the same as the [ollowing edpxa.  ro@
&pr] the genitive either of design or result.  kard odpral Sece
conmment on viii. 4, 5. St. Paul does not supply the apodo-
sis, viz.: ¢A\d T¢ mreipary, Tob kara wretpa (pv; cither because
it is sclf-evident, or because of the rapidity of his thought.

VER. 13 mentions the reason, introduced hy ydp, for the

statement in verse 12, kard odpka Gire] = kard odpka drves
(ver. 5) = kard odpka wepuraTotvres (ver. 4). A\ life and con-

duct flowing from a corrupt nature is meant. péllere] deo-
notes the certainty resulting from the divine decision, and
not mere futurition: wélew signifies, ““certwin el constitutum
csse, secundum vim [a1i.”  Ellendt Lex. Soph,,ii. 72, “Ye
are destined to die.”  Compare iv. 24, édmodvjoken] thie con-
trary of the following Gjrer e cternal death (Mever), Itis
comprehensive of all the penal evil that is inflicted upon sin.
Sce the explanation of Jdvaros in v, 12, That cternal death
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is compatible with the resurrection of the body, is proved by
Mat. x. 28; John v, 28,29; Aects xxiv. 15; Daniel xii. 2. The
reanimation of a human body to “the resurrection of damna-
tion,” is a part of the penalty of sin.  mvedpari] 1. the Iloly
Spirit (Meyer); 2. the regenerate human spirit (Theodo-
ret, Philippi). We adopt the sccond view, in consonance
with the iuterpretation of wretpu given in verses 4, 5, 6, 9,
10. See comment on verses 4 and 6. St. Paul still has in
view the conflict in the Dbeliever between the new nature
and the remainders of the old; and is presenting motives for
walkiug according to the (ormer, and not the latter. 1n this
connection and antithesis, consequently, mretua denotes re-
generate human nature: mretpa is put for vopos Tob wrevparos,
as vobs is put for vopos 7ub vuds in vii, 23, 25.  1[ the believer,
by means of the principle of holiness, or “the law of the
Spirit of life,” mortilies the remainders of the principle of
sin, or “the law in the members,” he shall five. ¢ Not 1o he
daily employing the spirit and new nature for the mortily-
ing of sin, is to neglect that cxcellent succor which God
hath given us against our greatest cuemy. Il we neglect to
malke use of what we have received, God may justly hold his
haud from giving us more. Not to be daily mortifying sin,
is to sin against the grace of God, wha hath furnished us
with a principle of doing 1t.” Owen, Mortification, Ch. ii,
Sce Gal. v, 16-25, where the same antithesis between the hu-
man gdpé and the human mredua appears, and the “lusts” of
cach are mentioned as antagonizing cach other. A “lust of
the spirit ” is not a lust of the third trinitarian person; but
of the regencrated human spirit, in whom the IToly Spirit
dwells. The proper scat of the spiritual ““lust,” or holy de-
sire, is the human person, and not the divine. The latter is
the author and cause of it, but not the subject of it. mpdfes]
the habits and practices. Compare Luke xxiil. 51; Acts xix,
18; Coloss. iil. 9. The wpdfeas 100 odparos arc the same as
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ta épya Tis gaprés (Gal v. 19), and 14 madijpara s oapkds
(Gal. v. 24). ogwparos] is the reading of WABCL DPeshito,
Sahid., Copt., dsth., Rec., Lachm., Tisch. The reading odp-
kos 1s found in DEIF Vulg. Sdpares is here put {or vupxos
(Pareus, Owen, De Wette, Reiche, Alford). ¢ Actiones cor-
poris sunt motus et opera carnis peccatricis.” Pareus in loco.
This view is opposed by Meyer, and others. DBut that the
two terms, though not identical, may be used as equivalents,
is proved by Mat. xxvi. 20; John vi. 51; Aects ii. 51; Rowm.
xi. 28; 1 Cor. xv. 39; Eph. ii. 11; v. 29; Coloss. ii. 1, 5;
Heb. ix. 13; Jude 8. In 2 Cor. iv. 10, 11, the one is
exchanged for the other. That the antithesis requircs an
cquivalent to adpros is pluin; because, to mortify the hody
is the same as not to live after the flesh. The writer implies
that the one death is identieal with the other. The “body”
may well stand for the “(lesh,”
hensive a term, because it is the visible organ through which

although it is not so compre-

the principle of sin manifests itsell.  Compare vi. 12, 13,
> with its “mem-
bers,” is put for the entire man as corrupt.  See comment

Y

105 vii. 5, 23, where the “mortal body,’
b 2 b R

in locis, Jurvarovre] the sinful habits and practices of the
body are killed in the believer, by suppressing their outward
manifestation, because of the principle of divine life within
him. Ilere is one of the differences hetween the renewed
and the unrenewed man.  The unregencrate might suppress
the outward manilestation of sin, and yet no inward death
of sin would result, beeause there is no “law ol the Spirit
of lile,”—no avetpa, as the contrary of edpf,—within him,
to fight with and slay the “law of sin and death” (viii. 2).
There is only one principle in the unregencrate, and this is
the principle of sin.  Merely to repress its manifestations,
would not result in its extirpation. “Mortification is not
the business of unregenerate men; conversion is their work.,
The conversion of the whole soul, not the mortification of
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this or that particular lust.” Oswen, On Mortification, Ch.
vil. The Christian duty to mortify indwelling sin is urged
in Gal. v. 24; Coloss. iii. 5. See Owen, On the Mortification
of Sin in Believers; and Iloly Spirit, 1V. viil. &Gjoeosde] cter-
nal life is meant. See comment on vi. 22, 23,

VER. 14. vap] introduces the reason why those shall “live”
who mortify the deeds of the body. mvedpare Jeob] is the
Iloly Spirit. The regenerate wvetpa (= répos Tod wverparos),
or the principle of divine life, is neither self-originated, nor
sell-sustained. The “new man,” or “inward man,” or “law
of the mind,” or “law of the Spirit of life,” or “spiritual
mind,” is the product of God the lloly Ghost regenerating
and indwelling.  In this cighth chapter we find the Holy
Spirit, in distinetion from the regencrate human spirit, men-
tioned ten times: viz.: “Spirit of life” (ver. 1); “Spirit of
God” (ver. 9, 14); “Spirit of Christ ” (ver. 0); ¢ Spirit that
raised Christ” (ver. 11); “Spirit that indwells” (ver. 11);
“Spirit that witnesses ” (ver. 16); ¢ Spirit having first fruits”
(ver. 25); “Spirit that helps” (ver. 26); “Spirit that inter-
cedes” (ver. R6).  dyorrar] Compare John vi. 44, where the
same agency is designated as “drawing.” These words
imply that the Divine agency is prior, in the order, to the
human. obroi] is emphatic by position, and the emphasis is
excluding: “these, and no others.” wio{] Christian sonship
is intended: denoting 1. Similarity of dispesition, Mat. v. 9,
455 Gal. 1. 7. 2. An object of peculiar affection, Rowm. ix.
RG; ® Cor. vi. 18. 3. One entitled to peculiar privileges,
Deut. xiv. 1; Hosea i. 10; Rom. ix. 4; 1 John iii. 2. These
particulars discriminate Christicn sonship, which is founded
upon adoption, from natur«l sonship, which is based upon
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creation and is applicable to all men indiseriminately, cither
as subjeets ol the divine government, or as related to cach
other.  Natural sonship, in its various modes and forms, is
mentioned in Gen. iv. 20, 21; v. 3; Job xxxviil. 28; Malachi
il. 10; Luke xvi. 25; Acts xvii. 28; James i. 1%.

VER. 15 contaius a proof of the statement in verse 14, de-
rived [rom the experieuce of the persons addressed.  é\dfSere]
the aorist signification is to be retained: “ye did not re-
]

ceive,” when ye received the Holy Spirit, i. e.  mrefpa] is

subjective, denoting a temper or disposition of the wvetua.
Compare Rom. xi. §; 1 Cor. i, 125 iv, 215 2 Tim. 1. 3. Sim-
ilarly, the English word “mind” may denote the immaterial
substance, objectively; or the mood and temper of it, sul-
jectively.  The article is omitted, because a particular kind
of disposition is meant. 8ovAetas] the genitive of deseription.
The temper, in question, is servile: that of a trembling slave
before a hated taskmaster.  wdAw] previous to the reception
of the Iloly Spirit, in their regeneration, they had possessed
the spirit of bondage. They were then not under grace, but
under law (vi. 11); and “the law worketh wrath” (iv. 13).
The legal spirit has nothing genial or spontancous in it: no
enjoyment. This wretehed spirit, or frame of mind, was not
introduced a second time, by the reception of the Iloly
Ghost. eis] denotes the tendency and result of the spirit of
bondage. ¢ofov] fear is the prineipal impression made by
the moral law, upon the unbeliever. “ The law can do noth-
ing but restrain by the threat and dread of death; for it
promises no good except under condition of perfeet obedi-
ence, and denounces death for a single transgression.”  Cul-
vin in loco.  éAdBere] is repeated for the sake of imypressive-
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ness. Compare 1 Cor. ii. 6, V5 Phil. iv, 17. avetua] has the
same subjeclive signilication as in the preceding clause.
viodeoias] the genitive of description. Tt is not put simply
for vigrys, “souship ™ (Chrys,, Theod.); because it is the ob-
ject ol the writer to indicate the peeuliar nature of the son-
ship. The souship in question is not the sutural sonship
which results [rom generation, as in the instance of the eter-
nal and only begotten Sou, or from ercation, as in the in-
stance of men and angels; but it is the adoptive sonship,
whicll results from a gracious act of God constituting and
establishing it. Meyer remarks that viedesla is the proper
term for adoption, and cites Plaro, Legum, xi. 429, where
viov Yérdar and Jeror vier momjoacdar are the phrases cmployed.
See comment on marépa rédewd oe, in Rom. iv. 17, & ¢ the
clement in which, and the power by which. xpaloper] the
term for fervent supplicatory prayer. Gal iv. 6. 48pa] is
the Greel form of the Syriac nzy, for the Hebrew zx. Come
pare Mark xiv. 36; Gal. iv. 6. Wollius (in loco) quoles a
passage from the Talmud, showing that boud servants were
not allowed by the Jews to call their master 2y, this being
an appellation which only children minht use.  warjp] 1. an
explanation of the Syriac word, for Greek readers (Riickert,
tciche, Hodge, and others).,  This does not seem naturaly in
such an ardent train of thought; 2. a repctition of the name,
characteristic of the fond familiarvity of a ehitd (Chrys., Theo-
dore Mops., Grotius, Alford); 3. the two terms express the
fatherhooll of God, for hoth Jews and Gentiles (Aug., An-
selm, Calvin); 4. ¢BB4d has become a proper name, under-
stood and emploved by Greek-speaking Christians, with
whicli their own 6 mamjp is joined in the ardor of petition
(De Wette, Philippi, Meyer).  The last view is prelerable;
for this is what occurs in every instance in which the Scrip-
tures are translated into any language. Compare the terms
Jehovah, Christ, etc.
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VEer 16, A fuller explanation of év ¢ xpd{oper, ete. adro]
“himsel(.”  Compare Luke xxiv. 1535 John xvi, 27, 76 7ved-
pa] the IToly Ghost. ouvuaprupet] the force of the preposi-
tion is to be retained. There are two persons actually con-
cerned: the believer, and the third trinitarian person. The
latter co-witnesses with the former, and confirms the testi-
mony of the believer’s consciousness, It is as if, when the
believer says: “ I am a child of God,” the Holy Spirit made
answer: “Thou art indeed a ¢hild.” 1In this reference, Ia-
reus quotes John viil. 17: “ The testimony of two men is
true.” Yet all this occurs in the unity of a single self-con-
sciousness, The human S]\l:l'it is not conscious of the Divine
Spirit, as of an agent other than and distinet from itself.
This i1s enthusiasm, in the bad sense. The Holy Ghost is
indeed an agent distinet from and other than the humwan
soul; but there is no report to this effeet, in the immediate
consciousness here described.  The heliever would not have
known that there is another person than himsell concerned
in this confident personal assurance of adoption, had it not
been taught to him. Ilis own mind makes no report of two
agents, or persons.  The witness of the Spirit is not a doc-
trine of psychology, but of revelation. At the same tine,
that it is not a doctrine repellant to human reason, is shown
by the Sawdr of Socrates. The assurance of faith is the
highest degree of saving faith.  The former is described in
2 T, 1. 125 iv. %, 85 the latter, in Mark ix. 24 The first
1s the “blade;” the last, the “lull cormn in the car,” avei-
pare fuav] the regenerate human spirit, as in verses 4, 3, G,
9, 10, 13.  7éxra] a tenderer term than viol, Gral. iv. 28,

Ver. 17. A deduction of consequences, {rom verse 1G.
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Heirship follows from sonship.  3eob] God is regarded not
as the deceased testator, but the living dispenser of his
wealth. Cowmpare Luke xv. 12.  ouwskAypovopor 6¢] a more
specific description of the children; Christ being their elder
brother (verse 29), they have a share in the kingdom of God
with him. Aeccording to the Roman law, the inheritance of
the first-born is no greater than that of the other children;
according to the Hebrew law, it was double. Some com-
mentators (Fritzsche, Tholuck) suppose St. Paul to have the
Roman law particularly in his eye; but this would be utterly
incongruous with St. Paul’s fecling, and that of every true
disciple, toward the Lord. Compare 1 Cor. xv. 8, 9. Fel-
lowship in the inheritance, and not equality in it, is the chief
thing. elmep] See comment on verse 9.  cverdoyoper] suffer-
ing on account of the gospel is fellow-suffering with Christ.
Mat. xx. 22; 1 Pet.iv. 13. Ora] the predetermined purpose
of God.

The paragraph ver. 18-31 contains three reasons for en-
during suffering with Christ: 1. the present suffering is far
outweighed by the future blessedness (ver. 18-235); 2. the
Holy Spirit helps the believer to endure (ver. 26, 27); 3.
everything, be it joy or sorrow, inures to the ultimate good
of the children of God (ver. 28-31).

Ver. 18. Noyilopar] denotes, here, a confident judgment,
as in ii. 3; iil. 28, ydp] introduces the suceeeding reason
for endurance. oix déa] not of sullicient weight or counse-
quence: ‘“worth” has no reference to merit (Papal exe-
getes), but is employed as in the English phrase, “worth

noy.,

while.” 7ob viv xaipot] is like 6 viv alv in Mat. xii. 32: a tem-
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porary duration. wpds] “in comparison with ”: olderos d&ds
éore wpos v dArjear, Plato, Gorgins, 371.  pé\\ovoar] is em-
phatic by position.  8éav] has here, principally, an objective
meaning: the divine glory that accompanies the final advent
of Christ. Compare 1 Tim. vi. 14, 15; 2 Tim. iv. §; Titus
il. 13; 1 Thess. iil. 13; 2 Thess. 1. 10; 1i. 1-4; James v. 7, 8;
2 Pet. iil. 4; i1, 12, The splendor of this future triwinph
of Christ and his church, will far outweigh their present
despised and suffering condition. es] not “in” (Kng. Ver.),
but “unto.” Though there is an inward revelation asso-
ciated with the outer, yet the latter is chiefly in mind, as the
context shows. .

Ver. 19, yap] introduces the proof that there is to bhe a
glorious appearing of the Redeemer.  dmorkapadoria] rapadoketv
siguifies to look for something with uplifted head: dwo is in-

tensive. The earnestness with which the ¢

creature” expeets
the future epipbany is proof that it will certainly occur; other-
wise, the longing would be a mockery. The argument is de-
rived from the connection between any fixed form of human
consciousuess, and its corrclative object. The craving of
hunger demonstrates that there is food somewhere; of
thirst, that there is water somewhere. A world of eravings
and expectations, without their correlates, would be an ivra-
tional one.  In like manner, to suppose that the “creature”
should steadily and unceasingly long after a mere phantasm
and fiction, is absurd. «krigews] denotes: 1. the creative
act, Rom. i. 20; 2. the ereated thing, Mark x. 6; xiii. 19;
Coloss. 1. 15; 2 Pet. iii. 4; Mark xvi. 15; Coloss. 1. 23.
In this place, it has the second signification., The vari-
ous explanations of the meaning of «riuis, here, are reduc-
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ible to the following: 1. The material creation, animate
and inanimate, organic and inorganie (lrenweus, Jerome, Am-
brose, Chrysost., Theophylect, Luther, Calviu, Beza, Grotius,
Parcus, Calovius, I, Turretin, Wollius, De Wette, Fritzsche,
Tholuclk, Neander, Meyer, Philippi, Haldane, Chalmers, Al-
ford, Hodge); 2. The rational ereation: mankind generally,
exclusive of believers (A\ugustine: Expos. ad Rom., 53, who
fears Maniclieism, if material nature be regarded as “ groan-
ing‘,” Locke, Lightloot, Semler, Baumgarten-Crusius, Stuart);

. The whole ereation, materi: 1l and rational, as unredeemed
dll(l craving redemption (Origen, Theodoret, Rosenmulier, Ols-
hausen, Lange, Schaff, Forbes); 4. Redeemed men: the entire
paragraph referring only to the church.  Those who have
“the first fruits of the Spiric ™ are the apostles, in distinetion
from the body of Christians (lttig, Deyling, Lampe).  Wol-
fins, though adopting the first view, regards this last expla-
nation as next in value. The fist view is favored by both the
nearer and the remoter context.  St. PPaul has spolien of the
glorious resurrection of the hody (ver. 11).  Henee, it 1s nat-
ural that he should speak of that external world in which the
body dwells.  He has also spolien of the glorious advent of
Christ, at the end of this material world (ver. 18). It is nat-
ural that he should speak of the alteration in this material
world which is to oceur, according to many seripture pas-
sages, at that time.  A\s the body of the believer was made
subject to death on account of «in, but is to be raised in
glory; so, that outward world in which the believer’s body
resides was cursed (Gen. iii. 17-19), but is to be repristinated
as a suitable dwelling-place for it. There being this connec-
tion and correlation between the believer's body and the visi-
ble world, it is not unnatural that a yearning for this re-
habilitation should be metaphorically aseribed to the latter.
As the believer longs for the “redemption of his body,” so
that creation in whose environment he is to dwell longs for
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deliverance from the “bondage of corruption.” In deter-
mining the scope of «riows, voluntary creatures, men and
angels, are excluded by oby ékuboa, in verse 20; unregenerate
men are excluded by dmokapadoxia, in verse 19: the natural
man does not carnestly expect the “wmanifestation of the
sons of God;” and Christians are excluded by verse 23.
Origen’s explanation of «rioes as the whole created universe
of mind and matter, presents a comwbination so heterogencous
that 1t wonld be impossible to attribute a longing to it in
onc and the same sense. Matter inanimate and animate,
angels good and evil, and men believing and unbelieving,
cannot have a common aspiration. llence, xrics is best rve-

ferred to the irrational creation, and the *

‘earnest cxpecta-
tion 7 is tropical, and not literal. Material nature is meta-
phorically in sympathy with redeemed man, and shall be
restored with bim.  “Simplicius est, generatim de universa
mundi machina, et rebus creatis, etiam brutis et inanimis,
aceipere «riows, puta astris, clementis, animalibus, terre frue-
tibus, et quarcunque usibus hominis primitus fuerint a deo
destinata.” Tarcus in loco. Compare viil. 39, where the
material terms tYwpa and Bddos are associated with kriois.
dmoxdAvjv] the completion of the work of redemption, in the
perfect sanctilication of the believer’s soul, and the glorious
resurrection of his body. The first occurs at death, and the
last at the advent of Christ spoken of in verse 18. It is
“the shining forth” of the righteous (Mat. xtii. 43). Com-
pare 1 John iil. 1, 2; Rev. xxii. 4; Dan. xil. 3.  drexdéxerac]
denotes long-continued waiting.  Such personification of
aterial nature is common in Seripture. Compare Dreut.
xxxil, 15 Job xii %, 93 Ps. xix. 1 sq.3 Ixviii. 8, 163 xevi. 11,
12; cxlviil. 3-10; Isa. i 2; xiv. 85 lv. 12,

VER. 20, with verse 21, assigns the reason, introduced
by yap, for the “expectation” mentioned in verse 19. pa-
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ratéryre] is emphatic by position: the term denotes, primari-
ly, weakness, helplessuess, frailty of a physical kind. The
Septuagint translates 2231 (= Abel, Gen. iv. 2) by paradrys,
in Kecl. 1. 2, 145 il 1, 11, 15 et alia. The reference in such
passages is, to the perishable, transitory, and unsatisfying
nature of visible and ecarthly things. In Ps. iv. 3 (compare
Acts xiv. 13), paradrys denotes an idol, which is a nonentity
(1 Cor. viil. 45 Isa. xli. 24, 29).  Tn the New Testament, the
word is most commonly employed in a moral and spiritnal
sense. Rom. i. 21; 1 Cor. xv. 17; Eph. iv. 17; Tit. iii. 9;
James i. 26; 1 Pet. 1. 18; 2 Pet. 1. 18, In this place, it de-
notes the tendency to deterioration and dissolution charac-
teristic of material nature: its equivaleut, ¢3opd, in verse 21,
proves this. The material creation, in the midst of which
the “sons of God” are now placed, has no permanency.
The instant anything begins to exist here upon earth, it
begins to die. Such an environnment is unsuited to the sin-
less spirit and the celestial body of the risen believer. The
“Justified man made perfeet” (Ileb. xii. 223) would be out of
place, in an outward world of decay and death. dmerdyn] is
passive, not middle. God is the efficient. The aorist relers
to a well-known historical fact, viz.: the “curse” mentionedin
Gen. iii. 14-19.  The voluntary disobedience of man brought
evil upon the involuntary (ody éxotiga) physical creation with
which he was connected. According to the Biblical repre-
sentation, physical nature, so fiur as it is connected with man
and with sin, differs, in important respects, from what it is
by creation, and prior to the origin of sin. The human body
is now mortal ; by creation, and before apostasy, it was
not (Gen. iil. 22-24; Rev. xxii. 14), The natural and ma-
terial world for the unfallen Adam, was an Eden; for the
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fallen Adam, a cursed and thistle-bearing carth (Gen. 1. 8,
93 il 17-19, 24).  As Scripture is silent upon details, it is
impossible to deline particularly, DBut it must be observed,
that the statements in Genesis and in the Epistle to the
Romans, respecting the curse upon physical nature, relate
only to the /nonan world, and the sin of sien.  There is
nothing in these portions of revelation that neccessitates the
assertion that the curse upon physical nature extends
throughout universal space.  So far as material nature is

“cursed”

connceted with man, and his trausgression, it is
for liis sake. Nature as connccted with the fallen angels is
also cursed. Dut nature as conneeted with those myriads of
holy and blessed spirits who constitute the vast majority of
God’s rational ereatures, is not cursed, but effulgent and
glorious.  “The Seriptures everywhere make prominent the
coherence amd correspondence between the spiritual and nat-
ural world. There must be a heaven, because there are
heavenly beings: because there is a God, and because there
arc angels and saints.  There must be a hell, hecause there are
devils, Thus, paradise corresponded with Adam in Lis state
of innocence; the cursed ground with fallen man; the prowm-
ised land, as the type of the future paradise, with the typi-
cal peaple of God; a darkening and desolation of the land,
with every moral and veligious decline of the people (Deut.
xxviil, 15; Isa, xxiv, 17; Joel ii.); an exaltation of nature,
with every spiritual period of salvation (Deut. xxviii. 85 Ds.
Ixxily Isa. xxxv.j 1losca il. 21); the darkening of the sun,
and the carthquake, at the death of Christ; the conllagra-
tion of the world, in connection with the day of judgment
(2 DPet. iii. 10; Rev. xvi.); the renovation of the world, in
connection with the triumph of Christ and his church (Ise.
xi.y 1x.; Rev. xx.—xxii.).” Lange on Rom. viii. 18-27. ody,
éwboa] “mnon volens: id est, contra naturalem propensita-
tew,” DParcus in loco. Nature instinctively recoils from
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wealkness, pain, and death: “invita et repugnante natura.”
Calvin. &w] 1. is here equivalent to ““through,” having a
prevailing reference to the cllicient cause. Compare John
vi, 7. In this case, the preposition combines the meaning
of “on account of,” with that of “by means of.” Accord-
ing to this explanation, the unwillingness, or repugnance of
nature is overcome by God’s direct clliciency. 2. 6w has its
usual signification with the aceusative: “on account ol ”
(Eng. Ver.,, “by reason of 7).  According to this explana-

y

tion, the “ecreature ” represses its unwillingness and repug-

nance, and submits to ¢

vauity,” becanse God inspires it
with the hope of final deliverance from it,  The conmmon use
of 8w with the accusative favors the latter interpretation.
Winer (p. 399, Note) remarks, that, © probably, Paul inten-
tionally avoided saying 8w 7ot moraldrres, hecause Adam's
sin was the speelal and direct cause of the parawsrys.”  é¢’
amd] upon (not i, which would require &) hope, as the
ground. Compare iv. 18. These words may be conneeted
with iwerdfarra (Vulgate, Luther, Calvin, Olshausen); or
with dzerdyn (Meyer). The latter construction malkes the
hope more promincut, as the motive for overcoming the
unwillingness and submitting to ¢ vanity.” There are two
subjections: one to the curse, and the other to the hope that
the curse will be removed.  Tiope is not actual fruition (ver,
21), and calls for patience.

Ven. 21. 6ri] is the reading of ABCEL Receptus, Tachm.
(6t is that of WDI' Tisch.): not, “beeause” (Eng. Ver.),
but, ¢ that.” The particle denotes what the hope is; asin
Phil. i. 20.  «kai] the irrational creation, also, as well as the
church, air3] the creation itscly; as well as the soul of man,
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é\evdepodijoerar] this deliverance of material nature from the
curse connected with Adam’s sin is frequently mentioned in
Scripture. It is the waliyyeveaia of Mat. xix. 28; and the
dmokardoragis wavrwy of Acts 1l 21, Sce Isa. x1. 6-9; xxxv.
1-10 5 IIeb. xii R6-28 5 2 Pet. 1i. 10-13; Rev. xxi., xxil
¢dopds] the genitive of apposition: the bondage which is a
corruption (Tholuck, Meyer, Philippi). The Sovkela 175 ¢pJopas
is the equivalent of the parasrys.  1f freed from the former,
the creature is not subject to the latter. ¢Jopi denotes
cither physical corruption, putrefaction, and thus death and
destruction (1 Cor. xv. 42, 50; 2 Pet. ii. 12); or moral and
spiritual corruption, and death (Gal. vi. 8; 2 Pet. i. 4; ii. 19).
The first is the meaning here, in accordance with the nature
of the subject. Wlen external nature is renovated and pre-
pared for a residence of the redeemed, fragility and vanity,
decay and death will no longer characterize it.  84éys] the
genitive of apposition. The ereation is introduced (by par-
ticipation in it) into that liberty which is the glory of the
children of God. The restoration of material nature is a
condition similar, in its own lower sphere, to the restoration
of man’s spiritual nature, in its higher sphere. St. Paul here
teaches, not the anuihilation of this vigible world, but its
trausformation.

Ver. 22 presents a proof, introduced by vyap, that there is
such a subjection to vanity, and such a bondage, in the exter-
nal world around man, as has been described in verses 19-21.
On the general subject of the groaning of the creation, see
Lange in loco, pp. 286-288. oidaper] is universal: every
one lknows; “we are surc” (ii. 2, ng. Ver.). Itis a fact
of common observation and belief. Compare Mat. xxii. 16;

Rom. iii. 195 vii. 14; 1 John iii. 15. The apostle refers to
that gencral human conviction that nature is not now in its
normal and ideal state, which expresses itsclf in the legends
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respecting a former golden age, and the reign of Saturn
(Ovid, Fasti, iv. 197; Virgil, Bucolica, iv. 6); in the specu-
lations of IPlato concerning a pre-existence of the human
soul, in an environment of beauty and perlection suited to it
(Phado, 73-80); in that minor undertone which character-
izes the deepest and most sympathetic strains in mocern
music and poetry; and lastly, in the common utterance of
ordinary untutored human nature, when, weary of earth
and time, it “would not live alwavs.” wica 3 «riois] all
material nature, excluding the church, as verse 23 shows.
guorevdler kal ouvvwdive| the figure is that of a woman in
labor: “the pains of birth, not ol death” (Calvin)., The
preposition denotes either, that all the parts and elements of
the Immaterial creation suffer conjointly; or, in sympathy
with the children of God (Calvin). dyxpe to viv] from the
apostasy, to the present moment. This bondage and travail
of material nature has found a lofty and impressive utter-
ance in Wordsworth's Ode on The Intimations of Immor-
tality.
* There was a time when meadow, grove, and stream,
I'he earth, and cvery common sight,
To me did seem
Apparelled in celestial light,
The glory and freshness of a dream,
It is not now as it hath been of yore:
Turn whereso’er I may,
By night or day,
The things which I have seen, I now can see no more.
Waters on a starry night
Are beautiful and fair;
The sunshine is a glorious birth;
But yet I know, where'er I go,
That there hath passed away a glory from the earth.”
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In respect to the teachings of this paragraph, the fol-
lowing points (says Parcus in loco) are certain. 1. The
creation is made subject to vanity (viil. 20); 2. is to be
delivered (ver. 21); 3. angels and redeemed men dwell to-
gether in heaven (Mat. xviii. 10); 4. the redeemed aie in
glory with Christ, where the throne and liouse of God are
(John xvii. 24); 5. the visthle heavens and earth are to he
burned up (2 Pet. iil. 10); 6. new visible heavens and carth
are to be prepared (2 Pet. il 15). It s unecertain, but prob-
able, that all ereatures not required in the new heavens and
carth will be destroved: viz, animals, and plants, cte. Ilow
the clements are to be purilicd is unknown; and so, like-
wise, Is the locality, quantity, and quality of the new heav-
ens and earth.”

Vier. 25 coutains a sccond proof of the proposition in
verse 18, derived from the dbeliceer’s bondage and hope.
Nature is in bondage, yet with expectation of deliverance;
and so is even the church of Christ itself, ot pdrov 8¢ sup-
ply mdoa ¥ kricis ovorerdfer.  atroi] Paul and his Chrixtian
readers, and thus inclusive of the chureh universal.  dmapyir]
the first sheaves of grain were a pledge of (he entire harvest,
The “first fruits ol the Iloly Spirit,” alluded to, are the re-
generated human nature, which has been denominated the
“Inner man,” the “Jaw of the mind,” the “spiritual uind,”
the “law of the Spirit of life.”  The reference is not 1o any
superiority of that generation of Christians over all others;
but to the relation which the divine life in its beginnings
sustains to its ultimate result in heaven (Eph. 1. 14).
mretparos | The Holy Spirit: partitive genitive (xvi, 33
1 Cor. xv. 20; James 1. 13).  &ai adroi] repeated for empha-
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sis. arevaloper] the Apostle has already uttered this groan
in the exclamation: “ O wretched man, Who shall deliver
me” (vii. 24); and has analyzed this phase of the believer's
experience, in vii. 14-25.  This verse proves that the experi-
ence in chapter viii. is the same in kind with that in chapter
vii. 14-25.  viedeoiar] as believers, they already were adopted
(ver. 15), but their redemption was incomplete.  They had
not attained to sinless perfection; their body was still the
“vile body ” (Phil. iii. 21); and the outer world around them
was under the curse.  This imperfection and incompleteness
was not to be removed, until the glorious advent of Christ
(ver. 18), and the “ manilestation of the sons of God” (ver.
19).  dmoMdrpwow Tob ¢wpartes] explains viodeoiar. 1t is the
deliverance of the hody [rom its corruptible and mortal con-
dition (the consequence of sin), and its transformation into
the incorruptible and glorious body spoken of in 1 Cor. xv.
51 sq.; 2 Cor. v. 1-4; Phil. iii. 21,

VER. 2% gives a reason, introduced by yap, for “waiting
for the redemption of the body.” é\zid] “ with hope” (not
“by liope:” Eng. Ver.): the dative of manner (Bengel,
Meyer); and not hope put for faith (Chrysost., De Wette).
Hope is the accompaniment of Christianity. Paganism is
hopeless,  Compare the pagan utterances: “ Hope is the
drcam of one awakened;” and, “fredus mundum intravi,
anxius vixi, perturbatus morior.” éow3nuev] the aorist refers
to the time of regeneration, and the act of faith. B\emopéiy]
whose object is belore the cyes. «ui] denotes the addition
of hope to actual vision, which would be superfluous.

VER, 23, & dmoporjs] “patiently:” 8w when applied to the
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mental states in which something is done, may be referred to
the notion of instrumentality. IHenee, with its substantive it
is a cireumlocution for an adverb, or adjective” (Winer, 379).
droporiis| See comment on il Ty v. 3, b dmexdexdpueda] the
present tense indicates an action going omn.

Vee. 26, St. Paul now passes to the second reason for en-
during suffering for and with Christ (ver. 18). dcaires] in-
troduces the rcason. 76 mvetpa] the Holy Spirit: compare
verses L6 and 23, «at] in addition to the cxpectation previ-
ously mentioned. owarriapfBdverac] Compare Luke x. 40.
The Holy Spirit co-operates with the regenerate will, and
ensures success.  dodeveia] that weakness ol the soul which
is felt in the struggle with indwelling sin, and expresses it-
self in the ecry for help (vii. 2-4), and the groaning (viii. 23).
mpooevéopeda] prayer is the particular, in which the believer
is lielped.  The Divine Spirit is a “ Spirit of supplications,”
Zeeh. xii. 10, ke84 8¢7] the emphasis must he laid upon these
words,  They denote, not the matter of the prayer, but the
manner of it.  The believer knows what (70) he should pray for:
viz., the forgiveness of sins, ete.; but he does not know how
to pray for this with the earnestness and perseverance that
are requisite (xad¢ 8et). The aorist subjunctive, which is
best supported by the mss., is equivalent to a subjective
[uture. dmeperrvyyired] is followed by dmep fpaw in CKI1. Vul-
gate, Peshito, Copt., Reeeptus.  This is omitted in SABD
Lachm,, Tisch., Tregelles. It is implied in the preposition
with the verb, The action denoted by imeperruydrer is not
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performed in heaven (Fritzsche); but in the believer’s heart,
as the following verse shows (Augustine, Philippi).  Christ;
in his priestly oflice, is the intercessor in heaven, for his peo-
ple (Heb. vii. 25; ix. 24); but the Holy Spirit is dA\ov mapd-
k\grov (John xiv. 16) who intercedes within their souls.
There is no distinction in consciousness, between the work-
ings of the regenerate spirit and the Holy Spirit.  Yet, it is
the creature and not the Creator who supplicates for Lless-
ings. The Holy Ghost is not the subject that is needy and
asks for spiritual good. At the same time, the communion
between the Holy Spirit and the believer is so intimate, and
the human soul is so utterly helpless and dependent, that
the believer’s prayer under the Spirit’s actuation is lhere
denominated the
be understood in the Christian, and not the pantheistic sense.

groaning of the Holy Spirit.”  This is tg

See comment on viil. 16.  orerayuots] with allusion to grevd-
{opev in verse 23, The groans arising from a scnse of
indwelling sin result in groans in prayer for deliverance
from it. dAalijros] transcending the power of words to {ully
express them: not unuttered, or dumb (Grotius, I'ritzsche),
but unutterable. There is some expression, but not an ade-
quate one. Compare 2 Cor, ix. 15; 1 Pet. i. 8.

Ver, 27. 8] is adversative: although the intercession is
unutterable, yet God knows, cte. & épewdr] God is the
Searcher of hearts (1 Sam. xvi. 75 Prov. xv. 11).  ¢poryual
the inclination, or disposition: “intentio Spiritus” (Parcus).
Sec¢ comment on viii. 6, 7. Compare also | Cor. 1i. 11, ¢po-
vyua is related to xapdias.  God, by searching into the state
ol the believer’s heart, perceives what is the mind of the
Holy Spirit, because the Holy Spirit has produced this state
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of heart. The effect is the index of the cause. God secs
his own image in his c¢hild.  éri] not, “because” (Tholuclk,
De Wette, Philippt), for God would know, even if the inter-
cession were not xara Jedv; but, “that,” as explanatory
(Grotius, Reiche, Fritzsche, Meyer).  In order to render 6r,
“ because,” otder must have the meaning of “approve.” kara
Jeor] the intereession is in accordance with the divine nature
and will. St Panl says xare Jeov, rather than xara abré, for
the sake of emphasis.  Compare 2 Cor. vii. 9, 10.  The con-
nection of thought in verses 26 and 27 is this: The believer,
through the intercession of the Holy Spirit, has holy desires
that are so deep and iutense that he cannot give full expres-
sion to them. The prayer is a groaning too deep for words,
But, though thus unutterable, it is yet perfectly compre-
hended by God, the Searcher of Hearts. God knows the
mind of the Holy Ghost, who has prompted this unspeakable
longing in the believer's heart, and knows that this mind is
“accoiding to the will of God.” The prayer, therelore,
though inadequately expressed, will be heard and answered,
beeause, “if we ask anything aceording to his will, he hear-

cth us” (1 John v. 14).

Ver. 28 mentions the third reason (introduced by &,
transitive: “now”) lor enduring sufiering {or Christ.  oia-
pev] the universal experience of the churceh, not of the world.
rots] dative of advantage. dyamdow] a designation for be-
lievers, 1 Cor. ii. 9; Lph. vi. 245 James i. 12. advra] all
events, alllictions included (v. 535).  ovrepyet] is [ollowed hy &
Jeds, as the subject, in ADB Lachw.; but this is rejected by most
editors,  dyadov] anarthrous, to denote good generally.  7ols

)

kara| “as for those who:™ giving the reasoun of the action in

Rl
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owepyel.  mpideow] the divine purpose to save individual
persons.  Rom.ix. 115 Bphoi. 11; 2 Tim. 1. 9. The patristie
cxegesis varies here, according as the Greek or the Latin
(Augustinian) anthropology is adopted by the cxegete.
Clement of Alexandrin, Origen, Cyril Jerus., Chrysost., The-
otoret, Theophylact, explain wpodecwr as the believer’s pur-
pose.  Ambrose, Augustine, and Jerome as the divine pur-
pose. «Ayrois| the call is clfectual (ver. 30).

VER. 29, and 30, explain what is involved in kard mpoJe-
ow k\qrots.  wpoéypvw] is found only in this place, and in xi.
25 1 Pet. 1. 20; Acts xxvi, d; 2 Pet. iii. 17, In the third of
these passages, it siguilics a man’s previous acquaintance
with another man; and in the fourth, his previous knowledge
of a certain thing. In the other three instances, the word
denotes an act of God. In 1 Pet. i. 20, it is applied to
Christ, as having been “ forcordained (n-pocvao-p.e'rov) before
the foundation of the world.,” In xi. 2, it is said that < God
hath not east away his people whom he foreknew (mpoéyvw);”
and the context shows that it means the same as elected (xl.

5). The noun mpoyrwoes is found in Acts ii. 23; 1 Pet. 1. 2,
and in both instances denotes the divine 1)111])0se or decree.
Calvin (in loco) thus defines mpoéyrw . “ Not foreknowledge
as bare prescience, but the adoption by which God had al-
ways, {from cternity, distinguished his children from the
reprobated.” In classical usage, mpoyiyraosw would signify
mere prescience (though in later Greek, yryrdoke, like seisco,
sometimes signifies to determine, or decree); but in the New
Testament usage, it is employed in the sense of the Hebrew
r7, to denote love and favor of some kiud or other. Sec the
explanation of yudoxw, in vii. 15. Says Pareus (in loco),
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“rpoéyrw Hebraismo significat, quos ab wterno ex perdita
massa humana misericorditer in Christo pro suis deus cogno-
vit, dilexit, clegit: Hebrweis, enim, y73 cogioscere est, amnure,
curain ayere.  Itiam maritalem concubitum voecant cogrié-
tivnein, quia cst intimi amoris conjugalis opus est (Gen. iv.
1). Sic, de deo dieitur, ‘novit (éyyw) dounnus qui sunt sui’
(2 Tim. ii. 19). THpéyvwes, ergo, non notitiam preesecientie,
qua omnia ab weterno, bona et mala, deus prasseivit; sed no-
titiam  conoris, cectionés, cure, qua, quos voluit, gratuito
electionis favore in Christo, dignatus est.” Accordingly, to
“foreknow,” in the llebraistic use, is more than simple pre-
science, and something more, also, than simply to “fix the
eyc upon,” or to *‘select.” It is this latter, but with the
additional notion of a benignant and kindly feeling toward
the object. Sece comment on ix. 13. This latter feeling
(denominated “love,” in Rom. ix. 13: 1 John iv. 10, 19;
Eph. v. 25; Gal. ii. 205 Jer. xxxi. 3, et alia), it must be ob-
served, does not have its ground or cause in any morally
loveable quality in the object. The object is a sinuer, and
an enemy of God (v. & 10; viil. 7). God's clecting love
is his compassion, and not his complacent delight in spiritual
excellence and holiness. It is prior to all holiness, and all
excellence, being the cause of it (viil. 295 xi. 25 1 Pet. i, 2
2 Tim. 1. 9). The ground of it is in himsell alone. His
clection 1s “according to his good pleasure,” Eph. i. 95 and
“after the counsel ol hiis own will,” Isph. i. 11, The chosen
people of God were informed explicitly, and with repeated
emphasis, that the causc of their clection was not their own
righteousness or merit. ¢ Understand, thereflore, that the

T.ord thy God giveth thee not this good land to possess it
for thy righteousness; lor thou art a stiffnecked people,”
Deut. ix. 4-8. It is at this point, that the two generic ex-
planations (predestinarian, and anti-predestinarian) ol =po-
éprw take their start. The Augustinian and Calvinistic

b
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explanation asseris that the divine act of election does not
have its motive and reason in any spiritual excellence, either
present and scen, or future and l[orescen, in the elected per-
son; but solely in the divine self-determination (Mat. xi, 26).
The Semi-Pelagian and Arminian explanation asserts what
the other deunies. Many Lutheran exegetes, also, are anti-
predestinarian.  Mever (in loco) remarks: “ Rieltig, da der
Glaube der subjective Heilsarund ist, Calov, und unsere
ilteren Dogmatiker: quos:ercdituros previdit vel swseeptu-
708 vorativnen.,”  Concerning the dogmatic Lutheranism of
the Formula Concordi:e, however, Miller (On Sin, i1, 220)
remarks that the statements in this symbol “respecting the
nature and depth of human depravity, obviously sanction
the doctrine of unconditional predestination.”  The Armini-
an interpretation, that (iod eleets those whom lie foreknows
will helieve and repent, would require some such clause as
ovppappous Tijs elxiros to bhe conneceted with mpoéprw. The fact
that it stands isolated, and without a qualilying adjunct, is
significant.  wpoupwear] to destine, or appoint beforehand.
There is all the certainty implied in the pagan fate, but re-
ferved to a wise and intellizent person, Acts iv. 28; Eph. i.
5. 11 ayemopgors] having the same pipdy with the glorified
Redeemer (Phill i, 215 1 John iii. 2), wich allusion to the
dmoalgr of verse 19, and the dmolirpuour of verse 23, It
does not include a participation in Christ’s sufferings (Cal-
vin); because it is the exaltation (8o&ur, ver. 18) of the Re-
decmer that is referred to.  eixoros] hoth spiritual (1 Cor. xi.
7; Coloss. 1. 13), and corporeal (1 Cor. xv. 49): the sinless
spirit, and the celestiul body. es 70 elvat] is exegetical of
auppipgpovs o the end, and not the result. Believers are pre-
destinated to this perfect conformity with Christ, in order
that he may be glorified as the head and first-horn of the
redecmed. wporérokor & wolAuis| the preposition, with the

dative, denotes that Christ is one of the nwmber. Compare
12
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Nois adeldols + ** ods 8¢ mwpowpioey, TovTous Kai éxdhecev
rai ods ekdheoev, TouTovs rkai édikaiwaev ods 8¢ ESikaiw-
ey, ToUTOUS Kal esofaa'ev.

* T. odv épobuey mpds radra; & o Jeos Umép npwv,
Coloss. i. 18,  In Coloss. i, 15 (mpwrérokes mdoys sricews), the
preposition is not employed, because, as verses 16 and 17
show, Christ is not a part of the creation. He is prior to
all creation. The preposition in composition governs the
” Cow-
pare mpwrds pov, in John 1. 30.  ddeddpois] sons of God by adop-
tion, in distinction from é povoyens vios (John i. 18).

following genitive: “begotten before every creature.

Ver. 30. e’mil\eaev] like xAyrots in ver, 28, Compare 1 Cor.
i 9, 245 Ephoi 185 2 Time i 9. It is not the external eall
(Mat. xx. 16; xxii. 14), but the internal and effectual; be-
cause, the “called,” here, are the ¢ justified.”  There are
four clements in the cltectual call: 1. convietion of con-
science; 2. illumination of the understanding; 5. rencwal of
the will; 4. faith in Christ. Westminster S, C., 31, &waiw-
oev] See comment on Rom, i, 13; iii. 4. éoéager] The {future
glorification of the belicver is designated by the aorist, as his
justification, ealling, predestination, and clection have been;
beecause all of these divine acts are eternal, and therefore
simultaneous for the divine mind, All are equally eertain,

Verses 31-39 arc an inference more immediately from
verses 28-30. Dut, as St. Paul has come to the winding up
of that part of the ISpistle which relates to the necessity,
nature, and effeets of gratuitous justification, this inference
has also a remoter reference to the whole course of reasoning
upon this subjeet.  Respecting the tone and style, Krasmus

asks: “Quid unquam Cicero dixit grandiloquentius?”

VER. 31, odv] as an inference from the foregoing, i. c.
wpos] ““in respect to.,” rabra] the statements immediately,



CHIAPTER VIII. 32-34, 267

Tis kaY Jpdv; ™ 8 qe Tob (8lov viob ovx épeicaTo, aANa
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and more remotely made respecting justification by faith in
Christ.  3eds] sc. éorw.

Ver. 32 answers the foregoing question. ye] ““surely.”
ibiov] sce comment on éavroy, in viil. 3.  épelvaro] the refer-
ence is to the judicial sulfering which the Son of God
endured.  Ie was not spared the expiating agony which he
volunteered to endure. The cup was not taken from his
lips, until he had drank it, Mat. xxvi. 39. Compare 2 Det.
ii. 4. mép] is equivalent to dvri, by reason of its connection
with mapéduker. Compare 2 Cor. v. 20, 21; Philemon 13. Sce
comment on Rom. v. . wapeédwxer] viz.: as an Naomijpor.  whbs

obxi] “how shall he not still more:”

the argument from the
greater to the less. =zdvra] everything requisite to eternal
life and blessedness.  xapiverat] denotes the action of the

same ydpis that delivered up Christ as an oblation for sin.

Verses 33 and 34 prove that all things shall be graciously
given to believers, fromn the fact: 1. that God the Father
will interpose no obstacle; 2. that Christ will not. éyxaXéoed]
to sumnion a person before a judicial bar, and bring a charge
against him.  éklextov] the xAyrou of verses 28, 31. Jeis 6
duwawov] there are two modes of punctuation, 1. This clause
is the interrogative answer to 7is éykaléoer, and Xpioros 6 droda-
raw . . . udv is the same to tis 6 kararpivev (Aug., Olsh., De
Wette, Allord, Griesb.,, Lachm.); 2. The two above-nen-
tioned clauses are direct answers to the two questions (Luther,
Beza, Calvin, Grotius, Wolfius, Tholuck, Iritzsche, Philippi,
Lange, Stuart, Hodge, Eng. Ver.,, Tisch.). «xaraxpwiv] to
pass a condemning sentence, ii. 1; xiv, 23. ’Iyoods] is sup-



208 COMMENTARY ON ROMANS.

Xptaros "Inoobs o amodavev, palkov 8¢ éyepIels, bs Eéoriw
év Sekud Tol Jeod, Os kai evTuyydver Umep judv. * Tis Huas
wploer amo Ths aydmns Tob Xptatob ; INWNrs ) aTevoyw-
Xwp 1 Y] X
4 A \ A A Y Vs ’ R
pia 9 Stwypos i) Auuos 1) qupvdTrs 7 xivduves 3 pdyaipa ;

ported by RACFL Vulg., Copt., /Eih., Lachm. (bracketed),
Tisch.); is omitted by BD Tregelles. The connection favors
the formality of the full name of Christ, as the Judge of
quick and dead. dwodaviv] as the idaomijpuwy, 1. e,  palov 8]
“nay more.” éyepdeis| the resurrection is tlic evidence of the
sufficiency and acceptance of his sacrifice (iv. 23). This fact,
together with the session upon the right hand of God, and
the intercession, prove Christ’s power to save his people from
condemnation.  8s] is the reading of WABC Peshito, .1ith,,
Copt., Lachm., Tisch., Tregelles; xat is added by DISL Vulg.,
Recept. év de&id] denotes universal dominion with the Iather,
Ps. ex. 15 Eph. i 205 Heb. i. 3; Itev. iii. 21, érrvyxdre| the
intercession whereby he presents the werits of his work in
dmodavdy, Heb. vii. 25; ix. 24; 1 John ii. 2.

VER. 55 7i5] not 7{(as would be more natural), because of
the preceding ris. xepioed] looks back to the mudyjuara of ver.
18, The tribulation and sorrow of this life lead the heliever
to think that he is forsaken of his Redcemer, and particularly
that he is not beloved hy him. Xpwrrot] is subjective (most
commentators). Verse 37 proves this to be the correct view.
It is Christ’s perfect and almighty love toward the believer,
and mnot the believer's imperfect aud feeble love toward
Clrist, that supports under the distress and persecution of
the present time.  If this were lost, all is lost; even the he-
liever’s own love for Christ. Swwypuos, ete.] the kinds of suffer-
ing mentioned are, naturally, such as characterized the carly
Cliurch, and the martyr-age. DBut if the Redeemer’s love is
unchanging in the extraordinary circuunstances of his people,
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it certainly will be in the ordinary. If he walks with his
disciples on the sea, he surely will on the land.

VeR. 36. kadis] such trials as have been mentioned are to
be expected: the Old Testament saints suflered in the same
manuner, yéyparrar]| in Ps. xliv. 22, according to the Septu-
agint version.  6r] is reeitative, marking the quotation.
6] not ¢ daily,” but at any time in the day: “all the day
long” (Eng. Ver.). o¢ayjs| not the sacrificial slaughter
(Theophylact), but that of the market. The Ronan regarded
the Christian as a cheap and common victim.

VER, 37, ¢AX'] “no, we shall not be separated, but,” ete.
Toutors] those mentioned in verses 35, 36.  dyemjoarros] 1.
God the IFather (Chrys., Grotius, Bengel, Olsh.); 2. Christ
(Riickert, De Wette, Philippi, Tholuek, Mcyer). The latter
is preferable, because of verse 35. Compare Gal. ii. 20;
Phil. iv. 13.  Both persons are combined in verse 39.

Vee. 38, St. Paul strengthens the affirmation of verse 37,
by the expression of his own personal conviction. 3draros
and {wj] are general: covering all the circumstances in which
a man can be placed. Ie must either live, or die. Verse 30
naturally leads to the mention of death, first. The reverse
order is found in 1 Cor. iil. 22, dyyedoi] angels generally,
good and bad, Compare Gal. i. 8. dpxac] the arrangement of
words in the text is supported by RABCDEL Copt., Ith.,
Griesb., Lachm., Tisch., Mever, Alford, Tregelles.  The Re-
ceptus, L Pesliito, place ovre Swwduers belore ovre éveorara.
In the first arrangement, dpxal is best referred to dyyelot, de-
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noting angelic hierarchies, good and evil; and dwdpes to
carthly principalities, kings and governments. In the lost
arrangement, both words are best referred to dyyelou: dpyal
designating good angels, and 8wdues, evil.  Compare Eph.
i. 21; Coloss. i. 15. éveorara] present, and immediately imn-
pending events.  pélorta] events in the nearer or remoter
future. Not the glorious and joyful events of the future
(verses 18, 19) are intended; but such tribulations as are
specified in verse 35.

VER. 39. olre twpa olre Sados] not heaven and hell (Theo-
doret, Bengel); or heaven and carth (Theophylact, Fritzsche);
but space generally (Meyer).  érépa] implies that all the oh-
jeets that have been enumerated are ereated things,  dyamys
Jeov] is the same as dydmy Xpiorod (ver. 35). Compare v. 8.
év Xpwrrg] Christ is hoth the medium, and the mediator of
God’s love toward the believer.



CHAPTER IX.
§ 4. The application of yratwilows justification. Rom. ix.—xi,

Mever, Philippi, and others, regard chapters ix.—xi. as
only an appemdix to the preceding ecight; being influenced
by an anti-predestinarian bias.  But these chapters ungues-
tionably cnunciate doctrines that constitute an integral purt
of the Christian system as coneeived and stated by St. Paul;
and therefore constitute the Lourth and last division in the
dogmatic part of the ISpistle, in which the writer considers
the mode in which the righteousness of God actually becomes
the personal possession of the individual.  The previous dis-
cussion has shown that the proximate and instrumental cause
is faith, But the complete comprehension of the subject
requires an wlt/mete and efficient cause.  The question arises
whether [aith is a self-originated act of the human will, or
whether it is wrought in the will by God. The apostle
afirms the latter, and teaches that the ultimate reason why
the individual believes, is that God cleets him to faith, and
produces it within him.  The doctrine of redemption is thus
made to rest upon that of the divine sovereignty in the be-
stowment ol regenerating grace. Were faith in Christ’s work
to be determined solely and ultimately by the human will,
the result of that worlk would be a failure ; since man, unin-
fluenced by grace, uniformly rejects it. St. Paul gocs even
further than this, and asserts that owing to the bonduge of
the will, it must be a failure, viii. 7, 23; ix. 16.

The apostle has already touched upon the doctrine of clee-
tion in viii. 28-83. He now enters upon the full examination
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of it, together with the correlated doctrine of reprobation,
by first lamenting that a part of the Jews had not obtained
the benclits of gratuitous justification (ix. 1-5). e then
justifies God, in regard to this fact, by proving, both from
Seripture and from reason, that God is under no obligation
to work [aitl: in the resisting and disbelieving man, and that
the bestowment of grace is optional.  IElection and reproba-
tion are acts ol sovereignty, in which God is perfeetly free
(ix. 6=29). St. Paul then proves, in respect to the doctrine of
reprobation, that the Jews, by their strenuous rejection of
the righteousness of God and thelr zealous pursuit of scll-
righteousness, are the guilty cause of their own perdition.
God does not produce their unbelief and self-righteousness,
but merely leaves them in it.  Ile does not stimulate them
to pursue after justification by the works of the law, but only
permits them to do as they please (ix. 30-x. 21).  Aflter this
statement and defence of the doctrine of election and repro-
bation, St. Paul assieus as one reason [or the preterition of
a portion of the Jews, that the gospel might pass to the
Gentiles, and then prophetically announces the final election
of the body of the Jewish people, in connection with the final
triumph of Christianity in the world (xi. 1-36). He thus closes
the discussion of a topic in itself depressing, with the consol-
atory prediction of a hopcful future for the Jew. Says Cole-
ridge (Table Talk, Aug. 14, 1833), “ When T read the ninth,
tenth, and cleventh chapters of the IEpistle to the Romans to
that fine old man, Mr.

, at. Ilighgate, he shed tears. Any
Jew of sensibility must be deeply impressed by them,”

Ver, 1. & Xpwro] in his communion with Christ: the
sphere and eclement in which he says what follows, This
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would be, for St. Paul, the highest conceivable evidence of
veracity and sincerity. He conld not possibly speak a lie
“in Christ.” o yevdopar] the negative form after the posi-
tive renders the afirmation more solemn and impressive.
Compare Isa. xxxviii. 15 John 1. 20 1 Tim. ii. 7. ovwpapru-
povens] the participle assigns a reason: “since it witnesses.”
Cowmpare ii. 15; viii. 16, é mredpar] belongs with ovrpapry-
povays : St. Paul’s conscicnee is under the actuation of the

Holy Spirit.

VER. 2. Avmy] the cause of this gricf: viz., the fact that
the Jews are not enjoying the benelits of that method of
justification which has been described, the apostle does not
mention directly, but leaves it to he inferred from what fol-
lows, “His great grief rclatcs not only to the fall of his
people, which had already ocecurred, but to the apostle’s
tragical position toward his brethren according to the flesh,
and to his trying prophetic call now to disclose publicly the
whole reprobating judgment pronounced on Israel, with its
incalculably sad consequences.” Lange in loco.

VER. 3. quxduyr] the rendering of the English Version is
accurate: “I could wish.” “Liperfects of this kind imply
a wish to do a thing, or that a thing should be done, if it
were possible (si posset), or allowable (si liceret).” Fritzsche
in loco. Winer (p. 283) remarks that nixopnw, in this pas-
sage, is like éBovAdpny in Acts xxv. 22, which “is to be ex-
plained by ‘I could wish.” There is expressed here, not a
desire which has been active at some [ormer time merely
(under different circumstances), volebam, but a wish still felt
by the spcaker. This, however, is not stated directly, in

the present tense (volo); for this can be done only when
21*
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the performance is viewed as dependent solely on the will of
the speaker; nor by means of éBovdépny with dv, for this
would imply the qualification, ‘but T will not;” nor yet hy
the much weaker SBovdoquqy dv, velim, ‘I should wish ;’ hut
definitely: ¢I was wishing,” or ‘I wished,” that is, if it were
proper, il it were permissible.”  So, alse, Ellicott on 4Jehar,
in Galatians iv. 20: “The imperfect here must be referred
to a suppressed conditional clause : vellem, se. si possem, si
liceret; but must be distinguished from the imperfect with
év, which involves the qualilication, ¢but I will not,” which is
not here intended.”  Similarly Meyer (in loco): “ He would
wish, if the wish could be realized for the benefit of the Israel-
ites.” This is also the view of Chrys., Photius, Theophylact,
Luther, Parcus, Calvin, Beza, Lightfoot, Witsius, Wolfius,
Whithy, Stuart, Hodge. * The Vulgate and Luther explain
by the simple imperfeet : “1 wished,” or, “was wishing”
(optabami). The meaning in this case would e, cither,
1. When a Jew, I wished to keep the Jews from Christ ; or,
2. When a Christian, T actually wished to be accursed.  dra-
Jepa] is the Septuagint rendering of 97m, a votive offering
dedicated to God without ransom (Lev. xxvii. 28, 29). And
since such olferings were mostly piacular, relating to sin and
guilt, the van, generally, was an offering devoted to death
and destruction, as the expression of the divine displeasure
(Zech. xiv. 11). In this way, avda3eua denotes an object given
up to the divine wrath: an accursed thing. Compare 1 Cor.
xvi, 22 This explanation is accepted by the great majority
of commentators. . Another explanation makes drddepu to
mean excommuniecation (‘‘from Christ,” sizuifies, from his
chureh) (Grotius, ITaimmond, and some Lutheran exegetes).
Wiescler, in his thorough exegesis of Gal. i. 8, 9, has shown
the untenableness of this view. Still another view explains
dvddepa as denoting an ignominious death, of one apparently
separated from Christ (Jerome, Locke, Limboreh, Doddridge).
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Adopting the first-mentioned explanation of dvdJdepa, the
meaning of St. Paul in this passage is, that if it were pos-
sible, and permitted by God, and would secure the cternal
salvation of lis *brethren and kinsmen according to the
flesh,” he would be willing to be made a vicarivus sucrifice
for them, like the typical lamb of the old cconomy, and the
Lamb of God, of the new. In this utterance of sclf-sacrilicing
love for his kinsmen, the apostle evinces that the same mind
is in him that was also in Christ Jesus (1 Cor. ii. 165 Phil. ii.
5-8). The Redecmer was willing, and in his casc it was
possible and permissible, to endure, objectively, the pains
and penalty of sin without the subjective consciousness of
sinj to come under the ertus peccatiy without the culpa
peceat?. St. Paul affirms solemuly, and as a man in Christ,
that if it were possible and permissible, and the blessing
whichi he desires for Lis people could coue [rom it, he would
do the same thing. Thinking merely of pain as positively
inflicted ab extra, and as distinct from the sense of personal
culpability and shame, lie would endure any degree and
amount of pain positively inflicted, il thereby his hrethren
could be brought to believe in Christ. He would undergo
the pangs of perdition, il they could be separated from its
personal sinfulness.  “ Anathema fieri cupit non a Christi
charitate et awmicitia, sed tantuim a Christi felicitate et fruetu
amicitize.  Optat non fieri Christi hostis, sed non frui Christi
conspectu et beatitudine eterna ut hwee fratribus contingat.
Vult perire non ut Christi inimicus, sed ut fratrum servator.
Sicut ¢t Christus pro nobis factus z=m, coecerdatio « deo, non
ut hostis dei, sed ut noster rcmlumi»tux'." Pareus in loco,
This same spirit is exhibited by Moses, toward his breth-
ren, in Ex. xxxii. 32, adros éyw] in distinction from the mass
of his kinsmen, who are actiedly, and not vieariously, an
dvidepa. dmo Xpirrod] separate, and away from Christ.  This
clause must be interpreted in harmony with the explanation
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of arddepa. One who is devoted to death, or “accursed,”
beeause of his own personal sin, is separated from God, ab-
solutely, and in every sense. Ile has no filial rclation to
God, while he is suffering.  Such was the status of the un-
believing Jews; and such is the status of the lost.  DBut one
who is devoted to death for another's sin, or vicariously
“aecursed,” is separate from God only relatively, and par-
tially. 1le may still be in blessed relations with God.  Our
Lord was not absolutely separated, and eternally cast away
fromm God, as are Satan and his angels. Ilis desertion by
the Father was only temporary; and though while it lasted
it was a total eclipse of the Ifather’s face, and an lour of in-
conceivable and infinite agony, yet it was not accompanied,
as in the instance of the damned, with the consciousness of
personal worthlessness amd guilt, and the sense of God's
abhorrence and batred of workers of iniquity (Ps. v. 3).
LEven in the hour when Christ was submitting to the stroke
1. V), in accord-

of justice from his Fuather's hand (Zech. 3
ance with the covenant and understanding hetween the two
divine persons, he knew that he was still and ever the
TFather’s “dear son,” “well-beloved,” and “ only-begotten.”
When, therefore, 3t, Paul “could wish” that he were *
cursed from Christ,” he does not mecan that e would be
willing, if thereby he could save others from sin and hell, to
live himself forever in sin and hell, in rebellion against God.
His willingness is like that of his Redecmer: a willingness
to endure suffering, but not to commit sin, or to be person-
ally sinful.  Calvin’s explanation (in loco) is unguarded,

ac-

Irom overlooking the element of wicariousness, in the
“curse” which 8t. Paul was willing to submit to. “The
clause ¢ [rom Christ’ signilies a scparation.  And what is it
to be scparated from Christ, but to he excluded from the
hope of sulvation ? Tt was, theu, a proot of the most ardent
love, that Paul hesitated not to wish for himseif that con-
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demnation which he saw impending over the Jews, in order
to deliver them.”  Jmép] tukes its signilication from dvddepa,
Il that has been correctly interpreted, dmép, here, includes
both the idea of substitution and advantage. See comment
on v. 6.

VER. 4. olrwés] denotes the class. ‘Topaydeirac] the name
of honor: Gen. xxxii. 28; John i, 48; Phil. iii. 5.  vioSeoia]
the national and theoeratic sonship (Ex. iv. 225 Deut. xiv.
1), not the spiritual aud Christian (Ezek., xxxvi. 265 Rom.
viit. 14); the latter implies personal faith, and individual
reconciliation through the Messiah.  Compare ix. 6-8.  «ai]
is repeated five times, for the sake of deep emphasis, 6oda]
a gencral term for the Ol Testament theophanies, particu-
Iarly those conneeted with the tabernacle and temple. Com-
pare Ex. xxiv. 165 xL 34; 1 Kings viil. 10; Ezek. i. 28.  6ia-
Jirae] those with Abraham, and the succeeding patriarchs,
Gal. iii. 16, 17; Eph.il. 12, BDEFG Vulg., /Sth,, Lachn.
read 7 Owadisn.  vopodesia] the Sinaitic legislation, moral
and ceremonial. Aarpela| the Jewish tabernacle and tem-
ple worship. émayyeMai] the Messianic promises and pro-
phecies.

VER. 5. warépes] Abraham, Isaae, and Jacob, Ex. iii. 13,
15; iv. 5; Acts il 13; vii. 32. 70 «xora odpxa] is in apposi-
tion with Xpigrés, which is the subject of éyérero understood.
The total human nature of Christ is designated by the clause.
See comment on i. 3. 6 av émi, ete.] “The common explana-
tion, according to which this clause is referred to Clirist is,
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in grammatical respects, the most natural, since 6 dv = &s
éorw (Jolin 1. 18; xii. 17; 2 Cor. xi. 31), and 76 «ara odpka
naturally suggests an antithetic clause in which a higher
characteristic of Christ is mentioned” (e Wette, in loco).
De Wette, however, hesitatingly suggests that the granmmar
should he overruled, © because such a high title is nowhere
clse given to Christ, except, perhaps, Tit. 1. 35 1. 13.” Meyer
(in loco) asserts that Christ is never described in the New
Testament as God over all.  This is an crror,  See Iph. i
20-22; Phil. ii. 10; Rev. xv. 3; xix, 16. Meyer concedes
that the Christology of Paul is the same as that of John.
But, John i. 1, 3, attributes identity of essence and creative
power to the Logos, and this coustitutes him Jeds ént marrwr.
The filial subordination of the Son of God, in the trinitarian
relations, is compatible with hig supremacy and dominion
over the created universe. The sphere of the divine essence,
and that of finite substance ercated ex nihilo, are totally di-
verse.  Supremacy in reference to the latter does not imply
supremacy in reference to the former. The clause is referred
to Christ, by Irenweus, Tertullian, Hippolytus, Origen, Cypri-
an, Epiphanius, Athanasius, Chrysostom, Basil, Theodore
Mops., .\ugustine, Jerome, Theodoret, Ambrose, Ililary,
Luther, Erasmus (Paraphr.), Calvin, Beza, Michaelis, Wolf,
Flatt, Klee, Usteri, Olshausen, Tholuck, Ruckert, Philippi,
ITahn, Thomasius, Ebrard, Delitzseh, Stuart, Hodae, Alford,
Wordsworth, Lrasmus, in his Annotations, proposed a colon
alter odpra, and thereby the conversion of the elanse into a
doxology, The doctrine of the divinity of Christ, he re-
marks, would not be trenched upon by this arrangement,
since the Logos is included in the Godhead. He found
this punctuation in two manuseripts ol the cleventh and
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twelfth centuries. The uncials RAB have no punctuation;
CL 5. 47, punctuate after avpxa ; 71, after mdvrwv ; 17, after
Jeds (Tisch., in loco). The punctuation suggested by Erasmus
did not go into the Ileceptus; but Wetstein, Semler, Lach-
mann, [ritzsche, Baur, Meyer, and Tischendorf have adopted
it. Considering the great preponderance of authority, as
well as of grammar and context, against it, its adoption c¢vi-
dently rests upon subjective considerations. The reasons
for the historical interpretation are the following: 1. The
antithesis to xara odpka requires it; an auntithesis previously
employed in the Epistle (i. 3, 4). 2. It is supported Ly sim-
ilar constructions in Paul’s writings: Rom. 1. 23;  Cor. xi.
81; Gal.i. 5. 3. If it were a doxology to God, and not a
predicate of Christ the antceedent, it would, at best, be very
Liarsh and abrupt, and would certainly require the introduc-
tory particle 8¢; see 1 Tim. 1. 17. 4. I[ it were a simple un-
related doxology, évheynris would precede Jeos; see Mat. xxi.
9; Luke i. 63; 2 Cor.i. 3; Eph.i. 3; 1 Pet. i 3, and the Old
Testament r.‘Ti:'n‘:i g3, 5. It is supported by the actual doxol-
ogies to Christ.  Compare ITeh. xiii. 21; 2 Tim. iv. 18; 1 Det.
iv. 115 2 Pet. iiil. 18; and by such texts as John i. 1; I’hil. 1.
10; Tit. 1w 35 k. 155 Rev, xv. 3; xix. 16, Meyer (in loco) at-
tempts to escape the force of the texts in Iebrews, 2 Thno-
thy, and 2 Peter, by the assertion that these are post-apostolic
writings.  Irasmus also suggested a second punctuation,
which he did not favor, found in a codex of the eleventh or
twelfth century, namely, a period after éml wdvrwv, wherchy
Chirist would be described as over all (either men or Jews);
the remainder of the clause being regarded as a doxology to
God. This is adopted by lLocke, Clarke, Wetstein, Baum-
garten-Crusius.  wdvrwv] is neuter.

VER, 6 is the beginning of the theodicy, in reference to
the fact that the Jews Lave not obtained the benefits of gra-
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ére (Beza, IFritzsche, Winer, Buttmann, Meyer).  écmémruwxev]
to “fall out its place,” or utierly fail.  Aoyos] the promise of
salvation through the Messiah, given to Abraham and his
sced. The apostle’s expression of grief concerning the Jew-
ish nation (ver. 2), might lead to the inference that God’s
covenant with their futhers was a fotu! [ailure. This is not
s0, he says. ¢ lopasjr] lineal descendants of Jacob. ’lopasgA]
spiritual descendants of Jacob (ii. 28, 29; Gal. iii. 7). “Not
the natural but the spiritual seed of Abraham is destined to
inherit the promise ” (Philippi, on Rom. xi.). “The promise
was given to Abraham and his seed in such a manner, that
the inheritance did not belong to every individual one of
his seed without distinetion; it hence follows, that the de-
fection of some dous not prove that the covenant does not
remain firm and valid” (Calvin, in loco).

VER. 7 continucs the explanation. eioiv] sc. of é Topaj.
7éxva] sc.'Afpadp.  dAN'] is not followed by yéypamrar, because
the dictum in Gen. xxi. 12 is well known, Compare Gal. iil.
11. ’loadx] the individual, as a type, as opposed to Ishmael
the individual, as a ¢ype.  St. Paul does not mean that all of
the lincal descendants of Isaae, without exeeption, arc spiri-
tually clected, and that all of the linecal descendants of Ish-
macl, without exception, are spiritually rejected. Jsaac rep-
resents the spiritually clect, and lshmael the spiritually
reprobate.  kApdjoeral| 1. to be chosen, Isa. xlIviil. 125 xlix.
1 (Calvin, and most interpreters); 2. to he named (in accord-
ance with x2p% in Gen. xxi. 12) (Meyer); 3. to be, or to be
created (Tholuck). The first agrees best with viii. 28, 30, 53,
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and the succeeding context in this chapter.  “In order that
the children ol the promise may be the seed of Abraham,
they are called in Isaac, that is, are gathered together in
Chirist by the call of grace.” Augustine, City of God, xvi. 32.

VR, 8 expluins verse 7. Compare Gal. iv, 22-31. The

promise of everlasting blessedness through the Messiah had
reference to a spiritual and not to a carnal deseent from
Abraham.  “Tor the promize, that he should be the heir of
the world, was not to Abraham, or to his seed, through the
law, but through the rightcousuess of faith” (IRom. iv. 13).
“They which are of laith, the same are the children of Abra-
ham” (Gal. iii. 7). Christ (Mat. viii. 12) asserts that some of
“the children of the kingdom” by lineal descent, shall “he
cast out into outer darkness.” oapros] carnal descent. Jeod]
spivitual descent. érayyedias] the genitive of cause: they
who are the spiritual olfspring and product of the promise
made to Abraham, with allusion to Isaac’s supernatural hirth.
Compare Joln i. 13 Gal. iii. 29; 1v. 23, An impenitent
and unbelieving Jew (the “Jew outwardly,” ii. 28) was not
a child of the promise. Ishmacl stunds for this class. Xoyi-
feral] by God, 1. e. oméppa] spiritual seed, i. e. “Two
things,” says Calvin (in loco), “are to be considered, in ref-
erence to the selection by God of the posterity of Abraham,
as a peculiar people.  The first is, that the promise of bless-
ing through the Messiah has a relation to all who can trace
their natural descent from him. It is offered to all, without
exception, and for this reason they are all denominated the
licirs of the covenmant made with Abraham, and the chil-
dren of promise, It was God’s will that his covenant with
Abraham should be sealed, by the rite of circumcision, with
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Islimael and Esau, as well as with Isaac and Jacob; which
shows that the former were not wholly excluded from him.
Accordingly, all the lincal descendants of Abrabam are de-
nominated by St. Peter (Acts iil. 25) the children of the
covenant, though they were unbelieving; and St. Paul, in
this chapter (verse 4) says of unbelieving Jews : “whose are
the covenants.”  The second point to be considered is, that
this covenant, though thus offered, was rejected by great
numbers of the lineal descendants of Abraham.  Such Jews,
though they are ‘of TIsrael) they are not ¢Israel;’ though
they are the “seed of Abraham,’ they are not the ¢ children
ol the promise.”  When, therelore, the whole Jewish people
arce indiseriminately denominated the heritage and peculiar
people of God, it is meant that they have heen scleeted
from other nations, the offer of salvation through the Mes-
siah has been made to them, and confirmed by the symbol
of circumeision,  DBut, inasmuch as mauy reject this out-
ward adoption, and thus enjoy none of its benefits, there
arises another difference with regard to the fulfilment of the
promise.  The general and national clection of the people
of Israel not resulting in faith and salvation, is no hinder-
ance that God should not choose from among them those
whom he pleases to make the subjects of his special grace.
This is a sccond election, which is confined to a part, only,
of the nation.”

Ver. 9. A proof, from the history of Abraham, that only
the spiritual children are the children intended in the prom-
ise o him.  émayyelias] is cmphatic: “a word of pnroniise, is
the lollowing word.” The citation is condensed freely Irom
the Septuagint version of Gen. xviil. 10, 14, xard 1or xazpov]



CITAPTER IX. 10. 283

uovoy 8, dANa kal ‘PeBéxra € évos xoirny éyovoa, 'Ioaax
70D TATPOS NUWY *

1. When this time returns next year: 51*m hpa: according to
the living time; tempore vivente, vel redcunte (Uesenius,
Meyer, Tholuck, Hodge); 2. “according to the time of life”
(Eng. Ver.): the time ol child-bearing, between coneeption
and birth, Compare Gen. xvii. 215 xxi. 2; 2 Kings iv. 16,
17. The usual course of nature would he followed, though
the conception would be wiraculous. The child would he
nourished the usunal time in the womb (Hammond). Ishmacl
was already born when God made this promise that Sarah
should have a son. The blessing of the Abrahamic cove-
nant, therefore, did not refer to those of whom Ishmacl was
the type. As Ishmael, who was born according to the com-
mon course of nature, and without a special divine promise,
was not that “sced of Abraham” to which God had hound
himself by the promise to Abraham, bhut Isaac, who was born
supernaturally, and according to a special promise, was this
seed, so not all Jews who are merely lineal deseendants of
Abraham are the *“sced” intended in the original covenant
between God and Abraliam, but only such Jews (together
with such Gentiles) as have the faith of Abrabam, are tlns
sced.

Ver. 10. A sccond, and even more striking proof of the
doctrine of election, taken from the history of Jacob. Tsh-
macel was illegitimate; but Esau and Jacob were twins, and
legitimate children.  Yet God rejects the former and clder,
and elects the latter and younger. ob pdvov 8¢] 1. supply
Toiro (Erasmus, De Wette, Tholuck); 2. supply Sdppa Aoyov
¢ruyyellas elxev, or, émayyeduém v (Fritzsche, Mever). ‘PefSéx-
xa] sc. Adyov érayyelias eiyev, or, érayyepém iy, évos] denotes
an individual, shinply, who is then named. xoimyv] sexual
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intercourse. Compare xiii. 13, It is Septuagint usage. Clas-
sical writers employ éunj and Aéxos. The fact is mentioned to
show that carnal descent does not determine spiritual rela-
tiouships. fuév] St. PPaul is now speaking to Jews,

Ver, 11, wjre] the subjective negative is employed, and
not éuvnw, hecause the fact mentioned is regarded as bearing
upon the divine deeision in the case.  yearydérrwr] the birth
is the consequence of the xofrgr.  This word does not signify
creation ex nihilo.  The children, though not yet born, were
nevertheless in existence. - The divine decision did not relate
to noncntities; as in the supralapsarian theory. These two
human individuals had both a physical and a psychical exist-
ence in the mother’s womh,  Compare Ieb, vil. 10; Ps. exxxix,
13-16; Job x. 10, As descendants, also, of Adam, they also
existed in him.  #paddrrerv] actual individual transgression is
meant., St. Paul does not exelude sin altogether, so as to im-
ply innocence; because one of these individuals was eleeted to
salvation, and salvation presupposes sin and condemnation.
There was original sin, though no actual transgression,  Esau
and Jacobh arc included in the wdrres which is the subject of
gpaprov, in v, 12, “When the apostle says that neither of
the children had then done any good or evil, what he took
for granted must be added,—that they were both the chil-
dren of Adam, by nature sin(ul, and endued with no par-
ticle of righteousness” (Calvin, in loco). ¢ .\s regards ori-
ginal sin, both c¢hildren were alike, and as regards actual sin,
neither had any.”  Augustine’s City of God, xvi. 5. kar’ éxdo-
yyr] is modal, here: the electing purpose: “propositum dei ad
clectionem spectans” (Wollius, in loco).  The divine purpose
to bestow regenerating grace does not include all men indis-
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criminately, but makes a selection from among them. pévy]
denotes the fixedness and immutability of the divine purpose.
Compare John xii. 345 2 Cor.ix. 9. ok é§ épyov . . . . kahoiv-
ros] belongs with péry, as an cxplanatory clause. Compare
Rom. iii. 20; iv. 2. The divine purpose in electing one, and
rejecting another, is not founded upon the conduct of man,
but upon the divine sell-determination. There is an internal
reason for this scll-determination, that is not known to man;
so that the purpose of clection, or of rejection, as the cuasc
may be, is not mere caprice, or a decision without any reason
whatever. DBut there is no reason external to God, for this
purpose, derived from human character and conduct. St.
Paul expressly asserts that Jacob was not cleeted or any-
thing that he had doue, good or evil; and that Esan was not
rejected for anything that hiec had done, good or evil.  Jacol,
in Rebeeea’s womb, had done nothing that was a reason why
he should be selected, rather than ISsau, to be the theoceratic
'head of the chosen people; and Esan had done nothing that
was a reason why he shoull be rejected rather than Jacob,
Jacob and Isau, like Tsaae and Ishmael, are types of the
two classes that have heen spoken ol viz.: the ¢ children of
the promise,” and the “children of the flesh” (ver. §). The
theocratic election of Isaac and Jacob illustrates the spiritual
clection of individuals; and the theocratic reprobation of
Ishmael and Isau illustrates the spiritual reprobation ol in-
dividuals. kalobvros] the electing purpose depends wholly
upon God who calls. See comment on viii. 30.

Ver. 12, épédy] in Gen. xxv. 23, The citation is [rom
the Septuagint, The immediate relerence was to the riglt
of primogeniture, yet as typical of the spiritual birthright of
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“{lic children of the promise” who “are counted for the
seed ” (ver. 8). So far as the fulfilment of the proplhecy that
the clder should serve the younger is concerned, it was ful-
filled in the final incorporation ot the Edomites, the descend-
ants of Ksau, into the Jewish state, under the Maceabees,
after several conquests and revolts,  Idwinea was first con-
quered by David (2 Sam, viii, 14); it revolted in the reign of
Joram (2 Kings viii. 20); was again subjugated by Amaziah
and Uzziah (2 Kings xiv. 7, 22}; revolted again under Ahaz
(2 Chron. xxviil. 17), and continued independent, until John
Hyrcanus subdued it {or the last time,

Ver. 18, yéyparrat] in Malachi 1. 2, 3: freely cited fron
the Septuagint.  Jydmyea] here denotes compassion, not
approval or complaceney.  God pities a sinner, but is dis-
pleased with i, éuionoa] the word < hate” is Lere used
in the Ilebrew scnse, of “loving less,” or “ showing less
favor towards.” (Girotius, Calvin, Parcus, Tholuck, Flatt,
Stuart, Hodge, Schalf). It is employed comparatively, and
not positively, Gen. xxix. 30, 31, 83; Mat. vi, 24; Luke xiv.,
265 John xii. 25, In the classical and usual sense, God, as
holy, hated otk Jacob and Esau, beeause both were the sin-
ful childven of Adam, and were alike “children of wrath,”
1ph.ii. 3. Had the divine purpose heen determined by this
species of hatred, Jacob would not have heen elected any
more than Fsau.  But, since the clection and rejection were
not founded on any moral trait or conduct of Jacoh and
Esau, cither holy or sinful, the love and hatred here alluded
to canmmot be God’s feeling toward holiness and sin,  The
“Jove,” here, is the exercise of compassion, and the “hatred”
is the non-cxercise of compassion. “ Odissc est non diligere,



CHAPTER IX. 13. 287

et bonum vitre mterne alicui non velle,  Reprobare, est non
clegere, et bonum wmternwe vitae alieui non velle.”  TParcus, in
loco. Compare Mat. xi. 23, where *“to hide” means ‘““not to
reveal” It is the negative, and not the positive agency of
God. Calvin (in loco) thus explains yydmyora and éuionoa:
“I chose the one, and rejected the other; and I was thus led
by my mercy alone, and by no worthiness as to works.” This
showing of compassion, and refraining from showing it, re-
lated primarily to the birthright and its privileges: to the
theoeratic election and reprobation. DBut as Jacol and Esau
were typical persons, the saue definition of the terms “love”
and “hate” applies to the spiritual clection and reprobation
of individuals, in the two classes represented by them.
When God “loves” a man with decting love, he manifests
and extends compassion toward him; and at the same time

” a man with

he hates his iniquity.  And when God “hates
reprobating hatred, he does not manifest and extend his
compassion toward him; and at the same time he hates his
iniquity. The question arises whether the theocratic cor-
responded with the individual eleetion and reprobation, in
‘the cases of Jacoly and Esau themselves, The fact that each
was a typical person favors the afirmative; beeause the sym-
Lol is most naturally homogencous with that which it sym-
bolizes. It would be unnatural to set forth a spiritually elect
person as the type of the reprobated class, and vice versa.
And the history of Esau shows that his sinful self-will was
not overcome by the electing compassion of God. Esau re-
nounced the religion of Abraham, Isaae, and Jacob, in which
he had been educated, and to which he might still have
adhered, even though he had, by the divine will, lost his
primogeniture, and lapsed into idolatry with his descend-
ants, Ile falls, therefore, into the same class with the
apostate Jews, and though “of Isracl,” was yet not  Israel”
(ver. 6).
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Ver. 14 begins an apologetic paragraph, in which the
doctrine of election and reprobation is defended. The objee-
tion is raised that in such a diserimination as that between
Jacob and Iisau, God acts unjustly. py ddwia] the subjective
form of the question implies doubt. Compare iii. 3.  wapa]
in relation to attributes and cualities, is equivalent to “in”
(Matthiwe, cited by Meyer). DPerhaps it means ¢ before,” “in
the presence of” God, as a judge (Winer, 393). The charge
of injustice evinces, as Calvin (in loco) remarks, that elec-
tion, in St. Paul’s view, is not determined by the greater
merit, and reprobation by the greater demerit of the sub-
jects respeetively. Ilad this been the case, there would have
been no color of reason for objecting to the doctrine as
unjust.

Ver. 15, The scriptural argument is first employed. God,
in the Old Testament revelation, has asserted that he will
clect and reprobate, according to his own sell-determination;
and the implication is, that God cannot be doing unjustly in
a thing which he has said he will do.  The argument runs
bacls, ultimately, into the idea and definition of God. The
absolutely perfeet Being can do no wrong. See comment on
iii. 4. The ecitation is {rom Ex. xxxiil. 19, according to the
Septuagint,  é\ejow] denotes merey.  olkrepijow] denotes
compassion. The latter, says Tittmann, is the fecling in
view of the suffering; the former is the desire to relieve it
Meyer asserts that the difference between the two words is
only of degree: the latter being the stronger term. The dis-
tinetion between the existence of a feeling and its expression
must be observed, here.  Merey or compassion is g necessary
feeling in the divine nature; but its »e * estation toward
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persons is sptional and sovereign. God may have precisely
the same compassionate sentiment toward two sinful and
miserable men, considered simply as sinful and miserable,
and yet for an internal reason, known only to himself, may
refrain [rom giving it expression toward one of them. This
is taught in the words: “I will have compassion upon whom
I please to have compassion.” Says Charnocke (Goodness of
God), “ God is necessarily good [compassionate], in regard
to his nature, but frecly good in regard to the ellluxes of it
to this or that particular subject he pitcheth upon.  He is
not necessarily communicative of his goodness as the sun is
of his light, that chooseth not its objccts, but enlightens all
indifferently.  This were to make God of no more under-
standing than the sun, to shine not where it pleaseth, but
where it must.  God™s an understanding agent, and hath a
sovereign right to choose his own subjects; it would not be
a supreme goodness, if it were not a voluntary goodness.
Ile is absolutely {ree to dispense his goodness in what
methods and measures he pleascth, according to the free
determinations of his own will, guided by the wisdom of his
mind, and regulated by the holiness ol his nature. e is not
to ‘give an account of any of his matters’ (Job xxxiii, 13);
he will have merey on whom he will have merey, and he will
have compassion on whom he will have compassion; and he
will be good to whom he will be good.” The key to the doc-
trine of election and reprobation is in Christ’s parable of the
laborers (Mat. xx. 1-16). It is “lawful” for God “to do
what lie will; with his own” unobligated merey.

VER. 16 is an inference, introduced by dpa ofr, from the
words of God in verse 15. It is of a general nature, enun-
ciating a fact in the divine cconomy of grace. The exercise
of grace docs not depend upon the will of the person who

receives it, but ot o3 person who bestows it; as almsgiving
13
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is determined not by the volition of the beggar, but of the
patron.  Jélovros] sc. éorw éleos: the genitive denotes de-
pendenee, together with the notion ol possession, like the
Lutin grenees. Merey is not under the control of the needy
and helpless person who is endeavoring to obtain mercy.
Jélovros denotes the internal activity, as opposed to tpéxorros,
which designates the intense action of the outward powers.
The latter word is horrowed, as is frequent in the Pauline
rhetorie, from the games. Compare 1 Cor. ix. 24 Some
refer it to I3sau’s unsuccess(ul hunt, to procure the venison
for his father.

VER. 17. A conflirmzation, introduced by yip, of the state-
ment in verse 16: freely cited from the Septuagint version
of Ex. ix. 16.  47i] is recitative.  adrd roiro] this very thing,
specifically.  é&jyepd] the word in the original Hebrew, is
the Hiphil of 522 : to cause to stand, or, to place, which the
Septuagint traunslates by Swergpipdys. St Paul’s rendering is
the more cxact, of the two. 1. T have raised thee up, and
set thee upon the stage of action. Compare Mat. xi. 11;
xxiv. 115 John vii. 52 (Theophylaet, Calvin, DBeza, Bengel,
Rickert, Olshausen, Tholuck, Philippi, Meyver, Sehalf). 2.
T have preserved thee alive (Grotius, Wollius, Rosenmuller).
3. T have made thee king (IFlatt, Beneeke). 4. I have ex-
cited thee to resist: with reference to oxdyprre, ver. 18 (An-
gustine, Anselm, Venema, De Wette, IFritzsclie, Ilaldane,
Hodge, Stuart).  The first is preferable. I'haraol’s place in
history, and his whole course of aciion was assigned to him
by the deeree and providenee of God. It was not a matter
ol chance, but a part of the divine plan, with reference to a
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particular end, which is mentioned in the context. Neither
=Y nor éjyepety signify ereative efficiency. For the nature
of the divine agency in the case, see the explanation of ox)y-
puve, in verse 18, &deifwpar] viz.: by Pharaol’s defeat and
destruction, which was a striking manifestation of the divine
omnipotence. &uayye\j)] denotes a proclamation far and wide,
Luke ix. G0. ovopd] the name of that God who has shown
such might. wdoy y] at first, only that part of the world in
which the events oceurred, and were known; but finally, the
whole world, where they are universally known.

VER. 18. A conclusion of the apostle, introduced by dpa
otv, [rom both of the divine aflirmations: that to Moses, and
that to Pharaoh.  &r] in hoth instances denotes an actually
cxisting individual, and not an ideal one: a real objeet upon
whom the action designated by é\eet and akAypiver terminates.
Gol never clects or rejects a nonentity.  It, also, in both in-
stances, denotes a sinful individual; otherwise, he would not
be an objeet of the merciful action in one case, and of the
“hardening” action in the other. God never forgives and
never “hardens” a holy being.  This pronoun is fatal to the
supralapsarian theory, which, in the order of decrecs, places
the decrec of clection and reprobation, before the decree to
create man and to permit the origin of sin by man’s self-de-
termination. éleel] sce comment on ver. 15.  oxAnpuver] Com-
Pare Deut. ii. 305 Ix. v, 21; xi. 10; Josh. xi. 20; TIsa. Ixiii. 17,
It is the opposite of é\ec. Not to show merey to a man is, in
£t Paul’s use of the word, to ¢ harden” him.  To harden is,
not to soften. ITardening is not the eflicicut action of God,
since Pharaoh is said to have hardened his own heart, Ix. viii.
15,32; ix. 34; x. 16. The agency of God in hardening is in-
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action, rather than action. The Holy Spirit does not strive at
all with the human will (Gen. vi. 8), and so permits the already
sinful man to confirm himself in sin, by pure and unhindered
self-determination, The restraints of conscicuce, and of the
providential circumstances amidst which the man lives, may
continue, but are overborne by the sinful will. This is the
negative aspect of the hardening. DBut besides this, there
may be a positive withdrawal of these restraints. This is
punitive action, intended as retribution for past resistance of
restraining circumstances and influences.  See the explana-
tion of wapédwxev in Rom. 1. 24. In the instance of Pharaoh,
the hardening included both of these features. God left
the king of Egvpt to his self-will, and also withdrew the re-
straints that tended to clieek it. The charge of necessity, in
such a reference is absurd.  No more unhindered hiberty can
be conceived of, than this, The human will is lelt severely
alone, to find the reason and source of its impulse wholly
within itself.  Sin is a more intense and willul form of self-
determination than loliness is; because, unlike the latter, it
is the produect of the human will in its solitury action, with-
out any internal influence from God. “If hardness follows
upon God’s withholding his softening grace, it is not by any
eficient and causative act of God, but from the natural
harduess of man. When God hardens a man, he only leaves
him to his stony heart. God infuseth not any sin into his
creatures, but forbears to infuse his grace, and to restrain
their lusts, which, upon the withdrawal of restraints, work
impetuously.  When a man that hath bridled in a high-
mettled horse from running, hath given him the reins; ora
huntsman takes off the string that held the dog, and lets
him run after the hare, are they the eflicient eause of the
motion of the one, or the other? No, but the mettle and
strength of the horse, and the natural inclination of the
hound: both of which arc lelt to their own motions, to pur-
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sne their own natural instincts,” Charnocke, Holiness of
God. “I‘ive times it 1s said that God hardened Tharaoh’s
heart; three times that P’haraoh hardened his own heart.
Pharaoh, then, was hardened diflerently by God, from what
he was by himself.  1le hardened his own heart by willully
resisting Moses, and despising God, and the judgments of
God. God hardened his heart, by not converting his already
hard heart into a heart of flesh.” Parcus, in loco. ¢l'he
perdition of sinners,” says Calvin (Instit. 11, xxiii. 8), ¢ de-
pends upon the divine predestination in such a manner that
the cause and matter of it are found in themselves.”

VEr. 19. An objection not of the Jew exclusively, but of the
unbeliever generally. It is suggested by the preceding state-
ments concerning God’s compassionating one man and ¢ har-
dening ” anothier, as he pleases. ofv] in view of what has been
said, in verses 15-18. ért] “still:” alter having “ hardened,”
i. e. fovhjuar] not Jedyuare (Mat., vi. 10): the deeree in
distinction from the desire or inclination of God; his secret
as distinguished from his revealed will; the will of good
pleasure, in distinction from the will of complacency. These
two wills may be contrary to cach other; as in the case when
God decreed the sin of Adam. This sin was contrary to
the divine will, in the sense of the divine desire or inclina-
tion, because God forbad it; but was in accordance with the
divine will, in the sense of the divine decision. God deereed
what he hated and prohibited. The question, “WWho hath
resisted his will ?” does not refer to that will which is spok-
en of in the Lord’s Prayer: “Thy will (3é\yuu) be done on
earth as it is in heaven.,” This latter will is equivalent to the
moral law (Rom. ii. 18), and is resisted by every man, Pha-
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raoh himself had resisted it. DBut it refers to that will which
is never the object of prayer, viz.: the unconditional decree
of God, which cannot be resisted, and the success of which
is entirely disconnected with a ereature's petitions. The dis-
tinction between the will of desire and the will of decrce is
illustrated in the human sphere by the difference between
inclination and volition. A man frequently opposes the in-
clination of his will, by a volition of his will. He decides to
do wlat he is disinclined to do. dr3éomwer] the perfeet with
a present signification: ““who resists, or can resist ?”  The
objector does not dispute the fact that the divine decree is
irresistible, but alleges that in the instance of “hardening”
just mentioned it is causative and necessitating in its nature.
Why should God punish a sin of which he is himseli the
author ? is his inquiry. This is the mplrov Yeldus, in all anti-
predestinarian objections.

VER. 20 begins St. Paul’s reply to the allegation which is
latent in the preceding question, viz.: that the doctrine of
election and reprobation is fatalism. He first directs atten-
tion to the general relation of man to God. The idea of God
as thie absolutely Perfect requires that his justice and right-
cousness should be presupposed under all circumstances, If
there be an apparent conflict between the judgment of the
Creator and that of the creature, it must be assumed that
the latter and not the former is in error.  This appeal to the
transcendental idea of God, is frequent in St. Paul’s writ-
ings. Compare Rom. iii. 4. pevodrye] is aood-naturedly jroni-
cal: “yes, forsooth.” av 7is €] is eontemptuous, but not hit-
terly so: “homunculus quantulus es.” The immense distance
between the finite creature and the infinite Creator suggests
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the phrascology. The difficult problems in the Divine gov-
ernment are to be approached with reverence toward G,
and the presumption that he is righteous in all his ways.

dvrawoxkpwiépevos| “to cnter into a dispute with:”

involving
an irreverent equalizing of man with God,  =Adopu] the
Apostle continues the reference to the transeendent superi-
ority ol God, by noticing the fact that he is the former and
disposer, and man the thing formed and disposed.  Creation
ex nihilo is not meant here. This would require xzisis. The
term mAdopa desiznates only the plastic act of the moulder.
The whole sinful mass ol mankind lies in the hand ol God,
like clay in the hand of the potter.  Compare Isa. xxix. 163
xlv. 9. Also Leclesiasticus xxxiil. 13, émodyous] is explana-
tory of m\dearr, denoting the fashioning of something al-
ready in existence, and not the creation of substance from
noncutity.  “Shall the clay say to him that fusdionetl [not
createth] it?”  Isa. xlv. 9. The clay is already in existence
having certain definite properties, and is erely shaped into
a certain form by the potter.  The potter’s agency imparts
none ol the qualities of clay to the vessel.  Similarly, man-
Liud is viewed as already in existenee, and as having the
definite characteristic of sin produced by its oun ageney,
and «as such, is cither elected or reprobated. “1Itis to be
borne in mind, that Paul does not, here, speak of the right of
Giod over Lis creatures as creatures, hat as séngul ereatures”
(Hodge, in loco). The question to which the Apostle directs
Lis answer, is not: *Why hast thou made me & sinner?”
but: ¢ Why hast thou left me in sin 2 The only answer to
the first question that lie would have given, would be to deny
the alleged fact. Many of the anti-predestinarvian objeetions
proceed upon the supposition that the first of these questions
is the one to be answered, and that the problem of the pre-
destinarian is to reconcile reprobation with a cwusative agen-
cy of God in the origin and continuance of sin, For exam-
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ple, Philippi (ix. 33) says, “If the guilt of Isracl’s rejection
lies in its unbelief, the absolute predestination of God can-
not be regarded as its cause. It is impossible for God to re-
quire what he himsell refuses, and to punish what he himself

rauses,”

T'his is an erroncous view of predestination. The
unbelicf is selforiginated, and invincible by the self. God
decides not to overcome it in a particular individual, and
thercliy predestines him to perdition.  The complaint of
the objector really is, that God docs not save him from his
sin.  To which the reply is, that God may rightfully do as
he pleases in such a case.  ofrws| denotes the condition of
one like Ishmael and Isau, whom God “hardened ” by not

“ having mercy ” upon him,

VER. 21 continues the reasoning, by explaining the figure
of the potter in verse 20. éfovoiav] the right and preroga-
tive, Mat. xxi, 23; 1 Cor. viii. Y. alrob $upiparos] the sclf-
same mass of clay, having properties not originated by the
potter. The figure of the potter (Jer. xviii. 3-6) deseribes
God as a Savior, not as a Creator. St. Paul is discussing,
here, the liberty of God in respect to delivering Jews and
Gentiles generally (represented by Jacob, Esaw, and Pha-
raoli), not from the consequences of his ercative and causa-
tive ageney, but of their own self-determination.  As a mass
or “lump,” by the action of free will they are all sinful and
guilty. The mode and manver in which this has oceurred,
lias been described in Rom. v. 12, sq.  The doetrine of clee-
tion and reprobation stands, ov falls, with that of the sin
in Adam. The voluntary, unnecessitated origin of sin must
be conceded. The whole species having become evil and



CHAPTER IX. 22, 297

guilty before God, by its own act (wdvres fuaprov), he has the
same right to pardon and sanctify a portion of the species,
and to pass by, or, technically, to “hate” the remainder of
it, that the potter has to mould one sort of vessel out of one
part of the lump of clay, and another sort of vessel from an-
other part. “In the sovereignty here asserted, it is God as
a moral governor, and not God as a creator, who is brought
into view. It is not the right of God to create sinful be-
ings in order to punish them, but his right to deal with
sinful beings according to his good pleasure, that is here
asserted” (Hodge, in loco). In the instances in which the
metaphor of the clay and potter is employed by Tsaiah and

Jeremiah, it is applied to the Jews as «

an wunelean thing.”
Compare Isa. Ixiv. 6, 8. 7 and druiav] denote the des-
tined uses of the vessels, respectively. Compare 2 Tim. ii.
20, 21. 8 pév oxevos] the relative is put for the article in
antithetic sentences. Compare 1 Cor. xi. 21. (Winer, 105.)

Verses 22-29 contain a further delence of the divine econ-
omy of redemption, in the election of soine and the reproba-
tion of others, upon two grounds: 1. That God shows for-
bearance and patience toward the non-elect, in enduring
their sin which is so abominable in his sight, and in delaying
their punishment when strict justice requires their immedi-
ate and swift destruction. The non-elect are treated bhetter
than they deserve, and, therefore, have no just ground of
complaint against God. 2. That God desires to show, dur-
ing this period of forbearance and delay of punishment, his
mercy toward the elect.

VER. 22 is a conditional interrogative sentence, the apodo-
sis of which is not expressed, but is suggested by dvramoxpt-
viperos 7@ Jeb in verse 20: ¢ If the fact is as follows, will you
reply against God?” Compare John vi. 62; Acts xxiii. 9,
€] if, as is t}i?"fact. 8¢] is adversative (Winer), not transi-

3
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tive (Meyer). The argument here is of a different nature
from that in verses 20, 21. That was founded upon the idea
of God, and the optional nature of merey. This is founded
upon the ill desert of man, and the divine patience in refer-
ence to it. Consequently, something more than a transition
from one topic to another of the same kind is indicated by
the particle. Jéwr] *“inclined:” “willing” (Eng. Ver.) is
inadequate.  See comment on ver. 19, The mere permission
of God is not meant; nor the purpose of God: which would
require BovAeiwr; but the deep and strong desire: a will that
was so profound and intense as to require that self-restraint
which is denominated the patience and long-suffering of
God (ii. 4). The phrase 3éhwv &8eifusIar opyyv denotes the
spontancity of the divine holiness, ¢ the fierceness and wrath
of Almighty God” against sin (Rev. xix. 15), which is held
back by the divine compassion, upon the ground of the i\ao-
miprov.  Sce comment on iil. 23, The participle is here em-
ployed limitatively, xairo. being understood (Winer, 344):
“although inclined.” Notwithstanding the immanent and
cternal indignation of God against the wickedness of men
like Tiberius and Cwesar Borgia, there was in their history a
long-continued and strange forbearance to punish them.
This is sometimes so marked, as to be painful to the human
couscience, leading men to ery out: “How long, O lLord,
how long?” If God bears patiently for a time with such
persons, not destroying them at the first moment, but defer-
ring the punishment preparcd for them, what ground for com-
plaint have they belore the bar of cternal justice?  And the
reasoning that is true in refercnce to Tiberius and Borgia, is
truc substantially, in reference to cvery unon-elect sinuer.
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The difference is only one of degree in sin (1 Tim. i. 13). The
principle is the same. Every non-clect man will have been
treated by God better than he deserved. In this divine self-
restraint, God cvinces kindness even toward those whose
obstinate self-determination in sin he does not think proper
to overcome by speciul grace.  Swrardr] the exercise of retri-
butive justice is an excriion of omnipotence. sreyker] is gen-
eral in its reference, like oxAypives in verse 18, and not to be
referred particularly to Pharaoh.  =eAlj] the divine patience
and forhearance toward the sin of the non-clect is very great,
especially when the sensitiveness of the divine leliness in
respeet to sin is considered.  To Lear with sin is easy for
the deity of Epicurus, hut not for the living Gaod of Isracl
The stoic Antoninus asks: “ Can the gods, who are imnor-
tal, bear without indignation, for the continuance of so many
azes, with such and so many sinners, yca not only so but
also take such care of them that they want nothing; and
dost thou so grievously tzke on as one that could bear with
them no longer: thou that art but for a moment of time;
vea, thou that art one of those sinners thysell ?” 2ledita-
tions vii. 41.  oke'y] is anarthrous, because no particular
individuals are meant, but the class, generally, of the repro-
bated.  épyis] the genitive of quality: ohjects of wrath,
Compare 7éxre opyis, Eph. 1. 3. samppriopéra] 1. used adjee-
tively: “fit for” (Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, De
Wette, Tholuck, Lange). This is favored Ly the change
to another word (wpoyroipaser), and another -tense, in verse
23, where the elect arc spoken of. 2. Used participially:
“prepared for:” Dby themselves (Lirotius, Bengel); by Gad
(Augustine, Calvin, Meyer).  This last explanation must be
connected with the Augustino-Calvinistic doctrine of the
permissive decrce.  The divine ageney in reprobation is not
regarded as causative of sin, dadlear] cndless perdition:
the ddvaros of v. 12.
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VEr. 23 continues the vindication of God, by giving an
additional reason for the divine patience and forbearance.

9

kai] “and also:” supply jreyker & wod\j), cte. Il God had
invariably visited sin with immediate retribution, in accord-
ance with the promptings of immaculate holiness, there
would have been no opportunity for the manifestation of
his merey toward the clect. In this case, there could have
been no elect: all must have been reprobated and punished.
8odys ] the divine excellenee generally, with particular refer-
ence, here, to the attribute of merey.  Compare IEnh. iii. 16.
éri] denotes the exuberant overllow wpon the ohjects of
merey.  wpoyroipacer| 1. “predestined,” as in Ioph. ii. 10, 2,
“yprepared.” The latter is preferable, hecause of the previous
figure of the potter, and of the kindred word sarypricpdra
applied to the non-clect. The vessels of compassion are pre-
pared for hieaven by the grace of God. The divine agency,
in this case, is direcet cflicicney. The deeree is eflicacious.
God works in man, “both to will, and to do,” Phil. ii. 13.
Il the scecond explanation is adopted, the preposition in the
verh refers to the preparation as being prior to the enjoy-
ment of the glory. 8¢ar] leavenly glory.

Ver. 24 obs] relates to oxa’y éNéos, and is masculine, with
apids, by attraction, ékderer] Sce comment on viil. 30, &
“Tovdadwr] “clection applics to the Jews, in accordance with
the previous aflirmation ““that they are not all lsracl which
are of Israel” (ix. 6), kai] the elect are taken from the Gen-
tiles also, as well as from the Jews.

VER. 25 proves, from the OWl Testament, that vessels of
mercy arc 1o be chosen out of the Gentiles. The uotation
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is from Hoseca ii. 25, and is not exactly literal cither from
the Hebrew or [rom the Septuagint. The order of the
clauses is reversed. In the propheey, the reference is to the
ten tribes; hut as they had been excluded [rom the theo-
cracy, and so were virtually heathen, the apostle regards
them as the type ol the Gentiles universally.  ob Aaor] “od
combined with nouns into one idea, obliterates their mean-
ing altogether:” \Winer, 470, who cites, Rom. x. 19; 1 Det.
il. 10; Thueid., 1. 1873 v. 50; Lurip., Hippol., 196.  odx sya-
mpuévp] is the Septuaging (ver. 23) rendering of mzma N5
The Iebrew =nm siguifics to show merey, so that, as in
ix. 13, compassion and not complacency is the feeling in-
tended.

VER. 26 is taken from Ilosea i. 10, almost literally from
the Septuagint (ii. 1), and is combined with the preceding
quotation [rom the prophet, so as to malke one connected
sentence.  Such combinations are frequent in Rabbinical
citations from the OId Testament. érrac] should have no
comma aflter it, because it is not Paul’s but the prophet’s
word. 7dww] refers, in Hosen, to Palestine, where the threat
of reprobation from the theoeracy, and the promise of [uture
restoration to it, was spoken to the ten tribes. DBut as the
Apostle has made the ten tribes the type of the Gentiles, the
“place,” here, must be the Gentile lands. The heathen,
hitherto externally reprobated (ob Aads), are to be called into
the kingdom of God all over the world. «Apdjoovrai] not
mercly named, but called with the “calling” of viii. 30.

YVEer. 27. The Old Testament citations in verses 23, 20,
prove the election of a part of the Gentiles (¢ édviv: ver.
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24); the Apostle now quotes from the Old Testament to
prove the reprobation of a part of the Jews.  This, for the
Jew, would be a more offensive tenet than even the calling
of the Gentiles,  “Taul now proceeds to the second point,
with which e was unwilling to begin his reasoning, lest he
should too much cexasperate their minds.  And it is not
without a wise device, that he introduces Isaial as crying
out in wonder, not as merely narrating, in order that he
might exeite more attention.”  Calvin, in Joco. There is a
recasting and combination of the original passages, as in the
preceding citation.  &¢] is adversative: not ouly is the clee-
tion of the Gentiles taught in the Old Testament, dut, also,
the reprobation of the Jews.  wpdla] loud proelamation.
Compare John, i. 15.  i=¢p] is equivalent to mepd, In later
Greek, with verbs of narration. &y, ete.] The quotation
i1s from Isa. x. 22: following the Septuagint, which differs
only slightly from the Iebrew.,  imdhappa] is supported by
NAD Lachm., Tisch., Tregelles; the Sept., Receptus, with
DET have kardicyipa.  The word is emphatic: ““the remnant
only”  cadjoerai] this is the Septuazint rendering of 23T
“will return.”  The primary reference of the prophet was to
the return of the Jews from the Babylonian exile; it is ap-
plied by S8t. Paul to Christ’s redemption,

Vi 28 continues the citation, taking ihe words from
Isa. x. 23. The reading without the bracketed words is
supported by WAL DPeshito, Copt., V¥, Tachm,, Tisch.,
Tregelles; with the Dracketed words, by the Receptus, Sept.,
DER, Yule.  The general doctrine is the same with either
reading; and is well given in the English Version: “for Jie
shall finish the work, and cut it short in righteousness: be-



CIIATTER IX. 2. 303

Sandoons, 70 Uméheyppa cwijcerar. ** Méyov yip ouv-
TeA@y kal ouwwréuvwy [év BukatooUvn: 8T Noyov ouvter-

cause a short work will the Lord make upen the carth.”
The exceution of the divine decree of reprobation will he
short, sharp, and decisive. There is no vacillation in the
mind of God, when he has onee decided. The present con-
dition of the Jews, as a people, is a proof that Iisau and
those whom he represents find no peravolas tdmov: no “way
to change the mind” (IZng. Ver. margin) of God, “though
they seck it eavefully with tears ™ (ITeb. xii. 17). The Sep-
tvagint rendering, which St. Paul adopts, departs consider-
ably from the Hebrew text; and commentators themselves
dilfer much in their renderings.  Meyer’s version is as fol-
lows: “Destruetion is determined upon, and inflowing
righteousness (i. ¢, retribution); for, destruction and (puni-
tive) decision will the Lord Jehovall Sabaoth make in the
midst of the whole land.”  Adyor] the word of threatening, as
in Heb. iv. 12: the reprobating decree; hence, the result of
the word: the reprobating erork (Eng. Ver,, Beza, Melanch.,
Calvin). In the New Testament, Ndyos, like the Hebrew az3
(Jer. xliv. 4; 2 Samn. xi. 18), is sometimes equivalent to res,
Jucetwm,  Compare Mat, xix. 115 Mark 1. 455 ix. 10; Lauke
i. 4. Schlcusner, in voce. cwreddr and gurréurer] denote
the energy and swiftness of the divine action: the first refers
to the complete accomplishment of the work; and the last
to the winding up and ending of it. The two participles are
adjuncts of «vptes. Swawooiiy] denotes retributive justice (il
23).  This reprobating work is grounded wholly in law and
equity; and ohjections against it are objectious against law
and equity. 1t is subsequently (xi. 22) denominated “scver-
ity:” i. e. the strict and exact enforcement of righteousness,
There is no compassion (xpyorérys, xi, 22) in it. The ques-
tion whether God may reprobate a portion of the human
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race, is simply the question whether he may be the God of
retribution (xii. 19).

Ver. 29. An additional quotation from Isaiah (i. 9), in
proofl of the reprobation of a part of the Jews, It is verba-
tim from the Septuagint, which translates 19 (= survivor),
by amépua. mpoeipnxer| 1. ¢ has previously said,” in an earlier
chapter (Erasmus, Calvin, Beza, Grotius)., 2. “has prophe-
sied ” (Tholuck, Mever).  The latter rendering requires a
comma after kai. Zafand] the host of heaven, angelic and
starry: mind and matter.  This epithet is chosen, because
clection is an act of sovercignty. omépua] not vegetable
(1lodge), but animal. It denotes the same as 76 iméleyupa
(ver. 27): ouly a small number. s Zd8opa] had none been
clected & 'lovdaiwy (ver. 24), and all been rejected, the case of
the Jews would have been like that of Sodom and Gomorrah.

Verses 30 and 31 summarize the facts brought out in the
previous discussion respecting election and reprobation: viz.,
that the Gentiles who have hitherto had no theocratic privi-
lezes and no outward call, are now the objects of God’s
spiritual election; and the Jews who have hitherto had such
theocratic privileges and the outward call, are now the ob-
jects of God’s spiritual reprobation. Not that every Gentile
without exception is individually elected, and every Jew
individually reprobated. The apostle is speaking of the
genceral condition of things, at the time he is writing. The
Gentiles were then coming to Christ in multitudes, while the
Jews in multitudes were rejecting him (Aets xxviil. 24-28).
The general attitude of hecathenism was believing; that of
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Judaism was unbelieving. This state of things, so {ar as the
Jews were concerned, the apostle teaches, was not always to
continue (xi. 25-32).

ViR, 0. 70 odv épotper] ¢ What, then, is to be inferred,”
from the statements in verses 6-2Y.  Compare viil. 315 x1. 7.
édiy] is anarthrous, to denote not the heathen without ex-
ception, but some of the heathen.  wy dwwovra] the figure of
a race, as in Phil. iii, 122, There was no strenuous pursuit,
in paganism, alter conformity to law, and the happiness re-
sulting from it.  Paganism was sunk in sin, in thie manner
deseribed in 1. 18-32, and had no hope ot a blessed immor-
tality (Eph. ii. 2, 3, 11, 12).  Swatoovryr| is anarthrous, and
denotes here, subjective righteousness, or personal obedicuce
of the law. Compare vi. 13, 16, 18-20. The moral perfection
required by the law was not an object nimed at by the Gen-
tile. watélafer] to lay Lold upon, or acquire. DIhil. il 12, 13.
Though the Geutile did not seck righteousness, yet he got it.
Sikarooirny] has the same subjective siguification as in the
preceding instance, but is followed by an ceplanation.  dixato-
o 8] St. Paul now cxplains how the Gentile obtained a
righteousness that he did not “run after,” and of what sort
itis. It was the “righteousness without works,” and came
to him through that electing act of God which has been de-
seribed.  God called him, and faith in Christ’s iNaomiptov was
the consequence (viii. 30). 1In this way he laid hold upon a
richteousness that was equivalent to the perfect subjective
righteousness required by the moral law, though not identi-
eal with it. This difference and equivalency is marked by
the adversative particle 8¢, and the explanatory clause my é
wirrews : showing that the righteousness here specified is not
the same in kind with that denoted by Swawoivgy in the two
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previous instances.  Sce the comment on the same particle,
and qualifying clause, in 1. 22 The substance of the whole
statement in this verse Is, that the Gentiles who did not
pursue alter inherent righteousness, obtained, by God’s elect-
ing compassion, imputed righteousness ; they who did not
attempt to carn salvation, had it given to them outright,

Ven. 31 is a continuation of the sentence begun in verse
30, 8¢f 1s adversative, showing that the Jews did, and ob-
tained, exactly the opposite of what the Gentiles did, and
obtained. wipor Sikaroorviys| 1. for Swwwoattge vimay, hy Hebra-
istic transposition: Acts v. 20, Rom. vii, 74 (Chrysost., Theo-
doret, Culvin, DBeza, Bengel). 2. the genitive of authorship:
“alaw that justifies™ (Tholuck, Riickert, Meyver, Philippi).
3. vopov dkatooriiys in the first instance, is the Mosaic moral
law, and in the second, is the law ol faith, iii. 27 (Flatt, De
Wette). The first of these interpretations is preferable. The
Sikatootiy vowov is the perfect personal righteousness pre-
scribed and required by the law, and is the same as the
oucutootvy of verse 30.  The Jews pursued after this, and did
not obtain it.  The Gentiles did not pursue aflter this, and
obtained its equiralint.  €ls vopor] (without Suatooiins) is the
reading of NADDIS Copt., Lachm., Tisch., Tregclles. The
TPeshito, Vulaate, Receptus, KL add Swaworims. It 1s im-
plied, even if not expressed; beeause the sawe thing is incant,
as in the preeeding elause. The repetition is for the sake
of emphasis. &bIacer] is equivalent to kerédafer, in verse 5o,
It denotes acquisition or attainment.  Compare Dhil. iii. 16,

Viere 320 Assigns the reason why tie Jews did not luy
Lold upon and obtain the perfect righteousness required by
the law: viz,, because they adopted the method of works,
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This method, as St. Paul has abundantly shown, fails in the
ease of sinful man, 1. because there is no expiation of sin;
2. there is no inward and spiritual obedience of the law.
Neither justihication nor sanctification are possible, if they
are “sought vot by fuith, but by the works of the Jaw.”
Suar(] sc. els vopov Swawoaitns ofk {pJucer. &k woTews] se.
édiwsay vépov Swwawooirys.  ‘The Jews could have obtained the
righteousness required by the law, by exercising faith
Christ. d\X’| sc. éiwfar. &3] They pursued alter the righte-
ousuess, ‘“as il it could be obtained in this way.  Compare
2 Cor. iil. 5. yap] introduces a proof of the preceding state-
ment, drawn from an actual lact in the history of the Jews.
Ado] a figure Lor Christ creiffed o the doctrine of viearious
atonement, the nucleus of this Kpistle, is specially meant.
The history of the Christian religion shows that this is the
most offensive to human pride of all the Christian dogmas.
See Luke ii. 34; 1 Cor. 1. 23, The figure of stumbling agrees
well with the previous usc of Sudxerw.

Ver. 33. This stumbling was foretold by Isaiah (viii. 14;

xviil. 1G). The two verses are blended: “God declares
t]mt hie would be to the people of Juduh and of Israel, for a
rock of offence, at which tliey should stumble and fall.
Sinee Christ is that God who spoke by the prophets, this
prophecy is fulfilled in Christ” (Calvin, in loco). Compare
1 Pet. ii. 6-8. xarawwyuvdhijoerac] is the Septuagint rendering
of ™ (= to flec, from fear). “This is subjoined for the
consolation of the godly; as though he had said: Becausc
Christ is called the stoue of stumbling, there is no reason
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that we should dread him; for he is appointed for life 1o be-
lievers” (Calvin, in loco). Compare v. 5.

The 32d verse is a highly important one, hecause it brings
to notice the differcnce between clection and reprobation,
According to the preceding statements of St. Paul, men are
clected, and saving faith in Christ is the consequence. Elee-
tion does not presuppose faith. There is no faith prior to
the electing act of God, and consequently faith must be pro-
duced by this act. Iaith is the gilt of God (LEph. ii. 8).
Hence faith is only the sceondary instrumental cause of sal-
sation.  But, in the 32d verse, man’s unbelief and rejection
of Christ is ussigned as the primary and cfficient cause of
perdition, and, consequently, the divine act of reprobation
as the scecondary and occasjonal cause. In the instance of
reprobation, there is unbeliel wlready cxisting ; lor repro-
bation supposes the existence of sin.  Consequently, the
reprobating aet does not (like the clecting act) originate
any new moral quality in the man. It merely lets an exist-
ing quality, viz.: unbelicl, continue. Ileprobation is, there-
fore, not the efficient and guilty cause of perdition, but only
the occasional and innocent cause of it. St. Paul repeats
the same truth in xi. 20: “Well: because ol wndelicf they
were broken off.”

The [acts, then, in St. Paul’s theory of reprobation are as
[ollows: God docs nothing to save the non-elect sinmer.
Iis action is inaction. God passes the man by, in the be-
stowment of regencrating grace. He has a right to do so,
because hie does not owe this grace to any man.  The divine
inaction, or preterition, is the occasional cause of the sinner's
perdition: the efficient cause being the obstinate self-determi-
nation of the human will; as a man’s doing nothing to pre-
vent a stone from [alling, is the occasional cause of its [all,
the eflicient cause being gravitation. 1f this sclf-deternina-
tion in sin were superable by the human will itself, the
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inaction of God in reprobation would not make the man’s
perdition certain. Although God had decided to do nothing
to save him, he might save himself. Dut this obstinate
self -determination to evil is insuperable by the human
will (John viii. 34; Rom. viii. 7).  Consequently, mere in-
action, or doing nothing, on the part of God, results in
an everlasting sell-determination to sin, on the part of man.
The doctrine of reprobation is necessarily conneccted with
that of sclf-originated sin, and bondage in sin, Viewed
in this connection, there is no foundation for the charge of
fatalism, frequently made by anti-predestinarian exegetes,
of which the [ollowing extract {from Meyer (in loco) is an
example.  “The contents of Rom. ix. =29, in themsclves
considered, certainly exclude the notion of a divine deeree
that is conditioned by the self-determination of the luman
will, or of an absolute ageney of God that depends upon
that of the individual man; but, at the same time, they
equally exclude the fatalistic determinism, the fremendin
mysterivm of Calvin, which, as Augustine’s theory had pre-
viously done, robs man of his self-determination and free-
dom in respect to salvation, and makes him the passive ob-
ject of the arbitrary and absolute will of God.”

God is the author of salvation, beeause he cleets; but he
is not the author of perdition, because he reprobates. In
the first instance, he is efliciently active, by his Spirit and
word; in the second instance, he is permissively inactive.
If John Doe throw himsell into the water, and is rescued by
Richard Roe, the statement would be that he is saved be-
cause Richard Roe rescued him. DBut if John Doe throw
himself into the water and is not rescued by Richard Roe,
the verdict of the coroner would be suicide, and not homi-
cide: “ Drowned because he threw himself in,” and not:
“Drowned, becausc Richard Roue did not pull him out.”
Compare Hosea xiii. 9.
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St. Patr, in this chapter, enters into an examination of
the reason mentioned in ix. 32 why the Jews did “not attain
? viz., because they sought
it through their own personal obedience (€ épywr), and not

by trust in Christ’s vicarious obedience (éx wiorems). The

to the righteousness of the law:

Apostle proves, chicfly by Old Testament citations, that the
ellicient and meritorious cause of the perdition of the Jews
was their unbelief in, and rejection of Christ, the promised
Messiah and Redeemner.

Ver. 1. St. Paul repeats his assurance of deep interest in
the Jews. Compare ix. 1-3. el8oxia] does not, primarily,
denote desire (Clirysost., Theodoret, De Wette, Olshausen),
but kindness and compassion (Augustine: hona voluntas;
Calvin: benevolentia; Meyer). Conipare Eph. i. 5; Phil.i. 15;
i 13, It is the word which designates the {eeling in God that
prompts his election of individual sinners.  See comment on
ix. 13. St. Paul bas the smne benevolent compassion for
his unbelieving Christ-rejecting brethren “according to the
flesl.”  8éyois] the compassion prowmpts the prayver, which is
a desire. Dengel remarks:  Non orasset Paulus, si absolate
reprobati essent.”  This would he true, provided the fact of
their alsolute reprobation had heen revewled to Paul. In.
this case, prayer would bhe forbidden, as it is in the case of
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the “sin unto death” (1 Jolm v. 16). DBut as no such reve-
Jation had been made, the Apostle’s prayer would have been
nutural and proper, even though it were a fact in the divine
mind that the subjects of the prayer were reprobated. The
divine decrce is not the guide of human supplication, but
the benevolent feeling of the pious heart,  Since no man
knows what the divine decree is, and who the reprobate are,
the prayer for the salvation of men must be indiscriminate,
and for all without cxception. Moreover, there is no alter-
native but to pray either for all men, or for none. In lis
ignorance of the divine purpose, the Christian, must pray
for all, in order to pray for any. adréw] instead of rob "lupaijA,
is the reading of RABDEF Peshito, Vulg., Coptic, Lachm.,
Tisch. els gwmpiar] denotes the end aimed at in the
prayer.

VER. 2 gives the reason, introduced by yép, for the com-
passion and the praver. Jeot]| the gonitive of the object:
“for God.” Compare Jolm 1. 17; Acts xxi. 20; xxii, 3;
Gal. i. 14 As examples of false zeal for God, sece John xvi.
2; Acts xxvi. 9-11.  émiyrwour] the preposition is intensive
(1. 32): the zcal was not founded upon a clear and diserimi-
nating knowledge.

VEr. 3 explains the clause, dv ka7’ éxliyvwow.  dyvoodrres| 1.
10 misconceive: implying some knowledge that is vitiated by
the fault of the person, asin ii. 4; 1 Cor. xiv. 38 (Wolliug, De
Wette, Tholuck, Lange). 2. to he entirely ignorant of (Meyer).
The first is the true explanation, as verses 19-21 prove.
The Old Testament coutains the doctrine of “ God’s righte-
ousness,” in conncction with that of the Messiah (iii. 21);
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and the Jew was acquainted with it. But he modified and
perverted it.  llad the Jew been utterly ignorant upon this
subject, as the Gentile was, he would not have been charge-
able with a greater guilt than that which rests upon the
Gentile (ii. 9, 12). At the same time, the unbelicf conneccted
with this culpable and inexcusable ignorance is not so intense
a form, as that which is accompanied with a clear and con-
clusive knowledge, such, for example, as is possessed by the
lost spirits in perdition,  St. Paul mentions this fact, as one
reason why he feels as he does toward his Jewish brethren,
¢ Ile perccived that they had fallen through ignorance, and
not through malignaney of mind” (Calvin in loco). Compare
Christ’s words in Luke xxiii. 34, and St. Paul’s statement
respecting himself in 1 Tim, i. 13,  Jeod dwarootrp] the geni-
tive of authorship: the gratuitous and imputed righteousness
which God bestows,  Sece comument on i, 173 1l 21, idlav
Sixaragvvyr] personal rightcousness aceruing from actual per-
sonal obedience.  Compare Phil. iii. 9. It is the same that
is meant by Swatogurygy 7y éx vopov in verse 5: the rightcous-
ness €€ épyov (ix. 32), as distinguished from the rightcousness
xopis &pyov (iv. G). &yrotvres omjoa] they strenuously eu-
deavored to establish, or make valid Lelore the bar of justice
and reward, this personal righteousness. The attempt was
a lailure, for the reason, 1. that there is no ilaemjpor, no
atonement for sin, in such a species ol righteousness; and, 2.
the obedience itsell was not the spiritual and perfect service
required by both conscience and the decalogue.  The render-
ing of the English Version: ¢ going about to establish” is feli-
citous, iinplying the toilsomeness and {utility of the attempt.
dmerdygoar] middle signilication:  the gratuitous impuied
“righteousness of God” is conceived of as a divine arrange-
ment, or ordinance, to which sclf-submission is due from
cvery sinful man to whom it is made known. All legal en-
deavor is hostility to cvangelical requirement, Ile who
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would work out a personal rightcousness rejeets Christ’s

righteousness. The “ worker” excludes the “believer ” (iv.
29

4, 5).

VER. 4 mentions an additional proof, introduced by yaip,
that the unbelieving Jew had not submitted himself to the
“rightcousness of God.” In rejecting Christ, as prophet,
priest and king, he rejected this rightecousness. té\os] is
highly emphatic by position: 1. the end in the sense of
termination, or ceasing to exist and operate: Christ abol-
ished the law, as the means of justification, vi, 145 vii. 4, 63
Eph.ii. 15 (Augustine, Luther, De Wette, Tholuck, Olshau-
sen, Iritzsche, Meyer, ITodge); 2. the end, in the sensc of
the «im : Christ is the goal to which the Old Testament law,
both ceremonial and moral, conducts, Gal. iii. 24; Col. ii. 17
(Chrysost., Theodoret, Grotius, Beza, Bengel); 3. the end, in
the scense of fulfilment s Christ vicariously mects all the re-
quirements of the law, both as penalty aud precept, xiii. 10;
1 Tim. 1.3 (Origen, Lrasmus, Calvin, Calovius, Wollius).  As
the statement relates to Christ, the centre and substance of
the Gospel, all of thesc explanations may be combined.
Christ is the 7éhos, in each and every sense here mentioned.
If a single explanation is to be adopted, the last is prefer-
able, as agrecing with the tenor of the Epistle. The passages
cited above show that St. I’aul sometimes uses rélos in the
sensc of w\ijpopa. Sce, also, Mat. v. 17,  els Swcatootvnyv] the
purpose of Christ’s fulfilment of the law: viz., that the be-
liever might be 8ikatos in every respect before the divine law.
T¢ mwrevorrt] is emphatie, and qualifics wavri - not every man

without exception, but every believing man.
14
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VER. 5 begins the proof from the Old Testament, that
salvation is by faith in Christ’s vicarious obedience, and not
by man’s personal obedience. ypdge] writes of, or describes.
or] is recitative. The citation is from the Septuagint ren-
dering of Lev, xviii. 5. Compare Nehem. ix. 29; Ezek. xx.
21; Gal iii. 12. The “righteousness which is of the law” is
the same as “ their own rightcousness,” in verse 3.  moujoas]
denotes perfect obedience, external and internal, like épyalo-
pévos in iv. 4. See comment, adra] is omitted by RADE,
Vulg., Coptie, Tisch.; is supported by BI'GL, Sept., Peshito,
Recept., Lachm. adrg] is the reading ol RAB Vulg., Cop-
tic, Lachm., Tisch., Tregelles; adrois is that of Sept., DEFL
Peshito, Receptus. The first refers to the rightcousness;
the latter, to the ‘“statutes and judgments” mentioned in
the passage in Leviticus.

VER. 6 begins another quotation from Moses (Deut. xxx,
11-14), the purpose of which is to deseribe the “right-
cousncss of faith,” as the opposite of the “righteousness
which is of the law.” The apostle substitutes * rightcons-
ness of faith” for ¢ commmandment,” in the original passage
(because the latter term is used comprelcnsively, of the whiole
doctrine of God which Moses was inspired to teach), and,
personifying it, represents it as describing the way of life.
Several views are taken, 1. The original passage is Mes-
sianic. Moses is here prophetically describing the evangeli-
cal rightcousness by faith in the Messiah; as in Leviticus
xviil. 5 (quoted in verse 5) he deseribes the legal rightcous-
ness, or that of perfect personal obedience (Calvin, Parcus,
Olshausen, Fritzsche, Reiche). 2. St. Paul accommodates
or adapts the language of Moses, which primarily relers only
to the law and legal rightcousness, to the gospel and evan-
gelical righteousness (Chrysost., Luther, Beza, Rosemmiiller,
Tholuck, Riickert, Hodge). 3. The Apostle allegorizes the



CHOAPTER X. 6. 315

passage, and somewhat violently wrests it from its original
meaning, which has no connection with the doctrine of justi-
fication by faith (De Wette, Meyer). The first view agrees
best with the nature of the argument, which endeavors (o
prove the doctrine of justification {from the Old Testament.
Unless the words of Moses really teach this doctrine, the
citation is logically worthless. That Moses understood and
taught the gospel as well as the law, is proved by Luke xxiv.
275 John v, £6; Aects iil. 22-26; xxvi. 22, 23; Rom. 11 21.
He also taught all that Abraham understood and tanght;
and Abraham, the apostle has already shown, was divinely
instructed respecting justification by faith (iv, 1-22). ¢Mo-
ses is speaking not concerning the law alone, but concerning
the whole doctrine which he was inspired and commanded to
teach to the children of Israel. This was not legal merely
and ouly, but comprehended, also, evangelical truths and
promises. He exhorts the people to observe his teaching
(which he designates by two words: nrn, commandment,
and 7pr, statute), because it was not secret, and diflicult to
he understood, but plain and clear. DBut this alone would
not make the legal commandment ewsy to be obeyed. The
gracious promise of mercy and help from God must be con-
nected with it, in order to this. The gospel was associated
with the law, in the doctrine of Moses viewed as a system of
truth, and an entire whole. God promises to circumeise the
heart of his people, and of their secd, that they may love the
Lord their God with all their heart and soul, and that they
may live (Deut. xxx. G). This association of law with grace
is seen clearly in the ritual and ceremonial part of the Mosaic
institute. And it is indicated in the passage quoted by St.
Paul, by the words, ‘In thy wouth, and in thy heart.” As
law, the doctrine of Moses was in the mouth; as grace it
was in the heart.” Parcus in loco. Stmilarly, Calvin re-
marks (in loco), “If Moses spake of the law only, it had been
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a [rivolous argument; since the law of God is no more easy
to be done when it is put before our eyes, than when it is
set at a distance. Therefore he means not the law only, but
all the doctrine of God, which comprehends the Gospel un-
der it.” This interpretation agrees with the statement in
the opening of the Epistle (i. 2), that God, in the Old Testa-
ment, ‘“‘pre-announced the gospel coneerning his Son Jesus
Clrist, by his prophets.” elmys év ) wapdia] to speak in-
wardly is, to think, Ps. xiv. 1; Mat. iii. 9. Thought is in-
terual language; and language is external thought. Thouzht
and language are two maodes of the same thing, 7l drafyoe-
tac] the question of unbelief, regarding the incarnation : as
if Christ had not already come upon earth.  St. Paul does
not here, or in the succceding verses, conform exactly to the
original phraseology, hecause he is quoting ad sensum.  ITe
indicates this, by not introducing the quotation by the usual
formula, Mwiays ypagee (ver. 3), or Aéye 3 ypagy (ix. 17).

VER. 7. 7is karafjrera] a second question of unbelief, re-
garding the resurrcetion: as if Christ had not risen from the
dead. é&Bvooor] the equivalent of Sheol, and ITades, when
these are used in the sense of the grave (Gen. xxxvii. 33;
Ps. xlix. 155 Acts i1, 27, 31); and not in the scuse of a place
ol retributive torment (Deut. xxxii. 225 Joh, xxi. 135 P, ix,
17; Prob. v 55 Aat. xi. 235 xvi. 18; Luke xvi. 22-206; Rev.
i 18; 1l 75 xx. 13, 14).  70b7 éorw, cte.] the clause u.\plnms
the meaning of the descent into the abyss.

VER. 8. dA\&7{ Aéye] sc. % Swatoovin wigrews. The utter-
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ance of the righteousness of faith is directly contrary to
what the unbeliever ““says in his heart.” Uubelief raiscs
objections amd makes difliculties; faith gets rid of them in a
mass, by resting in the omnipotence of God as promised and
pledged in Christ.  Its utterance is that of the Apostle
before Agrippa: “Why should it be thought a thing in-
credible, that (fod should raise the dead?” (Acts xxvi. §).
éyyis] is strongly cmpliatic, by position. To obtain eternal
lite by laying holl upon a perfeet righteousness close at
hand, like that of Christ, is a [ar shorter and nearer way
than to pursue after it (Swxew, ix, 30), up and down through
all space, in a prolonged and wearing personal effort that is
baflled at every point, and proves in the end to have been
utterly worthless and uscless for the purpose aibmed at. &
79 ordpatri, cte.] the clause explains éyyis.  The revealed
doctrine, or fact (pjud), of the righteousness of faith, is in
its own nature both theoretic and practical, truth and life
(John vi. 63). Hence, it is not merely a word in the moutl,
but a principle in the heart,  As such, it is as nigh and close
to man, as his own consciousness itscll. wlortews] is the geni-
tive of the object, and cxplains the nature of the word, or
doctrine, taught by Moses, and re-aflicnted by St. Paul. It
is addressed to faith, and requires faith. Under the old
cconomy, this faith was trust in the divine Redeenter as re-
vealed to Adam and Abraham in the “Sced of the Woman;”
and to Moses and the Prophets in the Messiah. TUnder the
pew cconomy, it is trust in Jesus Christ.  «ypvoooper] denotes
a public proclamation: the plural refers to the apostles and
cvangelists, and the ministry generally.

VEr. 9. 6r¢] 1. is explanatory, denotiug the purport of
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the pipa (Vulgate, Eug. Ver., Beza). 2. is logical, giving a
prool: “hecause” (Tholuck, De Wette, Meyer, Stuart, Al-
ford). The last is preferable, because the subject-matter of
the doctrine or word preached, is not the subjective act of
faith and confession, but the objective suffering and obedi-
ence of Christ. The preacher’s great theme is Christ him-
sell, and not the believer's trust in him.  dpoloyiays] public
conlession helore men, Mat. x. 32, 33; xvi. 16-19; 1 Tim. vi.
13. orépare] corresponds with orépare in verse 8: the “word ?
must be “in the mouth.”  «ipov] is a predieate: ““as Lord;”
there is a reference to drafjoera, in verse 6. The aseension of
Christ into heaven implies bis original divinity, and descent
from heaven, The word sypos is the Sceptuagint rendering
of Jchovah, and any Jew who publicly conflessed that Jesus
ol Nazarcth was “Lord,” would be understood to aseribe the
divine nature and attributes to him. Tt is also the Old Testa-
ment term for the Son of God, and the Messiah; and when
Christ himsclf asserted that he was the Son of God, and the
Messiah, he was charged with blasphemy (Mat. xxvii, 63-G6),
and with equalizing himself with God (Johu xi. 24, 30, 33).
morelonys| denotes that inward act which is outwardly con-
fessed: [faith is the “word in the heart,” antithetic to cun-
fession, which is the “word in the mouth” (verse §). Tfaith
and confession are two modes of the sane thing: viz., the
new divine life in the soul. Cliistian conlession is as truly
a gracious and holy act, as Christian [aith.  ITence the two
are inseparable.  There is no genuine faith if there is an
aversion and unwillingness to conless faith. A wman who is
ashamed of Christ does not savingly believe in him.  There
may be saving faith when, owing to providential reasons, it
is impossible to conless it publicly; but in this case there is
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a desire to confess the faith of the heart, and the desire is
the will, and the will, in the sight of God, is the deed (2 Cor.
viii. 12).  «apdia] corresponds with xapdie in verse 8. Fyepev]
looks back to xarafBveerac in verse 7. Ifuith has special refer-
ence to the atoning death, and trinmphant resurrection of
Jesus the Lord. owdijoy] corresponds to {joerat, iu verse 5.
The salvation obtained under the gospel, is equivalent to the
life that would have been obtained under the law, had man
perfectly kept the law.

Ver. 10 is an emphatic repetition of the necessity of con-
fession and faith, in order to salvation. The order is now
reversed, because this is the true order: faith being the root,
confession the branch, Mat. xii. 34; 2 Cor. iv. 13. St. Paul,
in the preceding statement, had followed the order of Moses.
morederal] the passive is employed for the sake of abstract
universality., 8wawaiiy] “righteousness without works,” or
gratuitous justilication. gwryplar] is the result and issue of
justitication. The meaning, of course, is not that faith is the
instruniental cause of justification, and conlession that of sal-
vation. This is to divide the indivisible. Salvation supposcs
justification, and confession supposes faith. DBach, therefore,
may stand {or the other. St. Paul could have said: “ With
the heart, faith is exercised unto salvation, and with the
mouth, confession is made unto justification;” because sin-
cere confession is meant, and this implies faith.

Ver. 11 contains another citation from the Old Testa-
ment (Isa. xxviii. 16) in the Septuaging version, in proof
that faith is a saving act. The passage has already been
quoted, in ix, 83. wds] is not in the Hebrew, or the Septua-
gint, but is implied in é morevwy. al7g] refers to Christ, in



320 COMMENTARY ON ROMANE.

7 y 3 A A 91 12 ? hY 3
oredwy ém adTd ov rataiocyvwdijceTal. ob yap éoTw
! [4
SiacTony Iovdalov Te xai "EXAnvos: o wyap adros wipios
TEvTWY, TAOUTOVY €ls TavTas ToUs émikalovuévous abTov.
13 PN o 2 > ’ o ’ 3/
IT%s yap Os av émwaléonTar To dvoua Kupiov cwdi-

St. Paul’s application of the passage. The original justifies
” there
spoken of is the Messiali.  See Mat, xxi. 42,  «karawoxuwdijoe-
tai] See comment on v. 5.

this application; for, the “precious corner stone

VER. 12 explains #ds in the preceding verse. ob 8iagtoAs)]
No difference, i. e., in respect to salvation by faith and con-
fession. Compare iii. 22. 6 adros] is the subject, and xipios
the predicate (Meyer). De Wette regards 6 abros vptos as
the subject, as in the IEnglish Version. The term xipios
refers to Christ (Origen, Chrysost., Wollius, Bengel, Tholucl,
De Wette, Riickert, I'ritzsche, Meyer, Philippi). It is re-
ferred to God, by Theodoret, Theophyl.,, Pareus, Grotius,
Ammon, Reiche, Unbreit. The first is best, as the Apostle
speaks of Christ in both the preceding and following verses.
¢ Christ, according to Phil. ii. 11, is a Being who is to be
worshipped as Lord of all; to whom érwaleto3ar is referred
in 1 Cor. 1, 2, Acts 1i. 21, ix. 14, xxil. 16; and to whom xdpis
is ascribed in Rom. 1. 5, v. 15, ® Cor. xiii. 13.”  (De Wette,
in loco,) Meyer adopts the Arian distinetion between calling
upon God the Father as God in the absolute sense, and up-
on Christ as the mediator between the Father and man.
mAovrar] is a term descriptive of the divine fulness, which is
attributed to Christ, in Coloss, ii. 9. Compare Rom. v. 135;
Eph. iii. 8. eis] “towards,” or “in reference to.”

Ver. 13. A gunotation (without Xéye 3 ypady) [rom Joel ii.
32, according to the Septuagint. yap| does not belong to
the citation, but introduces it. The sentiment is kindred to
that of verse 11. He who belicves in Christ shall not be dis-
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appointed; and he who calls upon Christ shall be saved.
FFaith and prayer are cognate acts. Drayer to Christ for
merey and salvation is an act by which faith in Christ shows
itself. The deity of Christ is implied in the fact that he is
the DBeing upon whom universal man must call, in prayer, for
eternal salvation,

Ver. 14, The assertion that men must universally sup-
plicate Christ for salvation, suggests the necessity of univer-
sally preaching Christ, in order to this. Hence, the gospel
requires the Christian ministry. ofv] a deduction from verse
13. émwaléowvrat] (émkaléoortar, [Rec.) hasthe same subject as
émaléoyrar, in verse 13, viz.: Jews and Greeks indiserimi-
nately, «ypiooorros] public and official proclamation, The
Christian herald was called and set apart for ministerial ser-
vice, 1. 1, 5; Acts xiii. 3; 1 Tim. iv. 14,

VER. 15, sypiéwow] is the reading of NABDEL Lachm,,
Tisch., Tregelles. The Receptus has xppiéovow. The notion
of possibility is denoted more strongly by the aorist subjunc-
tive, than by the future indicative: ¢ How can they preach.”
drograkdow] namely, by Christ, by whose command they
preach (ver. 17). yéyparrad] in Isa. Jii. 7. The citation is
given freely from the Septuagint.  The original is a prophecy
concerning the whole future of Messial’’s kingdom. This in-
cludes all the temporal deliverances of God’s people; but these
are only secondary to the spiritual deliverance. The return
from the Babylonian exile, to which there may be a refer-
ence, is only symbolical of something far greater, to which

St. Paul here refers it. The messengers who announce the
14*
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good news of the end of the earthly captivity, are typical of
the gospel messengers.  dpator] timely, or seasonable (dpa).
Compare Ecel. iil. 11.  As the essence of heauty is propor-
tion and exact adjustment, the rendering of the English Ver-
sion (“beautiful ) is correct. The words in brackets are
wanting in RADBC ¥ahid., Coptie, Ethiopic, Lachm., Tisch.,
Tregelles; and found in DEFL Vulgate, Peshito, Receptus.
eiprgy and dyadd] denote the spiritual peace, and benefits of
the gospel.

VER. 16 directs attention to the fact that notwithstanding
there is this universal proclamation of the gospel, there 1s
not a universal belief of the gospel. The apostle does not
permit his reader to lose sight of man’s unbelief, and hard-
ness of heart. ’alX’] “although messcngers were sent to
preach, yet,” ete. Compare v. 14. mdvres] reflers to both
Jews and Gentiles; because the prophet Isaiah, whom he
cites, spealks of the gospel in relation to the entire world of
mankind. The previous discussion ol election and reprobation
has likewise shown that there arc believers and unbelievers
among both Jews and Grecks. dmixovoar] denotes willing
subjection, and not wmerely the assent of the understanding.
Compare vi. 17; 2 Thess. i. 8. The aorist is historical: they
did uot obey, during the preaching, i. e. (Allord). yip] in-
troduces the proof from Tsaiah liii. 1. St. John (xii. 38)
quotes the same passage as descriptive of the reception which
Christ’s preaching met with. In the complaint of the
propliet concerning the unbelief of the Jews of his day, the
apostle finds a prophesy of the unbelief of both Jews and
Gentiles in the latter day. dxoj] that which is heard: the
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“message.” Yet, not the abstract message; but the message
as preached and heard.

VEr. 17 is a summary recapitulation, introduced by d&pa
(*“accordingly ”), of what has been said in verses 14-1G.
The line of remark, in these verses, shows that saving faith
depends upon the knowledge of gospel truth; and the uni-
versal knowledge of this truth among mankind depends upon
Christ’s appointment of a ministry to preach it. droijs] not
the act of hearing (Riickert, De Wette, Philippi), but the
thing heard: the message as proclaimed, as in verse 16 (Tho-
luck, Meyer, Hodge). The act itself of hearing, if it were
believing hearing, would be the samne as faith; and if it were
unbelieving hearing, then faith could not be said to “come?”
by mecans of it. fjuares Xpworot] is the reading of NBCDE
Vulgate, Sahidie, Coptie, Lachm., Tisch., Tregelles, The
Receptus AL, Peshito, read 3eov. 1. The ¢“revelation” of
Christ, in the subjective sense of the act of revealing. The
gospel message (dxon), as contained in both the Old and New
Testaments, is the product of divine inspiration (Calvin, Tho-
luck). 2. The “commission,” or command of Christ, Mat.
xxviii. 19; Aects i. §; Eph. iv. §, 11 (Beza, Meyer, Hodge).
The last is preferable, particularly if Xpworo? be adopted as
the reading. That pjua has this signification, is seen in Luke
iii. 2. It is also favored by the immediately preceding con-
text, whieh has spoken of the sending and hearing of gospel
messengers.  ““ Accordingly, then, faith cometh through the
truth as preached; and the truth is preached by the command
of Christ.” If Jeod be adopted, there would be more reason
for the first explanation of fnuaros; and the meaning would
be: “Faith cometh through the truth; and the truth by the
inspiration of God.”
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VEr. 18 mentions a possible excuse for unbelieving men
gencrally, viz., that some of them may have been excluded
by God, like the heathen under the old cconomy, from hear-
ing the gospel message, and gives the refutation of it. dAAa]
“glthough faith cometh, cte., yet.” Compare ver. 16, Aéyw]
the Apostle himself suggests the excuse. 7kovoar] sc. i
dkoqr.  The subject of tlhie verb is not merely the Jews
(Tholuck, Meyer, Philippi), but the Gentiles also (Calvin,
Fritzsche, Hodge). See the explanation of wdvres in verse
16. pevodvye] not in irony, as in ix. 20, but in emphatic
carnest. $Idyyos] is the vibration of a musical string. abrav]
refers to the preachers whe have been sent forth 8w prjparos
Xpwrod. The extract is from the Septuagint of Ps. xviii. 5
(Eng. Ver,, xix. 4). St. Paul accommodates a passage
which refers originally to natural religion, to revealed religion,
He does not introdnce it by the usual formula, Aéye 5 ypagn-
wépara] the “frontiers.” pijuara adrdv] is the same thing that
is denoted by drojj juav in verse 16. St. Paul could say, in
his day, that the gospel had had a universal proclamation,
and ‘““was preached to every creature which is under heaven”
(Coloss. i. 23), in the same sensc that the preaclier of the
present day can say it. The separating wall between Jew
and Gentile had been broken down, Christianity was for the
whole human race, and Christ’s fijpa was: “Go preach to
every creature.” If the fact that many nations and peoples
had not actually heard the preacher’s voice, was a reason why
he should refrain from saying that Christianity is the religion
of universal man, it is a reason why the modern preacher
should refrain from saying it. The Apostle replies to the
suggestion, that unbelief may be excusable because some may
be excluded by divine arrangements from hearing it, that the
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gospel is as wide and all-embracing as the race. Compare
Coloss. 1. 6. Calvin’s explanation is as follows: ¢ God {rom
the beginning manifested his divinity to the Gentiles, though
not by the preaching of men, yet by the testimony of crea-
tion. For though the gospel was then silent among them,
yet the whole workmanship of lieaven and earth did speals,
and make known its author by its preaching. It hence ap-
pears, that the Loxd, even during the time in which he con-
ferred the favor of his covenant to Israel, did not yet so with-
draw from the Gentiles the knowledge of himself, but that
he ever kept alive some sparks of it among them.  He indeed
manifested himself more particularly to his chosen people, so
that the Jews might be justly compared to domestic hearers,
whom he familiarly taught as it were by his own mouth; yet
as lie spoke to the Gentiles at a distance by the voice of the
heavens, he showed by this prelude that he designed to make
himself known, at length, to them also.”

VER. 19 mentions a second possible excuse for the unbe-
lieving Jews: viz., that they may have beecn ignorant of the
fact that the gospel was intended for the heathen, and find-
ing that God was extending it to them might infer that he
had revoked his previous covenant with Abraham and his
sced. This excuse is refuted by Scripturc citations, which
show that the original promise to Abraham included ““all the
nations of the earth” (Gen. xxii. 18). d\Aa] See comment
onverse 18. Aéyw] as in verse 18. ’Iopaj] this alleged ex-
cuse does not apply to men universally, but only to the Jews.
éyvo] 1. “Did not the Jews know the gospel ?” (Clirysost.,
Calvin, Beza, Philippi). 2, “Did not the Jews know that
they were to be rejected ?” The connection, in this case, is
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with the thought in verse 21 (Aquinas, Pareus, Rosenmiiller,
Tholuck, Stuart, Hodge). 3. “Did not the Jews know that
the promise to Abraliam was universal in its nature ?”
(Fritzsche, De Wette, Meyer, Allord). The last explana-
tion is preferable, because it is closely connected with the
immediately preceding and following citations from the Old
Testament. wpdros] Moses is first in the list of witnesses,
Aéye] the quotation is from Deut. xxxii. 21, almost verbatim
from the Septuagint. God threatened the Israelites, on
account of their idolatry, that he would show favor to the
Canaanites, and thereby excite their jealousy, as they, by
their idolatry, had awakened his.  St. Paul explains this as
typical of the blessing of the Gentiles, and the displeasure
of the Jews therewith. mapalyAdow] emulation is the general
conception in the word, as in xi. 11, 14 (Sehleusner, in voce).
This may assume the form of jealousy, as here, and in the
passage in Deuteronomy; or of anger, as in 1 Cor. x. 22.
er’] “over,” or “on account of.” odk édre] By X5 : “a no-
people.”  Sec the explanation of od Aadv, in ix. 25, Only
God's people come up to the idea of a people in the full
sense. Compare 1 Pet. ii. 10.  dowrérw] the folly of idolatry
is meant. Compare 1. 1, 22.

Ver. 20. 8¢] marks the transition to another witness, but
with a somewhat adversative sense.  There is a contrast he-
tween Moses and Isaiah, in respeet to the tone of the testimo-
ny. dmorodud] is not adverbial, hut has the foree of a verh. “He
dares to speak out, and tell the whole truth” (Theophylact).
Compare kpdlet, in ix. 27. The quotation is given [reely from
the Septuagint of Isu. lIxv. 1. The parallel clauses arc trans-
posed. The original refcrence of the prophecy is to the Gen-



CHAPTER X. 21, 327

9 A 3 ’ A 3 A ) - o1 1 8\ \
duavis éyevduny Tois éué uy émepwtdow. ' mwpods 8¢ Tow
*Ispanh Méyer” Ongy v Nuépav éfeméraca Tas yelpds pov
mpos Aaov amerdobvra Kai avtihéyovTa.

tiles. The prophet announces, in verse 1, that God will say,
“Beliold me,” to “a nation not called by his name;” and in
verse 2 gives the reason, viz.: the conduet of his “rebellious
people.” The original reference of the first verse to the Jews
thewselves, and only its typical reference to the Gentiles, by
St. Paul (Meyer and others), implies that Israel could prop-
crly be described as a nation that had not been called by the
name of Jehovah. Sce Alexander, in loco,

Ver. 21. 7pis] 1. “against:” adversus (Erasmus, Calvin,

Beza, Grotius); 2. “to” (Vulgate, Luther, Riickert, Meyer);
3. ‘“inrefercnce to” (Wolfius, Tholuck, De Wette, Fritzsclie,
Philippi). The last is best, because in the preceding verse
Isaiah has spoken in reference to the Gentiles, and now
spealts in another reference, which is marked by 8¢  éfemé-
raga] the outstretched arms express the compassion and
yearning appeal of God. Compare Prov. i. 24; Ezek. xviii.
31, 32; Hosea xi. 8. dmedolvra xal dvriéywra] the present
participle denotes the constant mood and temper. The Jews
did not merely oppose, but contradicted. In answer to the
compassionate invitation of God, they said: “ We will not.”
Meyer, in loco, Compare Mat. xxiii. 37,
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Ix this chapter, St. Paul first proves that the reprobation
of the Jews, previously deseribed, is not a total reprobation.
God has elected and saved some of them; it is only a portion
that he has passed by, or “hardened.” Verses 1-10. The
Anpostle, then, in the second place, shows that this reproba-
tion is not a firality in and of itsell. Tt is a means to an
end, and a part of a benevolent plan.  God does not repro-
bate some of the Jews for the mere sake of reprobating, but
as instrumental to the salvation of the Gentiles. And when
this end has been attained, then the Jews themselves as a
body shall be brought into the church, and “all Isracl shall
be saved.” Verses 10-32.

VER. 1. Ayw odr] looks back, not to the statements in
chapter x. respeeting the calling of the Gentiles and the uni-
versality of the gospel (Meyer and others), but to what the
Apostle has said in chapter ix. concerning reprobation, and
cspecially the reprobation of the Jews (Rom. ix. 6-33). The
erroncous inference, introduced by ofv, which he refutes, re-
lates to the harsher and more offensive side of his dogmatic
teaching., dwdoaro] siguifies ‘““to thrust out entirely:” an
utter and total rejection, without any exceptions, is meant.
Compare Ps. xciv, 13. The Apostle would not have what he
has previously said respecting the reprobation of the Jews to
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be so understood, as to imply the abrogation of the covenant
formerly mmade with Abraham, and that the Jews were now
entirely alienated from the kingdom of God. The reprobha-
tion spoken of is only of a portion of the people: “blindness
in part is happened to Tsrael” (verse 23). éyw] Paul had
been elected (Acts ix. 15), and this proves that the reproba-
tion was not sweeping and total. ’lopande(ys] a descendant
of Jacob and not of Lsau. Berwapeir] this tribe together with
Judali constituted the theocratic people, alter the Iixile.
These particulars demonstrate that the apostle was thorough-
ly and completely a Jew. Compare Phil. iii. 5.

Ver. 2. Aadv] 1. The spiritual people, as in ix. G; Gal. vi.
16. (Origen, Aug., Chrys., Luther, Calvin, Pareus, Hodge).
2. The theocratic people (De Wette, Tholuck, Meyer, Phi-
lippi, Stuart, Lange, Alford). The last is preferable, be-
cause this is the meaning of Xaév in verse 1, the sentiment of
which St. Paul is refuting. e is speaking most commonly
in this chapter, of the nation as a whole, out of which, he
says, a part are spiritually elected, so that the nation as a
whole are not rejected. Tt would be superfluous, to assert
and endeavor to prove that the spiritual people of God are
not ‘“thrust out cutirely.” mpoéyrw] is used in the IIebrew
signification, “to elect,” as in viii. 20. The “people ” being
the theocratic people, the clection here meant is the outward
call.  St. Taul lays stress upon the fact of the external clee-
tion of the nation, as a proof that there could not have been
a spiritual reprobation of ¢/ the individuals composing it. It
is improbable, that having given to the Jews the Mosaic law,
moral and eeremonial, together with the Levitical priesthood,
and the divine oracles, God would not effectually call any of
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them. The outward call, in such a case, would be inexplica-
ble. 3] “or,” in casc you are not convinced by this. é “HAig]
in the section, or narrative, relating to Elijah, Compare
Mark xii. 26.  évrvyxdve] signifies to plead cither for or
aguinst; the preposition xard shows that the latter is intended
here: viz.: “to complain of.”

Vir. 3. The passage is freely cited from the Septuagint
rendering of 1 Kings xix. 10, 14. dmékrewrar] namely, the
Israclites by the command of Ahab and Jezebel, 1 Kings
xvill. 4, 13, 17.  Jvowaaripui] the plural is explained by the
fact, that after the revolt from Judah, the ten tribes could
not go up to Jerusalem Lo offer sacrifice, and consequently
erccted altars for this purpose. This had been forbidden
(Lev. xvil. §, 9; Deut. xii, 13); but when a ceantral and ap-
pointed place of sacrifice could not be had, altars upon “high
places ” were permitted to pious worshippers, 1 Kings iii, 2—
4. karéokapar] ““to raze from the ground.” pudvos] sc. rav
TpodTlov.

VER. 4. xpnuarouds] the divine response to the complaint,
Cowmpare Mat. ii. 12, It is found in 1 Kings xix. 18, and
varies slightly from both the Septuagint and Ilebrew. raré
Mrov éuavrg] “T have reserved for mysell.,”  érrayuryhions]
“Though this stands for an indelinite number, it was yet the
Lor®’s design to specify a large multitude. Since, then, the
grace of God prevails so much in an extreme state of things,
let us not lightly give over to the devil all those whose piety
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does not openly appear to us” (Calvin in loco). 77 BdeA]
bYya = lord or ruler: a Phenician deity, identical with the
Chaldean Bel, or Belus. It was the male generative princi-
ple, symbolized by the sunj with which was associated the
female gencrative principle, symbolized by Ashtoreth, or the
Grecian Astarte. The use of the [eminine article is ex-
plained: 1. by supposing that Astarte is included, and that
Baal is thus androgynous (Reiche, Olshausen, Philippi). 2.
by contempt (Gesenius, Tholuck). 3. to agree with eixor,
understood (Erasmus, Beza, Grotius, Bengel). The Septua-
gint in this place reads 7o; but uses the feminine article in
1 Sam. vii. 4; Hosea ii. §; Zeph. i. 4. The Apocrypha also
employs the feminine.

VEr. 5. St. Paul applies the clection in Elijal’s day to the
election under the gospel-dispensation.  otruws] in conformity
with this occurrence in Elijal’s time. Aetupa] corresponds
to xarédwoy, and is identical with dmwdheppa in ix. 27.  xdperos]
is the genitive of source. Respecting the fact itself, it is
said in Aects xxi. 20, that there were ““ tens of thousands of
believing Jews.”  Compare iii. 3 xi. 17, where “some”
(rwes) are spolen of as unbelieving, implying that others
were believers. This ““ remnant ” sustains the same relation
to the “people” spoken of in verses 1 and 2, that "Topun)
does to of & 'ToparA, in ix. 6; and the ¢ children of God” to
the “children of the flesh,” in ix. 8. The fact that in Eli-
jal’s time, and in the Apostle’s time, God called with his
effectual calling, a multitude from out of that larger body
whom he had ecalled only with the outward calling, proved
that God had not totally reprobated the Jewish people.

VER. 6 is explanatory. St. Paul, again, as he had previ-
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ously done in ix. 11, 10, takes particular pains to show that
this election is not [ounded upon man’s prior obedicuce, as
the reason and cause ol it. The natural heart is legal, and
desires to merit salvation. Henee, the necessity of reiter-
ating, that man does not earn and werit the electing com-
passion of God, by works ol his own. xdpad sc. Aeupa
yéyover. épywr] denotes perfect works: sinless obedience, such
as the law requires. Sce explanation of iv. 1. odxént] sc.
yéyovev. yiverar] is used instead of éore, hecause an alteration
is meant: éom would denote the intrinsic nature of a thing,
which is unchangeable. If this clection were upon the
grouud of obedience, then merey would be converted into
justice: *‘gratia nisi gratis sit, gratia non est.” (Ang.).
The clause in brackets is wanting in RACDE Sahid., Copt.,
Vulg., Erasmus, Griesbach, Lachm., Tisch., Tregelles. It is

supported by BL Peshito, Receptus.

VER. 7. 7{ olv] sc. épotmev: a deduction {rom verses 2-G,
The thought is similar to that in ix. 30, 31. émiyre] is like
duixwy, in ix. 31. The preposition is intensive, and the pres-
ent tense denotes continuous cffort. The Jewish people asa
nation (Topaj) labored in a legal manuner to obtain eternal
life, and failed. ékhoyy] is that part of the Jewish people,
designated as Aequua, who sought after eternal life by faith
in the promised Messiah. DBut this faith itself was the gift
of God (Eph. ii. 8). éméruxer] commonly takes the geni-
tive (the Receptus reads rovrov); hut may be followed by the
accusative. Compare I’lato’s Rlepublic, iv. 431 ¢. Xowroi] the
remainder of the Jews: the Twes of il 3; xi. 17, émupddy-
oav] is derived from wdpos - the osscous cement formed in 2
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’ as in Mark. vi.

broken bone. Hence, “to become callous;’
52; viil. 17; Jolhn xii. 40. This word, in the Septuagint of
Job xvii, 7, is translated in the English Version by, “be-
came dim ;” and in £ Cor. iii. 14 by, ** were blinded,” as it is
also in this passage. As St. Paul, in ix, 18, has described
reprobation by exAypure, this would be a reason for adopt-
ing the etymological rendering. But the succeeding ex-
planation of the term, in verse 8, favors the second signifi-
cation. The word relates to both the understanding and
the will.  For the relation of the human to the divine agen-
cy, in the case, see the explanation of oxAypives, in ix. 18.
Calvin’s explanation (in loco) is one of the few passages in
his writings which subject him to the charge of supra-lapsa-
rianism.

VER. 8 contains a proof from the Old Testament: the cita-
tion is a combination of Deut. xxix. ¢ with Isa. xxix. 10,
freely according to the Sept.  &wxer] denotes not ouly per-
mission, but the punitive withdrawal of restraints. Sec
explanation of wapéduxer, in i. 24 kararifews] stupefac-
tion.”  Religious apathy and lethargy show that God has
ceased to strive with the man, and has left him to himself.
Compare Eph. iv. 19, This word, in the Septuagint, some-
times has the signification of exasperation: an angry and
embittered spirit. Luther and Calvin give it this meaning.
100 py BAémew] 1. the descriptive genitive: “cyes of not see-
ing,” i. e., that do not see (Grotius, Fritzsche, Philippt). 2.
the genitive of purpose (Meyer). The latter agrees best
with éokev.  &ws Tijs, ete.] is best connected with &uxer, as a
part of the quotation,
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Ver. 9 gives another proof, from Ps. Ixix. 22, 23, that a
part of the Jewish people had been judicially blinded. The
citation varies somewhat from the Septuagint. The psalm
is Messianic, as is proved by comparing verses 9 and 21 with
John ii. 17; Mat. xxvii. 34, 48; John xix. 29, 30. What
David said concerning the enemies of the Messiah, or the
unbeliering Jews, in his tine, is applicable to them in all
time, yeapdyreo] In the llebrew, the future is employed,
which the Septuagint renders hy the imperative. Some
regard it as the intensive [uture, so that there is a prophecy
that these things shall certainly happen to the encmies of
Christ. But it wmay be taken as an iwmprecation, uttered hy
David speaking as the inspired organ of God. The Supreme
Judge can authorize a prophet to pronounce his punitive
judgment for him, as he can a human magistrate to inilict
punitive justice for bim (xiii. 4). 7pawele] is put for earthly
enjoyments: while they are eating and drinking, in fancied
sceurity.  wayida] the snare by which the wild beast is
caught. $npar] the quarry, or heap of game: this is neither
in the Hchrew nor the Septuaging, but an addition by the
apostle.  owdvdador] is the Septuagint word for the classical
okarddAypIpor, or stick to which the bait is tied, in a trap.

Vee. 10. viror, cte.] The Hebrewis, “make their loins
continually to shake.” St. Paul follows the Sceptuagint ver-
sion.  ovykapor] God is the agent. The reference is not to
Roman slavery, but to spiritual. These citations from the
0ld Testament prove that the spiritual rejectien of a por-
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tion of the Jewish nation was known and foretold, from the
beginning of Jewish histary.

VER. 11 begins a new paragraph, in which the apostle
mentions a reason for the reprobation of a part of the Jews,
otv] in relerence to the “blinding,” just proved by Scripture
citations., Compare verse 1. é&rrawar] the subject is the
Aouroi, of verse 7, who do not belong to the “election.”
Compare James ii. 10; iii. 2; 2 Pet. i. 10. wéowow] is em-
phatic: “did they stumble merely that they might fufl?”
IIad God no end to accomplish by this reprobation ? ma-
parropart] the dative of the means: here, the occasional
cause. The connection is with &rraigur. This word invaria-
Lly denotes a cnlpable and punishable act (Rom. v. 15-18;
Mat. vi. 14). ence, reprobation is consistent with the doc-
trine of personal responsibility and guilt.  The “ [all” of the
unbeliever is also the *“ transgression” of the unbeliever.
ourypla] sc. yéyorev. As actual instances, in which the rejec-
tion of the gospel by the Jews led to its acceptance by the
Gentiles, see Acts xiii. 43—49; xxiii. 28. The same thing is
foretold, in Isa. xlix. 4-G; Mat. xxi. 43. The rcjection of
the gospel by the Jews facilitated its progress in the Gentile
world, in the following manner: 1. The opposition of the
Jews to the preaching of the doctrine of the Messial to the
Gentiles, made the apostles more determined and earnest. to
do so. See 1 Thess. ii. 14-16. 2. The Jewish-Christians
attempted to force the ceremonial law upon the Gentile-
Christians, and this resulted in a more spiritual understanding
and universal spread of the Christian religion. Had the Jew-
isli Christians been more numerous in the Primitive Church,
the ceremonial law might have been a “heavy yoke,” for a
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longer time than it was (Acts xv. 10). els 70] is telic. The
attainment of the providential design is reserved for the
future. The Jews, as yet, have not been beneficially af-
fected by the evangelizing of the Gentile. They still stand
in a hostile attitude to Christianity., mapalnldeat] to waken,
not “jealousy” (Eng. Ver.) but, ¢ emulation.”

VR, 12. 8] is transitive: “mnow.” alodros] sc. yéyove.
The Gentile world is enriched, indirectly, by the falling away
ol the Jews. frmyua] is not classical, but found in the Sept.,
Isa. xxxi. 8; 1 Cor.vi. 72 not “minority,” referring to the small
number of Jewish believers (Chrysost.,, Theod., KErasmus,
Beza, Bengel, Olsh.); but “ diminution,” or loss (impoverish-
ment): the equivalent of dmofolj) in verse 13. (De Wette,
Meyer, IHodge). #Mjpwpa] not *“majority,” antithetic to
“minority;” but “gain,” antithetic to “diminution,” or
loss. If the rejection of the Jews has proved to be such a
blessing to the Gentiles, then mueh more their future restor-
ation will be a blessing to them. abrav] sc. mhovros e3vaw
yémoerar : subjective genitive, as in the two previous in-
stances: “their fall,” and, “tlheir loss,” and “their gain.”

VEr. 13, and 14, guard the Gentiles against a false infer-
ence from the [oregoing, viz.: that the apostle felt no interest
in the Jews. ¢é¢’ Suor] not temporal, quamdiu, Mat. ix. 15;
but quatenus, “in so far as,” Mat. xxv. 40.  uer] the correla-
tive 8¢ is not expressed, but implied: “I inagnify my office,
indeed, but T wish to stimulate my brethren.” (Meyer).
Sofdlw] “I praise,” 3. c¢. highly estimate. elmws] ““if so be
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that:” he is not absolutely certain, yet is hopeful that the
more he urged the evangelization of the Gentile, the more
he should savingly benetfit the Jews,  odpra] the equivalent
of oméppa *ABpaoy, in ix. 7.

Vcr. 15 is a conclusion from verses 13, 14, similar to that
in verse 12 from verse 11, dmofoly| the “rejection ” of the
Jew, spoken of in ix. 27, 205 x. 21; xi. 7. «ara\layy] the
heathen, through faith in Christ, are reconciled to God, v. 11.
The Jewish reprobation is the occasional cause of the Gentile
reconciliation.  mpdodqdis| is the contrary of dwofoly - spirit-
unl clection and elfectual calling is meant.  fwy éx vexpin]
Compare vi. 13; Luke xv. 24 Not the resurreetion of the
body, which is to [ollow the conversion of the Jews, and the
bringing in of the fulness ol the Gentiles (Orizen, Theodoret,
Chrysost., Anselm, De Wette, Tholuek, Mever); but spirit-
ual life, and all the blessings ol redemption (Calvin, Benael,
Philippi, Todge).  The argumnent 1s this: I the reprobation
of the Jews, who as the outwardly ecalled night naturally
have been expected to be the inwardly ealled, results in such
a blessing to the heathen world, then certainly the inward
call itself must result in the greatest possivle blessing to the
Jews themselves,

Ver. 16. 8] is transitive, introdncing a reason for expect-
ing the mpdoinyns ol the Jew: namely, that the Jews were the
chosen people of God.  dwapyy| se. ¢rpdparos. The allusion
is to the ofiering of the first fruits of the earth: not gener-
ally, however, of grain, grapes, ete., but of kueaded meal, or
dongh, Numb. xv. 19-21. The “first fruits” represent: 1.

the patriarchs Abrabam, Isaac, and Jacob, in distinction
15
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from the rest of the people, 10 ¢vpapa (Greek Fathers,
Erasmus, Calvin, Grotius, Tholuck, Olshausen, De Wette,
Meyer, Philippi, Hodge). 2. the elect Jews: “if some were
elected, the rest may be” (Ambrose, Anselm, Rosenmiiller).
The first is the true cxplanation, as verse 28 shows. dyld]
not in the spiritual sensc of holy, but of consecration, or out-
ward separation to tlhe service of God. Cowpare Mat. iv. 5;
vii. 6; Luke ii. 23; 1 Cor. vit. 14, pila and «hddot] are only
another figure for the same things represented by the “first
fruits” and the “lump.” The Jewish patriarchs and their
descendants all stood in the same covenant relation to God,
as the chosen people (Deut. vii. 8, 9; Luke i. 33). 'The
restoration of the Jews, and their admission into the Christian
Church, is to be anticipated because of this original relation,
The fact of the external call justifics the expectation of the
internal.  Not that the former is the groand of the latter,
or that the latter necessarily and in every single instance
follows from the formner. Spiritual clection does uot rest
upon the fact that the individual has the outward means of
grace, any more than upon his works or personal inerit; but
solely upon the decision of God (ix. 15, 16). Nevertheless,
the fact of the outward call is a valid reason for expecting,
and hoping for the inward call.  This expectation may not be
realized invariably. Tt was not in the casc of the Jews, some
of whom were passed by, in the bestowment of saving grace,
and continued in unbelief.  God has liberty and sovercignty,
in respect to regenerating grace, yet the general cconomy of
redemption warrants the belief that he will follow the out-
ward eall with the inward; and that those who are externally
“holy,” shall be made spiritually so.  In regard to electing
grace, as connected with the outward ecall and the use of
means, the individual must not insist upon absolute certain-
ty beforehand, but must proceed upon the ground of strong
probability, as does the {armer in the sowing of grain,
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Verses 15-20 warn the Gentile-Christians against self-
exaltation because they have been clected, while Jews have
been rejected.  7wes] not all, but only a fraction of the en-
tire number of the Jews. Compare iii. 8; xi. 23. ov] the
Gentile-Christian.  dypiélawos] is used here as an adjective,
to denote the species: an entire tree is never grafted in.  In
or

verse 24, the word is used as a noun.  év atrots] 1. “in,”

“upon them ™ : taking their place.  (Beza, De Wette, Olsh.)
2. “among them™ (Grotius, Iritzsche, Thilippi, Meyer).
The first is preferable, because ol the subsequent warning
against boasting over the branches that had been broken ofl.
There is no need to press the comparison, and explain by the
custom of grafting the wild-olive (oleaster) into the culti-
vated, for the purpose of strengthening the latter. It
often happens that though the olive trees thrive well, vet
they bear no fruit. These should he bhored with an auger,
and a green gralt or slip of a wild olive-tree he put into the
hole; thus, the tree being as it were impregnated with fruit-
ful seed, becomes more fertile.”  (Columella, de Re Rustica,
v. 10.)  Only the general figare of gralting is to he consid-
ered.  As a graft shares in the qualities of the stock, so the
Gentiles, who were wild-olive by nature (verse 24); that is,
were aliens from the connnonwealth of Israel and strangers
from the covenants of prowise ([Eph. ii. 12); obtained a part
in the blessings of thie gospel and the church. The Jews
were the channel of good to the Gentiles, as the olive-tree is
to the graft. pilys xkai moryros] the Gentiles partook of the
root and fatness of the olive-tree, when they entered into a
spiritual participation of the blessings of the Abrahamic
covenant.
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Ver. 18. karakavyd] “to assert superiority over.” Com-
pare James ii. 13; iii. 14, xNdéwr] not the Jewish people as
a whole (Meyer), but the branches broken off (Chrys., Erasm.,
De Wette). e 8¢] *“but if, as thou shouldest not.” pila] sc.
Paoraec: ** thou, too, art only a branch ;7
self-sustaining. Compare John xv. 4.

a branch is iot

VER. 19. ofr] with relerence to the reason, given in verse
18, for not boasting. kAdduc] is anarthrous, to denote some
branches, not all.  éya] is emphatic, implying a proud sell-
reliance.

Ven. R0. kads] se. épeis - the fact is conceded, but not the
inference drawn [rom it.  dmorig] the dative of the reason:
“on account of,” Gal. vi. 12, Unbelief was the reason of
this rejection of a part of the Jews. Not that there was a
greater degree of unbelief in their case, than in that of those
Jews who were elected.  This may or may not have been the
fact, Dut there was unbelicl, hecause there was sin, in the
heart of these persons, and God decided not to overcome it.
Sece comment onix. 18, 33. ) wiore] trust in Christ’s vicari-
ous righteousness is the method by which the cleet stand,
hoth Lefore the bar of God and in the path of duty. éoryxas]
the perfect signification is to be cmphasized: “thou hast
stood, up to this time.”  To “stand.” is the contrary of that
apostasy which is figuratively deseribal by éfexddoIyoar, and
literally by megirras in verse 222, The two terms, “standing”
and “[falling,” are found together in xiv. 4. Wmla ¢pive]
(NAD Lachm., Tisch.) denotes the same scif-sullicient [eeling



CHAPTER XI. 2f. 241

d\d doBob+ * el yap 6 Jeds @Y kaTta PUow KNdbwy ok
3 s 4 3 by ~ Iy
édeloaro, [pimws] ovbé oob Pelverar.

expressed iu the éyw of verse 18, Compare xii. 16.  ¢ofBob]
signifies the contrary fecling: viz.: self-distrust and reliance
upon another. The apostle teaches that there is no security
for the Gentile, any more than for the Jew, but in humility
and trust in Christ.  Unbelielf and self-rightcousness, in
either instance, result in perdition.

Ver. 21 contains a reason why these Gentiles who had
heen grafted in, should not presume upon their spiritual
clection, and “be wise in thicir own conceits” (ver. 25). If
they vaingloriously trusted in their election, as the Jews had
in their theoeratic privileges, they would meet with the same
treatment with the Jews. «ard ¢iow] natural, and not
grafted branches (ver. 17). Christ (Mat. viii. 12) affirms
that some of ““the children of the kingdom shall be cast out
into outer darkness.” There was more probability of a di-
vine indulgence toward the original covenant people, than
toward the heathen. DBut there had been no such indulzence
toward the Jews, and of course there would not be with the
Geutiles.  pjmos] is omitted in RADBC Lachm., Tisch., Tre-
gelles.  o06¢ gob peioerar] the hypothesis, here, of the casting
off of the elect Gentile by God who has clected him, does not
prove that such an event will actually occur. The children
of God are warned against apostasy, as one of the means of
preventing apostasy. The holy and filial fear of falling is
one of the means of not falling. Ile who has no such fear,
hecause he presumes upon his election, will fall.  Hence the
promise, “I will put wy fear in their hearts, in order that
they may not depart from me” (Jer. xxxii. 40). Augustine
explains: “in order that they may persevere.” Though the
perseverance of the believer is a certainty for God, yet it is
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not 0 forthe bdiceer Rinescly, unless he has the assurance of
faith. Past failures in duty, much remaining corruption,
and strong temptations to sin, cause him to feel very uncer-
tain respecting his good estate,  Ile is more [earlul some-
times, that he shall he lost, than he is certain that he shall
he saved. He may therefore, consisteutly, be warned against
self-deception and apastasy.  Compare Ileh. vi. +-9; John
xv. 6. DBy such threatenings, (rod does not render the sal-
vation of believers a matter of doubt, as though the clect
were in danger of excision (for the apostle immediately as-
serts that the gifts of God are without repentance; aud
Christ affirs that it 15 impossible that the eleet should per-
ish), but he applies incitements, that he may keep them in
duty, and from sin. These threatenings, morcover, are ad-
dressed to the visible church as a body.  Some members of
this hody are false members. The threat of exeision is there-
fore proper and necessary [or the chureh as a whole, althouah
it would not apply to those who are true members.  Neither
would it be proper to infer that a true member may fall from
grace, because the whole visible hody is warned against apos-
tasy. The seven churclies of Asia were cut off for unbelief,
but it does not follow that the truc members in those
churches were cut oft ” (Parcus, in loco).

VeER. 22 is a deduction, more Iimmediately from verses 17
and 21, and more remotely, from the whale ecurse of reason-
ing respecting election aud reprobation,  The rejection of
same (twes) of the Jews, and the clection of some (o) of the
Gentiles, is an Impressive example of the divine justice and
mercy.  xpyorémyra] the divine compassion. See comment
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on ii. . dmorouiar] is found only here in the New Testa-
ment. It signilies severe and exact justice: the opposite of
compassion. It has already been alluded to in eurrépror, ix,
28, When God refrains from manilesting merey, he muni-
fests justice; because he st do one thing or the other.
e is lioly and just when he leaves the sinlul will Lo its self-
determination, and punishes iv for its self-determination.
To complain of justice, or “to reply against God”™ on ac-
count of it (ix. 20), is both a moral and a logical absurdity.
meodrras| the reprobated Jews (xi. 11); the branches hroken
ofl for unbelict (ver. 20).  drorouiu] sc. éoru.  The nowmina-
tive is supported by SADBC Laclim, Tisch., Tregelles; the
accusative, by DL Receptus,  xpyovémps deot] se. éovir. This
is the reading of RABCD Laclm., Tisch., Tregelles. éav
émypdnms T xpororyr] Lo “continue in the divine goodness,”
is to continuc to trust in it: to continue in faith. After
regeneration, the human will co-operates with the Iloly
Rpirit, and growth in arace is conditioned upon fidelity npon
the part of the belicver.  ITe must work out his own salva-
tion in connection with God, who also works in him to will
and to do (Phil. ii. 12, 13).  IIence the exhortation of Christ
to the believer, “Abide in me, and I will abide in you”
(Jolin xv. 4); and the warning, ““If a man abide not in me
lLie is cast forth as a branch, and is withered.”  (John xv. G).
The seme truth is taught, here, by St. Paul. The divine
compassion will continue to be excreised towards the he-
liever, if he continues to rely upon it.  Compare Coloss. i. 23.
Bat if he deserts the method of grace, and relies upon his
own works and personal werit, divine justice will take the
place of compassion, and there will be, in his case as in that
of the Jew, rejection instead of clection: “thon also shalt be
cut off.” The case is a hypothetical one, like that in verse
21, fer the purpose of illustrating the doctrine of salvation
by faith, and does not necessarily imply actuality. Whether,
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in fact, an elect person ever fails to “continue in God’s com-
passion,” and is “cut oft ” by his justice, must be decided by
the teachings of Seripture upon this particular point. They
are explicit in the negative. See John x. 28, 20; xvii. 12;
xviii. 95 Rom. xi. 20; T'hil. 1. 6; Ileb, vi. 9; 1 Pet. i. 5; Jude
24 Anti-predestinarian exegetes find in these hypotheti-
? and “Dbeing cut
off,” an argument against predestination and irresistible

cal propositions respecting * continuing,
grace, and a proof of the defectibility of grace, and of the
repetition of conversion (Meyer, in loco). Dut they con-
found the development of lLoliness with the origin of it;
progressive sanctification with regeneration.  The first alone
is made to depend upon the co-operation of the believer,
The last depends solely upon the divine will, and is uncon-
ditioned by the ercature.  “We understand now,” says Cal-
vin in loco, © in what scnse Paul threatens those with excision
whom e has already asserted to have been grafted inte the
hope of life through God's election.  IFor, first, though this
cannot happen to the elect, they have yet need of such warn-
ing, in order to subdue the pride of the flesh; which being
strongly opposed to their salvation, needs to be terrified with
the dread of perilition.  As far, then, as Clristians are illu-
minated by [aith, they hear, for their assurance, that the
ealling of God is without repentance; but as [ar as they
carry about them the ilesh which wantouly resists the grace
of God, they arc taught humility by this warning, ‘Take
head lest thou too be cut oft””  Another explanation of
these passages, is to refer them to the Gentile world as a
whole; and the meaning then iy, that if any portion of the
Gentiles do not believe in Christ, they will be rejected, as
the unbelieving Jews have becn (Hodge).

Ver, 25 contains an hypothesis of the opposite kind, in-
troduced Dby 8¢, viz.: that il the reprobated Jew should not
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persist in unbelief, but should exercise faith in Christ, lic
would be saved. This also, like the preceding supposition,
is introduced for the purpose of illustrating by an extreme
example the truth which St. Paul is so desirous of impressing,
that salvation is by faith in Christ, and not by the works of
the law, There is nothing that would prevent the salvation
even of a reprobate, provided he should believe on the Lord
Jesus Christ. Trust in atoning blood is all-prevalent with
God; so much so, that if we could suppose it to come into
existence bv the action of the non-elect himself, it would
save him.  That such a case does not oceur, and cannot from
the nature of sin and the human will, is proved by those
numerous passages which teach the self-originated bondage
of the sinner, and that faith is the gift of God. A similar
example of the supposition of something that is neither actual
nor possible, for the purpose of vividly and strongly illustrat-
ing the subject under discussion, is found in 1 Cor. xiii. 1-3.
Here, the extreme supposition is made that there is Christian
faith without Christian love. «dxefiol] “even those” natural
branches which God “hbroke off” (verse 20), and *did not
spare” (verse 21): the same as the megovras (ver. 22). éav i)
émpawow, cte.] corresponds to éuw émpdiys, ete. (ver. 22).
Should the reprobated come to have the same spirit with the
elected, he would obtain the same blessing with him: he
would be * grafted in.”  Suvrarés] God is able to graft them
in again.  St. Paul does not say that the non-elect are ahle
to graft themselves in again. Ile who rejected them, could
still elect them, if he so pleased. md\w] not a second time
in reference to the inward, but to the outward call. This
non-clect Jew belonged to the chosen people. The outward

call, in his case, was followed by the internal reprobation,
15%
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Hence, if God (who is “able” to do this) should reverse his
rejection, and spiritually elect him, this would be a second
gralting in: the first ingrafting having been only the theo-
cratic election.  The apostle does not supposc the loss of re-
generating grace, and a sccond bestowment of it.

VeEnr. 2L yip] conneets with xdreivor drxevrpiehicovrar, and
introduces a reason for the preeeding statement respecting
re-engrafting. o] the Gentile-Christian,  xara ¢piow] quali-
fies dypreraivy, and denotes thie original nature and qualities
of the tree.  mapa ¢lou] gralting modilics the natural devel-
opment of a branch, aud is, in so [ar, contrary te nature.
xuddeédacor] is anarthrous, to denote the species.  of wurd
¢vow] sc. ovres. Fritzsche reads of, making it a relative.
ibia] the spiritual election of a member of the theocracy is
more natural and probable, on the face of it, than that of a
pagan; as olive upon olive, is more homogencous than oleas-
ter upon olive.

VEr. 25. St. Paul passes now to a prediction coneerning
the [uture of the Church, as composed hoth of Jews and
Gentiles. Verses 25-32 constitute one of the most important
prophecies in the New Testament.  yap] is connective only:
equivalent to ctenim (Winer, 448). ob Jédo dyrwenr] a li-
totes, employed to direct special attention (Rom. 1. 1335 1 Cor.
x. 1; xii. 13 2 Cor. i. §; 1 Thess. iv. 13). dpds] you Gen-
tile-Christians.  pvorjpor] not in the pagan sense of an
esoteric doctrine known ounly to the initiated, but in the
Christian sense of a doctrine that requires a divine revela-
tion in order to be kuown. Compare Rom. xviad; 1 Cor.



CHAPTER XI 25. 347

”~ [ A > 1] e -~ ’ (.4 ’ ’ A\
TolTo, (va pui 7rve €v éavtols Gpoviuot, 6TL TOPWOLS 4o
’ P \ ’ o LY ’ - 3 ~
pépovs TG "Iapayh yéyovey, dxpis ob 70 TMjpwpa TaV éJviw

i1, 7-10; xv. 51; Eph.iii. 4, 5. The divine purpose respect-
ing the future evangelization and salvation of the Jewish
people and the heathen world, must be divulged by God
himsell. & éavrots] is the reading of A Peshito, IRecep,,
Lachm., Tregelles: wap éavruts is supported by RCDL Tisch,
Compare xil. 16. If the latter be adopred, the sense is:
“lefore vourselves” (as judges), i. ¢.: in your own estima-
tion (Wiuer, 395).  @porqau] denotes [alse wisdom, as in
Rowm. xii. 16; 1 Cor. iv. 105 2 Cor. xi. 19; and this 1s accom-
panied with pricde.  The apostle is still warning the Gentile
Christian against the self-righteous spirit spoken of in verses
18-21. wdpoois| Sve comment on xi. §. dwd pépors] does
not qualify svpwots (to deuote a partial in distinetion from a
total hardening: Calvin); hut yéyover (De Wette, Meyer,
Hodge), or clse 7¢ “Iopanh (Fritzsehe).  The reprobation is
1otal, whenever it occurs, but it does not oceur to every in-
dividual of the nation. The qualification is extensive, not
intensive; denoting the munber of the hardened, not the
degrec of the hardening. The reprobate are only a part of
the Jews. dynes of] implies a time when the present aposta-
sy and rejection of the mass of the Jews will cease. 70 w\yj-
pwpa] the great hody of the Gentiles: universitas, multitudo,
ingens concursus cthnicorum (Calvin, Iritzsche, Stuart,
ITodge); not the mere supplement from the Gentiles, to
take the place of the unbelieving Jews (Olshausen, Philippi).
IMjpwpa is applicd in the sense of a great majority, to the
Jews, in verse 12; and this “[ulness” is defined in verse 20,
by was- the nation gencrally. eloédIy] sc. els Ty rxdnoior.
The church, as the ctvinology implies, arc the eleet. The
“fulness ” of the Geutiles constitutes a definite hut numense
number, whom God foreknew, ecalled, and justilicd in the
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mamner previously described by the apostle. St. Paul, here,
asserts the Christianization of the globe, prior to the Chris-
tianization of the Jews. In neither case, however, is it ne-
cessary to suppose the regeneration of every individual with-
out exception. Yet, the terms m\jpwpa and =ds, applied to
the elect, imply that the non-clect will be comparatively few.

Ver. 26. ovrws] i. e. after the fulness of the Gentiles has
entered into the church. =ds "IopayA] 1. the spiritual Israel,
composed of clect Jews and Gentiles together, as in Rom.
ix. 6; Gal. vi.46 (Aug., Theodoret, Luther, Calvin). The
connection is against this: for, the apostle having spoken of
the “fulness” of the Gentiles, is now describing the *ful-

ness”’

of the Jews, in contrast withit. 2. the elect Jews, but
constituting only a small number brought iuto the church
from time to time: the &wddeyspa of ix. 27; xi. 5 (Bengel,
Olshausen, Philippi).  According to this view, the nation as
a whole is not to be restored. 3. the great mass or body of
the nation, who are to he converted alter the evangelization
ol the Gentile world (Deza, Riickert, Fritzsche, Tholuck, De
Wette, Mever, Iodge). The last is the correct view, he-
cause =as is the opposite ol &mo pépovs. Prior to the enirance
of the fulness of the Gentiles into the church, the Jews “in
part” (xi.:23; ot Newwror, Xi. V5 7ures, xi. 17) are blinded.  Only
a remnant of them are wmong the spiritually eleet.  The
nation as a whole is reprobate.  But wlen the fulness of the
Gentiles shall have come into the echureh, this state of things
will be reversed.  The nation as a whole (=is "Topayd) will
then be spiritually eleet and “saved,” and only a [fraction (78
pépos) spiritually rejected.  yéypazrar] the citation is given
freely [rom the Scptuaging of Isa, lix, 20. The apostle dves
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not obtain his knowledge of the future of the church {from
this passage, but from his own inspiration. Ie confirms his
own prediction by the language of Isaiah. ék Swr] the Re-
deemer shall come [rom the people of Israel, whose capital is
Zion. The Scptuagint reads €vexev Zwow,  for Zion,” which
agrees with the Hebrew. 6 properos] is the Septuagint ren-
dering of 5wia, the Messiah. dwouspéfe] denotes the con-
verting power of Christ.  Compare Luke i. 16, 17, St. Paul
[ollows the Septuagint.  In the ITebrew, the whole passage
reads as follows: ¢ A redeemer shall come to (or, for) Zion,
and to (or, for) the converts from transgression, in Jacob.”
The apostle tcaches, that the deliverance alluded to by the
prophet, is not conlined to the ‘“remnant,” or small fraction
:hat has been spoken of, but refers to the future conversion
of the nation as a whole.

VER. 27 is cited freely from the Septuagint of Isa. lix. 21,
in combination with a clause from Isa. xxvii. 9. Tt describes
the nature of the covenant of God with his church, in order
to show what is involved in the (uture conversion and resto-
ration ol the Jews. St. IPaul distinetly teaches that the con-
version of the Gentile world, as a whole, must take place
sefore that of the Jews, as a whole; hut he gives no clue to
the time when it will oceur, because no clue was given to
him, The pvemjpor, or fact itself, was revealed to him, but
10t the time and scason, which is unrevealable, according to

Actsi. 7.

VERsES 28-32 recapitulate what has been said, in verses
1127, concerning the temnporary rejection and final election
of the Jews. kard elayyéhorv] denotes the point of view:
“ having respect to the gospel : 7 1. e. the spread of the gospel.
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Compare the use of eayyéhov for eloyyehileocdar, in i. 1.
éxIpoi] is best regarded as passive: “treated as encmies by
God.” The subjeet is suggested by alrav in verse 27: viz.:
the Jews as unbelieving and rejected.  The elliptieal word
with éxJdpoi is Jeob (Mever), not ebayyéhwv (Pareus, I'ritzsche),
or ITavdov (Theodoret, Luther). & duis] one purpose of the
rcjection of a part of the Jews was, that the entrance of the
Gentiles into the ehureh might be [acilitated and hastened.
xutd Ty éxdoynr] “having respect to the chureh of Christ,”
that total mass which is to be called out of all nations, the
Jews included: éxdoyyj is icre 'equivalent to éxxAyoia.  dyawy-
7oi] denotes the love of compassion, nat ol complacency.
Sce comment on ix. 13, God loved, that is compassionated,
these Jews who are sinners and “encmies of God.” 8w rovs
marépas] Compare xi. 16, Notwithstanding his rejection of
a portion of the Jews, God still remembers his covenant with
Abraham, and purposes to bring into the church the great
body of his descendants.

Venr, 29 contains a proof, introduced by vip, that the
Jews arc “beloved.”  duerapéyra] Compare Heb. xii. 17.
The word is emphatic by position, and denotes the unchange-
ableness of the divine purpose.  The promise to Abraham
and his seed (Gen. xvii. 7) will not be revoked.  xapioparal
the effects of the call.  &\joes] the particular act ol clection:
the cause of the yaplrpara.  Calvin regards the “goiits and
calling,” here spoken of, as referring only to the theoeratie
privileges and clection; and this is favored by the preceding
context, which speaks ol the relation of the Jewish patriarchs
to their deseendants: a relation like that between the ¢ first

[ruits” and the “lump,” and between the “root” and the
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“branches” (xi, 16). DParcus extends the meaning further,

” to be individual and

and makes the “gifts and calling
spiritual, including faith, remission of sins, and salvation.
The sentiment of the passage is true in reference to both

national and individual election.

Verses 30 and 31 coustitute a sinzle sentence, and are a
reiteration and confirmation, introduced by yap, of the teach-
ing in verses 11-27. {peis| you (ventiles. woré] “ formerly:”
before the gospel was preached to you. smahjoare] © dishe-
lieved,” and consequently “disobeyed,” in the manner de-
scribed in i. 18 sq. The conduct agrees with the creed.
vir] since the gospel has been preached to you,  %\ejdyre]
the Gentiles became the objects ol the divine compassion
(€Xeos), by being called, justilied, and sanctified, in the wan-
ner previously described.  dmerdeiy] is the dative of the in-
strument. The unbeliel of the Jew was the oceasional cause
ol the faith of the Gentile (xi. 11-14). otro] the unbeliev-
ing Jews. fmeldyoar] sc. Jc.  The unbelief of the Jew (if-
fered from that of the heathen, in that it related to God as
revealed in Christ; the heathen unbelief bad respect to God
as revealed only in nature and the human soul (i. 18 sq.).
The Jew disobeved, by rejecting arace; the Gentile, by trans-
gressing law.  dprépo] is objective in its force: “the com-
passion shown to you.” éAée] is not to he connected with
yreldpoar (Vulgate, “non crediderunt in vestram misericor-
diam,” Luther, Lachm., Lange), but with &epdaow (IZng.
Ver,, De Wette, Meyer, Philippi, Alford, Hodge). The con-
struction of éAée in the apodosis is like that of dredeie in the
protasis; because the two words are antithetic, St. Paul
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might have written 7 duerépy wiore..  Ora élenddow] is placed
after 76 dperépw éNéer, [or the sake of emphasizing the latter.
Compare 1 Cor. ix. 13; 2 Cor. ii. 4; Gal. ii. 10, As the
Gentiles, viewed as a whole, obtained the benefits of redemp-
tion, instrumentally, through the unbelief of the Jews, so the
Jews, viewed as a whole, will hereafter obtain the benefits
of redemption, instrumentally, through the belief of the
Gentiles.

Ve, 82 confirms the statement in verses 30, 51, owé-
b
k\ager] compare Gal. Hi. 22, 23, The literal and classical
siznification is: “to shut in,” or “inclose,” Luke v, (. In
later Greelk, it 1s used metaphorieally, and sienifies, “to de-
) 1 J ’

liver up to the power of,)”

Ps. xxxi. 8; Ds. 1x,,‘\/'iii. 50 (Sept.).
Several explanations are given: 1. God declares and proves
all men to be sinners.  He includes (* concludes,” Eng. Ver.)
all in a sinful estate. Ile shuts them up in this closs, and
makes them conscious that they belong toit.  To “shat up”
an opponent, by an argument, is to conviet him. (Chrysost.,
Theod., Pareus, Grotius, Wetstein, Wolfius). 2. He per-
wits them to sin (Origen, Rosenmiiller, Tholuck). 3. He
judicially withdraws vestraints, and gives them over to sin,
as in i 245 ix. 18 (Culvin, De Wette, Meyer), The objection
to this latter explanation is, that judicial hlindness is the
most intense degree of sin, and is the characteristic of a par-
ticular class of mankind; while the connection requires a
characteristic that is universal, and common to all (wdvros). It
is not the fact of great sin, but of sin, that is iu the mind of
the writer. The first explanation is the best. God charges
all men with sin, and conviets them of it. “God,” says
Pareus, “has included all men in sin, by manifesting, acens-
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ing, and condemning unbelicf, but not by producing or ap-
proving it.” The sentiment is kindred to that in iii. 9,
10: “Jews and Gentiles are all under sinj there is noue
rightcous, no, not one.” And the same with that in v. 12:
“all have sinned.”  7ots wdvras] Loth Jews and Gentiles: the
1wo classes into which the writer has divided mankind, and
which have been the subject of his reasoning.  Compare iii.
0. dmeldear] see the explanation of drerdela in verse 50, St.
Paul lere refers the sin of the heathen and of the Jew, to
unhelief: the former to unbelief in God abstractly; the latter
to unbelief in Grod in Christ.  fva Tols wdrras éejoy] the pur-
pose of God in declaving and evineing that all men are sin-
ners, is that he may save them from sin. Conviction is in
order to conversion. [t is a means only, and not an end in
itself. Universal salvation, in the sense of the salvation of
every individual, is not taught here; because wdvras refers to
classes, not to individuals; to duets and odro in verses 30 and
81: viz.: Gentiles and Jews. Sin is not confined to cither
class (iil. 9), nor is salvation. Redemption is co-extensive
with the race. The gospel is offered to all.  That it is re-
jected by some, is proved by ix. 7, 27, 29, 31, 32; x. 3; xiL
5-10, 22, Meyer finds, herc, a purpose on the part of God
to save all Jews and Gentiles without exception, but this
purpose is defeated by the self-will of individuals. This con-
tradiets vii, 29, 30; ix. 16, 18, 21

VER. 33 begins an utterance of praise in view of the coni-
passion of God, as shown in the justification and sanctifica-
tion of sinuers. BdJos] may denote either the unsearchable-
ness (Philippi), or the exuberant fulness (Meyer)., 1. To be
connected with the three following menitives (Chrysost.,
Grotius, Bengel, Rosenmiiller, Tholuck, De Wette, Olshau-
sen, Fritzsche, Philippi, Meyer, Hodge). 2. To be comnected
only with mdedrov; the two following genitives being exe-
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getical (Luther, Calvin, Deza, Reiche, Eng. Ver.). If the
first is chosen, wAovrou must have the secondary signification
of “mercy” (x.12), or of “resourccs.” If the second is
chosen, mAodrou has its literal meaning ol “abundance.”
This is preferable.  The tautology of the clause, “depth of
riches” is explained by the great emphasis and wonder in
the mind of the writer.  codias] relers to the end aimed at,
by the divine mind.  yrdoews] refers to the means employed
for the attainment of the end.  &piuara] the decisions or de-
terminations of God, in this plan of salvation: particularly
those which relate to the eleetion of sonie, and the rejection
ol others, dreSiyriavral] the etymon is ixvos, a track, or foot-
print. The divine decisions being self-moved, and wholly
internal, are not traceable by the finite intellect. Compare
Job v. 05 ix. 10; xxvi. 14, 680t] the paths, in which the foot-
prints are not visible,

Ve, 34 eites Isa. x1 13, in proof of the preceding state-
ment. It is nearly literal from the Septuagint. The first
clause refers to yrios, and the second to sogpia (Theodoret,
Fritzsche, Meyer).

VEr. 33 continues the Old Testament proof from Job xli.
8 (Eug. Ver. 11).  St. Paul follows the Hebrew text, which
is mistranslated by the Seventy (xli. 2). “Ilad man first
given to God something for which he could claim a recom-
peuse, then the divine wisdom wounld not be {ree and inexpli-
cable, but determined and conditioned by human action, and
therefore within the reach and cognizance of human caleula-
tion.” Philippi in loco. Tn the whole matter of the forgive-
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ness of sin and gratuitous justification, no man first gives to
God, and as a consequence of such gift is repaid by God.
VEer. 36 answers the question in verse 335, by hmplication,
7 ete.
drt] introduces the reason. &£ adrob] out ol, or srom God,
as the source. The reference is to ereative power. 8 alrov]

in the negative. “No one first gave,” cte., * Leeause,

throuyh God’s continual working.  The reference is to prov-
idential preservation, Ilch. 1. 3. es wiror] 1o God as the
ultimate end. 7a wdrra] all the divine acts and their conse-
quences, in the three great spheres of creation, providence,
and redemption.  These arc intended to mamiest the divine
excellence, and thereby to promote the worship and glory of
God by the creature. Sowme commentators lind the trini-
tarian distinctions, in this use of the prepositions, asin 1 Cor,
viil, 63 Caloss. 1. 16 (Augustine, Iilary, Olshausen, Dhilippi).
Tholuck, in the -Lth edition of his commentary on Romaus,
remarking upon Olshausen’s assertion that the relation of
I'uther, Son, and Spirit is expressed in this passage, ob-
serves: “And who can dispute this, when the apostle clse-
where describes the Father as the causal principle, the Son
as the Mediator, the Spirit as the principle immanent in the
churelt 2”  In the 5th edition, however, he denies the trini-
tarian reference. dofa] sc. eiy. The term denotes the honor
and homage due to God, from the ereature. Compare Gal.
i. 55 Eph. iil. 21. els 7obs aibvas] absolute eternity : the
plural is intensive.
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St. Pavr, having completed his statement of the doetrine
of gratuitous justilication, passes, in the remainder of the
Epistle, to consider the duties that grow out of a justified
state and condition.  Ile deduces the principles of Christian
ethics and morality from the evangelical system itsel{. Chris-
tian ethics differs from pagan ethies, in respeet: 1. to its
greater extent; and 2 to the underlving motive. The for-
mer includes duties toward God, the people of God, and
maukind at large.  The latter is restricted to the relations
of man to man. Christian cthies lhds its motive in the
sense of the divine merey in Christ, and the consciousness
of redemption ; the motive of pagan ethics is prudential
only; either that of fcar, or of self-interest.

The apostle, with some transposition of topies, owing to
the rapid and encrgetic movement of his thought, enun-
ciates the duties of the Christian believer under the follow-
ing heads: 1. Duties to God and the Church: xii. 1-135 xiv, 1-
xv. 135 xvi. 17=203 2. Duties to the State: xiil. 1-7; 3. Du-
ties to Society: xil. 14-21; xiil. 8=14. Tle then conecludes
with personal references, greetings, and benediction: xv, 14—
xvi. 16; xvi, 21-27.

Ver, 1. wapakade] ¢ Moses jubet: apostolus hortatur.”
Bengel in loco.  ofw] draws an inference, not from xi. 35, 36
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(Tholuck, Meyer), but from the whole discussion of the right-
cousness of God, in chapters i.—xi. (Calvin, Bengel, De Wette,
Plilippi, Ilodge). St. Paul founds the ensuing ethics and
morality upon the foregoing doctrines of justification, sancti-
fication, and clection. Compare Eph. iv. 1; 1 Thess. iv. 1.
8i3] ““ throngh,” or “by means of.” The preposition implies
that the motive to obey the exhortations that follow, lies in
the divine mercy exercised toward redeemed sinners in the
manner described. Their gratitude for the compassion of
God in their redemption would immpel them to Christian
service.  olxrpuav] is the Septuagint translation of w=mna,
“bowels.” It denotes the divine compassion for man, who
as sinful 1s exposed to the divine wrath. See the explana-
tion of Jyamgoa 1n ix. 13, and of é\ejow in ix. 15. wapacrij-
oac] is the classical term to denote the laying of the saeri-
ficial victimn on the altar.  eduara] not the body in distinetion
from the soul (I'ritzsche, Meyer); nor the sensuous nature
(IKolluer); but the entire man (Ieza, De Wette, Philippi,
Stuart, IHodge). Compare vi. 12, 13.  The body, in distine-
tion from the soul, could not be offercd as a “rational” and
spiritual sacrilice.  Jvoiur] not a propitiatory sacrifice, but
the sacrilice of praise and thanksgiving, IIeb. xiii. 15, 16.
{orar] “abominabile est, cadaver offerre.” Bengel. &yfar]
“ conseerated,” Luke ii. 23; John xvii. 19. 78 Jeg] is the
adjunct of eldpeoros.  Compare Phil. iv. 18; Epl. v. 2; Heb.
Xili. 16, 7 Aoy Aarpelar] is in apposition with the entire
sentence wupuorjoar . . . 7¢ Jeg; because only the self-con-
secration (not the Jvoia) could be denominated a Aarpelu, or
cultus.  Aoywp] ““that is, having in it nothing bodily, noth-
ing tangible, nothing sensible” (Chrysostom). (Ecumenius
explains by “bloodless.”  St. Peter (ii. 2) speaks of Aoy:dv
7dda o milk suited to the mind.  Athenagoras denominates
the true knowledge of God and the sincere prayers of Chris-
tians a Aoykr) Aarpela.  “The believer’s rational service to
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God consists not, like the theoeratic cultus, in material obla-
tions, but in inward rational self-conseccration, both as to
?

soul and body.” Philippi in loco. Compare John iv. 23, 24;

1 Pet. 11. 5.

VER. 2. owynparileoda] with perapopdotgdar is the read-

ing of ADEIFG Griesbach, Lachm.; and is adopted Ly De
Wette, Meyer, Philippi, Alford.  The Receptus with N
(whicl reads perapoppotsda) DI Peshito, Itala, Vulgate,
Tischendorf, vead ovrynparilesde and perapopgotade.  The
first Is prelerable, hecause a second dependent sentence con-
nected with mapakad® is easy and natural;y and because R it-
sclf hias the infinitive in the sccond instance, suggesting that
thie imperative in the first instanee, in this ms., may he a
mistake of the scribe. The difference between oyijpa and
popgay, in these two verbs, is that hetween the outward shape
and the inward organic structure. Cowmpare Phil. i 6-8,
where popgi) denotes the divine essence of the Logos, and
oxipe the human figure or shape that was assumed.  In this
passage, however, there is no need to press this distinction.
Christians are exhorted not to fashion themselves upon the
scheme or model of this world.  al@it Tovre] is the sanic as 6
éreoros aiwy, Gal. 1. 4; and 6 vdv aldr, Eph. i1, 2. It i1s the
contrary of & aivw 6 epxoperos, Luke xvill. 305 and 6 olov &
péar, Mat. xii. 32. The difference between the two is
identical with that between time and eternity; the transient
and the everlasting state of existence. Sec comment on vi.
22, The New Testament evervwhere represents the present
temporary world in which man is living, as under the domin-
ion of sin and Satan, “ the prince of this world.” Compare
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John xiv. 305 xv. 18, 19; xvi. 8, 11, 20, 33; xvil. 9, 14, 16;
Gal. 1. 4; Eph. ii. 8; vi. 5; 1 John ii. 15-17; iii. 1, 13; iv. 4,
Oy vod, 55 vi 19 A “worldly 7 spirit is a sellish and wicked
spirit.  The true distinction between the church and the
world is, that the former fushions itself upon the *“scheme”
of the future and the everlasting; the latter upon that of the
present and flecting moment. DBelievers, though in “this
world ™ are not a part of it.  According to the inspired view
and theory, the profanc and secular world is immoral. Mere-
lv hwman civilization is luxury, and luxury is sin.  The world-
ly centres of civilization are centres of evil.  Babylon is the
svmbol of them, Rev. xviil. 224 perapoppotodad] is middle:
“to transform yourselves.” The believer, being regenerate,
co-operates with the Iloly Spirit in sanctilication, and hence
may be urged to holy activity. Were he “dead in sin,”
such a command would be inconsistent.  Compare the com-
mand to secll-renewal (not seli-regeneration}, in Eph. iv. 2.
drakewdoe] is the instramental dative. Dy means of his
progressive sanctification, the heliever is {ransformed from
the one scheme of life, to the other.  This text proves that
the rofs, equally with the sensuous nature, is aifected by
apostasy, and requires regeneration and sanctification. After
vods, the Receptus NREL Peshito, (Ithiopie, Vulgate, have
Tpov: it is omitted by ABDI Lachr, Tisch., Tregelles. eis
76 Sokyudlerr] “in order to test,” and thereby to understand.
One design, though not the only one, of increasing sanctiti-
cation, is that the Delicver may distinguish between what
pleases and what displeases God. Clearness of moral per-
ception, and tenderness of conscience, result fromn growth in
grace. Compare Eph. v. 10; Phil. i. 10; Heb. v. 14. o
Jé\qua] the objective will, or the divine law (il. 18; 1 Thess.
iv. 3). The Vulgate, Chrysostom, and others, understand
by it, the subjective will of God: the divine inclination or
desire.  But in this case, it would be necdless to deseribe it
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as éudpearor. An act of will is of course willing; and a
desire is pleasing. 7o dyador, ete.] is in apposition, and
describes the divine law or will.

VER. 3. Aéyw] denotes, here, a command or injunction, as
in Mat. v. 34, 39, 4&. vap] “mnamely,” i. e., in accordance
with the preceding exhortation in verses 1 and 2. xdpiros]
the grace conferred on him for the apostolic office. Com-
pare i 5; xv. 15; 1 Cor. xv. 9, 10; Gal. i. 15, 16; Eph. iii.
7, 8 1 Tim, i, 12. This gave St. Paul authority. The
word of the apostles has the same weight as the word of
their Master, Luke x, 16, marri, cte.] every individual, with-
out exeeplion, dwepgporeiv . . Pporer . . cwdparerr] Compare,
for the paronowmasia, 1 Cor. xi. 31, 325 xiii. 6, 7, 13, ¢povecy
is the base: to mind; to mind overmuch; to mind wisely.
“Illud peceat in exeessu per superbiam; istud est justum de
se et aliis judicinm: hoe vero significat modestiam.”  Wet-
stein.  “NMind” (¢mpr) is cmploved in the sense of temper
or disposition. Clristians are f{irst of all exhorted to the
privcipal grace of Christianity: viz., humility, or a right
mental attitude of the ereature before the Creator.  This is
the particular grace which Christ singles out of his own ab-
solute and perfect character, for imitation by his disciples,
Mat. xI. 293 xviii. 2=k ékdoTw] is placed before instead of
after ds, for emphasis, Compare 1 Cor. iii. §; vii. 17, s
denotes proportion.  wmiorews| faith in Christ.  Justifying
faith is the gift of God, according to his clection. It has a
variety of degrees and graces (pérpor), 1 Cor. xii. 4 sq.; Eph,
iv. 7, 16. Some are called to a more distinguished service
in the church than otliers; and the personal estimate which
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the believer should have concerning himself should be exact-
ly proportioned to the gifts which he has received. To
thiule neither too much nor too little of the grace of God
within the soul, is one of the wmost diflicult of all duties.
For instances of its performance by 8St. Paul, sec 1 Cor, ii.
1-4; iv, 9-13; xv. 10; 2 Cor. xi. 5, 23-33; xii. 2-13. The
apostle makes humility to be the foundation of Christian
ethics and morality. The pagan ethics is vitiated, even in
its best form as seen in the Platonic philosophy, and still
more in the Stoic, by cgotism, or the dispousition iwepgpoveiv
wap’ & 8el Pppovelv.

Ver. 4. The Church is deseribed under the figure (com-
mon also in elassical writers) of an organic hody.  Compare
1 Cor. xii. 12 sq. There is reciprocity of action in an or-
ganism; so that no one part Is independent of the others.
This excludes a proud sclt-reliance.  Only that which is self-
existent and isolated is excused from humility. Meekness
and lowliness of spirit would be unsuitable to God, but is
neeessarily required in all created and dependent beings.
mpale] “function.” No one member can discharge all the
bodily functious; it is confined to its own officc. “If the
wlole body were an eye, where were the hearing?” 1 Cor.
xii. 17.

VL. 5. of moAoi] the multitude of Christian individuals,
tv capd & Xparg] justifying faith unites each believer to
Christ, and thus the multitude of units becomes a unity.
TLis union is so inthmate with Christ the Iead, that the
unity itsell, or the Chureh, in one instance, is actually de-

nominated ““Christ,” 1 Cor. xil. 12, Cowmpare Eph. i. 23;
16
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iv, 15, 16, 23; Coloss. i. 18; ii. 10. 76 8¢] is the reading of
RABDFG Lachm,, Tisch. The Receptus reading, & & is
supported only by BL. «xa¥ €] is a solecism not uncoin-
mon in later Greck. Compare Mark xiv. 19; John viil. 9;
Rev. xxi. 21. The regular form, kad éa, occurs in 1 Cor.
xiv. 31; Eph. v. 33. The meaning of the clause is: “DBut in
respect to (76 ¢ i. ¢., kard 76) our individual rclation (kad els),
we are members of one another.”

VER. 6. iovres] is not a descriptive adjunct of éopev in
verse 5, and separated from it only by a comma (Lachm,,
Tisch., De Wette, Reiche), but begins a new hortatory sen-
tence (Ling. Ver., DBeza, Griesbach, Olshausen, IFritzsche,
Meyer, Dhilippi, Modge). 8¢] “now,” is transitive to the
exhortation, which is founded upon the preceding statement
that believers are the recipients of divine gifts, and are mem-
bers of one another. xapiopara] the gifts are specitied below,
and presuppose faith in Christ.  Unbelievers never have them.
Suigpopa] the dilference in the gifts is due to God the Holy
Spirit, who “divideth to every man severally as he will,”
1 Cor. xil. 11, mpogyrelar] the enumeration of the gifts now
begins, The gift of prophecy was more than the ability to
expound the Old Testament, espeeially the prophetical books
(Zwingli, Calvin, and elder Tutheran exegetes).  “The New
Testament idea of the prophetic office is essentially the same
as that of the Old Testament. Prophets are men who, in-
spired by the Spirit of God, remove the veil from the future
(Rev. i. 8; xxii. ¥, 10; John xi. 515 Acts xi. 27, 285 xxi. 10,
11, compare 1 Det. i. 10); make known concealed facts of the
present, cither in discovering the secret will of God (Lulke i
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67 sq.; Acts xiil. 1 sq.; Eph. iii. 5), or in disclosing the hid-
den thoughts of man (1 Cor. xjv. 24, 23), and bringing into
light his unknown deeds (Mat. xxvi. 68; Mark xiv. 63; Lulke
xxil, 64; John iv. 19); and dispense to their hearers instrue-
tion, comfort, exhortation in animated, powerfully impas-
sioned language going [ar beyond the ordinary limits of
human discourse (l\[n,t. vil. 28, 29; Luke xxiv. 19; John vii.
40; Acts xv. 32; 1 Cor. xiv. 3, 4, 31).” DPhilippi in loco.
The dilference between an apostle (who is also a prophet,
Eph. ii. 20; iii. 3), and a prophet was, that the former oflice
was more comprehensive than the latter, and its inspiration
was abiding, while that of the latter was oceasional and
transient. xkard Ty draloylav TS TOTEws| SC. mWpodyTewpey.
1. Subjective faith is meant. The clause is equivalent to
kare pérpov wiorens.  The prophet must be true and sincere,
communicating only what God has revealed to him (Origen,
Chrysost., Ambrose, DBengel, De Wette, Tholuek, Meyer).
2. The objective rule of faith is meant. The individual
propheey must harmonize with that body of doctrine which
has come dowu from the beginning, 1 Cor. iil. 115 xiv. 37;
xv. 3; Gall i, 8§ 95 1 John iv. 6 (Aquinas, Luther, Calvin,
Pareus, l‘latt, Klee, Unbreit, Philippi, Hodge). The latter
is preferable, because in this connection the apostle would
be more likely to exhort to accuraey in the teaching than to
sineerity.  The latter might be presumed, as a matter of
course; but there might be mistakes made by a sincere man.
That wloms is used in the New Testament in the objective
siguilication of a creed, or rule of faith, is proved by Gal. i.
8: vi. 16; Phil iii. 16; 1 Tim. iv. 1; vi. 20; 2 Tim. i. 13, 14;
it 13, 1b, 18; iv. 3; Titus 1. 4, 9; ii. 1, 6, 10.  And that
such a test was required, to proteet the church from the
Leterodoxy of false prophets is proved by Mat. xxiv. 11, 24;
1 Thess. v. 19-21; 1 Tim. iv. 1; 1 Johniv. 1. This injune-
tion of St. Paul is the key to systematic theology. No al-



364 COMMENTARY ON ROMANS.

~ 4
? elre Siakoviav, év Ti) Oiaxovia, eire 0 Siddokwy, év TH
Sidacranig, * eite 0 waparady, év T} Tapai\ijcel, 6 peTa~
Si8ols, v aTNOTYTL, 0 TPOioTANEVOS, €V oTOUD]), O ENEQY, év
iAapoTnTL:

leged Christian tenet can be correct which confliets with
other Christian tenets. All Christian truth must be con-
sistent with Christianity. For example, the deity of Christ
supposes the doctrine of the trinity; mouergistic regencra-
tion Involves the doctrine of election; and au infinite atoue-
ment for sin, by God-incarnate, logically implies an infinite
penalty for sin.

VEr. 7. Swworiav] not “ministry ” in the general sense

of any ccclesiastical office whatever, as in 1 Cor, iil. 3
2 Cor. vi. 4; Eph. iii. 7; vi. 21; Coloss. 1. 7, 23; 1 Tim. iv. ¢
(Chrysost., Luther), but in the restricted sense of the diae-
onate (De Wette, Meyer, Philippi).  The writer is enumer-
ating particular gilts and offices in the church, The deacons
had charge of the external affairs of the church; the care of
the poor, the sick, cte., Aets vi. 1-3; Phil. i 1; T Thm. il
8~13. & 73 buwworiu] sc. duer: employed intensively, as in
1 Tim. iv. 15. Compare the “totus in illis ” of Horace. The
deacon must do his work thoroughly. & 8doker] the ¢ teach-
er” is distinguished [rom the prophet, in 1 Cor. xii. 28; Eph.
iv. 11.  The latter implied inspiration; the former only the
common knowledge of a devout and diseiplined Christian
mind. The office of “teacher”
that of the modern ““preacher.” & 73 8dugrulin] sc. éorw

corresponded, probably, to

in the intensive sense, as above.

VER. 8. & mapaxalidr] “exhortation” is addressed more
to the heart, and “teaching” to the understanding; yet
ncither can be separated [rom the other. They were not

two oflices, cousequently, but were united in one person.
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See 1 Cor. xiv. 31; Titusi. 9. DBut a talent for one or the
other form of instruction generally predominates in an in-
dividual.  é 19 mapurdijoe] se. éorw o in the intensive sense,
as above. & peradidovs] 1. the official giving of the funds
of the chureh, by the deacon. 2. the private charity of the
individual believer.  The first view is preferable, because
the writer is cnumerating the oflices of the church. The
second view is favored, however, by the fact that peraddorac
is employed to denote private benevolence, in Luke iii. 11;
Eph. iv. 28, while oflicial distribution is denoted by Suadide-
vay, in Acts iv, 33; and also by the adjunct év amXéryre. ¢ Sin-
cerity ” is more naturally referred to a private, than to an
ofticial act. De Wette combines the two views: “the apos-
tle here, as in the use of é\edr which is commonly referred to
the deacon’s care of the sick, exteuds the scope of the ofli-
cial xdpiopa, so as to include the common ageney of the
church member also.” & amAdmyre] for the explanation, sce
Mat. vi. 2 sq.; Lulke vi. 30-35. All ostentation, and merce-
nary motive, is excluded. & wpoordueros] not the person who
had charge of the strangers, like Phabe, xvi. 2 (Bengel,
Vitringa, Stuart); but the president, or overseer, elsewlere
denominated émioxowes, mpeof3vrepos, woynpy (Calvin, Rothe,
Philippi, Hodge). See, in proof, 1 Thess. v. 12; 1 Tim, iii.
4, 3; v.17. The standing designation of the bishop or pres-
byter, in the primitive church, was 6 mpoesras. Compare
Justin Martyr, i. 67. The gift requisite for the office is the
Xipiopa xuBeprijoens, 1 Cor. xil. 28, év omoudy] with zeal and
earuestness: all perfunctory service is excluded. & éeow]
the deacon’s service ol attendance npon the sick and sulfer-
ing is primarily in view, because the apostle is speaking of
official gifts; yet the exhortation is applicable to the private
Christian.  An injunction to the performance of Christian
duty may have a principal reference, and yet not an excla-
sive oue. & ilaporgri] with “hilarity.” A cheerful spon-
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tancity and alacrity is meant. Pity should be impulsive,
and not an cffort; an inclination, and not a volition. Com-

pare 2 Cor. ix. 7; Philemon 14.

VER. 9. St. Paul passes, now, from the duties of church
officers, to those of church members generally.  Christian
ethies is now viewed in its individual and private aspects.
% dydmn dvumikpiros] sc. éorw.  Compare 2 Cor. vi. 65 1 Pet. i,
22, Genuine morality is founded in inclination, or affection.
An act that is not prompted by real pleasure in the act is
not of the nature of virtue. It is, more or less, insincere
and hypoeritical.  The particular moral affection that under-
lies {rue ethics is love, and hence St. Paul begins with this.

> xiil. 105 and “the bond

“Tove is the fulfilling of the Jaw,’
of perfectness,” Coloss. iii. 14; because il this [eeling exists
in the soul, all the external acts required by the law will {ol-
low naturally and necessarily.  If there be supreme love of
God in the heart, all duties toward God will be discharged.
If there be the love of the neighbor as of the self, all duties
toward mankind will be performed. 1t is to be noticed, that
the affection of love is here, as elsewhere, the object of a
command; which shows that the moral affections are modcs
of the will. But that this command to love may be obeved,
the human will itself must be enabled *to will” (Thil. ii. 13),
by the Holy Spirit; because the alfection of love is the deep
and central determination of the will, and not a mere volition
or resolution. dmogruyslvres . . koAAduera] sc. éoré,  These
participial clauses we regard as excgetical of the preceding
exhortation to sincere love, and punctuate accordingly. Pure
Christian love manifests itsell in two phases: the ethieal re-
coil fromn moral evil, and the ecleaving to moral good. The
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former, [ull as much as the latter, evinees the sincerity of the
afiection. Indifference toward sin, and especially an indulgent
temper toward it, proves that there is no real love of holiness.
The true measurcment of a man’s love of God, is the intensity
with which he hates evil.  Compare Ps. xevil. 10, The ethics
produced by the sentimental idea of God and of moral evil,
is “casy virtue.,” Chrysostom, Theodoret, and Theophylact
explain the preposition in droorvyolvres as intensive: ogudpa
porety ; ex guxis poer. The word koAldw denotes the closest
possible adherence. Compare Luke x. 11.

VER. 10. 77 ¢pthadeldiu] is the dative of reference.  Droth-
crly love, in the New Testament, is a highly prominent phase
of love in general.  Compare 1 Thess. iv. 95 Ileb. xiii. 1;
1Pet. i. 22; 2 Pet. i. ¥ uldoropyor] sc. éoré.  The ardpyy is
the tenderest form ol affection, hecause founded in the physi-
cal nature and in blood-relationship; and similar should be
the afiection of Christian toward Christian, 73] myuf) d\\sjlovs
mpoyyorperor] this participial clause, also, is explanatory of
€

the preceding exhortation: “in regard to showing honor,

preeeding one another;” i. e., going before one another
(Luke xxii. 47), cither as an example, or as anticipating.
Brotherly aflfection is wmanifested particularly in the desirve
that a fellow Christinn be honored, rather than one’s sclf.

VER. 11. 79 owovdy is the dative of reference. “Zeal” is
strenuous cnergy in the execution of anything. It is not to
e restricted, here, to preaching, or any one Christian duty;
but denotes the Christian temper, in respeet to all duties.
St. Paul, in the context, mentions a number ol them.
éxinpot ] sc. éore.  ““In regard to zeal, be not lazy ” (Luther),
Léovres] sc. ore.  This and the following participial clauses
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are oxegetical of the injunction not to be sluggish. #ved-
part] denotes the temper or disposition. Compare Acts
xviii. 23. kuple] is supported hy NADBL Deshito, Copt.,
Zith,, Vulgate, Receptus, Beza, Lachm., Tisch., Tregelles.
Codices DI'G, Griesbach, Mill, read xupg.  DBut the injunc-
tion to “serve the time,”
the time,” is the maxim of worldly policy, rather than of
Chlristianity.  Christians are to make the best wse of time
(IEph. v. 16), but are not to serve it. dovAedovres] sc. éore.
This clause diseriminates true from false zeal, which serves
self, or man, rather than the Lord.

or to “accommocdate one’s self to

VER. 12, The three exhortations in this verse are con-
nected with each other, and involve an ecarnest and zealous
Christian spirit.  é=t] is the dative of the ground or mo-
tive: “on account of hope.” Christian love is the ground
of Christian joy, as heathen despair is the ground ol heathen
sorrow, 1 Thess. iv. 13 (Philippi). I\Nye] the dative of the
state or coudition. iwopévorres] denotes paticnt eidurance,
See comment on ii. 7. mpookaptepodvres] stgnifies unremitting
attention. Compare Luke xviil. 7; Aets i. 14; Eph. vi. 18;
Coloss. iv. 2; 1 Thess. v. 17.  Continual prayer is requisite
in order patiently to endure earthly trials and sorrows; and
paticut endurance is inipossible without the glad hope ol an
ultimate deliverance from trials.

VER. 13. Christian zeal is now deseribed in its outward
exhibition toward fellow believers,  xpefas] the reading
pvelass, supported only by DI, is probably a corruption in-
troduced by the later “conmmemoration” of saints, and is
almost universally rejected.  kowwrobvres] may have the
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transitive signification: “to impart,” Gal. vi. G; but the
intransitive meaning: “to partake,” is the prevalent one in
the New Testament.  Sec Rom. xv. 27; Phil iv. 15; 1 Tinw
v. 225 Heb. ii. 14; 1 Pet. iv. 13; 2 John 11. Christians, by
sympathy and zealous endeavor to relicve, are to make the
ncedy condition of their brethren comman (xowds) to them-
selves.  uhoferiar] hospitality is often enjoined in the New
Testament, Sec Ileh. xiii. 25 1 Tim. v. 105 Titus i. 8; 1 Pet.
iv. 9. The poverty of the early church, and the lack of inns,
made this form of brotherly love uncommonly necessary.
duirorres] the needy must be sought out and followed after;
not wmerely received when they present themselves. ¢ .See-
tantes, ut hospites non modo admittatis, sed queeratis”
(Bengel).

Ve 14, St. Paul now turns to the dutics relating to so-
ciety generally, and the unsauctified world.  eldoyeire, ctc.]
the words of Christ (Mat. v. 44; Luke vi. 28) were probably
in the mind of the writer, Similar relerences to the Sermon
on the Mount occur in the apostolic epistles. Compare Rom.
i, 19; 1 Cor. iv. 12, 13; vii. 10; James iv. 9; v. 12; 1 Pet.
i, 9, 14; iv. 14 Swkovras] “ Christi causa” (Bengel).
karapdcde| “ne animo quedem” (Bengel). Such an exhor-
tation as this would not apply to {ellow Christians, but to
persecuting Jews and Pagans.

VER 15, xnlpew and s\ulew] sc. dpds 8. The infinitive is
used for the nmperative, when emphasis and precision are
desired in the command. The two verbs arc contrasted in
John xvi. 20; 1 Cor. vii. 30, Respecting this injunction,
Chrysostom remarks that it is easier to weep with those that

weep, than to rejoice with those that rejoice; because nature
16*
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itself prompts the former, but cnvy stands in the way of the
latter.

Ver. 16, ¢povotvres] se. éore.  This clause we regard as
explanatory of the preceding injunction, and punctuate
accordingly.  *“DBe of the same mind or temper, in regard to
one another: accord with the joy or the grief, as the case
may be.”  IReal and perleet sympathy with his fellow man is
the duty of a Christian. 7a {ymAi] riches, honor, office, etc.
¢porotrres] denotes the disposition and aspiration of the
mind,  Compare xi. 20. rameroi;] is best regarded as neu-
ter, as the opposite of fmha ( Calvin, Beza, De Wette,
Fritzsche, Meyer, Philippi).  owaraydpevo] se. éore. The
word signifies, “to be carried or drawn away with,” Gal. ii.
13; 2 Pet. nii. 7. Men naturally are carried away with the
pride of life; but Christians should be attracted rather by
its lowly ecircumstances and conditions. Compare the in-
junction to the rich “‘to rejoice, in that he i1s made low,”
James i. 10, wup’ éavrots] See comment on xi. 23. Those
who are wise “before themselves,” or in their own estinia-
tion merely, are self-conceited. Tlns clause is to be con-
neeted with the preceding, being kindred in sentiment and
explanatory.

VER. 17. pndori] is universal: Jew or Gentile, Christian or
Pagan. dmodidirres] sc. dore.  Compare Mat. v. 30; 1 Thess.
v. 15; 1 Pet. il 23; iii. 9. The doctrine of the DPharisces
was exactly contrary.  Sce Mat. v. 38, 43.  The preeept not
to render cvil for evil is taught by Socrates (Crito, 49). DBut
Socrates could not impart the disposition to obey the pre-
cept,  Ilermann (on Sophoclis Philoct., GY9) states the.



CIIAPTER XII. 18, 371

’ r A k) ’ 7 3 ’
8i8dvres, mwpovooluevor xala évdmioy wavtwy dvIpoTov.
* €& SuvaToy, T0 €£ Vudy, peta wévroy avdpdmov elpyveov-

common doctrine of Grecian morality as follows: ¢ Nec
laudant Greeed, si quis iniquis requus est, sed virtutem esse
censcut feguis requum, iniguuin autem iniquis esse.”  wpovoou-
pevoy, ete.] Compare 2 Cor. viil. 21, This clause is to be con-
nected with the preceding injunction, as explanatory of it,
The participle has o limiting foree: “yet being mindlul of (or
exhibiting) things honorable in the sight of all men.” The
command to submit to wrongs, and not to render evil for
evil, is to be obeyed not in a pusillanimous manner, but with
Christian dignity.  Thomas Paiue, in reference to the in-
Junction of our Lord to turn the other check to the smiter,
charges Christianity with “the spirit of a spaniel,” asserting
that it destroys proper self-respect, and renders man indiffer-
ent to insult and affronts. St. Paul guards here against such
an interpretation of this unique command, peculiar to the
Christian religion alone.  xaXd] not “honest” (Eng. Ver.),
but “honorable”: the “lhonestum?” in Cicero’s use of the
word., There is no relerence to an lionest provision for
domestic necessities.

Ve 18. e dvraror] the possibility of being at peace with
all men is partly subjective, and partly objective; depend-
ing partly upon the Christian, and partly upon the world.
Tt may be necessary for the believer to discharge duty, or to
bear witness to the truth; and this may exasperate the unbe-
liecver. “De friends of all men, if it be possible; if it is not
possible upon both sides, then at all events be friendly upon
your own part ” (Grotius). Respecting the oljective possi-
bility in the case, Calvin remarks that “it is not possible
that there should be perpetual peace between the soldiers
of Christ, and the sinful world whose prince is Satan.,” 76
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é¢ dudv] sc. xard: “as regards what proceeds from you.”
1t is not the same as 76 a7’ éué (i. 15): “my ability.”

VEr, 19 is to be connected with verse 18, as epexegetical.
Onc way whereby to live peaccably with all men is, not to
revenge one’s own wrongs. 8ére tomov 7 dpyyi] The change
in the construction from the participial imperative to the reg-
ular imperative is for the sake of greater precision and cin-
phasis. 1. 8pyyj denotes the wrath of God: “give place to,
or make way [or, the divine retribution ” (Chrysost., August.,
Calvin, De Wette, Tholuek, Mever, Philippi, Hodge).  This
agrees with the preceding injunction, not to take vengeance
into one’s own hand; and with the succceding explanatory
clause, ““ Vengeance is wine, I will repay, saith the Lord.”
2. dpyp denotes the heliever’s wrath: “give time to wrath,”
that is, “ allow it to subside inwardly ” (Sewnler, Stuart). In
support of this explanation is cited the Latin phrase, ¢ darent
ire spatium,” Livy, i1, 5G; viil. 325 Lactant, De Ira, 18. DBut
in these places, spatinum is temporal, denoting a space of time
while 7omos denotes place only: a space in which to operate.
3. épyn denotes the adversary’s wrath: “allow him to vent
his rage®” (Morus, Jowett, Wordsworth). This, like the
first explanation, agrees with the meaning of 8ore 7omor -
compare Luke xiv. 9; Judges xx. 36; but not with either
context. Morcover, it would be a merely prudential, not an
ethical injunction. St. Paul, here, represents it as a Chris-
tian duty to desire that divine justice be administered by
the Divine Being.  To objeet to retribution as measured out
by the Supreme Judge is unethical, and immoral. The
Christian should not have the slightest desire to administer
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justice himself, particularly in reference to his own wrongs;
but he should rejoice in the fact that an unerring and impar-
tial Ruler will render to every man according to his deeds.
“Personal injury, so [ar as it is merely injury to himself, the
Cliristian is unconditionally to forgive. DBut 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 desire the recompense due to it, i e., its punishment, in
order to make reparation to this holy and inviolable ordi-
nance. He is not merely to commit to God, but also to
besceeh (rom God, the revelation of his judicial righteous-
ness to the glory of his holy name, in presence ol wilful
dishonor dJone to that name, whether the dishonor be done
by himself, or by another. The apostolic dictumn in this
passage does not set aside, but confirms the prayers against
enemies, in the so-called imprecatory psalms. Compare
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 Com-
mentary on the DPsahns, ITI., app. Ixx.” (Philippi in loco).
véyparrar] in Deut. xxxil. 33, St. Paul adds Aéye wipros,
Compare xiv. 115 1 Cor. xiv. 21; 2 Cor. vi. 17.  éuoi] Com-
pare Heb, x. 30. The dative of possession, liere, implies ex-
clusiveness: “to me only.” The infliction of retribution, or
punishiment in distinction from chastisement, belongs to God
alone. Punishment, in the restrieted and proper sense, is
solely for requital, and docs not aim at the improvement
of the criminal. Consequently, punishment is in its own
nature endless, and the Supreme Being is the only one who
may inflict it.  Man has no right to punish except as it is
delegated to him, in the office of a magistrate. In this case,
man discharges a divine and not a human function.

VEr. 20 is a citation from Prov. xxv. 21, 22, literally from
the Septuagint, which agrees with the Hebrew, d\Ma éav is
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supported by 8AB Copt., Vulg., Lachm., Tisch. éiv odr is the
reading of DIL Peshito, ASth.  dA\a] “do not wreak your
revenge, but, on the contrary,” ete, Il odv be adopted, then
the injunction in this verse is a deduction from the fact that
retribution belongs exclusively to God.  drdpaxas, cte.] gives
the motive for showing kindness to an enemy. * Coals of
fire” is a metaphor for keen anguish.  Cowmpare the Arvabic
phrases, “coals in the heart,” and “fire in the liver.,” Ex-
planations: 1. The remorse awakened by this unmerited
kinduess, resulting, perhaps, in repentance (Origen, Augus-
tine, Jerome, Ambrose, Erasmus, Luther, Wolhius, Dengel,
Tholuck, De Wette, Olshausen, Fritzsche, Philippi, odge,
Alford). 2. The divine retribution, resulting from surren-
dering the case into God’s hands ( Chrysostom, Theodoret,
Theophylact, Beza, Grotius, Wetstein, Hengstenberg), The
first is preferable, because the “coals of fire” are immedi-
ately connected with the “feeding” and “ giving drinl.”

VER. 21. 70V kaxol] the enemy’s evil, i. . “Do not allow
vourself to be overcome by the wickedness of your adver-
sary; as would he the case, if you suffered yourself to be
exasperated hy him to personal revenge.” @Al ete.] “dut,
on the contrary, overcome your enemy’s wickedness by your
kinduess, which will awalken his remorse and sorrow.”  This
verse recapitulates the sentiment of verses 19 and 20.
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Tue apostle passes now, in verses 1-7, to the Christian’s
duties toward the State. IIe may have been led to this, in
part, by the seditious and revolutionary temper of the Jew,
which showed itself oceasionally in open rebellion against
the Roman anthority, Acts v. 37, DBut the principal reason
was of a general nature. He would lay down prineiples for
the Church universal, in all time, and in reference to govern-
ment in the abstract.

Ver, 1. wéoa Juxy] is equivalent to =as drdpwmos. Com-
pare ii. 9. &ovaiuis imepexoraars] “authorities above, or over
him.” The idea of sovercignty and supremacy is implied.
Government supposes an authority higher than that of the
governed. Law is superior to the subjeet of law,  Compare
1 Tim. ii. 25 1 Det.ii. 13, fmoruooésrde] denotes voluntary
selt-subjection.  Cowmpare Lulke i, 515 1 Cor. xvi. 16; Tiph,
v. 27 sy Titus 1o

5. Unwilling obedience to the govern-
ment is not Christian virtue. o ydp, cte.] assigns the reason
for obeying the ecivil authority: viz., because of its divine
origin. Even bad governments are not excepted: “there is
20 authority, except by and from God.” The fact that an
earthly government may he corrupt and tyrannical does not
disprove the divine origin of government; any more than the
fact that parents may be unfaithful to their duties proves
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that the family is not divinely originated; or the fact that a
particular church may become corrupt proves that the church
is not divine in its source. St. Paul, however, does not teach,
lhere, that «ny degree of tyranny, whatever, is to be sub-
mittecd to by a Christian. If the government attempt to
force liim to violate a divine command, for example to desist
from preaching the gospel, or to take part in pagan worship,
he must resist even unto death. See Acts iv. 19; v. 29,
Most of the apostles suffered martyrdom for this principle.
But in respeet to ‘“things pertaining ouly to this life”
(1 Cor. vi. 4), and in cases in which the rights of conscience
and religious convictions were not infringed upon, both
Christ and his apostles taught that injustice, and even tyr-
anny, should be submitted to, rather than that revolutionary
resistance be made.  And this, becanse merely earthly liber-
ty, and the rights of property, are of secondary consideration.
The same rule applies to the relation of the individual to the
State, in this casc, that applies to the relation between man
and man. If a Christian is defrauded of his property by a fel-
low believer, he ought to “take the wrong, and sufler himself
to be defrauded,” rather than “go to law one with another,”
1 Cor. vi, 7. In like manner, in regard to merely worldly
good, the Christian should forego his rights and allow bim-
self to be ill-treated even by the government under which he
lives, rather than organizec a rebellion and bring on war with
its untold evils. Political freedom is one of the most valu-
able of merely carthly blessings; and political slavery is one
of the greatest of merely carthly evils. Yet Christ and his
apostles nowhere teach or imply, that cither individual or
organized action was justifiable, even under the tyranny of
Rome, in order to obtain the former, or abolish the latter.
On the contrary, they dissuade from and forbid it. Compare
Mat. xvii, 24-27; xxii. 17-21; 1 Cor. vil. 21, 22; 1 Tim. vi. 1.
v@o] is the rcading of NADBL Lachm., Tisch., Tregelles; dmo
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that of DEF Receptus. ofeat] is the reading of WADBDIE
Copt., Tuth,, Vula.; the Receptus with L Peshito add
ééovalar, which is superfluous, being understood as matter of
course. The word denotes an “actually existing ” authority:
a government de facto, though possibly not de jure, in all
respects,  teraypérar] the fact that a civil government is
organized, and in actual operation, is an evidence that God
has so appointed, in his providence. The plural implies
that there are varieties in the forms of human government.
 Christianity gives its sanction not exclusively to one deli-
nite form of government, but to the form of government
actually subsisting at any time, and guards it against revo-
lutionary attempts.” Philippi in loco.

> as a consequence from the fact

VER. 2. dore] “so that;’
that the existing authorities are ordained by God. dvriras-
ooperos] denotes primarily a drawing up in battle array, but
is here employed in the general signification of opposition,
or resistance. Compare Acts xviii. 6; James iv. 6. drdéorn-
ker] is equivalent to drrirdocerar, Compare ix. 19,  xplua]
the condemnation of God, i. e., whose ordinance they have
resisted.

Ver. 3 connects with verse 1 (Calvin, Tholuck, Philippi,
ITodge), and assigns an additional reason for obedicnce, viz.,
that government is not ouly an ordinance of God, but a
bengficial ordinance.  Meyer connects with verse 2, so that
verse 3 explains the zode in which God condemns, viz.,
through the civil authority. dyadd &yw, ete.] is supported
by NABDFE Copt., Lachwm., Tisch., Tregelles. The Receptus,
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with EL Peshito, reads tér dyadwv pydr, cte.  8%] is transi-
tive: “now, do you desire,” ete.  Luther, Tholuck, Philippi,
Launge, construe as a hypothetical sentence: “Thou desirest
not to be afraid of the authority. I put the case.”
Compare 1 Pet. ii. 14, Grotius remarks that at the time
when St. Paul wrote this, Nero was not persccuting the
Christians. But the principle is a general one. ¢ Damnatio
malorum laus est bonorum ” (Pclagius).

”
emurm']

Ver. 4. Sudkords éorw] sc. 9) éovolar  els 10 dyador] ““for
your advantage,” in the way of praise and protection. Cow-
pare 1 Tinnii. 2. eixj] not for mere show, bhut for use, when
required.  paxapar] the sword is the symbol of the magis-
trate’s power to put to death. é&duwos] se. dr. not ¢ re-
veuger” (Eng. Ver), but “avenger,” in modern English.
In the earlier usage, retributive justice was denominated
both “ revenging,” and “ vindietive.” s dpypr] 1. e, cds 7o
Engépery Spyypr. “ Wrath” is here put for its effeet, viz.:
punishment,

Vir. 5 contains an inference, introduced by 83, from the
statements in verses 1-4.  dvdyxn] denotes a moral necessity
found~d in the nature hoth of government and of man.
vrordraerdue] s middle: “to submit yourselves.” i 7w
Spyijr] & prudential motive is allowable. The [ear of puuish-
ment, like “the respeet to the recompense of reward® (110l
xi. 26), has its proper place in morals, Tt is, however, a snb-
ovdinate place. dAML xal 8d 73 ovreilyaer] the command of
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couscience is the principal reason for voluntary subjection to
law(ul authority. Dut as conscience is the voice of God in
the soul, this reason for obedience is equivalent to that given
in 1 Pet. ii. 13: “submit yourselves to every ordinance of
man &k Tov kiptov,”

Ver. G is best connccted, not with verses 1-4 (Calvin,
De Wette, Philippi), but with verse & (Meyer).  7obro] viz.:
the fear of punishment, and the command of conscicnee.
vup] supposes an ellipsis; viz., “you are thus submitting
vourselves, jor you are paying taxes.” «ai] “also,” in addi-
tion to other acts of obedicnce to the government. Tekeire]
is not imperative (Eng. Vers., Tholuek, Stuart, Ilodge), but
indicative (Chrysost., Theophylact, Vulgate, Calvin, Deza,
De Wette, Meyer, Lange, Philippi). Were it imperative,
the sentence would have been introduced hy ofr rather than
vip, which does not well agree with the lmperative. And
furtherinore, the command to pay tribute, is given, hy way
of reiteration and emphasis, in the next verse. To pay taxes
is one of the most conclusive evidences of submission to the
government. Xerovpyol Jeob] is the predicate. The subject is
ol understood, referring to dpyorres in verse B, Aerovpyos is a
term that denotes the témple service of the priests, Heb. 1. 73
viii. 2. Itis here applied to the tax-gatherers, who as ollicers
of 1 government that has been ordained of God are, in this
sense, lis attendants or “ ministers.” yap] introduces the
reason why they are paying tribute. 7odro] viz.: the collec-
tion of taxes. mpookaprepotvres] denotes steady attention.
Compare xii. 12.

VER. 7 summarizes and repeats, for the sake of emphasis,
the exhortations in verses 1-6. dwodore] is followed by otw
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in the Peshito, Reeeptus, FL 5 which is omitted by WBD
Copt., Lachm., Tisch., Tregelles. 78] se. dmawrotery, which,
as Mever remarks, will suit ¢pdBov and ryusy, as well as ¢dpov
and télos; beeause magistrates (to whom waoe refers) recuire
or demand respect and honor.  ¢opor] “tribute” is the land
and capitation tax, Luke xx, 22, 7élos] “custom” (vectiga-
lia) is the tax on merchandise. Tlie apostle mentions taxes
first in the order, hecause he has already sinzled this out as
an cvidence of submission to the eivil authority, and zlso,
perhaps, Lecause of the Jewish disposition to dispute this
demand from a Gentile government.  Compare Mat. xvii,
24175 xxiil 17, ¢sBov and ] denote the honor due to
judges and the higher civil authorities.

Ver. § begins a new paragraph (verses 8-14), in which
the writer returns to the duty of Christians towaid socicty
generally, which was previously spoken of in xii. 14-21.
pdevi] is universal, inclading hoth the chureh and the world,
Indebtedness must be discharged toward all mankind., e p3)
dyawdv] “ By its very nature, love is a duty which when dis-
charged is not discharged ; since he does not truly love who
loves for the sake of ceasing from loving, and in order to
relieve himscll from the duty of love.” Philippi.  Similarly,
Augustine semarks: “Love is still due, ¢ven when it has
been rendered, heeause there will never he a time when it is
not to be rendered.  The ohligation to love is not nullified,
but multiplied, by the bestowment of love.” & vap, cte.]
Compare Mat, xxii, 37-40.

VER. 9 corroborates the statement in verse 8, by showing
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that all the particular statutes of the decalogue relating to
one’s fellow man are summed in the command, to love him
as one’s self. ob x\épes] is followed by ob Yevdopaprupoes
in W Copt., /Eth., Receptus ; which is omitted in ABDEFGL
Peshito, Sahidie, Lachin., Tisch. e ris érépa évrodi)} se. év r@
vopw éoriv.  draxedalawtrtar] is ¢ recapitulated,” or “brought
under one head” (kepalij). & 7¢] (“namely ) is omitted in
BFG Itala, Vulgate, and bracketted by Lachm., and Tre-
gelles ; it is found in RADL Tisch. ceavrér] FGL Receptus
read éavrov, which is sometimes used for the second person.
See Winer in loco.

Ve 10, kakov odx épyalerar] St. Paul employs the negative
form, because of the negatives in the statutes he has cited.
But the positive is implied: “Love doeth good ” (xpyorederar),
1 Cor. xiil. 4. ofv] introduces the eonclusion drawn {rom the
preceding analysis of the law, viz.: that love is the compicte
fulfilment of the law. The doctrine of justification by works
finds no support in this text ; because it does not scttle the
question of fact, whether any man, in a perfect manner, loves
God supremely and his ncighbor as himself. -

VER. 11. «al rolre] “and this too,” or “especially.” Toiro
refers to the injunction in verse § with the explanation in
verses 9 and 10. It introduces the motive to obev which
follows. There is no nced ol supplving modpuer or wouire
(Bengel, Tholack). Compare 1 Cor. v.6, 8; Eph.ii. §; Phil
i. 235 Ileh. xi. 12. The more common usage in the classics
is kal rabra. elddtes] ““since,” or “because” we know. Tov
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xaipdv] the “period”: not xpovos, time generally. The pecu-
liarity of the season or period is meant. dpa] sc. éoriv: the
“hour,” or particular point, in the period. 3dy] “now, at
Jength,” without waiting any longer. Compare 7j6e woré, 1. 10.
It qqualities éyepdyvar. vpas] is the reading of NABC, Tisch.
The LReceptus, DEFGL, Peshito, Vulg., Sahidie, Coptic,
Lachm. read fuds.  vmwrov] sleep is a comumon figure for the
apathy of sin. Compare Iiph, v. 14; 1 Thess. v. 6. DBelievers
having remainders ol sin have remainders of spiritual lethargy,
against which they must watch and strive. yap] introduces
the reason why it is the hour for them to awake. Jpév] may be
connceted with cwrplar (Vulgate, Iing, Ver., Luther, Hodge);
or with éyyirepor (Calvin, Meyer, Philippi, who cite x. 8).
curgpia] 1. The completion of redemption in eternity, in
sinless perfection and the glorified body (Theodore Mops.,
Calvin, Calovius, IFlatt, Stuart, 1Iodge). 2. The second ad-
vent of Christ, when Delievers shall be made perfect and
clothed with the resurrection body (De Wette, Olshansen,
Meyer, Philippt, Lange, Allord). The first explanation is
preferable, because émddvera and =mapovain are the settled terms
for the advent, and there is no instance in which complu is
put for it. The apostle exhorts believers to watchfulness,
beeause they are nearer the end of the Christian race and
figcht than they were when they first began it.  TE they had
made no progress, but were as far off [rom the goal as ever,
they would have no motive to struggle. ¢ Nearer is salva-
tion now, to us, than at that time when we began to believe.”
Calvin in loco. The second view, however, may be adopted,
without maintaining that St. Panl mistakenly expeeted the
Parousia in his own life-time, as is asserted by De Wette and
Meyer.  Philippi, who explains gompia Ly the Lord’s second
coming, remarks that the rapid spread of Christianity may
have given St. Paul reason 1o hope that the Lord’s return
might oceur in his own day, but did uot give him the certainty
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that it would; because the particular time of this advent is
expressly stated to be unrevealed, and absolutely unknown
to man, Mark xiii. 32.  “The Parousia known as objectively
near in the divine view, might also have seemed to be sub-
jectively near in hwman expectation. DBut there would be an
crror in identifying the latter with the former. No soouer
did this crror appear, than the apostles at once corrected it,
2 Thess. ii. 1 sq.; 2 Pet. iii. 1 sq.  Had St. Paul heen asked
whether he knew if he or any of his contemporaries would
survive till the return of Christ, with the same inspired eer-
tainty with which he knew the general fact of that return,
he would have replied in the negative.” Similarly Alford
remarks, that “the fact that the nearness or the distance of
the day of Christ’s coming was unknown to the apostles, in
no way affects the prophietic announcements of God’s Spirit
by them, concerning its preceding and accompanying cir-
cumstances. The ‘day aund the hour’ formed no part of

their inspiration; the details of the event did.” Similarly
Tholuck. dre émorevooper] when we believed in Christ, and

became Christians, Acts xix. 2; 1 Cor. iii. 5.

VR, 12, 4 114, ete.] the night is the time for sleep, and
for sin, hecause of the darkuess, 1 Thess. v. 7. 3 8¢ ypepa]
the day is the time for work, and for holiness, because of the
licht, Job xxiv. 15-17; John iii. 19-21; 1 Thess. v. 3, S.
“The time of sin and sorrow is nearly over (mpoéxoer), and
that of holiness and happiness is at hand (jyywer).” Hodge
in loco. The other explanation of owrypia fails here: the
apostle could not with certainty say that the Parousia was
“at hand,” in the sense of occurring in the life-time of those
to whom he wrote. DBut, since the believer’s decath brings
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him into perfect holiness and blessedness, hie could speak of
“salvation,” in the ordinary New Testament use of the term,
as being certainly “at hand.”  dmodapeda] is the opposite of
&dvoopeda, and represents the works of darkness as night-
garments, which on the approach of day are to be talen off.
otv] namely, because of the approaching holiness and hlessed-
ness of the next life, which the believer will so soon enter
upen.  That this is one of the most powerful and effective
motives for resisting sin, the perusal of ITowe’s ¢ Blessedness
of the Righteous” will econvince any one.  6¢] is the reading
of ABCD Copt., Griesbach, Lachm., Tisch. It deuotes mere-
ly the contrast.  The Receptus, with FL Peshito, reads xai ; 8
oniits the conjunction altogether.  éwAa] the figure is changed
from clothing to armor, because of the fight to which believ-
ers are exhorted. Compare Eph. vi. 18 sq.

VER. 13. eboygudros| becomingly; with decorum, 1 Cor. vii.
35; xiv. 40; 1 Thess. iv. I, kdpos xai pédais] night revel-
lings and cavousals, Gal. v. 215 1 Pet.iv. 3. xoirats kai doed-
yeiars] venery and wantonness. ¢ Abstract nouns in the
plural denote the various expressions, evidences, outhrealks,
and coucrete manifestations generally, of the quality ex-
pressed by the singular.” Winer in loco. The first two
terms relate to sins of gluttony and drunkenness; the lust
two, to sins of licentionsness. They are naturally connected:
“sine Cerere et Baccho Venus friget.” Ovid. They are also
sins of the night: “nox et amor vinumque nihil moderabile
suadent.”  Ovid, Amor., I. v. 0. That St. Paul was com-
pelled to warn Christian believers against this class of sins,
does not prove that the primitive Christian life and charac-
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ter was as a whole inferior to that of the modern church.
The paganism from which the first Christians had been con-
verted lelt habits of life that could not be instantaneously
and entirely extirpated. In estimating the energy of divine
gruace in the soul, the Jine ol Burns is to be remembered:

¢ We know not what's resisted.”

The primitive church was more under the influence of the
“lust of the flesh ” than of the “pride ol life;” the modern

church is more under the influence of the ¢

pride of life™
than ol the “lust of the flesh.” DBut pride is us great a sin,
in the sight of God, as sensuality. This should be consid-
ered, in forming an estimate of some of the modern mission-
ary churches. &b xai Gjo] quarrelling and jealousy are
naturally connected with the vices just mentioned. The
Memoirs of fashionable and court life, like those of St.

Simon and Grammont illustrate this.

VER. 14, &dtgacde tov wipov] the figure denotes the most
intimate union and appropriation.  See Gal. iii. 27; Eph. iv,
24; Coloss. iil. 10, 12; Luke xxiv. 49; 1 Cor. xv. 53, 54; 2 Cor.
v. 3; 1 Thess. v. 8; Job xxix. 14; Isa. li. 9; Ezek. xxvi. 16.
Compare also Homer’s dvoeo 8 dhrjy, 11, xix. 36.  aapsos] 1. is
employed in the physical sense, to denote the sensuous na-
ture (*‘die lebendige Materic des odua,” Meyer), in distinetion
from the rational. The apostle does not forbid all provision
for the flesh, but only such provision as is lustful. “Ie does
not forbid to drink, but to get drunk; he does not forbid mar-
ringe, but fornication” (Chrysost., Luther, Calvin, De Wette,
Meyer, Philippi). 2. adpé is employed in the ethical signilica-

17
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tion of the whole man as corrupt; so that a total prohibition of
a provision for the flesh is meant {Iing. Ver., Fritzsche, Stuart,
Tlodge, Alford). The latter view is fuvored by the general
signification of odpé in this LIpistle. St. Paul employs the
term to denote, not the sensuous in distinction from the
rational nature, but the entire man; and not that which is
created and innocent, but that which is fallen and sinful.
Compare viii. 3-9, 12 et alia.  wpivowar w3 woeteIe] is equiva-
lent to py) mpovoeisde : “do not provide for.” Compare xii.
17; 1 Tim. v. 8. els émIvuius] denotes the intention: “so
that lusts may be excited.” Compare Mat. v. 28, Sinful
lusts are the natural eharacteristics of the sinful gapé. There
are remainders of odpé in the believer (chapters vii,, viil),
and he must not do anything to stir them up. These were
the verses that struck the eye of Augustine when the voice
said to him: “Tolle, lege.” Confessions, viii. 12.



CHAPTER XIV.

St. PAUL now resumes the consideration of the heliever’s
duties toward the Church, which was interrupted in xii. 14
by a transition to his duties toward Socicty. He continues
the subject down to xv. 13. The particular duty which he
considers relates to dipferences of opinion, among helievers,
respecting points not essentiud to s«lvation. The difference
of sentiment related to abstinence from flesh (verses 2, 21),
from wine (verse 21), and the observance of Jewish sacred
days (verse ). The principal views are the following: 1.
The “weak in faith” held that the Mosaic law respecting
flesh, wine, and sacred days, was still obligatory upon
Christians (Origen, Clirysost., Theodoret, Jerome, Calovius,
Reiche). 2. The “weak in faith,” though believing that the
Mosaic ceremonial statutes were no longer binding, yet
thought that abstinence from the sacrificial-flesh and liba-
tion-wine of thaT,m marlket, \wjggigr_y_
(Clem. Alex., Ambrose, Augustine, Michaelis, Flatt, Nean-
der, Tholuck, Philippi). This view is favored by a com-
parison with I Cor. viil. 105 x. 19-23, where the same necd-
less but well-intended serupulousness appears. 3. The third
view places the abstinenee upon both grounds (Erasmus,
Riickert, De Wette). This latter is preferable, because all
the data cannot be brought under cither view alone. Both
Jewish and Gentile-Christians are advised and enjoined by
St. Paul. The Jewish-Christian who was “weak in the
faith ” relied upon Christ’s sacrifice for justification (other-
wise he would not have even a weal fuwith); but from his
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previous cdueation and training in Judaism, and an imper-
feet apprehiension of Christianity (xv. 13 1 Cor. viii. 7, 10,
11), supposed that the distinction between clean and unelean
meats, and sacred and secular days, was still valid and should
be observed. Ilis errorwas not legalism proper, but aseeticism.
Ilad he, with the carnal Jew, maintained that salvation de-
pended upon the observance of the cercmonial law, the apos-
tle would have spoken in the language of stern condemna-
tion, as he does in Gal. 1. G; 1L, 3-3, 14-17; v. 1, 2. Some of
the Gentile-Christians, on the other hand, remembering the
abominations of that idolatry from which they had been con-
verted, supposed that contact with paganism in any form
whatever must be avoided, and hence abstained from saeri-
ficial meat and wine offered for sale.  These also were evan-
gelical though “weak” believers; relying for salvation upon
Christ, but lacking the spivitual insight to perceive that “an
idol is nothing in the world” (1 Cor. viii. ).  TUpon hoth
sides then, Jewish and Gentile, there were conscientious
scruples, which though mnot really valid, were yet to be
respected.  From St. Paul’s point of view, there was “noth-
ing unclean of itsell ” (xiv. 14), and an idol was a nonentity
to which the believer ought to have not the slightest refer-
ence; yet St. Paul expressly says that he shall respect the
scruples of such of his brethren as were not yet sufliciently
enlightened to see as he saw (xiv, 21, 22; 1 Cor. viii. 13).
It must not be supposed that these ‘“ weak brethren” con-
stituted a majority of the Roman church. The great body
of both Jewish and Gentile believers in the congregation,
probably, held the views of the apostle himself, and were
“strong ” in the faith (xv. 1).

VeR. 1. nlora] justilying faith. These persons, thongh
relying upon Christ [or salvation, were weakened in their
reliance by fears and anxieties, which led them to ascetic
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opinions and practices. There is in believers gencrally more
or less of this legal element, which interteres with boldness
and assurance of faith. Tt is scen in the experience of a
devout LRloman Catholic like Pascal. It arises from *the
want of an intelligent and lirm conviction of the gratuitous
nature of justification, and of the spirituality of the gospel.”
Hodge in loco.  mposdepBuveade] More than reception into
the church is meant; for the weak brother was already in
the church. ¢ Welcome him to your affectionate and help-
ful acquaintance and communion.”  dwxpices Saloytopmin]
“ decisions of questions:” duakpivery signiiies to pass judg-
ment, Mat. xvi. 3; to decide, 1 Cor. vi. 5. Compare also
1 Cor. xiic 105 Ieb, vo I Swdoywrpds denotes speculations
(i. 21; 1 Cor. iii. 20), or disputings (Phil. i. 14). The
“strong” should not attempt to decide the points of diller-
ence between themselves and the “weak,” by inviting the
“weak” to discuss them with them, ¢ XNon sumentes vobis
dijudicandas ipsorum cogitationes.” Grotius. DBy waiving
the matters in dispute, and dwelling upon the eardinal truth
of faith in Christ, they would in the end convert the weak
brother into a strong one.  The history of the early Jewish-
Christians shows, that by this kindly and forbearing mode
of treatment they were either brought over to a full and free
evangelism and were merged in the chureh, like the Naza-
renes, or else lapsed down upon an anti-evangelical and
hostile position, like the Ebionite.

Vir. 2 deseribes the difference between the streng and
the weak believer. mirreded] is cquivalent to wlorw éxec: **he
las such a faith that he eats.”” Compare Acts xiv. 9. 6 &¢]
not s 8. “the other” (compare verse 5); but & dodeviow
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“the weak.” N\dyara éodie] the weak brother ate bread and
vegetable food, and no flesh of unclean animals, no meac
offered to idols, and no meat of clean animals on the sacred
days (Reiche, Neander, Tholuck, Philippi). Meyer inter-

prets the phrase as excluding tlesh altogether.

VER. 3 gives the rale for both parties.  &ndereiro] de-
notes disdain or contempt for the weak brother, as narrow
and superstitious. 6 & piy| is the reading of RADCD
Lachm,, Tisch, The Receptus, with EL Peshito, Sahidie,
~Eth., Vulgate, reads xai 6 . spoérw] the weak brother
must not pass a condemning judgment upon the strong, as
lacking in Christian earnestness and hdelity. yap] introduces
the reason, viz.: because Christ has received the ¢ strong”
as a true disciple.

VER. 4. ob vis ] Compare ix. 20; James iv. 12, 6 xpiwr]
refers to wy kpuérw, verse 3, and consequently to the weak in
fuith (Mever, Philippi), and not to both parties (Tholuck,
Hodge).  d\\drpuor oikérnr] judgment of a servant belongs to
the master alone; who in this case is God, and not man.
omjxet] to stand in the judgment is to be acguitted.  Com-
pare s 1. 5; Luke xxi. 365 Rev. vi. 17, =izre] to fail in
the judgment is to be condemnned; causa cadere. gradioerac]
is more comprehensive in its signification, here. than in the
preceding clause. It denotes not merely the pronanciation
of a favorable judgment, but also support in that coarse of
life and conduct which results in a favorabic judement. The
“strong ” shall be enabled by God’s grace to stand in faith
and obedicnce, and thereby in the final judgment.  Compare
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1Cor. x. 12. 8warel yap] is the reading of NABCDIE Lachm,,
Tisch., Tregelles. Compare 2 Cor. xiii, 3. The Receptus,
with L, reads dvvards yap éarw. xipros] is the readiug of NADBC
DPeshito, Sahidie, Coptic, JIith., Lachm., Tisch., Tregelles.
The Receptus, with DEFL, reads Jecs.

YVer. 5 relates to the second point of difference, the ob-
servance of the Jewish [asts and festivals.  wap'] has a com-
parative force, as in i 25; Luke xii. 25 Heb. 1.4 “Oue
Judges that one day is above, or superior to another.”  St,
Paul refers, here, to the ordinary Jewish sacred days, as in
Gal. iv. 105 Col. ii. 16.  The Lord’s day was never regarded
by the apostles, or by the Primitive Church, as a common
Jewish festivaly and, consequently, this and the following
statements have no reference to the Christian Sabbath, as
some (Philippi, Alford) maintain. The Jewish Sabbath itself
was distinguished from the other sacred days of Judaism, by
being made a part of the moral law, or decalogue, while the
sccondary holy-dayvs were provisions of the ceremonial Jaw

- < ’ » * ’ " b

0“14\'. Tugay 7”.1.([)(1]'] 5C. wny €lrut (llot 7T(1[)(l.). Olw Vol WA"]PO-
dopeicdw] this is the geuneral prineiple of action, in reference
1o points not essential to salvation. ““One man should not
be foreed to act according to another man’s conscientious
scruples, but every one should be satisfied in his own mind,
and be careful not to do what he thinks to be wrong.”
Hodge in loco.

VEer. G assigns the reason, introduced by yap, for the
preceding rule of action, viz.: that the particular person,
wiicther he be weak or strong in the faith, has reference to
the Lord in what he does, and believes that lhe is serving
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him by his particular course of conduect. If this be the be-
liever’s actual eonviction, he must not be despised for his
scruples, if he is one of the “ weak,” or censured for his frec-
dom, if he is one of the “strong.” «upiw] for the service and
honor of the Lord. The reference is to Christ, as verse 9
shows (Meyer, Philippi). Alter ¢povel, the Receptus, with L
Peshito, Eng. Ver., adds the clause xai 6 p3 ¢pordy miy Huépay
kipiy ob ¢povel. 1t is omitted by RABCDEFG Copt., AEth.,
Lachm,, Tisch., Tregelles. ebxupworei] refers to the thanks
given before the meal, Deut. viii, 10 ; Mat. xiv. 193 xv. 36;
xxvi, 26; 1 Cor. x, 305 1 Tim. iv. 4, 5. «vpie odx éodie] the
abstinence, as well as the partaking, is out of regard to the
Lonor and service of Christ.  xal edyapiorer] the thanksgiving
in this case is, of course, not for the meat which is not
eaten, but for the “herbs ” which are.  This meal, like the
other, is accompanied with thanksgiving to God.

VEen, 7. éavrg] the dative of advantage, like kupiv. No
Clristian lives for his own honor and service. The greater
includes the less.  Life and death stand for the sum total of
human existence. Whoever has devoted himself to the Tord
completely, has of course devoted himself to him in the de-
tails of eating and abstinence. The reference is not to the
objective fact that life and death are in the Lord’s hand,
which is true of the unbeliover as well as of the believer;
but to the subjective pupose, and its exceution, of conse-
crating the whole existence, which Is true only of the be-
liever,  dwodmjoke] Compare Phil. i, 20; Rev. xiv. 13, The
belicver serves Christ in his death, as truly as in his life. To
dic in faith honors the Redeemer as much as does any active



CHAPTER XIV. 8-10. 393

,8 \ ¢ -~ bd 9 V4 . B 2/ | Cﬂ ) Yl
otdeis éavrd amoIvicwet édv Te yap {dpev, T rvpip
Louey, éav Te amodvickouer, T@ xupln amodvicKop.r.
dav Te obv Cdper éav Te dmwodvioxwuer, Tol wupiov éouiy.
0 9 ~ \ \ s 7 \ v Lo \
els TobTo yap Xpiorés amédavev ral Efmoev, va ral
vekpdy rai fwrtwy cupievoy. Y ov 8¢ TL Kkpivers TOV

service for him. ‘““Eadem ars moriendi, quae vivendi.,” DBen-
gel.

VER. § repeals in a positive form, and emphasizes, what
has been said in a negative form, in verse 7. éav 7¢, cte, .
éir t¢, ete.] “both if,” ete. . . “and if,” etc.: in one casc as
much as in the other. tob xupiov] is the genitive of posses-
sion. The thriee-repeated xupios indicates the ¢ divine majesty
and power of Christ.” Bengel. These words were the dying
utterance of Edward Irving.

Ver. 9. The Reeeptus, with DL Peshito, ng. Ver., reads
dmédaver kal dréomy kal délnoer; the reading in the text is
supported by RABC Copt., JAsth.,, Laehm., Tisch., Tregelles.
This versc gives the reason why believers belong to Christ,
viz.: hecause Christ by his sacrificial life and death for them
acquired a title to them. dwédarer] as an ilaomjpwor, 1. e.
Compare iii. 25. &qgoer] as antithetic to dwédarer, is here
equivalent to dvélnuev (which accounts for the Receptus read-
ing); as in Rev.iv. 8; 2 Cor. iv. 10; Rom. v. 10. By his
death and resurrection, Christ obtained his lordship. ]
denotes the divine purpose. verpdv kai {ovrwr] deceased and
living believers,  Christ’s dominion over his people is not
interrupted by their death. Compare Mat. xxii 32, It
Christ is Lord of his people, not only when living but also
when dead, it follows that they are under obligation to serve
Ixim both in death and in life.

VER. 10, ov 8] this is addressed to the “weak,” who
passes a censure upon the freedow of the ““strong” in faith.

17*
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xai a¥] this is addressed to the “strong,” who was prone to
despise the “weak” in faith,  wdetes yiap, cte.] assigns the
reason why the one should not censure, or the other despise,
viz.: that both are to stand before the divine tribunal, where
neither will be the other’s superior.  Compare verse 4. Jeud]
1s the reading of RABCDEIG Copt., Lachm., Tisch, Tre-
gelles; the Receptus, L, Peshito, Vulg,,
Wette, Tholuck, Philippi, and Hodge contend for the latter.
The ms. authority decidedly favors the former, and the carly

read Xpwrod. De

versions the latter. Dolycarp also (Philipp. G) says wdrres det
mapaoTirut 76 Prpate 7ot Xprorot. The phrase Bipe 765 Xpiorod
is found in 2 Cor. v. 10; and Jporos 1ob viot 7ot avdpdmov in
Mat. xxv. 31. The pronunciation of the final judgment is
the official act of the Son,and not of the Father, Mat. vii. 22,
23; John v. 22; Acts xvii. 31.

VER. 11 proves by quotation {rom the Old Testament, that
every one must stand before the judgment-secat of God.
véyparrar] in Isa. xlv. 23. The citation is considerably varied
from the Septuagint. 6 éyd] the Sept. has kar’ éuavrot jpriw,
Compare Num. xiv. 21, 28; Deut. xxxii. 40. “ By my life,
T asseverate that to me everv knee shall how.” éfopolopjoerar
7¢ Jei] the Sept. reads dpetrar wdoca yAdooa tov Iéor, which
agrees with the Hebrew. éfoporoyioerar does not mean, here,
the confession of sin (Chrysost., Theophylact), which would
require the accusative of the objeet (Matt. iii. 6; Acts xix,
18; James v. 16), but the prwise of God, as the final judge,
Rom. xv. 95 Mat. xi. 25; Luke x, 21 (Meyer, Philippi). Com-
pare Phil. ii. 11,
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Ver. 12 is an inference (introduced by dpa odv - “accord-
ingly then ), for the sake of emphatic repetition, from verses
4, 10, 11.  The emphatic word is Jeg. Every one owes an
account to God, not man, and therefore will not be judged
by man. 8dee] is the reading of RACEL Tisch. The Re-
ceptus, with BDEFG Lachm,, Tregelles, reads drodage.. Comn-
pare Luke xvi. 2 Ileb. xiii, 175 1 Pet. iv. 5. The same
authorities which support drodvoe omit odv.

Ve, 13. St. Paul, in the first clause of this verse, founds
an exhortation to both parties (dA\jAovs), upon the preceding
statements respecting God as the only judge, and then in

the last clause passes to a duty of the ¢
)

strong ” toward the
“weale;” viz.: not to hinder or injure him in the Christian
life, by the exercise of personal liberty in regard to the dis-
puted points.  The apostle continues to discuss the subject
of the right use of Christian liberty, down to verse 23. «pi-
7owuer] has the same meaning as in verses 4, 10. Though the
“ wealk ” in faith has hitherto been represented as the censori-
ous person, yet erimination naturally leads to recrimination,
and both the weak and strong are warned. 7oéiro kpivare pallov]
“ determine this, rather.” xpuweiv is here employed, by anta-
naclasis, in a different sense from its use in the previous
clause. In the first instance, it signifies, to pass a judicial
seutence ; in the second, it signifies, to form a moral judg-
ment, or to prescribe a rule of action for one’s self : to ¢ de-
termine,” or “resolve,” as in 1 Cor, ii. 2; vii. 37; 2 Cor. ii. 1.
70 p), cte.] this sentence is made equivalent to a substantive
by the ncuter article, and explains rotro. Compare 2 Cor. ii. 1.
wpdokoupud] is an obstacle against which the foot of the travel-
ler strikes. oxdvdalov] is a part of a trap, See comment on
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xi. 9. The strong in the faith must not, by recklessly fol-
lowing his own convictions as to what is allowable in dis-
puted matters, put anything in the path of a fellow disciple
that will ensnare him, or cause him to stwinble and fall.

VEr. 14 teaches that the strong believer is really in the
right, so far as the abstract question in dispute is concerned,
but that this does not authorize him to disregard the con-
scientious scruples of the weak believer.  wérewrpar év xvpip]
strengthens oidu.  St. Paul’s knowledge is an absolutely sure
conviction, founded upon his communion with Christ. In
this way, he is “ fully percnaded in his own mind” (verse ).
xowov] corresponds to the classical BéBg\or, ¢ profane.” Tt
denotes what is unclean according to the cercmoniai law,
Lev. xi. éavrod] is the reading of the Receptus, which is
supported by RBC Vulg., Tisch. The reading avrov is sup-
ported by ADEFGL: which is accented dvrod (him), by 'The-
odoret (who refers it to Christ), Bengel, Lachm., Tregeiles,
Meyer; and airod (itsell), by Griesbach, Knapp, Matthiw, De

te, Philippi.  The first and last are supported by Chry-
sostom’s explanation, rj ¢voer. There is nothing uneclean
per se. It is made so only by a positive statute. Compare
Mat. xv. 115 Aets x. 14, 15, 23, € uy] is equivalent to dANd,
and refers to the whole clause, oddév xowdv & éavrot (De
Wette, who cites Mat. xii. 4; Gal. ii. 16).  Meyer, Philippi,
Fritzsche, and Winer, on the contrary, give it the literal
meaning of “except,” connecting it with o8&y xowdr alone.
These grammarians explain e py by “nisi,” in Mat, xii. 4;
Gal. i, 7, 19; ii. 16, Xoylopére] signifies, as usual in the
Epistle, to “reckon,” or “account.” ¢keivg] is strongly em-
phatic ; comparc Mark vii. 15, 20; 2 Cor, x. 18.  “The dis-
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tinction between clean and unclean meats is no longer valid.
So far, the Gentile converts are right. Dut they should
remember that those who consider the law of the Old Testa-
ment on this subject as still binding, cannot with a good
conscience disregard it. The simple principle here taught is,
that it is wrong for auy man to violate his own sense of
duty.” Eodge in loco.

Vern. 15. e vyap) is the reading of RABCDEIG Vulg,,
Copt., Griesbach, Laclhu., Tisch., Tregelles.  The Receptus,
with 1. Peshito, reads € 8. Tholuck, Meyer, Lange, Alford,
Wordsworth, Jowett adopt the first; De Wette, Philippi,
Ilodge prefer the second. The first must he chosen, upon
diplomatic considerations, though the more difficult of ex-
planation. Verse 15 may be connected with verse 13: “do
not put a stumbling hlock, ete., for, if, on account of meat,”
cte. This makes verse 14 parenthetical, which is objection-
able. Or, verse 15 may be connected with the last clause of
verse 14, by supplying the ellipsis: “there is good reason
mentioning this exception, jfor, ete.” (Mever). The other
reading is casily explained: “there is nothing unelean of it
self, but if, on account of meat, cte.” Bpdua] the “unclean”
meat eaten by the strong believer,  Avretrad] 1. is  filled
with remorse,” being emboldened to eat against his seruples
(De Wette, Meyer). 2. is spiritually “injured” (Philippi).
The latter is favored by the following dmadlve, and by the
classical (not New Testament) use of the word. Bpbuari]
the eating of ““unclean” meat, as before. dmoAdve] denotes
the tendency of such a course of action, on the part of the
strong in faith. Such an example is not helpful and saving,
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but injurious and destructive. To encourage a fellow disci-
ple to violate his conscience, and thereby to fill him with
remorse, will end in his ruin, if persisted in. But it does not
follow that it will be persisted in. On the contrary, sce
verse 4. See also the comment on xi. 21, 22, Bengel and
Philippi find in this verse “a dictum probans for the possi-
bility of apostasy.” dmé3aver] “do not think more of your
food, than Christ thought of his life.” DBengel.

VER. 16. Bracdnueicdw] “to be evil spoken of.” Com-
pare ii. 24; 1 Tim. vi. 1; Titus ii. 5; 2 Pet. 1i. 2. 76 dyaddr]
1. Your Christian libertv,’ 1 Cor. x. 29, 30 (Grotius, Calvin,
Tholuck, Hodge). This makes {puov reler to the “strong”
alone. 2. The Christiau faith, or the gospel (Chrysost.,
Luther, Bengel, Philippi). 3. The Christian church, or the
kingdom of God, ver. 17 (Mever). The second or third is
preferable to the f{irst, because the “evil speaking” is evi-
dently [rom outside of the church, and the ““good thing” is
something belonging to the church as a whole, and not to a
portion of it. This is also favored, by the reading #udv, in-
stead of tpav, which is found in DEIFG DPeshito. St. Paul
exhorts both the “weak” and the «
occasion, by their disputes and contentions with one an-
other, to the heathen world, to speak evil of the Christian
religion and church. Compare 1 Cor. x. 32.

” -l
strong ” not to give

VER. 17 assigns a motive, introduced by yap, for avoiding
the reproaches of the warld. % Bagt\ela rod Jeot] This phrase
is equivalent to 7 Basela, simply; or 3 Buoilela To0 Xparor,
or Tév olparav, or tob ovpavod, As this kingdom has both an
objective and a subjective side, is both visible and invisible,
the pbrase sometimes denotes: 1. the Christian life in the
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soul, as in this passage, and 1 Cor. iv. 20; Mat. vi. 33; Luke
xviil. 221, 2. the Christian church in which it is embodied:
cither in its present earthly form, Mat. xiti, 24-30; xvi. 19;
or its future heavenly, Mat. vii. 215 1 Cor. vi. 93 xv. 505 Gal.
v. 21; Liph. v. 3; or, both together, Mat. iii. 2; vi. 10; Coloss,
i 135 iv. 11, Bpaus kai wouts] the kingdom of God does not
cousist in eating or not cating, drinking or not drinking
particular things. Christianity is not ceremonialism. Henee,
they should not, by their disputes about ceremonial observ-
ances, provoke the reproaches of unbelicvers.  Swkatoovvy,
ey, and xapa] are employed, not in the ethical sense of
uprightness, peace with men, and enjoyment of life as the
consequence (Chrysost., Grotius, Fritzsche, Meyer), but in
the dogmatic sense of justilication, reconciliation with God,
and spiritual joy (Calvin, Pareus, Calovias, Riickert, De
Wette, Tholuck, Philippi, Hodge). This is the use of these
terms throughout the Epistle, and the adjunct, “in the Holy
Ghost,” agrees with it. ¢ Since the object is, to state in what
the esscnce of God’s kingdon consists, no derivative and
accidental characteristies can be meant, but only those which
are primary and essential.”  Dhilippt. At the same time, it
must be remembered that the ethical virtues grow naturally
and necessarily out of the evangelical diatorvvy, and are in-
separable from it. See the preceding statements, in chapters
vi.-viil., respecting the connection between sanctification and
justification, or of morality with faith. De Wette, conse-
gnently, combines both explanations. & mreluare dyiw] is
connected with yxapd only. Compare Acts xiii. 32; Gal. v,
22; 1 Thess. 1. 6.

VER. 18 is a confirmation, introduced by yap, of the state-
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ment in verse 17 respecting the nature of the kingdom of
God. Tovre] is the reading of RADBCUDEFG, Vulg.,, Sahidie,
Coptie, Lachm,, Tisch., Tregelles.  The Receptus, EL, Pesh-
ito, read 7ovtois.  Some (De Wette, Iodge) refer roiro to
mredpart @yle, by whose assistance the believer serves Christ.

Meyer takes it colleetively, as referring to the fact stated in

~ k2

verse 17, “in accordance with whichi” the believer serves
Christ. It is simpler to supply some word like mpomw » “lie
who serves Christ in this manner.,”  The reference of rovrows
would, of course, be to Swawovr, elpyry, and xapd.  ebipeatos]
denotes complaceney,  God takes pleasure in one who serves
Christ in the evangelical manner deseribed. The legalist is
not well-pleasing to God, because * whatsoever is uot of
Jiith s sin”? (verse 23). 8okquos] 1s “approved of 7 by men,
and thus gives them no occasion to ““speak evil of” the
Christian religion, and the kingdom of God.

Vi 19 is an exhortation, in the form of an inference from
verses 17, 18, to attain the end proposed in verse 16, dpa
odv] “accordingly then” 8wswper] is the reading of CDIS
Receptus 3 and Swooper that of WADBIGIL, Lachm., Tisch,
The latter is the most strongly supported, but we retain the
former, because dpa odv does not agree with the indicative
(*“accordingly then, we are pursuing.”  Lachmann malkes it
an interrogation: “accordingly then, are we pursuing?7),
and the vowels o and o are liable to be exchanged by a
scribe.  The term denotes a strenuous pursuit, as in ix. 30,
81, oixodopijs] the ligure denotes establishment and advance
in the Christian life. Christian character is a structure built
upon Christ, who is the foundation (1 Cor. iii. 2), and the
chiel corner-stone (ISph. il 20). els dAAjAovs] the edification’
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is mutual. The “strong” by his {raternal forbearance final-
ly leads the “weak” to a better view of Christian liberty,
and the “weak” by his conscientiousness preserves the

“strong ” from laxity of conscience.

Ve, 20 is an exhortation to the “strong,” similar to that
in verse 13.  xardive] to loosen and pull down: the figure of
the edifice is still retained.  €oyov 0¥ deod] the edification is
God’s work.,  “Ye are God’s building,” 1 Cor. iii. 9. The
reference 1s not to faith, or any particular grace, but to the
believer himself: ¢ fratrem, quem deus fecit fidelem.” Istius.
mirte kadapd] is a repetition of the aflirmation that “there is
nothing unclean of itself,” in verse 14, pev] followed by
@\ denotes a concession with a guarding clause: Tt is
indeed true that all things are clean, b, ete.”  xakov] i. e,
10 kadapov éorlv kakov (Meyver). Other ellipses are, wav
(Reiche); 7o Bpapa (Grotius); 7o éodlear (Rilckert); 70 wavra
dpuyetr (Fritzsche, Philippi). 8wt wpossoppares] the genitive
of occasion: he who eats contrary to his couscientious con-
vietions, by means ol (&) the example set hy the “strong.”
This example has previously been denominated a wpookippa
in verse 13. The sentiment is the same as in the last clause
of versc 14. Some commentators (Grotius, Bengel, De
Wette, Fritzsche, Hodge) refer 7¢ éodiovre to the “ strong.”
In this case, 8d mporrdppmaros must be taken as an adjective,
and rendered * offensively,” or so as to give offence; which
is not so literal, and is contrary to the context. :

VER. 21 contains the rule of action for the “strong.”
xakov] sc. gof éori, 1 Cor. ix. 15.  p3 ¢ayely, ete.] it is noble
and admirable, to practise entire abstinence, rather than an



402 COMMENTARY ON ROMANS.

kpéa pnde Tieiv oivov pndé év & o (idehdds cov TpooKd-
A ’ A » -~ 22 \ 3 A b4

mree 4 okavdalhilerar 9 doJevel. ¥ wioTw fy éyes

xata ceavrov €xe evamwov Tob Jeod. parapios 6 un Kpi-

allowable indulgence that works spiritual cvil to a fellow
Christian,  pnd¢ & ] i. e. ppde woelv & . 3 okardalilerar 7
dodever| are omitted by RAC Peshito, Coptic, .Eth., Tisch.;
and supported by DBDEIFGL Vulg., Sahidic, Leceptus,
Lachm., Tregelles.  dodevetr] is weakened and made hesitat-
ing, in regard to following his conscieutious convietion.

Ver. 22, 9y #xes] is the reading of RADBC Coptic, Lachm.,
Tisch., Tregelles. “The faith which thou hast, have it to
thyvself.” The Receptus. DEFGIL Vulg., Peshito, Sahidie,
Aith., omit Hv. This latter may be construed as concessive:
“Thou hast faith, have it to thyself” (Luther, Beza, Fritzsche,
Tholuck); or interrogatively: “llast thou faith? have it to
thyselt” (Calvin, Grotius, Eng. Ver., De Wette, Philippi,
Hodge). wiorw] the strong faith of St. Paul, which ¢ knows
and is persuaded in the Lord Jesus that there is nothing un-
clean of itsclf.” éxe] this faith is not to be given up, but
firmly held, because it is founded in the true view of the

* may act in

casc in dispute. «xard geavror] 1. The “strong’
accordance with his own convictions in his own private life,
whenever his example will not be a snare to the “weak.”
2. The “strong™ is not ostentatiously to parade his views
before those whose scruples are different from his own.
évamov 700 Jeod] the “strong” when following bis own con-
victions in private, must remember that though a weal
brother is not present as a spectator, yet God is present.
This is a salutary check which will prevent Christian liberty
from hecowing licentiousness.  paxdpeos, cte.] applies to hoth
the “strong ™ and the “weak ” alike. e is to be felicitated
who has no reason to reproack himself for what he does,
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whether he cat, or abstain. Ilappy is he who has a good
conscience. «pirwr] denotes a condemnatory sentence, as in
Mat. vii. 13 Luke xix. 225 John iii. 17; viil. 26; Rom. ii. 1, 3,
doktpdale] what lhe approves of and permits itself to do:
“agendum eligit,” Estius; “alloweth,” Eng. Ver. Comparce

i; 28; 1 Cor. xvi. 3.

VER. 23. Smxpn't;,u.svo;] denotes doubt rospecting the rigllt-
fulness of an act. Compare iv. 20. The reference is rather
to the
spite of his doubt, i. . karakékprrac] the act itsclf con-
demns him, before God and his own mind. The rendering
“damned,” of the English Version, is misleading. It is only

“weal 7 believer; but not exclusively so.  éav] if, in

when persisted in, that such action results in everlasting
damnation. ¢ni] assigns the reason for the condemnation.
ék miorews] sc. épaye. Two meanings belong to wlorms. 1.
Justifying faith, such as has been the theme of the Epistle,
i 175 i1 23, 26 et passim (Augustine, Calovius). 2. Moral
faith, or the conviction of the rectitude of an act (Chrysost.,
Grotius, De Wette). The connection certainly requires
the latter meaning, because the writer is speaking of the
necessity of a “full assurance” of the correctness of the
course pursued.  Vacillation and doubt are forbidden., DBut
since this clear conviction is impossible without faith in
Clrist, the seccond meaning inust be combined with the first.
¢ Faich, here, is the firm assurance proceeding from justify-
ing faith in Christ.” Philippi. ¢ Faith, here, is faith in Christ,
so far as it brings moral confidence in regard to the right
course of action in a given case.” Meyer. ‘The word faith,
is to be taken, here, for a fixed persuasion of the mind, or
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a firm assurance, yet not that of any kind, but that which is
derived from the truth of God.” Calvin. * Innuitur ergo
ipsa fides, qua fideles censentur, conscientiam informans et
confirmans ; partim fundamentum, partim norma rectee acti-
onis.” DBengel. 8¢] is transitive: “now.” Yet, the senti-
ment introduced by it is intended to be corroborative of the
preceding statement ; and hence, as De Wette suggests, yap
would have been proper. wivrews] has the same meaning as
in the preceding sentence. Augustine founded his proposi-
tion: “omnis infidelium vita peccatum est,” upon this clause.
¢Ir every action is sin, which does not proceed from the as-
surance that it is well-pleasing to God, and such assurance
itself can only be the result of evangelical faith, it follows
that every action is sin that has not such faith as its ultimate
source.” Philippi. The explanation: “ Whatever we do which
we are not sure is right, is wrong” (Hoage), does not exhaust
the meaning of this inportant dictum of St. Paul.
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ExaoTos

Tmis chapter, down to verse 13, continues the subject of
the preceding chapter. Ilence Lachmaun arranges xv. 1-13
as a part of chapter xiv. Even il this arrangement is
adopted, a new paragraph begins here.

Ver. 1. 8] is transitive: “now.” At the same time,
the sentiment is inlerential in respect to the preceding, as
the English Version, “we then,” cte., implies.  sjueis] the

> whose views he

Apostle reckons himself with the “strong,’
shared, xiv. 14, 20. dodevjuara] the “infirmities ” meant, are
the scruples respecting clean aml unelean meats, sacrificial
flesh, and libation-wine.  Baorderr] to bear, in the sense of
forbear: to tolerate. Compare Gal. vi. 2, 5. éavrols dpéoxew]
sclf-gratification is the contrary of sell-denial, which is the
leading trait in the Christian religion, Mat. x. 37-39; xvii. 24.

VER. 2. 16 dyador] what is spiritnally useful and beneficial,
Compare 16 guugépor, 1 Cor. x. 33.  The “ pleasure” is not
to be of any kind whatever, but only that which is profitable.
@pds] “ with a view to,” as in iil. 26. oixoBourjr] see comment
on xiv. 19,

VER. 3 assigns the reason for the preceding exhortation.
kai] “even” Christ, ete. Xptoros oby, ete.] Compare 2 Cor.
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viii. 9; Eph. v. 233 Phil. ii. 5 sq.: 1 Pet. ii. 21; Heb. xii 2,
where Christ is presented as an example of living for others,
and not for himself. dAN&] requires no supplementary word,
like éyévero, or émoiyoev (Grotius). Christ is introduced di-
rectly, as speaking the words of the Psalm (Meyer, Philippi).
The guotation is literal from the Septuagint of Ps. Ixix, 9.
The psalin is Messiante, and verses 22, 23, have been quoted
in xi. 9.10. Sce the eomment.  dvedildrray ae] Christ, by re-
ceiving upon himself the revilings of God’s enemies, proved
that he did not live for self-gratification.

VER. 4 evinees the propricty of the preceding quotation.
wpoeypddn] refers to the Messianic matter of the Old Testa-
ment, like mpoeryyyelduro in 1. 2. 13 reads éypady, here, and
inserts mdvra alter it. Juerépar] us Christians.  8acxaliar ]
denotes a union of instruction and admonition. éypd¢n] is
the reading of WBCDEFG IPeshito, Vula.,, Copt., ith,
Lachm., Tisch., Tregelles. The Receptus AL read =poeypay.
fra] denotes the end for which the Scriptures were given.
dmopors and mepuxhijoens] are both to be connected with
ypagsr ;. the power to endure temptation and afllictions
(comment on v. 3), and spiritual comfort {comment on i. 1?),
are produced hy the knowledge of the divine word. 8w
before mjs mapasiqpoens is the reading of WABCI. Peshito,
ZEth., Grieshach, Tachm., Tisch., Tregelles. It is omitted
by DEFG Vulg., Copt., Receptus. i éArda] the article
denotes the well-known Christian hope of future blessedness,
Compare v. 2. éuwper] not, *to hold on upon” (IBeza), but,
“to have,” or “possess” (De Wette, Mever, Philippt).  é\-
wida is subjective, as in Acts xxiv. 13; 2 Cor. x. 15; Eph. ii.
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12; 1 Thess. iv. 13; 1 John iii. 3. The effect of the patience
and comfort derived from the Scriptures is a cheering per-
sonal hope of eternal life.

Ver. 5, together with verse 6, continues the subject, hut
in the form of a praver to God. 8¢] is transitive: “now.”
Jeas 1, ete.] God is the author and source of patience and
consolation; the Scriptures are the instrument which he em-
ploys.  Compare Jeos tijs é\midos, xv. 1:3; and J<os s eiprprys,
xv, 33; Phil. iv. 95 1 Thess. v. 23; Heb. xiii. 20, 8gn] is the
Ilellenistic form, instead of the Attic Soip. Compare 2 Tim, 1.
16,18, The strong and steady unanimity spoken of is a gift
of God. 76 adrd ¢puvelr] Compare xit. 16; Phil.ii. 2. “Unanim-
ity in doetrine is not meant, here, but in feeling and action.
Common patience and common consolation, in common tribu-
lations, are the source and cement of unity, espeeially when
the tribulation counsists in reviling and persccution on the
part of Gow’s enemies (verse 3), which is a summons to
God's friends, to stand together all the more firmly.” Dhil-
ippi.  kara Xpworor] according to the will (not the example)
of Christ, like kara 3éov, viii. 27.  The oneuness of his people
was a strong desire of Christ, John xvii. 21-23.

Ver, 6. &va] denotes the end intended by this unanimity,
viz.: God’s praise and gloryv. dpoduvpadov] unanimously, and
in a body, Acts. i. 1+, év éni arouan] is the outward expres-
sion of ouodvuador. Oneness of feeling and purpose results
in oneness of speech. 7ov Jeov kai marépa Tob xupiov, etc.]
Compare 2 Cor. i. 3; xi. 31; Eph. i. 3; Coloss.i. 3; 1 Pet. i.
3. “In all these passages, o kupiov belongs only to warip,
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and not to Jeds, as is shown by the passages in which God is
deseribed as 6 Jeds kai warijp, without the addition of the
genitive Tob kupiov fpuiw "Inaod Xpierod, 1 Cor. xv. 245 Eph. v,
205 Coloss. 11, 175 James 3. 275 it 9. The praise 1s first of
all delined as a Sofdlew Tov eor, the standing designation
(Mat. ix. 8; Mark ii. 12; Luke ii. 205 v.:25, 26; vii. 16; xiii.
13; Acts iv. 21; xi, 18; xxi. 20; Rom. i. 21 ; xv. 9; 1 Cor.
vi. 20; 2 Cor. ix. 135 Gal.i. 24; 1 Pet. §i. 12; iv. 11, 16) ;
and this God is then more precisely delined as Ifuther of the
T.ord Jesus Christ, e is pratsed first ol all as God in the
abstract, and then as IFather of Jesus Christ, in which char-
acter he has bestowed on men all benefits that call for praise.
S0 Theodoret: Hubr Jebv ékd\ege Tov Jebr, Tot 8¢ kupiov mutépa.
On the other hand, the application of 700 kuplov "Inood Xpiorod
to Jeov and marépa together appears utterly without reason,
because it is not easy to sece why God should be praised
directly and simply as the God of Jesus Christ, John xx. 173
Lph.i. 17; Heb. 1. 9. 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,
since heis the one Lord of all, x, 12; xiv. 6-0.” Philippi tu
loco. Meyer agrees with this interpretation, and observes:
It ought not to have been objected to this interpretation,
that the form of expression in this case must either have
been rov Jeov muav kai marépa Incov Xptorob, or else Tov Jedv rov
wmarépa "Ingod Xpiorol. Either of these would be the expression
of «unother idea. But as St. Paul has here expressed himselt,
tov binds the conceptions of God and Futher of Christ in
unity.” This interpretation is adopted, also, by the English
Version, De Wette, Stuart.  The other interpretation is sup-
ported by Grotius, Bengel, Riickert, I'ritzsche. Tholuck,
Hodge, and Alford, are undecided.

VEER. 7. &) “on which acecunt,” viz.: in order that this
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unanimous praise may be rendered.  wpoolapfdveade] re-
ceive to your alfectionate fellowship, as in xiv. 1. dAajhous]
the exhortation is addressed both to the “strong” and the
“weak.” xadws 6 Xpworos] if Clirist could welcome you to his
comuunion, you, surely, cau welcome each other to your own
communion. tpds] is the reading of RACEFGL Deshito,
Vulg,, Copt., sBth., Lachm., Tisch., Tregelles. The Receptus,
with BD, reads sjuis.  els 8dfay 700 Jeod] is best connected
with Xpiworos wpugelafero, as the nearer antecedent, and on
account of the contents of verses §, 9. Christ received you
Jews and Gentiles, iu order that the veracity and mercy of
God might be honored, and in this way God be glorified.

VER. 8 explains how Christ “received” them.  Aéyw] “T

’ a common way, in St. Paul’s

wish to say,” i. e, “1 wean:’
writings, of beginning an explanation. Compare 1 Cor. 1.
12; Gal. v. 16.  vip] is the reading of NABCDEFG Vulg.,
Copt., Griesb., Lachm., Tisch., Tregelles. It has the signifi-
cation “namely,” as in Mat. i. 18 (Receptus). The Recen-
tus, with L Peshito, reads 8¢ Xpuwrév] is the reading of
RABC Copt., Aith., Lachm., Tisch., The Receptus Peshito,
DEFG read ’Iyoodv Xporov. vyeréodar] is the reading of
BCDFG Lachm., Tregelles. Tischendorf, with RAEL, reads
yeyasigdar.  Suikovor mepiropnds| Christ became a servant of the
circumeised Jews, in condescending to become their Messial
and Saviour. Compare Mat. xx. 28. meprops) denotes the
circumcised, as opposed to 7a édvy, in verse 9. Compare iii.
205 iv. 125 Gal. ii. 7; Eph. il. 11.  dwép dApIefas] in behalt
of God’s veracity. es 76 Beffadoar, ete.] in fulfilling, by his

18 ;



410 COMMENTARY ON ROMANS,

., [4
pwv, * ta 8¢ E3vn vmép ééovs Sofdoar Tov SJeov, kadws
yéyparTar dua Tobro éEopohoyioopal ooi év EJveoww kal
T ovouaTi oov YraAd, “ ral malv Néya EddpdvInre
vy peta Tob Aaod avrov. ' kal malv Aéyee Alveite
7TU/.VTZL T& é’-\()V’I] 'Té'y ICl;PlOV, Kal éwalveo‘d’?‘wo‘av al’)TbV 71-(21/‘

incarnation, God’s promise to the patriarchs respecting the
“Sced of the Woman,” Christ established the divine trath-
fulness. Compare Luke 1. 53; Acts iii. 23; Roun ix. 4; Gal.
ii. 8.

ViR 0. 7 8¢ &vy 66édaar] 1. depends upon Aéyw . “T mean,
that the Gentiles Zcwe praised,” by their conversion, i. e.
(De Wette, Riickert); or showdd praise (Calvin, Grotius,
Tholuck, Philippi); or praise (Vulgate, Luther, Fritzsche,
Ilodge). 2 is co-ordinate with Sefurdbrac and depends upon
eis 70 : “in order that the Gentiles might praise,” ete. (Eng‘.'
Ver, Meyer). The last is preferable. imép] = mepi - “in
respeet to,” or “lor.”  yéypamrar] in Ps. xviii, 49, according
to the Sept. 8 7oiro] belongs to the quotation, and does
not refer back to the preceding statement. éfopoloyriogomud|
significs “to praise,” as in xiv. 11.  The original speaker is
David, who is the tvpe of Christ, who promises to glorify
God among the Gentiles.

Ver. 10. mdAer] in another passage, viz.: Deut. xxxii. 43,
according to the Sept. The Ilebrew reads: “Rejoice O ye
nations, his people.”  Aéyer] sc. 3 ypady, suggested by yéyparm-
Tut, verse 9.

Ve, 11. mddw Aéye] is the reading of Lachmann, with
BDEFG Peshito.  Tischendorf, with RACL Vulgate, omits
Aéyer.  émawegdrwoar] is supported by RADBCDE Lachm,
Tisch., Tregelles. The Receptus I'GLL read éranéoere. . The
term is stronger in meaning than aiveire: “laud him” (Eng.
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Ver.). The citation is from Ps. exvii. 1, according to the
Septuagint, which agrees with the IHebrew..

Ver. 12. 'Hoatas Aéye] in xi. 10.  St. Paul follows the
Sept. The Hebrew reads: ¢ And in that day shall be a root
of Jesse, which stands for a banner to the nations; unto it
shall the Gentiles turn.”  pila 700 leooal| Rev. v. 3; xxii. 16;
Isa. xi. 1. Christ is a shoot from the stock of David; the
roval stock itself having been cut down. éx'] denotes re-
cumbency and rest upon.  émwirw] ¢ [lope in Christ, is a
proof of Christ’s divinity.” Calvin. ¢ Previously, the Gen-

tiles were without hope, Eph. ii. 12.” DBengel.

VER. 13 coneludes the section with an invocation, similar
to that in verse 5. 8¢ is transitive: “now.” é\ridos] God
is thie God of hope, as lic is of patienee and consolation (verse
5). mdoys) is anarthrous, to denote all possible kinds of joy
and peace. The reading in the text is supported hy RACDEL
Lachm.. Tisch., Tregelles. DBEFG read =Agpopoprioar tuis év
wduy Xapd kal eipijry, v TG TiOTew Tuds év T Amdi, ecle.
morevew] faith is the source of joy and peace. év dvdpe]
denotes the element in which, and the energy by which: “in
and by.” See on i. 24.

VER. 14 begins a statement of the reason why St. Paul
writes to the Roman church, viz.: because it is composed
chicfly of Gentiles, and he has been appointed to preach
chiefly to the Gentiles. wérewopar] denotes strong convic-
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tion, as in viii. 38; xiv. 14, Notwithstanding the earnest
exhortation to duty, which might look as if he doubted their
Christian character, he nevertheless has confidence in them,
8¢é] is not transitive (Meycer), but adversative. ¢ Dut, al-
though T have thus admonished vou, I am convineed,” ete.
kai abros &yw] “T myself also:” the same person who has
exhorted them, «kai adrol] “You yourselves, also:” spon-
tancously, without being exhorted.  ayedooums] kindness,
or good-will; so as to be conciliatory toward each other.
ywoews| knowledge of Christian truth, particeularly respeet-
ing the universality of the gospel. R Tisch. read mijs yrw-
oews.  vovdereiv| [raternal admonition is meant, Aets xx. 31;

1 Cor. iv. 14,

VER. 15, Todpgpérepov] this adjective is used adverbially:
“more boldly” than was to be expected, considering my
confidence in your good spirit, and insight of truth. AD
read Todpyporépws. 8¢ is adversative: ‘“‘however.,” duwv] is
followed by ddedgpoi, in DIEFGIL Peshito, Vulg., Receptus.
dmo pépovs] 1. qualifies rodpmpdrepor : ¢ somewhat too holdly ”
(Peshito, Grotius, Hodge). 2. qualifics &paya: “T have
written boldly, in places:” e. g., xii. 23 xiii. 11 sq.; xiv. (De
‘Wette, Meyer, Lange, Philippi). The latter is preferable.
“The boldness consists in having exhorted them as if they
were his own chureh, although he was not the founder.”
Lange. é&rarappumjoxer] “reminding vou again.” The apos-
tle does not assume that he is teaching them what they were
totally ignorant of, but is reiterating what they already
know. This refers to those passages in the cpistle that re-
late to their dutics toward God, socicty, and the clhiurch;
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and not to those new revelations of truth which he malkes in
this epistle. & i xdpw, cte.] gives the reason for the
action mentioned in the sentence Tolpmpdrepor . . Tpds.
xdpw] is the grace of the apostolate, i. 5.

VEr. 16. es 70 elval . . &dvy] specifies the purpose for
which the apostolical grace was given him. els &) “with
reference” to the Gentiles.  iepovpyotvra] 1. ministering as a
priest. The apostle discharged a priestly function in refer-
ence to the gospel, in preaching it. The gospel was, meta-
phorically, an oblation (Luther, Erasmus, Tholuck, Meyer).
2. Consecrating the gospel (Aug., Calvin). 3. Being em-
ployedin the gospel: operans evangelii (Beza, Parcus). The
first is preferable, because elayyéhov = edayyedilecdar, as in
i.1; xv. 19, ra yémrar 1) wpooopa. ete.] denotes the pur-
pose of this discharze of a priestly function. “It is the
priesthood of the Christian pastor, to sacrifice men, as it
were, to God, by bringing them to obey the gospel; and
not, as the Papists vaunt, by offering up Christ to reconcile
men to God.  Paul does not give, liere, the name of priest
to the pastors of the Church as a perpetual title, but employs
the term metaphorically, in order to set forth the honor of
the ministry.” Calvin, éJvav] genitive of apposition: the
Gentiles themselves are the offering.  év mvedpart] the offer-
ing has no value, except through the sanctification of the
Holy Spirit.

Ver. 17. olv] draws an inference from verses 15, 16. v
kavxgow] the glory which I have; my glorying, John v, 34,
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36; Rom. iii. 27, The article 1s omitted by the Reeceptus
RAL; is supported by BCDELRFG Lachm., Tisch., Tregelles. &
Xpord] the glorying is not in himself per se, but in himself
as in Christ, viil. 1; 1 Cor. xv. 31.  7& mpos 1ov Jedv] sc, xard:
in respect to things that have a view, or reference, to the
kingdom and cause of God, on earth,

VER. 18 proceeds to explain what the writer means, by
saying that he has a reason for glorying. vyap] introduces
the explanation. ob rodgzow] “1 will never be so presum-

” there is a reference to ToAunporepor, in verse 13, Aadeir]

ing;
not in the bad sense, “to prate about,” but, simply, “to say”
or “state.” ob karepydouro] * has 2of accomplished.” These
are the emphatic words in the sentence (Meyer, Philippi),
and not Xpwrés (Theodoret, Olsh., Iritzsche, Tholuck,
Hodge). The negative is put for the positive: T speak of
what Christ has actually accomplished through me.”  Glory-
ing in his official labors has a good ground, for he has had
real success. eis vmaxoy] ““in order to produce obedience.”
Compare i. 5. Aoyw «at épyw] denotes the instrunentalitics
employed by the apostle, Acts vil. 225 2 Cor. x. 11.

VER. 19). onpelwv kai Teporov] refer to &yw, in verse 18,
The genitive denotes an emanating source: an awakening
impression proceeded from the miracles. For the miracles
wrought by St. Paul, sce Aects xiv. 3; xv. 125 xvi. 16 sq.;
xix, 11 sq.; xx. 10 sq.; 2 Cor. xii. 12, “ gnueta kal 7épara are
miraculous, divine operations in the world of physical nature,
appointed by God as signs of higher relations, in order to
excite the attention of men,” Philippi.  The latter term is a
more precise definition of the former, when the two are em-
ployed together. & Suvdpe mrevparos] is to be referred, not to
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Surdpet oypeiwr, hut to sarepyduaro Xpworos . . Adyw kal éryw.
Compare 1 Cor. ii. & aylov] is the reading of ACDLEFG
Yulg., Copt., Griesb., Lachm., Tregelles. The Receptus,
NI, Peshito, dSth., Tisch., read Jeod. I3 reads wverparos only.
wate, ete.] mentions the result of the working of Christ in
him.  a=6 ‘Iepovoadyu] St. Paul labored three years in Damas-
cus and Arabia (Aets ix. 20 sq.; Gal 1. 17 sq.), before lie
appearcd in Jerusalem; but as these were disciplinary and
preparatory, he reckons from Jerusalem as the starting-point
of his apostolic work. It was here that he joined the apos-
tolic college, Acts. ix. 28, 20; xxil. 13, xal wisxdo] se. 7is
Iepovaaryu.  Compare Mark iii. 345 vi, 36; Lukeix, 12, 1.
The circuit or vicinity : not the immediate neighborhood,
which would be trivial to mention, but Arabia, Syria, and
Cilicia (Gal. 1. 215 Acts ix. 805 xi. 23 sq.), constituting a
cirele of which Jerusalem was the centre (De Wette, Meyer,
Philippi, Alford). 2. An arc of a circle deseribed by start-
ing from Jerusalem across Syria, Asia Minor, Troas, Macedo-
nia, and Greecee, as far as Illyria (Chrysost., Theodoret, Theo-
phylact, Flacius). The latter, says Philippi, would be too
ostentatious. uéypt rat TAAvpcot] St. Paul heging at Jerusa-
lem, the south-cast terminus a quo, and goes to lllyria, the
north-west terminus ad quem. Illyria was the division line
between the Eastern and Western Roman Empire.  Mever
and Philippi regard Illyria as not merely the point which the
apostle reached in his missionary labors, hut as one of the
countries, not enumerated in Acts, in which he preached the
gospel.  “This preaching probably happencd during the
journey mentioned in Acts xx. 1-3.” Philippl. memAnpoxérac]
¢ have fulfilled [the work of preaching] the gospel:” “have
fully preached the gospcl,” Eng. Ver. Compare Coloss. i. 25.
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edayyéhov is equivalent to edayyedilecdar, as in i. 1. The
apostle had ecompletely discharged his apostolic function of
introducing Christianity into these countries, and founding
churches. IIe does not mean that there was no nore work
to be donc in these regions by preachers of the gospel.
* He has completely spread the Gospel.” Lange.

Ve 20 states the principle adopted by St. Paul in his
apostolie labor.  ofrws 8] * But, in such a manner.”  ¢ulore-
povpevor] is the reading of RACEL Peshito, Receptus, Tisch.
¢rroripotpar is that of BDEG Lachm., Tregelles.  The word
literally significs, “to pursue zealously, so as to obtain
lionor thereby,” It was a point of houor, with St. Paul
(Meyer). Such a motive, however,is [orcign to the apostle,
and only the general notion of carnest endeavor is meant, as
in 2 Cor. v. 9; 1 Thess. iv. 11. If the participial form is
adopted, it depends upon dore pe . . werAnpwxéar - ““ but en-
deavoring carnestly to preach the gospel, in such a manner,”
etc. olx omoy, cte.] explains ofrws, negatively.  dwropdody]
not, “called upon,” or “ worshipped,” but “known,” simply.
The reference is to heathen, or utterly unevangelized regions.
St. Paul does not mean to say that he would never labor to

“imparting some

instruct and edify existing churches, by
spiritual gilt” to them (i. 11).  This very letter to the Ro-
man church proves the contrary.  Dut he never would select
as a field for the founding of new churches one that had
already been occupied by another apostle.  d\orpov] * be-

longing to another person,” 2 Cor. x. 15.

Ver. 21. dAAd] introduces the positive explanation of ovrws.
yéyparmrad] in Isa, lii, 15: quoted literally (rom the Septungint,
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which agrees substantially with the Hebrew. The subject,
in the original connection, is the Gentile nations, or the
Gentile nations and kings together. wept adrot] is an addi-
tion by the LXX., referring to “my servant,” in Isa. lii. 135,
drnroacw] sc. 76 edayyéhor, suggested by edayyehileadar, in
verse 20, and dvayyély, in verse 21.

VER. 22 begins to describe the plan of his present jour-
ney. &w] “for this reason,” viz.: because he had been oc-
cupied iu preaching the gospel in uncvangelized regions.
74 moAAd] is the reading of WACL Vulg., Receptus, Tisch.,
Tregelles. Lachmann, with BDEFG, reads wo\dxs.  The
meaning is: ‘“in most cases,”
not the sole reason (compare 1 Thess. ii. 18), but the principal
one,

for the most part.” This was

VER. 23. 7émor] “ scope,” or opportunity for apostolic labor
in founding new churches. Compare xil. 1. «Aiuact] “re-
! > namely, from Jerusalem to Illyria,
verse 19.  Commare 2 Cor. xi. 10; Gal. i. 21.  7oAAav is sup-
ported by RADEFGL, Receptus, Tisch.; ikavév is the read-
ing of BC Lachm.

gions,” or “districts;’

VEer. 24, &s dv] (I Recept., &s édv): ““ whensoever.” Smaviar]
the Greek Iberia, and Latin Hispania. It was a Roman
provinee, with many Jewish residents, and thus well adapted
for evangelistic work. That St. Paul executed his purpose
to go to Spain, is aflirmed by those who maintain the tradi-

tional view of a second Roman imprisonment, and denied by
18%
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those who, like Wieseler, reject this. After Szavier, the Le-
ceptus, with L, inserts éledoopar mpos duas; which is omitted
by NABCDEFG Peshito, Vulg., Copt., Aith., Griesbacl,
Mill, Lachm., Knapp, Tisch., Tregelles.  Such a preponder-
ance of manuscript and editorial authority makes it necessary
to reject the clause, although it renders the construction very
diflicult. yap] is supported by RABCDEL Copt., Receptus,
Lachm., Tisch., Tregelles; and omitted by FG Peshito, JEth.,
Griesbach.  The weight ol authority requires its adoption,
though it still more complicates the structure, if éxevoopar
cte, is rejected.  We adopt Lachmann’s punctuation and
parenthesis; as on the whole dealing best with the diflieulties
in the case.  Tischendorf places a colon after Smaviav.  Sta-
mopevopevos | The Apostle intended no long stay, but only a
rapid passage through the city of IRome, because the Chris-
tian church was already established there. 3¢’] is the read-
ing of RACL Receptus, Tisch., Tregelles; d¢’ (“ from your
city ) 1s the reading of BDEFG Lachmanu. The first agrees
best with other passages in which the persons who escort the
apostle are spoken of. Compare Acts xv. 3; 2 Cor. i. 1G.
ékei] instead of ékeive. * After verbs of motion, the adverb
of rest expresses the olject of the motion. To be escorted
thither, in order to be there, Compare John xi. 8.7 Philippi.
amo uépovs] ““in some degree:” non quantum vellem. sed
quantum licebit. Grotius. Oudv éurhyeds] spiritually flled,
or satisfied, by personal intercourse. Tt is the same as the
“ comforting together by mutual faith,” in i. 12.

VER. 25, in Lachmann’s arrangement, is closely connected
with the first clause of verse 24: the vur 8¢ of verse 23 being
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resumed in verse 25, The writer does not finish what Le in-
tended to say when he began the sentence, “ Whenever I go
into Spain.” He first interrupts himself by the thought ex-
pressed in the parenthesis, and then, instead of returning to
the sentence and completing it, adds, “ But now I am [not
going to Spain but] going to Jerusalem,” ete.  eis lepovaa-
Anu] This was the apostle’s filth journey to Jerusalem, Acts
xxi. 15, 17, The first journey is mentioned in Acts ix; the
second, in xi. 30; the third, in xv.; the fourth, in xviii, 21.
Suakovdr] the service consisted first, in taking up the collec-
tion, and then, in conveying it to the poor brethren at Jeru-
salem. The present tense denotes the present continuance
of the service. Respecting this collection, see Acts xxiv. 17;

1 Cor. xvi. 3; 2 Cor. ix. 1, 2. &

VER. 26 gives the reason, tntroduced by yap, why he has
to render this service.  eddoxpoar] (yfdoxnaar, WD Tisch.).
Compare Luke xii. 32; Rom. x. 1; 1 Cor. i, 21; Gal. i. 15.
kowwviav] literally, communion, or fellowship. As a charit-
able gift is an expression of this, the word came to have the
technical signification of “contribution.”  wrwxods . . é ‘le-
povaaiiu] the church at Jerusalem was particularly needy, as
the wealth and culturc of the Jews at the national centre
was antagonistic to Christianity.

Vee. 27. etdixnoar] (ni8éknpoav, RA Tisch.) is repeated, in
order to add the remark, that this voluntary resolve was at
the same time the discharge of a Christian obligation. wvev-
paricots adtav] the blessings of the gospel had passed from
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the mother-chureh at Jerusalem to the Gentiles. gaprirols |
material good. The higher spiritual gift demands, certainly,
the smaller temporal gift, in return.  Compare 1 Cor. ix. 11,

VR, 28. robro] this business of ““ministering.” o¢payod-
pevos| not literally: “ having carried the money sealed” (Liras-
mus, Calvin), or, “having assured them by letter and seal,
as to the delivery of the money” (Micharlis); but figurative-
ly: “having put them in secure possession.”  Conpare the
English ¢ consign,” from consignare. dmeheloomar] namely,
from Jerusalem. &' dpév] through your city, 2 Cor. i. 16.

VER. 20. oida] expresses strong conviction. é&] *“endowed
with,” or “full of.” Compare & Aéay, in 2 Cor. ii. 1. ello-
yias] is followed by 7ot elayyehiov 7od, in L Peshito, Vulgate,
Receptus. These words are omitted by RABCDERG Copt.,
ZEth., Lachm., Tisch., Tregelles.

VER. 30. St. Paul now asks the prayers of the Roman
brethren, with reference to his impending journev: a fre-
quent request of his, 2 Cor. 1, 115 Phil 1. 19; Philemon 272,
6] denotes the motive. Compare xii. 1. dydmys] is sub-
jeetive: the love wrought in the belicver by the Holy Spirit,
Gal. v. 22, *“He appeals not only to their love of Christ,
but to their love for himself, as a feilow Christian.” Hodge,
ovaywricasdar] prayer is a struggle (dyav) with God (Gen,
xxxil. 24 sq.), and against inward and outward spiritual foes



CHAITER XV. 31, 22 421

e\ 9y -~ 3 \ , a o « ~ 3 2 - 3 ’
Umrép éuod mpos Tov Jeov, ' va fvedd amo Tév amedovy-
Twv é 7§ 'Iovdaia kai 7 Staxovia wov 7 els ‘Iepovoa
7 G i Mov 7 4 /153
r -~ ° 7’ - 2 1 ~ ) A) \
ebmpoobeTos Tols dylos yevnTat, * va év yapa éNdwy mpos
(Luke xiii. 24). Compare Coloss. i. 29; i 1; iv. 12, mpos
tov Jedv] is connected with wpooevyats.

VER. 31. fva] denotes the object of the praver. fvedd
dmo Tov drecdovvrar] the Jews were unbelievers in the gospel
(and thus disobedient to God), and bitter opponents of St.
Paul as the preacher of the gospel.  Iror instances, see Acts
xiv. 25 xxio 273 2 Cor. xi. 24, kai] is followed by fra, only
in the Receptus LL.  &waxoria] is the reading of NACLL
Peshito, Copt., <Eth., Recept., Tisch., Tregclles; Swpodopia is
the reading of BDI'G Lachm,  The former agrees best with
Suakordv, In verse 25, els] denotes the destination of the
“ministry.” This i1s the reading of RACL Recept., Tisch-
endor(. Lachmann, with BDIFG, reads év.  edmpdadextos] The
Acts of the Apostles and the Epistle to the Galatians show
that, owing to Judaistic prejudices, there was some jealousy
toward the apostle to the Gentiles, in the church at Jerusa-
Iem.  St. Paul desires to have this removed, so that his ser-
vice shall be “ entirely acceptable.”  dylos] notwithstanding
their jealousy of him, he recognizes them as fellow-believers,
and denominates them ‘‘ saints.”

VER. 32. Dra] denotes the final aim of the prayer, viz.:
that he might have a prosperous meeting with the lRoman
church. The praver, in this particular, was not granted, for
he went to Rome as a prisoner, Acts xxiii. 115 xxviii. 14, 16,
AYan] is the reading of RAC, Copt., Lachm,, Tisch. The

Yeceptus, DEFGLL. Peshito, Vulgate, /Eth., read AJw.  Jeot]
is found in ACL, Peshito, Vulgate, Copt., Receptus, Tischen-
dorl. Lachmann, with B, reads xuplov Tyeod. N reads ‘Iyoob
Xpworot, DEFG read Xpwiod ‘Iyoor.  St. Paul elsewhere em-
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ploys Jeob in connection with Jévqua. Compare 1. 105 1 Cor. 1.
1;iv. 1952 Cor, 1. 1 viil 55 LEph, 1. 15 Coloss. 1. 15 2 T, 1. 1.
This would be the only instance of the phrase, “by the will
of Christ.”  cwararavewpar tuir] ““That I may be refreshed
together with youw™ The word literally means, ¢ to obtain a
rest.”  Spiritual rest and refreshment is meant, as in 1 Cor.
xvi, 183 2 Cor. vil. 13, These words are found in WACL,
Receptus, Lachm. (1st ed.), Tischendorf. I3 and Lachm. (2d
ed.) omit them. DE read drayéo pned” dpdrv. FG read dvajiiye
ped Spov.  If INJw is adopted, kel must be supplied before

gurararavgwupal.

Ver. 33 is a common formula of invacation, often em-
ployved by St, Paul,  Compare xvi. 205 2 Cor, xini, 11; Phil.
iv. 95 1 Thess. v. 23; 2 Thess. iil. 165 1leb. xiii. 20,  eipjrys]
refers, not to the differences among the Roman brethren
(Grotius, Calvin), nor to his own conllicts (Meyer); but to
Christian  peace, simply (Philippi). duijr] is found in
RDBCDEL, Peshito, Vulgate, Copt., Iith., Recept., Tisch.
It is omitted in AFG, aud bracketted by Lachmann and
Tregelles.



CHAPTER XVI.

' Swwilotyue 8¢ Dutv PoiBny Ty ddendiy udv, odcav
Sudrovoy Tijs éxwAanoias Tis €v Kevypeais, * lva wpoo-

Tus chapter is composed chiefly of St. Paul’s salutations
(verses 3-16), and those of his companions (verses 22-:24).

Ver. 1. owioryue] “1 recommend,” 2 Cor. v. 12; x. 12, 18.
She is both introduced to them, and commended to their
affectionate reception. ®oifyv] from Phwbus (Apollo), which
is found as a proper nawme in Martial, i, 89, Phawbe is found
in Suctonius (Augustus, 63). The original idolatrous refer-
ence of the name had disappeared, like that of the days of
the English week, and hence Christians made no change in
their names in such cases. ddedgap] she is first recommended
as a fellow-heliever.  8udkovor] owing to the rigid separation
of the sexes, females in the early church performed the duties
of the diaconate, in caring for the sick, poor, and strangers,
of the female portion of the church. Pliny, in his celebrated
epistle (x. 97), alludes to “due ancille quee ministre diceban-
tur,” Phwhe was probably a widow; because, according to
Greek manners, she could not have heen mentioned as acting
in the independent manner described, if either her hushand
had been living, or she had heen unmarried. Conybeare.
Kevxpeals] the eastern port of Corinth, about seventy stadia
distant. Compare Acts xviii. 18.

VER. 2. mpocdéénode] denotes fraternal reception, like mpoo-
Aapfdveade, in xiv, 1; xv. 7. dfiws 7dv dylwr] either, “as it
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beeomes saints to reccive saints,” or ““as saints should be re-
ceived.” The first is preferable with reference to év xvpia.
mapaoTire, ete.] “assist her,” ete.  This may refer, either to
ofticial business for the church, or to some personal business
of her own. abdm)] “she herself ™ (not adry, “this one").
This accentnation of Bengel, Lachmann, and Tischendorf,
suggests more strongly the motive for the assistance. Com-
pare 1 Cor. xvi. 10; DLil. i, 20 sq.  mpoordris] is not used
techuically here of an office, as kal éuod abrob shows; but in
the sense of a succorer, or henefactor.  See the explanation

of mpoiordpevos, in xii. 8,

VER. 3. Ilpioxkar] (2 Tim. iv. 19) is the reading of
NABCDEFG, Vulg, Copt., Bengel, Griesbach, Knapp,
Lachm., Tiseh., Tregelles. The Receptus, Peshito, /Eth.,
have Ipioxdddav (Acts xviil. 2), whieh is the diminutive of
HNplokar, like Livia and Livilla, Drusa and Drusilla.  From
Acts xviil. 2 sq., 18, 26; 1 Cor. xvi. 19; Rom. xvi. 35 2 Tim.
iv. 19, it appears that Aquila was a native of DPontus, and
was driven, with his wife, by the persecution of the Jews by
Claudius, from Rome to Corinth, whence he emigrated to
Ephesus, and thenee to Rome again, and finally to Ephesus

> with an

neain,  ourepyots] a deaconess is a “fellow laborer’
apostle.  That the labor inecluded religious teaching, as well

as merely diaconal serviee, is proved hy Acts xviii. 26.

Ver. 4. Tpal.x'q/\ov {'Tr(,S'I]KaI'] se. w0 Tov 0[51){)01'. This is to
be taken figuratively, in the sense ol exposure to great peril
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for the purpose of preserving the apostle’s life. This may
have occurred on such occasions as the tumults at Corinth
and Ephesus, mentioned in Aects xviil. 12 sq.; xix. 23 sq.
éxkAqaiac Tov dvav] sc. cixapiorovoe . 1. e., for preserving me,
the apostle of the Gentiles, xi. 13.

Ven. 5. kar' olkov alrav exwyaiar] Compare 1 Cor. xvi. 19;
Coloss, iv. 15; Philemon 2. Belore the crection of churches,
the Christian congregations met in private houses. The
phrase does not mean, “their house-hold, the c¢hurch” (Ori-
gen, Chrysost., Flatt),  This would be ¢ dyws olkos. ‘Emoive-
7or] none of the nanes in verses 5-15 occur clsewhere in the
New Testament, with the exception, perhaps, ol ‘Poidos
(Mark xv. 21). Datristic tradition makes these persons to
helong to the seventy discinles (Luke x. 1), and to have been
hishops and martyrs. drapyxy] the first convert. ‘Acilus] Asia
Minor ; proconsular Asia; Asia cis Tawrum. This is the
reading of NABCDIG, Vulg., Copt., ith., Mill, Bengel,
Griesbach, Lachm., Tisch. The Receptus, L, Peshito, read
*Ayaias, which conflicts with 1 Cor. xvi. 15, unless Epenctus
was a member of the family of Stephanas. els Xpiordv] “ with
respect to Christ.”

Vg, 6. Maplar] is the reading of ADBC, Copt., Lachm,,
Tregelles.  Tischendorl, RDISFGIL., Reeept., recad Mapuip,
The name indicates a Jewish Christian.  ékomiugar] denotes
practical labor (Acts xx. 34, 35; 1 Cor. iv. 12), and not lahor
in teaching and preaching, which requires the adjunct é Adyo
kal §daoxarin (1 Tim, v, 17), or clse something in the context
which defines it, as in Gal. iv. 11; Dhil. ii. 16,  The tcaching
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function of women was confined to the instruction of young
women, in the fulilmeut of their duties as wives and mothers,
Titus ii. 3. The public teaching of the congregation by
women was prohibited by St. Paul, 1 Cor. xiv. 34, 35. The
casc of the prophetess was cxtraordinary, because it rested
upon a supernatural gift, Acts xxi. 9; 1 Cor. xi. 5. duas] is
the reading of NADLC, Peshito, Copt., Aith., Griesbach,
Lachm., Tisch., Tregelles.  The Reeeptus and L have 7ués.
DEFG have év tuiv. The second reading, though not so well
supported as the first, agrees better with the connection.
Acts of kindness toward.the apostle, rather than toward
the Roman congregation, would he a reason for his greeting

to Mary.

VER. 7. Towiav] Chrysostom and others take this as the
accusative of ‘lowvia, a feminine noun, denoting, in this case,
either the wifle (verse 3), or the sister (verse 13) of Androni-
cus. Others regard it as a man’s name, Junias, an abbrevia-
tion of Junianus; in which case it should be written ‘lovwiar.
gvyyereis] not ¢ countrymen” (De Wette, Olshausen), because
there were many other Jews in the congregation to whom
salutations might have been sent upon this ground; but
“relatives,” Mark vi, 45 Luke i. 36, 58 ; 11, 44; John xviii.
265 Acts x. 24 ovwapuaddrovs] St. Paul was several times
imprisouncd, 2 Cor. vi. 5; Clement of Rome (1 Cor. 5) savs,
“seven times.” & rols dragrélots| not “among,” in the sense of
“of,” or “belonging to,” the apostles, as Origen, Clirysost.,
Theodoret, Lather, Calvin, Bengel, Tholuek, explain: giving
a wide signification to the term “apostle,” so that it denotes
all whose labors are not confined to one chureh, but who
plant churches everywhere; but, ‘“honorably known among
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the apostles.” (I3eza, Grotius, De-Wette, Iritzsche, Meyer,
Philippi). When the term “apostle ” is applied to others
than the Twelve, as in 2 Cor. viil. 23; xi. 13, it is anarthrous,
wpo éuot, ete.] the fact that Andronicus and Junia had been
believers of such long standing made them ¢ distinguished.”
“Venerabilis facit wetas, in Christo maxime.” Bengel.  yé-
yorar] this reading of RADB Lachm., Tisch., is the Alexandrine
form of yeydracw, which is the reading of CL Receptus.

VER. 8. "Ap=Niar] is a Greek contraction {rom Ampliatus.
Tischendorf, RABI'G, Vulgate, Copt., JIth,, read "ApmAiaror.
The first form is supported by CDEL, Peshito, Receptus,
Lachm.

VER. 9. OlpBarér] Urbanus is a Roman name.  aurepydv]
Compare verse 3. ZSrdyw] is a Greek name: literally, a
““wheat ear,” Mat. xit. 1.

VEenr. 10. "Ameddjv] compare ‘“Judweus Apella.” Horace,
Sat., I i. 100. Origen and Grotius confound this person
with Apollos (Aects xviii. 24). &éwepor] his Christian faith
and constancy has been tested and proved. 7ois éx Tar Apto-
mofoviov] the genitive denotes dependence: children, kins-
men, domestics, or slaves may be meant. IFrom the fact that
Aristobulus himself receives no greeting, and that 7obs is
uscd, it is probable that he was not a heliever, and that only
the believers in his household are meant. Compare 7ols 6vras
& kvply, in verse 11.

VER. 11. ‘Hpowbiwva] is formed from "Hpodes, like Kawwapiuw
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from Kaigap. ovyyerj] Philippi suggests, from the fact that
Herodion is not mentioned with the kinsinen in verse 7, that
he belonged to the class of freedmen, or slaves. Napxisoov]
“TPuto iutelligi Narcissum Claudii libertatemn (Suet. Claud.,
23; Tac. Ann., xii. 575 xiii. 1) in enjus domo aligui fuering
Christiani.”  Grotius, So Calvin and Neander. Narcissus
died hefore this epistle was written, but members of his fam-
ily may have been the persons saluted.

Ve 12, Tpigauar kai Tpupdour] probably two sisters.  ras
komdoas] “quiv laborarunt, ¢tsi nomen habent dxo mpugis, a
deliciis, ut Naémi.,”  DBengel. epoioa] is a name derived
from the native country, like Lydia, Syrus, Davus, Geta.
dyampmjr] pov is not added, as in verses 3, 8, 9, where men
are referred to. Philippil.  modA& éxomiager] Compare verse 6.

Vir, 18, Potdor] In Mark xv. 21, Simon of Cyrene is
deseribed as the father of Alexander and Rufus. This
shows that Rufus must have been highly esteemed in the
church, when the evangelist wrote. 8t, Paul, also, mentions
him, here, with speeial praise.  IHenee many expositors wain-
tain the identity of the Rulus in Mark xv. 21 and Rom. xvi.
13, éhexror] not in the sense applicable to all believers, but

" schoice:” the French élite. He

in the sense of “exeellent,
was distinguished as a Christian.  Compare 2 John i. 13.
éuov] his mother “in the Lord™ (“in Isracl,” Judges v. 7),
and, perhaps, by reason of maternal kindness toward him.
Compare John xix. 27; 1 Cor, i. 2, C
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Ver. 14. The persons mentioned in this, and the follow-
ing verse, were acquaintances of the apostle, but either not
so well known, or not so highly distinguished, as the pre-
ceding persons mentioned, since no cpithets are applied to
them. ’Acvysprror] Tischendorf VDEI'G read ‘Acivspuror,
‘Epuijy, ete.] is the order in RABCDFG, Copt., JAoth,, Lachn,
Tisch. The Receptus, with Peshito, Vulg., DEL, have "Eppav
Tarpsfav ‘Epusy.  Origen, Llusebius, Jerome, and others, cr-
roneously take this Ilermes for the author of the Tastor.
The latter was the brother of the Roman bishop Pius, and
lived A.D. 150. @aiv adrois] does not refer to assembling for
worship, at their house (verse 3), nor to missionary union in
evangelistic labor (RReiche), but to common business pursuits
and occupations (Fritzsche, Philippi).

VEr. 15. "lovAiar] some read "TovAtar, which is a contraction
of Julianus, and would make the person a man, Julian, in-
stead of a woman, Julia. See on verse 7. Nypéa] from Nypeds,
originally a mvthological name, like ®oiByv, verse 1. NI'(x
read Nypeav. 'Olyumav] is a contraction from 'OAvpmiddopor.
Grotius. tols otv adrels] their particular associates in life
and occupation, as in verse 14. Calvin remarks, respecting
these salutations, that “it would have been unsecmly to have
omitted Deter, in so long a catalogue, it he was then at
Rome, as the Romanists assert.”

VER. 16. ¢t\ijuar] Compare 1 Cor. xvi. 20; 2 Cor. xiii. 12;
1 Thess. v. 26; 1 Pet. v. 14. The kiss is the Oriental mode
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of salutation, as hand-shaking is the Occidental: the men
saluting the men, and women the women. Justin Martyr
(Apology, i. 65) remarks: *We give cach other a kiss, at
the close of public worship.” =doai]| is the reading of
RABCDEFG, Peshito, Vulg., Copt., (Eth., Griesbach, Mill,
Lachm., Tisch. The Receptus omits it. The apostle ex-
presses the common Christian sentiment, or the fellowship
of the churches. Or, it may be that he refers to the churches
év kikde s Inpovoadip, xv. 19.

In verses 17-30, St Paul returns to the believer’s duty in
reference to God and the chureh, in respect to teachers of
false doctrine, and disorganizers.  *“The fact that the Roman
epistle is so free from all direct polemical allusions to such
teachers, shows that hitherto they had found no entrance
into the chureh.”  Philippt.  Ilence, the apostle’s exhorta-
tion has reference to the [uture. e would put them upon
their guard against the Judaizing Ebionite and the antino-
mian Gnostic, who were beginning already to make their
influcnce felt in the infant church, both in doctrine and
practice.

VER. 17, 8] is transitive: “now.” axoweiv] “to keep an
eve upon,” so as to guard against. Compare Phil, iii. 17.
tas Suyooracios| the article denotes *“the well-known dissen-
sions.” The reference 1s to differences in both doctrine and
practice, because the latter originate in the former.  7d oxwr-
8aka] the article has the same foree as in the preceding in-
stunce. okdrdada denotes the occasions or causes of the
diyooragia, Sce comment on xi. 95 xiv. 13, What they
were, is explained in the context. wapi] “contrary to.”
mp ddayyv] the teaching which they had received from the



CHAPTER XVIL 18. 431

-~ ~ . \ ~
Sere oodvras, Kal éxkhivere dm adTdv * ' of yap TotobToL
To Kuplw Hupoy X 5 ol dovhebovaw, dAAG T} €avTdv
S Kkvpty Tjpdy Xpiord ob o ) aMG T
Ko\ig, kai bua Ti)s xpnaTohoy.as Kai eVhoylas éfamrardow

apostles and their cvepyods. It is the same as rov rémov 8ida-
XS, in vi. 17, éxxlivere an’] ““ incline away from,” or “avoid:”
the contrary of mposdaufdavesde, in xiv, 1; xv. 7. Beware of
their society.  As these persons were not members of the
church, they could uot he exconununicated. Ilence, the
remark of Grotius, that “theve was as yet no regularly con-
stituted church at Rlome, otherwise the apostle would have
> s er-
roncous. Chapter xii. 6-8 shows that there was a church
organization at Rome.

bidden them to excommunicate these false teachers,’

VER. 18 gives the reason, introduced by yap, lor avoiding
the false teachers.  Xpuwra] the Receptns, [L, Peshito, Copt.,
read “Incob Xpwrg,  o0b duvhetovaw] thev refuse to serve, as the
position of the negative shows.  kouliy] se. SovAedovaw . they
lived a lite of pleasure. Departure [rom truth in doctrine
naturally leads to immorality in practice. The intellectual
check being gone, the sensual bent is unrestrained. The
union of sensnality with heresy is frequently spoken of in
the New Testament. Compare DPhil, iii. 18, 19; 1 Tim. vi.
3-5; Titus i. 10-12.  xpnorehoyias] is used only here, in tha

New Testament: “dissembling words;”

the language of a
good man hypocriticaily used by a bad man. Julius Capito-
linus (Vita Pertinacis, 13) defines a * Chrestologus,” as one
“qui bene loqueretur ut male facerct.” Compare 2 Cor. xi.
13, 14.  edhoyias] “fair speeches,” refers rather to flattery.
Deceit and flattery are of one species, and may, therefore,
be connected with only one article, as here. drdkwv] the
“euileless,” who ““ having no guile in their own liearts do
not expect to find it in others.” Philippi.
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VEer. 19. vdp] Explanations: 1. It introduces a second
reasou for avoiding false teachers (De Wette, Tholuck, Phi-
lippi). Meyer objeots to this, that yap is never repeated in
co-ordinate sentence. DBut sec v. 7. 2. 1t implies that the
Roman believers are characterized by this guilelessness which
is liable to be imposed upon (Origen, Calvin, Fritzsche, Rick-
ert, Hodge). 1In this case, dwaxoy is taken to denote an obe-
dicut disposition which is liable to be imposed upon, and so
is cquivalent to dxexie, 8. There is an implied antithesis.
So far as the Roman brethren are concerned, the apostle
knows that by reason of their ohedient faith (¥mexoy wioTews,
i. 3, 8), they are not liable to be deceived (Chrysostom,
Theodoret, Meyer).  “Not without reason do I say ‘the
hearts of the simple-minded;’ for (yip) you they will not
deceive, because you do not belong to this class,”  Of these
cxplanations, the third is preferable, because it best agrees
with the succeeding context, and dmuxoy has its common sig-
nification of “ohedience of faith.” s wdrras deiero] is
cquivalent to katayyélerar év ohw T¢ Kéopw, 1. 8, &P’ dutv olv
xaipw] is the reading of NABCL, Lachm., Tisch., Tregelles.
xaipw obv ¢’ Iuiv is that of DIFG. The Receptus, Peshito,
Copt., read xaipw oty 70 éd’ tuiv. odr] because of your well-
known faith. Jéxw &, etc.] while he has this confidence and
joy in them, he vet knows that they are [allible, and gives a
mild caution, according to the maxim, “Iet him that think-
eth he stundeth, take heed lest he fall.” go¢ois] quick to
discern. eis 76 dyoJdr] in reference to the true doctrine and
practice which you have learned (verse 17). dkepaiovs] (not
dkakovs, as in verse 18): “innocent,” or “simple-minded,” in
the bad sense, as the opposite of gogods. For the good sense
of the word, see Mat, x. 16; Phil, ii. 15, The apostle would
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have them dull and obtuse in reference to evil. 76 xaxér] the
false doctrine of the false teachers. Compare 2 Cor., xiv. 20.

Ver. 20. 8¢] is not transitive (ng. Ver.), but adversative.
“There are these dangers from false teachers, and I have
cautioned you; dut, notwithstauding, the God of peuce shall
bruise, cte.”  eppms] the contrary of the dissensions and
divisions spoken of above. curmpipe] n refercnee, as many
expositors explain, to Gen. iil. 15, carawar] false teaclers
arc the ministers of Satan, 2 Cor. xi. 5. & zixe] the early
heresies were failures. Ebionitism and Gnosticism were
soon crushed out. The preservation of primitive Cliristianity
from the fatal errors that very soon assailed it is one of the
wost striking ol the gracious providences of God toward his
einuch. 9 ydpes, cte. | is the usual benedietion at the end of
the PPauline epistles.  Compare 2 Cor, xiil. 145 Gal. vi. 18
Phil. iv. 235 2 Thess. iii. 18, ete. ‘Inoob Xpwrov] is the read-
ing of ACL, Peshito, Vulgate, Coptic, <Ethiopie, Receptus,
Lachin. WD Tisch. omit Xpiorod. The Rleceptus reads duqy,
but this is supported by no uncial ms., and is generally re-
jected by editors.

Verses 21-23 are a postseript conveying the greetings of
St. Paul’s companions, kinsmen, and fricnds, to the Roman
church. These persons, very probably, requested the apostle
to send their salutations, after he had concluded his epistle.
The addition of such a postscript is a strong cvidence of
genuineness rather than of spuriousness.

VER. 21. domdlerar] is the reading of RABCDFG, Vi,
Copt., Lachm,, Tisch. The Receptus EL read domnualmrar
19 .



434 COMMENTARY ON ROMANS.

" domwaterar Ypds TiyudIeos o cuvepyds pov, xai Aovxios
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Tiyédeos] is the well-known companion and helper who is men-
tioned in all the Pauline epistles, excepting Galatians, Ephe-
sians, and Titus. Compare, also, Acts xvi. 1sq.; xvii. 14 sq.;
Xviii. 53 xix. 22; xx. 4. Aovkios] Origen confounds him with
the evangelist Luke. Derhaps he was Lucius of Cyrene,
Acts xit. 1. “Téowr] Perhaps Jason of Thessalonica, Acts
xvii. § sq. Swoimarpos] Probably Swmarpos (Sopater) of Berea,
Acts xx. 4. Compare Zwxpdrys and Swowparys, SooTpatos and

Swotorparos. ol gvyyevets] Compare verses 7, 11,

Vir. 22, domdfopar] the tense changes. Tertius, who has
written the epistle thus far, at the dictation of the apostle,
now sends his own salutation, by the permission, or perhaps
the suggestion, of the apostle: “hoc Pauli vel hortatu vel
concessu facile interposuit Tertius.” Dengel. As Philippi
remarks, it would hayve been unfitting for St. Paul to send
the salutation from Tertius as from a third person, while
the latter himself wrote it down, Téprws] Grotius remarks
respecting Tertius and Quartus, “Romani hi fuerunt ne-
gotiantes Corinthi.” Tertius has been incorrectly taken to
be Silas, because the Hebrew for tertius (mzabw) sounds like
Silas. But the Greck Sikas is the contraction of Shovards
(Sylvanus).  ypdyas] St. Paul was accustomed to dictate his
cepistles, as appears [rom 1 Cor. xvi, 21; Gal vi. 11; Coloss.
iv, 18; 2 Thess. iii. 17. & xvplw] is an adjunct of domdalopar.

Ver. 23. The apostle begins again to dictate. Tdios]
(Caius) is probably the same that is mentioned in 1 Cor. i.
14; since this epistle was written at Corinth, Therc are,
however, three others of this name, in the New Testament,
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|3 V4 ¢ - i « ’ ’ ~ ! .
adomdlerar vpas "Epactos 6 olxovopos Tiis wolews, xai
Kovapros o ddehpos. ' 7 ydpis Tob ruplov judyv *Incod
Xpiorod pera wavrov vpudv.  auny.

Ky

Acts xix. 29; xx. 4; 3 John 1. §éros pov] during his first
zbode in Corinth, the apostle lodged with Aquila and Priscilla,
Aects xviil, 1-3; then with Justus, Nets xviil. 7. éxxhyoias]
Gaius was the < host of the whole church,” because he was
hospitable to all the members, and his house was the place
of worship for them. "Epagros] is not the person mentioned
in Acts xix. 22; 2 Tim. iv. 20, unless we suppose the apostle

K

in this place to deseribe him by an oftice which he formerly
held. olkdvopos] the quistor, or keeper of the public money.
Kovapros] an Italian, as the name Quartus shows. The
ordinal numbers, primus, secundus, cte., were employed by
the Latins as proper names. & ddedpos] not the brother of
Erastus, which would require adrod, but the Christian brother.

Ver. 24 is a repetition of the henediction in verse 20, and
is omitted hy RABC, Coptic, Asthiopie, Lachm., Tisch., Tre-
gelles. Tt is lound in DEFG, Vulgute, Peshito (after verse
27). Receptus. Mever retains it, quoting the remark of
Wolfius : “Ita hodiernum, ubi cpistola vale dicto consum-
mata est, et alia paucis commemoranda menti se adhuc
offerunt, scribere solemus: vale #torum.” IHe also cites 2
Thess. iii. 16, 18, as an instance of the repetition of the
benediction. DBut in this place, the two forms are very dif-
ferent from cach other; while in Rom. xvi. 24, it is a verba-
tim repetition, with the exception of the addition of wavrwr,

VER. 23 begins one of the most carefully constructed and
characteristic benedictions, in the Paulive epistles. It is
found in RBCDE, Vulgate, Peshito, Coptic, Ethiopic, Re-
ceptus, Bengel, Lachin., Tisch., and Tregelles. L, nearly
200 of the cursives, the lectionaries, Beza, Griesbach, and
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Alill, have it, but place it after xiv. 23. A inserts it both
alter xiv, 23, and xvi. 24, It is wanting in F (with vacant
space alter xiv. %4), and in G (with vacant space after xiv.
23). The internal cvidence is highly in favor of the genuine-
ness of this benediction, for it is strikingly Pauline in its
elements.  Marvcion, the Gnostic, rejected it upon dogmatic
grounds, and his solitury apinion is the main relianee, so far
as historical evidence goes, of Baur and the Tibingen schoal,
in their attack upon the genuineness of chapters xv., xvi.
Respecting the earlier attacks of Semler and Paulus, De
Wette (xvi. 25-27) remarks: “dic Grinde fir diese An-

’

nahmen verdienen keine Widerlegung.” 8¢] is transitive :

“now.” 7@ dvraperw] spiritual strength is not self-derived,
but is from God. empida] “to render steadfast;” with
reference, not merely to the attempts of false tcachers, but
to faith in the whole evangelical doctrine, as St. Paul las
cnunciated it in this epistle.  Compare i. 11; 1 Thess. iii. 2,
13; 2 Thess. ii. 17; iii. 3. kata 7o edayyediov] belongs to ory-
piar: “in regard to my gospel” (De Wette). The stead-
fastness has respect to the gospel. God can strengthen them
so that they shall not vacillate, and depart from cvangelical
truth, For the force of kard, see xi. 28.  mov] is used offici-
ally, as inii. 16: “of me, an authorized apostle.” «ai] ““name-
ly.” 7o wijpvypa] is exegetical of 70 elayyeliov . the gospel is
the herald’s proclamation, or message, respeeting Jesus
Clrist.  “Drcconinm Jesa Christi apellat evangelium.” Cal-
vin.  Xpwrrod] not the subjective genitive: Christ’s preach-
ing by St. Paul (JMever), but the genitive of the cbject: the
preaching which has Christ for its thewe (Luther, Calvin,
Dec Wette, Tholuck, Philippi). kard] is regarded by Meyer
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and others as co-ordinate with the preceding kard, and de-
pendent upon omypifay, so that the gospel is denominated an
amokdAudns, in respect to which God is able to strengthen
belicvers. The objection to this is, that the “ mystery ” re-
ferred to, here, is not the gospel itself; which would require
the article, as in Iiph. iil. 95 Coloss. i. 265 but the [act that
the Gentiles are partakers with the Jews in the blessings of
redemption.  Ilence the view of I'ritzsche, Riickert, De
Wette, Tholuck, and Philippi, is preferable: viz., that xard

> or “in consequence

has the meaning ol “contformably to,” or
of,” and depends upon the whole clause 7o 8 Jurapéry duds
ompifar. Rickert would supply 10 yeyerypévov: “which
(namely, 76 mijpuypa) occurred conformably to the revelatien,
ete.”  prorgpicv] is anarthrous: « mystery, viz., reluting to
the Gentiles. The term “mystery,” in the Biblical usage, de-
notes a truth or fact that requires to be revealed from God,
because it cannot be discovered by human investigation and
reasoning. It does not necessarily involve something ab-
struse and difficult to comprehend, though it may involve
this.  That the gospel was intended for the Gentiles was a
“mystery,” hecause it could not be known until God had
announced his intention in this particular. But the doctrine
of the universality of Christianity is casily cnough under-
stood when revealed.  The fact that the reprobation ol the
Jews is to continue until the fulness of the Gentiles has come
in was a “mystery,” until St. Paul, by inspiration, revealed
it (xi. 25 sq.). DBut there is nothing diflicult of apprehen-
sion in this revealed fact; though it could not have been
known to man, unless St. Paul, or some other inspired man,
had made it known. The “mystery ” here alluded to is not
the gospel (Dec Wette, Meyer), but the calling of the Gen-
tiles: “mysterium de gentibus concorporatis.” Bengel. So
Philippi.  This has been a prominent feature in the epistle
throughout. Compare i. 5, 6, 13-15; iii. 295 iv. 10, 11; ix,
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8¢ viv bud Te ypaday wpodnTikdy xaT émirayny Tod alw-
viov Jeod eis Umakohy wioTews €ls wdvTa Ta EJvy yrepio-

24-26, 30; x. 11-13; xi. 11, 13, 30; xv. 9, 12, 15-21. St.
Paul was the apostle to the Gentiles, and Ais gospel (edayye-
Aiov wov), in an emphatic sense, was that the Gentiles are
fellow-heirs of the promise. Accordingly he describes God,
in this closing benediction upon a Geutile Church, as one
who is able to strengthen them in respect to the truth in
Christ, conformably with that purpose of a universal procla-
mation of this truth which had eternally been in the mind of
God, and which he made known at the proper time in the
Old Testament seriptures. xporos alwvios] ¢ during cternal
ages:” the dative of duration, Luke viit. 29; Aets vili. 11.
The aivw referred to in this instance, is that in which God
exists; which is eternity, and not time. Cousequently the
‘“wconian,” here, is the cternal. The intensive plural is em-
ployed to denote this. See the comment on vi. 23. gediyy-
pévov] God had ““ kept silent ” respecting the fact.

VER. 26. viv] is antithetic to xpdvors aidwioss, as davepwIérros
is to geruypuévov.  T€] mentions with particularity an addi-
tional feature: “and also.” ypadiv mpodnruir] the Old Tes-
tament teaching respecting the universality of the kingdom
ot Christ. Compare i. 2; xi. 18-20; xv. 9-12. I[ the “>m}'S-
tery ” here spoken of is the plan of redemption in general,
the Old Testament would not have been mentioned as the
sule, or even the principal instrument in “making it known.”
The New Testament was a yet more important means. Dut
the Old Testament was particularly needed in order to prove
to the gainsaying Jews, that the Gentiles were to he par-
takers of the Messianic salvation. «as’ émrayir] is to be con-
nected with hoth parerndérros and yropodévros.  alaviov] is
suggested by xpovows alwrivs. els vruxoiy moTews] Compare



CHAPTER XVI. 2T. 439

évros, ' pévew copid Jedp Sa Xpiotod 'Incoed, & 4 8éfa
els Tols aldvas TV alovwy. api.

oni. 5. wdvra 7@ é9vy] all the Gentiles, in distinction from
the Jews, as in i. 5, 13.

VER. 27. go¢d] the epithet is chosen with reference to
the revelation and aunouncement of the mystery spoken of.
The time and manner are ordered in “manifold wisdom.”
Compare Epl. iil. 3-10. Jed| = 76 duropérw, which is re-
sumed by it. & "lyaon Xporot] “is to be closely connected
with pove godg Jeg, and hence no coma is to be placed after
deg ; ‘To the, throngh Jesus Christ, only wise God.”” Phi-
lippi. The divine wisdom has revealed itself in its highest
form, in Jesus Christ. So Meyer, and De Wette; the latter
of whom remarks that dux "Inood Xporod cannot be connected
with 8ofa, on account of the intervening z; The older ex-
positors (Chrysostom, Luther, Beza, Calvin, Grotius, ling.
Ver.)so connect it: “To the only wise God be glory throngh
Jesus Christ.”  To do this, requires that ¢ be rejected. Dut
it is found in all the uncials, excepting I3, and all the cursives,
excepting 33 and 2. @] 1. Refers to God as wise through
Jesus Christ (Mever). In this case, the dative 19 Svrapérw
with its resumption pdro copa Jei, is an anacoluthon. 2. It
refers to Xpwrob (Tholuck, Philippi). “The apostle,” savs
Philippi, “intended to utter a doxology to the power and
wisdom of God the Father; but inasmuch as this wisdom is
manifested in Jesus Christ, he transfers the doxology to him,
and thus, in blessing the revealer of the divine wisdem,
blesses indirectly the God of wisdom himself.” Compare 2
Tim. iv. 18; Heb. xiii. 20, 21. 3. @ is a pleonasm, standing
for abre: “to him, I say ” (Stuart, lHodge). 86fa] sc. eiy.





