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§ 1. AUTHORSHIP.

THE title of the Epistle in the

oldest manuscripts 1s simply wpos
‘Popalovs, “To the Romans but the
first word of the Epistle itself names St.
Paul as its author, and it has been uni-
versally accepted in all ages as his
genuine work,

It is quoted very early, though not, as
some have supposed, in the New Testa-
ment itself,

Thus in 2 Pet, iii. 15 there is an

allusion to St. Paul’s teaching, which in
consequence of a slight resemblance in
the language has been thought to refer
especially to Rom, il. 4; but St. Peter,
as the context clearly shows, is referring
to the moral exhortation found in all
St. Paul’s Epistles, based as it commonly
is on the expectation of Christ’s second
coming.
_The supposed allusion in St. James
(ii. 14) to St. Paul’s teaching in the Epistle
to the Romans is inconsistent with the
friendly and confidential intercourse of
these two Apostles (Acts xv. 4, 25; Gal.
IL g), and with the earlier date at which
St. James most probably wrote. On
this point, however, the reader must
refer to the full discussion in the Com-
mentary on St. James.

But the Epistle is certainly quoted
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before the end of the 1st century by
Clement of Rome in a passage which
will be found in the Additional Note on
i. 32: in the 2nd century it is quoted
by Ignatius, Polycarp, Justin Martyr,
and Irenzus: the last-named Father
repeatedly and expressly refers to it as
the work of St. Paul (III, xvi 3, 9).
The internal evidence of its genuineness
has carried conviction to the minds of
the most cautious and the most sceptical
of critics. Every chapter, in fact, bears
the impress of the same mind from
which the Epistles to the Churches of
Corinth and Galatia undoubtedly pro-
ceeded ; and even Baur and the critics
of his school, who make every effort to
prove the two last chapters spurious, are
obliged to admit that the rest of the
Epistle is the genuine work of St. Paul.

§ 2. TIME AND PLACE OF WRITING,

The passages which contain definite
historical statements indicating the time
and place at which the Epistle was
written are all contained in the last two
chapters, xv. 25-31 ; xvi. 1, 2, 21, 23.

But the time and place of writing can
also be inferred with great probability
from indirect evidence contained in 1
1o, 11, I3.

This latter proof is quite independent

A



2 INTRODUCTION.

of the former, and when combined with
it forms an undesigned coincidence be-
tween the first and last chapters of the
Epistle, and a valuable confirmation of
the genuineness of chapters xv. and
xvi, which of late years has been much
disputed. '

1. Notzs of Time and Place in av., xvi,

At the time of writing this Epistle

St. Paul was going to carry to the poor
saints at Jerusalem a contrtbution made
for them in Macedonia and Achaia {(xv.
2z, 26), and he hoped afterwards to
visit Rome on his way to Spain (xv. 28).
If we compare these passages with Acts
xix. 21 and xx. 3, it is clear that the
Epistle must have been written after the
Apostle’s arrival in Greece on his third
mussionary journey, when he spent three
months-in Corinth.
- The same conclusion follows from
comparing Romans xv. 25-28 with r
Cor. xvi. 1~5, and z Cor. viii. 1-4, ix.
1, 2. In presence of the hostile criti-
cism which is directed against the his-
torical value of the Acts, it is worth
notice that this second proof is inde-
pendent of St. Luke's narrative.

Assuming, however, as we justly may,
the authenticity and accuracy of St
Luke’s history, we can fix almost within
a week the date at which our Epistle
was despatched.

For we learn from Acts xx, 3 that,
as St. Paul was about to sail from
Corinth into Syria, the Jews laid wait
for him, and on this account he changed
his route at the last moment and deter-
mined to return through Macedonia.

. The Epistle, if written after these
incidents, would almost certainly have
contained some reference to them, and
especially to the plot of the Jews, which
the Apostle could not have failed to
notice in alluding to the enmity of his
countrymen in ch. xv. 31. We may,
therefore, confidently infer that the letter
was despatched before St. Paul actually
left Achaia, and yet not long before
. {xv. zg).

The winter was at an end and navi-
gation had recommenced, for “ /e was
about to sail intp Syria” (Acts xx. 3).

Yet the spring was not far advanced,
for after travelling through Macedonia
to Miletus (Acts xx. 16) he still hoped
to reach Jerusalem by Pentegbst.

We can fix the season’ even more
exactly : for St. Paul and his company
spent “ e days of unleavened bread” at
Philippi (Acts xx. 6), and must therefore
have left CorinIlt some time before the
Passover. -

The proof that the Epistle was written
from Corinth is well stated by Theo-
doret: *“First, he commends to them
Phaebe, calling her a deaconess of the
Church at Cenchrez (xvi. 1); and
Cenchrez is a port of the Corinthians.
And then he also speaks thus: ¢ Gasus
mine host saluteth you' (xvi. 23). Now
that Gaius was of Corinth is easy to
learn from the First Epistle to the
Corinthians, for he writes to them thus:
s I thank my God that I baplized none
of yo)u, save Crispus and Gaius’ (1 Cor.
1. 14).

To these arguments of Theodoret we
may add that four of the seven persons
named in Rom. xvi 2z1-z3— Timo-
theus, Sosipater, Jason, and Gajus—can
be shown with great probability to have
been with St. Paul during his second
abode at Corinth. The conclusion from
these various proofs is that the Epistle
to the Romans was written from Corinth
shortly before Easter a.p. 58..

1L fndications of Time in i. 10~13.

We read in this passage that the
writer has not yet been at Rome, but is
longing to visit the believers there, and
has “ gftentimes purposed” to come unto
them, but has been * kindered hitherto”
This purpose of visiting Rome St. Paul
publicly declared during the latter part of
his abode at Ephesus : “ After these things
were ended Paul purposed in the spirif,
when ke had passed through Macedonia
and Achaia, lo go to Jerusalem, saying,
After I have been there, I must also see
Rome” (Acts xix. 21).

We do not know how long the Apostle
had entertained the purpose here for the
first time recorded : there is no indica-
tion nor probability that it entered into
the plan of his first journey to Europe
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(Acts xvi. g—xvifi. 18). But we may
conjecture with some probability that
the desire to visit Rome had been first
kindled by St. Paul's intercourse with
Aquila and Prscilla when they had
lately come from Italy to Corinth (Acts
xvili. 1), and fostered by constant asso-
ciation with them during the journey
from Corinth to Ephesus (Acts xviii, 26 ;
xix. 1, 10; I Cor. xvi 19). The dis-
tinct purpose therefore of visiting Rome
could hardly have been formed defore
St. Paul’s abode at Ephesus, nor could
the statement in Rom. i. 10-13 have
been made fefore the latter part of that
period, a considerable lapse of time
being implied in the words *offentimes
I purposed to come unto you, but was let
kitherto.”

Again, by comparison with the con-
tents of the Corinthian Epistles it may
be clearly proved that the Epistle to the
Romans must have been written affer
2 Corinthians (see Bp. Lightfoot, ¢ Gala-
tians," p. 48): that is to say, affer the
latter part of the year 57. Thus we are
brought very close to the time indicated
in Rom. xv., xvi., and have found an
independent proof of the correctness of
the dates given in those chapters,

§ 3. LANGUAGE.

Salmeron (Proleg. I. 35) supposed the
Epistle to have been originally com-
posed in Latin, because it was addressed
to Latins, written by an amanuensis who
bore a Latin name, Tertius, and dic-
tated by an Apostle who must have
known Latin, as having the gift of
tongues. Cornelius 4 Lapide discusses
this fanciful notion, and modifies it by
suggesting that St. Paul's Greek auto-
graph was translated into Latin by
Tertius and the translation sent to Rome.
The error arose from ignorance of the
fact, now well established, that for a
considerable part of the first three cen-
turies * the Church of Rome, and most
if not all the Churches of the West,
were, if we may so speak, Greek re-
ligious colonies. Their language was
Greek, their organisation Greek, their
writers Greek, their Scriptnres Greek”
{Milman, < Latin Christianity,” I. i.).

Accordingly, in the Epistle itself we
find St. Paul classifying mankind as
“Greeks and Barbarians” (i. 14) or
“Jews and Greeks” (i. 16; ii. 9, 10;
iii. 9 ; x. 12); and in the salutations in
ch. xvi. the names both of Jewish and
Gentile converts are nearly all Greek,

§ 4. JEws 1N ROME.

When we pass from the author to his
readers, our thoughts turn first to the
origin of the Jewish colony in Rome.
The first embassy sent from Jerusalem
to Rome by Judas Maccabzus, B.C. 161,
obtained from the Senate a treaty of
mutual defence and friendship, which
was renewed successively by Jonathan,
B.C. I44, by Simon, B.C. 141, and by
John Hyrcanus, B.C. 129 : see 1 Macc,
viil, 17, xil. 1, xiv. 24; and Josephus,
¢ Antiq." xiii. 1.

Of the Jews who came to Rome in
the train of these frequent embassies
some would certainly settle there, for
the commercial advantages of residence
in the great c¢apital would not be neg-
lected by the enterprising race which
was rapidly spreading over all the civi-
lised world.

The first notice in Latin literature of
the Jews in Rome seems to be the well-
known passage in Cicero’s defence of
L. Valerius Flaccus {c. 28), where we
learn that the Jews were accustomed
to send gold every year from Italy to
Jerusalem, and formed in Rome itself a
faction so numerous and formidable that
the great orator points to them as
thronging at that moment the steps of
the Aurelian tribunal, and lowers his
voice in pretended terror lest they should
overhear his words. These wealthy and
influential Jews must have been settled
in Rome long before the captives whom
Pompey brought from Jerusalem to
adorn his triumph only two years before
the date of Cicero’s oration, B.C. 59.

But Pompey’s captives were in course
of time set free by those who had bought
them for slaves (Philo, Jud. ¢ de Legat.
c. 23), and the Jewish community in
Rome was thus greatly increased. Julius
Casar treated them with singular favour,
and expressly sanctioned their worship

A2
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in their synagogues (Jos. ¢ Antiq.’ xiv.
c. 10, 8), and the same privileges were
continued by Augustus and Tiberius
(Philo, ib.). * The great division of
Rome which is on the other side of the
Tiber was occupied by the Jews” (Philo),
and so numerous were they, that when
Archelaus came to Rome (a.D. z) to
secure the succession on the death of
Herod, 8coo of the Jews dwelling in
Rome took part against him (Jos,
¢B. J7ii 6; ‘Antig.” xvil. ¢ 11, 1).

The favour of the Cesars was in
marked contrast to the contempt and
hatred with which the Romans in general
looked upon the Jews. Cicero calls
themt a nation “born for slavery” (‘ De
Prov.) c. 10), and their religion a bar-
barous superstition, abhorrent to the
ancestral institutions of Rome and to
the glory of its empire (‘ Pro Flacco, c.
28). Horace refers to their prosely-
tistng zeal (1 ¢ Sat’ iv. 143), their seeming
credulity {v. 100), and the mingled con-
tempt and fear with which their religious
rites were regarded (x. 69-7z). Josephus
(‘Antiq.’ xviil. 3, 5) tells how the fraud
which four Jewish impostors practised
on gne of their female converts moved
Tiberius to expel all Jews from Rome
and send 4ooo of them to serve as
soldiers in Sardinia. But neither exile
nor persecution, though repeated under
successive Emperors, could drive the
Jews permanently from Rome. They
soon returned, and their power so in-
creased that, in Seneca’s words {August.
¢ de Civ, D" vi. 11), “ the conquered race
gave laws to its conquerors.”

§ 5. CHRISTIANS IN ROME.

If we ask at what time and by whom
the Gospel was first preached at Rome,
we have to consider sundry answers pre-
sented by ecclesiastical tradition.

First we are told in the Clementine
Homilies that in the reign of Tiberius
tidings came to Rome “that a certain
one in Judza, beginning in the spring
season, was preaching to the Jews the
kingdom of the invisible God,” and
working many wonderful miracles and
signs (Hom. i c.’6).

“In the same year in the autumn sea-

son a certain one standing in: a publie
place cried and said, “ Men of Rome,
hearken. The Son of Godis come in
Judzea. proclaiming eternal life to all
who will, if they shall live according to
the counsel of the Father, who hath
sent Him” (c. 7).

These statements of the Pseudo-
Clement are of course purely fictitious.

Another marvellous story is recorded
by Tertullian (*Apelogeticus,’ ¢. 5) : “ Ti-
berius, accordingly, in whose days the
Christian name made its entry into the
world, having himself received intelli-
gence from Palestine of events which
had clearly shown the truth of Christ’s
divinity, brought the matteP>before the
Senate, with his own decision in favour
of Christ. The Senate, because it had
not given the approval itself, rejected
his proposal.”

The tale bears on its face all the
marks of untruth (Neander, ‘ Church His-
tory,’ 1. 128}, and Tertullian, who was no
critic, had probably been deceived by
some of the many spurious “Acts of
Pilate.”

We come next to two traditions, per-
fectly distinct in their origin, which
ascribe the foundation of the church at
Rome to St. Peter,

A, The former of these traditions,
which represents St. Peter as preaching
at Rome in the reign of Claudius, arose
as follows :—

(z) Justin Martyr in his first Apology,
addressed to Antoninus Pius, writes
thus {c. 26) : * There was one Simon, a
Samaritan, of the village called Gitton,
who in the reign of Claudius Caesar, and
in your royal city of Rome, did mighty
feats of magic by the art of demons
working in him. He was considered a
god, and as a god was honoured among
you with a statue, which statue was set
up in the river Tiber between the two
bridges, and bears this inscription in
Latin :

¢ ¢ Stmoni Deo Sancto j
which is,
¢ To Simon the holy God.””

The substance of this story is repeated
by Irenzus (‘adv. Heer.’ I. xxiii. 1), and
by Tertullian (*Apol’ ¢, 13), who re-
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proaches the Romans for installing
Simon Magus in their Pantheon, and
giving him a statue and the title “ Holy
GOd-”

In AD, 1574 a stone, which had
formed the base of a statue, was dug up
on the site described by Justin, the
island in the Tiber, bearing an inscrip-
tion: ‘Semoni Sanco Deo Fidio Sa-
crum,” &c.  Hence it has been supposed
that Justin mistock a statue of the Sabine
God, “Semo Sancus,” for one of Simon
Magus. See the notes in Otto’s Justin
Martyr and Stieren’s Irenzus.

On the other hand Tillemont (* Mé-
moires; t i. p. 482) maintains that
Justin in an Apology addressed to the
emperor and written in Rome itself
cannot reasonably be supposed to have
fallen into so manifest an error.

Whichever view we take of Justin’s
accuracy concerning the inscription and
the statue, there is nothing improbable
in his statement that Simon Magus was
at Rome in the reign of Claudius. Only
we must observe that Justin says not
one word about 57 Pefer's alleged visit
to Rome and his encounter with Simon
Magus.

(2.) Papias, “a man of very small
mind” (Euseb. ¢ Eccl. Hist.” iii. 39) says
that the Presbyter John used to say
that Mark, “the interpreter of Peter,”
recorded his teaching accurately.

Here there is no mention of Simon
Magus, nor of the &ime and place of St.
Peter’s preaching,

{3.) Clement of Alexandria {c. A.D.
200), quoted by Eusebius (*E. H.” vi. 14),
Tepeats “a tradition from the elders of
former times,” that “after Peter had
publicly preached the word in Rome,”
Mark at the request of the hearers wrote
what he had said, and so composed his
gospel.

. Here again the #ime of Peter’s preach-
ing at Rome is not mentioned.

Before we pass on it is most import-
ant to observe that these traditions pre-
served by Papias and Clement have not
the slightest connexion of persons, time,
or place, with Justin Martyr's story of
‘Simon Magus.

(4.) Eusebius in his * Ecclesiastical
History’ {c. A.D. 325), quotes Justin

Martyr’s ‘story about Simon Magus
{("E. H' ii. c. 13), and then, without re-
ferring to any authority, goes on to assert
{c. 14) that “immediately in the same
reign of Claudius divine Providence led
Peter the Great Apostle to Rome to
encounter this great destroyer of life,”
and that he thus brought the light of
the Gospel from the East to those in
the West.

As the date of this visit to Rome
Eusebius in the‘ Chronicon’ gives A.D. 42,
and says that Peter remained at Rome
twenty years (see Canon Cook’s article
“Peter” in the ‘ Dictionary of the Bible’).

This arbitrary and erroneous combi-
nation of traditions, which had no original
connexion, may possibly have been sug-
gested to Eusebius by the historical con-
nexion between Simon Magus and St
Peter in Acts viil., or more probably he
may have borrowed it from the strange
fictions of the ¢ Clementine Recognitions’
and ‘Homilies,” and ¢ Apostolic Constitu-
tions.” (See ‘Recognitions, iii. 63-65;
¢ Homilies, I. xv, Iviii.; ¢Epistle of
Clement to James,” ¢. i.; ‘ Apost. Constit.’
vi.,; viil., ix.)

That St. Feter was not at Rome, and
had not previously been there, when St.
Paul wrote his Epistle to the Romans,
may be safely inferred from its silence
concerning him, and from the fact that
there is not a particle of trustworthy
evidence in favour of any earlier visit.

B. The other tradition, which repre-
sents the Roman Church to have been
founded by St. Peter and St. Paul jointly,
rests on the following authorities.

(1.) Trenzus IIL. ¢ 1: “Matthew
published a written Gospel among the
Hebrews in their own language, at the
time when Peter and Paul were preach-
ing the Gospel at Rome and founding
the Church, But after their departure
(or according to a various reading, after
Matthew’s publication) Mark also the
disciple and interpreter of Peter handed
down to us in writing what was preached
by Peter.” Eusebius (‘ Eccles. Hist’ v.
8) cites this passage without noticing
that it is inconsistent with his own state-
ments in ii. 15 concerning the earlier
foundation of the Roman Church by St.
Peter, inasmuch as it expressly ascribes
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the foundation (feuediotirow) of that
church to the simultaneous preaching of
the two Apostles, which cannot possibly
be assigned to that earlier date in the
reign of Claudius.

(2.) Irenzus IIL ¢ iii. 2:

greatest and most ancient and univers-
ally known Church, founded and esta-
blishedin Rome by the two most glorious
Apostles Peter and Paul.”
. Id. IIL ¢ iil. 3. “Having therefore
founded and built up the Church the
blessed Apostles entrusted its episcopal
ministration to the hands of Linus.”

(3.) Euseb. * Eccl. Hist.’ ii. 25: “Paul
is related to have been beheaded in
Rome itself, and Peter likewise to have
‘been crucified in his (Nero’s) time.
And the story is accredited by the appel-
lation of Peter and Paul having pre-
vailed up to the present time on the
tombs there (xotunryplov).”

(4.) Ibid. Dionysius of Corinth wri-
ting to the Romans calls both their
Church and that of Corinth a joint
plantation of Peter and Paul, and adds
that “ having gone to Italy and taught
together there they died as martyrs at
‘the same time.” :

The tradition embodied in these pas-
sages clearly refers to the time of Nero’s
persecution, six or seven years later than
the Epistle to the Romans, and throws
no light upon the origin and earliest or-
ganisation of the Roman Church,

The Epistle itself, compared with the
parrative in Acts, is the only trustworthy
source of information on these points.

From i. 8-13 and xv. 23 it 1s certain
that therehad been for “ many years” in
Rome a considerable body of Christians
whom St. Paul had a great desire to
visit in person, but had hithertc been
hindered. )

This desire to visit them, and to have
some fruit among them (i. 13), combined
with his declared unwillingness to build
on another man’s foundation {xv. 18-24),
and with his boldness in admonishing
them (xv. 15) by virtue of his Apostolic
authority, forbids us to suppose that the
Roman Church had been founded by
any other Apostle.

We may however assume, almost with
certainty, that the rise of the new faith

“The

in Jerusalem, and the great events by
which it had been ushered in, must have
been quickly known in Rome. Tacitus
in fact expressly asserts this in his
account of Nero's persecutions of the
Christians, ‘Annals” xv. 44 * The name
was derived from Christ, who in the
reign of Tiberius suffered under Pontius
Pilate, the - procurator of Judwza. By
that event the.sect of which he was the
founder received a blow which for a
time checked the growth of a dangerous
superstition ; but it revived soon affer,
and spread with recruited vigour not
only!in Judea the soil which gave it
birth, but even in the city of Rome, the
common sink into which ~everything
infamous and abominable flows like a
torrent from all quarters of the world.”

There was constant intercourse be-
tween the two great cities, and “ some
who had gone forth from Rome as Jews
may well have returned thither as
Christians ” (Fritzsche), It-is not im-
probable that some of- the * s#rangers of
Rome,” i e. Romans resident in Jeru-
salem, who witnessed the wonders of
the day of Pentecost {(Acts ii. 10) may
have been among the first to bring back
the good tidings to the capital.

M. Godet {* Introduction,’ p. 63) is
unwilling to admit this explanation of
the origin of the Church of Rome, as
seeming to prove that the Gospel was

spread in the city by means of the

Synagogue, But the clear and positive
statement. of Tacitus, that Christianity
soon afferthe death of its Founder spread
even to the city of Rome, cannot be set
aside for fear of any inferences that may
be drawn from it

Nor does it by any means follow that
the Synagogue must have been the sole
or chief channel through which a know-
ledge of the Gospel was diffused in
Rome. If the first believers were Jews
and Proselytes, to these there would
soon be added Gentile Chrstians, who
being either provincials had brought their
new faith to Rome, or being Romans
had learned it in the provinces; here a
faithful centurion, and there a devout
soldier of the Italian cohort, would bear
witness at Rome of the things which he
had seen and heard in Jerusalem ’
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The number of believers would rapidly
increase : as the first teachers of the
Gospel were driven forth by persecution,
or by their own missionary zeal, beyond
the bounds of Palestine (Acts viil, 1, 4 ;
xi. 19; xil. 17; xiil. 3), every province
that was traversed by an Apostle, every
city in which a Christian church was
founded, would help to swell the number
of Christians drawn together in Rome
from all parts of the empire.

But believers, few or many, scattered
over a great city do not constitute a
Church such as those which the Apostles
founded. Did such a Church, duly or-
ganised, exist in Rome when St. Paul
wrote this Epistle? No trace of such
organisation is found either in the
Epistle itself, or in the narrative of St
Paul's subsequent residence at Rome
(Acts xxviii.).

If we put aside the circular letters,
“ Ephesians” and ‘‘ Colossians,” we find
that in all St. Paul’s Epistles addressed
to Churches which are known to have
been fully organised there is some men-
tion of “the Church” (i ii. Thess.,
1. ii. Cor., Gal.), or of “ the Bishops and
Deacons” (Phil.i. r). Butin “ Romans”
there is nothing of the kind, either in
the address, or in the body of the letter,
or in the final salutations.

The only * Church ” mentioned is the
little assembly in the house of Aquila
and Priscilla (xvi. 5): the only reference
to ecclesiastical ministers, teachers, or
rulers is in xii, 4~8, 2 statement of the
general principles of Church order, which
Proves the need rather than the existence
of such an organisation in the Christian
community at Rome as would secure
the well-regulated exercise of individual
gifts.

The whole tone of the exhortations in
chapters xii., xiv., and especially in xii.
To, seems to imply a community of
Christian brethren, in which none had
yet been invested with superior au-
thority. :

The evidence thus furnished by the
Epistle itself is too strong to be set aside
by mere conjecture, We cannot agree
with Meyer’s opinion (p. 2o, E, Tr.) that
the existence of “a Church formally
constituted may be gathered from the

general analogy of other Churches that
had already been long in existence :”
much less with his further assumption,
- Especially may the existence of a
body of Presbyters, which was essential
to Church organisation (Acts xiv. 23), be
regarded as a matter of course.”

The formal organisation of a Church,
and the existence of a body of Pres-
byters, can be inferred from the analogy
of other Churches, only in a case where
it is known that Apostolic authority has
been exercised. Meyer himself thus
writes (p. 22) concerning the Roman
community at an earlier period : * Indi-
vidual Christians were there, and cer-
tainly also Christian fellowship, but still
no organised Church. To plant such a
Church there was needed, as is plain
from the analogy of all other cases of
the founding of Churches with which
we are acquainted, ¢fficia/ artion on the
part of teachers endowed directly or in-
directly with Apostolic anthority.

Meyer evidently argues in a circle:

¢ Other Churches, namely those which
had been founded by Apostles, were
formally organised :

Therefore we infer, by analogy, that
Rome was formally organised :

. Therefore Rome must have been Apos-
tolically founded.’

Setting aside such precarious infer-
ences from an unproved analogy, we
gather from the Epistle itself that the
Christians at Rome were not as yet a
Church fully and formally organised..
Rather they were a large and “mixed
community of Jew and Gentile converts,”
well described by Bishop Lightfoot (* Phil."
p. 13) as “a heterogeneous mass, with
diverse feelings and sympathies, with no
well-defined organisation, with no other
bond of union than the belief in a com-
mon Messiah; gathering, we may sup-
pose, for purposes of worship in - small
knots here and there, as close neigh-
bourhood or common nationality or
sympathy or accident drew them together;
but, as a body, lost in the vast masses of
the heathen population, and only faintly
discerned or contemptuously . ignored
even by the large community of Jewish
residents.” ]

We may gather from the Epistle that



8 INTRODUCTION.

St. Paul' had before his mind all the
chief elements of this mixed community
of Christians, as well as the unconverted
- Jews and heathens among whom they
lived.

There were Jews of the Synagogue
to whom' the Gospel had not yet been
preached, or by whom it had been
long since rejected, and who appear
three years later to have been still
wrapped up in contemptuous ignorance
of “this sect,” which “is everywhere
spoken against” (Acts xxviii 22). As
in St. Luke’s narrative the Apostle’s
first care within three days after his
arrival in Rome is to call “the chief of
the Jews together,” and to expound unto
them “ the kingdom of God, persuading
them concerning Jesus:” so in the
Epistle he writes (i. 16), “I am not
ashamed of the Gospel of Christ: for it
is the power of God unto salvation t.
every. one that believeth; fo #he few
Jirst, and also to the Greek.”

Again when he writes, * Oftentimes
I purposed to come unto you, that I
might have some fruit among you also,
even as among other Gentiles: I am
debtor both to the Greeks and to the
Barbarians” (i. 13, 14), it is clear that he
hopes to preach the Gospel to Gentiles
at Rome who had not yet heard it.

Within the Christian community itself
there were many various sections: Jews
of Palestine, some of whom, like Andro-
nicus and Junias, Paul’s kinsmen and
fellow-prisoners, were of note among the
Apostles in Jerusalem, and were also in
Christ before Paul himself (xvi. 7) : Jews
of the Dispersion, like Aquila of Pontus
and his wife Priscilla, Paul’s chosen dis-
ciples and devoted friends : proselytes of
Rome, now turned to Chmst: Gentile
Christians, of whom some, like the well-
beloved Epanetus the first-fruits of Asia
unto Christ (xvi. 5) had been St. Paul's
own converts; others, like Amplias,
Urban, Stachys, his helpers in Christ or
friends beloved in the Lord ; others again
unknown by face, whom yet he salutes
by name as “chosen in the Lord,” or
‘“ zpproved in Christ,” while of the great
majority he only knew that their faith
was spoken of throughout the whole
world.

§ 6. Occasion oF WRITING,

Dean Alford has justly observed that
in answering the question, with what
object was the Epistle written? critics
have not sufficiently borne in mind that
“ the occasion of writing an Epistle is one
thing,—#2e great object of the Epistle
itself, another.”

The distinction is in the present case
most appropriate, for while the deter-
mination of the main odject of the Epistle
is one of the most disputed problems of
modern criticism, the immediate occasion
of writing is clearly stated by the Apostle
himself. He had heard the faith of the
Roman Christians everywhere spoken of
(i 8), and for many years had felt a
longing desire to visit them (L rr; xv.
23)}: he had often definitely purposed
to do so (i. 13), and had been as often
(76 woMAd, xv. 22} hindered.

A year before, when at Ephesus, he
had purposed in the Spirit to go through
Macedonia and Achaia, and thence to
Jerusalem (Acts xix. zr), “ saying, After
I kave been there, T must also see Rome.”
He had completed that portion of his
journey which brought him nearest to
Rome, and was now turning back from
Corinth to the far East, going bound in
the Spirit to Jerusalem, and already fore-
seeing that danger awaited him there
from the unbelieving Jews (xv. 31). i

He still longs and hopes to see Rome
(i. 10), but already he is looking beyond
it to the distant West: Rome is to be,
as he hopes, a resting-place for brief
sojourn on his way to Spain (xv. 24, 28).

The cause of this change or extension
of his plan is not stated, but it probably
sprang from the great conflict of the
past year against Jews and Judaizing
Christians, the records of which are his
Epistles to the Corinthians and Gala-
tians. Hitherto he had preached the
Gospel everywhere to the Jews first, but
their general rejection of it was now an
estabiished fact (ix. 1; x. 3), over which
he mourned, but in which he saw an
intimation of God’s will that he should
now devote himself more exclusively to
his own sphere of Apostolic labour, and
go far off unto the Gentiles.
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His visit to Jerusalem with the alms
of the Gentiles might be perhaps in-
tended as a farewell token of his love
(Gal. ii. 10). - A considerable time must
elapse before he could reach Rome, and
then his stay must be short: an Epistle
would be useful for the present needs of
the brethren there, and by preparing the
way for his personal ministration would
render his short sojourn more profitable,

Pheebe, a servant or deaconess of the
Church in Cenchree, had business to
transact in Rome (xvi. 1), and to her
charge the Epistle would naturally be
entrusted. . :

§ 7. THE PURPOSE OF THE EPISTLE.

In comparing the Epistle to the

Romans with the Epistles addressed by
St. Paul to other Churches, we perceive
at once that it is distinguished from
them all as containing a more general
and systematic statement of Christian
doctrine. It is quite natural that this
most striking peculiarity should have
been the first object of attention to any
who were seeking to discover the chief
aim and purpose of the writing.
- In the Muratorian Fragment, which
contains the earliest extant catalogue of
the books of the New Testament,
written about 170 A.D,, the author thus
describes the four greater Epistles of
St. Paul : “ First of all he wrote to the
Corinthians forbidding party schism, next
to the Galatians forbidding circumcision ;
but to the Romans he wrote at greater
length concerning the plan of the
Scriptures, showing at the same time
that their foundation is Christ” (See
Hilgenfeld, ¢Einleitung in d. N. T.;
Pp. 88-107; Routh, ‘Rell. Sacr.”i. 394
5qq.; and Westcott on the Canon of
the New Testament, p. 241.)

We observe that this earliest of
Critics, while assigning to the Corin-
thiae and Galatian letters special motives
arising out of the particular circum-
stances of those Churches, attributes
none but a perfectly general didactic
purpose to the Epistie to the Romans,

Origen, in the preface to his Com-
mentary, notices the difficulty of the
Epistle, its indications of St. Paul’s

progress towards Christian perfection,
and the time and place of writing; but
not the purpose.

Chrysostom observes that St Paul
wrote to different Churches from dif-
ferent motives and on different subjects,
and finds the motive of this Epistle in
his desirerto embrace the whole world in
his ministry and to instruct the Romans,
 because saith he, of the grace that is
given !9 me of God, that I should be the
minister of Jesus Christ” (xv. 15).

Theodoret says that * the inspired
Apostle offers in this letter varied doc-
trine of all kinds.”

 (Ecumenius, after noticing the personal
introduction (i. 1-15), says ‘“for the
rest he makes his Epistle didactic.”

Luther says in his Preface to the
Epistle, that it “ contains in itself the
plan of the whole Scripture, and is a
most complete epitome of the New
Testament or Gospel, ‘which Gospel it
exhibits in the briefest and clearest
manner.”

Calvin writes: “The whole Epistle
is so systematic, that even the exordium
itself is composed according to the rules
of art.” He then gives an cutline of the
contents, in which he regards ¢ justifi-
cation by faith as the principal question
of the whole Epistle,” and the destiny
of Israel (ix.—xi) as a subordinate
subject,

The Epistle is described in like
manner by Melanchthon as a “ compen-
dium of Chrstian doctrine,” and by
Grotius as *addressed specially to the
Romans, but containing all the defences
(murnimenta) of the Christian religion, in
such wise that it well deserved that
copies should be sent to other Churches.”

Reicke in his Commentary on the
Epistle, p. 84, abides “ by the view that
the Epistle to the Romans is to be
regarded according to its wmalerial aim
as a universal, popular representation;
adapted to the time, of the necessity,
glory, and divine excellence of the
Christian method of salvation, with
reference to manifold objections espe-
cially of the old Theocracy, combined
with a brief exhibition of genuine
Christian feeling and conduct; but that
its formal aim must be held to be



i0

establishment in Christian faith and
Christian virtue.”

Tholuck also, in his earlier editions,
regards the design of the Epistle as
“ universal and nof founded on the peculiar
circumstances of the Roman Church.”

St. Paul, he thinks, undertakes an
exposition of the entire scheme pro-
jected by the Divine Being for the
salvation of mankind according as it is
revealed to us in the Gospel; and after-
wards, as an appendage to this, which is
the larger portion of the letter, proceeds
to the peculiar circumstances of the
Church, so far as they were known to
him.

Some of these statements are evi-
dently exaggerated; but we must not
on that account reject the truth which
they contain. The Epistle does not
“contain in itself a plan of the whole
Scripture,” nor is it “a complete epitome
of the Gospel”; for there are whole
provinces of revealed truth on which
it scarcely touches. The range of its
dogmatic teaching is rightly indicated in
Melanchthon’s question: “Is it not in
reality on the Law, on Sin, and on
Grace, that the knowledge of Christ
depends?” And when Tholuck writes
that St. Paul “ wished to show how the
Gospel, and the Gospel alone, fully
answers to the soul’s need of Salvation,
a need which neither Paganism nor
Judaism could satisfy,” we can accept
this representation as true in itself, but
not as a complete or sufficient account
of the whole purpose of the Epistle. It
is, as all must admit, more didactic,
methodical, and universal in its teaching
than most of St. Paul's Epistles; and no
statement of its purpose can be satis-
factory which does not give full import-
ance to this characteristic feature,
Baur himself regards the Epistle “as
a systematic work, dealing with a massive
body of thonght,” and contrasts it with
the Epistle to the Galatians, * the one
being the first sketch of a bold and
profound system as conceived in its
characteristic and essential features, the
other the completed system, developed
on all sides, and provided with all
necessary arguments and illustrations.”
(‘ Paul,’ 1. 309).

INTRCDUCTION.

But this dogmatic system is not the
only element that must be taken into:
consideration. What lies before us is
not a manual of Christian doctrine nor
a theological treatise, but a letter; and
itis of the very essence of a letter that
it arises out of special relations between
the writer and his readers, by which its
purpose is ih great measure determined.
In regard to this Epistle it has been too
lightly assumed that a special motive is
inconsistent with a general didactie
purpose. ‘

“The question,” writes M. Godet,
“gtands thus: If we assign a special
practical aim to the Epistle, we put
ourselves, as it seems, in contradiction
to the very general and quasi-systematic
character of its contents. If on the
contrary we ascribe fo it a didactic and
wholly general aim, it differs thereby
from the other letters of St. Paul, all
of which spring from some particular
occasion, and have a definite aim.”
(i. p. 8o). '

We cannot regard this as a correct
statement of the case: the supposed
dilemma is purely fictiious. There is
no necessary or natural opposition .
between a more general and a more
special purpose: the two become op-
posed only when it is arbitrarily assumed
that either of them is the complete and
exclusive purpose; and to suggest an.
opposition which has no real existence
is only to create an imaginary difficulty
for the sake of refuting it.

The real difficulty lies not in the
co-existence of a general and a special
purpose, but in determining the exact
nature of each, their respective limits
and mutual relations.

We pass on then to consider the views
of other interpreters who have en-
deavoured to discover the special cir-
cumstances which influenced the Apostle
in writing this Epistle, in other words to
determine its historical origin and
purpose. We have seen already in.
§ 5 that the Christians at Rome must.
have formed a community of diverse
elements drawn from various nations.and
creeds, in which we may well believe
that every variety of Christian thought
and feeling found a place. We have
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dléo seen that in comparison with St.
Paul’s other letters ¢ the great character
of the Epistle is its universality”
(Bishop Wordsworth).

But this very character of universality,
both in the letter and in the Community
to which it is addressed, makes it more
than usually difficult to determine the
mutual relations of the different classes
of Christians at Rome, and the special
motive and purpose of the letter,

Another circumstance which adds Yo
this difficulty is that St. Paul had not
yet been at Rome, and consequently we
have nane of those life-like pictures and
graphic strokes which set so vividly
before our eyes the inner life of those
Churches to which his earlier Epistles
were addressed, Thessalonica, Corinth,
and Galatia.

In such circumstances speculation
has free scope, and theories are more
easily formed than refuted. By exag-
gerating some features and disregard-
ing others, it is easy to give an air of
plausibility to very different views of the
prevailing - tendencies of thought and
practice in the Christian Community
at Rome,. and of the corresponding
purpose of the Epistle. :

There is however one historical cir-
cumstance to which a primaryimportance
is' almost universally conceded. The
great religious difficulty of the time was
unquestionably “the relation of Judaism
and Heathenism to each other, and of
both to Christianity ” {Baur, ‘ Paulus’ i,
316), and more especially the fact that
‘contrary, as it seemed, to God’s promises,
His chosen people were superseded by
Gentiles (p. 317). No one can read the
sections 1. 18—iv. and ix,—xi., without
perceiving that they have this as their
common subject, treated in differentways.

Olshausen, of whom Baur speaks
as exhibiting “the extreme point of
the purely dogmatic view” (p. 312)
finds in the Epistle to the Romans a
purely objective statement of the nature
of the Gospel, *grounded only on the
general  opposition  baween Jews and
Gentiles, and not on a more special
opposition in the Church itself between
Judaizing and non-Judaizing Christians ”
(‘ Commentary,’ p. 47} . :

II

This view, which is very similar to
De Wette’s, seems to eir .in insisting
that the general question of the opposite
relations of Jew and Gentile to the
Gospel is the omly historical ground
of the Epistle, and in allowing even to
this too little influence upon its main
purpose.

Baur, by whom their views are keenly
criticised, puts forward an entirely dif-
ferent theory, in support of which he is
obliged “to advance a view of the
occasionn and purpose of writing the
Epistle, which is radically different from
the common one ” (* Paul,’ i. 310).

Although Baur's theory has not been
accepted even by his own followers
without great and essential modifica-
tions, it has formed the starting point of
nearly all subsequent treatment of the
subject, and must therefore be at least
briefly examined.

(1) The three chapters ix.—xi. are “ the
germ and centre of the whole, from
which the other parts sprang; and we
should take our stand on these three
chapters in order to enter into the
Apostle’s original conception, from which
the whole organism of the Epistle was
developed, as we have it especially
in the frst eight chapters. For this
purpose we have first to examine the
contents of chapters ix.—xi.”

This assumption is by no means self-
evident. At first sight it would appear
at least more probable that to trace out
the Apostle’s line of thought correctly
we should follow the order in which he
has himself presented it : and if, in order
to understand his discussion ini. 17—viii.
39, any indication of the occasion and
purpose of his writing is necessary, it
must certainly be right to seek that
preliminary indication in i 8-16, rather
than in ix.—xi,

It is obvious also that by this mode of
interpretation Baur, the professed cham-
pion of historical criticism, has justly
incurred the charge brought against
him by Schott (p. 4), that he has entirely
ignored the historical method, and con-
structed the history out of his own dog-
matic interpretation.

(2) Thecontentsof ix.—xi. having been
briefly and fairly stated, Baur rightly
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concludes that the subject treated by
the Apostle “is both the relation of
Judaism and  Theathenism to each
other, and the relation of both to
Christianity ”  (p. 316). He adds,
“ It certainly appears that he cannot
have devoted so large a part of his
Epistle to answering this question with-
out some special outward reason prompt-
ing him to do so, such as may have
arisen out of the circumstances of the
Church af Rome.”

The words which we have emphasized
mark, as we believe, the prime fallacy of
Baur’s theory. He confuses the occasion
of the letter with its main objet: he
seeks a special and Jocal cause, when a
general one is needed : he fails to dis-
tinguish a reason for addressing the letter
to Rome, from the reason for writing a
full and systematic discussion of a great
question by which #ke whole Christian
Church was at that time agitated, and
which was and ever must be of the
deepest interest to all Christians alike.

{3) The error in principle, which we
have just noticed, leads to an ill-founded
and, as we believe, mistaken view of the
actual condition and circumstances of
the Christian Community at Rome.

“1 think,” he writes (L. 331), “we are
entitled to take it for granted that the
section of the Roman Church to which
the Epistle is addressed must have been
the preponderating element in the
Church ; and if this be so, then the
Church consisted mainly of Jewish
Christians,”

This being a point of chief importance
not only in estimating Baur’s theory, but
in forming any correct view of the
purpose of the Epistle, we must briefly
examine the evidence which bears
upon it

Ini. 2, 3 Baur thinks that “Old Tes-
tament ideas are studiously introduced,
which show that the Apostle had Jewish-
Christian readers in his eye when he
addressed himself to the composition of
the Epistle.”

That a portion of St. Paul's readers
were Jewish Christians is admitted by
all on much surer evidence than is
contained in these verses: but if the
introduction of Old Testament ideas is
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snpposed to prove that ‘the Jewish
Christians were the preponderating
element, it might as well be argued, on
the same ground, that the Churches of
Corinth and Galatia must have consisted
mainly of Jewish Christians. '

The meaning of the passage i. 5, 6
(& wdow rois &veaw, & ols éore Kai
Yuets xAqrot “Inood Xpiworod) is keenly
discussed.

It is claimed on the one side as
proving decisively that the majority of
the readers addressed were Jewish
Christians.

“Inrespect of the Jewish Christians, he
speaks of the universality of his calling ;
1t extended to all nations alike, and the
Jewish Christians of Rome were not
beyond its scope. In order to mest
the objection that he was an Apostle of
the Gentiles and had nothing to do with
Jewish Christians, he speaks of the Jews
as one people under the general term of
the #wy (the nations). He shows his
credentials with regard to the Jewish
Christians, to jusiify the Epistle which
he is going to write” (Baur, ‘Paul,’
L p. 333) . )

Volkmar (‘ Paulus Romerbrief, p.
141) supports the same view :

“1-14. Iseem indeed to be merely
a Gentile-Apostle, but through the
Christ have I been called to bring non-
Gentile Christians (Messianer} also to
the religious obedience which consists
in faith in Christ, and thereby to help
towards the establishment of peace even
m a Church which is a stranger to
peace.”

This view, untenable as it really is, has
unfortunately been attacked on the
wrong points.

The rendering “among all nations,”
which is that of our A.V., is not only
admissible, but in this context even
preferable to that which is proposed
instead of it, —*“ among all the Gentiles.”
See the note on the passage. Those
who, ike M. Godet, would affix to the
words “ a definite, restricted, and quasi-
technical sense, #4e nations in opposition
Zo the chosen pegple)” seem to forget that
they themselves acknowledge that there
were some Jewish Christians among the
readers addressed. Which meaning then
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of the word “nations” is most suitable
to the opening address, the natural
mezning which Includes all the readers
without distinction, or the technical
meaning which pointedly excludes a
portion of them?

An impartial student, who has no
@ priori theory to support, will be
disposed to admit that, in a letter ad-
dressed to a mixed community of Jewish
and Gentile Christians, St. Paul could
not possibly mean to exclude any by
words which might be so understood as
to include them all.

This comprehensive sense of the
words “ among all nations” is confirmed
by the true meaning of z. 6, “ dmong
whom are ye also [the] called of Jesus
Christ” Neither Baur ,nor his critics
have seen the true connexion between
this and the preceding verse. For while
it would be superfluous to inform
Gentiles as suc/ that they were included
“among all the Gentiles” (Godet), and
equally superfluous to inform Jewish
Christians that they as Jews were in-
cluded “among all the nations” (Baur),
it is neither superfluous nor irrelevant
to remind both Jewish and Gentile
Christians that their being already ‘“called
of Jesus Christ” is an actual proof that
they are included in the commission of
one who had received through Jesus
Christ Himself “ grace and apostleship for
obedience to the faith among all nations.”

The great mass of the Gentile world
was not as yet so called: the great mass
of the Jews had rejected the calling.
Thus the Apostle gracefully acknow-
ledges the position of privilege which
his readers had already attained, and
turns it into a proof of his right to
address them.

This meaning of . 6is well expressed
by M. Reuss: “et vous aussi, vous
vous trouvez dans ce nombre comme
appelés de Jésus-Christ.”

Another much disputed passage is
i 13, 14, “2hat I might Aave some fruit
among you also, even as among other
Gentiles)” where the last words are better
rendered “as among the rest of the
Gentiles.”

Here also Baur and Volkmar (p. 73)
assume that é&fveow means simply
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“ nations,” and draw the conclusion that
St. Paul “speaks of the Jews as one
people under the general term &wy.”
But we have not here the same emphatic
universality which in 2. § demands the
comprehensive sense “ al/ nations.”

Even if we admit that here also
é0vn may mean simply * nations” with-
out reference to the distinction between
Jew and Gentile, we are still far from
the conclusion that the Apostle has
any thought in his mind of the Jews as
a nation, or of Christians at Rome as
Jewish Christians, For the antithesis
must then have been “among you
(Jews), as among the rest of the nations” ;
whereas now it is clearly this— among
you (Romans}, as among the rest of the
nations.” Even with this sense of vy
therefore, the readers are regarded not
as Jewish Christians, but simply as
Romans.

However, we cannot but agree with
the great majority of both ancient and
modern interpreters (including among
the latter Meyer, Reuss, Weizsicker,
Godet, Davidson) that this passage, 2.
13, distinctly proves the Christian Com-
munity at Rome to have consisted mainly
of Gentiles. See note on the verse.

In connexion with these two passages
and the introduction of which they form
part (i 1-15), we must notice another
mistake into which many writers have
fallen in the eagerness of their opposi-
tion to Baur and hisschool. According
to these latter, St. Paul wishes “ to meet
the objection that he was an Apostle of
the Gentiles and had nothing to do
with Jewish Christians” (Baur, ‘Paul,’
P- 333)- _

“Paul the Apostle of the Messiah
Jesus wishes grace and peace to the
Church of God in the capital of the
World! I seem indeed to you to be
merely an Apostle of the Greeks, but I
am called by God Himself through
Jesus Christ, to preach the Gospel of
God’s Sen in the Spirit to ¢/ nations,
even Non-Hellenes, as ye Mosaic fol-
lowers of Messiah for the most part are”
{Volkmar, p. 1; compare p. 141).

“ Moreover he brings forward in new
forms of speech the universality of his
office as an Apostle for the obedience of
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faith among all nations. For he, who at
first had grounded his Apostolic claim
upon the fact that he was called by God
to be the Apostle of the Gentiles, as
Peter to be the Apostle of the Jews
(Gal. ii. 7), could now win the right to
send a letter of Apostolic preaching to
the Jewish Christians at Rome cnly in
such a form by bringing prominently
forward the universality of his com-
mission ” (Holsten, “ Der Gedankengang
des Romerbriefs,” 1n the ¢ Jahrbiicher fiir
protestantische Theologie,’ 1879, No. 1,
p. 101).

This representation of St. Paul as
having been hitherto exclusively an
Apostle of the Gentiles has been too
lightly accepted by those who seek to
draw from it an exactly opposite con-
clusion. It will be sufficient to quote as
an example of this view the words of
Weizsicker in his excellent article
“Upon the earliest Christian Church at
Rome” in the ¢ Jahrbiicher fiir deutsche
Theologie,” 1876, Part ii, p. 250: “ Here
it is not a question of the interpretation of
the word (fw) in itself merely. He
appeals to his own proper Apostolic
mission, consequently to his Gentile
Apostleship. By that alone the meaning
is at once decided beyond question. St,
Paul could not possibly express himself
as he does in this introduction to the
Epistle, if the Christians at Rome were
even but for the more part a Jewish
Christian Church. They belong to him
because he is a Gantile Apostle.  As such
hehas not to do with the circumcised, as is
shown by his conversation with Peter,
Gal. ii. 7, 8.”

We may confidently say that St. Paul
never took so limited and narrow a
view of his Apostleship as is implied in
the words which we have printed in
italics,. When he says that through
Jesus Christ he ‘“received grace and
apostleship for obedience to the faith
among all nations ” (2. 5), heis certainly
not thinking of the armrangement made
with St, Peter (Gal. ii. 7—g), but of that
Apostleship which was “nof of men,
neither by man, but By fesus Christ, and
God the Father, who raised him from the
deqd” (Gal. i 1), of that voice which
had said to Ananias, © Go thy way - for
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ke is @ chosen vessel unto me, to bear my
name before the Gentiles, and kings, and
the children of Israel” (Acts ix. 15), and
of the words of Ananias himself “ Tkou
shalt be his witness unto all men of what
thou hast seen and heard” (Acts xxil. 15).

It is true that each Apostle chose for
his missionary labours a special field, one
going wnto the heathen, another unto the
arcumcision (Gal, ii. 9); but as Apostles
they all dealt with all members of the
Churches, irrespective of their race,
knowing that “in Christ Jesus there is
neither few nor Gentile” (Gal. iii. 28).

To imagine St. Paul implying that
because he was an Apostle of the Gen-
tiles he had as such nothing to do with
the Jews, is to impute to him a thought
of which he was incapable, and one
which is directly opposed to his own state-
ments in various passages of this Epistle,
such as i 16, il. 9,1 19. The error
has in fact arisen from the very general
misinterpretation of his words in xi. 3,
which distinctly imply that he was nof
an Apostle of the Gentiles ozZy, but that
this was one part (ué), though doubtless
the chief part, of his office : see our note
on the passage, and Introduction to
1 Peter, § 3, note 3.

This same passage xi. I3 is misin-
terpreted in another respect by Baur,
P- 332.

The very fact that when the Apostle
turns to the Gentile Christians, he
makes it appear that he does so, and
addresses them specially (xi. 13-24)
shows that in the rest of the Epistle
he had Jewish much more than Gentile
Christians before his mind. The main
argument Dbeing concluded, they are
singled outas a part of the community,
they are addressed specially (Suiv yap
Méyw tots #veaw, xi. 13), and thus appear
as subordinate to the general body, in
addressing which no special designation
is required.” -

This bold stroke of interpretation
will not bear examination.

In the first place there is no turning
from a general body of readers to a
portion specially singled out. The
words ulv Tois #vecwr do not mean,
as Baur supposes,“ you the Gentile part
of my readers,” but “you my readers
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who are Gentiles”: see our note on
the passage, and compare Green, ¢ Gram-
mar of the N. T. Dialect,’ p. 199.

Throughout the whole section, ix.—xi.,
though so deeply interesting to every
ew, there is not the slightest indication
that St. Paul “had Jewish more than
Gentile Christians before his mind,” as
Baur asserts. Only once before in this
section are the readers described, and
then simply, as “brethren” (x. i.): they
are distinguished. throughout from the
Jews, of whom he speaks “as third
persons” (Meyer). He calls them “ my
brethren, #zy kinsmen according to the
flesh,” not ¢ owr brethren, our kinsmen,”
as would be natural if his readers were
for the most part Jéws.

Baur himself writes: “ The whole
section which concludes this part of the
Epistle, xi. 13-36, is ceértainly devoted
to the Gentile Christians : this is shewn
by the repeated dueis in v7. 28, 30,
31, and by the drift of the passage
#v. 15-29, when correctly understood.
But this section is of the nature of a
digression, and the argument then
returns to its proper object” {p. 333).
This concession is fatal : for no one who
has impartially studied the train of
thought in ix.—=xL and the close con-
nexion between ch. xi, and xii. 1, will be
easily persuaded that xi. 13-36 is 2 mere
digression or anything less than the
grand conclusion of the whole argument
upon the destiny of Israel, nor will
believe that the readers addressed in the
repeated {ueis in wv. 28, 30, 3z are
only a small Gentile fraction of the whole
body to whom the Apostle says in xii. 1,
“1 beeseech you therefore, brethren, by the
mercies gf God”: see the notes there.

Having now examined all the passages
specially alleged by Baur as proving
that the readers were for the most part
Jewish Christians, we must notice more
briefly a few other passages which may
be supposed to support the same view.

Inn. 17-39 it is too obvious to need
more than a passing remark that the
Jew so sternly and sarcastically addressed
cannot possibly be thought of as one of
the readers; nor is there any need to
dwell on Volkmar's strange notion that
the passage iii. 1-8 ‘“is a dialogue
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between the Jew iz the Jewish Christian
and the man who is slandered as wish-
ing to overthrow the Law that through
this evil good may come.”

In iv. 1, Abraham is called “our
Jather,” or “our forefather.” Does the
pronoun “oxr” imply, as is alleged, the
Jewish origin of the Christians of Rome ?
“Yes,” replies M. Godet, “if the trans-
lation were: owr father according to the
Sesh.”

M. Godet accordingly has recourse to
the forced and unsuitable connexion,
“ What shall we say that Abraham hath
found according to the flesh?”—and
gives to mpowdropa the sense of “spiri-
tual forefather.” There is however
nothing in the #mmediate context to
justify ‘such an anticipation of the
spiritual fatherhood of Abraham, which
first comes into notice in 7. 1r; and
without such anticipation the supposed
difficulty is not removed by the change
of construction.

The very simple explanation is that
the question is naturally put from the
standing-point of a Jew, whether St
Paul himself or an imaginary objector
is of no consequence. What else then
could he say than “our” forefather?
Speaking to Gentiles conceming the
Jews in general, a2 Jew would say, as St
Paul says in ix. 3, “my brethren, my
kinsmen according to the flesh” ; but-in
speaking of Abraham, or of Isaac, as 'in
ix. 16, no one Jew could separate
himself from his nation and say “my
forefather Abraham,” or “amy father
Isaac.”

Weizsicker (6. p. 259) puts the
question rightly: “In 1 Cor. x. 1 Paul
speaks of the Israelites in the wilderness,
and there calls them quite in the same
way ‘all our jfathers! But who would
thence wish to conclude, in spite of all
evidence to the contrary, that the Cor-
inthian Church was an especially Jewish
Christian one?” See our foot-note and
additional note on 1v. I.

In vii. 1 the Apostle writes “ Know
Ye not, brethren, (for 1 speak to them that
Fnow the law) &oc” and the parenthesis
is supposed to point to Jewish readers.
But Meyer’s answer is complete : “ Look-
ing to the close connexion subsisting
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between the Jewish and Gentite-Christian
portions of the Church, to the cus-
tom borrowed from the Synagogue of
reading from the Old Testament in
public, and to the necessary and essential
relations which Evangelical instruction
and preaching sustained to the O. T,
so that the latter was the basis from
which they started, the Apostle might
designate Ais readers generally as ywo-
oxovres [rov] véuov, and predicate of them
an acquaintance with the Law.” This
strong argument becomes even stronger,
when for the A. V. we substitute the
more correct rendering required by the
absence of the Article before ~uvd-
axovow and vépov: see foot-note on the
verse.

We may add that in the case of born
Jews a knowledge of the Law would
have been too much a matter of course
to require this special mention, which is
on the other hand perfectly natural in
the case of Gentile converts who had
not always known the law. Thus in
Galatians iv, 21, St. Paulasks, * 72/ me,
ye that desive fo be under the law, do ye
not kear the law ?” Vet who would infer
from this that the Galatian Churches
were of Jewish origin ?

Volkmar indeed ventures to say
(p. xi.) that in Rom. vii. 1 * born Hebrews
are directly addressed, as the root-stem
of the Church”: but we may confidently
reply, with Weizsicker (p. 259) that
“If anyone will lay stress upon this
expression, it speaks much more in
favour of Gentile than of Jewish readers.”

The passage xv. 14-16 is usually and
justly regarded as a clear proof that the
readers addressed were for the most part
Gentiles. Dr. Davidson does not admit
this (‘ Introduction to N. T. i 125):
“Here Paul announces himself the
minister of Jesus Christ to the Gentiles,
that the offering of the Gentiles might
be acceptable to God. But the context
does not necessarily limit the offering
of the Gentiles to that of the Koman
Christians, as is assumed.” This ob-
jection is quite beside the mark: it is
not assumed at all that the offering is
limited to Roman Christians: but it is
manifest that St. Paul justifies himself
.for writing boldly to the Romans on
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the ground that he is 2 minister of Christ
to the Gentiles. The conclusion  is
inevitable, that the readers thus addressed
were Gentiles,

This passage is treated in a different
way by the Tibingen critics, who re-
present it as an addition made by one
of the Pauline party at a later period to
remove or soften “the bad impression ”
made by the genuine Epistle upon a
Jewish Christian Church which was
already gajning pre-eminence over other
Churches,tand claiming another Apostle,
St. Peter, as its founder. See Baur,
¢ Paunlus,” pp. 355, 365. Apart, how-
ever, from this passage we have found
abundant evidence in that portion of the
Epistle of which the genuineness has
not been questioned, to prove that the
majority of the Christians at Rome, when
5t. Paul wrote to them, were not of Jewish
but of Gentile origin : and herewith we
have removed the corner-stone of Baur’s
own theory and many subsequent modi-
fications of it.

Without dwelling on these various
theories, we proceed to consider the
several historical circumstances, which
tend to throw light on the purpose of the
Epistle.

In doing this we cannot limit our
view, as Baur has done (p. 310), to the
special circumstances and doctrinal
tendencies of the readers addressed.
We must look also to the position of St.
Paul himself at this time in relation to
Rome, to Jerusalem, to the Gentile
Churches, to the whole course of his
Apostolic work, and to the great
questions which were at that time most
intimately connected with the truth of
the Gospel which he preached.

(2). It is universally admitted that
there were both Jewish and Gentile
Christians in the Roman Community,
From evidence furnished by the Epistle
we have concluded that the Jewish
clement was not predominant. Bp.
Lightfoot, who at one time admitted
“the existence of a large, perhaps pre-
ponderant, Jewish element in the Church
of the Metropolis before St Paul’s
arrival ” (‘ Philippians * p. 17), seems to
withdraw this opinion in a subsequent
essay in the ‘Journal of Philology,’ 1869,
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No. 4, p. 228: “St. Paul, if I mistake
not, starts from the fact that the Roman
Church stood on Gentile ground, and
that very large and perhaps prepondera-
ting numbers of its members were
Gentiles. This is his justification for
writing to them, as the Apostle of the
Gentiles. It never once occurs to him
that he Is intruding on the proviuce of
others.”

If the majority of the Roman Christ-
ians were, as we believe, of Gentile
origin, it may still be thought that they
had been subject for the most part to
Judaizing influences, and were strongly
prejudiced against St. Paul. M,
Renan insists that the Roman brother-
hood must have been founded and built
up by emissaries from Palestine. But
why should the Christianity of Rome
be due to Jerusalem solely, and not also
to Antioch and Corinth and Ephesus,
with which cities' communication must
have been even more frequent? Whyat
Rome alone should the Judaic element
be all-powerful and the Pauline insig-
nificant?” (Bp. Lightfoot, ‘Journal of
Philology,’ p. 289.)

There is in the whole Epistle only one
short reference to false teachers (xvi.
17—20), and in this, if the persons meant
were, as is assumed and that with great
probability, Judaizing adversaries of
St. Paul, we have a distinct proof, that
the teaching hitherto prevalent in the
community was not Judaistic but the
contrary, in the words * mark them whick
cause divisions and offences contrary fo
the dogtrine whick ye have learned” In
our notes on the passage we follow the
usual supposition that it was written, like
the rest of the Epistle, &efore St Paul's
smprisonment at Rome: but see the con-
cluding paragraphs of § 8.

Bleek has treated this point with great
clearness and moderation in his ¢ Intro-
duction to the N. T.) i 442: “The
Probability is that it (Christianity) was
Bot conveyed thither by any special or
Prominent teachers or missionaries sent
for the purpose, but that residents in
the city, Jews and Gentiles, became
acquainted with it and were converted
elsewhere, and upon their return made
converts among their friends.  This may
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Lhave been the case especially with
many Jews who either were driven from
Rome by the edict of Claudius, and
when this edict was forgotten or revoked,
returned again, or went to reside there
for the first time. They may have been
converted to Christianity par#ly by St
Paul's preaching, or by that of his com-
panions or in some of the Churches
planted by him, and pger#y in other
places, e. g in Jerusalem itself.”

We know beyond doubt thatdifferences
of belief and practice existed in Rome as
in other Churches. One class would not
eat flesh nor drink wine (xiv. 2, 21) lest
they should be defiled (2. 14), and also
observed certain days as more holy than
others (. 5); while another class re-
garded all kinds of food, and all days,
alike. These were inclined to despise
the former as superstitious, the former to
condemn them as profane (zz. 3, 10).
Bp. Lightfoot thinks that the asceticism
here described may possibly be due to
Essene influences (¢ Colossians,’ p. 169),
while Baur asserts that the ¢haracteristics
“are such as are found nowhere else but
with the Ebionites.” The rigid obser-
vance of the Sabbath and other holy
days, and extreme simplicity in eating
and drinking, were common to both
Essenes and Ebionites. Baur confesses
that there is no express statement that
the Ebionites abstained from wine.

Of the Essenes Josephus (¢ Bell. Jud.’
ii. 8, 5) thus writes: “ When they have
taken their seats quietly, the baker sets
loaves before them in order, and the
cook sets one dish of one kind of food
before each.” The word “food ” (eopa,
‘pulmentum’) does not exclude flesh
(Plato, ¢ Timaeus,’ 73, A), and there is
no mention of abstinence from wine
either here, or as we believe in any
of the other notices of the Essenes by
Josephus (¢ Vita,” z; ‘Ant’ xiil. 3, 9,
xviii. 1, 5), or by Philo Judaeus (* Quod
omnis probus liber, xii, xiil.; Fragm.
apud Euseb. ¢ Praepar. Evang.’ viil. 8).

There is however a description of the
Therapeutae, a Jewish sect whom Philo
distinguishes from the Essenes (‘Vita
Contempl.’ iv.), which combines all the
characteristic scruples mentioned by St.
Paul : “ They cat nothing of a costly

B
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chatacter, but plain bread and a season-
ing of salt which the more luxurious
of them do further season with hyssop :
and thelr drink is water from the
spring.”

In another passage (ib. ix.) he says,
in describing their feasts, “ wine is not
introduced, but only the clearest water;
cold water for the generality, and hot
water for those old men who are accus-
tomed to a luxurious life, And the
table too bears nothing which has blood,
but there is placed upon it bread for
food and salt for seasoning, to which
also hyssop is sometimes added as an
extra sauce for the sake of those who are
delicate in their eating.”

These Therapeutae were numerous in
Egzypt, but were also met with in various
places, in Greece and in the country of
the Barbarians (74. iil.).

It is thus quite clear from contem-
porary evidence that ascetic practices,
such as St. Paul describes, were in his
time common among the religious Jews,
and not unlikely to be adopted by Jewish
Christians : while from the tone in which
St. Paul speaks of these brethren weak
in faith, we may safely infer that they,
7, ¢ the Jewish Christians, were a min-
ority both in numbers and influence,
whose conscientious scruples should be
treated with kindness and forbearance.
They did not put themselves forward
“in an aggressive anti-Pauline attitude :
they were men not of hostile, but only
of prejudiced minds, whose moral con-
sciousness lacked the vigour to regard
a peculiar asceticism as unessential”
(Meyer).

In the desire to abate the dissension be-
tween these two classes, we see a sufficient
motive for one portion of the Epistle
(xiv.—xv. 13), but no sufficient ground
for the great doctrinal argument which
precedes (i. 18—xi.). In other words #4¢
main purpose of the Epistle is neither a
polemic against Jewish Christians nor
an attempt to reconcile Jewish and
Gentile believers, occasioned by the local
circumstances and special tendencies of
the Christian Community at Rome.

(5:) Another important point in re-
ference to the motive of the Epistle is
St. Paul’s own position at this time with
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regard to Rome and other Gentile
Churches.

His earnest desire to visit Rome
(i. 10-15, xv. 22-24) formed part of a
great plan of carrying the Gospel into
the distant regions of the West, It is
acknowledged even by those who doubt
the authenticity of Rom. xv. that the
design here mentioned may well have
been entertained by the Apostle, and
that the mention of it is in fact an
argument for the genuineness of the
passage. ‘There is no historical evidence
(unless it be the much disputed and
doubtful phrase. é&ri 76 Téppa 195 Sboews
éAddv in the Epistle of Clement of
Rome, ¢Cor” v.) that St, Paul ever
visited Spain: and though it is not
at all improbable that he may have
entertained a purpose which he was
never able to accomplish, it is in the
highest degree incredible that a forger
should think of iwvenfing for him a
design which did not correspond with
any known event in his life, Compare
Baur (‘ Paulus,’ p. 180), Lucht (p. 192)
Hilgenfeld /p. 486).

In this design then we find one chief
cause of the Apostle’s earnest desire
to visit Rome. His work in the East,
so far as it required his personal presence,
was accomplished : he had preached the
Gospel “from Jerusalem and round
about unto Illyricum.” Jerusalem itself,
Damascus, Caesarea, Tarsus, *“the regions
of Syria and Cilicia” (Acts ix. 19~30;
Gal. i 21; 1. 1, 2) are all naturally
included in the general phrase which
describes the extent of his early labours
in the East, “ Jerusalen: and round about.”
Quite recently he had paid a second
visit to Macedonia and ¥ Aad gone over
those parts” (Acts xX. 2), passing so far
to the West as to reach Illyricum, which
borders upon Macedonia (Paley's ¢ Horae
Paulinae,” Ch. ii. No. 4).

Never before had he been so near to
Rome, and now that his mind was full
of the great design of carrying the
Gospel beyond Rome itself into those
far regions of Western Europe, where
Christ was not yet named (xv. 20; 2
Cor. x. 15, 16}, he had the strongest
motives for formmg more intimate re-
lations with ‘the Christians at Rome,
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motives quite independent of the internal
condition of their Community. His
keen eye could not but discern the vast
importance of securing a base of opera-
tions in the Capital of the Western
world. Hence in part his fervent desire
to visit Rome, hence also a motive for
writing this Epistle in order to secure at
once the sympathy and help of his
brethren there. We may admit with
Bleek (p. 445) that St. Paul “discerned
the great importance of the Church in
such a centre, and of the tendencies
which it adopted, as influencing the
Church of Christ at large, and how
desirable it was that the Christians there
should not be disturbed and rent asunder
by internal disputes and party strifes.”
It was natural that the Apostle, being
unable at once to visit Rome, should
gladly take an opportunity of sending by
Pheebe “ a letter containing his Apostolic
instructions and exhortations’ (Bleek).
The reality of this motive cannot be
doubted, though its importance may
be exaggerated: it accounts for St. Paul's
writing to Rome, though not for his
writing so remarkable an Epistle: we
cannot, with Schott, find here the key
to unlock the whole meaning and purpose
of the Epistle,

(c.) Another historical circumstance
mentioned in the Epistle is St. Paul's
intended journey to Jerusalem: when
this intention is first announced at
Ephesus (Acts xix. z1) it is connected
with the desire to visit Rome. What
then was the motive which urged the
Apostle, in spite of warnings and
prophecies and his own forebodings of
danger (Acts xx. 22, 23, 28; xx1 4,
11-14), to persist in his resolution to go
up to Jerusalem? It was evidently the
desire to vindicate himself against the
calumnies of the Judaizing adversaries
who  had so maliciously assailed his
character, denied his Apostolic authority,
and hindered his work in the Churches
of Corinth and Galatia. These adver-
saries were not Jewish Christians of the
ordinary type, much less were they the
authorised agents of the original Apostles:
they were the same bigoted and uncom-
Promising partisans of the circumcision,
of whom we read at an earlier period
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(Acts xi. 2, 3) that they contended with
Peter, * saying, Thou wentest in 10 men
uncircumcised, and didst eat with them.”
And was there not cause for St. Paul to
fear that these bitter enemies would stir
up strife in Rome and try to frustrate
his labour in the West, as they had
already in the East? This fear would be
most naturally suggested by the Apostle’s
very recent experience at Corinth.
There he had won a hard victory over
those “ overgreat Apostles” (2 Cor. xi.
5; xil 11) who were nothing else than
“ false Aposties, deceitful workers, trans-
Jorming themselves into {the) Apostles of
Christ” (2 Cor. xi. 13): their slanders
had reached the ears of the many
thousands of Jewish believers in Jeru-
salem: they might even raise a prejudice
against him in the minds of the true
Apostles, and of James and the elders of
the Church. His personal presence and
report of what “ God hed wrought
among the Gentiles by his ministry,”
supported by the testimony of the
faithful brethren who accompanied him,
and by the substantial proof which they
carried with them of the goodwill of
the Gentile Churches towards the poor
Saints at Jerusalem, would remove the
unjust suspicions of Jewish converts
assembled from all parts for the feast at
Jerusalem, and win fresh confidence and
sympathy for the Apostle himself in
entering upon his new sphere of mis-
sionary work in Western Europe. If
such were the Apostle’s motives for
undertaking the perilous journey to
Jerusalem, it can hardly be doubted that
this Epistle, written at the same time,
was due, in part at least, to the same
desire to repel the false accusations of
Judaizing opponents, to conciliate the
goodwill of Jewish Christians in general,
and to promote in Rome and else-
where a closer union between Jewish
and Gentile believers.

(4.) But when we examine the record
of St. Pauls life at this period, we find
that his most dangerous and deadly
enemies were not Jewish Christians, nor
even Judaizing teachers, but unbelicving
Jews. . '

In the terrible catalogue of sufferings
written a few months before his Epistle

B 2
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to the Romans, he tells of perils &y Zis
own countrymen, as well as by Heathen
and false brethren; he tells also how ¢f
the Jews five times he had received
forty stripes save one (2 Cor. xi).
If we turn to St. Luke’s narrative we
find the Apostle in Ephesus sparing no
effort, shrinking from no danger, in
preaching to Ais brethren according to
the flesh and “ persuading the things
concerning the kingdom of God”
Driven after three months from the
Synagogue in which, as Dr. Farrar in-
geniously conjectures, some of those five
scourgings had been patiently endured,
he still continued by the space of two
years preaching doth to Jews and Greeks
the word of the Lord Jesus (Acts xix.
8-10).

Again, within a few weeks after
writing to the Romans, he reminds the
Ephesian elders at Miletus of tempta-
tions which, as they knew, had befallen
him “éy the lying in wait of the Jews”
In Jerusalem itself the ““donds and
a@ictions” which awaited him (xx. 23)
came, as had been foreseen, not from
Judaizing Christians but from fanatic
& Jeaws whick were of Asia” (xxi. 11, 27).

It is evident that dissensions within
the Churches between Jewish and
Gentile Christians were but a faint re-
flection of the bitter and unceasing
enmity with which St. Paul was pursued
by the unbelieving Jews : and thus it is
in the great conflict between * 2ke Jewrs’
religion” and the Gospel of Christ, that
we find the true cause and purpose of
that great doctrinal treatise (1. 18—x1.),
which forms the main subject of the
Epistle, well described by Baur as “the
relation of Judaism and Heathenism
to each other, and of both to Christ-
ianity.”

1f then we remember the distinction
formerly noticed between the owasion
of writing, and the main purpose of the
Epistle, the former may be referred
to the personal circumstances of the
Apostle, and his relation to the Christ-
ian Community at Rome; while in
the local circumstances and special
tendencies of that community we may
discover both the ocasion and purpose of
cerlain subordinate portions of the letter
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(i. 1-16, xil.—xv ;) but as the main pur-
Pose of the whole Epistle we can acknow-
ledge nothing less comprehensive than
the desire of the Apostle, at a momentous
crisis in his own life’s work and in the
history of the whole Church of Christ,
to set forth a full and systematic state-
ment of those fundamental principles of
the Gospel, which render it the one true
religion for all the nations of the earth,
and meet especially those deepest wants
of human nature, which Judaism could
not satisfy, righteousness in the sight of
God, and deliverance from the power
of sin and death.

In chapters ix.—xi, we have no mere
historical appendix or corollary, but an
intensely earnest and practical applica-
tion of the principles previously dis-
cussed to the great religious difficulty of
the time, the rejection of the Gospel by
the mass of the Jewish nation, and the
acceptance of the Gentiles in their place
as the chosen people of God.

§ 8. INTEGRITY OF THE EPISTLE.

Under this head we have to con-
sider two questions which depend in
part on the same evidence: Is the
doxology (xvi. 25—27) genuine? Do
chapters xv. and xvi. belong wholly,
or in part, or not at all to this Epistle ?

The origin and nature of these
questions will be best explained, if we
begin with the testimony of the early
fathers.

I. TERTULLIAN, writing A.D. 207-2I0
against Marcion’s “ Anfitheses] or Con-
tradictions between the Old and New
Testaments, says (@dz. Mare. v. 13):
“ What great gaps Matcion made especi-
ally in this Epistle (to the Romans) by
expunging whatever he would, will be
clear from the unmutilated text of our
own copy. Some passages however,
which ought according to his plan to
have been expunged, he overlooked :
and it is enough for my purpose to
accept these as instances of his negli-
gence and blindness.”

In his subsequent argument Ter-
tullian quotes no passage from chapters
xv.—xvi, and refers to xiv. 10-13 as
being at the close of the Epistle (“in
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clausuld ”): but as he uses only such
passages as Marcion had retained, this
only tends to prove that the last chapters
were wanting, not in his own copy, but
in Marcion’s.

In the treatise on Baptism, ch. xvii.,
Tertullian refers to the ‘Acts of Paul
and Thecla’: now in that fiction there
is frequent mention of a certain Try-
phaena, who though living at Antioch in
Syria is evidently connected with Rome,
being called the kinswoman of Cesar.
There can be little doubt that this name
Tryphaena has been taken, like other
names in the same work, Onesiphorus,
Demas, and Hermogenes, from St. Paul’s
Epistles. Hence it follows that Rom.
xvi. was known, if not to Tertullian
himself, at least to an earlier writer
whom he quotes.

It must however be admitted that in
Tertullian's other works no clear re-
ference to these chapters has been
found, though all the other chapters are
frequently quoted.

The case is the same with IRENEUS
and CyPRrIaN, except that Cyprian fails
also to quote from Rom, iv.

But this argument from silence is
worthless, as may be easily shown from
the parallel case of 1 Cor. xvi.

Cyprian quotes from every other
chapter, about 101 times in all ; Irenaus
quotes every other chapter except
xiv,, about seventy-seven times in
all: yet neither Irenzus nor Cyprian
appears to have ever quoted 1 Cor. xvi
Tertullian, in his work against Marcion,
quotes every other chapter of r Cor,,
I2g times in all, yet never refers to ch.
Xvi : in his other works there are more
than 300 quotations from the Epistle,
Including every chapter except xvi., from
which there is possibly one quotation,
though we have failed to verify Tischen-
dorf’s reference ¢ Pudicitia,’ 14.

Whien therefore Lucht concludes from
this silence that it is possible that
Tertullian, Cyprian,and Irenzus had no
knowledge of Rom. xv., xvi, we may
reply, It i1s equally possidle and neither
more nor less prodable, as far as this
silence is concerned, that the same
fathers had no knowledge of 1 Cor. xvi.

A more probable explanation is that
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Irenzus and Cypran, using only such
passages as suited their own immediate
purpose, ltke Tertullian in his treatise
against Marcion, found no occasion to
refer to Ronw xv.,, xvi. In fact these
chapters, like 1 Cor, xvi, are in great
measure made up of personal matters.
interesting chiefly to the Apostle and
his immediate correspondents at Rome.

CLEMENT OF ALEXANDRIA quotes
passages from both chapters frequently,
and describes them as belonging to the
Epistle to the Romans, without the least
apparent consciousness that this could
possibly be doubted.

ORIGEN. A most important though
much disputed testimony to the genuine-
ness of these chapters is found in
Origen’s Commentary upon the Epistle
(* Opera,” tom. vii. p. 453, Lommatzsch ;
tom. iv. p. 687, ed. Ben.}. After quoting
the Doxology (xvi. 25-27) in its usual
place at the end of the Epistle, Origen

proceeds :
“Marcion, who tampered with the
writings of the Evangelists and

Apostles, entirely took away this para-
graph ; and not this only, but also from
that place where it is written, Whatso-
ever is not of faith is sin (xiv. 23), right
on to the end, he cut all away (cuncta
dissecuit). But in other copies, that is,
in those which have not been corrupted
by Marcion, we find this very paragraph
differently placed. For in some manu-
scripts after the passage above mentioned,
Whatsoever is not of faith is sin, there
follows in immediate connexion (statim
coherens), Now wunto him that is of
power lo stablish you: but other manu-
scripts have it at the end, as it is now
placed.”

This passage from Origen does not
prove, as some have inferred, that
Marcion regarded the Doxology in
particular as spurious, nor that he ap-
pealed to earlier MSS. as omitting it,
nor that Origen found it emitted in any
other MSS. besides those which had
been mutilated by Marcion.

It does prove that Origen knew of
copies eorrupted by Marcion, which
omitted all after the last verse of ch. xiv,

It implies that, as far as Origen knew,
(Lucht, p. 39) no otker MSS, omifted the
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Doxology, but some placed it between
xiv. and xv.

Thus we have evidence of a diversify
of position before Origen’s time, and
regarded by him as independent of
Marcion’s mutilated copies. But we
have no evidence of omission before
Marcion, who was at Rome propagating
his views about A.D. 138-140. He
probably disliked St. Paul's statements
concerning the use of the Old Testament
in xv. 4, 8, and possibly may have found
an existing diversity of position to afford
a pretext for his omission of xv., xvi.

We may further observe that when
Marcion is said to have expunged and
cut away (‘abstulit; ¢dissecuit’) the
two chapters and the Doxology, it is
clearly implied that these were genuine
portions of St. Paul's Epistle omitted first
by Marcion,

That this was the opinion of Origen
himself, not merely of his translator
Rufinus, is admitted and proved by
Lucht himself {p. 36): and Origen’s
judgment may well be preferred to
Lucht's baseless conjecture (adopted
from Baur, ¢Paulus, p. 350) that
Marcion may have omitted the two
chapters because they were not written
by St. Paul, but added by a forger
(Lucht, p. 41).

II. From the testimony of the early
fathers we pass to that of the existing
MSS.

(a) Chapters xv., xvi., are not omitted
in any known MS.

(%) The Doxology {xvi 25-27) is
variously placed, repeated, or omitted.

(1) Itis placed atthe end of xvi,, and
only there, in R, B, C, D, E, {, Vulg,
Syriac (Schaaf), Memph., Aeth., and the
Latin fathers. The cursive MS. 66 after
the éugv of 2. 24 puts Tédes, to mark
the end of the Epistle, but then adds
the Doxology, and has in the margin
this note: “In the ancient copies the
end of the Epistle is here (i e after
the Apostolic benediction, ©. 24), but the
rest (4 e the Doxology) is found at the
end of the 14th chapter.”

(2) Itis found at the end of xiv., and
there only, in L, most cursives, the
Greek lectionaries, Syr. (Harclean), and
Greek Commentators, except Origen.
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(3) Itis foundin both places in A, P,
17, Arm,

{4) It is omitted in both places in
F, G; but in Fa blank space is left in the
Greek after xvi. 24, and the correspond-
ing space in the Latin (f) is occupied by
the Doxology; while in G a blank
space is left in the Greek, and conse-
quently in the interlinear Latin, between
xiv. and xv.

(¢) In many manuscripts of the Latin
Bible, especially codex Amiatinus, and
Fuldensis, both of the 6th century, there
is a division into sections (capitulatio)
marked by numbers in the text, and a
prefixed table of contents with corre-
sponding numbers, in which the subject
of each section is briefly described.

The soth section in the Codex Amia-
tinus *“ On the peril of one who grieves
his brother by his meat,” corresponds
with xiv. 15-23 : But the next and last
section, “ On the mystery of the Lord
kept secret before His passion, but after
His passion revealed,” answers to
nothing else in the remainder of the
Epistle except the Doxology. It is
therefore a natural conclusion that this
capitulation was first adapted to a Latin
MS. in which the Doxology was placed
immediately after xiv. 23 and xv., xvi.
omitted. On these capitulations see Bp,
Lightfoot, ¢ Journal of Philology,” 1871,
No. 6, pp. 196—203.

(Z) In one MS. {G) all mention of
Rome in the Epistle is wanting,

In i 7 for rois odow & ‘Pduy dyamy
Tols Beot, we find in G, 7ols olow é&v dydmy
®eo3, the Latin (g) corresponding.

In i 15 the words 7ois & ‘Pduy are
omitted in G and g.

One cursive manuscript (47) has a
marginal note that some one, apparently
an ancient commentator, “makes no
mention of the words & “Pduy either in
the interpretation or in the text.”

In this evidence ¢ the statement of
Origen respecting Marcion (confirmed
by the incidental expression of Ter-
tullian), the absence of quotations in
several early fathers, and the capitula-
tion (or capitulations) of the Latin
Bibles,” Bp. Lightfoot writes, *“we have
testimony various, cumulative, and (as it
seems to me) irresistible, to the existence
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of shorter copies of the Epistle, contain-
ing only fourteen chapters with or without
the doxology, in early times.”

“ The theory, by which' I sought to
combine and explain these facts, was
this ; that St. Paul at a later period of
his life re-issued the Epistle in a shorter
form with a view to general circulation,
omitting the last two chapters, oblitera-
ting the mention of Rome in the first
chapter, and adding the Doxology, which
was no part of the original Epistle ”
( Journal of Ph.’ 1871, No. 6, p. 203).

The theory was subjected to a friendly
but keen and searching criticism by Pro-
fessor Hort (‘ Journal of Ph.’ 1870, No. 5),
and defended in the following number
by Bp. Lightfoot.

It is almost needless to say that the
views of both writers are set forth with
consummate skill, and the three papers
are of greatand permanent value to every
student of the Epistle. i

Professor Hort tries to prove, but as
we venture to think unsuccessfully, that
‘Marcion (as represented by Origen in
the original reading of his comment)

omitted only the Doxology, and not the:

two whole chapters: he attaches no
great importance to the absence of quo-
tations in Tertullian, Irenzus, and
Cyprian : and thinks that the Doxology
may have been transferred from the end
of the Epistle to the position which it
now holds in some Greeck MSS., after
xiv. 23, because chapters xv., xvi, were
not much used in the Church lessons,
“and yet some Church, for instance that
of Alexandria, may have been glad to
rescue the striking Doxology at the end
for congregational use by adding. it to
some neighbouring lesson . . ., Scribes ac-
customed to hear it in that connexion
In the public lessons would half mechani-
cally introduce it into the text of St.
Paul (7. e after xiv. 23) . .. Then in the
course of time it would be seen that St.
Paul was not likely to have written the
Doxology twice over in the same epistle,
and it would be struck out in one place
or the other” (p. 72).

This alternative hypothesis is rejected
by Bp. Lightfoot as “devoid alike of
evidence and probability,” He main-
tains -that the capitulation of the codex
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Amiatinus has no trace of being intended
for lectionary use (p. 202), that it was
framed originally for a short copy of the
Old Latin, yet maintained its ground as
a common mode of dividing the Epistle,
until it was at length superseded by the
present division into sixteen chapters in
the latter half of the 13th century.”

Bp. Lightfoot upholds his theory
simply as “the most probable explana-
tion of the facts, until a better is sug-
gested” (p. 194): and it is certainly
less difficult to suppose that St. Paul
himself at a later period of his life
adapted the letter in a shortened form
to general circulation (p. 214), than to
accept M. Renan’s complicated theory
of four or five original editions addressed
to different Churches, all at last brought
together and compounded into our
present Epistle.

But even this hypothesis of a shorter
recension issued by the Apostle himself,
put forth at first by Riickert and since
so ably advocated by Bp. Lightfoot, seenis
to involve some serious difficulties.

(1) The capitulations are supposed to
have been formed originally from a Latin
copy of the Epistle ending with ch. xiv. :
yet no other trace whatever of such an
abbreviated Latin codex now exists.

(z) If the abbreviated recension were
made by St. Paul himself, and the
Doxology added to it, and this at Rome,
as Bp. Lightfoot suggests (p. 2714), it is
strange and almost unaccountable that
no copy of this genuine abbreviated re-
cension has been preserved, and that no
known Latin codex contains the slightest
trace of the position of the Doxology
after xiv. 23. The blank space in the
Latin, corresponding to that in the
Greek of G proves nothing, as the Latin
is interlinear.

(3) The assumption that the Doxology
was originally placed after ch. xiv., and
thence transferred to the end of the
Epistle, is opposed to the evidence of
the primary Uncials, 8 B, C, of
Origen’s express statement concerning
Marcion, of all Latin MSS,, and of the
Latin fathers ; these all agree in placing
the Doxology at the end of the Epistle,
and there only.

(4) When St. Paul is represented as
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converting his original Fpistle to a
new purpose by * omitting the last two
chapters, obliterating the mention of
Rome in the first chapter, and adding
the Doxology,” the process seems hardly
in keeping with the truthful simplicity
of the Apostle’s character. There is
truth in what Meyer says on this point :
“ Riickert's conjecture, that Paul himself
may have caused copies without the local
address to be sent to other Churches,
assumes a mechanical arrangement in
Apostolic authorship, of which there is
elsewhere no trace, and which seems
even opposed by Col. iv. 16.”

(5) Bp. Lightfoot suggests (p. 213)
that Marcion, who is known to have
resided for many years in Rome, may
have fallen in with a copy of the short
Recension, and welcomed it gladly.

When we take into consideration
Origen’s express statement that Marcion
himself expunged and cut away the last
two chapters, it seems much more
probable that the incomplete documents,
from which the Capitulations were
framed, were nothing else than copies
of Marcion’s own mutilated text, with
the Doxology added. A mutilated
Recension, known to be the work of an
arch-heretic, was much more likely to
have disappeared altogether, than an
abbreviated Recension known as the
genuine work of St. Paul himself.

(6) If, as Origen states, Marcion
mutilated the Epistle by cutting off
chapters xv., xvi. entirely, he would have
a motive for removing é “Péuy also in
L 7, 15: for a letter addressed by St.
Paul to the Christians at Rome, in
whoin he was so deeply interested, could
not possibly end so abruptly as at
xiv. 23, without 2 single allusion to his
own personal state or theirs, without a
single greeting, without even his usual
Apostolic Benediction. Marcion there-
fore is much more likely than St. Paul
to have obliterated the mention of Rome
in the 1st chapter.

Another possible explanation is sug-
gested by Meyer, that “perhaps some
Church, which received a copy of the
Epistle from the Romans for public
reading, may jfor feir own parficular
Clurch-use have deleted the extraneous
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designation of place, and thus individual
codices may have passed into circulation
without it.” Volkmar adopts a similar
explanation (p. 74).

But on this supposition we ‘should
expect to find some of the Lectionaries
omitiing the words, whereas they all,
apparently, contain them.

On the whole we cannot but admit
the force of Lucht’s conclusion (pp.
65, f) that if the Doxology was written
by St. Paul himself, its original place
must have been at the end of the
Epistle, and not after xiv. 23.

(¢) The Benedictions, According to
the received Text there are three con-
cluding formul, the Apostolic Benedic-
tion at xvi. 20 (7 xdpts «. 7. A), the same
Benediction repeated at xvi. 24, and the
Doxology.

The Benediction at xvi. 2o is un-
doubtedly genuine, being omitted only
in those MSS. (D F G) which also omit
the Doxology at the end, and leave the
Benediction at xvi. 24 as the conclusion
of the Epistle, the motive of these
changes evidently being to reduce the
Epistle to the accustomed form.

The Benediction at xvi. 24 is omitted
in the chief uncials (8 A B C), in Amiat.
Fuld. and other MSS. of the Vulgate, in
the Coptic and Aethiopic Versions, and
in Origen.

It is found in this placein D, F, G, L,
37, 47, the Vulgate (Demid. Tol. and
other codices), the Syriac (Harclean),
and the Gothic, and in most of the
Greek Commentators, It is put after the
Doxology in P, 17, Syriac (Schaar), Arm.
Aeth.

Upon this evidence the Benediction
at xvi. 24 is rejected by Lachmann,
Tregelles, and in his last edition (8) by
Tischendorf. Bp. Lightfoot, and Pro-
fessor Hort reject it, but it is retained
by Mever, Fritzsche, Lange, Hofmann,
Lucht (p. 82), Hilgenfeld (* Einleit” p,
326), Reuss, Volkmar, as well as by
older interpreters generally. The ques-
tion therefore of its genuineness must be
regarded as still under discussion.

QOur own belief is that the Benediction
is genuine in both places, and that in
2. 2o it forms the conclusion of a later
letter to the Church at Rome, of which
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the fragment v2. 3—20 became incorpo-
rated with Romans. We thus account
at once for the seeming repetition of the
Benediction at 7. 24, and also see a

motive for its omission there in so many
good MSS, there being no other example
of such repetition.

IIT, INTERNAL EVIDENCE,

(a.y The Doxology. Objections to
the genuineness of the Doxology drawn
from its special character are directed
either against its form, its phraseology,
or its ideas.

(1) ZkeForm. Itisalleged that the be-
ginning and the end (v 8¢ vaap.cvw Upds
ompifar . . . . povy oodps Bep dia 'Iyood
Xpeorod, § 9 8t k. )\) show that
there is a mixture of two different forms
of Doxology. The whole difficulty lies
in the superfluous Relative (@), and its
position. This relative is omitted in
the Vatican Codex and two cursives
(33, 72), in f, the Latin of F, in Schaaf’s
Syriac, and by Origen (or Rufinus) in
his commentary on the passage. Dr.
Hort {‘ Journal of Philol.” No. 5, p. 57)
thinks that ¢ ¢ is probably an intrusion,
notwithstanding the presumption in
favour of an irregular construction.”
Godet thinks that when St. Paul began
the sentence, he did not mean it to end
thus—*“to him be glory "—but with
some such thought as—*“to him I com-
mend you” (ovviorym uds, Glockler).

He adds “ We give glory to him who
#as done the work ; but in regard to him
who s able to do 1t we look to him to do
it, we claim his help, we express our
confidence in him and in his power.”
But this reasoning is at once refuted by
a gIa.nce at Eph. iii. 2o, 7§ 8¢ Svvapéry
.o abrd 1] défe . . A

Meyer joins &iux 'Inood Xpierot with
codd, “ God who through Jesus Christ
has shown himself the only wise,” the
object of this harsh connexion being to
avmd the supposed necessity of referring
¢ to the person last mamed, Jesus
Chnst, and so ascribing the glory to
Him. This necessity is neither more
nor less than in Heb. xiii. z1; 1 Pet. iv.
11, where see the notes.

Ewald translates as if the order were
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& 8w 'L X. % 8éfa, and supposes this
natural order to have been changed for
the sake of throwing an empha51s on
“ through Jesus Christ.”

We can accept his translation as
rightly expressing what St. Paul meant,
but not his explanation of the unusual
order, which is the main difficulty.

Upon the whole we are disposed to
agree with Dr. Host that * § is probably
an intrusion,” though of a very early
date. We must admit that with so great
a preponderance of external authority &
ought to be retained in the text now,
whatever may have been its origin.
But on the other hand the authorities
for the omission are varied and of
considerable value: while the intrusion
might very easily have been caused by
the presence of ¢ in the parallel passages
Gal. i. 5; 2 Tim. iv. 18; Heb. xiil. 21 ;
1 Pet. iv. 11. Riickert rejects ¢, and
Reiche, in his Critical Commentary, con-
cludes that the writer of the Doxology
borrowed it from Heb. xiii. 21 or Jude zs,

The objection that St. Paul does not
end his Epistles with a Doxology comes
with little force from those who, like
Baur and Lucht, count only three
Epistles, besides Romans, to be genuine,

That the last clause of the Doxology
1s characteristic of St. Paul is seen in its
close resemblance to xi. 36; Gal i, 5;
and its difference from r Pet. iv. 11;
V. IT.

When Lucht urges that Doxologies
forming long and complete sentences
are not found in St. Paul’'s Epistles, but
only in Eph. iii, 2o, 21; Phil. iv. 203
1 Tim. L 17; 2 Pet. il 18; Jude 24,
25 ; we can only reply that the three
Epistles first named are # #s St. Paul’s,
and as such they help by their many
points of resemblance to the Doxology
in Romans to confirm its genuineness.

Other objections to the length of the
Doxology, to its numerous intermediate
clauses, and to the mixture of strong emo-
tion with profound doctrinal statements,
are refuted by a due appreciation of the
peculiar character of the Epistle.  “ The
whole Epistle could hardly have a fitter
close than a Doxology embodying the
faith from which its central chapters
proceed ” (Hort, p. 56).-
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“ The leading ideas contained in the
whole Epistle, as they had already
found in the introduction (i. 1~7) their
preluding key-note, and again in xi. 33
ff., their preliminary doxological expres-
sion, now further receive, in the fullest
unison of inspired piety, their concen-
trated outburst for the true final conse-
cration of the whole” (Meyer).

(2) Diction. Lucht acknowledges that
every single expression in the Doxology
(except oervymuévor) may be found in
St. Paul's genuine Epistles, by which he
means Romans, Corinthians, and Gala-
tlans.

The Passive oeydofar is found no-
where else in the N. T. or LXX: but
St. Paul's use of cervynuévov is fully
justiied by such passages as Eurip.
¢ Iphigenia in Taurs, 1076, wdvre oumy-
bjoerar, Pindar, Ol ix. 156, oeoryauévov
ob okadrepor xpip ékacrtor, and many
others,

The objection that the several words
and phrases of the Doxology, though
found in the four great Epistles, are there
used only in other meanings or con-
nexions, will for most readers be suffi-
ciently answered by Lucht's further
objection, that the Doxology in all these
points agrees with what he calls non-
Pauline writings, the Epistles to the
Ephesians, Colossians, Timothy, and
Titus.

These points of agreement are indi-
cated in our foot-notes: and it is only
necessary to add that the expression
“everlasting God” (aldvios @cds), to
which Lucht. objects, is fully justified
by the usage of the LXX not only in
Job xxxiil. 12, aldwvies ydp éorer 6 émdve
Bpordw, but also in the very striking
passage Gen. xxi. 33, émexahégoro émi
70 Svopa Kuvplov, Oeés aldwios. Here
“ Jehovah is called the everlasting God
as the eternally true, with respect to the
eternal covenant which He established
with Abraham xvii. 7” (Keil & De-
litzsch). So remarkable a title must have
been familiar to $t. Paul,and its use here
in reference to the same eternal covenant
is so appropriate that the supposed
objection is really a strong argument
for St. Paul's authorship.

(3). {deas.—Lucht's attempt to prove
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that the Doxology has a Gnostic ten-
dency, and must therefore be of a post-
Apostolic date, is rightly dismissed by
Meyer as based only upon misinterpreta-
tionand a pre-supposition that all except
the four greater Epistles of St. Paul are
spurious.

(b.) Chaptersxv., xvi. The objections
brought by Baur, and the extreme par-
tisans of his School, against the genuine-
ness of these two whole chapters can
have little weight except for those who
accept his general theory of the purpose
of the Epistle, which we have already
examined in § 7 and found untenable.
Assuming the preponderance at Rome
of a Judaizing party to whom the earlier
portion of the Epistle would have been
distasteful, Baur sees in the last two
chapters the work of a later “ Paulinist
writing in the spirit of the Acts of’ the
Apostles, seeking to soothe the Judaists,
and to promote the cause of unity, and
therefore tempering the keen anti-Judaism
of Paul with a milder and more concili-
atory conclusion to his Epistle” (‘ Paulus,’
i p. 365. :

Lucht, less bold than Baur, does not
venture to treat the two chapters as
wholly spurious: admitting that the
original Epistle could not have ended at
xiv, 23, he thinks that portions of the
genuine conclusion are still to be found
in chapters xv. and xvi. His theory
is that the Roman clergy, fearing lest
offence might be given by the Apostle’s
treatment of ascetic scruples as “fke
infirmities of the weak” (xv. 1), withheld
the conclusion of the letter from public
use, and laid it up in their archives to-
gether with a letter to the Ephesians
which by mistake had been brought to
Rome; and that these genuine Pauline
materials were worked up by a later
writer into the present form of the last
two chapters.

According to Volkmar (pp. 129-132)
the latter part of the genuine letter was
either lost or purposely suppressed, and
in the 2nd Century two attempts were
made to supply a fitting conclusion to
xiv. 23: in the Eastern Church the
Doxology was added (xvi. 25~27),in the
Western Church the greater part of the
last two chapters, namely xv. 1-32, xvi.
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3-16, and 17-20. Afterwards both ad-
ditions were combined in various ways,
and under this * Catholic conglomerate
of conciliatory matter lay the genuine
conclusion long hidden, yet accurately
preserved in two passages Xv. 33—xvi, 2,
and xvi. 21-24.

To all these arbitrary hypotheses we
may apply the remark of Hilgenfeld
(‘ Einleitung,’ p. 323): “What 15 here
regarded as un-Pauline only shews, ac-
cording to my conviction, that since
Marcion’s time there has been a one-
sided picture of St. Paul, to which some
still desire to make the true Paul cor-
respond.” Compare in this Commentary
the Introduction to 1 Peter, § 3.

As regards the xvth Chapter we may
confidently say that the result of modern
criticism has been to prove beyond
reasonable doubt that it is both the
genuine work of St. Paul and an original
portion of the Roman Epistle. “It is
undeniable that xv. 1-13 belongs to xiv.
and that xv. 14—33 forms the conclusion
of the Epistle” (De Weite, ¢ Kurze Er-
kldrung,’ p. 204). Pfleiderer (‘ Paulinism,’
ii. 41, note) expressly maintains with
Hilgenfeld, “in spite of Baur, Lucht, and
Lipsius,” that the chapter is genuine.
The opposite opinion has now few ad-
vocates even in Germany.

In regard to Chapter xvi the case is
rather different. According to the con-
jecture of Schulz, adopted by Ewald,
Renan, Reuss, Farrar and others, the
greater part of the chapter belonged to
a genuine letter of St. Paul addressed,
not to Rome, but to Ephesus.

In considering this theory it will be
convenient to examine each portion of
the chapter separately.

v0. 1, 2. The Commendation of FPhebe.

It is objected that St. Paul could not
have written this commendation of Phoebe
to a distant Church, because he had
shortly before expressed a disparaging
opinion of commendatory letters (2 Cor.
lil. 1). But if the Apostle in vindicating
his authority asserts that he has no need
of “ episties of commendation,” it by no
means follows that he thought them un-
necessary for-all persons. A woman
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undertaking a journey to a distant city
might well need to be commended to
the care of the Christian community,
especially if she was {as is generally
supposed) the bearer of the Apostle’s
own Epistle: compare the commendation
of Timothy in 1 Cor. xvi. 10, IIL

Another objection is brought against
the description of Pheebe as being “a
servant (Sedkovos) of the clurch which is
at Cenchreae” on the ground that the
office of “deaconess” was of later origin.
The objection would have had some
force if the title (Siaxdviooa), which was
of later origin, had been used. We read
in 1 Cor. xvi 15 that the household of
Stephanas had devoted themselves to the
ministry of the saints (érafav éavrovs els
Suaroviay Tols dyloes) : and such self-dedi-
cation to a special work, though quite
consistent with a formal designation to
the office, would even without it have
been sufficient to justify the application
of the general term Sudxovos as descriptive
of Phoebe in her work at Cenchreae.
See our note on the passage.

In whatever way Pheebe had been “a
succourer (wpoordris) of many,” and of
St. Paul himself also, there is nothing in
such service inconsistent with his fre-
quent assertions that he had notaccepted
any maintenance from the Churches of
Achaia, for these assertions are all of
an earlier date (1 Cor. ix. 15-18; 2 Cor.
xi. 7-12; xil. 13-18).

For the opinion that this commendation
was addressed to the Church of Ephesus,
not to Rome, we can discover no reason
at all: the suggestion that from Cen-
chreae she would be sailing towards
Ephesus and away from Rome is suf-
ficiently answered by saying that she may
have been sailing not from Cenchreae,
but from Lechaeum, the port on the
Corinthian Gulf, and in that case would
pass through Corinth on her way. Legal
business would be more likely to take
her to Rome than to any other city.

vv. 3~5. Salutation sent to Aquila and
Priscilla.

We learn from Acts xviil. 1, 2 that
these persons being Jews of Pontus
were driven from Rome by the edict of
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Claudius (A.D. 52); they were joined by
St. Paul at Corinth, and thence sailed
with him to Ephesus in the spring of the
year 54, where they remained (Acts xviii
19), and established “a church in their
Jwouse” (1 Cor. xvi. 19). From Ephesus
they sent a salutation to Corinth in St.
Paul's 1st Epistle about April A.p. 57.
Ten or twelve months later St, Paul, ac-
cording to Rom. xvi. 3, sends a saluta-
tion to them “and fo the church that is
in their Aouse” at Rome. In answer to
M. Renan’s objection that this would
assign to them “tco nomadic a life,”
Bp. Lightfoot asks with good reason,
¢ Is there any real difficulty in supposing
that they returned to Rome in this in-
terval of a year more or less, and that
St. Paul should have been made ac-
quainted with their return, seeing that
his own travels meanwhile had lain
mainly or the route between Ephesus
and Rome” (‘Journal of Philology, 1869,
p- 276). In answer to the further ob-
jection that Aquila and Priscilla appear
again at Ephesus (z Tim. iv. 19) the
Bishop asks with equally good reason,
¢ s it at all improbable that after an
interval of nearly ten (eight?) years they
should again revisit this important city ?
They were wanderers not only by the
exigencies of their trade, but also by the
obligations of their missionary work”
{'J. of Phil’ p. 277).

So far as the internal character of the
passage is concerned it might have been
addressed either to the Church of Ephesus
or to Rome: in favour of the latter
destination a prima facie presumption
is raised by its appearance in the Epistle
to the Romans. It contains no indica-
tion of #ke fime at which it was written.

7. 5b. It does not follow from the
description of Epaenetus as ke first
Jruits of Adsia unto Christ” that this
greeting was sent to him in Asia, i.e, in
Ephesus. Being named in immediate
connexion with Aquila and Priscilla it is
very probable that he, like Apollos, had
been instructed by them and had at-
tached himself to their company, whether
at Ephesus or at Rome.

Of the 22 other persons named in zz.
615 not one can be shewn to have been
at Ephesus, but it is assumed that only

INTRODUCTION.

at Ephesus could St. Paul have had so
many friends as are here saluted. Against
this assumption we have to set several
unquestionable facts.

(1) ¢ Urbanus, Rufus, Ampliatus,
Julia and Junia are specifically Roman
names” (Lucht, p. 137).

{2) Besides the first four of these names
ten others, Stachys, Apelles, Tryphaena,
Tryphosa, Hermes, Hermas, Patrobas (or
Patrobius), Philologus, Julia, Nereus, are
found in the sepulchral inscriptions on
the Appian way as the names of persons
connected with “ Caesar’s household ”
(Phil. iv, 22) and contemporary with St.
Paul. Bp. Lightfoot in his most inter-
esting essay on the passage has pointed
out that while some of these names are
too common to afford any safe ground for
identifying the persons, others (Stachys,
Tryphaena, Patrobas, Philologus, Nereus)
are comparatively rare, and yet are found
on the monuments of the imperial house-
hold at this period. The household of
Aristobulus and the household of Nar-
cissus could be only at Rome. “A com-
bination such as Philologus and Julia,”
writes Bp. Lightfoot, “affords [more]
solid ground for inference : and in other
cases, as in the household of Narcissus,
the probable circumstances suggest a
connexion with the palace. If so, an
explanation has been found of the refer-
ence to members of Caesar's household in
the Philippian letter. At all events this
investigation will not have been useless,
if it has shewn that the names and
allusions at the close of the Roman
Epistle are in keeping with the circum-
stances of the Metropolis in St. Paul’s
day: for thus it will have supplied an
answer to two forms of objection ; the
one denying the genuineness of the last
two chapters of this letter, and the other
allowing their genuineness, but detaching
the salutations from the rest and assign-
ing them to another epistle.”

The answer seems to be conclusive
both as to the genuineness of the salu-
tations, and as to ke place to which
they were addressed, namely, Rome and
not Ephesus.

But it does not remove what is after
all the chief difficulty of the chapter,
that at ke #ime of wiiting his Epistle to
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the Romans, St. Paul cannot easily be
supposed to have had such an intimate
knowledge of so many of the Christians
at Rome. In the ‘Journal of Philo-
logy, 186g, No. 4, p. 274, Bishop Light-
foot, in reply to M. Renan, has sug-
gested another explanation: “ Will not
a man studiously refrain from mention-
ing individual names where he is ad-
dressing a large circle of friends, feeling
that it is invidious to single out some
for special mention, where an exhaus-
tive list is impossible? On the other
hand, where only a limited number are
known to him, he can name all, and no
offence is given.” In support of this
explanation, it is urged that in other
Epistles of St. Paul the number of
names mentioned is in inverse propor-
tion to his familiarity with the church to
which he is writing : to Corinth, Thessa-
lonica, and Philippi no salutations
properly so called are addressed. * On
the other hand, in the Epistle to the
Colossians, whom the Apostle had never
visited, certain persons are saluted by
name.” When we turn, however, to
Colossians, we find only one salutation
properly so called, ie. addressed to a
particular person by name: * Nymphas
and the church which is in his house”
The example is therefore no parallel
to the Roman salutations in which, in-
cluding Aquila and Priscilla, twenty-four
persons are saluted by name, besides
several households.

This serious difticulty, and some others,
are wholly removed, if, as we believe, the
whole passage xvi. 3-—20, Dbelonged
originally to a second letter addressed
by St. Paul to the Roman Church after
his release from his first imprisonment af
Rome. On that supposition, the unusual
number of salutations is at once ex-
plained, and the indications of intimate
personsl knowledge of so many members
of the Church, some of whom seem to
have belonged to * Caesar’s household,”
not only raise nc difficulty, but be-
come the. strongest proofs of a genuine
letter.

In that case, Aquila and Priscilla may
well be thought to have either preceded
or followed St. Paul to Rome, and there
to have alleviated his wearisome im-
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prisonment, and even risked their lives
for his sake

Andronicus and Junia (2. 7), being as
kinsmen of St. Paul, Jews by birth, well
known to the other Apostles, and “in
Christ” before St. Paul himself, must have
been converted elsewhere than in Rome,
most probably in Jerusalem. -But when
were they fellow-prisoners of St. Paul?
If this description was written before his
first imprisonment at Rome, we are left
to conjecture that they may have shared
some one of his many imprisonments, of
which nothing more is known. But how
much more forcible and appropriate is
the description, if after his release and
departure from Rome, he sent this
salutation to two of those who had been
his fellow-captives there. ‘The word
itself (ewwaypardrovs) confirms the con-
jecture, for it is used nowhere else in
the N.T., except concerning Aristarchus
(Col. iv. 10), and Epaphras (Philem. 23),
both of whom were Paul’s fellow-captives
in Kowne.

It has been thought a difficulty that
none of the percons named in »v, 3-16,
are mentioned in the Epistles written
from Rome during the first imprison-
ment. “How is it” (asks Dr, Farrar),
“that notone of these exemplary twenty-
six are among the three Jewish friends
who are alone faithful to him, even be-
tore the Neronian persecutions began,
and only a few years after this letter was
despatched (Col. iv. 10, 11)P”

The answer is easy, if the passage
(vo. 3—16), was addressed to Rome affer
the first imprisonment. For in Philip-
pians, the salutations are only general:
“ The brethren which are with me greet
you. All the saints salute you, chiefly
they that are of Caesar’s household” (iv.
21, 22); in Colossians and Philemon,
the persons named as sending saluta-
tions are St. Paul's companions and
fellow-labourers, and there is not the
slightest reason to believe that any one
of them was a permanent inhabitant of
Rome. It was not likely, therefore,
that St. Paul, writing from a distance to
Rome, should send them greeting :
they probably left Rome when he did,
if not before.

In like manner, it will be found, that
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most of the difficulties felt in regarding
vy, 3~16 as written at Rome in A.D. 58,
are easily removed, if we suppose it to
have been written after Zis first im-
prisonment. The accumulation of names,
the endearing epithets, the character-
istic descriptions of so many of the
Roman Christians, no longer present
any difficulties, but are, on the contrary,
wmost natural after the Apostle’s long
imprisonment, with its many opportu-
nities of gaining cenverts to the faith, of
forming 1ntimate friendships, and of re-
ceiving muchnecessaryhelp and kindness.

The warning against false teachers
(vv. 17-20) is not merely consistent
with this supposition of a later date,
but adds much to its probability. For
during his imprisonment at Rome St
Paul writes to the Philippians (i.- 15—
1y), “Some indeed preack Christ even
of envy and strife; and some also of good
will: the one preack Christ of conten-
tion, wnot sincerely, supposing fo add
afffiction to my bonds: but the other of
Jove” It is evident that the warning
(Rom. xvi. 17-20) is much more natural
and forcible, if written after St. Paul
had quitted Rome, leaving these false
Teachers behind him.

If this theory, that Rom. xvi, 3—z0 is
part of a letter written to Rome af%er
St. Paul's imprisonment there, be ac-
cepted as in itself probable, it will help
to confirm the tradition of a second im-
prisonment, and the authenticity of the
Pastoral Epistles.

§9.! AUTHORITIES FOR THE TEXT.
(1) Uncial Greck Menuscripts.

(2) The same as for the Gospels and
Acts.

N Codex Sinaiticus contains the Pauline
Epistles entire.

A. Codex Alexandrinus : wants 2 Cor. iv, 13—
xii, 6.

B. Codex Vaticanus : Heb. ix. 14—xiii. 25 by
a later hand,

C. Codex Ephraem Syri : wants the following
passages,—

Rom. ii. 5—iii. 21; ix. 6—x. 15; xi. 31—

Xiil. 1O0.

! For references in the notes to § g for discus-
sions on ““The Law,” and * The Flesh,” see
Appendix to this Introduction.
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1 Cor. vii. 18—ix. 6 ; xiii. 8—xv. 40.

2 Cor. x. 8—Gal i. zo.

Eph. i. 1—ii. 18 ; iv. 17—Phil. i. 22,

Phil. iii. 5—iv. 23.

1 Thess. ii. 9—2 Thess. iii. 18.

Heb. i. 1—i1. 4; vii. 26—ix. 15; . 24~
xii. I5.

I Tim. .. 1—iii. 9; v. zo—vi. 21

For notices of these famous Uncial
MSS. see Scrivener, ‘Introduction to
the Criticism of the N. T. 2nd ed.,
pp- 83—109, Tischendorf, 7th ed., Prole-
gomena cxxxv.—cli,, and ‘ N. T. Graece,
ex Sin, Cod.,” 1865. Compare also the
Introduction to St. Johw's Gospel,
pp. lxxxix.—xciv., and the Introduc-
tion to Acts, pp. 345, 340.

(8) The following MSS. are not the
same as those which are known by the
same letters in the Gospels,

D. Codex Claromontanus, a very important
MS. of the 6th century, Greek and
Latin, It contains St. Paul’s Epistles
entire, except Rom. i. 1-7 ; alsoin Rom,
i 24-27 the Latin only, in Rom, L
27-30 both Greeck and Latin, and in
1 Cor. xiv. 13—22 the Greek only are
supplied by later hands. See Scrivener,
p- 151, Tischendorf (7th ed.), p. clxxxi.

E. Codex Sangermanensis, a mere transcript
of D, made by some ignorant scribe s
‘“ the Greek is manifestly worthless, and
should leng since have been removed
from the list of authorities” (Serivener,
p- 153). The Latin (e) is thought to be
a little better.

F. Codex Augiensis, Greek and Latin, of the
oth century, at Trinity College, Cam-
bridge, edited by Scrivener, 1859, * The
Epistles of St, Paul are defective in
Rom. i. 1—iii. 19 ; and the Greekralone
in 1 Cor. iii. 8—16; vi. 7-14; Col. i.
1-8; Philem. 21-25.” In the Epistle
to the Hebrews the Greek is wholly
lost. See Scrivener, p. 154 ; Tisch. {7),
p. clxxxv.

G. Boernerianus, at Dresden, part of the same
volume as A of the Gospels, Codex
Sangallensis, of the gth century. The
Greek text of 13 Epistles of St. Paul is
from the same source as F, both being
probably derived from a stichometrical
MS. much older than themselves, The
interlinear Latin is the Itala much
altered, See Scrivener, p. 157 ; Tisch.
(7), p. clxxxviii. It wants Rom, i. 1-5;
il. 16-26; and in the other Pauline
Epistles the same passages which are
wanting in F. ’

K. Mosquensis, a MS. of the oth century, at
Moscow, containing the Catholic Epistles
entire, and St. Paul’s Epistles, except
Rom. x. 18, 1 Cor. vi. 13, and 1 Cor,
viil, 7-11.  Scrivener, p. 149,
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L. Codex Angelicus, formerly Passionei, of
the gth century, contains Acts {begin-
ning at viii. 10), the Catholic Episties,
St. Paul’s, and Hebrews as far as xiii.
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P. Codex Porfirianus, a palimpsest of the gth
century, edited by Tischendorf in the
5th and 6th volumes of his * Monumenta
Sacra Inedita.”” It contains Acts, all the
Epistles, and the Apocalypse, but is
defective in the following among other
passages : Rom. ii. 15—iil 5 ; vill. 33—
ix. IT1; xi. 22—xii. I. See Serivener,
p- I50.

The readings of all the MSS. hitherto
mentioned, are quoted by Tischendorf
(8), and of all except E, by Tregelles.

The letters F°, H, I, M, indicate cer-
tain ancient and valuable fragments of
uncial MSS., of which notices will be
found in Scrivener, pp. 154-160.

(2) Of Cursive Greck MSS. there are
for St, Paul's Epistles, nearly 300: the
following are cited by Tregelles through-
out his text, and frequently by Tischen-
dorf.

17 (=Evang. 33), on parchment, of the rrth
century, at Paris.

37 (Ev. 69), of the 14th century, at Leicester.

47, in the Bodleian, of the 11th century.

Tischendorf also names 67%* as con-
taining remarkable readings, very similar
to B,

(3) Versions.

The most ancient versions, especially
the Latin, are of great importance for
the criticism of the Greek text, being
credible witnesses of its form at a time
one or two centuries earlier than the
oldest extant MSS,

The Old Latin, or Itala (it), dating
from the znd century, is represented in
St. Paul's Epistles chiefly by the Latin
versions (d, e, f, g), attached to the
Greek Uncials D, E, F, G.  Tischen-
dorf also quotes (gue) certain fragments
of the 6th century, attached to the
Gothic version of the Wolfenbiittel
palimpsests (Codex Guelferbytianus),
which contain Rom. xi. 33—xii. §; xii.
I7—xiil. I} xiv. g—20; XV. 3-I3.

A few fragments (r), have also been
found on the covers of the Frisingen
MS. at Munich, containing parts of
Rom, xiv., xv., and other passages of
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St. Paul's Epistles enumerated by Tis-
chendorf {7), Proleg. p. ccxlvi.

T%e Vulgate, or Latin version cor-
rected by Jerome, is best represented by
the two following MSS. of the 6th century.

Codex Amiatinus {am), edited by
Tischendorf, and adopted by Tregelles
as the basis of his Latin text, was for-
merly in the Monastery of Monte Amia-
tino, but is now at Florence. ¢ It was
written about the year 541, by the
Abbot Servandus” (Tisch. 8, p. cexlvii.).

Codex Fuldensis (fu), in the Abbey
of Fulda, in Hesse Cassel, was written
in 546, by order of Victor, Bishop of
Capua, and corrected and dated with
his own hand. It is remarkable for the
peculiar system of capitulation prefixed
to the Epistle to the Romans, on which
see above, § 8, p. 22.

On the Syriac, and other ancient ver-
sions used for criticism of the Text, the
reader is referred to Tischendorf, Scri-
vener, or the Introductions to the N. T.
by Tregelles, Bleek, and Hilgenfeld.

{4) Fathers.

Among the Greek Fathers, Origen
stands pre-eminent as ‘“the prince of
ancient Critics” (Tischendorf). In his
Commentary on the Romans, various
readings are often expressly discussed,
and in such cases his testimony is indis-
putable. Next to him Tischendorf
ranks Clement of Alexandria, and
Irenzus: the work of the latter ‘Against
all Heretics,’ is extant for the most part
only in a very ancient Latin translation ;
but an illustration of its great value will
be found in our Additional Note on
Rom. v. 6.

Chrysostom’s Homilies on all the
Pauline Epistles are often useful to the
critic of the text, as well as invaluable
to the interpreter.

The earliest Latin Commentary on
St. Paul's Epistles is that which is
found in the works of St. Ambrose, and
usually ascribed to Hilary the Deacon
{Ambrosiaster), who is supposed to have
lived at the close of the 3rd century,

On the value of the Fathers as wit-
nesses to the Text, see Tischendorf (7)
pp- cclvi—cclxix.
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1o, CONTENTS AND ARGUMENT.

The main Divisions of the Epistle are
clearly marked :

I. The Introduction, i. 1-15;

II. The Doctrine, “The Righteous-
ness of God by Faith,” i. 16—viii. ;

1I1. The Doctrine reconciled with
Israel’s unbelief, ix.—xi. ;

LV. Exhortation to Christian Duties,
general and special, xii. 1—xv, 13;

V. Conclusion, xv, I4—Xxvl. 27.

I. THE INTRODUCTION :

(a) Address of the Epistle (i 1-7);

{b) The Writer's Motives (8-15).

(a) Tue INTRODUCTION is marked

throughout by an earnest desire to win
for himself and for his Gospel the con-
fidence and goodwill of an important
Christian community to which as yet he
was personally unknown. This motive
is seen in the threefold description of
the official character which gives him the
right to address them, as being Christ’s
servant, duly called to the Apostleship,
and set apart as a chosen vessel to carry
a message of glad tidings from God
7. I). :
( In) that message God’s promises to
His ancient people are fulfilled in Him
who was both born of the seed of David
to be Ismael’'s Messiah, and proved by
the Resurrection to be that Son of God
who giveth life unto the world and hath
all the Heathen for His inheritance. The
Apostle of One who is thus manifested
as the Saviour of the world must speak
in His name to “al/ nations,” and there-
fore to those at Rome also who by a
Divine calling are already His (z2. 26 :
see above, pp. 12, 13). To all such who
are in Rome, whether Jew or Gentile,
beloved of God as partakers of His holy
calling, Paul the Apostle sends this
greeting :  Grace to you and peace from
God our Fuather, and the Lord Jesus
Christ” (v. 7).

(b) To make his Apostolic claims the
more acceptable St. Paul expresses his
personal interest in the welfare of his
readers, in thanksgiving for their faith
{v. 8), in prayer that he may be per-
mitted to see them (zz. g—12), and in an
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assurance that he has long desired and
still is eager to fulfil the duty of preach-
ing the Gospel at Rome (v7. 13-15).

II. T DOCTRINE : “ THE RIGHTEOUS-
NEss oF Gop BY Farru *

(2) The Theme (i. 16, 17);

{b) The universal need of Righteous-
ness (i. 18—iil. zo0) ;

{c) The Universality of Righteousness
by Faith (iii. z1—v.);

{(d) The Sanctification of the Believer
(vi.—viii. ),

(a) TueME oF THE EPISTLE.

The mention of the Gospel, which
St. Paul would fain have preached at
Rome in person, leads naturally to a
description of it as the great Theme of
his Epistle (wz. 16, 17}. In this brief
statement of the subject we discern
already the leading thoughts and main
scope of the treatise which follows. The
Gospel is no mere word of man, but
(1) a “power of God” directed to man’s
salvation ; a power which can not only
do ““ what the Law could not do” (viii. 3),
save from sin, but also create and im-
part a new life of righteousness.

(2) This “power of God unto salva-
fion” is universal in its purpose, being
needed and intended for “every one,”
and in this universality “s4e Jew” is
expressly included by name with “#¢
Greek” or Gentile world, The priority
assigned to the Jew in the received
reading (wpirov) does not mean that he
is to have a preference and advantage,
but only that the salvation long promised
to the Fathers is to be offered to him
first: its condition is the same for him
and for the Gentile: God's salvation is
(3) for “ every one that believeth.” This
definition of the Gospel as bringing sal-
vation to every believer is confirmed in
2, 17, on which see the notes.

(b) TuE UNIVERSAL NEED OF RIGHT-
EOUSNESS 1is seen in the unrighteousness
of all, first of the Gentile (i. 18~32), and
then of the Jew {ii. 1—iii. zo).

The foundation which St. Paul lays in
this section (i. 18—32) is too broad and
deep for an argumernt intended only to
serve some occasional purpose arising
out of the peculiar circumstances of the
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Christians at Rome. Had it been his
sole or chief purpose to remove the pre-
judices and abate the claims of Jewish
Christians, there would have been no
adequate motive for his elaborate de-
scription of the depravity of the Heathen
world. So terrible a picture of sins
against God and against nature, from
some of the worst of which the Jews
were comparatively free, must have been
intended primarily to arouse the con-
science of the Heathens themselves, and
to prove their need of righteousness.
Subordinate to this main purpose is the
rhetorical use which the Apostle makes
of the moral indignation which such
a description could not fail to rouse in
the Jew against the “sinners of the
Gentiles.”

Looking back from this point at the
Introduction (72. 1-15) we can under-
stand St. Paul’s anxiety to commend
himself and his Gospel to the Romans,
without assuming any intention either to
attack or to conciliate an adverse Juda-
izing majority. His motive, which we
can now clearly discern, was simply an
earnest desire to win from all a favour-
able hearing for a Gospel which must at
the outset be unwelcome both to Jew
and Gentile, and more especially to the
Jew, because it is founded on the fact
that all alike are under sin, and exposed
to God’s wrath. The same motive ex-
Plains why the order of . 17 is reversed,
and the Gentile first brought in guilty
with the full assent of the Jew, who
suddenly finds himself involved in the
same condemnation: compare the note
onii 1.

Knowing even more clearly than the
Heathen “ tie judgment of God, that they
Who do such things are worthy of death,”
the man who judges them, and does the
same, is without excuse (ii. 1, 2). No
Personal privilege can exempt him from
judgment, for God is no respecter of
persons, but will render to every man
according to his deeds, to the Jew first
and also to the Gentile (zz. 3—11). The
law will not benefit the Jew unless he
be a doer of the law: even the Gentile
will be judged by the law written on his
heart (vz. 12-16). In vain therefore
the Jew glories in a law which he does
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not keep, and in a circumcision which is
only that of the flesh, not of the heart
(zv. 17-29).

iii. 1-8, THE JEW's OBJECTIONS
ANSWERED,

Has then the Jew no real advantage?
Yes, the oracles containing God’s pro-
mises, Though disbelieved by some,
their truth is unimpaired : they shall yet
be fulfilled (7. 1—4: compare ix. 6;
xi. 25-32).

Man’s unbelief exalts God’s faithful-
ness. Is God unrighteous then in
punishing this unbelief? Nay, for then
it would be unrighteous to judge any
sin. Yet if sin is overruled unto His
glory, why judge the sinner? Why
should we not rather go on sinning to
His greater glory? The wery thought
deserves God’s righteous condemnation.
iii. g-z0. THE SCRIPTURES CONFIRM
THE CHARGE OF UNIVERSAL SINFUL-
NESS.

If the Jew is exempted from Judgment
neither by the Law, nor by circumcision,
nor by the promises which remain true
in spite of his unbelief—What then re-
mains? Can we claim to be better in
fact than the Heathen? Can we say
that we Jews are “doers of the law?”
Nay, in no wise: for the charge before
made, that all are under sin, is con-
firmed by our own Scriptures.. They
testify that all, Jews as well as Heathens,
are transgressors of God’s law: and that
law is binding on the Jew to whom it
directly speaks God’s commandments,
that his mouth as well as every other
may be stopped, and all brought into
judgment before God, because by law
man cannot attain to righteousness, but
only to knowledge of sin.

Even apart from the repeated mention
of the name “ Jew ” in this and the pre-
ceding chapter, it is evident that the
errors which St, Paul uproots, and the
sins which he condemns, are not those of
the Jewish Christian, but of the unbeliev-
ing Jew. In the readiness to judge others,
and the presumptuous hope of personal
exemption from God’s judgment (ii. 1~
16), in the arrogance, hypocrisy, and self~

c
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complacency of the sinner who in the
midst of his sins makes his boast of
God and the Law, and is confident that
he is “ a guide of the blind, a fight of them
which are in darkness’ {(17-24), in the
absolute reliance on circumcision (25—
29), in the daring protest, “ Wy yef
am I also judged as a sinner?” (il 7),
repeated in ix, 19, “ Why doth he yet
find fault?’—in all this we see some-
thing very different from the legal and
ceremonial tendencies of Jewish Christi-
anity, we see the glaring sins and errors of
Judaism itself in its worst state of cor-
ruption.

(c) TeE UNIVERSALITY OF THE RIGHT-
EOUSNESS OF FAITH.

From the universal need of the sal-
vation described in i 16, 17 St. Paul
now passes on to its actual manifesta-
tion. He has shown that all alike are
under sin, all exposed to God’s wrath:
the privileges of the Jew, though rcal and
great, do not exempt him from judgment,
nor does the law enable him {0 attain by
his own works to righteousness. ¢ Buf
now,” in the new dispensation of the
Gospel, in contrast to wrath revealed
from heaven against the unrighteousness
of man, we see the *righteousness of
God revealed from faith to faith.” This
is the second point in the proof of the
Thesis laid down in i, 16, 17,

iil. 21—26. THE RIGHTEOUSNESS OF GOD
MADE MANIFEST.

The essential characteristics of the
righteousness of God are here com-
bined.

(r) Independent of “law” as a con-
dition of earning righteousness, it is wit-
nessed by “#4¢ lzzr” as a Divine revela-
tion (. 21).

(2) The mode in which man receives
it is “through faith in_fesus Christ;”
in which definition faith is seen to be the
principle of that personal living union
between Christ and the believer (z. 22)
which is the root in man of all justifying
and all sanctifying righteousness.

- (3) Its universal destination * unts
all and upon al] Hrem that believe” results
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from the nature of faith, as a condition
corresponding to the true relation of all
mankind to God, and therefore fitted to
supply the universal want of * #se glory
of God” (vv. 22, 23 ; compare the notes
on 1. 16, 17 as to the nature of faith).

{4) The free and gratuitous character
of God’s salvation is seen, in that all who
partake of it are justified not by merit
but “ freely by His grace” (v. 24).

(5) The substance of salvation, the
gift which God's grace bestows and
man’s faith accepts, is “the redemption
that is in Christ Jesus” (v, 24).

(6) The first cause of this redemp-
tion is God the Fathers love:. its
method, “ gropitietion,” i.e. an expiation.
for sin by which man is restored to:
God’s favour : the efficient cause of pro-
pitiation, the one true sacrifice, Christ
“in His own blood :” the appropriation
by man of this redemption, * #hrougk
Jaitk ;7 the purpose of God in thus
setting forth Christ,—“for an ex-
hibition of his righteousness,”
because He had suffered the sins of
former generations to pass unpunished
in the forbearance which He exercised
“in view of the exhibition of
his  righteousness” in this present
time,” that now He might be both
righteous Himself as condemning sin
and the author of righteousness to him,
“that is of faith in Jesus,” ie.
who sees in the death of Christ the
death for sin which he has himself
deserved, and the death unto sin of
which he is henceforth to partake.

iil, 27-31. JustiricatioN BY FarTH
INDEPENDENT OF Law,

The nghteousness of God, not being
earned by works of law, excludes man’s
boasting (vv. 27, 28), recognises one
God as the author of salvation for Jew
and Gentile (zz. 29, 30), and far from
abolishing “law,” establishes it in its
true character as a law of faith : compare
Vil 4.

iv. 1—25. THE RIGHTEOUSNESS OF GoD
IS WITNESSED BY THE LAW AND
THE PROPHETS.

Even Abraham, the great pattern of
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rightecusness, was justified by faith and
not by merit of works (ve. 1-5), in
accordance with David's description of
the blessedness of free and undeserved
forgiveness (zv. 6-8).

The righteousness of God is for all,
not for the circumcised only: for cir-
cumcision was not the cause but the
sign and seal of Abraham’s justification
by faith, marking him out as the father
of all them that believe (. g—12).

The inheritance of the Promise, de-
pending not on law but on faith, is made
sure to @/ the seed (vv. 13-17).

Abraham’s faith, both in its strength,
and in its object— God who guickenetsh
the dead,” is recorded for our example

(vo. 17-235).

v. 1-1I. REDEMPTION BY THE DEATH
oF CHRIST.

The blessings received by those who
are “ justified freedy by God's grace
through the redemption that is in Christ
Jesus” (iil. 24, 25) are Peace, Joy, and
Hope of glory, all founded on God’s
love, which having reconciled enemies
by Christ’s death will much more surely
save the reconciled by His life,

v. 12-21, THE UNIVERSALITY OF SAL-
vaTION BY FartH, LIKE Tag UNIVER-
SALITY OF SIN, IS BASED ON THE
UNITY .oF MANKIND IN ADAM AND
IN CHRIST.

In the preceding argument the uni-
versal sinfulness of man has been
established as a fact to which experience
and Scripture both bear witness, but
simply as a fact without any declaration
of the cause of its universality.

On the other hand the universal salva-
tion which God has prepared depends
on Chnst alone : instead of each man
earning the pardon of his sins by
virtue of his own repentance and subse-
quent obedience to the law, One dies for
all, and for His sake not only forgive-
ness but righteousness and life "are
bestowed on all that believe in Him
(v. 6-11). The universality of salva-
tion is thus traced to its cause in the
principle that “the many,” “the
all” are included in “the One”
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The Apostle now extends and com-
pletes his argument by showing that the
Old Testament traces the universality
of sin and death to the same principle :
the one man through whom sin and
death came into the world, and passed
upon all men, is a type of the One
through Whom come righteousness and
life to all (vo. 12-14).

But this comparison involves also a
contrast: God’s grace is greater and
more abundant than man’s transgression :
righteousness and life are in their nature
mightier powers than sin and death.
If sin and death could pass from one to
all, much more shall righteousness and
life (zz, 15-19).

We notice in z. 18 a pregnant phrase
“Justification of Ffe,” which combines
and reconciles two leading elements of
St. Paul's doctrine of salvation. On
these two elements taken separately two
opposite systems of doctrine have been
raised, namely justification by imputa-
tion only, and justification by or on
account of actual righteousness wrought
in man by faith working through love.

The phrase ¢ juszification of Zzfe” occurs
at a point of St. Paul’s argument where
these two elements of his teaching meet :
for the doctrine of justification by faith
without works of law ending with ¢. iv.,
and the doctrine of life in Christ, as the
remedy for inherent sin and source of
inherent righteousness, beginning. at
¢. v., are both included in “justzfication
of Zife.” Faith, whereby we receive
God’s justifying sentence, is also the
means by which we receive the new
“ /ife” that brings forth righteousness or
holiness of living.

“If there had been a /2w given which
could have given life, verily rightcousness
should have been by Zaz ” (Gal. iii. 21).
But no place has yet been found for
law in this “justification of lfe” St
Paul, however, now proceeds to show
that /gw” itself was in one way sub-
servient to grace, even by multiplying
transgression (v, 20, 21).

Reserving his explanation of this
purpose of the law to Ch. vii, the
Apostle hastens at once to meet the
formidable difficulty which so strange a
statement could not fail to raise in the

C2
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mind not only of a censcientious Jew
but of every thoughtful reader.

(d) THE SANCIUIFICATION OF THE Be-
LIEVER.

In iii. 8, St Paul has alluded very
briefly to a false charge that by his
teaching he encouraged the wicked
thought,  Let us do evil that good may
come.” His doctrine of grace has in
fact in all ages been misrepresented by
unscrupulous opponents and perverted
by hypocritical supporters. His own
answer to the question, “ Skall we
continue in sin, that grace may abound 1"
should have made such perversion of
his teaching impossible. That answer
is founded on the same mystical union
between Christ and the believer which is
also the ground of his justification : and
the doctrine of God’s free grace through
faith in Christ is thus found to be the
only sure foundation for holiness of life.

vi. THE MoraL EFFrcTs OF JUSTIFI-
CATION BY FalTH.

The believer baptized into the death
of Christ both dies with Him to sin, and
rises in Him to newness of life {zz. 1—11).
Let this truth be realised henceforth in
your lives (wz. 12, 13), for this is the
right effect of being no longer “under
law dut under grace” (v. 14), that you
are released from the bondage of sin,
and set free for the service of God (vz.
15-23), free, and vet “ servants to right-
eousness unto sanctification”

vil. DELIVERANCE FROM THE BONDAGE
or Law aND oF SIN.

Hitherto St. Paul has spoken of the
law in a negative sense : he has shown
that it had not in fact enabled the Jew
(Ch. i), and according to the Scripture
could not enable any man, to attain to
righteousness by works, but only to a
knowledge of sin (iil. 20); that it has no
part in the manifestation of the right-
eousness of God, except as a witness
(iil. 21); that as a law of works it could
not exclude man’s boasting (iil. 27);
that it was not attached as a condition
to the inheritance of Abraham'’s blessing
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(iv. 13); that it worketh wrath (iv. 15);
that its effect was the imputation of sin,
and the multplication of transgression
{v. 13, 20); and thus under law men
were brought into bondage to sin (vi. 14).

Such a disparaging view of the law
must have been a grievous obstacle to a
conscientious but unenlightened Jew: it
needed both to be explained and sup-
plemented.

It is explained by the principle that
the power of law is terminated by death :
for example, as a wife is released from-
the law that binds her to her husband by
his death, and is free to marry another,
so the believer by the death of “#ie old
man” with Christ (vi. 6) is released from
the law, and free to be united to another,
even Christ, who is raised from the dead
(viL. 1-6),

2. 7-13. RELATION OF THE Law 71O
SiN.

If that former union was a bondage
to sin, and if to be free from sin we must
be free from the law, the question arises,
“[s the law sin?” In answer to this
question St. Paul proceeds to supplement
his account of the law by showing its
true nature, and its actual relation to
sin (v2. 7-13). Sin, or in other words
the perverse opposition of man’s will, is
roused into activity by the law, and ex-
hibits its exceeding sinfulness as a power
working death by means of the law
which was ordained to life. For the
law in itself is holy, just, and good: it
is “ spiritual” as being a Divine revela-
tion, but it is not a life-giving spirit, and
therefore cannot enable man to overcome
the power of sin,

vo. 14-25. THE CoNrFLICT oF FLESH
AND SPIRIT.

The Apostle confirms his vindication
of the Divine Law by an analysis of the
working of sin, as he had observed it in
his own inner experience. At first he
speaks of himself as if that part of his
nature which in action predominates

were the whole man; ¢ The law -is
spiritual; but I am of flesh, sold
under sin.” But closer observation

reveals an inner conflict: the flesh, in
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which dwelleth no good thing is not the
whole man (2. 18), there is another ¢ [,”
consenting unto the law #hat it is good :”
this better self, “#he inward wman”
(». 22), “the mind” (v. 23), or what
St. Paul calls in 5 Cor. ii. 11, * the spirit
of man that is in /Jum,” delights in the
law of God, but is overpowered by the
sin which rules as a law in the members
of the outward man. This true self
cries in anguish, “Who shall deliver
me ?” and the cry is at once turned into
thanksgiving by remembrance of the
deliverance already wrought by God
through Jesus Christ (vz. 24, 25).

viii. THE SpiriT oF LiFE 1IN CHRIST
Jesus BRINGS LI1BERTY TG THE CHIL-
DREN OF (GOD, AND COMFORTS THEM
wIiTH THE HoPE OF GLORY.

The doctrine that man is justified
freely by God’s grace through union
with Christ {v. 12—21) has been de-
fended against two chief objections of
the Jew. It has been shown (1)in Ch.
vi. that far from encouraging continuance
in sin, the union with Christ implies in
principle a death unto sin, and-an entire
release from its dominion; and (2) in
Ch. vii. that the Law, though holy and
spiritual in itself and recognised as such
by man’s mind or spirit, cannot over-
come the power of sin in the flesh, but
rather becomes an occasion of strength-
ening its dominion.

The question, “Who shall deliver
me?” is now to be answered: “ e
law of the Spirit of life in Christ Jesus.”
Sin already condemned in the flesh by
Christ’s death is to be destroyed by “z%e
Spiritgf life” which He imparts for the
fulfilment of the righteousness of the
law (v2. 1—4). This Divine Spirit not
only subdues “Zke mind of the flesh,’
which ¥ is ensmity against God" and there-
fore * dearr,” but will at last give life
even to the body now dead because of
sin (v2. 5-13).

The same Spirit of Christ testifies
that we are sons of God, and partakers
of His inheritance of glory if we partake
of His sufferings now (vz. 14-17). No
present suffering is to be compared with
that glory, for which the whole creation
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is groaning and sighing, and we our
selves are waiting in hop. of its comple-
tion by the redemption of our body
(vp. 18-25). Already we have help for
our infirmity in the Spirit’s intercession
(zv. 25-27), and the knowledge * #iaf
all things (even sufferings) work fogether
Jor good o them that love God,” because
they “ are called according fo His purpose”

For whom He forcknew as loving
Him, He predestined to be conformed
to the image of His Son, and that pre-
destination cannot fail to be accomplished
in their calling and justification, and
glorification, because nothing can sepa-
rate them from God’s love (vo. 28-39).

We pause for a moment to establish
our interpretation of this most difficult
and important passage by the authority
of the first Christian Father, Clemen(
of Rome, “who had seen the blessed
Apostles and conversed with them, and
still had the preaching of the Apostles
ringing in his ears and their tradition
before his eyes” (Iren. iii. 3, § 3). In
the newly recovered portion of St
Clement's Epistle to the Corinthians
(lix. 9) we find a clear reference to
Rom. viii. 28 in the words: “ Who dost
make many nations upon earth, and out
of all didst ¢choose them that lowe thee
through fesus Christ thy beloved Son,
through Whom Thou didst chasten
sanctify, and honour us.”

III. TuE DOCTRINE RECONCILED WITH
IsrAEL’S UNBELIEF.

The purely doctrinal portion of the
Epistle 1s concluded. Each part of the
Theme proposed ini. 16, 17 has now
been developed in a clear and closely
connected argument. Without Christ
all nations alike are lying under the
wrath of God, all without excuse, the
Heathen condemned by his own con-
science (i. 32), the Jew by the law to
which he trusts in vain to justify him by
his own works (ili. 20), But now in
Christ the righieousness of God is
revealed from faith to faith, independent
of law yet witnessed by the law and the
Prophets, extending unto all them that
believe God’s gifts of peace and hope and
everlasting life.
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That St. Paul has treated the doctrine

of justification by faith with especial re-
ference to the prejudices of the Jews is
obvious. But. it is not a necessary in-
ference from this mode of treatment,
that a Judaizing tendency prevailed
among his readers.
. The objections brought forward on
the part of the Jew are inherent in the
subject itself, and must have entered into
a discussion of the doctrine to whom-
soever addressed.

Moreover St. Paul's own mind was
full of the questions concerning Judaism,
and the mode of treating it. The Epistle
to the Churches of Galatia had been
written but a short time before: there
the Judaizing party had striven to the
utmost to accommodate Christianity itself
to Jewish prejudices. St. Paul had
vehemently opposed this retrograde
movement both in person and in his
Epistle. Now he could regard the whole
question of the relation of Judaism to the
Gospel more calmly, deliberately, and
comprehensively. - For he was writing
to a Churchin which he had no personal
antagonists, and where party-spirit had
not yet embittered the great controversy :
a Church moreover set in the midst of
so numerous a colony of unbelieving
Jews, that the question of their rejection
was seen in all the greatness of its pro-
portions.

Hence we see that the subject dis-
cussed in Chapters ix—xi. cannot pos-
sibly be regarded as a mere historical
appendix, nor as a corollary to the pre-
vious doctrine : it is in fact the recon-
ciliation of that doctrine to the great
and pressing difficulty which had arisen
from the rejection of the Gospel by the
great mass of the Jewish people.

ix. 1-5. MOURNING OVER ISRAEL.

With seeming abruptness, yet in
close connexion of thought, St. Paul
passes from the joyful assurance of
salvation for all the elect of God
(viii. 28-39) to the moumful and
mysterious contrast presented by the
exclusion of the chosen people on
whom so many and great privileges
had been bestowed. ‘
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27, 6-13. Gop's PROMISE HAS NOT
FAILED,

The present rejection of Israel is not
to be regarded as a failure of God’s
promise ; the unbelief of some does not
make the faithfulness of God of none
effect, iii. 3 ; for the promise was not to
all the seed of Abraham after the flesh,
but to the chosen seed, not to Ishmael
but to [saac, not to Esau but to Jacob, -

27. 14-18. NOR IS THERE ANY INJUSTICE
N Gob.

Far be it from us to say that God is
unjust in thus choosing one and rejecting
another, before they have done good or
evil. His choice is not determined by
the merit of man’s works, but by His
own free and undeserved mercy, for it
is proved by His words to Moses and to
Pharach that “ oz whom he will, ke hath
mercy, and whom he will ke hardeneth.”
On the reference to Pharaoh in #. 17
see the foot-note and the Additional
note at the end of the chapter.

20, 1g—21. GoD’s ALMIGHTY WILL MAY
NOT BE QUESTIONED. :

If God’s will is absolutely free and
irresistible, “why doth He yet find fault 1"
Why hold man responsible?

The Apostle first rebukes the arrogance
of thus contending with God, and asserts
that His rightful power (éovoia) over
man is as absclute and unquestionable
as that of the potter over the clay that he
fashions,

Had this been the only answer, the
Jew could not have found fault with
it, for it is drawn from his Scriptures ;
but St. Paul has another answer.

2. 22—-29. GoD's JUSTICE AND MERCY
VINDICATED.

After asserting God’s unquestionable
rightto deal with the creatures of His
hand according to His Will, the Apostle
proceeds to justify God’s actual dealing
with Istael, as characterised by long-
suffering towards those who were de-
serving only of wrath, and by mercy
towards those whom He called both from
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among Jews and also from among
Gentiles to be His people.

Moreover both the calling of the
Gentiles, and the rejection of all except
a small remnant of Israel, had been
foretold by the Prophets,—a proof that
there had been no failure of His promise
in its true meaning.

20. 30-33. THE PARADOX EXPLAINED,

It Is a strange result that Gentiles who
were not consciously seeking righteous-
ness attained to righteousness, while
Israel, who sought, did not attain unto
a law of righteousness. And where-
fore? Because the Jews did not seek
what the Gentiles attained, a righteous
ness of faith, but sought righteousness
by works of law, and so stumbled
against the Rock which was laid in
Zion for a sure founlation to every
one that defieveth.

We must not leave this Chapter with-
out drawing attention to the great im-
portance of the statement of Christ’s
Deity in z. 5, and to the general mis-
understanding of the passage concerning
Pharaoh (#. 17) consequent on the
defective translation of the original
passage in the A, V. Both points are
fully discussed in the Additional Notes
to the Chapter.

X. 1-4—THE CAUSE OF ISRAEL’S
STUMBLING.

They sought to establish their own
righteousness by works of law, and
refused to submit to God’s righteousness
which is attained by fzit%, because they
were ignorant that ““ /ae,” regarded as a
way of attaining to righteousness before

" God, is at an end in Christ, in order
that righteousness may be extended to
every one that delieveth.

29, §5—10. THE TESTIMONY OF MOSEs,

Israel ought not to have been igno-
rant of ke rightcousness which is of
Jaith,” for Moses himself not only ¢de-
seribeth the righteousness which i of
law,” but also speaks of another kind
of rightecusness, a religion of the heart,
which is the righteousness of faith in
Christ.
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v, 1I1—2I. THE RIGHTEOUSNESS oF
FAITH 1S OFFERED TO ALL, BUT RE-
JECTED BY ISRAEL.

St. Paul emphatically asserts the uni-
versality of the statement already quoted
in ix. 33, “ Whosoever believeth on Him
shall not be ashamed ” (Isai. xviil. 16)as
proving that in the righteousness of faith
there is no difference between Jew and
Greek; and then from two other
passages (Joel ii. 30; Tsal. lii. 7) proves
that the Gospel must be preached to all.

“ But they did not all obey the glad
tidings:” yet it was not from want of
hearing, nor of wamning, for Moses and
Isaiah foretold both the reception of the
Gentiles, and the disobedience of Israel.

xi. TaE RESTORATION oF ISRAEL.

Twice already the Apostle has inti-
mated that the unbelief of the great mass
of the Jews has not annulled the faithful-
ness of God’s promises (iii. 3; ix. 6):
The same thought is here brought into
close connexion with the certainty of
salvation for God's elect {viii. 28-39),
“ God hath not cast away His people,
which He foreknewy,” the true Israel. But
who are the true Israel? Not the un-
believing mass {compare ix. 6), but the
“remnant according to dection of grace”
The existence of such a remmant of
believing Israclites amid a general
apostasy proves now, as in Elijah’s days,
that God had not rejected Israel as @
people.

And as He has not rejected the people
on account of the unbelief of the majority,
so neither has He preserved the remnant
on account of their own merit, but only
of grace (ve. 1-6).

What then is the result? The mass
of Israel seeking righteousness of works
obtained it not ; the elect, foreknown of
God, and chosen to be His people,
obtained righteousness of grace through
faith : and this hardening of the mass is
what the Prophets have foretold as a
just judgment from God (z2. 7-10).

But what is God's purpose hergin?
Is it that they should fall finally? Far
from it: already their stumbling has
brought salvation to the Gentiles, and
this transfer of God’s favour shall provoke
the Jews to jealousy, and so end in the
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restoration of God’s ancient people, and
a new life of the world (vw. 11-13).
Such a restoration is natural, for the
holy root of the chosen race makes its
branches holy: ye Gentiles are but
grafts of wild olive enriched by that holy
root. Boast not that natural branches
were broken off to make room for you ;
for if God spared not them neither will
He spare thee, and if they turn from
their unbelief, the goodness and power
of God which grafted thee contrary to
nature into the good olive, shall much
more surely graft in again. the natural
branches (16-24).

This Divine purpose, that the harden-
ing of Israel should bring salvation to
the Gentiles, and so lead at last to the
restoration of all Israel, is a mystery re-
vealed now, and long since indicated in
Isaiah: and God’s gracious purposes
can never fail, but even disobedience is
so overruled that He may have mercy
upon all (25-32).

O depth of God’s wisdom surpassing
all that man’s heart could conceive! O
depth of inexhaustible riches, receiving
from none but giving freely to all! For
Jrom Him as their first cause all things
begin, irough Him still working in them
they work together, and unte Him they
tend as the final cause of all ; « To Whom
be the glory for ever, Amen” (vv. 33-56).

It is impossible to look back on the
whole course of the Apostle’s argument,
from the revelation of God’s wrath
against an ungodly world (i. 18) to this
mystery of God’s all-embracing mercy,
without feeling that, whatever local,
temporary, or personal circumstances
may have induced St. Paul to address
this letter to Rome, such an exposition
of the Gospel could only have proceeded
from the mind of one who was moved
by the Holy Ghost to write for all
ages and for all mankind. “A more
far-reaching glance was never cast over
the Divine plan of the history of the
world” (Godet),

IV. ExuorTaTiON TO CHRISTIAN
Durizs.

The doctrinal part of the Epistle now
conciuded is followed by an exposition
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of Christian duty closety connected with
it, and hardly less systematic and com-
prehensive, It consists of two main
portions :

(a) The general duties of the Christian
life (xii., xiii.); :

(b) The special duty of mutual for-
bearance and charity in regard to things
non-essential (xiv, 1~xv, 13).

(a) xii., xiii. THE CHrISTIAN'S DUTIES
TOWARDs GOD, AND TOWARDS Man,

The Apostle has set forth “ #he mercies
of God” in his survey of the Divine
purpose and method of salvation. These
mercies he now applies as motives to
holiness, beginning with the central
thought of self-consecration. Conform
not even outwardly to the fashion of this
world, but be inwardly transformed, youe
bodies being devoted to God's service,
your minds renewed to know His perfect
will (1, 2).

Presume not on special gifts, but as
members of one body in Christ employ
them for the good of all (3-8). Let
love, the soul of all Christian virtues,
animate your conduct towards your
brethren in Christ, and towards all men,
even your enemies (g—21).

Obey the rulers of the State, as powers
ordained of God (xiil, 1-7). Fulfil the
royal law of mutual love (8-r10), and
remembering that the day of Christ is
at hand, put on the armour of Light, put
on the new man (11-14).

(b) xiv. 1—xv. 13. SpeciaL Exnox-
TATION TO MuzuaL FORBEARANCE
BETWEEN CHRISTIANS.

Despise not the scruples of the weak
conscience, neither condemn the freedom
of the strong. We are all God’s servants :
do all things as unto the Lord: and
prepare for His judgment, instead of
judging one another (1—13). In things
mdifferent give no offence; for meat or
drink lead not thy brother into sin
(24-23).

Let the strong bear with the weak,
as Christ has borme with us: receive
one another, as Christ has received
us (xv. 1-7). He came to fulfil God’s
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promises to Israel, and to extend God’s
mercy to the Gentiles : rejoice in Him,
for ye are all His people (8-13).

The Apostle’s reason for addressing
to the Christians at Rome this special
exhortation to mutual forbearance is to
be sought in the divergence of views
between the Jewish and Gentile be-
lievers : see above, pp. 17, 18.

V. CONCLUSION 3

(2) The writer's motives and prospects
(xv. 14-33);

(b) Concluding salutations (xvi).

(2) Bear with my boldness in admonish-
ing you, for I am a minister of Christ,
to present the Gentiles as an acceptable
offering (14-16). I glory therefore, yet
only in what Christ has wrought through
my preaching His Gospel to them who
had not heard His name (17-21). Often
hindered by this duty, I now am free to
come to you on my journey into Spain,
as soon as I have carried to Jerusalem
the alms of the Gentile Churches here
(22—29). Pray for my deliverance from
the unbelieving Jews, for the acceptance
of my service by the saints, and for my
coming to you in joy. “ And the God
of peaze be with you all” (30-33).

(b) Commendation of Pheebe (1, 2);
Apostolic greetings (3-16); Warning
against false teachers (17-20); Saluta-
tions from St. Paul's companions (21—
233 ; Benediction (24); Doxology (25—
27).

On the contents of this Chapter com-
pare § 8, pp- 24-29.

There is a close correspondence be-
tween the Introduction and the Conclu-
sion of the Epistle, both in form and
thought. The section (a) answers to
L 8-r5, while in (b) we find in the
Doxology a fulness of thought and
majesty of expression which harmonize
well with the character of the opening
address (i. 1-7).

APPENDIX.

“THE Law,” THE FLESH.”

In several important passages of this
Epistle it is essential to a tight under-
standing of St. Paul's argument that we
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should be able to determine the exact
meaning of the word “/aw” (véuos)
with and without the Definite Article.

“It must be admitted,” says Bp.
Middleton, ‘On the Greek Article, p. 303,
“ that there is scarcely in the whole N. I,
any greater difficulty than the ascer-
taining of the various meanings of
vépos in the Epistles of St. Paul.”

One of the earliest remarks on the
subject is that of Origen on Rom, iii. 21:
“Moris est apud Gracos nominibus
dpbpa preponi, que apud nos possunt
Articuli nominari. 87 guande igitur
Mosis legem  nominaé, solitum nomini
praemittit Arvticulum: si quando vero
naturalem vult intelligi, sine Articulo
nominat legem.” Though the form of
the first sentence (‘“*apud Grxcos,”
““apud nos”) shews that it is due to
the Latin translator Rufinus, the rule
about the use of the article seems
to have proceeded from Origen him-
self : for it is the basis of his whole
interpretation of Rom. iii. 21, both in
the Commentary and in the Philocalia,
cap. ix.

It is admitted on all hands that this
rule, so far as it refers to the Law of
Moses is generally true, i.e. that where
the law of Moses is meant vduos usually
has the Article prefixed.

Is the rule true without exceptions?

If there are any exceptions, are they
merely arbitrary, or can they be explained
on any known principle, so as not to de-
stroy the general rule ?

In other words does St. Paul use
vépos and 6 véuos indifferently to signify
the particular law of Moses?

Bp. Middleton maintains the general
truth of the rule, admitting “no other
exreptions than those by which words
the most definite are frequently affected.”
We must first inquire on what prin-
ciple the general rule is founded, and
then consider the alleged exceptions.

A clear view of the nature of the
Article, and of the effect of its insertion
or omission, was long since given by Mr,
T. S. Green, “ Grammar of the N. T,
Dialect,” 1842, p. 132. “The Article
is prefixed to a word, when it conveys
an idea already in some degree fami-
liarized to the mind, and in so doing
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expresses something definite. Definite-
ness attaches to the gemeral idea, when
this idea is identified with one whick has
been already impressed wupon the mind.
The Article is a sign of this identifica-
tion, and thus is closely but not primarily
connected with definiteness.” (Slightly
abridged.)

Again, p. 165 : “Since the Article is
prefixed to a word when its idea is
already familiarized, and is a mark or
intimation of that circumstance, the
natural effect of its presence is to divert
the thoughts from dwelling upon the
peculiar import of the word, and is adverse
lo ifs inkerent notion standing out as apro-
minent point in the sense of the passage,
it being an unquestionable law that,
while novelty excites attention and scru-
tiny, familiarity is commonly associated
with a passing glance.”

The first passage to which Mr. Green
refers (p. 171) as illustrating “the ten-
dency of the presence of the Article to
divert the attention from the peculiar
inherent meaning of a word to which it
is prefixed, and of its removal to recall it”
is Joh. i 1, ®eds v 6 Adyos: “ Had the
Article been prefixed, the sense would
have been, that the Word was identical
with the entire essence of the sole Deity.
In the actual words ®eds is the predicate ;
that is, all that is involved in the notion of
®eos is predicated of the Word, namely
the proper nature and attributes of
‘Deity. The absence of the Article,
further, admits of the Divine Word
being possessed of this nature in
common with other beings or Persons.”

The importance and correctness of
this statement will be at once seen by
referring to Professor Westcott’s note on
the same passage in this Commentary :
“ It is necessarily without the Article
(@ebs not & @eds) inasmuch as it de-
scribes the nature of the Word, and does
not identify His Person. It would be
pure Sabellianism to say the Word was
5 @eds.”

Again on Joh. v. 27, Dr. Westcott
writes : “ The omission of the Article
concentrates attention upon the nature,
and not upon the personality of Christ.”

Again on xix. 7: “The omission of
the Article ‘(vids ®eol) concentrates
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attention upon the nature and not upon
the personality of Christ.”

We thus see that the principle on
which Mr. Green founded the general
rule for the insertion or omission of
the Article is accepted by Professor
Westcott : we shall find presently that it
is no less clearly recognised by Bp.
Lightfoot.

Unfortunately Mr. Green was mnot
consistent in applying his own principle
to St. Paul’s use of the word vdpos : this,
he writes, “is precisely a case in
which it mlght be expected that the
constant and familiar use of the word
would lead to the dropping of the
Article; and that such was the actualt
effect, may be concluded from such
passages as the following: Rom. x 4,
Télos yip VO,U,O‘U Xpw'rog 1 Macc. ii. 21,
xaralurely vipov kai Sicardpara” (P 228)

Mr. Green infers that we cannot

safely conclude *that the Apostle never

uses the anarthrous word to signify the
Jewish Law.” “But” he adds, “it
would scarcely be too hardy an assump-
tion, that e Apostie has been precise with
respect o the Article in those passages of
his writings where any ambiguily was
undesirable.”

This uncertain mode of speaking
virtually abandons many passages to
the caprice, or preconceived opinions
of individual Commentators. It will
be made clear by a few examples that
the question can hardly be said to have
been as yet expressly and finally settled.

Dean Alford writes on Rom. ii. 12 ff.
“ Ndpos #hroughout signifies the law of
Moses, even though anarthrous, in every
place except where the absence of the
Article corresponds to a /ogica/ inde-
finiteness, as e. g. €avrois elow vipos, B.
14: and even there nct “a law”: see
note.” The note on 2. 14 is, ‘are Jo
themselves (so far) the law, not ‘2 law,
&c’

Agam on ii. 13 (ol dxpoatal viuov),

“vépos was indisputably the law of
Moses.”

These statements seem directly op-
posed to Mr. Green’s view of the effect
produced by omission of the Article
‘They are equally opposed to Dr.
Vaughan’s careful distinction of vduas
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and & wpos in his notes on Rom. ii.
12-185.

Bp. Ellicott in his Commentary on
Galatians adopted Dean Alford’s view,
while Bp. Lightfoot agrees with Mr.
Green, Dr. Westcott, and Dr. Vaughan.
Thus on ii. 19, Si& vépov voue &méfavor,
Bp. Ellicott writes (in 1854) “ The real
difficulty in these words rests on the
meaning of »épos : this must be decided
on exegetical grounds, for it appears
most certain that »dpos .may be an-
arthrous, and still clearly mean the law
of Moses: see Winer, ‘Gr.” § 8.” Ac
cordingly the Bishop adds that “Nguos
in each case has the same meaning;
that meaning is the Mosaic law.”

Bishop Lightfoot, on the contrary,
‘writes on the same passage: ‘“The
written law—the Old Testament—is
always & wduos, At least it seems never
to be quoted otherwise. Ndmos without
the Article is ‘law’ considered as a
principle, exemplified no doubt chiefly
and signally in the Mosaic law, but
very much wider than this in its appli-
cation.”

The same difference runs throughout
the two Commentaries on Galatians, as
may be seen by referring to the notes on
ii. 18;iv. 4, 5; v. 18; vi. 13. Also
on Philipp. iiL. §, katd vépor Papioaios,
Bp. Ellicott's note 1s, ‘in respect
of the law (of Moses) a pharisee.
“ Nduos is-here the * Mosaic law,” &c.”:
while Bp. Lightfoot writes: * vdpov]
law’ not ‘the law'; for though the
Mosaic law is meant, it is here re-
garded in the abstract as a principle
of action, being co-ordinated with {fAos
and dwawod.” See below, p. 47.

When opinions so distinctly opposite
are so strongly maintained on either side,
it is reasonable to suppose that some
further investigation of the facts of the
case is necessary. We propose there-
fore to examine the usage of the word
vopos, with and without the Article (i.) in
the Septuagint, (iL.) in the New Testament
generally, and (iii.) in St. Paul's Epistles.

USAGE IN THE SEPTUAGINT. As
Tromms Concordance to the LXX is
notoriously imperfect, we shall endeavour
to supplement its deficiencies from the
excellent Hebrew Concordance of Fiirst.
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We may first observe that the word
("R), of which wépes is the usual
rendering, has a very wide range of
meaning. According to Fiirst it means
“ doctrine, instruction, teaching paternal
and Divine; hence the whole Mosaic
law, and also the whole word of God,
both law and ordinances, then the law
specially, and particular laws and pre-
cepts, then metaphorically system- and
method (2 Sam. vii. 19}.”

For an instance of the more general
sense of the word we may refer to the
note in this Commentary on Mic, iv. 2,
“for the law shall go forth of Zion”
“ Rather, for out of Zion shallgo forth
a law, The Hebrew word for Jew
literally signifies énstruction. ‘The old
law is not what is here meant, but the
JSulfilment of it (Matt. v. 17, 18), the
teaching of Christ.”

Another point to be noticed is that
in regard to the use of the Article the
Septuagint follows the Hebrew very
closely.

‘Thus the word véposis used to translate
MR about 187 times, and only in about
six passages do the Hebrew and the
Greek differ as to the insertion or
omission of the Article. In four of
these places (Prov. xxviii. 4 (twice}, xxi.
18, Isai. xxiv. 5) the LXX have im-
Droperly inserted it, as is well explained
by Delitzsch in his note on Isai. xxiv. g:
“ Understanding the earth as we do in
a general sense, ‘#ke lew’ cannot sig-
nify merely the positive law of Israel
The Gentile world had also a ZordZ or
divine teaching within, which contained
an abundance of divine directions
(toroth).”  With this view agree Jerome,
Aben-Esra, Vitringa, Rosenmiiller. _

In Mal. ii. 8, 9 (év vépy) the LXX have
not heard the Article in 1iR3,

Nor does this close agreement imply a
departure from the general use of the
Article in Greek: for “in Hebrew the
Article is employed with 2 Noun to limit
its appllcatlon in nearly the same cases
as in Greek or Gemman (or Engiish),
namely, only when a Zefinife object, one
previgusly mentioned, Or already known,
or the only one of ils kind, is the subject
of discourse” (Gesenius, ¢ Hebrew Grams
mar, § 109). ' .
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Of the 187 passages above mentioned
& vdpos is used in rzo with other de-
fining words which render the Article
necessary . these examples need no
discussion.

The same may be said of five other
passages, in which rof vépov is dependent
on a Noun which has the Article,
either 76 Bif\ov or Tois Adyous (2 i
xxil 17, xxiil. 24, 2z Chr. xxxiv. 19;
Neh. viil. 3, 9); and in one passage 2 KL
xxii. 8, BSAlov rod wiuov edpov, where
70l vépov seems to be dependent on an
anart/rous Noun, the Article before
BiBAiov has been improperly omitted by
the LXX from a literal adherence to the
Hebrew, in which the antecedent Noun
is in the construct state and therefore
without the Article,

In eight passages (z Chr. xxxi. 21;
Ezra vii. 10; x. 3 Neh. viil, 2, 7; x.
34, 36; xiil. 3) 6 vduos has the Article
because “the Law of Moses” is meant,
4, ¢. the Pentateuch as a whole, or pos-
sibly in Ezra x. 3 the particular law
about the marriage of Priests. In Jer.
il. 8 (MIAR *WDRY) the LXX have added
pov unnecessarily. In Zeph iil. 4 Tromm
reads éoefovow els tov vopov, but Field
has doefoliew vdpov, which agrees with
the Hebrew.

Adding the four passages above men-
tioned in which the LXX have impro-
perly inserted the Article, we have 140
Ppassages in which § vépos occurs, and out
of these there are only eight, in which,
without some further definition, it stands
for “the Law” of Moses. In fact it
is only in the later books 2z Kings,
2 Chronicles, Ezra and Nehemiah, that
this limited sense of “the Law” is
found.’

It remains for us now to examine the
forty-seven passages in which vduos is
used without the Article.

In twenty of these passages vduos is fol-
lowed by a Genitive defining the giver
of the law XKuplov, @eob, 100 ®col,
Muiioéws, pov.

In three other passages Neh. ix. 13;
Mal ii. 6 ; Prov. xiii. 15) vopos, followed
bya Gemtwe has a perfectly general
sense “a law of truth,” “a wise man’s
instruction.”

In three passages vépg is found with
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the Preposition év, 2 Chr. xv. 3, €v od rouw,

where it is perfectly indefinite, and Mal,
ii. 8, 9 é» vépy, on which see above, p. 43.

In two passages the genitive viuov de-
pending on an anarthrous Noun seems
at first sight to mean definitely “the
law.”

But in the first of these passages
2 Chr. xxxiv. 15, BifAlov vdpov, the
LXX have been again misled,as in 2 Ki.
xxil. 8, by the omission in Hebrew of
the Article before the Noun in the
constructstate : there they wrote Si8A{ov
70D vdpou, here more consistently BiSAlov
vépov, while in both passages v6 BiSAiov
7ob vépov would have been the right
rendering,

In the other _Passage, Prov. vi. 23,
Avxvos &vToly vépov xai ¢ids is a mis-
translation of the Hebrew, which
means & “commandment is a lamp,
and instruection (Torih) is light,”
the Articles being wrongly inserted in the
A. V. See Delitzsch on the passage,
and at p. 42 of his Commentary on
Proverbs: “In vain do we look for the
name Israel in the Proverbs, even the
name Torfh has a much more flexible
idea attached to it than that of the law
written at Sinai: compare xxvii. 4;
xxix. 18, with xxviil. 7; xiil. 14, &c.”

In four of the remaining nineteen
passages we find vdpos efs, which needs
no remark. In three more (Deut.
xxxiil. 3; Neh. ix. 14; Isai. li. 4) the
A. V. renders vdpos rightly without the
Definite Article. In twelve passages
(Prov. xxviil. 7, 9; Isal. ii. 3; viil. 16,
zo, Jer. xviii, 18; Lam. ii. g; Ezek,

ii. 26; Mic. iv. z, Hab. i 4; Hagg.
il 11; "Mal. ii 7) the meaning is In-
definite, “instruction” or “law,” and
the Article is wrongly inserted in the
A. V., not being found in the Hebrew.

We thus arrive at the general result
that vipos, without the Article, and with-
out some defining Genitive, never means
“the law” of Moses as a definite whole.

This result is confirmed by the twenty-
two passages in which vdpos, with or with-
out the Article,is found in the Apocrypha.

When it means definitely “the law,”
it either takes the Article (Ecclesiasticus
xlix. 4 ; 2 Macc. iv. 17; vil. 9 ; Sus. 7. 62)
or is followed by a defining Genitive or
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Relative (Ecclesiasticus xxiv. 23 ; xxxix.
1, 8; «li. 8; xlii. z; xliv. 205 xlv. 17;
xlvi. 14).

In seven passages (Ecclesiasticus
xxxil. 15, 24; xxxiil. 2, 3; xxxiv, 8;
xxxv. I; xlv. 5) the gereral meaning
(Divine instruction, a precept, a law) is
evident.

In 1 Macc il 21 {kerohirely viuov
xai Swardpera), the passage quoted by
Mr. Green, the omisston of the Articles
may be explained by the principle of
“ enumeration ” (Winer, p. 149, note 2 ;
Middleton p. 9g9), or we may very

roperly retain the literal rendering
{# to forsake law and ordinances”), thus
bringing out into prominence the in-
herent force of the ideas. The three
remaining passages (1 Macc. x. 37; xi
34, 57) have no bearing on the question
before us.

ii. Usace 1N THE NEW TESTAMENT
GENERALLY,

When we turn to the New Testa-
ment, we find that in the Gospels vdpos
occurs thirty-two times, and has the
Article in all except three passages.
In Luke ii. 23, 24 é& vdpp Kupiov, the
Article is omitted either because a
particular law is meant (Ex. xiil. 12;
Lev. xii. 6), or more probably on
account of the anarthrous Kupiov, as fre-
quently in the LXX.

In joh. xix. 7 (“ We kave a law”)
vipov refers indefinitely either to the
whole law, or to the particular law
Lev. xxiv. 16,—sndefinitely because the
speakers do not assume that it was pre-
viously known to Pilate, or else to draw
attention to the authoritative character
of the code, as /azwz which ought to be
carried out. ‘

These three exceptions in no way
affect the truth of Origen’s rule when
applied to the Gospels, that when the
law of Moses is meant the Article is
always used (6 vdpos). We also observe
In the Gospels that & wdpos, without
further definition, has become the re-
cognised title of the Mosaic Law, or
Pentateuch,

In Acts 6 vépos occurs nineteen times,
¥dpeos onlyonce xiil. 39 (& vdpw Muwicéws),
where the defining Genitive renders the
Article unnecessary.
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In the Epistle of St. James the word
is found ten times. Twice only (ii. g,
10) it means “the law” of Moses as a
whole, and has the Article.

In three passages the omission of the
Article brings out emphatically the
character of the particular law meant as
“a perfect law™ (i 25), & “royal law”
(1. 8), “a law of liberty” (il 12).

In the five remaining instances, ii. 1z,
and iv. 11, where vdpos recurs four times,
it is to be rendered simply “law” as in
the perfectly similar passage Rom. ii
25, where see note.

i, Usack 1N ST. Paur’s EpISTLES,

Before proceeding to examine St
Paul’s usage of the word, let us remind
ourselves that the question is whether
vipos withont the Artice is ever used,
like 6 vdpos, simply as a Proper Name of
“the law” of Moses. We have found
no such use in the LXX, Apocrypha,
Gospels, Acts, or Catholic Epistles. Is
it to be found in St. Paul ?

The best mode of answering the
question will be to classify the uses of
the word first in other Epistles, and
then separately in Romans.

In St Paul's Epistles, other than
Romans, the word occurs forty-seven
times, ot including 1 Cor, vil. 39,
where véug is interpolated,

(1) 6 véuos. In eighteen passagesithas
the Article 1 Cor. ix. 8, 9; xiv. 21, 34;
xv. §6; Gal. iil. 10, 12, 13, 17, 19, 2I,
24;1v. 213 V. 3, 14; VL 2 (1. v. Tob
Xpwrrot) ; Eph. i1 15; 1 Tim. L 8.

In all these passages it means ke laz
of Moses, except in Gal. vi. 2, and pro-
bably 1 Cor. xav. 21.

(2) vdpos. (a) In three passages itis
evidently, from the form of the sentence,
indefinite : Gal il 21, € yip &dby
vépos & Suvdpevos k. T. N, V. 23, Kkard TGOV
ratdvraw ok € véuos (a quotation from
Aristotle : see note on Rom. i. 14},
1 Tim. i g, Swalp vépos ob ketrat

(#) In six passages we have the phrase
¢ Spyav vopov (Gal, il 16, thrice; iiL 2,
5, 10}, onthe meaning of which see our
note on Rom, iii, 20, and Bp. Lightfoot
on Gal. iil. 10,

On this point we refer with pleasure to
Mr. S. C. Green's excellent * Handbook
to the Grammar of the Greek Testament,
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p. 218; “Rom. 1ii. 20: ¥ &ywv vipov
k. 1. A, by deeds of law shall no flesh
be justified, for by 1aw is the knowledge
of sin.

The omission of the Article shows the
truth to be universal, applicable to all
men, and to every form of law. Compare
2. 28; Gal . 16; iil 2, 5, 10, in all
which passages the Article is consis-
tently omitted.”

St. Paul’s work would have been but
half done, if he had only proved that man
could not be justified &y the works of the
Law of Moses. What he has proved,
and what gives to his Epistle its eternal
significance is that &y no works of law,
by no legal obedience, can man in any
age or nation earn for himself righteous-
ness before God: if he could, Christ’s
death was needless (Gal. ii. z1).

(&) In Gal ii. 19, véuep dméfavoy, the
law of Moses is regarded in its mnature
as “law”: non quia Mosis, sed quia lex.
“T died to law,” as a principle of justifi-
cation.

In Gal. vi 13, odt yip ol mepireu-
vouevor atrol véuor puidooovow, the mean-
ing is that the circumcisionists, who
enforce the particular ordinance, are
not themselves in the full and true sense
“ doers of law,” because they omit “ £k
welghtier matters of the law—judgment,
mercy, and faith.” In both passages
the absence of the Article gives pro-
minence #o the general idea “law,” and
the Apostle’s thought gains breadth and
force by the more exact rendering.

In the remaining eighteen passages
vépos without the Article is governed by
a Preposition dud, €, &, kard, md : 1 Cor.
ix. zo (four imes); Gal il 19, 2f; iil
11, 18, 21, 23;iv. 4, 5§, 2I; V. 4,
18 ; Philipp. ii. 5, 6, 9.

The notion that in these passages
véuos is anarthrous simply because
it is governed by a Preposition has
nothing in its favour: it is opposed
to the constant usage of the LXX,
Apocrypha, and Gospels, in none of
which (as we have seen above) is there
a single passage where vduos meaning
“ the law ” of Moses loses its Article on
account of being governed by a Preposi-
tion, except where the LXX overlooked
the presence of the Article in the
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Hebrew. On the other hand in every
passage where the Article is omitted, the
context not only admits the exact render-
ing “law” but gains by it a2 more forcible
and comprehensive meaning.

As a crucial test we may take the
passage Rom. il 31, vduov ofv karap-
yobper 8l Ths moréns; py yévorro, dANY
véuov iordvoper. Dean Alford’s note
is as follows: “wvduos not *Zaw’ but
‘the law,’ as everywhere in the Epistle.
We may safely say that the Apostle never
argues of Jzw, abstract, in the sense of
a system of precepis—Iits attributes or its
effects—but always of THE Law, con-
crete,—2the law of God given by MMoses,
when speaking of the Jews, as here:
the faw of God,in as far as written on
their consciences, when speaking of the
Gentiles.”

Can we really believe that St. Paul
meant, what is thus attributed to him,
“we establish THE Law,” concrete, the
law of God given by Moses to the Jews?
Before answering, let the reader study
what St. Paul had written a few months
before to the Galatians (il 18) with
Dean Alford’s own commentary upon it :

“If I build again the things whick T
destroyed, I make myself a transgressor.”
The force of the verse is—You, by now
Te-asserting the obligation of the law, are
proving (guoad fe) that yourformer step
of setting aside the law was in fact a
transgression of it.”

It appears inconceivable that St
Paul, after this, should say “ we establish
the law,” but it is perfectly natural that
he should say, “we do not annul, nay
we establish, /e in its true character
and essential nature as a revelation of
the holy will of God,” which can be
fulfilled only through faith in Christ
(viil. 4). See our notes on the passage.

We proceed to classify the various
uses of vduos in the Epistle to the Romans.

I. We find & véuos about thirty-five
times, sometimes In a tropical sense
(as in vii. 21, 23 ; viii. 2), but usnally
meaning the law of Moses.

I1. In about forty passages vduos is
without the Article, and its meanings
may be classified as follows :—

(@) vépos “Jew™ in a tropical sense;
“a ruling principle.”
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Rom. 1. 14,
w il 27,
» VIL 23,

éavTols €low viupos.

&id vdpov wioTews.

&repov vépov & Tols pé-
Aeai pov.

vipw duaptios.

vouoy Stkatocuvys,

els vépov [Bkarootims].
No one could think of applying these

passages to the Law of Moses.
(8) vdpos “law” in an unlimited sense,

in negative or intesrogative sentences.

» 25
ix. 31,

b4 ”

iil. 27, 8wk -molov ¥duov;

: o 3 3 L. 4

V. 15, OV yap OUK €0TLY VOMOS,
V. 13, ;M‘; dvros V(f,u.ov.

To these passages we cannot hesitate
to add

il 14, & pv vépov Ixovra.

ki ’ N\
s 3 OUTOL ¥Omov pm Eovres.

See the notes on this verse.

() In another class of passages the
omission of the Article brings into pro-
minence the nature of “/aw” as a
general principle :

i 1y, e’?ravmralfn vﬁp«g.

» 25, éav vopov wpdoays.

» s €av Be 7:rapa,30'.1"q§ véuou s,

» 20 rapa,@amv ropov.

lll. 31, PO}LOV OUV KaTapYOU’.LGV,

» 3 GAAG vopov iordvoper.

V. 20, vépos 8¢ maperohAfev.

Vil 1, yryvdoxover yip vopov Aald.
Vil 2, dvdpl déBerac voug.

X. 4, Téhos yap vépov XpioTds.

xiil. 8, vépov werAijpukev,

» 10, wAijpwpa odv véuov 7 dydmy.

After carefully studying these pas-
sages we shall feel no doubt that the
same general idea of “law™ is to be
found in the following passages:

il. 12, doot ev vy fpaprov,
81.11. vopov xpaﬁnoowal..
. 2 3 os & Vop.m Kavxaa'm.
iil. 20, 3w 'yap vopov ériyvwois duap-
Tiag.
e \ ’ ’
iil. 21, ywpis vipov dwkaootim weda-
vépuwrat.
3 . » ’ L] /\.I
ob yap Sk vopov § émayyeria.
oi éx vguov.
£ A 4 I3 ’ ]
dxpt yap vépov dpapric fv.
o yap éoTe o vépov.
oik éoptv Tmd vépor.

iv. 13,
iv, 14,
V. 13,
vi. 14,
» I5;

47
vil. 7, dpapriov otk Epywv € py Sk
vipov.
~ + ’ 3 , ’
» 8, xwpls yap vomov duaptia vexpd,
» O, €wv xopls vouov woré.

1iL. 20, é &ywv vipov ol Siarwlioerat,
» 28, ;((wp,iq fp‘ywv vé;’wu.
ix. 32, ds & pyov [vépov].

In the only remaining passage vil. 235,
voi Sovielw viuyp @eo?, we might ex-
plain the omission of the Article as in
Luke ii. 23, but the antithesis viuw
dpaprias shows that the proper render-
ingis “a law of God"” “a divine law.”
See note. .

In this last class (/) are found the
passages, which have been thought to
prove most certamly that vopos is used
indifferently with & vdues as a Proper
Name for “the Law” of Moses.

For a more correct interpretation we
must refer to the foot-notes on each
passage.

We may however refer here to one
or two passages in which, at first sight,
it may seem difficult to maintain the
correct translation of the indefinite vduos.

In Phil. iii. 5, xerd véuor Papicaios
(cited above, p. 43), if we introduce the
definite sense “ #2¢ Law,” we should be
obliged to include the Oral Law, for it
was the fundamental principle of the
Pharisees to make the Oral Law as
binding as the written Law of Moses.
The real meaning however is that St
Paul had been as strict as any Pharisee
“in regard to law,” because he had
looked upon law as the principle of
justification before God.

In 1 Cor ix. 2o, tols iwd vdpov ds
twd vépov, un v abrds dwd wépov, St
Paul's meaning is that he was not, like
the unconverted Jews, “under law”
as a condition of righteousness. In no
other sense could he say that he was not
himself under the law, unless the law
were limited to the Ceremonial as dis-
tinct from the Moral Law.

But can we adopt this distinction ?
Can we say that St. Paul's expression,
“ Ye are not under the law, but under
grace,” applies only to the Ceremonial
and not to the Moral Law? It is clearly
impossible. For what is the example
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chosen by the Apostle to prove that we
are delivered from the Law? It is no
outward ordinance, no ceremonial ob-
servance, but a moral precept, the deep
heart-searching principle of moral obedi-
ence. “ Thou shait not covet” (Rom. vil
7, pi émbupioeas). This is the law of
which St. Paul says that it wrought in
him all manner of concupiscence, and
that sin took occasion by it, and slew
him. How could these deadly effects
result from the moral law which is holy
just and good, ordained to life, except
from its being perversely regarded as
a means of eaming justification, which
its nature as law forbids?

Lastly, as the best apology for a long
discussion, we will quote the weighty
words of Bp. Lightfoot, “on a fresh
Revision of the New Testament,” p. go.
“The distinction between wéuos and
6 vopos is very commonly disregarded,
and yet it is full of significance. Behind
the concrete representation—the Mosaic
law itself—St. Paul sees an imperious
principle, an overwhelming presence,
antagonistic to grace, to liberty, to spirit,
and -(in some aspects) even to life—
abstract law, which, though the Mosaic
ordinances are its most signal and
complete embodiment, nevertheless is
not exhausted therein, but exerts its
crushing power over the conscience in
diverse manifestations, The one—the
concrete and special—is & vopos; the
other—the abstract and universal—is
vépos. To the full understanding of
such passages as Rom. ii. 12 s¢., iii
19 54., iv. 13 sg., Vil 1 s¢., Gal. iii. 10 5¢.,
and indeed to an adequate conception
of the leading idea of $t. Paul’s doctrine
of law and grace, this distinction is
indispensable.”

We will only add that “ law ” assumes
this form of an imperious principle
opposed to grace and liberty only when
it 1s viewed as the condition of fustifica-
fion, the means of attaining to right-
eousness before God through the merit
of good works, Viewed according to
its true idea as the expression of God’s
will, and the guide of man’s obedience,
it “is holy, just, and good,” * spiri-
tual,” and “ ordained to life” (vii 10,
12, 14).
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THE FLESH.

The word “flesh” (ocdpf) occurs
twenty-eight times in Romans, and fre-
quently in St. Paul's other Epistles,
especially (Galatians: it has various
meanings which must be carefully dis-
tingnished, if we wish to have a clear
understanding of the Apostle’s teaching
in many important passages. The in-
quiry has been made more necessary
by the efiorts of recent writers to show
that St. Paul's use of the words “flesh”
and “spirit” agrees not so much with
the Old Testament as with the dualism
of the Greek philosophy of his age.

This view of St. Paul's doctrine of
“the Flesh” is adopted with various
modifications by Holsten, R. Schmidt,
Lidemann, and Pfleiderer. Their several
views are briefly stated and compared
by Wendt in a good monograph ¢ Die
Begriffe: Fleisch und Geist ;” Pfleiderer’s
views are contained in his ‘ Paulinism,’
Pp. 35-67. We can only notice the
chief points of the theory.

The Finite and the Infinite, Man and
God, are said to be conceived by St. Paul
as “Flesh” and “Spirit.” These are
contrasted first in a physical sense,

“Flesh” is the earthly, material,
Jiving substance of man’s body; even
the “soul” (yruxi) is included in the
“ flesh,” being the vitality or animating
force of its earthly matter. The antithesis
to “slesh” is “ spirit)’ a higher material
but not earthly substance, belonging ex-
clusively to the Divine nature, and having
as its essential characteristic a life-giving
force. According to one view (Holsten’s)
the whole man is made up of “ fesi” 2
“ spirit” forms no part of his nature, but
is simply transcendental and Divine
(Wendt, pp. 8o, 86).

“ Flesk,” in its physical aspect, is weak,
transient and perishable: in the intellec-
tual world it is the principle of error:
in the sphere of morals, it is the principle
of evi/, and here it comes into direct
conflict with “spiri,” as an opposing
force (5. p. 81).

“ Thus from the opposition of physically
different substances, as set forth in 1 Cor.
xv. results the dualism of anfagonistic
moral principles” (Pfleiderer, & p. 54),



INTRODUCTION.

« Flesh and Spirit both are to Paul not
inert but active substances (Rom. viii.
5 ff.). The flesh works as sensual desire,
the spirit as non-sensual will” (Holsten,
¢ Das Evangelium d. Paulus,’ p. 127).

This idea of the “Aesk " is supposed
to pervade St. Paul’s system of doctrine:
it explains his view of the Law, of Sin,
of Christ’s Person and work.

(1) Disregarding the ceremonial or-
dinances as having reference only to the
¢flesh,” he recognises the Moral Law as
spiritual and divine.

(2) Sin has its natural source in the
“ flesk,” which is in itself unholy, in
opposition to “ spiri¢” which is holy.
But the sin thus actually grounded in
man’s nature (dpapriz) is at first un-
conscious and guiltless, and is thus dis-
tinguished from conscious transgression
(mapdBaois). Indwelling sin is thus a
real though unconscious tendency of
the “Aesk” to strive against the “ spirés,”
and the spiritual law, and thus it in-
evitably and of necessity produces con-
scious transgression and the sense of
guilt (5. p. 82).

(3) Christ even in His pre-existent
state is regarded as man, the heavenly
spiritual man: His “flesh ” belongs not
to His permanent Being, but only to
His earthly life.

Sin (dpapria, not wepdBacis) dwelt in
His flesh as in that of other men: and
hence the indwelling power of sin
was destroyed in the destruction of the
eartlily substance of His flesh.

The “new life ” of believers consists
in the gift of the Divine spirit whereby
they appropriate and realise in their own
persons this effect of Christ’s death, by
continually subduing the flesh to the
spirit, a process which will be perfected
only in the end of the world, when
matter, in its grosser form, will be wholly
overpowered by spirit (5. p. 83).

. It is evident even from this brief and
Imperfect sketch that in this so-called
Pauline doctrine we Lave quite © another
gospel,” and not that which St. Paul has
been usually supposed to preach. The
theory, in all the various forms under
which it is presented, is mainly founded
upon the assumption that St, Paul
regards the “ flesk” as essentially sinful.
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It thus involves the necessary conse-
quence that our Blessed Lord not only
bare ¢ the likeness of sinful flesh,” but
that His flesh itself was sinful : see note
on viiL 3.

It will not then be thought a needless
labour if we try to ascertain what mean-
ing the Apostle really attached to a
word so important in his teaching as
‘the flesh.”

1. In its original and proper meaning
adpé denotes the material of the living
body, whether of man or of other
animals, as in Lev. xvii. 11.

In this sense it occurs in ii. 28,
‘¢ circumeision, whick is oufward in the
HAesk” : compare Bp. Lightfoot’s note on
Col. 1. 22, “in the body of his flesh”
It must be observed that in xiv, 21, “#
eat flesh,” the Greek word is not odpf
but xpéas, which means dead flesh, a dis-
tinction rightly observed by the LXX
in translating the Hebrew word (-wa)
which means flesh either dead or living.

2. In the common Hebrew phrase
“all flesk” (Gen. vi. 12, 13, 19 ; Vii. 21)
all earthly living things are included with
man, except where the context limits
the meaning to mankind (Job xii. 10;
Ps. lxv. 2; Joel. i 28). In Rom, iii
20, ob Swawdijoerar waoa capt &vdmiov
altod, a quotation from Ps. cxliil. 2,
St. Paul has substituted “ zo flesh” for
“no man hving” and the change
may have been made on purpose to
strengthen the contrast between man, in
his imperfect nature, and the God before
whom he staads.

3. “Flesk” is applied by St. Paul to
human kiadred, as in ix. 3, *“ my drethren,
my kinsmen according fo the flesh ! xi. 14,
“my flesk.” This usage, like the pre-
ceding, is derived from the Old Testa-
ment: see Gen. xxxvil. 27, “%e is our
brother, and our flesh” We cannot see
that it necessarily implies, as Wendt
supposes, p. 159, a wntrast between the
merely human relation, and the relation
of man to God, or between “ fesk” and
“spirit” The nature derived by kins-
men from a common ancestor is simply
described by that part of it which 1s
visible and palpable.

In ix. 8, on the other hand, there is
an express contrast made between “zke

D
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children of the flesk” and * the children
of the promise)” equivalent to the contrast
in Gal. iv. 29 between him “ fZaf was
born after the flesk” and “ kim that was
born after the Spirit”

In iv. 1, where Abraham is called
«onr forefather according # 2
Jfesh,” a similar contrast seems to be
implied between a merely natural and
a spiritual relation.

In neither passage however does the
contrast, expressed or implied, involve a
judgment upon the moeral/ quality of
“ the flesh,” but it is distinguished from
“the Spirit,” as that which is merely
natural from that which is above nature.

In this usage odpf represents man’s
purely natural, earthly ‘condition, a
condition in which he is subject to
Infirmity, suffering, and death, subiect
also to the temptations which work
through the senses and their appetites,
but not originally and essentially sinful.

It is in this sense that Christ is said in
i, 3 to have been “ made of the seed of
David as to the flesk” and in ix. 5 to
have sprung “as concerning the flesh,”
from Israel. In both passages odpé
denotes what was simply and solely
natural in his earthly iife.

4. Though “the flesh ” is not essentially
sinful, it is essentially weak, and hence
the word is used to describe man in his
weakness, physical, intellectual, or moral,

As connoting mere physical weakness
adp¢ 1s found In several passages of St.
Paul's Epistles (2 Cor. iv, 11~ vil. 5;
xii. 7; Gal i 20; iv. 13) but wot in
Romans. - We may remark that such a
passage as Gal il. 20, “#e life that 7
now live in the flesh, 1 Lve by the faith of
the Son of God,” is decisive against the
notion that “ flesh” is something essen-
tially sinful. ' :

Yet mere physical weakness of the
flesh may be a hindrance to man’s
spirit, as in Matt. xxvil. 41, “ fke spirit
indeed is willing, but the flesh is weak ;"
and the human spirit thus hampered by
the weakness of the flesh is so far
‘(]}I:)ﬁdtted to be the organ of the Spirit of

This opposition of *the flesh” to all
that is spiritual is more clearly warked,
when “ ke fesh” is regarded as- the
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cause of intilectual weakness: this is
the case in Rom. vi. 1g, “/ speak after
the manner of men because of the infirmity
of your flesh,” a passage which should be
compared with 1 Cor. ii. 14, iil 1.

5. Before we proceed to examine the
passages in which St Paul speaks of
“the flsk” in its ethical quality as
affected by sin (sapf dpaprias), it will
be desirable to notice how those who
would prove that the Apostle regards
“the flesh” as essentially sinful en-
deavour to remove the obstacle pre-
sented by Rom. v. 12 to the acceptance
of their theory.

It is admitted by Pfeiderer (‘Paul-
inism, p. 435) that the words sin entered
into the world “undoubtedly imply the
entrance of something new, which
consequently did not previously exist at
all,” and therefore “it is quite out of
place to introduce here the doctrine of
the odp¢ as the natural principle of sin,
for this passage expressly exhibits the
principle of sin mof as matural, but as
of historical origin.”

This evident meaning of Rom. v. 12
is admitted to be inconsistent with the
doctrine attributed to St. Paul in Rom.
vii.,, that “ #he flesk” is originally and by
its own nature, prior to the first man’s
transgression, the principle of sin. But
instead of regarding this formal contra-
diction as a reason for doubting his own
view of the doctrine in Rom. vii,
Pfleiderer finds in it a reason for setting
aside what he has already admitted to
be the unquestionable meaning of v. 12:
“If we are compelled to confess that
there is a jformal contradiction between
Rom. v. 12 £ and Paul’s doctrine of the
sinful odpé, we are all the more justified
in penetrating through the obvious form
of the doctrine in Rom. v. 12 f to the
speculative idea embodied in it, which is
so plainly suggested by the actual words
of Paul, where he identifies the act of
Adam with the common act of all. So
soon as we grasp the thought that it was
not in truth the first man as an individual
who was the subject of the fall, but man
as man, we see the historical beginning
to be merely the form which expresses
the universality of the principle which
has no begimning; and thus the sub-
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stantial agreement of the passage with
the line of thought in Rom. vii is placed
beyond doubt.”

Before we can consent thus to set
aside the obvious and acknowledged
sense of Rom. v. 1z in favour of a
“gpeculative idea” altogether contra-
dictory to “the Jewish theological
doctrine ” (Pfleiderer, p. 46), we ought
to be fully convinced that the pro-
posed interpretation of the Apostle’s
line of thoughtin Rom. vii. is at least
as obvious and as certain, as his meaning
in Rom. v. 12 is acknowledged to be.
In other words, it ought to be shown
that in Rom. vil. “ #4e flesk” is distinctly
declared to be originally and in its own
nature sinful, and that no other inter-
pretation is admissible.

We proceed to examine this point.

In vil. 5, “ when we were in the flesh”
St. Paul speaks as one who is “in #ke
JHesk” no longer: “ the flesk” therefore
cannot here mean the material substance
of the body per se, nor this earthiy
bodily state ger se, but only as subject
to some quality formerly attached to it,
namely, as the context shows, a pre-
dominant sinful propensity. This quality
is therefore accidental and separable, and
not of the essence of * 2tk flesk™ con-
sidered as the material substance of the
body: and so St. Paul can write * #ke Jife
that I now live in the flesh, I live by the
Jaith of the Son of God” (Gal. ii. 20), a
passage which, as clearly as Rom. vii. s,
refutes the notion that “ #%e flesh,” i.e. the
materiz] living substance of the body, is
essentially sinful.

The next passage in which the word
occurs is vil. 18, “ For [ know that in
me, that is in my flesh, dwedleth ne good
thing” Here not only is the moral weak-
ness and worthlessness of “#ke flesh”
asserted in the strongest possible terms,
but the utter absence of good is alleged
as evidence of something worse than
weakness, of positive indwelling sin
(. 17).

“ Zhe flesh” then is regarded by St.
Paul as a dwelling-place, and seat, not
necessarily the only seat, of sin: but it
1 Important to observe that his judg-
ment is the result of practical experience
(of3a), not of any speculative analysis
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of the ideas of “fesz” and “ sin.” He
found as a fact sin dwelling in his flesh:
we may add that he regarded this as a
fact of universal experience (iil. g—20) :
but we have no reason to suppose that
he regatded sin as inseparable from the
very essence of ¢ 2k flesh” ; we are still
far from the conclusion that in the
Apostle’s mind “the flesh is by its
nature and from the beginning the
principle of sin ” (Pfleiderer, p. 62),

We pass on to vil. 25: “So then with
the mind I myself serve the law of God;
but with the flesh the law of sin.”

Here the form of the sentence dis-
tinguishes ¢ the flesh” from “the sin”
which gives law to it, as clearly as it
distinguishes “the mind” from God
whose law it serves. Sinin fact appears
not as an essential property of the flesh,
but as a power which has brought it into
bondage.

The flesh thus ruled by sin becomes
a chief source of opposition, not only to
the better impulses of “the mind,” but
also to the law of God and to the
influence of His Spirit. Hence it
naturally becomes personified ; and that
which was a mere material substance,
morally inert, is invested in the Apostle’s
thought with a spontaneous energy and
a living will, with affections and lusts,
that war not only against the soul, but
against God, so that ® ke flesh lusteth
against the Spirit, and the Spirit against
the flesk ; and these are contrary the one to
the other™ (Gal. v. 17).

It is in this sense that “Z#ke flesh”
is so often mentioned in Rom. viiL as a
principle pervading all man’s earthly
life, and ruling it in opposition to all
that is spiritual and Divine: compare
the notes on viil. 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 12,
13 ; xil. 14 : also see the notes on vii.
14 (odprwos) and xv. 27 (capxixos).

The preceding references include
every passage in the Epistle in which
capé and its derivatives occur.  But one
of these passages (viii. 3) requires to be
further noticed.

Its true interpretation depends on
our holding fast the original meaning of
“ the flesk” under every modification to
which it is subjected in the Apostle’s
use. When it is said that the law

D 2,
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“ayas weak through the flesk,” we see
that St. Paul is regarding “ ke flesh” in
that point of view which he has fully
explained in vii. 14-25, that is to say, he
regards ke flesk” not only as morally
worthless, devoid of all good (vii. 18),
but as positively opposed to the law
which is spiritual (z. 14}, and as exer-
cising such dominion over man’s whole
life that while the mind consents unto
the law that it is good (z. 16), the will is
not able to give effect to its better
impulses, but is forced, as it were,
unwillingly to do that which the con-
science hates (. 15). Against this
controlling power of “ ke flesk” the law
was weak.

But God sent his own Son in the
likeness of this same flesh, which had in
all men become “flesh of sin.” Inour
notes on this passage we have fully
discussed the meaning of the expression
“ Jikeness of flesh of sin,” and have,
as we believe, proved that it does not by
any means imply that Christ’s own flesh
was sinful. It may be well to state the
opposite view in the words of one of its
most able and moderate advocates:
“By means of the wvelpa dywwoidvys,
which constituted His personality (Rom.
i. 4, Christ was free from personal sin;
not merely from sinful actions, but from
any personal inward experience whatso-
ever of sin as His own: He was one
“whe knew no sin)” 2 Cor. v. 2L
Notwithstanding this, He partook ac-
cording to the flesh, or according to
His outward man, of the wuniversal
human principle of sin, for He had as
the material of His body #4e same flesh of

- sin as all other men” (Pfleiderer, ¢ Paul-
inism,” i 1g52). This view is further
connected, as we might expect, with a
theory of Christ’s pre-existent nature very
different from that which St. Paul is
usually supposed to teach. According
to Pfleiderer Christ “was essentially
and originally a heavenly man” (p. 132).
‘He is the perfect image of God only so
far as the Divine essence is “ capable of
manifestation.” “But this being the
very image of God is so far from being
equal to Him, that on the contrary
Christ’s Lordship over the community
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and the world implies his unconditiona
subordination to God” (p. 135).

His being “in the jorm of God”
(Phil ii. 6) “by no means implies that
He Himself was also God (®eds 6 Adyos) ;
on the contrary, the Pauline notion of
being in the image of God distinctly
includes within itself that of being the
pattern of humanity ” (p. 138).

In this theory we see one of the
necessary results of the writer's misin-
terpretation of the * /Jikeness of sinful
Hesh:” if Christ’s own flesh is assumed
to be sinful, we can escape from the
intolerable thought that sin was in the
Manhood taken into God, only by
denying the Godhead of the Son.

On the contrary hold fast throughout,
as the same writer frequently insists, that
“ the flesh ™ is everywhere “the material
substance of the body ” (pp. 48, 49, 57},
and be content to combine with this
what the same author (p. 52) calls ““the
common Hebraic notion of ¢dpé, accord-
ing to which it signifies material sub-
stance which is void indeed of the spirit
but not contrary to it, which is ccrtainly
weak and perishable, and so far unclean,
but net positively evil,”—which in alil
men except Christ is corrupted and
defiled by sin, but is neither sin itself, nor
the original source of sin, nor in its essence
sinful,—and so we can understand how
Christ by taking our flesh in its pure
essence without sin, and preserving its
sinlessness in every stage of our earthly
existence through life and unto death,
“ condemned sin in the flesh,” condemned
it as naving no rightful place or power
there, condemned it as an enemy to be
by His help conquered and cast out.

The method of interpretation which
we have now applied to every passage
in which the word odpé occurs in the
Epistle to the Romans is equally appli-
cable to its use in other Epistles, and in
the Bible generally, There is not, as
we believe, a single passage which
contains the doctrine that the flesh is the
source of sin and essentially sinful,—a
doctrine which dishonours not only
man’s nature, but the Father who created
us, and the Son who for our redemption
was made flesh, and dwelt among us,



THE EPISTLE OF PAUL

ROM

CHAPTER 1.

X Paul commendeth his calling to the Romans,
Q and his desire to come to them. 16 What
kis gospel is, and the righteousness whick it
skeweth, 18 God is angry with all manner
of sin, 21 What were the sins of the Gen-
tiles.

THE APOSTLE TO THE

A NS.

AUL, a servant of Jesus Christ,

called # %¢ an apostle, ?sepa- 2 Acts 13.

rated unto the gospel of God,

2 (Which he had promised afore
by his prophets in the holy scrip-
tures,)

CHAP. L. 1-7. ADDRESS OF THE EPISTLE.

The form of salutation with which St.
Paul begins his Epistles, is here enlarged by
important statements concerning his Apo-
stolic office, the nature of the Gospel, and the
Person of Christ. This stately fulness in the
opening address of the Epistle well befits the
grandeur of its subject, and the dignity of a
Church seated in the Imperial City, to which
the writer was as yet unknown.

1. Official designation of the writer. St.
Paul’s first care, in addressing a church to
which he is not personally known, is to
shew by what authority he writes.

servant of Jesus Ghrist.] Servant of Christ
Jesus: see note at the end of the chapter.
The meaning of the title is not to be derived
from the condition of the Greek slave: its
Hebrew origin is clearly seen when St. James
(L 1) calls himself “a Servant of God and of
the Lord Jesus Christ.” Inthe Old Testament
“ servant of God” or ¥ servant of Jebovab” is
applied to all worshippers of the true God
(Deut. xxxii. 36; z Kings x. 23 ; Dan. iii. 26),
but more emphatically to those who are spe-
cially called to God's service, as Abraham,
Moses, David, and the Prophets, and pre-emi-
nently to the Messiah (Ps. cv. 42; Ex. xiv.
31; Ps. xviil, title; Isai. xlil. 1; Jer. vil. 25;
Zech. iii. 8). See Ewald, ¢ History of Israel;
Ll p. 200, note. In the New Testament the
corresponding title, “servant of Christ,” is
Occasionally used of believers in general
(1 Cor. vii. z2; Eph. vi. 6); but more fre-
quently apostles love to appropriate to them-
selves a title so significant of entire devotion
to a master who is also their Lord and God
(Gal.i.10; Phil.i. 1; Jamesi 1; 2 Pet. i1;
Jude 1). - )

called to be an apostle.] A oalled apostle.
In proof of his authority St. Paul now adds
the more special designation of his office : he
is an “ apostie” in the full and proper sense,
like the twelve whom Christ so named (Luke
vi. 13), and, like them, not self-appointed,
nor of man’s choosing, but “za/led,” and sent
by Christ himself (Gal i. 1; Acts xxvi. 17,
éyd dmoaTéMe aeh

separated.] 8et apart. The Divine call at
Damascus, 1n which God’s electing purpose
was accomplished (Gal. i, 15), was the crisis
in St. Paul’s life which determined his future
course : henceforward he was “ a chosen vessel
to bear GChrist's name before Gentiles, and
kings, and the children of Lirael” (Actsix.15;
XXii. 14, 15.) Thus Le had been for ever
“get apart” from other men not called to
the same office, and from other pursuits, “ unte
the gospel of God.” * Gospel” means here the
actual announcement, the living utterance of
“glad tidings,” not only the facts and doctrines
contained in the gospel (see note on Mark
i.1,and 1 Cor. i 17; Gal. 1i. 7; 1 Thess. iii. 2).
Here, as in Gal. i. 6, 2 Cor. xi. 4, edayyéhor
is used without the article, because St. Paul
would indicate the nature and quality of the
Gospel as a Divine message—* good tidings
from God.”

2-5. From himself and his office St. Paul
passes om, with thoughts kindling and ex-
panding at the mention of the Gospel, to
declare itsrelation to ancient prophecy (. 2),
and its great subject, the Son of God, m
His Incarnation (. 3),

His Resurrection and Lordship (. 4), and

His manifestation to the world through
His Apostles (v. 5).

2, 3. The connection with the prévious
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ROMANS. L

3 Concerning his Son Jesus Christ
our Lord, which was made of the

v 3

seed of David according the

flesh

to

verse must not be interrupted by brackets, as
in the Authorised Version: both sense and
construction flow on—¢“the glad tidings of
God which he promised concerning His Son.”

The prophets foretell both the publication
of the Gospel and its contents: “the law
shall go forth of Zion, and the avord of
the Lord from Jerusalem” (Mic. iv. z),
“Q Jerusalem, that bringest good tidings,
lift up thy woice avith strength” (Isai. xl
9), “Hoaw beautiful upon the mountains are
the feet of bim that bringeth good tidings,
that publisheth peace™ (Isai. lii. 7; Nah. i. 13).
These are but a tew out of many passages
which foretell the future proclamation of
a message from God, apart from any de-
scription of its contents. But St. Paul not
only seeks to enhance the majesty of the
Gospel as thus heralded by prophecy; he
also calls God’s chief ambassadors “ bis pro-
phets,” as witnesses to the truth of its contents.

For in vv. 3, 4 he brings forward two his-
toric facts of paramount importance, which
identify the Son concerning whom glad tidings
were promised with Jesus whom Paul

reaches. The prophets speak of One who is o
be born of the seed of David (Ps. Ixxxix. 36 ;
Jer. xxiii. 5), and és fo be raised from the dead
(Ps.ii. 7; %vi. 105 Actsil. 25-32; xjii. 32-37);
the Gospel tells of Him who avas born and
quas raised. That these two facts form the
very foundation of St. Paul’s teaching is clear
from this passage and z Tim. ii. 8 : * Remem-
ber Jesus Christ raised from the dead,
of the seed of David, according to my
gospel” Gompare Acts xiil. 23, 30.

in the boly Scriptures.] 1In holy scriptures
(Wiclif). The books of the Prophets are
# holy writings,” being the records of Divine
revelation. Compare xvi. 26,

Concerning bis Son.] The essence of the
Gospel, as divinely imparted to St. Paul (Gal.
i 16) and preached by him (2 Cor. i. 19),
was the revelation of “ the Son of God,” “ his
own Son” (viil. 3, compare viii. 32, i8{ov, and
Col. i. 13—-17; Phil. i1. 6). St. Paul seems
never to have applied the title “ Son of God”
to Christ in any other than the highest sense,
certainly not here, where the Son of God is
declared to be the one great subject of the
Gospel and of Prophecy. See on 2. 4.

whick was made, ¢oc.] In order to fulfil
that which had been promised concerning
Him, the Eternal Son must both become the
Son of Man and be manifested as the Son of
God. For this cause He “ quas made, or born,
of the seed of Dawid;” an expression which
points to Christ’s human birth “as derived

from the greatest of Israel’s kings, and in
fulfilment of the sure word of prophecy”
(Ellicott, 2 Tim. ii. 8). Compare John vii.
42, “ Hath not the Scripture said, that Christ
cometh of the seed of David?” Meyer, Reuss,
and others try to represent St. Paul’s words
as inconsistent with the supernatural genera-
tion of Jesus. But that Mary, as well as
Joseph, was of the lineage of David is clearly
implied in the history of the Annunciation, re-
corded by St. Paul’s constant companion, St.
Luke, ch. i. 31-35: see note there. Thus,
while Jesus was the Son of David according
to the customary and legal view, “ being as
avas supposed the son of Joseph)” He was at
the same time, by actual descent, “of the
fruit of David’s body” (Ps, cxxxil. 11, 12).

Into these distinctions, however, St. Paul

does not here enter: he states that which
according to either view is true, and which is
everywhere regarded as a notorious fact in
the Gospel history, that Jesus “ was descended
from David ” (Matt. ix. 27 ; xv. 22 ; Xx. 30,313
xxi. 9). See notes on Matt. i. 16, 18.
. The importance of St. Paul’s testimony to
the Davidic descent of Jesus is greatly en-
hanced by the fact that Gamaliel, at whose
feet he was brought up, being grandson of the
great Hillel, was himself of the house and
lineage of David.

For as Christ must be the Son of David, the
first and simplest test of the claims of Jesus
was his descent; and this was 2 matter most
easily and surely ascertained by a reference
to genealogies so carefully kept as those of
the royal family of Judah. Had the slightest
shadow of doubt ever been cast upon the de-
scent of Jesus from David, it must have been
known to Gamaliel: and his disciple Saul
could never have accepted as the Messiah one
whose claim to a place in the royal lineage,
which Gamaliel shared, was false or doubtful.
See Taanith, cap. iv. § z: *“ Rabbi Levi saith:
They found a rell of genealogies at Jeru-
salem, in which was written, Hillel from
David.”

according to the flesh.] As to the fesh.
The sense is the same as in ch. ix. 5, “of
avbom as concerning the flesh Christ came”
In Gal. iv. 23, 29, the words kard edpka,
xara wvelpa, afier the flesh, and after the
Spirit, are used in a sense quite different from
that in which they are here applied to Christ’s
flesh and Spirit.

“ Flesh” in its limited and proper sense
denotes the material substance of the living
body, but its signification in Scripture is much
more extensive and varied: see note on vii, .
As denoting human nature on that side of
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1 Gr. de-
germined.

4 And "declared to &2 the Son of spirit of holiness, by the resurrection

from the dead:

God with power, according to the

which our senses take direct cognizance, it is
most appropriate here, where the purpose is
to declare that Christ was truly man.

4. And declared, {»c.] A higher aspect of
Christ’s nature is now presented in a second
clause set side by side with the former, and
rendered emphatic by the absence of any con-
junction, and by an exact repetition of the
same form:

% Whick avas born of the seed of David—

Whiob was designated the Son of Ged.”

declared.] ‘The Greek word (épiofévros)
means either “ defined” mentally, as in logic,
(Xen, Mem. IV, vi, 4, 6) or “designated”
actually: the latter sense, which is closely
connected with that of “instituting,” ¢ appoint-
ing,” or “ordaining,” is the only sense which
the word has in the New Test. (see Acts x. 42
xvii. 31).

the Son of God.] Bishop Pearson, * Creed,’
Art. ii., shews that Christ is so called (be-
sides other reasons) because He is raised by
God immediately out of the earth unto im-
mortal life, because after His Resurrection
He is made actually Heir of all things, but
above all because He was begotten of the
Father before all worlds.

The direct and proper proof of this last
meaning of the title is the express teaching of
Christ and His Apostles: yet even in this
sense He was indirectly proved by the Resur-
rection to be the Son of God.

For the resurrection was (1st) a signal mani-
festation of Divine power (whether exercised
by Christ Himself, or by the Father in his
behalf) ; and therefore (zndly) a testimony to
the truth of Him Who claimed to be “ the
Son of God;” and also (3rdly) according to
St. Paul’s preaching, in Acts xiil. 33, it was
the prophetic sign which God had set upon
His Son in the second Psalm. By it, there~
fore, He was marked out, or designated, as
the Son of God. *“ Although His precepts,
His miracies, His character, His express
language, 21l pointed to the truth of His God-
head, the conscience of mankind was not laid
under a formal obligation to acknowledge It,
until at length He had been defined to be
the Son of God ith poawer, according to the
Spirit of holiness, by the resurrection from the
dead” (Liddon, ¢ Bampton Lect.” p. 60).

‘We must add that the resurrection of
Jesus not only proved and shewed what He
was, but also wrought an actual change in
the mode of His existence (Godet). For He
who in the Incarnation became One Christ,
by taking of the Manhood into God, by His
resurrection entered for the first time as tbe

One Christ both God and Man into the glory
of the Son of God. Thus was He (in Pear-
son’s words) *defined or constituted and
appointed the Son of God ” (*Creed,” Art.ii.).

aith poaver.] By the resurrection Christ
was designated ¢ avith power’ as Son of God,
because power was the Divine attribute pre-
eminently displayed therein. So St. Paul
speaks, in Eph. 1. 19, of “ the exceeding great=
ness of his poaer to yi~ward abho believe,
according to the working of bis mighty poawer
(lit. of the might of his strength), which
be aurought in Ghrist,auben be raised bim from
the dead.”

according to tke spirit of boliness] The
phrases as to the fesh—as to the Spirit
are so strictlf' parallel, that the second
must necessarily represent, as the first dces,
a constituent part of Christ’s own being.

Moreover, the peculiar phrase * Spirit of
boliness,” found only in this passage, is evi-
dently chosen to distinguish the holy spiritual
nature of Christ from “ the Holy Spirit,” who
is the Third Person of the Trinity. See Note
at the end of the Chapter.

The two clauses thus present two sides or
aspects of the One Incarnate Son of God;
the “fesh” that side on which He is visibly
one with us, “very man,” “born of a woman;”
“ the Spirit of holiness,” that side on which He
—the same Son of Man—is proved by the
resurrection to be the Son of God.

This “8pirit of hboliness” {whether with
older interpreters we take it to mean the
essential Deity of Christ, or, as seems to be
more exact, the Spirit at once Divine and
human of the Incarnate Son) was in either
case the sphere and organ of His Divine
power, In it He triumphed over death: see
1 Pet. iil. 18, being put to death in (the) flesh,
but quickened in (the) Spirit,”—a passage which
confirms the meaning we have given to
“flesh ” and “ Spirit.”

by the resurrection from the dead.] Read,
of the dead. St. Paul never uses the ex-
pression “resurrection from the dead,” but
“of the dead” (plural). See Acts xvil, 32;
xxiv, 15, 21,

So in Acts xxvi 23. St. Paul speaks of
Christ as the “first from the resurrec-
tion of the dead” (plural).

Christ’s rising was a “resurreotion of
the dead” (plural), because in Him the
general hope of mankind received a first ful-
filment. Others had been raised by Prophets
of old, and by Christ Himself, but only to
die again: * Christ being raised from :be
dead dieth no more.”
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ROMANS. L

5 By whom we have received

ohedience orace and apostleship, 'for obedience

of faith.

to the faith among all nations, for his
name ;

[v- 5—r

6 Among whom are ye also the
called of Jesus Christ :

7 To all that be in Rome, be=-
loved of God, called #0 J¢ saints:

Jesus Christ our Lord.] In the authorized
version these words are wrongly placed in <.
3, after “ bis Son” ‘Their right position is at
the end of w. 3. The Son of David and Son
of God is thus finally described by three
well-known titles; “ Jesus* which identifies
Him as the crucified Saviour, * Christ” the
promised Messiah, “our Lord” the exalted
King, to whom all power is given in heaven
and in earth,

5, By avhom ave have received] Rather,
“Through whom we received grace and
Apestieship? From the mention of Christ
as “ Qur Lord,” St. Paul takes opportunity to
describe more fully than in @. 1 the authority
which he had received from Him as* bead over
all things to the Church” (Eph.i. 22). Thus
from the majesty of Christ’s Person he tacitly
implies the dignity of the Apostolic office.

The plural here is most appropriate, for
by it St. Paul asserts his own authority in
a form which does not exclude, though it
does not expressly include, the other Apostles.
Thus, in addressing a Church which no
Apostle had yet visited, he happily ignores
any distinction of authority by using the in-
definite plural: on the other hand in Gal. ii.
8, 9 observe how carefully he asserts his own
individual claim, even to the exclusion of

. Barnabas.

St. Paul often speaks of his call to apostle-
ship as “ the grace that avas given” to him
by God (Rom. xv. 15, 16; Gal. ii. 9; Eph.
iil. 7-9). But we must not on that account
take the two terms together as equivalent to
the “grace of apostleship,” nor yet entirely
separate them as if St. Paul had first received
the personal grace of salvation, which is com-
mon to all believers, and then afterwards
been called to the Apostolic office : the two
moments were in him united, and the “ grace ”
of which all partake was enhanced in his case
by the special gift of “apostleship.” From
being “ z blaspbemer, and a persecutor, and
infurious” (1 Tim. i. 13), he was called at
once to “preach the faith avbich once be
destroged” (Gal. i. 23). Thus the sense of
his unworthiness mingling with every thought
of his Apostolic office makes it to himself the
great memorial of God’s exceeding mercy:
“Unto me, avbo am less than the least of all
Saints is this grace given, that I should preack
among the Gentiles the unsearchable rickes of
Christ” (Eph. iii. 8).

for obedience to the faith.] Render, for
ohedience to faith: not, as in Acts vi. 7, “#0

the faith,” i.e. to the gospel or doctrine of the
faith, for the Greek Article is here omitted.

% obedience to faith” is man’s surrender
of himself in mind and heart to faith as the
principle and power, “the organic law,” of
the new life in Christ.

Margin, “to the obedience of faith” But
the meaning “obedience to faith ” is confirmed
by the similar phrases sbedient to the faith (Acts
V1. 7), ““ obey the Gospel” (Rom. x. 16; 2 Thess.
i. 8), and the construction of the genitive is not
anusual : compare “in obeying the truth,” lit.
“in the obedience of the truth” (1 Pet.
i. 22), and “ the obedience of (ie. to) Christ”
(2 Cor. x. 5).

among all nations.] St. Paul’s original com-
mission, of which he is here speaking, em-
braced both Jews and Gentiles (Acts ix. 15;
xxvi. 17, 20): and though special prominence
is given both in this Epistle (i, 133 xi. 133 xv,
16) and elsewhere (Acts xxil. 15 and 213
Gal. i. 16) to his mission to the Gentiles, yet
here in the salutation it is more natural that
his Apostolic office should be set forth in its
fullest extent, and its dignity enbanced by the
world-wide purpose for which it was be-
stowed. The actual association of Jews and
Gentiles in the Church of Rome, and the
desire to unite them in closer bonds of
Christian fellowship, required that both should
be included in the address, These considera-
tions are confirmed by the usage of the words
in the N. T. Forthough é6w and v €6y com=
monly mean Gentiles as distinguished from
Jews, the expression wdvra & &y retains the
fuller sense in which it is first employed, in the
blessing of Abraham, Gen. xviii. 18, xxii. 18.

Jor his name] Or, “for his name’s
sake” The end and purpose of “obedience
to faith among all nations” 1s to promote the
glory of Christ, that “in Ais name every knee
should boav,” and “every tongue confess that
Jesus Christ is Lord, to the glory of God the
Fatber” (Phil. ii. 1o0: compare Acts v, 41;
.15, 16; xxi. 13).

8. Among awhom are ye alse.] Having de=~
scribed his commission in w. 5 as embracing
all nations, the Apostle now expressly tells his
readers at Rome that they are included in it,
implying thereby that he has authority to
address them.

the called of Jesus Christ] More literally
¢ Jesus Christ’s called ones:” compare the
expression “ God's elect” (viii. 33), and “ Israel,
my called ” (Isai. xlviii. 12). Christ’s “called” .



V. 8]

Grace to you and peace from God our
Father, and the Lord Jesus Christ.
8 First, I thank my God through

ROMANS, L

Jesus Christ for you all, that your
faith is spoken of throughout the
whole world.

are those who belong to Him as having been
called by God the Father, to whom the act of
calling is always ascribed.

By adding this description of those whom
he addresses, St. Paul, while asserting his own
authority, at the same time recognizes their
position as being already members of Christ’s
Church. See Introduction, § 7, pp. 12, 13.

7. Through the crowd of thoughts which
had pressed in upon his mind with the first
mention of the Gospel, @. 1, St. Paul has now
come back to the direct relation between
himself and his readers, and so proceeds to
address his letter to them, and concludes the
address with his usual sajutation.

Toall that bein Rome, belovedof God.] Rather,
“ToallGod’s beloved that are in Rome,”
The direct connectionis with @. 1: “ Pau/ . . .
to all God's beloved” God’s people are called
in the O, T\ “ bis beloved” (Ps. Ix. 5; cvill. 6;
cxxvil. 2): St. Paul applies the term to Israel
in ch. xi. 28, and to Christians in general,
1 Tim. vi. 2. One bond between the Apostle
and his readers is that they are in common
the objects of God’s love, a second their
common consecration to His service as
called saints (Godet).

On the omission of the words “in Rome,”
in G. g, see Introduction, § 8.

called to be saints.] Lit. “oalled saints.”
Compare v, 1: “a oalled Apostle.” “God’s
beloved ” are also His “ called saints,” separated
by the Divine call from the world, and made a
holy or consecrated people ; like Israel of old
(Ex. xix. 5, 6), they are not simply “ called to
be #oly” (A. V.), nor “called because hely,”
but “ holy becanse called ” (Augustine). The
holiness is not primarily that of individual
moral character, but that of consecration to
God’s service, and is therefore ascribed to all
Christians, who are, however, bound by this
very consecration to personal holiness of life.
See note on viiL 30.

Grace to you and peace.] The form of ad-
dress most usual in a Greek letter is seen in
Acts xv, 23; xxiil. 26; Jamesi 1. But the
“joy,” or “health” or *“ prosperity” was
sometimes omitted, and nothing written but
the names and descriptions of the writer and
‘reader. St. Paul having adopted this short-
ened form of address, now 'adds to it an
independent sentence containing an essen-
tially Christian salutation, in which “ grace”
1s the Divine love manifesting itself towards
sinful man in free forgiveness and unmerited
blessing, and “peace,” the gift of Gad’s
grace, is the actual state of reconciliation:

see note on v 1. “For when through
grace sins have been forgiven and enmity
done away, it remains for us to be joined in
peace to Him from whom our sins alone did
separate us” (Augustine). The fuller form
found in the Pastoral Epistles, ¢ Grace, mercy,
and peace,” confirms the interpretation which
thus gives to “grace” (xdpts) and “peace”
a fulness of meaning not found in the Greek
xaipeuw or the Hebrew DI2Y.

Sfrom God our Fatber, and the Lord Jesus
Corist.] ‘The original source of “grace and
peace” is * God our Father)” who has made us
His children by adoption (viii. 15); the nearer
source from which they flow to us is “#be
Lord Jesus Christ™ as Head of the Church.
It is clear from the salutations in the Epistles
of St. Peter and St. Jude, where the sentence
is completed, “grace . ... be multiplied,”
that St. Paul’s salutation also must be under-
stood as a benediction or prayer. Thus in
the apostolic letters the forms of common
life are hallowed by Christian love, and a
passing courtesy is transformed into a prayer
for heavenly blessings.

8-15. INTRODUCTION.

The salutation (1-7), which declares St.
Paul’s official relaticn to the Christians at
Rome, is followed by a brief introductory
statement of his personal feelings iowards
them, in which he declares his thankfulness
for their faith (=. 8), his remembrance of them
in prayer (v. 9), and his desire to visit them
and to labour among them in preaching the
Gospel (10-15).

8, First I thank my God through Jesus
Christ for you ail.] ‘The thanksgiving, with
which the Apostle begins this and most of his
epistles, is not to be ascribed to mere rhetorical
art or courteous tact in winning the good will
of his readers, nor to any fond lingering over
an ideal picture of a perfect Church. That
for which St. Paul gives thanks to God is no
imaginary excellence, but the facf that every-
where, in the Churches which he visits, he
hears tidings of the faith of those who have
embraced the Gospel in Rome. The instinct
of love leads him to touch first on that which
is thankworthy in his brethren: “It was
meet to make a prelude with thanksgiving
{(Ecnmenius), because they not only believed,
but so openly declared their belief, that it
was published throughout the whole world.
Observe that the Apostle does not praise
them for their faith; it is ton divine and
excellent a gift for praise, “The greatest
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101, in

ey spirit.
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9 For God is my witness, whom
I serve 'with my spirit in the gospel
of his Son, that without ceasing I
make mention of you always in my
prayers ;

[v. 911

10 Making request, if by any
means now at length I might have
a prosperous journey by the will of
Geod to come unto you.

11 For I long to see you, that I

blessings call not-for praise, but for something
greater and better” (Aristot,, ¢ Nic. Eth.’ L.
xii. 4); and St. Paul gives solemn thanks to
God for his brethren’s faith.

for you all.] See note on the reading at end
of chapter. He regards their faith as a gift to
himself, for which he is bouud to give thanks
to God: see 2 Thess. i. 3; iL. 13.

It is this feeling of personal interest in their
welfare that prompts the loving, trustful word,
“my God,” that is, “the God who has given
me a fresh proof of His love in your faith.”
Compare Phil. iv. 1g.

through Jesus Christ.] *To render thanks
to God is to offer a sacrifice of praise: and
therefore he adds ‘tbrough Jesus Christ] as
through the great High Priest.” (Origen.)

Meyer argues that Christ is the Mediator
of thanksgiving only as the causal agent of
the blessings for which thanks are given, and
not as the Mediating Offerer. But that the
thanksgiving itself is offered through Christ is
certainly the view presented in 1 Pet. ii. 5:
“to offer up spiritual sacrifices, acceptable to
God by Jesus Christ.” Equally clear is the
meaning of Heb. xiii. 15, Col iii. 17, and
Ephes. v. z0. We must therefore retain the
earlier and more usual interpretation that St
Paul gives thanks threugh Jesus Christ, not
only because the particular blessing Aows from
Him, and not only because by Him alornie we

- are brought into such a relation to God that

we can offer Him thanksgiving, but because onr
thanksgiving itself and * All our services need
to be cleansed and hallowed by passing through
the hands of our most holy and undefiled FHigh
Priest, to become sweet and savoury (or to
receive that dopijv edwdlas which St. Paul
speaks of), from being offered up in His
Censer.” (Barrow, ‘Sermon on Gol.’ iii. 17).

9. For God is my avitness.] St. Paul con~
firms the sincerity of his thanksgiving for the
Christians at Rome by declaring his constant
remembrance of them in prayer (. 9), and
his longing desire to see them (v. 10). This
declaration he introduces by a very solemn
appeal to God as witness of its truth (2 Cor.
xi. 31; Phil. i. 8). Is such language too
strong for the occasion?! Is St. Paul, as
some have thought, so carried away by the
intensity of his feelings, or the fervid style of
his age and country, or any other cause, as to
invoke the name of God thus solemnly with-
out an urgent reason? Or does he speak the

words of truth and soberness? We must
remember that the Apostle is writing from
Corinth, where his sincerity” was recently
called in question, because his visit to that
church had been postponed : to that charge
he gave a full and deliberate refutation (2 Cor.
i 15-24), in the course of which (w. 23) he
used even a stronger protestation than in the
passage before us. Moreover, he is writing
on the eve of undertaking a journey from
Corinth—a city comparatively near Rome—
to Jerusalem, which was far distant. He
thus appears to be turning his back upon the
Romans, just when it seems most natural to
pay his long intended visit; and he has there-
fore reason to fear lest he should be suspected
of fickleness or insincerity, or even of being
ashamed to preach the Gospel in the great
centre of learning and civilization.

At present he cannot prove his sincerity,
he can only assert it; he cannot show what
is in his heart, he can only call the heart-
searching God to witness.

avhom I serve with my spirit.] He whose
servant and minister I am, to whom [ offer
no mere outward service in preaching the
Gospel of His Son, but therein serve and
worship Him in my spirit (xv. 16),—He is
my witness that I long and pray to do His
work among you (2 Tim. i. 3). He knoweth
‘“hat or (rather how) without ceasing I make
mention of you always in my prayers” (Eph. i,
16; Phil. i. 3, 4).

10. Making request, {re.] Making request if
by any means I shall ever at length be
prospered in #he awill of God to come unto
you. How beantifully the Apostle’s language
reflects the inward conflict of his feelings!
The remembrance of past hindrances is com-
bined with the foresight of future difficulties,
and the eagerness of desire is tempered by
resignation to the will of God, who will bring
all to a prosperous issue in His own way,
and at His own time.

The combination #8y woré with a Future
assigns to a long-expected event an early
(76n) but uncertain date (woré). Compare
Viger ‘de Idiotismis Gr.’ p. 413; Phil. iv. 10;
Aristoph. ¢ Ranae’ 931.

be prospered.] See r Cor. xvi. 2; 3 John
3; and compare the use of the same word in
LXX 2z Chron. xiii. 12; Ps. i. 3; Prov.
xvii. 8 (Meyer). )

11. For 1 long to see you.] The reason of
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v. 12—13.]

may impart unto you some spiritual
gift, to the end ye may be estab-
lished 5

12 That is, that I may be com-
forted together ‘with you by the
mutual faith both of you and me,

ROMANS, I

13 Now I would not have you
ignorant, brethren, that oftentimes I
purposed to come unto you, {but was
let hitherto,) that I might have some

fruit 'Tamong you also, even as among 1 Or, ix
you.

other Gentiles,

his earnest prayer is the desire to see, face to
face, his brethren at Rome, in whose welfare
he is already deeply interested. Compare
Xv. 23, and notes there,

The word “I long” (émumwof&) expresses
both the desire that draws him to them, and
his regret that he has not been able to come
gooner (Godet).

some spiritual gift] The word * charisma ”
is never used in the N. T. of a gift from man, but
may be applied to anything which comes from'
God’s free grace, whether it be a providential
deliverance from death (2 Cor. i. 11), a moral
virtue, as continence (r Cor. vii. 7), God’s
favour to Israel (Rom.xi. 29), the gift of eter-
nal life in Christ Jesus (v. 15, ¥6; vi. 23), or
any of the manifold gifts of the Spirit (xii
6; 1 Cor. xii. 4), whether miraculous (1 Cor.
xii. 9, T0), ministerial (1 Tim. iv. 14; 2 Tim.
i 6), or simply personal, as faith (1 Cor. xii.
9). A gift of this last kind is here meant.
St. Paul hopes that in Rome, as elsewhere,
his personal ministry may be attended with
some gift of God's Holy Spirit, that may
confirm and strengthen his brethren in
the principles and practice of the Christian
life. Increase of knowledge, love, or hope,
or of all these combined, would be such a
Spiritual gift; but the next verse shews
that the strengthening of faith is fore-
most in the Apostle’s thoughts. Such a
gift is called spiritual, not as pertaining
to man’s spirit, but as proceeding from the
Spirit of God. St. Paul can impart it only
because he has received “ grace and apostle-
ship,” for this very purpose. Compare
XV, 29.

12. That is, that I may be comforted together
awith you.] A beautiful example of St. Paul’s
humility ! He never forgets that those whom
he addresses are Christians as well as himself.
At the very outset he gives thanks to God for
their well-known faith; and here he does not
say “ that I may establish you,” but “2bat ye
may be established” mamely by God. But,
lest even thus he should seem to represent
the benefit of his visit as all on their side, he
hastens to correct his expression, and to place
himself beside them, as sharing in the benefit
of mutual comfort. He drops the idea of
their needing to be established as persons
weak in faith, and joins himself with them as
neceding to be encouraged by their faith, no

less than they by his; for by “mutual faith,”
is here meant “the faith which each sees in
the other,” The whole verse may be thus
rendered :—That is, that we may be to-
goether comforted among you each by
the other’s faith, yours as well as
mine. For the construction, see note at
end of chapter.

13. Now I avould mot have you ignorant,
brethren.] St. Paul's usual mode of an-
nouncing some new and important point
(see note on xi. 25). His first thought has
beer of the present and future welfare
of his readers (vw. 8-12): he is thankful
for their faith, and longs to help in estab-
lishing it. But then comes the question,
Why has he never yet visited them? and
if this be not answered, it may throw
doubt upon the sincerity of his present pro-
fession. He therefore assures them that he
not only now longs to see them, but has
often actually formed the purpose of coming
to them. :

(but avas let hitherto).] “And I was hin-
dered muntil now.” ¢ Again he shows his
love in another way. For neither when I
was hindered, says he, did I cease from the
attempt, but was always attempting and
always hindered and never desisting” (Chry-
sostom).

‘The nature of the hindrances is explained
afterwards, xv. 22: here the Apostle only
alludes to them in a brief parenthesis, lest he
should seem to have changed his purpose
lightly, and so hastens on to the motive of
his oft-intended visit.

that I might have some fruit.] The same
modesty, which is so conspicuous in vwv. 11
12, may be traced again in the words “ seme ”
and “fruit.” The emphasis is on “some”
{rwva) which here, though not usually, stands
first. The good which St, Paul hoped to do
among them, whether much or little, he re-
presents as a benefit to himself. In any in-
crease of their faith and holiness and good
works, he would reap a harvest to reward
his labour (compare vi. 2z; Phil. iv. 17,
and Joh. iv. 35-38). See note at end of
chapter.

among you also, even as among other Gen=
tiles] Read, the rast of the Gentiles.
The “you” can only mean here, as through-
out the contexf, the Christians at Rome;
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14 I am debtor both to the
Greeks, and to the Barbarians ; both
to the wise, and to the unwise.

15 So, as much as in me is, I am
ready to preach the gospel to you that
are at Rome also.

[v. 14—17.

16 For I am not ashamed of the
gospel of Christ: for it is the power
of God unto salvation to every one
that believeth ; to the Jew first, and
also to the Greek.

17 For therein is the righteous-

for the letter is addressed to them, and
not to all the people of Rome. It is
thus clear from the expression “you also”
Y the rest of the Gentiles,” that the Chris-
tians at Rome were, in the mass, Gentiles.
They thus belonged to “the Apostle of the
Gentiles,” though as yet unvisited by him,
Col. ii. 1.

14. Tam debtor both to the Greeks, and to the
Barbarians ; both to the aise, and to the un-
avise.] Both to Greeks and Barbarians,
both to wise and unwise I am debtor.

Nations may differ in language and civiliza-
tion as * Greeks and Barbarians,” and men
may differ in intelligence as “avise and un=
wise ?* but all alike are included in the sphere
of Apostolic duty, because the relation in
which men stand to Christ and His Gospel
is deeper and more essential than all national
and personal distinctions. The Son of Man
“rises above the parentage, the blood, the
narrow horizon which bounded as it seemed
His Human Life; He is the Archetypal
Man in Whose presence distinctions of race,

“intervals of ages, types of civilization, degrees

of mental culture, are as nothing™ (Liddon,
¢ Bampton Lectures,’ p. 12).

It 1s asked, in which class does St. Paul
mean to place the Romans. And Lange an-
swers that the Romans are included with the
Greeks as having the same culture, and that
Jews and Greeks are comprehended in the
term “auvise.” Such questions should neither
be asked nor answered : they show a complete
misconception of the Apostle’s meaning, by
trying to establish the very distinctions which
he seeks to exclude. On the nationality of
the Christians at Rome, see Introduction,
§3.

I am debior.] St. Paul sees in his com-
mission to preach the Gospel to all nations
a debt that must be paid, or as he calls it in
1 Cor. ix. 16-19, a necessity laid on him, and
a stewardship entrusted to him.

15. So, as much as in me is, I am ready.]
Thus I for my part am reads. In accord-
ance with this duty, which I owe to all
nations, I am ready so far as it depends on
me to preach the Gospel to you also that
are in Rome. I have been hindered, and, if
such is God’s will, may be hindered again;
but there is no lack of willingness or zeal
on my part.. The grammatical construction

and exact rendering of the verse are discussed
in the note at end of chapter.

you . ..also]] Seeon w 13. Here the de-
scription “you that are in Rome,” shows that
St. Paul is thinking of the Christian Church as
set in the midst of that great city in which
“ the kingdoms of the world and the glory of
them ” were now concentrated, and which was
also “ The common sink of all the worst vices
of humanity, and therefore the noblest sphere
for Evangelic zeal” (Lightfoot, Phil. p. 13)-

On the omission of év ‘Pépgy in G. g, here
and in . 7, see Introduction § 8.

Vv. 16, 17. THEME OF THE EPISTLE.

16. For I am not ashamed of the gospel
of Christ] “Qf Christ” must be omitted,
with the best MSS. Though St. Paul is
directly addressing the Christians at Rome,
it is not possible that he, the Apostle of
the Gentiles, could think of preaching the
Gospel there to that little band of believers
only. The mention of Rome suggests the
thought of coming face to face with the
mighty power concentrated in that strong-
hold of Heathendom, and with the vast
muititudes there gathered together out of
every nation under heaven. Itis this thought
that speaks in the words, “ I am not ashamed
of the Gospel” which form the transition from
the introduction to the theme of the Epistle.

The treatment which St. Paul had ex~
perienced in other great cities, such as Athens,
Ephesus and Corinth (whence he was now
writing), might well have daunted any less
steadfast soul ; even he feels the full contrast
between the power and pomp and splendour
of “ the capital and theatre of the world” and
the seeming weakness and folly of the Cross:
and yet he is not ashamed to preach even in
Rome the doctrine of a crucified Saviour.

Jor it is the poawer of God unto salvation.]
Compare 1 Cor.i. 24. The Gospel, in all its
seeming weakness, is in fact “ the power of
God;” not simply a statement of God’s
power, nor 2 mere instrument which God’s
power uses, but God’s living revelation of
Himself, a Divine power Aowing forth from
Him to save men’s souls (James i. 21).

Some have seen in this sentence a theoreti-
cal definition of the Gospel: but. St. Paul is
stating a fact of his own experience. He has
felt, this “poaver of God” in himself, he has



v. 18]

ness of God revealed from faith to

aHab.a faith: as it is written, #The just

shall live by faith.
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18 For the wrath of God is re-
vealed from heaven against all un-
godliness and unrighteousness of men,

witnessed its effect on others, and has seen
it shed life and joy around him, as often as it
touched believing hearts.

to every one that believeth.] The saving
efficacy of God’s power is limited by faith as
a condition which God himself imposes, not
arbitrarily, but in accordance with the essential
dignity of man’s moral nature. Physical
force acting upon matter has an invariable
and necessary effect : moral or spiritual power
varies in its effect with the free response of
the spirit on which it acts. Thus the offer of
salvation is the same to all: it is effectual in
those who willingly accept it, and that willing
acceptance is faith.

to the Jew first.] The Gospel as the power
of God unto salvation is needful to Jew as
well as Gentile: this is the point proved in
ii. 1—iil. 20. Nor is there any distinction
between them as to the one condition, faith,
(. 11, 12). But the word of God must be
spoken “to the Jew first” (Acts xiii. 46),
as having priority in “the covenants of pro-
mise ;” “and also to the Greek,” i.e.to any one
who is not a Jew. St. Paul always puts the
Jew first in privilege, and first in responsi~
bility (ii. 9, ro); so St. Peter on the day of
Pentecost,— the promise is unto you and to
your children, and to all that are afar off”
(Acts ii. 39).

17. The description of the Gospel given
in @, 16 is further explained and confirmed
in each of its essential parts. The Gospel is
a “poawer unto salvation,” for a “ righteous=
zess” which is in effect life and salvation is
revealed in it.

It is *“ God’s poawer,” for the righteousness
revealed in it is * of God.”

It is for “ every one that believeth,” for right-
eousness is revealed ¢ from fait4 to faith.”

All this is confirmed as being in accordance
with the declaration of God’s counsel in
Habakkuk #. 4, which promises /ifz, ie. sal-
wation, to the righteous by faith.

8t. Paul has thus passed by an easy and
natural transition from the personal matters
which form his introduction to a statement
of the great doctrine which is the theme of
the first eight chapters of the Epistle.

therein is the righteausness of God re-
wealed] Compare Ps. xcviil. 2, “The Lord
bath made known bis salvation: bis righteous-
ness bath he openly sheaed (Marg. ‘revealed,’
Sept. dmexdA vrer Ty Sikaoo iy adrod, Vulg.
‘revelavit’) in the sight ofthe heathen) St
Paul’s reference to this passage is made
evident by his adoption in vw. 16, 17 of the

Psalmist’s three chief words, “ salvation,”
“ righteousness,” * revealed” and of the
parallelism between ¥ salwvation” (. 16) and
“ righteousness * (v. 17)

the righteousness of God] Rather “a
righteousness of God.” This term oc-
curring in a suymmary statement of the great
theme of the Epistle is more likely to be
used in a comprehensive than in a restricted
sense. We must therefore be content, at
present, to define its meaning only so far as
it is determined by the form of the expres-
sion, by the immediate context, and by St.
Paul’s previous usage. 'We thus find that it
is a righteousness having God as its author,
and man as its recipient, who by it becomes
righteous: its effect is salvation, and its con-
dition faith: it is embodied first in the person
of Christ “qubo is made unto us wisdom
from God, and righteousness™ (1 Cor. i. 30),
and it is bestowed on us because of Christ’s
redeeming work, wherein He ¢ was made sin
for us, that ave might be made the righteous-
ness of God in bim” (2 Cor. v. 21). See
more in notes on iil. 21-25.

revealed from faith to faith] This is
the only connection permitted by the order
of the words, and it teaches us that, so far as
man is concerned, the revelation of the right-
eousness of God begins from and leads on to
faith. Compare 2z Cor. iil. 18, from glory to
glory. ‘To the man who listens to the Gospel
without faith, the righteousness of God is not
therein revealed, but remains hidden : to him
who listens with faith, the righteousness of
God begins to be therein revealed, and its
progressive revelation tends to produce a
higher degree of faith as its resuit. Thus
“to every one that believeth” the Gospel be-
comes by this revelation of the righteousness
of God a “ power of Gad unto salvation,” be-
cause by faith man embraces as his own the
righteousness revealed to him.

The just shall live by faith.] This con-
nection “ shall hive by faith” is required in
the Hebrew of Hab. ii. 4, and corresponds
best with St. Paul’s application of the pas-
sage: for he does not say that “righteousness
by faith is revealed,” but that “ rightecusness
is revealed from faith to faith” and as the
righteousness revealed and appropriated by
faith is the power of God unto salvation,
“the righteous shall live—i.e., shall find life—
by faith.” Compare Gal. ii. 20, “the life awhich
I now live in the flesh I live by (rather in)
the faith of the Son of God,” &c. See notes
on Hab. ii. 4, and note at end of chapter.

61



62

ROMANS. L

who hold the truth in unrighteous-
ness
19 Because that which may be

fv. 1g—~20,

known of God is manifest 'in them ;!0r

for God hath shewed i¢ unto them.
20 For the invisible things of him

Jaith] The Hebrew word so rendered
means properly “ steadfastness,” * faithful-
ness,” ¢ fidelity,” “trustiness,” rather than the
active “trustfulness ”; i.., it means the faith
which may be relied on, rather than the faith
which relies. “ But it will at times approach
near to the active sense: for constancy under
temptation or danger with an Israelite could
only spring from reliance on Jehovah. And
something of this transitional or double sense
it has in Hab. ii. 4.” (Lightfoot, Gal.iii. 11.)

CHaP. [, 18—IIl. 20. THE UNRIGHTEOUS-
NESS OF MAN.

St. Paul here enters upon the proof of
his great theme, that both for Jew and
Gentile salvatiou is only to be found in the
revelation of the righteousness of God by
faith,

First he shows, as a matter of fact and ex~
perience, that neither Gentile (i. 18-32) nor
Jew (ch. ii.} has any righteousness of his own
by which he can be justified before God ; then,
after answering objections relating to the case
of the Jew (iii. 1-8), he confirms the testiinony
of experience by the declarations of Gods
word (iii. g—z0).

18-82. St. Paul here gives us, not a history,
but a Christian philosophy of history: he is
not narrating the growth of idolatry and vice
in this or that nation, but showing in a broad
generalized view the condition of the heathen
world and the causes of its corruption,

The allusions to specitic forms of vice and
idolatry show plainly that he is describing the
heathen; but the principles which he lays
down, being of universal application, involve
the Jew also in like condemnation, as is seen
in ch. ii.

the awrath of God is revealed from heaven.]
“An exordium terrible as lightning” (Me-
lanchthon) is formed by the sudden and strik-
ing contrast to the preceding verses. There
15 a twofold revelation: in the one is seen
a “power of God unto salvation,” in the
other, the destreying power of God’s wrath:
there the righteousness of God, here the un-
righteousness of man.

Righteousness is revealed in the Gospel ;
wrath 1s revealed “from heaven,” because
there “the Lord hath prepared his throne”
(Ps.ix. 75 xi. 4), and thence “His Judgments
go forth as the lightning” (Hosea vi. 5
and note there). The power unto salvation
is for “every one that believeth ”; the wrath is
aganst them “that hold down the truth in

unrighteousness” (ch. vii. 6; 2 Thess. ii. 6).
The meaning of this verse is more fully ex-
plained in the passage which follows. We
there see that “zbe truzh” means the know-
ledge of God (ww. 19 and 25), and that the
wilful suppression of this truth struggling in
the heart is what aggravates the ungodliness
and unrighteousness of men, leaving them
without excuse. We see also Ao the wrath
of God is revealed, namely, in the debasing
vices and conscious misery to which the
sinner is given over (24-32).

ungodliness and unrighteousness.] Le. impiety
and immorality, are both regarded as sins
against God. “ Ungodliness” 1s the stronger
expression, but “wunrighteousness” the more
comprehensive and general (Aristotle, mepi
dperdw, vil. 13 Polit, I1L ¢. 13, 3): this latter
alone is repeated in the following clause,
whence the ideal order of development is seen
to be (1) unrighteousness, (z) suppression of
the truth concerning God, (3) ungodliness
and increased unrighteousness.

19. Because, dooc] The cause of God’s
wrath implied in the close of ». 18 is here
distinctly stated, that men have a knowledge
of God which they wilfully suppress, and so
leave themselves without excuse.

that which may be known of Gad] The
word 70 yraordr occurs nowhere else in
St. Paul’s epistles; but in Acts xiii. 38 and
xxvill, 28, where St Paul is the speaker, it is
used, as in the N, T. generally, in a less pre-
cise sense—“known,” “ notable,” or “noto=-
rious.” Here, however, the whole context
rises into the region of Christian philosophy,
and our translators have done well in render-
ing the word more strictly. See Fritzsche,
and Grimm, ¢ Clavis N. T. Philolog.’

That awbich may be known must not, how-
ever, be pressed to mean all that can possibly
be known ; but, as the next verse plainly shews,
it means that knowledge of God which is or
which may be gained by man’s natural facul-
ties exercised upon God’s manifestation of
Himself in creation.

is manifest in them; for God bath sheaved it
unto them.] Rather, “ for God manifested
it to them.”

“ In them” does not mean “ among them,*
as though this knowledge were limited to a
few of the wise and learued, nor “in their
consciousness” (Meyer), but “in them” as
being what they are, in their very nature and
constitution as men. If men had nota faculty
to receive “ that awhich may be tnown of God,”



v. 21.]

from the creation of the world are
clearly seen, being understood by the
things that are made, cven his eternal
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power and Godhead;
are without excuse :
21 Because that, when they knew

IHe could not be said to have manifested it
“to them.” The verse, therefore, teaches
that there is both an external manifestation of
God to men, and a faculty in them to receive
it; and these are the two ideas that are deve-
Joped in the next verse.

Calvin’s note is striking: “In saying that
God manifested it, he means that the purpose
for which man is created is to be the specta-
tor of the fabric of the world; the purpose
for which eyes have been given him is that by
gazing on so fair an image he may be led on
to its Author.”

20. Explanation of the statement, *God
manifested it to them.”

the invisible things of bim.] St. Paul puts
in the foremost place the invisible nature of
God’s attributes, just because men sinned by
substituting visible images for His invisible
perfections. The plural represents the invi-
sible nature of God in its manifold properties,
as explained by what follows.

from the creation of the aorld] Most
modern interpreters understand this merely
as a mark of time, “since the creation.”
See note at end of chapter. But the older
interpretation has more force, and is not
really liable to the charge of tautology. * The
creation of the world,” viewed as a whole, is
first presented as the source from which man
derives a knowledge of the unseen God ; and
then the method is further described; the
manifold invisible attributes become clearly
seen, being conceived in the mind by means
of the various works.

The invisible lying behind the visible as its
cause, the unchangeable upholding all the
changes of the world, the wisdom whose
thoughts are written in heaven, and earth, and
sea, the power which makes those thoughts
Tealities,—these and the other Divine attri-
butes are conceived in the mind (vootueva),
and so discerned by means of the things that
are made. The spontaneous act of reason by
which the mind grasps in creation the idea of
a Divine Author, St. Paul assumes and asserts
a5 an admitted and unquestionable fact ; this
fact is indeed the true intellectual basis, as
conscience is the moral basis, of all natural
religion. On the process by which the mind
ascends from the sensible impressions of
things that are seen to the idea of the invisible
Ged, “and so as it were resounds and re-
echoes back the Great Creator’s name,” see
Cudworth, ‘Immutable Morality, p. 177;
and a fine passage quoted from Leibnitz,
“Essais de Thiodicée Part L, by Saisset,

‘Essai de Philosophie religieuse,” Part I.
§ 5.

bis eternal power.] Among “ the invisible
things” of God “pover” alone is specified,
because it is the attribute first and most pro-
minently displayed in Creation. Itis clearly
seen to be eternal, because by it all things
temporal were created. The other attributes
of God which are clearly seen in His works,
such as wisdom and goodness, St. Paul sums
up in one word, not Gedbead, but Divinity:
the word is not that which expresses the being
or essence of God, i.e. Deity (Col. ii. 9), but
a kindred and derived word, signifying the
Divine quality or perfection of God as seen
in His attributes.

so that they are without excuse.] That
they might be without excuse. The
words (els 10 «lva) express not a mere
result, but a purpose. See i. r1; iv. 171, 16,
18; vi. 12} vil. 4, §; viil. 295 xi. 11, &c,
On 2 Cor. viil. 6 see note there.

Most modern Commentators have missed
the true connection of this clause, and of the
whole passage (vw. 19-21).

The sentence, “ For the wmwuisible things of
bim . ... are clearly seen . ...,” is an
explanation of the statement God mani-
fested it unto them; and as the mode
in which this manifestation awas made to them
is the mode in which it is made to all men, at
all times, the explanation is put in the most
general and abstract form (Present Tense and
Passive Voice), without any limitation of
times or persons; while the preceding and
following statements (marked by the historic
Aorists) refer definitely to those whom St.
Paul is describing (adrols, v. 19, alrots,
wv. 20, alrév, v, 21), the men that hold
down the truth in unrighteousness.

Thus the sense flows on without inter-
ruption, and the whole passage may be
rendered as follows:—For God manifested
it nnto them; for the invisible things
of him, his eternal power and di-
vinity, from the c¢reation of the world
are clearly seen, being understood by
the things that are made: That they
might be without excuse, because that
awhen they kneww God they glorified him not as
God.

Chrysostom’s abjection, often repeated by
others, that it could not be God’s purpose in
manifesting Himself to deprive men of ex-
cuse, although this was the resu/t, is discussed
in the note at the end of the chapter. Here
it may be enough to say, God’s purpese was
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God, they glorified sim not as God,
neither were thankful; but became
vain in their imaginations, and their
foolish heart was darkened.

[v. 22—23.

22 Professing themselves to be
wise, they became fools,
23 And changed the glory of the

uncorruptible ?God inte an image ,,

to leave nothing undone on His part, the
omission of which might give men an excuse
for sin.

21. “ That knowledge, or rudiment (scin-
tilla) of knowledge, concerning God which
may be obtained by contemplation of His
creatures . . . . sufficeth to convince atheism,
but not to inform religion. . . . No light of
nature extendeth to declare the will and true
worship of God.” (Bacon, ¢ Advt. of Learn-
ing,” B.I1.) This is true of God’s particular
will, and of special modes of worship desired
by Him; but St. Paul here clearly teaches
that men knew enough of God from His
works to glorify Him in a way befitting His
Divine Nature; but their fault lay in not
loving what they knew :—* Minus amant quod
summe est.” “They love not perfectly the
perfect Being.” (Aug.) “ The glory of God
is the admirable excellency of that virtue
divine which being made manifest causeth
men and angels to extol His greatness, and
in regard thereof to fear Him. By being
glorified, it is not meant that He doth receive
any augmentation of glory at our hands, but
His name we glorify, when we testify our
acknowledgment of His glory.” (Hooker,
¢E.P.) Bk ILii 1.}

St. Paul touches the root of sin in the
words “avhen they knew God, they did not
glorify him as Qod, or give thanks”
This passage seems to have inspired that
loftiest strain of Christian adoration: “ We
glorify Thee, we give thanks to Thee for Thy
great glorv.” The context however leads us
to think of God not only in His nature, but
in His works, as Creator and Ruler of the
world and the source of all natural blessings
tc mankind. The passage will thus mean :
“They did not glorify him as God (in his
Divine perfections) or give tkanks (to him
as God the author and giver of all good.”
Compare St. Paul's discourses to heathen
audiences in Acts xiv. 17, xvii. 24~-29.

but became wain] The direct opposi-
tion in act to glorifying God as God, is
to exchange His glory for an image, v. 23:
but St. Paul first shows the inner root of
this opposition. The Hebrew word 5_.7@
*“ breath,” “vapour,” “vanity,” is specially
applied to an idol, as in Jer. ii. 5: “#bey are
gone far from me, and bave avalked after
vanitf (LXX 1év paralwv, vain things, ie.
idols) and are become wain” (dparadbnaar).
See notes on 2 Kings xvii. 15, and compare

1 Sam. xxvi. 21: “J bawve played the fool
(peparaiopar) and hawve erred exceedingly.”

in their bmaginations.] The word 8iako-

rgpds is commonly used of ewi/ thoughts both
in the LXX and New Test. It is variously
rendered : “ imagination ” (Lam. iii. 60);
“reasoning ¥ (Luke ix. 46); and most fre-
quently “thoughts” (Matt. xv. 19; 1 Cor.
ill. 2z0). Here it means the false notions
which men formed for themselves of God in
opposition to the truth set before them in
His works. * Wherein exactly did this wanity
(of their thoughts) consist? In two things:
(1) in the absence of a foundation in truth;
and (2) in the positive absurdity of the idle
fancies embodied in the Heathen Mythology
and worship.” (Bishop Thirlwall.)

and their foolish beart avas darkened.], The
heart is in Scriptural language the seat of
intellectual and moral as well as of animal
life, and out of it proceed ewil thoughts (Matt.
xv, 19, &c.). Thus their heart was already
proved to be “foolish” or *wvoid of under-
standing ” when they failed to discern, or
discerning did not love, the truth which God
had set before them. They turned from the
light and their foolish beart avas darkened :
this was a worse state than the former
(Ephes. iv, 18). The abuse of reason im-
paired the faculty itself, and by following
their vain thoughts they were led into a
lower depth of spiritual darkness.

22, Self-conceit and folly go hand in hand:
“while professing themselves to be wise, they
became fools” (1 Cor. 1. 19-24). Most modern
interpreters agree with Calvin that the Apos-
tle does not refer to the special profession of
wisdom among Greek philosophers; for they
were not the authors of idolatry, nor was it
peculiar to them to think themselves wise in
the knowledge of God. He is describing the
conceit of wisdom which is necessarily con-
nected with a departure from Divine truth,
and out of which therefore idolatry in its
manifold and fantastic forms must have
sprung. “ For heathenism,” adds Meyer,
“is not the primeval religion out of which
men gradually advanced to the knowledge of
the true God; but it is the consequence of
falling away from the primitive revelation of
God in His works.”

The same original belief in one God. may
be traced in Egyptian, Indian, and Greek
mythology, and this accordance of early tra-
ditions agrees with the Indian notion that

4 Ps. 106,



V. 24.]

made like to corruptible man, and to
birds, and fourfooted beasts, and
creeping things.

24 Wherefore God also gave them
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up to uncleanness through the lusts
of their own hearts, to dishonour
their own bodies between them-
selves :

“truth was originally deposited with men,
but graduaily slumbered and was forgotten

. (Rawlinson, ¢ Herodotus* Book II., Appendix,
ch. iil. p. 297). On the primitive records of
a pure Monotheism in Egypt, see note 36 on
p- 450 of Vol. I. of this Commentary.

23. And changed the glory of the uncor-
ruptible God into an image made like to cor-
ruptible man.] In their folly and as the out-
ward expression of it men exchanged the
worship of God for that of idols. ‘The con-
trast between the incorruptible and the cor-
ruptible serves to aggravate the folly.

into an image made like to corruptible
man,.] Read, for an image of the form of
corruptible man. ‘'The language, partly bor-
rowed from Ps. cvi. 20, means not that they
changed God’s glory info an image, for this is
not possible either in thought or act; but
that they exchanged one object of worship
for another. On the gramnatical construc-
tion see note at end of chapter.

That St. Paul is here describing the origin
of actual outward idolatry is clear from the
whole context, and especially from the allu-
sions to Ps. cvi. 20 (which describes the
worship of the golden calf), and to the
Egyptian worship of ¢ birds and four-footed
beasts, and creeping things,” the ibis, the bull,
the serpent and the crocodile. ‘The statues
of the gods of Greece by which St. Paul was
surrounded at Corinth may have been in his
mind as he wrote, but idols in human form
were common in all heathen countries, and
the Apostle is here giving a view of the origin
and growth of idolatry in general, not a de-
scription of any particular form of it existing
in his time. His language is partly taken
from the Book of Wisdom (see xi.—xiii. and
Particularly xi, 15, xiii. 13) which itself echoes
the thoughts of Isaiah (xliv. 13). Compare
Deut. iv. 15-18 and Ps. cxv. 4—7.

24~32. THE DIVINE RETRIBUTION.

Thisis shown first in the abandonment of the
_Heatl}en to unnatural vices (24~27%), and then
In their complete and utter depravity (2 8-32).

24. Wherefore God also gave them: up to
uncleanness through the lusts of their oum
bearts]] Read, Wherefore God gave them
¥ in the lusts of their hearts to un-
Sleanness, What is the nature of this

Ivine agency ?

L. Permissive. Chrysostom (elacer), Theo-
doret (guvexdpnoer), and others reduce St.

Paul's statement to this, that God simply
permitted the heathen to fall into unclean-
ness. But the force of the Greek words
cannot be thus softened down: see 2 Chron,
xxxii. r1; Matt. x. 21, xxiv. 9; 1 Cor. V. 5.

2. Privative. “How did God give them
over! Not by compelling, but by forsaking
them ” (Ang., Serm. 59). All history shows
that God did not deal with other nations as He
did with His chosen people, raising up pro-~
phets and sending warnings and chastisements
directly and visibly from Himself to restrain
or recall them from idolatry and impurity.

‘When the heathen turned away from Him,
shutting Him out from their thoughts and
hearts, and giving His honour to senseless
idols, He “gave them over in (not zhrough
as AV.) the lusts of their hearts to
uncleanness” God did not cause their
impurity, but He abandoned them to the
natural consequences of the lusts already
working in them. (Aug. on Ps. 35.)

3. Judicial. ‘The preceding interpretation
is right as far as it goes, but inadequate
unless accompanied by a right view of what
are called “npatural consequences” We
learn from experience that one sin leads to
another, and that lust indulged gains greater
mastery.

#'This is the very curse of evil deed,
That of new evil it becomes the seed.”
SCHILLER (guoted by Schaff).

‘What the Apostle further teaches us is that
this law of our moral nature is a law of the
living God, who Himself worksinand by it:
and this is not a thought peculiar to St. Paul
or his age, but a truth frequently taught in
Scripture and acknowledged by every reli-
gious mind (Ps. Ixxxi. 123 Acts vil. 42).

It is none the less true that every down-
ward step is the sinner’s own wilful act, for
which he knows himself to be responsible.
These two truths are recognized by the mind
as irreconcilable in theory, but co-existent in
fact ; and the true interpretation of St. Paul’s
doctrines must be sought, not by paring down
any, but by omitting none.

to dishonour their oan bodies betaveen them=
selwes.] Or, that their bodies should
be dishonoured among them. See note
at end. Compare 1 Cor. vi. 15~18. It is
not necessary to go beyond the Bible for
instances of the close connexion between
idolatry and impurity (see Num. xxv. 2;
Wisd. xiv, 12, 23-27). As the heathen dis-

E
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ther; men with men working that
which is unseemly, and receiving in
themselves that recompence of their
error which was meet.

28 And even as they did not like
to retain God in their knowledge,!Cn %
God gave them over to 'a reprobate iedse.
mind, to do those things which are miss vois
not convenient ; of Judg-

25 Who changed the truth of God
into a lie, and worshipped and served
the creature more than the Creator,
who is blessed for ever. Amen.

26 For this cause (God gave them
up unto vile affections: for even
their women did change the natural
use into that which is against nature :

27 And likewise aﬁo the men,

ment.

leaving the natural use of the woman,
burned in their lust one tovrard ano-

29 Being filled with all unright-

eousness, fornication, wickedness, co-

honoured God by their idols, so He gave
them up to dishonour their bodies by im-
purity.

25. To make more distinct this corre-
spondence between the sin that was punished
and the sin that was its penalty, St. Paul
again points to the cause for which God
gave them up,—a cause lying in their own
character as “men who exchanged the
truth of God for the lie” (See note on
v, 23) “The truth of God” 18 His true
nature as manifested in His works, the glory
of the Creator (v. 23). “The lie” is the
false substitute to which the idolater gives
the honour that is due to God only (Is. xliv.
20; Jer. xiil. 25, xvi. 19).

viore than the Creator] Marg. “rather
than the Creator” The context shows that
they did not worship the Creator at ali, but
passing by Him worshipped the creature in
preference to Him.

wbo 15 blessed for ever. Amen} A natural
outburst of piety in the familiar language of
the Old Testament (Ps. Ixxxix. 52). However
the Heathen may dishonour Geod, His glory
is not thereby really impaired: He still “in-
habits the praises of his people” (Ps. xxii. 3),
He is still “blessed forever” (2 Cor. xi. 31).

26, 27. For this canse] A second time
the Apostle points to the apostasy of the
Heathen (. 25) as the cause why “God gawe
them up unte wile affections” or “shameful
passions.” The sin against God’s nature
entails, as its penalty, sin against man’s own
nature. “ Their error” was that of apostasy in
exchanging the truth of God for the lie (w.
25): “the recompense awhich awas meet)” ie.,
which according to God’s appointment they
must receive, was their abandonment to these
unnatural lusts, Those who know what
Greek and Roman poets have written on the
vices of their countrymen can best appre-
ciate the grave and modest simplicity of the
Apostle’s langunage.

28-381. The unnatural lusts already de-
scribed were the most striking proof that the
Heathen world was lying under the wrath of

God. But such shameful sins, however com-
mon, were by no means universal, nor were
they the only sins in which a Divine
retribution was to be traced. St. Paul
therefore adds a comprehensive summary of
other sins to which the Heathen were given
over.

28. Andeven as they did not like]] Forthe

third time the Apostle insists on the corre-
spondence between the impiety which re-
jected God, and the penal consequences of
that rejection. This correspondence is
heightened in the original by a play on
words which can hardly be reproduced in
English: “Even as they reprobated (lit. did
not approve) keeping God in knowledge,
God gave them up to a reprobate mind.” By
“a reprobate mind” is meant a mind that is
condemned and rejected as worthless (1 Cor.
ix. 27; Tit. i 16), The words ¢ they did not
approve ” imply that their rejection of God
was not unconscious, but deliberate and dis-
dainful. Instead of improving their first
knowledge of God (yvévres, ©. 21) into fuller
knowledge (émiyvoais) by attention and re-
flection, they put it from them, and so became
“the Heathen that knew not God” (1 Thess.
iv. 5).
“Mind” here means the whele reasoning
faculty, intellectual and moral, all that con-
spires in doing a good action, or, as here, in
doing “the things which are not be-
fitting” (xii. 2; Eph.iv. 17).

29-31. The moral condition of the Hea-
then whom God has given over to a reprobate
mind. In this catalogue of sins there is no
strict system of arrangement, but traces of a
sort of natural order may be seen in the
grouping of kindred ideas, and even of words
which sound somewhat alike in Greek. The
force of the passage is much increased by the
absence of all connecting particles.

29, In the first group we must omit the
word “ fornication” with the best MSS. (R
ABCK, &c.), and read ““ Filled avith all un-
righteousness, aickedness, covetousness, mali-
ciousness.” % Unrighteousness” comes first as the
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vetousness, maliciousness ; full of
envy, murder, debate, deceit, ma-
lignity ; whisperers,

30 Backbiters, haters of God, de-
spiteful, proud, boasters, inventors of
evil things, disobedient to parents,

31 Without understanding, cove-

ROMANS.

nant-breakers, "without natural affec-!
tion, implacable, unmerciful :

32 Who knowing the judgment
of God, that they which commit such
things are worthy of death, not only
do the same, but 'have pleasure
them that do them.

most general term, and one already used to
describe the state against which God’s wrath
is revealed (. 18).

By “avickedness” (movnpla) is meant the
active mischievousness which is connected
with the inward disposition expressed by
“ maliciousness” (xuxia) (Trench, Syn, of N.T.
2nd Ser.). The two words are connected in
1 Cor. v. 8, the old leaven of malice and awicked-
ness.

envy, murder,] The natural sequence of
these ideas is made more emphatic in Greek
by the alliteration ¢édrov, povev. Compare
Eurip. ‘ Troades,’ 763, and Lightfoot, Gal. v.
21, For “debate,” read “strife.” “Malignity”
(xakonfeia) is a disposition to take all things
in the worst sense, a characteristic of the
aged and the calumnjous (Arist. Rhet. II.
xiii. 3; IIL xv. 10).

30. “ Backbiters” or “slanderers” is
a more general term than # avbisperers,” inclu~
ding all who talk against their neighbours,
whether openly or secretly.

baters gof God] The word elsewhere has
always a passive sense, “hated of God”
(Vulg. Syr.), and is explained by Meyer in
that sense as being “a summary judgment of
moral indignation respecting all the preceding
particulars, so that looking back on these it
forms a resting-point in the disgraceful cata-
logue” But in the earliest notice of this
passage (Clement. ‘Ep.ad Cor. c. 35), an
active sense is ascribed to the word (Qeoarv=
yia, “hatred of God”); it has the same
sense “ baters of God” in the Pseudo-Cle-
ment, Hom. I. ¢. 12, and is so understood here
by Theodoret, (Ecumenius, and Suidas., This
active sense is undoubtedly better suited to a
catalogue of sins, and the position of the word
1s most striking at the head of a descending
series of the forms of arrogance, first towards
God and then towards men. The ascending
order is found in 2 Tim. iii. 2 “ boasters,
Proud, blaspbemers.”

despiteful, proud, boasters] The worse
forms of the sin come first.

. The “ despiteful” or “insolent” are inju-
fous in act (1 Tim. i. 13): the “proud”
overweening in their thoughts towards others ;
“boasters” vain-glorious about themselves
(see Trench). “ Fnventors of ewil things” are

strikingly described in Ps. xxxvi. 4, and Prov.
vi. 12-15.

In 2 Macc. xil. 31, Antiochus is called “ zbe
author of all mischief” (wdons xaxias elperis),
and Philo describes the advisers of Flaccus
(c. iv.) as “sowers of sedition, busybodies,
devisers of evil” (edperai kaxdv).

disobedient to parents.] The want of duti-
ful affection in the family stands first among
a series of sins indicating (by the very form
of the Greek words) the want of every
principle on which social morality is based
(Meyer). The same sin has the same bad
pre-eminence in a similar series in 2 Tim.
1ii. 2. “ Disobedient to parents, untbankful, un=
boly, aithout natural affection, truce-breakers.”

31. The word here rendered “ implacable,”
and in 2z Tim. iii. 3 “#ruce-breakers™ has
probably been brought in from that passage.
Omitting it we may translate the verse thus:
Without  understanding, covenant breakers,
awithout natural affection, Without merey ;
“ Covenant breakers” {(dovwdérous) is the
same word which is thrice applied to “ #rea-
cherous Judah” in Jer. iii. 7, 8, 10.

32. The “reprobate mind” reaches the
last stage of wickedness in men that are con-
scious of the deadly guilt of such sins as
have been described, and yet not only do
them, but also take pleasure in their being
done by others.

On the various readings in this verse see
Note at end.

Who knowing.] Men that well knowing,
i.e. men of such a character that though they
well know, &c.

“ the fudgment of God” (Sikaiwpa) is that
just sentence which He ordains as the Law-
giver and enforces as the judge cf all man-
kind: seeii. 16. St. Paul here speaks of it
as a judgment fully known even to the re-
probate, and therefore as one that has been
stamped indelibly upon man’s conscience.

commit.] Read practise: see onii 2, 3.

avorthy of death.] See Luke xxiii. 15; Acts
xxiii. 29 ; xxv. I1, 25; Xxvi. 31, in all which
passages “ death ” means simply capital pun-
ishment. But it is evident that the Apostle
here speaks of death (1) as a punishment of
sin and therefore not merely as the natural
end of this life ; (2) asa punishment ordained

E 2

67

Or, un-
sociabie,

:o b Or, con
By sent with
them,



68

ROMANS. L

by God, and therefore not simply the last
penalty of human law; (3) as a Divine
punishment recoguized by the Heathen, there-
fore not only as revealed in the Mosaic Law
or the Scriptural account of the first entrance
of death,

not ouly do the same, but have pleasure in
them that do them] not onrly do them, but
alse hkave pleasure in them that prac-
tise them. *“Not only . .. but also:” the
climax thus expressly indicated is in fact
double: (1) To “practiee” is more than to
% dp,” implying more of deliberation and habit ;
(2) A man may “do” evil under the incentive
of passion, for the sake of the attendant grati-
fication or gain: he can approve evil in others
only as ewil, for its own sake.

The word rendered “hawve pleasure mn”

(ovveudokeiv) does not describe a passive
assent or acquicscence in evil, but active
consent and approval : see Luke xi. 48; Acts
viil. 1; xxii, 205 1 Cor. vil, 12, 13,

The force of St. Paul’s language is impaired
in the Authorized Version by its different
and faulty renderings of the word mpdsoew,
“commit ” and “do.” See note on vii. 15.

It is an aggravation of guilt to * know the
fudgment of God that they which practise
such things are aworthy of death,” and vet to
“ pave pleasure in them that praotise zbem.”
It is thus evident that St. Paul’s climax, far
from being artificial, feeble, or inappropriate
(as some consider it) is clear and forcible
in expression, just in thought, and most
appropriate in its place at the close of the
dark catalogue of sins.

ADDITIONAL NOTES on Chap. I,

1. Christ Jesus. This order, found in
B. am. fuld. Arm. and a few Fathers, is pre-
ferred by modern critics as less usual, and
therefore more likely to have been altered.
It is also characteristic of St. Paul, to whom
the Lord was first made known, not as the
man Jesus, but as the risen and glorified
Christ. The same order is found in the
salutation in 1 Cor., 2 Cor., Eph., Ph’l, Col,,
1 Tim., 2 Tim. (Tisch. 8).

4, “The Spirit of holiness.”] This title has
been interpreted as meaning (1) The Holy
Ghost, the 3rd Person of the Trinity; (2)
The essential Deity of the Son ; (3) the Spirit
of the Incarnate Son.

(1) Chrysostom and Theodoret explain
that Jesus was proved to be the Son of God
in accordance with the pouring out of the
Holy Ghost upon the Apostles after His
resurrection.

Others find the proof of His Divine Son-
ship in the miracles which He wrought
according to the power of the Holy Ghost
dwelling in Him, or in the predictions of the
Prophets who spake of Him as they were
moved by the Holy Ghost, or in the Resur-
rection itself supposed to be effected by the
special operation of the Holy Ghost (see note
on viii. r1).

Against all these interpretations there are
two decisive objections, that they disregard
the peculiar title mvedpa dywwaims, and that
by giving a different sense to the Preposition
(xard) they destroy the parallelism of the
two phrases—“ according to the flesh” “ ac-
cording io the Spirit?

(2) The “Spirit of holiness” is supposed
to mean the essential Deity of the Son, that
pre-existent Divine Nature to which the

vo. 1, 4, 8, 12, 13, 135, 17, 20, 23, 24, 32.

Human Nature was added m the Incar-
nation.

(3) The ¢ Spirit of holiness™ is the Spirit
of the Incarnate Son, the God Man, and
therefore at once human and Divine.

Either of these two latter interpretations
is consistent with the Janguage of St. Paul,
and in choosing between them, it is well to
recall the wise caution of Dean Jackson,
‘Creed,” Bk. vii. Chap. 30. “The manner of
the union between the Son of God and the
seed of Abraham is a mystery (that one of the
blessed Trinity alone excepted) most to be
admired by all, and least possible to be
exactly expressed by any living man of all the
mysteries whose belief we profess in this
Apostles’ Creed.”

If we adopt the former of these two inter-
pretations, we must admit that St. Paul doss
not here give a complere account of Christ’s
twofold nature, For otherwise we must
either deny that Christ had any human spirit,
which is the Apollinarian heresy, or say that
His spirit was included in the ¢ fesh ” derived
from the seed of David.

The difficulty is discussed by Origen in
his comment on the passage, by Augustine,
¢ Enchiridion,’ ¢. 38, and very fully by Aquinas,
‘Summa Theologica,” Pars I11. Qu. 32, where
the statements of Ambrose and Jerome are
quoted.

The Catholic doctrine can hardly be more
exactly stated than by Jackson, ‘Creed,’ Bk. vii.
ch. 30: “Neither the substance which the
Son of God took from the blessed Virgin, nor
the reasonable soul which was united unto it,
pad any proper existence before their union
with the Divine nature.”  Christ’s reason-
able soul was not in order either of time or



ROMANS. I

nature first created, then assumed, but it was
created while it was assumed, and assumed
while it was created.”

This statement of Dean Jackson’s seems
fully to justify the third interpretation,
namely that Christ’s human spirit is included,
not in the  fesh,” but in the * Spirit of holi-
ness,” as being the Spirit of Christ.

The same distinction of “flesh” and
“Spirit” in the Incarnate Son is found in
1 Tim. iii. 16, “ Who awas manifested in the
Jesh, justified in the Spirit?” where Bp. Elli-
cott rightly maintains that “the Spirit” is
not itself the Deity, but the “ higher principle
of spiritual life,” in which Christ “ was shewn
to be the All-holy and the All-rightecus, yea,
manifested with power to be the Son of God.”

The student who may wish to pursue the
subject should observe that in the passages
which describe the Incarnation (Matt. 1. 18,
20; Luke i. 35), and also in the early Greek
Fathers and Creeds, wvetpa &yiov Stands
without the Article. This distinction was of
course lost in Latin, and this makes it the
more remarkable that the Latin Fathers so
generally interpret “Holy Spirit” in those
passages of the Son; see Tertullian, ‘c.
Praxeam,” § 26, ‘de Carne Christi,’ § 18, “c.
Marcionem’ iv. §, 18, Hilary, ¢de Trinitate,
X. “Assumpti Sibi per Se ex Virgine carne,
Ipse Sibi et ex Se animam Concepti per Se
corporis co-aptavit.” Compare the Preface to
the works of S. Hilary, § 57; Bishop Bull,
¢ Defensio Fidei Nicenz,’ pp. 52, 53, 139, 203
(Oxon. 1846); Dorner, *Person of Christ,’
L ii. pp. 367 ff, ‘ Protestant Theology,’ II. 457;
PHeiderer, ¢ Paulinism,’ 1. 12s.

8. For imép mdwror tp. Lachm. Tisch,
Treg. read mepi with preponderance of au-
thority. A comparison of Ephes. i. 16
(Umép) with 1 Cor. i 4; 1 Thess. i. 2; 2
Thess. i. 3; ii. 13 shows that {mép might have
been used in the same sense as repi.

12. There is a little irregularity in the
grammatical construction,

Meyer, in order to find a subject for
:Tvmmpax?\qﬂﬁvut makes it parallel to I8eiv:
‘For I long to sce you, &c.; that is, to be
comforted among you.”

The objections to this constrnction are:

L. It passes over the ncarer connection
with els 16 orpoiyiwar $pés to the more
distant Bejy.

2. It makes St. Paul’s correction of his ex-
Pression apply to i8et» x.r.\., which does
Not as a whole need correction, instead of the
part els 16 orppixfivar tpds which is the
direct cause of the correction.

3. It supplies as a subject for cvpmapa-
xAn@hvas only éué, which does not agree with
the following phrase tis & dA\\jros migTews
Viwy Te Kal épob.

For these reasons it is much simpler, and
in fact necessary, to understand guas = tuds
kai éu€ as the subject.

If it be objected that where 2 new subject
is introduced it ought to be distinctly ex~
pressed, it is sufficient to answer: 1st, that
Huas could not be here expressed in the sense
required (Opas xai éué), because the formal
antithesis eis 10 ompexOirar Vpas, Tobre 8é
doriv Huds gupmapaxhpbijrar would have
limited fuas to a sense excluding instead of
including dpas; and secondly, that St. Paul
indicates the subject, which he could not ex-
press, by the gtv In gvprapaxAndirac—a com-
pound found nowhere else in the New Test.
or LXX.

13. kapmdv oxd.] “"Eyxew in its manifold
collocations with reypfy, 8éfar, &c., signifies
¢ assequi, and so here ” (Tholuck).

This is a wrong explanation of the right
meaning of oxd, “that I might get” The
verb éxyw means to have, hold, or possess: but
the aorist has a momentary and, as it were,
initiative force, which may often be expressed
by “get”: see Johm iv. 52 ; Matt. xxi. 38;
Mark ii. 25; Acts xxv. 26; Phil, il. 27; 1
Thess. i. 9.

15. ofrws 7o xar’ éué mpdfupor, Various
constructions have been proposed.

A. 76 x. ¢, p. taken together as subject

(1) to a sentence o¥rws éorw=*in accord-
ance with this duty is the readiness on my
part to preach.”

(2) to a sentence éorw elayyedicacfa.
“ Accordingly the desire on my part is to
preach.”

B. 16 xat’ éuf taken apart from wpsfupor.

{x) as an adverbial phrase: “thus there is
—so far as in me lies—a readiness,” &c.

(2) as subject to mpdfupdy é¢orv.  “So my
partisready; so I for my part am ready.”

The choice lies between A (z), which is
harsh, and B (2), which is supported (though
not fully) by Phil. i. 12, and is decidedly to
be preferred as giving a proper grammatical
constraction.

17. The just shall live by faith] The accents
in the Hebrew do not indicate the connection,
“the just by his faith,” but show that the
stress of the sentence is on “faith,” which is
placed emphatically before the verb : “The
just . . . by his faith shall he live” See
Delitzsch on Hab. ii. 4 quoted by Pusey,
who adds, “the expression just by bis faith
does not occur either in the Old or New
Test. In fact, to speak of one really right-
eous (as p*1¥ always is) as being “righteous
by his faith,” would imply that men could be
righteous in seme other way.” (‘Commentary
on the Minor Prophets.”)

The 8¢ in & 8¢ 8ikaios, retained by St. Paul,
shows that the antithesis is between “the
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proud” and “the just,” not between “the
just by faith” and “the just” in any other
way.

'%r‘he LXX 2 migreds pov (or as in some
MSS § 8¢ Slkaids pov éx wiorews) {noerar
seems to have arisen from mistaking 1 for »
St. Paul omits the erroneocus pov without
inserting alrot, as unnecessary for his pur-
pose. See on Gal. iil.
ii. 4.

20. éwd kricews kéopov.] The phrase
seems to occur nowhere else in LXX. or
N. T.

‘When the Creation is employed as a mark
of time, the phrases are:

%) and karafBokis xéopov (Matt., Luke,
Hebr., Apocal. Cf. mpé karaBolfis xéopov,
Eph. i ¢). .

(2) & dpyijs kbopov, Matt. xxiv, 21,

(3) an apxhis krigews, Mar. X. 6 ; xiil. 19;
2 Pet. iii. 4; Apoc. iii. 14.

The Peshito Syriac gives the same render-
ing here as in Matt. xxv. 34, John xvii 24,
“from the foundation of the world.” And in
Ps. Salom. vili. 7, dad «ricews obpavod
kai y7s, is certainly a mark of time.

The Vulgate, on the other hand, for its
usual renderings “ a constitutione mundi,” or
“ab initio mundi,” here gives ‘“a creatura
mundi,” meaning “ the created universe.”

Theodoret, (Ecumenius, Cyril, Photius,
Luther, Calvin, &c., regard creation as the
source of the knowledge.

That they might be without exouse,]
The difficulty found in this hard saying since
the days of Chrysostom, being due not to
St. Paul but fo his interpreters, must not
induce us to deny the plain grammatical
sense of the Apostle’s words.

1. The rule that els +¢ with an Infinitive
expresses an end or purpose, not a mere con-
sequence, sSeems to have no exception in the
N. T.

The strongest agparent exception (2 Cor.
viii. 6), has received its true interpretation
from the fine insight of Meyer, following.
the clue given in the words &id fehfjparos
Beot: “In the fact that the increase of
charity wrought %y God’s awill in the Mace-
donians, had encouraged him to bid Titus
extend the collection to Corinth, St. Paul
sces the fulfilment of the Divine purpose
which he therein serves.”

2. The speculative objection that “it can
hardly be thought that “ the conviction, con-
fusion, and condemnation of men was any
part of the Divine p/ar in Creation, although
it follows as a conseguence from it” (Bp.
‘Wordsworth) is set aside by the distinc-
tion which Hooker has so clearly estab-
lished between the “ principal ” wiil of God,
and His “occastonal” will. (See Appen-

11, and on Heb.

dix L. to ‘Eccles. Polity’ Bk. V. - But
above all things we are to note what God
willeth simply of his own voluntary inclina-
tion, and what by occasion of something
precedent, without which there would be in
God no such will.”

The simple or ¢ principal” will of God in
giving a knowledge of Himself to His reason-
able creatures is, that they may find their
happiness in Him; it is only “by occasion®”
of their sinful neglect or abuse of this know-
ledge that God willeth “as it were with a
kind of unwillingness,” that they shonld be
without excuse. In like manner Leibritz,
following the Schoolmen, distinguishes in
God “two aspects of the will: one an
antecedent will, which has for its object all
that is good ; and the other a conseguent and
decretory will, which acts for the best, and
includes evil as a condition of good.”
(Saisset, ‘ Essai de Philos. relig.” p. 231.)

3. It is to be carefuily observed that the
purpose ascribed to God in making Himself
known is not “ the conviction, confusion, and
condemnation of men”; it is not that they
might be punished for sinning against know-
Jedge, but that they might have no excuse for
not knowing.

23, The construction d\\drrew ¢t & run
is not found in classical Greek, but was
adopted by the LXX in imitation of the
Hebrew ™7} “to exchange” followed by 3
of the thing with which anything is ex-
changed: see Lev. xxvil 10; Ps. cvi. 203
Sirac. vii. 18, My d\\dfys ¢pdov adiapdpou
pnde dBedpdy yriaiov v xpvaip Sovdelp.

24. rob drypdlecfa: T4 odpara adrov év
avrois.] This is the reading of modera criti~
cal editors (Tisch. 8), and is to be rendered
that their bodies should be dishonoured
among them. The rendering “ so that,” &c.
(Alford) is scarcely admissible.

The use of rot with Inf. to express merely
the ewvent unmixed with the design, is very
questicnable. St. Paul commonly uses it to
express the purpose, or at least the tendency of
an act : Rom. vi. 6, vil, 3, xi. 8, 10; 1 Cor. &
13; Gal iii. 10. The reading év éavrois is
found in the majority of later uncials, in good
cursives 17, 37, 47, in the Vulgate, Origen,
Chrysostom, and Theodoret. It requires
the Middle sense of dryd{eodar, against which
the absence of other instances is not decisive.

év éaurots, retained by Meyer, expresses
more clearly than would év dAAfAos the sin
against their own, as well as against each
other’s body.

32. The Vatican MS, (Tischendorf, 1867)
for ériyvdvres, reads émvywdoxovres, and for
wotobow, auvrevdokotow, the participles wou=
otwTes, ouvvevdokolvres.

Clement of Rome (Cor. c. 35) after de-



v, 1—2.]

nouncing some of the sins mentioned by St.
Paul in vv. 29, 30, adds: radra yip of mpdo-
govres aTuvynrol T¢ Oed Umdpyovow, ot pdvoy
8¢ ol mpdooovres adrd, dMAa kal ol gurevdo-
xotyTes atrals.

Hence it has been supposed that Clement
found in Romans the reading,—od pérov 8¢ of
wotovyres dAAG kel of guvevdokotvres Tols
npdooovew.

But it is far more probable that the tran-

ROMANS. II

scriber of B, or some earlier MS., having the
passage of Clement by his side, substituted
the Participles in the text of Romans by
mistake.

The sentence being thus incomplete, as in
B., later Copyists tried to complete it by
various additions: odx évineay D E, otk
éyracar G.

For a full discussion see Reiche, ¢ Comment.
Critic”

CHAPTER 1L

1 They that sin, though they condémn it in
others, cannot excuse themselves, 6 and muck
less escape the judgment of God, Q whether
they be Fews or Gentiles. 14 The Genliles
cannot escape, 17 nor yet the Fews, 25 whom
their circumcision skall not profit, if they
keep not the law.

HEREFORE thou art inexcu-~

sable, O man, whosoever thou

art that judgest: for wherein thou

judgest another, thou condemnest thy-

self ; for thou that judgest doest the
same things.

2 But we are sure that the judg-

CHAP. II.—THE JEW BROUGHT INTO
JupeMENT.

1-29. St. Paul pursues his proof of the
universal need of such a saving power as is
contained in the revelation of the righteous-
ness of God by faith,

He has traced the downward course of
mankind from the first wilful rejection of the
knowledge of God through all the stages of
idolatry and vice, showing the mutual re-
actions of moral depravity and mental dark-
ness, Under general terms, and without once
naming the Gentiles, he has painted the pro-
minent features of the heathen world in bold
and vigorous strokes. As the picture draws
towards an end the shadows deepen, until at
last in 2., 32 we see that final stage of cor-
ruption in which men, having lost all natural
virtue themselves and even the hatred of vice
in others, retain only the consciousness of
their misery and guilt, knowing the just
sentence of God on them which do such
things.

But there were some among the heathen
and many among the Jews to whom this
description could mnot be applied in its
strongest external features of blind idolatry
and hideous vice, They had not lost all
knowledge of the true nature of God; they
did not practise, still less applaud, the grosser
forms of vice; their moral sense was keen
enough to condemn the sins of others: yet
they too must be brought to feel themselves
guilty before God. How does St. Paul effect
this? He strikes at the conscience, and
strikes suddenly and sharply: *“thou that
Judgest doest the same things: therefore the
moral sense which judges others, but does
not restrain thyself from evil, increases thy

condemnation: for God will judge thee ac-
cording to thy deeds” (vw. 1, 2).

1. Therefore thou art inexcusable] Where-
fore thou art without exouse (see i. zo).
‘With startling suddenness the Apostle states
his conclusion first, merely hinting by the
one word “wherefore” its dependence on
the principle stated in i. 32, “that they avhich
commit such things are aortby of death:” and
then in the words “ O man, awhosoever thou art
that judgest,” he singles out each reader as the
very man addressed, and at the same time
extends his argument to all, in order that he
may eventually apply it to the Jew.

‘The success of such an appeal to con-
science rests on the fact that every man
recognizes in himself at least the germs of
those sins which he condemns in others. St.
Paul uses the argument with admirable skill
and power: he has roused a just indignation
by his description of flagrant sinners, and as
the stern sentence of condemnation is burst-
ing forth, he seizes and turns it back upon
the judge himself. ¢ ‘The manthat hath done
this thing shall surely die”” “‘Thou art the
man.”

The argument, set in its logical order,
would stand thus: Thou judgest that they
which do such things are worthy of death:
Thou that judgest doest the same things:
Therefore in judging thy neighbour thou
condemnest thyself, and art without excuse.
St. Paul inverts this order by using his con-
clusion first and proving it afterwards. The
repeated description © thou that judgest”
though applicable to all men, is especially
characteristic of the Jews, whose condemna-
tion of “ sinners of the Gentiles” (Gal. iL 15)
was unsparing.
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ment of God is according to truth
against them which commit such
things.

3. And thinkest thou this, O man,
that judgest them which do such
things, and doest the same, that thou
shalt escape the judgment of God ?

[v. 3—s3.

4 Or despisest thou the riches of
his goodness and forbearance and
longsuffering ; not knowing that the
goodness of God leadeth thee to re-
pentance ?

5 But after thy hardness and im-

penitent heart treasurest up unto<Jam-s;

The words “ 0 man” as in ix. 20, indi-
rectly rebuke the presumption of a weak
mortal in assuming the Divine prerogative of
judgment. Compare Luke xii. 14.

The accusation brought in the words
“thou doest the same things” is renewed
against the Jew by name in wo. 17-27.

2. St. Paul now completes and confirms
his argument by an express assertion of the
principle, already assumed in it, that God’s
judgment against the doers of evil applies
equally to all,—to those who judge even as
to those who take pleasure in them that
practise such things.

For the truth of this principle he appeals
to the conscience of his readers (as in iii. 1¢):
“ We knoav,” it is a certain and well-known
truth “ thar the judgment of God” (unlike
that inconsistent judgment of man, @. 1) is
directed © gecording te truth” i.e., without
error and without partiality (see @. 11)
against the doers of evil.

8. And thinkest thou this, O man, that judgest
them avbich do such things, and doest the same,
that thou shalt escape the judgment of God 2]
But thinkest thou this, O man, that fudgest them
avbich practise such things, and doest them,
doe. In contrast to the sure truth of God’s
impartial judgment of evildoers, stand the
errors by which men evade its application to
themselves: and first, the delusive hope of
personal exemption. ¢ But thinkest thou
this—that zbou shalt escape being judged at
all?” The folly of such a thought is made
more prominent by the description of the
person supposed to entertain it : ¢ O man,
that judgest them which practise such things,
and doest them.” Dost thou, who art
thus inexcusable and self-condemned (w. 1),
think that zhon of all men shalt be exempt
from judgment ?

No answer is needed: as soon as the
thought is clearly stated, its folly is trans-
parent. Yet it is a common form of self-
deception : men are almost unconsciously
influenced by a vague and undefined hope of
tmpunity which they do not acknowledge
even to themselves. ‘The Jews, however,
openly claimed exemption from God’s judg-
ment as the common privilege of the children
of Abraham. Al Israelites will have part
in the world to come # * Abraham sits be-

side the gates of hell, and does not permit
any wicked Israclite to go down to hell”
(See the citations in Bull’s ¢ Harm. Apost.’
cxvil. § 6, and in McCaul, ¢ Cld Paths, p.
450.) “They who are the seed of Abraham
according to the flesh shall in any case, even
if they be sinners and unbelieving and dis-
obedient towards God, share in the eternal
kingdom,” (Just. Mart. ¢ Dial. ¢. Tryph., c.
r40.) It is the same notion that is rebuked
by John the Baptist, “Bring forth therefore
Sruats meet for repentance: and think not to say
within yourselves, We bawve Abrabam to our
JSather” (Matt. iii. 8, 9.) Thus without nam-
ing the Jew St. Paul already indicates him by
one of his most characteristic errors.

4. Or despisest thou, €’z] The Apostle
now puts an alternative question, suggesting
another explanation of the disregard which
men show in practice te the acknowledged
truth of a future judgment. The effect of
God’s patience upon a heart hardened in sin
is only to produce a contemptuous feeling of
security : “ Because sentence against an evil
awork is not executed speedily, therefore the
beart of the sons of men is fully set in them
to do ewil” (Eccles, viil. 11; Ps. X. 11, 13;
Sirach v. 5, 6.) God’s “ goodness ” is a gra-
cious benignity that would gladly bless and
not punish: His “ forbearance ” suspends the
stroke, when sin cries for vengeance: His
s Iang-.méﬁring ? endures repeated provoca-
tions and is still slow to anger. * The riches
of God's goodness™ he only can despise, who
is ignorant of the purpose for which it is
manifested : it is a moral blindness only that
can mistake God’s patience for a weakness
or indifference from which final impunity may
be expected (c. ix. 22). The Divine goad-
ness ” is here presented in a twofold manner :
There is not only a gracious disposition
(xpnorémys) in Ged, that makes Him willing
to lead sinners to repentance: the same gra-
cious quality embodied in God’s dealings (76
xpnorév) has a real action in leading to repen-
tance even those who nevertheless do not
repent: God’s leading is as real as man’s re-
sistance to being led.

5. The false views implied in the two pre-
ceding questions are now refuted by a direct
assertion of the true nature and consequences
of the impenitent sinner’s conduct: the delu-
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thyself wrath against the day of
wrath and revelation of the righteous
judgment of God ;
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according to his deeds :
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- 6 ¢Who will render to every man ¢ Ps. b2,

7

7 To them who by patient con- ;I

sive hope of personal exemption (w. 3) is
" especially dealt with in »v. ¢ £; and the
second error of despising God’s goodness is
thus at once exposed in a direct and vivid
contrast. God’s goodness leads to repent-
ance; but an impenitent heart will not be
led, and as an effect of this obduracy the
store of wrath is increased by the rickes of
goodness rejected. The Apostle says not
“ God treasureth up wrath,” but “thou
treasurest up wrath unio thyself” “He adds
to His long-suffering, thou to thine ini-
quity. . . . And what thou layest up a little
every day, thou wilt find a mass hereafter.”
(Augustine, Enarr. in Ps. 93.)

wrath against the day of awrath.] Read
Saurath in the day of wrath” The expression
sets forth with terrible emphasis the hardened
sinner’s doom. But while to him the Judg-
ment Day is above all a day of wrath, it has
also a more general character as a day which
reveals to all, both good and evil, men and
angels, that God is a righteous Judge (8exaio=
xpirygs, 2 Macc. xii. 41); that not only in that
last great act of judgment, but in all His
dealings and dispensations, He judgeth right-
eously. This revelation of God’s character
as a righteous Judge (Siearokpiin, v. Pseudo-
Just. Mart. Queestt. Gent. 28), will consist in
(}i{is rendering to every man according to his

eeds.

6. Thisverse isan exact quotation from the
Septuagint (Prov. xxiv. 1z),and the same fun-
damental truth of a future universal judgment
according to men’s works, is constantly taught
m the New Testament no less than in the
Old (Matt. xvi. 27; xxv. 31-46 ; 2 Cor.v. 10).
Against vain pretensions and imaginary privi-
leges, St. Paul sets the acknowledged truth
that God will judge and reward every mian
according to his actual life and true cha-
racter.

The contrast here is not between works
and faith, but between a man’s deeds as
realities and all that is unreal, between doing
and knowing, between being and seeming,
practising and professing. ‘Thus we need not
discuss modes of reconciling this passage with
the doctrine that “ man is justified by faith with-
out the deeds of the laav” (iil. 28). There can
be no discrepancy, as the contrast between
“faith ” and * works of the law * has no place
at this stage of the Apostle’s argument. He
Is maintaining here that the rule of God’s
Judgment will be real deeds of righteousness
or unrighteousness. He will afterwards show
that those “works of the law,” which he

contrasts with faith, are not real works of
righteousness,

Again, we must not on the one hand so
strain the sense of the passage, as to infer
that each man’s deeds earn by their own
intrinsic merit that reward which God will
render ; nor onthe other hand limit the sense,
as if the Apostle had written “ Who will
render to every man according to the evidence of
his deeds ™ (Calovius, Meyer). What St. Paul
means by the accordance between each man’s
deeds and his reward, he himself explains in
the following verses, and no narrower limita-
tion of his meaning is admissible. The closer
definitions attempted in the interests of con-
troversy rest on distinctions which are not
contained in the Apostle’s words, and are
quite out of place in this stage of his argu-
ment. See notes on iv. 4, and Augustine, as
there cited, and compare Acts x. 34, 35: “Of
a truth I perceive that God is no respecter of
persons: but in every nation be that feareth
bim, and avorketh righteousmess, is accepted
awith bim.”

7-10. The accordance between “ the deeds
done in the body ” and the future reward is
now shewn in two great classes into which
all mankind are divided, according to the
moral aim of their lives.

7. Some interpreters (as Reiche, Ewald,
and Hofmann) would arrange the verse thus:
—“To the one, seeking eternal life, he will
render according to their patience in well-
doing, glory and honour and immortality.”
They argue that the words *according to
patience in well-doing,” must answer to the

- clause “ according to his works” (w. 6), and

so must express “ tbe rule by awbich God aill

Judge”

But the older interpretation followed by
our translators is fo be preferred, because
it both preserves the natural order of the
original words, and gives at least as good,
perhaps a better, sense; for St. Paul, instead
of merely repeating the statement that judg-
ment shall be according to works, brings out
a new thought, that the rule of God’s future
judgment must also be the rule of man’s
present life, and so the reward must be sought
“in the way of {(xard) patience in avell-
doing.”

The last words might be rendered more
exactly “perseverance in good work:”
not this or that good work is meant, but the
life of the righteous is viewed as a whole in its
unity of purpose, as one good work patiently
pursued (c. xiil. 3; Gal.vi.4; rPet.i. 17; Rev.,

|

Matt, 16.

Rev

12.
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* the idea of hot burning anger.
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tinuance in well doing seek for glory
and honour and immortality, eternal
life :

8 But unto them that are con-
tentious, and do not obey the truth,
but obey unrighteousness, indignation
and wrath,

g Tribulation and anguish, upon
every soul of man that doeth evil, of

(v. 8—12.

I Gr

the Jew first, and also of the *Gen- 18t

tile ;

10 But glory, honour, and peace,
to every man that worketh good,
to the Jew first, and also to the
! Gentile :

11 For there is no respect of per-
sons with God.

12 For as many as have sinned

Il Gr,
Gree’

xxii. 12). That this life of righteousness can
be fully realized only in the Christian believer
will be shewn at a later stage of the Apostle’s
argument (vi. 11-23). What he here sets
forth is not the specific realization, but the
general idea of the life which Ged will
reward. Its form of outward manifestation
will be “perseverance in good work;”
its inner motive the longing after a higher
state, in which man’s perfected nature will
shine forth in “glory,” his faithfulness will be
crowned with “ benour,” by God’s approval,
and his happiness secured for ever by the new
gift of “immortality.”

These three clements, “glory and bonour
and immortality,” are combined in “eternal
Iifz,” and our Authorized Version has the
advantage of representing the various ele-
ments of happiness which man has longed for,
as being ali united in the reward which God
will bestow.

8. But unto them that are contentious, and
do not obey the truth.] “But unto them that
gre faetious and disobey the truth.”
The unrighteous are described as “ the men
of factiousness,” an idiom which represents
“ factiousness ¥ as the root of their moral
character. (See notes on iii. 264 iv. 12, 14;
Gal. iii. 10.)

On the word épuflein see Note at end of
chapter. ‘The context helps to define its
meaning here: it is a “factiousness” which
consists in “disobeying the truth, but obey-
ing unrighteousness.” Allegiance is due to
“ the truth” (which answers to righteousness,
1 Cor. xiii. 6; Eph. iv. 24; 2 Thess. ii. 10—
12): to transfer this allegiance to the oppo-
site power “unrighteousness ” is factious.

indignation and avrath] “There shall
be wrath.and indignation” To com-
blete the sentence we must not supply as in .
7, “ God shall render,” but both here and in
2v. 9, o, “there shall be” The sudden
change is significant: “Salvation is God’s
own work, punishment will be the effect of
the sinner’s obduracy ” ((Ecumenius).

In the right order “wrath and indigna-
tion,” the stronger word comes last, adding
St. Paul
teaches us that the sense of God’s wrath will

bea chief element in that * eternal destruction ™
(z Thess. i. ¢), which we might bave ex-
pected him to name here as the opposite to
“ eternal life”

9, 10. St. Paul now repeats the thoughts of
. 7, 8, with special emphasis upon the uni-
versality of the judgment as including Jews
as well as Gentiles, and so refutes the Jewish
error indicated in ». 3. The previous order
of ideas is inverted, the thought of God’s
wrath against Sin being continued from <.
8; so that the words which describe the
sinner’s doom are heaped together with
terrible effect.

That which coming from God appears
under the form of “wrath and indignation,”
becomes when endured by the sinner, * tribu-
lation and anguish.”

The former word denotes the pressure of
a crushing burden, the latter the “ straitness™
of confinement, and the comsequent helpless-
ness, which forbid all hope of escape.

“ Every soul of man” is not a mere cir-
cumlocution for “ every man:” such explana-
tions rob language of half its life and power.
It is the soul that suffers (Matt. xxvi. 38, Acts
ii. 43), under the wrath of God, even when the
pain reaches it through the body. See xiii. i.

The two words “aworketh,” @. 10, and
“ doeth,” . 9, fail to represent the distinction
between the simple verb in the Greek, and its
compound {karepyd{opat) : punishment is
inflicted on him who “worketh out evil”
to its full end (w. ¢): while he “ that avorketh
good” is rewarded for the effort itself without
reference to the successful accomplishment
of the work. See vilL. 135.

the Jew first] The Jew, who is here first
expressly included in the judgment, has a
priority in responsibility and punishment, as
well as in privilege and reward: see on 1. 16.
But this priority will not interfere with the
application of the same rule of judgment
according to every man’s works.

Gentile] “Greek: Seeoni 16.

11. The reason why Jew and Gentile will
be judged by the same rule lies in that free-
dom from partiality, which is part of God’s
character as the Righteous Judge (Deut.x,



v. 13—14.)

without law shall also perish without

law : and as many as have sinned in

the law shall be judged by the law ;
13 (For not the hearers of the law
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are just before God, but the doers of
the law shall be justified.

14 For when the Gentiles, which
have not the law, do by nature the

17; 2 Chron. xix. 7; Job xxxiv. 19}). “To
accept the face” was to give a gracious re-
ception to a suppliant or suitor (Gen. xix. z1;
Job xiii. 10, xlil. 8), and the phrase being
often applied to a corrupt and partial judge
(Lev. xix. 15, &c.) has always in the N, T.
the bad sense of partiality (Matt. xxii. 16).

12. The Jew might be led by his actual
privileges to doubt whether the principle that
“there is mo respect of persons avith God,”
could be applied to him. The Apostle there-
fore proceeds to show how a strict im-
partiality will be maintained in God’s future
judgment of all men, whether Gentiles or
Jews. A chief distinction between them was
that the Jews had, and the Gentiles had not
a revealed and written law of God ; to such
a law, therefore, St. Paul now applies the
same argument from God’s judgment by
works, which he has already used in 2. 1, 2,
concerning a moral sense which enables a
man to condemn sin in others, but does not
restrain him from doing the sime himself.

For as many as bave sinned without law.]
The Apostle deals with the Gentiles first.
As their sin, so shall their punishment be: to
neither of these will the standard of a written
law be applied, and yet apart from all con-
sideration of such law, as surely as a man sins,
so surely shall he perish under the judgment
of God. The want of the greater light gives
no impunity to abuse of the less: but punish-
ment follows as a natural consequence of sin
under God’s general moral government. To
“perish” in the future judgment is to lose
what has. been already described as “ salva-
tion,” “glory and bomour amd immortality,”
“eternal life”

and as many as have sinned in the law shall
be judged by the law.} “ And as many as
bave sinmed with law shall be judged by
law.” In stating the general principle of
God’s judgment, St. Panl uses the term
“law?” without the article for any written
revelation of God’s will; but, as in fact, there
was no other such law given, but that of
Moses, the sense is not materially affected by
limiting the word “law” to “the law” of
Moses, as in A.V. See Introduction, § g.

The Jew, who could not dissent from the
Apostle’s statement of the condition of the
Gentile, is equally involved in condemnation
under a judgment, which is impartial and
according to works. For he possesscs a law,
and hears it read in the Synagogue on the

Sabbath day, and lives in professed obedience
to it. Thus “law ” constitutes the moral
state in which he lives: if he sins, he sins
“in " or under, or * with law,” and therefore
“by law " he shall be judged.

13. The application of law as the rule of
judgment, is an idea quite opposed to the
fancied privilege and exemption of the Jews;
St. Paul therefore confirms it by referring to
the known principle of all law: “for not
they who are hearers of law"” (and no-
thing more than hearers) shall be just be=
fore God, but the doers of law shall be
justified. This general principle is asserted
by the Jewish law itself (Deut. xxvii, 26), and
St. Paul here evidently assumes, as known to
his readers, what he expresses elsewhere:
% For Moses describeth the righteousness avbich
is of the laaw, That the man avbich doeth those
things shall live by them” (X. 5).

‘The word ¥ justified ” is used here for the
first time in the Epistle, and we cannot have
a better opportunity of considering its mean=
ing, which 1s clearly defined by the context.

(@) 1t cannot mean “pardomed?” for he
that is justified as a doer of law, has nothing
to be pardoned for; nor (5) can it mean
“made just” for he is just already by the
supposition. It means to be “acknowledged
and declared just:” it is the exact contrary
to being * condemned.” There is no ground
on which to condemn one who fulfils the law,
he must therefore bejustified. The word
has evidently the same meaning in iii. 4, z0.
In the present passage the meaning is con-
firmed by the parallel clause: “to be justi-
fied ” is the same thing as “ to be just before
God,” i.e., according to his judgment (2 Cor.
ifi. 19; z Thess. i. 6).

14-18. St. Paul has shown how the general
principle that God “ il render to every man
according to bis works,” applies to the Jews:
they will be judged by law, and only law-
doers be justified. He now shows that the
same principle is applicable to the Gentiles
also, though under another form. For al-
though they have no “law,” in the stricter
sense of the word, that is to say, no revealed
and written Jaw like * the Jaw ” of Moses,
yet substantially they have a law, or rather
they “ are a law unto themselves.”

Thus in vv. 14-16, St. Paul shows that the
principle stated in @. 13 is in fact universal,
and that the formal distinction between
Gentile and Jew, w. 12, does not involve any
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things contained in the law, these, their thoughts 'the mean while ac- 105 &
having not the law, are a law unto cusing or else excusing one an- them
themselves : other ;) sedves.

tor e . 15 Which shew the work of the 16 In the day when God shall
:zzszbn_cz law written in their hearts, ¥ their judge the secrets of men by Jesus

s conscience also bearing witness, and Christ according to my gospel.

essential difference between them in reference
to the Divine Judgment. The real existence
of the inward law in the Gentiles admits a
double proof, the one derived from outward
acts (v. 14), the other from the working of
conscience (. I5).

14. For awhen the QGentiles]] The sense
of the verse is made clear by translating it
with due attention to the use of the Greek
Article: “For whenever Gentiles which
have nota law, do by nature the things
of the law, these not having a law are
& law unto themselves” It is clear that
here, as throughout the chapter, the Gentiles
of whom St. Paul speaks are heathen; and
by “nature” as contrasted with the teach-
ing of an outward law, he means the moral
faculty, which is born with every man, how-
ever much or little it may be afterwards
developed. But the Apostle does not speak
of “the Gentiles” as a whole, nor of their
rendering a complete obedience; occasional
good deeds, such as “tbe laaw” approves,
done by persons who have neither that nor
any other outward law, are sufficient proof of
an inward principle, by virtue of which such
persons are *a /aw unto themselves.” It is
remarkable that St. Paul here uses the exact
words of Aristotle, who says concerning men
of eminent virtue and wisdom: xard 8¢ rap
Towdrwy ok €oTt vipos alrol ydp elgt wdpos
(‘Polit” III. xiii. 14). The first clause is
quoted in Gal. v. 23 and the second here.
Compare also Arist. ‘ Eth. Nicom.’ iv. 8 (14)
¢ 87 xaplers xai é\evbépios ofrws €fer, olov
vopos by éavrd, in reference to jesting.

16. Which shew] “Inasmuch as they
show.” Gentiles, such as have been described
in w. 14, are proved to be a law unto them-
selves, because in their good deeds they shew
that “he avork of the law,” though not its
word, the substance though not the form, is
“auritien in their bearts” by the finger of
Him who made them. Compare Sanderson,
‘ De Obligatione Conscientiz,’ iv. 25, and Cic.
*de Rep. iii. 22: “ Est quidem vera lex recta
ratio naturz congruens, diffusa in omnes,
constans, sempiterna, quz vocet ad officium
Jjubendo, vetando a fraude deterreat.”

their conscience alse] With the outward
evidence of acts done in accordance with the
law there agrees also (&wppaprupovons) an
inner witness, the moral sense, exercising itself

upon men’s own acts and upon those of their
fellows. The Authorized Version is inaccurate
in rendering perat here “the meanwbile
translate thus:—“their own oonsocienoce
joining witness, and between one an-
other their thoughts accusing or else
exousing (them).”

. How does St. Paul’s use of the word con-
science correspond to the modern use? and
what difference, it may be asked, is there
between “ the avork of the laav aritten on the
beart” and © the conscience bearing avitness 87
The former is the suggestive or prospective
conscience that spontaneously forbids or com~
mands prior to action ; the latter is the sub-
sequent or reflective conscience that passes
judgment on deeds done, either by ourselves or
others. Compare Fleming, ¢ Vocab. of Philo-
sophy,” Art. ‘Conscience.” “This faculty is
called into exercise not merely in reference to
our own conduct, but also in reference to the
conduct of others. It is not only reflective
but prospective, in its operations. It is anze-
cedent as well as subjseguent to action, in its
exercise; and it is occupied de faciendo, as
well as de facto” See also Mansel, ¢ Pro-
legomena Logica,; Appendix, note F. San-
derson, ‘De Conscientid,” L. § 27.

16, There is no need to put »v. 13-15 ina
parenthesis, so as to comnect w. 16 directly
with z. 12. The words “in the day,” &c.,
refer to the whole subject discussed, from
w. 12, 0r even from <. 6, to ». 15. The same
words are appended in the same informal,
but impressive, manner in 2 Thess. i. ro.

That @w. 14, 15, are not unconnected with
w. 16, is seen in the thought that * zhe secrets
of men” shall be judged; the Divine judg-
ment shall penetrate to the inner sphere of
conscience, and correspond to “tbe aork of
the laaw avritien on the beart.”

‘Why does St. Paul say, “ according to my
Gospel?” His arguments hitherto have been
drawn from principles universally admitted ;
a judgment too of some kind was acknow-
ledged both by Jews and Greeks; but that
Jesus Christ would be the Judge, by neither.
This is a distinctive doctrine of the Gospel
(John v, 22; Acts x. 42 xvil. 31; 1 Cor. iv.
5{; and as St. Paul has already, in his intro-
duction (i. 1-3, 9, 15, 16), spoken of the
preaching of that Gospel as the work to which
he was set apart, he here very naturally calls
it “my Gospel,” on the first occasion of bringing
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17 Bchold, thou art called a Jew,
and restest in the law, and makest

p or, #iest thy boast of God,

the iines 18 And knowest his will, and ‘ap-

provest the things that are more ex-
cellent, being instructed out of the
law ;

19 And art confident that thou

forward in his argument one of its peculiar
doctrines. For other interpretations see Note
at the end of the chapter.

17-27. The minor premiss of the syllogism
in verse 1, “Thou that fjudgest doest the
same things,” is here proved against the Jew
by name.

17-24. Bebold.].«Read “But if” The
dramatic “Behold!” is not unsuited to the
“splendid and vehement eloquence ” of this
apostrophe; but the connection is made
clearer by the right reading.

“But” implies that the conduct to be
described is opposed to the principle just
established, that not the hearers, 't}:ut the
doers of the law shall be justified. In zw.
I7-20 a supposition is made (*if,”) in which
the boasted privileges of the Jew (17, 18),
and his assumed superiority over others (19,
20), are for the moment admitted: and then
a series of pungent questions, founded on
these admissions (“ Thou then,” w. 21), and
put in startling contrast with them, brings
out the flagrant inconsistency between pro-
fession and practice (21, 22).

If with the Authorized Version, and most
editors, we make w. 23 also a question, we
must suppose that this and the preceding
questions are regarded as admitting no pos-
sible denial. But in the Greek a slight change
of construction from the Participle to the
Relative (w. 23), probably indicates the tran-
sition from the series of questions to the
assertion which gives a comprehensive answer
to them all, and closes the searching inquiry
with a decisive condemnation (Meyer, Lange).
The verdict, whether thus declared in o. 23
or assumed after it, is confirmed in v. 24, by
1ts accordance with the language of the Old
Testament, in such passages as Isaiah lii. s,
Ezekiel xxxvi. 20-23.

17, art called @ Jeaw.] The name Jew,
which first occurs in 2z Kings xvi. 6, was
extended after the captivity to the whole
people, and as distinguishing them from the
h.eathen, was associated with national preroga-
tive and Messianic hopes. The Jew, there-
fore, is represented as priding himself upon
his national name (vw. 28, 29; ix. 4; Gal. ii.
15; Rev. ii. g iii. 9).

restest in the law.] “Restest upon law.”
As the confidente of the Jew reposed on
the mere fact of Goed’s having given him a
law, not on the particular character of the
law so given, the more exact translation is

“restest upon law:” the Greek article is
omitted by the critical editors. Compare
@. 25, and Introduction, § 9.

The real foundation of the prerogative
of the Jews was the promise given to
Abraham, the covenant of the law being
subordinate and temporary. But the Jew
had lost sight of this truth, and because God
“shewed his word unto Jacob, his statutes
and judgments unto Israel, and had not dealt
so with any nation” (Ps. cxlvii. 19) the
Jew rested supinely upon the possession of a
law as an assurance of God’s favour, instead
of using it as a rule of life, and a light to the
conscience. The same Greek word is used
in’ the Septuagint (Mic. iil. 11), *“ Yet will
they lean wpen the Lord, and say, Is not
the Lord among us? none evil can come
upon us.”

The same spirit is indicated in the next
clause.

and makest thy boast of God] “and
boastest in God.” An arrogant perversion
of the glorying which God commends, “Let
him that glorieth glory in this, that he under-
standeth and knoweth Me, that I am the
Lord which exercise loving-kindness, judg=
ment, and righteousness in the earth: for in
these things I delight, saith the Lord.” This
passage of Jeremiah (ix. 24) may have been
in St. Paul’s mind; for the last' clause ren-
dered in the LXX., “in these is my will,” 6
fexnud pov, seems to be echoed in his next
words.

18, And knowest bis awill.] Literally, “the
will,” which may mean either simply “bis
aill,” as in A. V. or perhaps by way of
excellence, “the one perfect will.” = See Bar-
row, Serm. iv. p. 34, and note on Acts v. 41.
Dr. Lightfoot (‘ Revision of New Testament,’
p- 106) shews that 0éAqua, even without the
Article, means the Divine Will in 1 Cor,
xvi. Iz, and in several Epistles of St. Ignatius.

and approvest the things that are more ex=
cellent]  Aoxpale means (1) to “test,”
“ prove,” “discern” (c. xil. z; 1 Cor. iii. 13;
xi. 28; 2 Cor. viii. 8, &c.); and (2) to
“approve” as the result of testing (c. 1. 28;
xiv. 223 1 Cor. xvi. 3; 1 Thess. ii. 4; and
especially Phil. i. 10, eis 16 Soxepdlewr dpis
r& Suadéporra).”

Many interpieters prefer the former mean-
ing here, and understand by 8tadéporra “ the
things that differ,” either morally, as good
and evil, or that differ from “zbe ewill” of
God. But these interpretations are very
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thyself art a guide of the blind, a
light of them which are in darkness,
20 An instructor of the foolish, a
teacher of babes, which hast the form
of knowledge and of the truth in the

law.
21 Thou therefore which teachest

[¥. z0—22.

another, teachest thou not thyself?
thou that preachest a man should not
steal, dost thou steal }

22 Thou that sayest a man should
not commit adultery, dost thou com-
mit adultery? thou that abhorrest
idols, dost thou commit sacrilege ?

feeble when compared with that of the Vul-
gate and A. V. It would be a small thing to
say of the Jew who prides himself on possess-
ing the law and knowing the will of God,
that he discerns the difference between good
and evil. 'What St. Paul says is much more :
“thou approvest (in theory) the more excel-
lent things.” The Jew thus says, as it were,
of himself, *Video meliora—proboque,” and
feels that this refinement of his moral senti-
ment is an advantage which he derives from
“ being instructed out of the law,” which was
publicly read and explained to him on the
Sabbath. See below on . 20.

Though the language is just what the Jew
would have used to describe himself, there
is in the Apostle’s use of it a latent irony
which becomes more strongly marked in the
following verses. Here the Jew’s own privi-
leges are enumerated; there the claims of
superiority over others which he founded
upon those privileges.

19. And art confident that thou thyself art a
guide of the blind.} It was part of God’s
purpose in choosing Israel that they should
become the witnesses and teachers of His
truth: their sin lay in making a vain boast of
the privilege, instead of fulfilling the duty
‘The language is such as was current among
the Jews in regard to proselytes, and to the
heathen generally ; but St. Paul heaps phrase
upon phrase, and “is lavish in what seem to
be their praises,” to strengthen the contrast,
“exalting the one and abasing the other, that
he may smite the more sharply, and make his
accusation heavier.,” (Chrysostom.)

20, avbich hast] Rather, as having.
As in . 18, so here again more emphati-
cally, the law is brought forward as the
ground of this presumptuous confidence:
“ Thou art confident that thou thyself art a
guide of the blind . . . . a8 having the form
of knowledge and of the truth in the law.”

“ The form” (uépdpwos, “ formation ™) here
means the ideally perfect presentation of know-
ledge and truth, the outward conformation
answering to their inner nature (Chryso-
stom, Grotius, Meyer, Ewald, Fritzsche,
Philippi). [t is not opposed to the substance
as the unreal to the real, or the outward to
the inward ; for not even St. Paul himself,
much less the Jew, whose thoughts he is here

expressing, believed that in the law there was
a mere empty form of knowledge. The Jew
believed that he had in the law the sole em-
bodiment of all knowledge and truth in their
most perfect “ form;” or (if we must express
the Active sense of the original word), that
he possessed in the law ‘the forming of
knowledge and truth,” that he could give to
knowledge and truth their right form, and so
was the proper teacher of the world. (Sirach
%xiv. 8—12.) Compare Rabbi Artom, Sernzons
{1873) p. 110: “If the earth is to be full of
the knowledge of the Lord as the waters cover
the sea, it must be through our agency. We
must infuse that knowledge: we possess the
best materials for that instruction, and we
must make it a duty and a glory to enlighten
the world.”

21. “ At length the Apostle turns to strike,”
(Jowett.)

The arrogant claims and professions of the
Jew, as just described, are strangely inconsis~
tent with his actual conduct; and it is this
inconsistency that forms the ground of the
Apostle’s questions.

The whole course of thought, and the two
sins first specified—theft and adultery—seem
to be suggested by Psalm L. 16: “ What bast
thou to do to declare my statutes, or that theu
shouldest take my covenant in thy mouth?
Secing thou hatest instruction, and castest my
avords bebind thee. When thou sawest a thicf,
then thou consentedst avith bim, and hast been
partaker aith adulterers”

‘We need not suppose, therefore, that these
sins were more flagrant at this time among the
Jews than at other times, or among other
nations ; but that they awere flagrant is both
historically certain, and implied in St. Paul’s
argument.

‘The teaching and preaching is not that
of official persons only, but all the Jews are
addressed as one person; a loud and osten~
tatious denouncement of sin was part of the
national character.

Thou therefore.] “Thou then” See on

v, 17-24.
dost thou commit sacrilege?] “dost thou
rob temples?” The third offence charged

is sacrilege, or temple-robbing. But does
St. Paul mean to charge the Jews with rob-
bing heathen temples, or their own temple ?
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v. 23—25.] 79

23 Thou that makest thy boast of phemed among the Gentiles through

the law, through breaking the law you, as it is “written, Bl sms
dishonourest thou God ? 25 For circumcision verily pro- zo,a3.°

24 For the name of God is blas-

fiteth, if thou keep the law: but if

Does he refer to breaches of the law laid
down in Deut. vii, 25, 26, and repeated by
Josephus (* Ant.’ iv. c. &, § ro), “Rob not
foreign temples, nor take an offering inscribed
with the name of any god?” Or, does he
mean that the Jews robbed God of His
offerings (Mal. i. 8, 1z, 13, and iii, 8-10) and
by their extortion and fraud made His temple
“a den of thieves”? To these latter practices
the original word is not elscwhere applied,
perhaps is hardly applicable; and the mention
of “the idols” in the opening clause, points
decisively to the robbing of idol temples.
Compare Acts xix. 57.

Sharp as the contrast is between theory and
practice in the former questions, the sarcasm
here reaches a climax of severity. Idols and
all things belonging to them were by the law
utterly accursed and abominable; yet covet-
ousness could prevail even over the abhor-
rence of idols.

This interpretation is conlirmed by v. 24,
which shews that the sins specified are such
as would fall under the notice of the heathen ;
and nothing would more surely make them
blaspheme God’s name than the robbery of
their temples by those who made their boast
of God.

23. Thou that makest thy boast of the lazy,
through breaking the law dishonourest thon
God?] Thou that gloriest in law, by
thy transgression of the law dis-
honourest God.

The first clause is a summary of ww. 17—20,
the last a decisive answer to “ the four ques-~
tions of reproachful astonishment” (Meyer),
in oo, z1, 22. The contrast between privi=
lege and practice that runs through the
whole passage is thus used again, to increase
the force of the final condemnation.

24. The statement that the Jew by his
transgression of “ ke law,” dishonours “the
God” who gave it, is now confirmed and
explained in language borrowed from Isaiah
lii. 5, but applied in a new sense. The Pro-
pbet means that because God’s people are
suffered to fall under the oppression of their
enemies, these last hold His name in con-
tempt. St. Paul's meaning is that the vices
and sins of the Jew make his religion and
his God contemptible in the sight of the
heathen, There is mothing in the Hebrew
of Isaizh corresponding to the words  among
the Gentiles”” but they occur repeatedly in
a passage of Ezekiel (xxxvi. 21-23), which

o

seems also to have been in the Apostle’s
mind, and they are naturally suggested by
the last clause of @. 22. The addition thus
made by St. Paul to the words of Isaiah,
seems to have crept into the Septuagint
Version of the original passage; a more re-
markable instance of interpolation, due to the
same cause, will be observed in the next
chapter. See note on iii. 13 ff.

through you.] Because of you.

25-29. It has been shown that none but
doers of the law shall be justified, and that the
Jew, though making his boast in the law, is
not a doer of it (12—24). But no mention has
yet been made of his other great privilege,
circumcision ; if this is the seal of an uncon-
ditional blessing, he may yet escape. St. Panl,
therefore, goes on to confirm and complete
his preceding argument, by showing that the
benefit of circumcision depends on the same
condition as that of the law.

25. % For circumcision, I admit, is of use
if thou practise law; but if thou be a
transgressor of law, ¢4y circumcision has
become wuncircumecision” ‘The Article is
wanting, because “ the stress is laid, not upon
the laww which God gave, but upon law as
given by God” (Cremer). What St. Paul
requires is the practice of moral obedience,
“if thou be 2 law-doer.” Compare note on
=o. 13; Lightfoot, *Gal.’ ii. 19, iv. 5, and Dr.
Vaughan’s good note on this passage.

St. Paul js not here stating the necessity for
an exact fulfilment of the whole law, and the
effect of an individual act of transgression; he
supposes in the one case an habitual practical
regard to law (mpdooew véporv), and in the other
an habitual transgression of it. He is de=
scribing, not the condition on which a Jew
could earn righteousness, but that on which
he might hope for a promised blessing. The
nature of this blessing is explained afterwards
(iv. 115 ix. 4). The effect of habitual trans-
gression is that the covenant is annulled;
circumcision has thereby become uncircum-
cision, so far as any benefit from it is con-
cerned. St. Paul’s words of course bear this
figurative meaning, but similar language is
used in a literal sense by the Rabbis: “ Let
not heretics, apostates, and impious men, who
are Israelites, say, *Since we are circumcised,
we go not down to hell.” What then does
the Holy and Blessed God? He sends an
angel, and turns their circumcision into un-
circumcision, so that even they go down to
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thou be a breaker of the law, thy
circumcision is made uncircumcision.

26 Therefore if the uncircumci-
sion keep the righteousness of the
law, shall not his uncircumcision be
counted for circumcision ?

27 And shall not uncircumcision
which is by nature, if it fulfil the

|v. 26—29.

law, judge thee, who by the letter
and circumcision dost transgress the
law ? :
28 For he is not a Jew, which is
one outwardly ; neither is that cir-
cumcision, which is outward in the
flesh :

29 But he is a Jew, which is one

hell” (Schemoth Rabb. ap. Schéttgen.)
Compare Lightfoot, * Horz Hebr.,” on 1 Cor.
vil. 18.

268. The same principle rules the converse
case of the Gentile: if obedience is so much
more important than circumcision that the
latter is useless without the former, may we
not infer that the want of circumcision may
be supplied by obedience ?

‘The inference is expressed as a question to
which no denial can be given.

Therefore if the uncircumcision keep the
righteousness of the law.] “1f then tbe uncir-
cumctsion keep the ordinances of the law.”

Ordinances (Swkaidpara) mean here moral
requirements. See note on i. 3z. .

The expression “ is uncircumcision,” clearl
proves that St. Paul is not thinking of the
“uncircumcision” as a whole, but only of
this or that uncircumcised person. Nor is he
speaking of ¢ an impossible case” (Alford), 1. e.
of such an entire fulfilment of all ¢ the righteous
demands ” of the law as no man can render;
he is supposing, as in . 14, the possible case
that a heathen might render just such an
obedience to the moral law as a pious Jew
might and cught to render; and argues that
the Gentile’s uncircumcision would not make
his obedience the less acceptable. If he do
right, and so far as he does right, he shall
share in the mercy covenanted to the pious
Jew (Matt. viii, 11; 1 Cor. vii. 19; Gal. v.
6). It is not circumcision, therefore, that the
Gentile wants. '

29. And shall not uncircumcision which is
by nature, if it fulfil the law, judge thee, awho
by the letter and circumcision dost tramsgress
the laaw 2]

Render: And the natural uneiroum-
cision fulfilling the law shall judge
theeo, that with Soripture and circum-
cigion art a transgressor of law.

In the A. V. this verse, as well as v. 26,
is treated as a question ; it has greater force
as an answer, taking up and enlarging the
subject-matter of the question. On this
g(;;nn.of answer, see Jelf's ¢ Greek Grammar,

o, i.

In the A. V., “if it fulfl the law™ is a
needless repetition of the hypothesis made in

v, 26. The disobedience of the Jew and the
obedience of the Gentile supposed in vwv. 23,
26, are here both assumed.

“The natural unoireumeision” means
the Gentile, this or that individual, who re-
mains as he was by nature, uncircumcised.
Such an one, fulfilling the law, shall by con~
trast judge the Jew that transgresses it.

The Jew, that was so ready to judge others
(6 xpiver, v. 1), is thus himself brought to
judgment.

“Boripture” seems more suitable than
“Jetter,” which istoo narrow. The contrast is
not between “letter” and *‘spirit,” as in ».
29, but between “a auritten law,” and the
uuwritten law of nature (v. 14).

Accordingly, there is- no disparagement of
the written law; rather it is regarded, like
circumcision (. 28), as an advantageous cir-
cumstance to the Jew, but one under which,
through his own fault, he comes to no better
result than being a transgressor,

For a similar use of the Greek preposition
dud to denote the attendant circumstances,
see iv. 11; xiv, 20.

28, 29. The reason why circumcision avails
so little in the case just discussed (z5-27) is,
that it is not the true circumcision of the
heart, but only the sign, without the grace.

28, This verse is well rendered in A. V. In
2. 29, the Subjects only are expressed in the
Greck, and the Predicates must be mentally
repeated from w. 28, thus: “But he which
is inwardly a Jew (is truly a Jew), and
eircumoision of heart in spirit not in
letter (is true circumcision).”

“Cireumecision of heart,” as a figura-
tive expression for inward purity, is as old
as the Book of Deuteronomy. See x. 16;
xxx. 6; and Jerem. ix. 26. In the N. T. the
idea is found only in St. Stephen’s memorable
speech, and in St. Paul’s Epistles.

The element in which this true circum-
cision takes place is “spiriz;” that is, the
inper life which man lives under the infiuence
of the Divine Spirit.

In contrast to this, “/Jetfer” is the mere
outward element of written law; and cir-
cumcision “in spirit not in letter,” is a
circumcision which does not stop short at

>
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V. 26.]

inwardly ; and circumcision is that
of the heart, in the spirit, and not in

ROMANS. 1L

the letter ; whose praise is not of
men, but of God.

outward conformity to the law, but extends
to the sphere of the inner life. Compare vii.
6, 2 Cor. iii. 6.

awbose praise is not of men, but of God.] It
is not at first sight apparent why St. Paul
has added the clause, “ Whose praise is not
from men, but from God” But we must
remember that he began his address to the
Jew in . 17, by an allusion to the name on
which he prided himself, “ thou arf called a
Jeaw,” and that he has just described in this
verse the Jew that is worthy to be so-called.
What, then, can be more natural, or more

81

like St. Paul’s style, than a renewed reference

to the meaning of the name Jew?! When
Leah bare her fourth son she said, * Noaw
<will I praise the Lord: therefore she called bis
name Judah” (Gen. xxix. 35).

When Jacob lay a-dying, this was the
beginning of his blessing upon Judah : “Judab,
thou art be whom thy bretbren shall praise”
(Gen. xlix. 8).

St. Payl, in like manner alluding to the
meaning of the name, says of the true Jew
that his praise is not from men, but from
God. -

Kok o

wly
[ a [W ADDITIONAL . NOTES on verses 8 and 16.

8. rois éf £pefelas.] See Fritzsche’s elabo-
rate excursus on this passage. s
Zptbos, a labourer, a hireling. nert ] Do
émbelo, to act as a hireling, 7z in a mer-
cenary self-seeking spirit (épcfebaar pév o 6
wpeaBurépy pgy Bovhpbels, Schol. ad Soph.
Aj. 833).

Hence épiflevopar (Arist. Polit. v. 3) and
éfepiletopar (Polyb. x. 22, 9) have the sense
of canvassing or hiring partisans and forming
factions in the State; and épifela (Arist.

. Polit. v. z and 3 p. 1302, and p. 1303) means

a self-seeking ambitious rivalry, party spirit,
or factiousness.

It is so explained by Suidas; and Chryso-
stom, Theodoret, and Theophylact interpret
it as “ contentiousness ” or *factiousness,” a
meaning which is easily adapted to the context
in the N. T. passages (Rom. ii. 8; 2 Cor. xii.
20; Gal. v. 205 Phil. 1. 17, 1i. 3; Ja.il. 14, 16).

. 18. according to my gospel] The right
interpretation is given by Origen, who, after
remarking that the secrets of men can be
judged only by God who searcheth the
heart, proceeds thus: “ Which judgment
nevertheless according to the gospel of Paul,
that is, the gospel which Paul preaches, will
take place through Jesus Christ: ¢ for the
Father judgeth no man, but hath committed all
fudgment unio the Son’ "

This interpretation is confirmed by the
other two passages in which St. Paul uses
the expression “ my guspel,” in both of which
he refers to distinctive and fundamental doc-
trines of the Gospel which he preached,
namely in xvi. 25 to the extension of Christ’s
kingdom to the Gentiles, and in z Tim.ii. 8 to
the resurrection and Davidic descent of Christ.

Calvin’s comment, ¢ He calls it his gospel
m reference to his ministry,” though not

sufficient here, is quite applicable to 2 Thess,
ii, 14, and 2 Cor. Iv. 3.

Others less correctly regard xard 1o etay-
yé\tdv pov as expressing the rule by which
God will judge.

Thus Meyer: “Paul was so certain of
the sole truth of the Gospel committed to
him (xvi. 25; Eph. iv. 20 f.) which he had
by revelation of God (Gal. i. 11 f) that he
could not but be equally certain that the
future judgment would not be held otherwise
than according to bis Gospel, whose contents
are conceived as the standard of the sentence.
But the standard has been aiready stated in
v, 13; God will judge every man * aecording
to his avorks”: and the thought that the
Gospel preached by St. Paul will be the
standard by which God will judge Jews and
Gentiles is very inappropriate at this stage of
the argument.

Lange : “The day on which God judges
the secrets of men according to the Gospel
of Paul, is the day when the Apostle preaches
the gospel to them.” This explanation is
excluded by the evident fact that the whole
context points to the day of final judg-
ment.

The notion that by “my gospel” St. Paul
means the Gospel according to St. Luke is
mentioned by Eusebius, ‘H. E.’ IIL iv,, in a
way whicn implies that he gave no credit to
it (Paciv 8¢ e dpa k. 7. A ]

That he cannot mean to characterize his
Gospel as different from that preached by
the other Apostles,is evident from the fact
that they also from the first had announceu
as a distinctive doctrine of the Gospel that
Christ would come again to judge the world.
(Acts iil. T9—21; X, 42: compare Matt. xxv,
31; John v. 22.)

¥
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CHAPTER IIL

X The Fews prevogative: 3 whick they lhave
not lost: o howbet the law convinceth them
also of sin ! 20 therefore no flesk is justified
by the low, 28 kut all, without difference,
by faith only: 31 and yet the law is not
abolished.

[v. 1—3.

HAT advantage then hath
the Jew? or what profit is
there of circumcision ?

2 Much every way: chiefly, be-
cause that unto them were com-
mitted the oracles of God.

3 For what if some did not be-

caap. 111.—1-8. THE JEW’S OBJECTIONS
ANSWERED.

St. Paul has shown that the Jew’s superior

Lnowledge of God was useless, without prac- -

tical obedience (ii. r7-24), and that circum-
cision without inward purity was no better
than uncircumcision (ii. 25-29).

Yet the people whom God had chosen for
Himself out of all nations, must have some
real advantage over the heathen; and the
covenant, of which circumcision was the sign,
must confer some benefit, for God Himself
was the author of it.

St. Paul expresses these thoughts in the
opening questions of ch. iii,, in a form which
assumes the reality of Jewish privilege.

1. What advantage then bath the Jeaw ? or
avbat profit is there of circumcision ¥] * What
then is the advantage of he Jew?
Or ahbat the henefit of circumcision 2”

The summary answer, * Muck every avay,”
is not the boast of an imaginary Jewish op-
ponent, whose argument (1-3) is cut short
by St. Paul in w. 4: but 1t is the Apostle’s
own conviction, as is clear from the parallel
passage, ix. 4, 5. While exposing with just
severity the Jew’s hollow pretences to personal
merit or impunity, he yet recognizes with
the spirit of a true Israelite the good gifts
which God had bestowed upon His people.
Compare Deut. xxxiii. 29,

Q. chiefly, because that unto them avere com=
mitted, ¢o°c.] “For first [it is much] that
they were entrusted with the oracls of
God.” St. Paul does not expressly say, as in
A.V.,, that the possession of the oracles of God
was the Jew’s chief advantage, but implies as
much by giving it the first place in his in-
tended enumeration of the blessings of the
covenant. Compare Ps, cxlvii, 19, z0: “ He
sheaveth bis word unto Jacob, bis statutes and
bis fudgments unto Israel. He bath not dealt
S0 with any nation.”

The name “ oracles,” is applied in the New
Testament only to the revelations made to
Moses (Acts vil. 38), and to the Divine
utterances generally (Heb. v. 125 1 Pet.
iv. 11).

“1 am not unaware,” writes Philo, “that
all the things which are written in the sacred
books are oracles delivered by him (Moses):
and I will set forth what more peculiarly

concerns him, when I have mentioned this
one puint, namely, that of the sacred oracles
some are vepresented as delivered in the
person of ‘God by His interpreter, the divine
prophet, while others are put in the form of
question and answer, and cthers are delivered
by Moses in his own character as a divinely
prompted lawgiver, possessed by divine inspi-
ration.” (Life of Moses, c. xxii. Compare
“ On the Virtues and Office of Ambassadors,”
c. xxxi.) The corresponding term in the
Old Testament (l?N YR, 1é Adyiz Tod Beod)
is used of any Divine revelations (Num. xxiv,
4, 16), of the precepts of God’s Law (Ps. cvii.
11; CXiX. 148, 158), and especially of God’s
promises (Ps. cxix. 38, 49, where see notes).

That which gave to “zbe oracles of God”
in the Old Testament their highest value
was the promise of salvation in Christ, which
ran through the Law and the Prophets: and
that promise being made, not to one genera-
tion, but to “ dbrabam and bis seed for ever,)”
not to one nation, but to ““ all the nations of
the earth” the oracles which contained 1t
were a trust committed to the Jews for the
common benefit of mankind.

And over and above their share in the
general promise, the Jews had a great and
special -advantage in having this trust com-
mitted to them. )

For the trust not only brought with it
the various blessings which distinguished the
Jews under the old covenant above all the
nations of the earth, but was further accom-
panied by special and peculiar promises given
to the Jews as a nation, that they should
themselves be heirs of the promised salvation.
And this natural prerogative has not been,
and cannot be, lost, as St. Paul proceeds to
show,—thus dropping the enumeration of
other privileges.

8. For wbhat if some did not beliewe? shall
their unbelief make the faith of God aithout
effect?] For what if some disbelieved?
shall their want of faith make the
faithfalness of God of none effect? St.
Paul is not speaking, as some have supposed,
of disobedience to the Law, or unfaithfulness
to the covenant, but of disheliet of the oracles
and their fulfilment in Christ. The Greek
word does not mean ¢ disobedience,” but “ un-
belief” Nor could it be supposed that the
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v. 4—5.]

lieve ? shall their unbelief make the

faith of God without effect ?
4 God forbid: yea, let God be
true, but evergr man a liar; as
That thou might-
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est be justified in thy sayings, and
mightest overcome when thou art
judzed.

5 But if our unrighteousness coms
mend the righteousness of God, what

disobedience of former generations had for-
feited the national privilege: for the promise
had been renewed from age to age as long
as prophecy continued. All former unbelief
did but foreshadow and prepare the great
national apostasy now well-nigh accomplished
in the rejection of Christ by the Jews. This
subject, here briefly touched to meet a pos-
sible objection, is the main theme of ch. ix.—
xi. And we there see how anxious St. Paul
was to assure himself and others that * the
&ifts and calling of God are without repent=
ance,” and that His faithfulness would surely
accomplish His promises to Israel in the ages
tocome. Thus in the question, “8hall their
want of faith make the faithfulness of
God of none effect?” the future tense has
its simple and proper meaning.

Even the present unbelief of the Jews was
not universal: “Some did not believe;” “ some
ofthe branches Were broken off ” (xi. 17): “ blind-
ness in part is happened to Israel” (xi. 25).

This is not an inaccurate mode of speaking,
nor an attempt to soften down an unwelcome
truth; still less is it an expression of irony or
contempt, as though unbelievers, however
many, were of little account. For St. Paul
is not distinguishing between “some” and
“many,” but between “some ” and “all;” not
thinking of the comparative number of Jewish
believers and unbelievers in his own genera-
tion, but locking forward to the time when
“all Israel shall be saved” (xi. 26).

It is to be remarked that “some” in the
original signifies a part of the whole, but not
necessarily a small part of it. It may be a
very great part and majority of the whole,—
as in Hebrews iii. 16, where it is said, “ Some
when they heard provoked, howbeit not all that
came out of Egypt with Moses.” All did
provoke God on that occasion except Joshua
and Caleb, and those who were still too
young to bear arms . . (Chalmers.) The
question being, What is the advantage of the
Jew? the some must be some of tbe Jeaws.
In every generation there were a few found
faithful, and so in the generation to which the
Gospel was preached. And though the great
majority of that generatior, and of all that
have succeeded it, did not believe, still the
nation is not finally rejected (xi. 1, 25, 26).
Moreover, even in the case of those who did
not believe, God’s promise was proved faithful :
they had the advantage, though they would
not use it. ’

4. God forbid: yea, let God be true] Not
8o be it: but let God be true. It is not
enough to refect with righteous abhorrence
(u5 yévorro) the thought that the unbelief
of some could make void God’s faithfulness
to others. God’s truth is absolute and inde-
pendent ; it cannot be impaired, even if man’s
falsehood be universal,

Nay more, God’s truth is the only truth:
it will be found in the end that He alone is
holy and righteous, and every man, in himself,
unholy and unrighteous. So let it be: « /gt
God be true, but every man a liar

The last clauvse, expressed in the exact
words of Ps. cxvi. 11 (Septuagint), is an essen-
tial part of the argument, that truth must be
ascribed to God, and none but God.

St. Paul adopts the apt words of the
Psalmist to express his own thought, and this
is why for © unbelief,” and ¢ faithfulness ” (v. 3)
he now substitutes the correlative ideas* truth
and “falsehood:” these again give place to
“ righteousness” and “sin” in the quotation
which follows from the 51st Psalm.

It is clear, from the objection introduced
in w. 5, that St. Paul quotes the words of
David as a declaration that man’s sin serves
to establish God’s righteousness.

And this is David’s own meaning, when
he says, “ Against Thee, Thee only, have 1
sinned . . . that thou mightest be justified.” (See
note ix. r7, Hupfeld and Perowne on Ps.
li. 4, and Winer ‘ Gk. Gr.’liii.) When David’s
conscience is awakened, he beholds his sin in
its most heinous aspect as essentially opposed
to the holiness of God: and in that opposition
he sees that his own sin serves to establish the
truth that God alone is righteous.

We have thus a fine climax in the Apostle’s
thoughts; “ Shall the unbelief of some make
void the faithfulness of God? WNay, let God
alone be found true, and a// men false: for
the sin of man serves to show that “ holi-
ness belengeth unto God” This is no digres-
sion: for it is over the self~righteousness of
the Jew that St. Paul must win his way
to the great truth that “ all have sinned *

(9,19).

6. The truth stated in ww. 3, 4, might
easily be perverted into a false claim of im-
punity. If the unrighteousness of us men
establishes and comnmends God’s righteous-
ness, what conclusion shall be drawn?

The term “ righteousness of God” here

F 2
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shall we say? s God unrighteous
who taketh vengeance? (I speak as
a man)

6 God forbid : for then how shall
God judge the world ?

7 For if the truth of God hath

[v. 6—8.

more abounded through my lie unto
his glory ; why yet am I also judged
as a sinner ?

8 And not rather, (as we be slan~
derously reported, and as some affirm
that we say,) Let us do evil, that

denotes the Divine attribute in its comprehen=
sive sense, as including God’s faithfulness (.
3) and truth (. 4). The argument is capable
of universal application, but is here aimed at
the conscience of the Jew, from whom the
Apostle would cut off all false pretexts of
impunity.

Is God unrighteous abo taketh wengeance ¥]
Is God that inflicteth his wrath un-
righteous? We know that God’s wrath
is revealed against unrighteousness (i. 18,
it. 8): “Is He as the -inflicter of that wrath
unrighteous ? Is it unjust in Him to punish
the sin that confirms the sole glory of His
righteousness 7

Is God unrighteous ] ‘The very form of the
question, in the Greek, implies that the an-
swer must be negative. And yet even in this
form St. Paul cannot state such a thought as
coming from his own mind: 7 speak,” he
says, “as a man,” i.e. " according to the foolish
and unworthy thoughts of God, entertained
by man.”

6. When he begins to speak as a Christian
teacher, according to his own higher stan-
dard, he can only reject such a thought as
impious: *“God forbid! For, (if God that
inflicteth his wrath is therein unjust,) beaw
sbail God judge the avorid 27

The argument is very simple; it does not
go beyond the limits of the thought in Gen,
xviii, 35, “Shall not the judge of all the earth
do right 8"

The supposition of injustice in God’s inflic-
tion of his wrath is directly contrary to the
fundamental truth that God shall “judge the
world in righteousness” (Heb, vi. 2; Acts
xvil. 31).

That truth as one of the first elements of
religion is so certain, that whatever contra-
dicts it must of necessity be false. Thus by
a rapid appeal to the first elements of religion,
St. Paul is content to show that the supposi-
tion of injustice in the punishment of sin,
because it establishes God’s rightecusness,
must be false. Where the fallacy lay in the
process of reasoning that could lead to such
a false influence, he does not stop to show.
The explanation commonly given is that
God’s righteousness is established not by sin
in itself, but by sin as dealt with by God,
punished by His holy vengeance, pardcned by
His grace, or overruled to good effect by
His wisdom.

A simpler view and more suited to the
context is, that as the sinner does not wish or
intend to establish God’s righteousness, no
merit for this result is due to his sin, which
remains under an undiminished curse.

“ We cannot say truly that as God to lus
own glory did ordain our happiness, and to
accomplish our happiness appoint the gifts of
His grace, so He did ordain to His glory our
punishment, and for matter of punishment
our sin, For punishment is to His will no
desired end, but a consequent ensuing sin;
and in regard of sin, His glory an event
thereof, but no proper effect, which an-
swereth fully that repining proposition,—* If
man’s sin be God’s glory, why is God angry ””
(Hooker, *E.P.’ Bk. V., App. No. I.; znded.
Keble, vol. ii. p. 572) Compare also Arch-
bishop King, ¢ Origin of Evil,” vol. ii. p. 440.

7. The argument of @. 6 is continued. If,
because sin commends the righteousness of
God, it is unjust for Him to punish the
sinner, all judgment bscomes impossible. For
I, or any man, may on this ground protest
against being judged, and plead thus at the
last day:—If God’s truth was more abun-
dantly manifested by my lie, and His glory
thereby increased, is not that enough? Why
farther am I also, on my side, brought to
judgment as a sinner ?

The tenses shew that the scene is laid at
the last Judgment; and the emphatic pro=-
nouns in “my Ke,” and “ I also,” set clearly
before us the individual sinner on one side,
and God on the other.

For the general term *sin,” or “unright-
eousness ” (. 5), “lie” is used in reference
to the words “ewvery man a liar,” in v. 4.
“The truth of God,” as His attribute, is not
capable of increase, but it may abound more
unto His glory by being more fully mani-
fested in the contrast with man’s sin.

8. The false plea, just proved to be incon-
sistent with the certain truth of a future
Judgment, is now shown to be destructive
of all morality. The sinner, who speaks in
. 7, is about to continue his daring protest,
‘Why am [ judged? and why may 1 not do
evil that good may come ?

But the thought occurs to St. Paul, that
the very charge slanderously brought against
himself and those who tollowed his doctrine
was, that they practised and taught this
impious maxim.
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charged.

v. g—12,]

good may come? whose damnation
Is just.

9 What then? are we better than
they? No, in no wise: for we have
before 'proved both Jews and Gen-
tiles, that they are all under sin ;
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10 As it is written, There is none
righteous, no, not one :

11 There is none that under-
standeth, there is none that seeketh
after God.

12 They are all gone out of the

And not rather, as we be slanderously re-
ported,] And why not, as is slanderously
reported of us. ‘The sentence beginning,
“And why not,” is interrupted by the sud-
den thought,* as is slanderously reported
of us, and as some affirm that ae say;”
and the interrupted conclusion is then at-
tached to this intervening sentence, and neces-
sarily expressed in the Plural, “ Let us do evil
that good may come”” ‘'The slander to which
St. Panl thus alludes, was evidently directed
against his doctrine that man is justified by
faith, not by the works of the law (see vi. 1,
and 15 f.). But the refutation of the slander
here is only incidental; the main purpose
of the passage (vv. 5-8) is to cut off from the
Jew all claim of exemption from God’s judg-
ment.

Accordingly the concluding sentence is
directed, not against the slanderers just men-
tioned, but against those who cobject to being
fudged as sinners: “whose judgment is
just” The fine irony of this summary deci-
sion, and the connexion of the passage, are
rather obscured by substituting, as in A. V.,
“damnation” for “judgment.”

9-20. CONFIRMATION FROM THE JEWISH
SCRIPTURES OF THE CHARGE THAT ALL
ARE UNDER SIN.

9. What then? are ae better than
they?] The privileges of the Jews (vo. 1—4)
might lead them to infer, as we know they
did infer (see on ii. 3), that they were better
than others in God’s sight, and in view of
His judgment. This false presumption is
now brought prominently forward in order
to be completely refuted.  See note at end.

No, in no avise.] OV mdvres has two
me)amngs. (1) “Not altogether” (1 Cor. v.
10).
(2) “Not at all.” A clear example of this
latter meaning is found in the Epistle to
Diognetus, c. ix. r—od wdrrws épndipevos Tois
dpapripasw fuav (6 Oeds).

This sense, required by the context, is
forcibly expressed in the A. V,

Jor ave bave befare proved both Jews and
Gentiles.] “For we before charged both
Jews and Greeks” The charge against
the Gentiles is made in c. i., and that against
the Jews in c. ii. 17-24; but the latter are
here put first in accordance with the Apostle’s
purpose, which is to show that Jews as awel/

as Gentiles are all sinners before God (v. 19).
Compare i. 16 and ii. g, 1o, for a like priority
assigned to the Jews, and for the use of
“Greeks” as equivalent to “Gemtiles” in
general.

that they are all under sin.] 'The expression
denotes subjection to sin as a power that
practically rules the life of all men, in their
natural state, unrenewed by Geod's grace.
Compare vil. 14; Gal. iil. 22,

10-20. s it is awritten.] At this point,
St. Paul turns to the testimony of Scripture,
as being in accordance with the charge of
universal sinfulness which hé has already
made on other grounds.

10-12. This first quotation is from, Ps. xiv.
1~3, which is almost identical with Ps, liii
1-3. St.Paul seems to quote from the LXX,
with noteworthy variations.

There is none rightecus.] Hebr. and LXX,
“There is none that doeth good,” as in v. 13
(Ps. xiv. 3). The word “righteous” gives
the same sense in a form more exactly agree-
ing with the Apostle’s general argument:
“ Afcaros aptum verbum in sermone de jus~
titid.” (Bengel.)

no, not one.] LXX, ofk éoriw éos évds,
which same words occur below.in ». 12 (=
Ps. xiv. 3). The Hebrew has corresponding
words there, but none here; the addition
was apparently made by St. Paul, and carried
back at an early period into the LXX. See
note on w. 12. ‘The words thus added to the
first sentence cited by the Apostle, serve ta
bring out in substantial agreement with the
Psalmist, only more emphatically, the uni-
versal prevalence of sin, which admits no
exception, This is more in accordance with
St. Paul’s manner of quotation, than to sup-
pose that after the formula “ as it is wwritten,”
and before the words of Scripture, he has
interposed his own summary of all that
follows.

11. There is none that understandeth, there is
nome that seeketh after God.] Hebr. and
LXX, Ps. xiv. 2: “The Lord looked down
from beaven upon the children of men, to see if
there aere any that did understand, and seck
God” In abridging the passage, St. Paul
rightly expresses the negative sense which is
implied in the original.

In the right reading (¢ fvmaw), observe
(1) the form £uredr, usual in the LXX,-in

85
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way, they are together become un-
profitable ; there is none that doeth
good, no, not one.

13 Their throat 4 an open sepul-
chre; with their tongues they have
used deceit; the poison of asps fs
under their lips :

14 Whese mouth {s full of cursing
and bitterness : .

v, 13—I19.

15 Their feet are swift to shed
blood :

16 Destruction and misery are in
their ways :

17 And the way of peace have
they not known :

18 There is no fear of God before
their eyes.

19 Now we know that what

the nominative singular only, for Efumels,
which occurs in Ps. xxxiil. 15 ; (2) the Article,
“non est qui intelligat;” (3) the idea of sin
as folly, in accordance with the opening
thought of the Psalm, “The fool hath said
in his heart, There is no God.”

12. They are all gone out of the way, they
are together become unprofitable] This agrees
exactly with the LXX. The Hebrew word
rendered “ unprofitable,” means literally  cor-
rupt,” as sour milk. See note on Ps. xiv. 3.

there is mone that doeth good, no, not ome.]
Heb. “not even one;” LXX, “there is not
even to one.”

Here the quotation from Ps. xiv. ends;
but the other passages quoted in vo. 13-18,
from various Psalms and from Isaiah, are
interpolated in Ps. xiv., in some MSS, of the
LXX, in the Vulgate, and thence in our
Prayer Book Version. Probably the whole
passage from R omans was written at first in the
margin, and thence crept into the text of the
Psalm. Other examples of this reflex action
of quotation upon the text of the LXX, are
found in Ps, xiv. 1; Isal. lii. 5, &c. See
note on ii. 24.

13. Their throat is an open sepulchre ; with
their tongues they bave used deceit] Taken
exactly from the LXX of Ps. v. 9. As the
grave that stands ready opened will presently
be filled with death and corruption, so the
throat (larynx) of the wicked opened for
speech will be full of corrupt and deadly
falsehood. Compare Jerem. v. 16: “ Their
quiver is an open sepulchbre”’

have used deceit.] Literally, “were deceiv-
ing:” for the form édoMioioar see Winer,
P.1IL § xiii. 2 £ The Hebrew of Ps. v. g,
means literally “ make smooth their tongue ;”
A6.V. “Afatter aith their tongue,” cf. Prov. ii.
16.

the poison of asps is under their lips.] Ps. cxl.
3. The venom of falsehood is as deadly as
adder’s poison.

4. Whose mouth is full of cursing and
bitterness.} Ps. X. 7; compare Job xx, 14, 16.
The poison of asps was supposed to lie in the
bitter gall, and hence “ bitzerness” is a figure
for venomous malice. “ Throat,” * tongue,”

“ lips ” mark the successive stages 'by which
speech comes forth: the “smouth” sums up
all in one (Bengel).

15-17. Abridged from the LXX of Isai.
lix. 7, 8, where see Notes.

18. From Ps. xxxvi. 1 (LXX.)

‘We must now ask how far these passages
confirm the charge of universai sinfulness, in
support of which they are alleged.

In Ps. xiv. 1-3, David declares that the
Lord looking down from heaven upon “the
children of men ” could find none righteous ;
no, not one. It seems impossible to frame a-
more positive assertion of universal sinful-
ness: andif in vv. 4, 5, we find a people of
God, and a “ generation of the righteous,”
the inconsistency between this and the former
statement of the Psalmist is only apparent
and external. In the deep inner sense which
St. Paul gives to the passage, “the generation
of the righteous” would be the first to ac-
knowledge that they form ne exception to
the universal sinfulness asserted in the open--
ing verses of the Psalm,

The quotations in ww. 13, 14, from Pss. v,
9, ¢xl. 3, and x. 7 refer to the Psalmist’s
enemies, or to the wicked as a class, and con~
tain no assertion of universal sinfulness.

The passage quoted in ww. 15-17, from
Isaiak lix. 7, 8, is distinctly directed against
the unrighteousness of Israel. The last
quotation (w. 18) from Ps, xxxvi. 1, describes
the state of a wicked man, without any refer-
ence to the universality of sin.

Thus the first quotation confirms in its
whole extent the Apostle’s statement that
Jews as well as Gentiles are all under sin,
while the other passages supply particular
illustrations of the general truth, and some of
them are directed to the very point of the
Apostle’s argument, that the Jews are not
exempt from the general sinfulness.

It may possibly be objected that the charge
of universal apostasy in Ps. xiv. applies onl
to some particular generation, and not to all
time.

If the objection were valid, it would not
affect St. Paul’s argument: the quotation
would still prove as much as he uses it to
prove,- and mo:: For the nature of the
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things soever the law saith, it saith and all the world may become, .
to them who are under the law: !guilty before God. Ject to ihe

that every mouth may be stopped, 20 Therefore by the deeds of the % 5™

proof employed by the Apostle is very often
misunderstood.

A demonstrative proof that every man is
a sinner, is from the nature of the case im-
possible. St. Paul’s method is this: he first
brings the charge of actual sin agamst all,
Gentiles and Jews, and appeals to notorious
facts for proof of the general truth of the
charge, leaving its individual application to
every man’s conscience (i. 18-iii. 9).

He then shows that this charge of universal
sinfulness is illustrated and confirmed by
various statements of the Old Testament
concerning the Jews and men in general:
and the passages cited would bear all that is
thus laid upon them, even if they were less
explicit as to universality of sin than some of
them are.

One caution, though very obvious, is not
unnecessary : the doctrines of universal sin-
fulness and of justification by faith are per-
fectly consistent with the existence of a true
righteousness both under the Law and before
the Law. We have seen above that the one
strongest and 1most absolute assertion of uni-
versal sinfulness in Ps. xiv. 1—3 is immedi-
ately followed by the mention of a people of
God (v. 4), and a generation of the righteous
(2. 5). St. Paul's own disciple does not
hesitate to say that Zacharias and Elizabeth
were “ both righteous before God, walking
in all the commandments and ordinances of
the Lord blameless ” (Luke i. 6).

Such a righteousness of “ holy and humble
men of heart” was the very opposite of the
self-righteousness condemned by St. Paul,
which relied, not on God’s mercy, but on
man’s own works, and used the ordinances
of the Law as means of merit, not of grace.

The Gospel more clearly revealed, but did
not alter, the nature of faith and righteous-
ness : it enlarged the object of faith, added
new motives to obedience, and ministered in
richer abundance the sanctifying graces of
God’s Spirit.

‘We should observe also that the point
which the Apostle is here establishing is not
the doctrine of original or birth-sin (as in v.
12), but the facz of universal sinfulness: and
even those who reject the doctrine do not
deny the fact.

19, 20. An explanation of the connexion
and meaning of these verses will be best intro-
duced by a revised translation : But ae knoaw
that awbat things seever the law saith, it
speaketh to them awbho are under vbhe law,
that ewery mouth may be stopped, and all the
world may oome under @od’s judgment;

beoause by works of law shall no flesh
be justified in bis sight: for through law
cometh knowledge of sin.

19, This verse is generally understood as
an assertion that all the Old Testament Scrip-
tures, and therefore the passages just quoted
from the Psalms and Isaiah, speak to the Jew
in order that his mouth, as well as every other,
may be stopped by the denunciation of his sin.

But this interpretation is open to serious
objections.

(1) It rests on the very doubtful assump-
tion that St. Paul may have included the
Prophets and Psalms under the name of  the
Law:” whereas this extension of the name is
found only in two or three passages of St.
John’s Gospel, and is contrary to St. Paul’s
usage, 1 Cor. xiv. 21 being the one doubtful
exception.

(2) This extended meaning of “ the Law,”
even if it were not unusual in St. Paul’s
writings, would be inadmissible here, being
opposed in two respects to the immediate
context. (@) In @. 21 “the Law ” is expressly
distinguished from “the Prophets.” (4) In
the sentence “the Law speaks to them that
are under the Law,” the term must evidently
have the same meaning in both places, and in
the latter it clearly means the Mosaic code.

(3) The usual interpretation does not agree
with the course of the argument at this point.

The passages from the Psalms and Isaiah
have been brought to confirm the charge
already made against Jew and Gentile, “ that
they are all under sin” But it was necessary
to prove more than this in the case of the
Jew, in order that his “mouth might be
stopped™ and that he might “be brought
under the judgment of Ged:” for we
have seen already that the Jews openly
claimed exemption from final condemnation,
even for wicked Israelites: See note on ii. 3.

The purpose therefore of w. 19 is not to
show that the Scripture describes the Jew as
a sinner, but that, being a sinner, he is in
danger of the judgment. These three reasons,
and especially the last, compel us to reject the
common interpretation of this verse, and to
take a different view of the connexion of the
whole passage, vv. 9-zo0, which is as follows:

“ We are not in any way claiming a supe=
riority (or, putting forward an excuse) which
may exempt the Jew from condemnation,
For the charge which we before brought
(cc. i. 1.), and which Scripture confirms
(iii. ro-18), is that all, Jew as well as Gentile,
are under sin.

% But the law, far from giving to the Jew
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law there shall no flesh be justified
in his sight: for by the law s the
knowledge of sin. .

21 But now the righteousness of

[v. 21—22,

God without the law is manifested,
being witnessed by the law and the
prophets ;

22 Even the righteousness of God

impunity for his sin, speaks in all that it says,
especially to him as its subject, in order that
he first (and so all the world), may be put to
sitence, and brought under God’s judgment.”

it saith] it speaketh. In all that the
Law “saith” (Mye), i.e. in all the com-
mandments which it contains, it speaketh
(AaXer) to those who are “under the Law,”
as the Dispensation in which they live.

that every mouth may be stopped] Compare
ob v. 16; Ps.Ixiil. 10; cvil. 42. The mouth
1s stopped, when every excuse is taken away.

become guilly before God] Come under
God's judgment, or more exactly, * become
accountable to God” (Vwddikes 14 ©Ocd),
The word is not used elsewhere in the N. T,
or LXX, but is common in Plato and the
Attic Orators: it means “liable to prosecu-
tion,” and a Dative following it refers either
to the violated law, or to the rightful prose-
cutor. God is thus represented as having a
controversy against sinners (Job ix. 3; Jer.
xxv. 31; Mic. vi. 1); but since He is also
their Judge (w. 2z0), we may fairly translate
the words as above, “come under Gods
judgment.”

20, Therefore] Beeaunse (Sudre): this word
introducks the reason why every mouth
shall be stopped and all brought under judg-~
ment. The sense of the whole passage (9-
20) is perverted by the erroneous rendering
“ therefore,” which the A.V. first brought
into the English Bible. The failure of the
Jew to justify himself before God is here
traced to a cause which is common to all,
namely, the weakness of sinful man indi-
cated in the term “flesh.” This term (wdca
aapf) St. Paul substitutes for wds {&v, “ every
man living,” by which the LXX more exactly
renders the Hebrew : “all flesh ” conveys the
idea of universal frailty and sinfulness; see
Gen, vi. 12). The same passage (Ps. cxhii,

" 3) is quoted in the same form in Gal. ii. 16.
In both instances St. Paul prefaces the quota-
tion by the words é£ &pywv vépov, by works of
lsw, a definition of the Psalmist’s meaning both
correct in itself and necessary in the applica~
tion to the Apostle’sargument. Observe, how-
ever, that the statement being universa! and not
limited to the Jews, the Apostle does not write
“1be auorks of the lgaw,” but “works of law,”
because he Is stating a general truth which
results from the nature of law, as being a
thing which cannot give life and righteous-
pess (Gal. jii. 21). See Introduction § o.
His meaning is, that no man shall obtain

Justification from the source whence the Jew
seeks it, namely, from the merit of works
done in obedience to a law. :

Thus, when the Jew is put to silence, every
mouth is stopped: none can- say after his
condemnation, that they could attain to right-
eousness by their own obedience, if only they
had a law to teach them what God requires.
There is no contradiction between the state-
ment in ii. 13, “#be doers of law shall be justi-
fied” and this passage, “by works of law
shall no flesh be justified? the former states
the abstract principle or condition of legal -
justification : the latter declares that no man
can fulfil that condition,

Jor by the law is the knowledge of sin.]
For through law cometh knowledge of
sin. A reason why nome can be justified
through law: for law has the very opposite -
effect ; through it first comes a clear know-
ledge (émiyvwets, as in i 28) of sin. This
weighty thought is taken up again and de-
veloped in vii. 7 ff. We are there taught
how the commandment draws out the sinful
lust which it condemns, but cannot subdue;
and how the law has done all that it can
do, when the sinner is forced to exclaim, “ O
avretehed man that I am, who shall defiver
me from the body of this death?”

21-26, THE RIGHTEOUSNESS OF GOD
REVEALED.

“ The opening of 2 brighter scene.” {Ben-
gel) St. Paul has shown the universal need
of righteousness (i. 18—iii. zo), and now turns
from the negative to the positive side of the -
theme proposed in i. 17.

21. “ Buf now,” marks the contrast between
the times of the old and new dispensations,
as in v. 26, and xvi, 26.

‘“ Magnus ab integro seeclorum nascitur ordo.”

the righteousness of God avitbout the laww is
manifested.] “Apart from law a right-
eounsness of God has been manifested.”

The words “apart from law,” put in close
and emphatic contrast to “through law”
(. 20), shew that the actual manifestation of
“ God’s righteousness ¥ has been quite inde-
pendent of “law,” i.e not only the law of
Moses, but the whole principle of law and
legal obedience.

“a righteousness of God.” See note on
i. 17. A more complete definition of this
righteousness follows in v, 22-26.

“has been manifested” Having pre-



v. 23—24.]

whickh is by faith of Jesus Christ unto
all and upon all them that believe:
for there is no difference ;

ROMANS. IIL

23 For all have sinned, and come
short of the glory of God ;
24 Being justified frecly by his

viously been hidden in God’s counsels it has
now been made manifest in historical reality
in the person of Jesus Christ (1 Cor. L 30),
“Who was manifested in flesh, justi-
Bed in Spirit, seen of angels, preached unto
the Gentiles, beliewed on in the world, received
up into glory” (1 Tim, iii. 16). The mani-
festation in fact is complete (wepavépwrar);
the revelation iu the Gospel still goes on
{dmoxakimrerat, 1. 17).

being avitnessed by the law and the prophets.]
It was necessary that the manifestation of the
righteousness of God should be absolutely in-
dependent of law ; that the trie mode of ob-
taining it, viz. by faith in Christ Jesus, might
be set beyond reach of doubt. Nevertheless,
“tbe law” of Moses has not been without
tts use negatively, in producing a knowledge
of sin (. 20), and positively, in bearing wit-
mess in common with the Prophets to the
coming dispensation of righteousness. This
testimony of Scripture includes all types,
promises, and prophecies of Christ: for *to
him bear all the prophets witness, that
through his name whosoever believeth in him
shall receive remission of sins” {Acts x. 43;
xxviil. 23). We have an example of the way
in which St. Paul uses this testimony in c. iv.,

22, Ewen the righteousness of God awhich is
by faith of Jesus Christ] Read, “Even a
righteousness of God through faith in
Jesus Christ® The subject of @. 21 is re-
peated with a mere precise definition distinct
from (¢) though not opposed to the preced-
ing. Compare ix. 30; Phil.ii. 8 ; 1 Cor.ii. 6,
The points more precisely defined are the
means by which righteousness is attained,
and its destined extent.

“through faith in Jesus Christ.” Jus-
tifying faith is here presented, not as a faith
in God of which Christ is the author (Van
Hengel, &c.), but as faith in Christ Himself:
compare Mark xi. a2z ; Gal. ii. 16, 20} iil. 22;
Eph.iil. 12 ; iv. 133 Phil iii. 9. “The Person
of Christ in its unity and totality (*Jesus
Cbhrist’) is the proper redemptive object of
faith” (Dorner, ‘ Person of Christ, P. 11 ii.
p. 113)

unte all and upon all them that believe.]
Tischendorf and ‘most modern editors read
with the more ancient MSS. * unto all them
that believe:” the variation does not materially
affect the sense, but the emphatic repetition
of “all” with different prepositions, is very
characteristic of St. Paul (xi. 36; Gal. i 13
Eph. iv. 6 (Col. i. 16). If both are retained,
“unio all” marks the destination and “ upon

all” or “over all,” the extension which the
“ righteousness of God ” is to have, both being
limited to * them that believe”

Faith in Christ thus presented as the sole
condition of righteousness is not regarded by
St. Paul as a restriction of God’s grace, but
as the means of participation by which alone
it can be thrown open to all mankind. Faith
has itself 2 universal fitness for man: it grows
out of his original relation to God, and is,
under all circumstances, the rightful disposi-
tion of the creature towards his Creator. En
man unfallen it was the trustful loving sense
of dependence upon God’s goodness : in fallen
man it unites the deep feeling of unworthi-
ness with the conviction that mercy rejoices
against judgment; and thus in both states
gives God the glory.

Faith therefore is not an arbitrary con-
dition imposed upon us from without, but a
law of our true nature: it exalts man to his
rightful dignity by allowing the free consent
of his will, and the active exercise of his
faculties, and yet humbles him before God in
acknowledgment of mercy undeserved. Thus
faith is at once the soul’s highest exercise of
freedom, its lowliest “ confession of sin,” and
the only homage it can render to God.

JSfor there is mo difference.] The righteous-
ness of God by faith is for all, “for there is
no distinetion” made therein, but Gentile
and Jew are all included in the same method
of salvation: and the reason why no distinc-
tion is made is that there is no difference in
their need (v. 23).

23. For all bave sinned, and come short of
theglory of God.] ‘'The older English versions
mark more correctly the difference of the
tenses, and the meaning of dorepeiobar:
“For all have sinned, and are destitute of the
glory of God” (Cranmer, Geneva): “For
allmen sinned, and have need of t4e glony
of God” (Wyclif). The subjective force of
the Middle Voice (*to fee/ want™) will be
clearly perceived by contrasting the self-com-
placent question of the rich young Ruler,
“ What lack I yet 27 (Matt. XixX. 20, Vorepd)
with the description of the Prodigal, when “ be
began to be in avant” and to feel 1t (Luke xv.
14, borepetofar). ‘The sinning is represented
by the aorist as an historic fact, already proved:
its present and continued effect is that men
not only come short of (dorepeiv) but suffer
want {(Sorepeicbar) and feel themselves desti-
tute of “ the glory of Ged.”

The meaning of this last expression is much
disputed, but instead of discussing the various
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grace through the redemption that is
in Christ Jesus:

{v. 2s.

25 Whom God hath *set forth to!
be a propitiation through faith in his

meanings which have been invented for it, we
shall better enter into St. Paul’s concepticn
of “the glory of God,” by combining the chief
aspects in which he regards it.

In i 23 “the glory of the incorruptible
God " is (in the words of Hooker, ‘E. P.’ ii. 2,
§ 1) “ the admirable excellence of that virtue
Divine, which being made manifest causeth
men and angels to extol his greatness.”

This “ glory of God” not only manifests,
but communicates itself, being reflected in
such of His creatures as are capable of know-
ing and loving and growing like Him. St
Paul therefore, in 1 Cor. xi, 7, calls the man
“the image and glory of God,” because he is
capable of receiving and -reflecting God’s
glory. Compare Ireneus iii. 20, § 2: “The
glory of man is God, and of the operation of
God, and of all His wisdom and power, man
is the receptacle:” and iv. 16, § 4: “man was
in want of the glory of God.”

See also Hooker ‘E. P L. xi. § 2, “ thenare
we happy, therefore, when fully we enjoy
God as an object wherein the powers of our
soul are satisfied even with everlasting delight :
so that although we be men, yet by being unto
God united, we live as it were, the life of God.”

The complete manifestation of Divine per-
fection is “he glory of God in the face of
Jesus Christ)” or in other words, “the glory
of Christ, who is the image of God” (2 Cor.
iv. 4,6).

This glory of God in Christ shining forth
in the Gospel upon the believer’s heart trans-
forms him into “light in the Lord” (Eph. v.
8): and so “ave all avith open face beholding
as in a glass the glory of the Lord, are changed
into tb; same image from glory to glory™ (2 Cor.
. 18).

The transformation begins here, but man’s
full participation in “the glory of God” is
the hope of our bigh calling reserved for usin
he;ven (c. v. 251 Thess. 1. 12; 2 Thess. ii.
14).

24. Being justified freely by bis grace]] The
Present Participle “2eing justified” is closely
connected with the preceding clause, as its
necessary accompaniment (ioTepotvrar—>ai-
xkatobpevor) : they who through sin suffer loss
of the glory of God can receive justification
only as a free gift by his grace,

“ The glory of God ” thus restored in Man
as His image, is rightly called “ the perfection
of his grace.”” Severianus, Cram. Cat. in loc. ;
toTepet atrois 7 tis xdpiros rehelwois. Thus
instead of making . 23 a formal parenthesis,
and then resuming his subject in a new sen-
tence, St. Paul, as his manner is (see on
@. 26), glides back without any formal break

into the main course of his argument. For
the meaning of “ justified,” see note on ii. 13:
it is there used of one supposed to be actually
“just” before being declared so by God,
here of those who before were sinners, but
now are both declared and made righteous.
See note on ch. v. 19, and the passage guoted
from Bp. Bull, * Examen Censur®,” § 17, in
our Introduction § ¢.

‘We learn from this verse that the justifica-
tion of the believer takes place—(1) as a free
gift, not as a reward or acknowledgment of
a righteousness already existing in him; (2)
“ by bis grace” there being a slight emphasis
on the Pronoun, which contrasts God’s
grace, i.e. free unbought love, with man’s
merits or works (Eph. ii. 8); (3) “through
the redemption that is in Christ Jesus.” this
being the instrument or means on God’s
part, as “ faith in Jesus Christ)” v. 22,is on
man’s part.

the redemption that is in Christ Jesus.]
“ Redemption ” is here explained by Origen as
a *“ransom ” paid in Christ’s blood to Satan
for the release of his captives. This notion,
so common until the time of Anselm, is
derived from the Greek and Latin words
(dmohirpaaots, redemptio), not from the He-
brew. In the O. T. the great typical act,
which fixes the idea of redemption, is the
deliverance from Egypt.
Redeemer or Deliverer (5x3), who demands
the release of His people: “ Israel is my son,
even my first-born: and I say unto thee, Let mp
son go, that be may Serve me: and if thou refuse
to let bim go, bebold, I avill slay thy son, even
thy first-born” (Ex. iv. 22, 23): “T avill re=
deem you ("PONY) awith a stretched out arm,
and aith great judgments” (Ex. ¥i. 6; xv. 11).
The purpose of the redemption is the conse-
cration of Israel to God’s service: “ I will
take you to me for a people, and I avill be to you
a God” (Ex. vi. 7). Jehovah pays no ransom
to the oppressor, but from His people He
requires an act of faith, in the sacrifice of the
Passover, and an act of holy obedience in the
consecration of the first-born (Ex. xiii. 13
xix. 4—6). These types are united and
fulfilled in “ Christ our Passover:” He is
both ¥ the Lamb that was slain” (Rev. v. 12;
John i. 29; 1 Cor. v. 7), and “the first-born
Jrom the dead” (Cor. 1. 18). Thus “ The
redemption® is *“in Christ Jesus” not in any
act or work, the effect of which might be se-
parated from the agent, but in Himself (Eph.
1. 73 Col. 1. 14), “in His person with which
His work forms a living unity ” (Olshausen,
Eph.i. 7): Having lived and died and lived
again for us, He is “of God made unto us

Or
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v. 25.]

blood, to declare his righteousness
for the 'remission of sins that are
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past, through the forbearance of
God ;

o + . redemption” (1 Cor. i. 30), being in
Himself the redeemer (Tit. ii. 14), the
ransom (1 Tim. ii. 6), and the redeemed as
“the first-born among many bretbren” (viil.
29; 1 Cor. xv. 23; Rev. i. 5).

‘The ransom is more closely defined as “ kis
life” or “soul” (Matt. xx. 28; Mark x. 45),
and “ bis blood ” (1 Pet. i, 19).

As to the extent of the redemption, it is
for Israel (Luke i. 68; il. 32; xxv. z1), for
“many” (Matt. xx, 28 ; Mar.x. 45), for “all”
(x Tim. 1i. 6), for “ the purchased possession™
(Eph. i. 14).

It redeems from sin and its penalties (T'it.
il. 14; Heb. ix. 15; 1 Pet. i. 18; Eph. i.7; Col.
i. 14), particularly from death {(Rom. viit. 23;
compare Heb. xi. 35), and generally from the
present evil state into a state of glory and
blessing (Luke xxi. 28; Eph. iv. 30).

25, 28. A further explanation of God’s
method of justification * through the redemp-
tion that is in Christ Jesus.”

Whom God hath set forth.] Two interpreta~
tions of the verb are admissible. (1) * Whom
God set before His own mind,” proposed to
himself, and so * designed,” * proposed,”
% ordained” (Wiclif). The Margin “fore-
ordained " is less correct, precedence in time
not being expressed by the wpd, but only
implied m the idea of design or purpose;
% quod nondum est, proponitur” (Origen).

This is the more ancient interpretation,
being found in the Syriac (* predestinavit,”
Schaaf), Origen, Chrysostom, Gennadius in
(Ecumenius, and others.

It also agrees with the wmeaning of the
Verb in the N. T. (Rom. i. r13; Eph. i. g),
though not with its construction, as an Infini-
tive usnally follows.

éz) “ Whom God set forth” i.e. “ publicly
before the eyes of all, that he who will
be redeemed may draw nigh” (Pelagius).
This sense is supported by classical usage
(Herod. iii. 148; Eurip. ‘Pheen’ 1330, Hee.
613), by the Vulgate, Cranmer, Geneva, A.V,,
and the majority ‘of modern interpreters.

In the LXX the Verb occurs thrice in the
Middle Voice, but in a sense slightly differing
from either of the above: Ps. liv. 3; (“they
have not set God before them,”) Pss. lxxxvi.
14, and cL 3.

The meaning * Whom God set forth” is best
suited to the idea, made so prominent in this
passage, of a public exhibition: and the
Middle Voice indicates that God himself
was interested in thus setting forth His own
Son as a propitiation to show forth His
righteousness, With either meaning, the
Father is the author of our redemption.

to be a propitiation.] as s Propitiatory,
fe. a mercy seat. For a full discussion of
the Greek word {Aaoripiow, see Note at end
of chapter.

Amid all the variety of rendering the es-
sential meaning of the word remains sure; it re=
presents Christ as making propitiation for
sinners, and so obtaining mercy and forgive-
ness for them.

Moreover, the all-important truth that the
efficacy of Christ’s propitiation lies “in bis
blood,” i.e. in His dying as a sacrifice for sin,
shines out too clear in the context to be
obscured by any possible rendering of the
word Aagripior.

through faith in bis blood] The clause
“ through faith,” omitted in A, and not inter-
preted by Chrysostom, is authenticated by
the consent of all other MSS., Fathers, and
Versions, and confirmed by the recurrence of
éx mioTews at the close of . 26. The ab-
sence of the Greek Article does not affect
the English translation, nor the connexion of
the clause with the context.

The following considerations might be
thought to favour the connexion given in
the A. V.,

(2) That the construction ®faith in His
blood” is grammatically correct, is clear from
Eph. i. 15, Ty kaf’ Upds miorw év 14 Kupie
'Ineov: where the absence of a second article
after wigrw shows that it is structurally con-
nected and fused into cne idea with év ¢
K. 'L, the substantive micres taking the same
construction as the Verb, mwrebew év
(Meyer, Fritzsche). Compare LXX Ps
Ixxviiii, 22, olx émioTevray év 1H Bed; Jer.
Xil. 6, p) miorevoys év abrois: Mark L 15,

(&) The objection that no other example is
found in Scripture of such an expression as
“ belief in the blood of Christ,” is set aside
by the equally unexampled expressions ©jus=
tified in bis blood” (v. 9), and “ made nigh in
tbe blood of Christ” (Eph. ii. 13).

(¢) That the expression is not inappro-
priate is thus proved by Bp. O’Brien, ‘ Nature
of Faith,” Note P. p. 383. )

“If we are told that the Blood of Christ
was shed for the remission of our sins (Mark
xiv. 24); that we are justified by (in) His
Biood (Rom. v. g); that we have redemption
through His Blood (Eph. i. 7); that He made
peace through the Blood of His Cross (Col. i.
20); that those who were afar off were
made nigh by (in) “ His Blosd ” (Eph. ii. 13)
that He purchased the Church of God with
His own Blood {Acts xx. 28); that He has
washed us from our sins in His own Blood
{Rev. i 5), that through His Bleed we have

oI
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26 To declare, I say, at this time
his righteousness : that he might be

fv. 26.

just, and the justifier of him which
believeth in Jesus.

boldness to enter into the Holiest (Heb. x.
19); if all this . . . . is declared concerning
the efficacy of His Blood, it can hardly be
thought strange that it should be anywhere
stated that His Blood is the object of the fuith
of His people.”

But still, though the expression “ faith in
bis blood” (Post-Communion Prayer) is in
itself unobjectionable, the context of the
present passage requires that the element in
which lies the inherent power of Christ’s
Atonement, viz., His blood, should not be
introduced as a subordinate point, merely
to define more closely the subjective con-
dition, man’s faith, but should hold a more
prominent and independent position .in the
sentence (Meyer, Philippi, &c.).

This argument is much strengthened by
the emphatic position of aired, rightly ex-
plained by the Greek Fathers. “ The Pro-
pitiatory of old was itself bloodless, since
it was also without life, but it received
the sprinkling of the blood of the sacri-
fices: bat the Lord Christ and God is at
once Propitiatory, High Priest,and Lamb, and
in His own blood (oikelyp aiuar) nego-
tiated our salvation, requiring only faith from
us ” {Theodoret). ‘The two clauses “ through
JSaith” and “ in His own blood,” are therefore
parallel, and both depend on iiaoripiov:
render, therefore, “Whom Ged set forth as
a Propitiatory through faith in His
owa blood” Compare Heb. ix. 12, 25.

to declare bis righteousness.] “for an ex-
hibition of bis righteousness.” This direct
purpose (eis), and chief final cause for which
God set forth Christ, is afterwards more fully
explained in the words eis 76 elvar durdy Sikaiov,
KT

The connexion of the whole passage (vv.
21-26) makes it clear that His rightcousness
here is the same “ righteousness of God” which
is spoken of in ww. 21, 22. There the Apostle
defines its relation to the Law,and the means
and extent of its appropriation by mar ; here
he points to an exhibition of the same right-
eousness as it exists under a twofold aspect
in God its author and source: He is Him-
self just, and justifies the believer in Jesus.
His is at once a sin-condemning and sin-
forgiving righteousness.

"Fhe various interpretations “truthfulness,”
“ goodness,” “holiness,” “judicial righteous-
ness,” “ punitive righteousness,” &c., all fail
to satisfy the context, because they substitute
an arbitrary and limited idea of righteousness
for that “righteousness of God,” which it is
the very purpose of the passage to exhibit in
all the fulness of its manifestation.

Jor the remission of sins that are past.]
“beoause of the passing over of the
sing that had gome before” Sece De-
litzsch, Heb. ix. 13.

In thus distinguishing, with the Margin,
between mdpegis “ praetermission,” “passing
by,” and deoes “remission,” i.e., full release
and dismissal of sins, we are treading on the
ashes of a fierce but extirict controversy
concerning the remission of sins under the
Mosaic dispensation, of which a brief notice
may be found in Trench, *Synonyms of
N.T.,” 1st series, p. 133.

We must also observe that the word here
used for sins, duapriuara, is comparatively
rare {Mark jil. 28 ; iv. 125 1 Cor. vi. 18) and
denotes the sinful deeds done, not the essen=
tial sin dpapria, of which they are the out-
comings. It is joined with mapiévac in
Josephus, ¢ Antt.” xv. 3, 2, and in Xenophon,
¢Hipparch.” vil. 10, “It is not right to let
offences pass by unpunished.”

“When the son of Sirach (Ecclus. xxiii. 2)
prays to God that He avould not ‘pass by’ his
sins,—he assuredly does not use ol uj mapj
as=od uj dof, but only asks that he may
not be left without a wholesome chastise-
ment following close on his transgressions.”
(Trench, /. ¢.)

‘The contrast between *bis present time”
and the “sins that had gomne before”
shows that the foregone sins of which St.
Paul here speaks are not those of indivi-
duals before conversion, but “ the sins of the
aorld before Christ” (Meyer), including * the
transgressions that were under the first testa-
ment,” 7 e. the sins of the Jews (Heb. ix.
r5).

')I‘hose foregone sins God had let pass for the
time without adequate expiation or punish-
ment. His wrathwhich had been revealed from
heaven against all ungodliness (i 18) was not
a complete vindication of His holiness, for
though the sins against which it was de=
nounced were increased and aggravated (i
24—32), yet He did not suffer His whole dis-
pleasure to arise, but, with rare exceptions,
His justice seemed to slumber.

through the forbearance] in the forbear-
ance. ‘This overlocking of sins has its cause
“in the jforbearance of Ged,” an expression
which clearly distinguishes it from the remis-
sion of sins, which is the effect of His grace
and favour.

“ Forbearance ” (ii. 4) is a temporary sus-
pension of anger, “a truce with the sinner,
which by no means implies that the wrath
will not be executed at the last; nay, in-
volves that it certainly will, unless he be
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27 Where is5 boasting then?
By what law? of

is excluded.
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works ?

Nay: but by the law of
faith.

found under new conditions” (Trench, znd
Series, p. 15).

One efiect of God’s forbearance is to ob-
scure for the time His righteousness: © These
things bast thou done,and I kept silence ; thou
thoughtest that Iwas altogether such an one as
thyself” (Ps. 1. 21 ; compare Eccl. viil. 11—13).
Thus in the impunity of sin during the times
of ignorance that God winked at (Acts xvii.
30), there arose a secondary cause, for an
cxhibition of His righteousness, (8id v
wdpeowy, kT.\.) a cause having reference only
to His mode of dealing with the sins of the
generations which lived before Christ. But
the primary cause of that exhibition of His
righteousness was not the need of a * Divine
Théodicée of the past history of mankind ”
(Tholuck), but the forgiveness of the sins of
2ll ages, even unto the end of the world.

28, To declare, I say, his righteousness.)
“in viewof the exhibition of hisright-
eousness” The A, V. treats this as a mere
resumption of els &deafw . r A, In o. 25,
in which case the change of expression (wpos
v &vdafw) becomes, as Meyer confesses,
unmeaning.

But connect the clause with that which
immediately precedes, and all is clear: God
set forth Christ for an exhibition of
His righteousness—because He had let the
sins of former generations pass for the
time unpunished in view of the exhibition
of his righteousness at this present time—
that he might be just, &c. The passage thus
construed, is a striking example of a well-
known pecaliarity in St. Paul’s style, of which
an exactly parallel case is found in Eph. iii. 3,
4, 5: he “goes off at a word” (pvorfpior),
in order to connect with it some accessory
thought, which he follows out until it brings
him back to the same word again (é&v =

vorpip Tov xpuwrrod), and then glides

ack mto the main line of the sentence with-
out any parenthesis or other formal interrup-
tion of the grammatical construction (See
above on w. 24.)

Here he goes off at the word &8eifw in
order to bring in a subordinate reason for
such an “exhibition” which might other-
wise have been overlooked (8id Tqv mdpeow
« 7. A), and with this thought, and by
means of it, works round to the same word
again (wpds Tir édabw). The Article
is required by the renewed mention of é-
Seefis, which is the same exhibition as before,
but in accordance with the mention of the sins
of former times is now more nearly defined as
“the exhibition in this present time,”
even this addition of év v »¥iv kaipg being

an exact parallel to the addition roi Xpiorod
in Eph. iii. 4.

“The time of Christ is a time of critical
decision, when the mwdpeses is at an end, and
man must either accept the full remission
(dpeais) of sin, or expose himself to the
judgment of a righteous God ” (Schaff).

‘The clause “In this present time” points
to the contrast of former ages. ** The right=
eousness of God” then partially obscured, has
been clearly manifested and exhibited “in
this present time 1.e. the time subsequent
to Christ’s death.

that be might be just, and the justifier of him
that belicveth in Jesus.] That be might him-
self e just, doe. There are some remarkable
illustrations of this antithetical expression in
some of the Rabbinical comments on Isai.
Lifi, r1:

“ His {Messiah's) true perfection will con-
sist, first of all, in his perfecting himself as far
as possible in the service, the fear, and the
love of God, and afterwards in conferring the
same perfection upon others, as is donec by
the Almighty himself.”

“ Moses, more than any one else, helped
to make others perfect, according to the
saying, Moses avas just and justified many.”

“Moses was worthy himself, and made
many others worthy as well” (Neubauer,
“The Jewish Interpreters of Isai.” liii. pp. 325,
339, 287).

The exhibition of the righteousness of
God had a double purpose: Christ was
therein set forth (1) as “ propitiatory in bis
blood” to show that God is Himself *just,”
ie., to vindicate His righteousness against the
seeming impunity of sins in former ages, and
(2) as “propitiatory through faith,” to show
that God is the author of righteousness to
them that believe. “The righteousness of
God is shown especially in this, that He so
utterly hates sin, that in order to destroy it,
and make man righteous, He sent His own
Son into the world, and gave Him up to
death ” ( Estius).

Calvin’s interpretation, though not strictly
derived from the context, like that which has
been given above, is not inconsistent with it,
and is worth quoting briefly: “This is a
definition of that righteousness which was
exhibited in the gift of Christ, and revealed
in the Gospel (i. 17). It consists of two
parts: (1) God is righteous, not as one
among many, but as containing in Himself
alone all fulness of righteousness : God alone
is righteous, and all mankind unrighteous.
But (2) God’s righteousness is communica-
tive : He pours it forth vn man. In us,
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28 Therefore we conclude that a
man is justified by faith without the
deeds of the law.

[v. 28—29.

2g Is ke the God of the Jews
only ? 7s he not also of the Gentiles?
Yes, of the Gentiles also :

therefore, the righteousness of God is re-
flected, inasmuch as He justifies us by faith in
Christ.”

bim which believeth in Jesus.] Literally—
“him that is of faith in Jesus,” ie, him
that has faith in Jesus as the root of his
relation to God, in opposition to them that
are of the law or of works: see note on ii. 7.

27-31. RESULTS oF Gop’s METHOD OF
JusTIFiCATION,

Looking back on his whole previous argu-
ment from i. 18, and more especially on the
representation in iii. 21-26, of “the righteous-
ness of God by faith,” 8t. Paul now proceeds
to draw out some of its grand results: (1)
that it gives glory, not to man, but to God
only (ww. 27, 28); (2) that it inciudes Jew
and Gentile in one universal method of Sal-
vation (29, 30); (3) that it establishes Divine
law on 1ts true basis (31). _

Where i5 boasting then? “Where then
is the boasting?” It is true that all human
glorying is equally excluded, but the question
has special reference (as the Article shows) to
the boasting before mentioned (ii. 17, 23),
namely that of the Jew, which he has been
combating throughout the whole section (ii.
17—iil. 20). It is this sense of conflict
brought to a victorious end, that gives so
triumphant a tone to the Apostle’s question,
the tone of a conqueror Iooking round for an
adversary who has already disappeared (1
Cor. i. 203 xv. 55).

It is excluded)] Though there can never
really be room for any boasting on man’s part
before God, yet boasting will intrade; nor
can it be shut out “by the law of works,”
which rather tends to foster self-righteous-
ness. But “alaw of faith” a dispensation
which says, not “This do, and thou shalt
live,” but “ Believe, and thou shalt be saved,”
at once shuts out all boasting: for to believe
is to trust not in ourselves, but in God, to
feel oursclves helpless, to confess ourselves
unworthy, and to cast ourselves with full
confidence upon God’s mercy in Christ.

By avbat law? of avorks§ Nay: but by the
laav of faith] Read—“By what manner of
law? (By the law) of works? Nay; but
by a law of faith.”

St. Paul's exact and significant use of the
Article is disregarded in the A. V., and mis-
interpreted by Lange: “Since the Mosaic
law was 2 law of works in form only, and not
in spirit (see vii. 7), the question presup-
poses that there is no such law of works:

the spirit of the law is the law of faith.”
This refined distinction between the form and
spirit of the law of Moses is out of place.
The article before Zpyov shows that the
clause must be completed thus—dw: 7ol
vépov Tav éyev; Instead of presupposing
that there is no such law of works, the ques-
tion in fact presupposes that “the (definite)
law of works™ is well-known. Accordingly
“a law of faith” does not mean the law of
Moses recognised in its spirit as being a law
of faith (Lange): but the Gospel is called “a
law of faith,” because, like the Mosaic law, it
declares the avil! of God, only what it demands
is _faith, for “this is the aork of God, that ye
beliewe on Him avhom be bath sent” (Joh. vi.
29; compare I Joh. iil. 23).

28. Therefore ave conciude.] For we deem
(Wiclif). The reading ydp, now confirmed
by the Sinaitic Codex, is neccssary to the
sense. What the context requires is a confir=
mation of the statement in . 27, that boasting
15 excluded by a law of faizh. That con=
firmation St. Paul brings from the general
principle already established by the whole
previous discussion that “man is justified by
JSaith apart from works of law:” com~
pare the words “apart from law,” in =
21. That “man is justified by faith,” proves
that faith is necessary to the Jew: that man
is justified without or apart from “works of
law,” proves that “the auorks of the law”
are not required of the Gentile. Thus the
boasting of the Jew is wholly excluded: for
not only is the law (in which he had made
his boast) imsufficient without faith, but faith
is sufficient without the law: compare note
on w. 30, and Gal. ii. 14-16.

On the word “sman,” Chrysostom’s com=
ment is excellent. * He says not ¢ Jew, nor
‘he that is under the law; but having en-
larged the area of his argument, and opened
the doors of salvation to the world, he says
“man,” using the name common to the
nature.”

29. Is be the God of the Jeavs only ¥}
The exact rendering would be “ Or is God
of Jews only?” but in an English Version it
is better to repeat the word “ God :” “Or is
God (a God) of Jews only? Not of
Gentiles alsot Yes, of Gentiles algo”
A question which confirms the statement of
@, 28, by alleging as the necessary alternative
what is manifestly impossible. Compare on
this use of #, notes on vi. 3; vii. 1; ix. 213
xi. 2.

Man must be justified by faith without



v. 30—31.]

30 Seeing 7¢ is one God, which’
shall justify the circumcision by faith,
and uncircumcision through faith.

ROMANS, IIL

31 Do we then make void the
law through faith? God forbid:
yea, we establish the law.

works of law, or else the justification- which
God has provided depends on a condition,
which none can fulfil but they which are
under the law. God would thus shew that
He cared for none but Jews, and belonged
to them only.

80. Seeing it is one God.] “1f sobe that
God is one” The proof that God is God
of Gentiles as well as of Jews, lies in the first
fundamental article of the Jews’ religion, that
Jehovah is God alone, even the God of all
the kingdoms of the earth. See 2 Ki. xix.
15 ; Isaiah xliv. 6; Deut. vi. 4; 1 Cor. viii.
4~6; 1 Tim. ii, 4~6. The difference between
emeimep (“ secing that ™} and elmep (“if 80 be
that”) affects the rhetorical form only, and
not the logical cogency of the argument.

With elmep St. Paul does not himself
assert the absolute certainty of the statement
“@od is one,” but knowing # to be in fact
as absolutely certain for his readers as for
himself, puts it before them to decide. Com-
pare 2 Thess. i, 6.

avhich shall justify the circumcision by faith,
and uncircumcision through faith] “Who
will justify ecirecumecision” &c. The
truth that “@od is one,” having been al-
leged to prove that He is God of Gentiles
as well as of Jews, St. Paul now appends to
it, as a corollary, the unity of His plan of
Jjustification for all. This is the connexion :
* Yes, of Gentiles also, since God is one;
and so His plan of justification by faith will
include both Jew and Gentile.”

“It is not to be supposed,” says Origen,

“that St. Paul has varied his use of pre-
positions at random,” His use of the article
is equally free from caprice, and when we
fail to discern the mearing of some nice dis-
tinction in the Apostle’s choice of words, it
1s more reasonable to impute the want of
discrimination to ourselves than to him.
. The usual distinction between ¢£ and &ud
Is, that ¢éf indicates the origin, source, or
Toot, i.e. the primary cause: 8ud, the inter-
venng, instrumental, and so the subsidiary
cause, means, or condition.

Here, accordingly, éx nforews s used of
the Jew, to indicate that whatever may be
his present condition and privilege, the real
source and root of justification (so far as
it depends on himself) must be faith. And
fiith being something new which the Jew
has not yet got, migris is used without the
article.

In regard to the Gentile, the point in dis-
bute was not whether his justilication had
its origin in faith, but whether his faith in

Christ was sufficient to justify him without
circumcision and the law. The two opposite
views of this question might be thus ex-
pressed :

(1) Swaobrar éx mioTens Sk vépov kai
wEPLTOpIS.

(2) Suatolrar éx wiorews kai Sid Tis
TioTEDsS Xwpis vépou.

The second view, which is St. Paul’s, means
that in the justification of the Gentile, the
faith which he already has, supplies the place
of all subsidiary meaus, such as circumcision
and the law. Compare note on @, 28.

31. Do we then make void the laqw through
Jaith¥] “Law” (without the article), means
neither the O.'T. Scriptures (see on @. 19),
which St. Paul does not assume to establish
by his doctrine, but conversely, his doctrine
by the Scriptures; nor *the law of Moses,”
as the basis of the Jewish Dispensation, nor
any particular law, but that which is common
to all law, its essential character and principle.
Compare Delitzsch on Hebr. vili, 6 and
note N.

In this sense St. Paul has said that “the
righteousness of God has been mani-
fested apart from law?” (v. 21), and that
“man ig justified by faith apart from
works of law” (w. 28). To the Jew who
knew no “law ” but “the law ” of Moses,and
valued that as the method of attaining to
righteousness, such statements must seem to
abolish the whole principle of law, and make
it void.

St. Paul in his usnal manner anticipates
the objection, by putting to himself the ques-
tion which might be wurged against him:
“Do we then make law of none effect
through faith?"” i.e through “the faith”
which we have mentioned above as the sole
condition of justification.

For the sense of «arapyotuey, see iii. 3 ; iv.
14. St. Paul did undoubtedly make of none
effect the Jewish idea of “ the laaw,” as the
means of attaining to righteousness, and as
necessary for the Gentile (compare Gal. ii.
16-19); but he shrinks from the thought
(un) yévorro, see iii. 4, 6) of making “law” in
its true character of none effect.

Yea, ae establish the law] “Nay, ae esta-
blish law ;" we set it up, and make it stand
firm by putting it upon its proper base. Viewed
as a revelation of the eternal principles of
morality, or in other words, of the holy will
of God, “law,” so far from being made void,
is for the first time fully vindicated, and
established by the Gospel of “ rightecusness
by faith.”
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The two sides, negative and positive, of
the Apostle’s answer are developed in his
subsequent argument. As to the former, he
roceeds at once to show in c. iv. that law
1s not made void by its exclusion from justi-

fication, for this had always been so; it had
no place in Abraham’s justification by faith.

‘The positive side, the establishment and
vindication of law in its true character, is
discussed at large in c. vii.

ADDITIONAL NOTES on #z. 9, 25,

9. I. T odv; mpoexdpefa; ob wdrrws” wpoy-
'rmcra'pe@a a'p. ‘This is the received text,
supported -{)y a great preponderance of the
best authorities, and accepted by all modern
critics. Its interpretation depends upon the
meauing of mpoexdueba.

(a) mpocydpela, Passive.

This explanation is given by a Scholiast
(possibly Photius) in (Ecumenius. The as-
sertion of the great advantage of the Jew,
leads the Gentile to exclaim, “ What then?
Are we forestalied, and surpassed? gpets
wpoeknOnper, wpoeydueda; To which St
Paul replies, “ No, in no wise. If they have not
done right, they are responsible just as you
are, if you have not done right. But if both
do right, the salvation is equal, so that you are
not surpassed (rpoéxeade).

This sense of wpoéyedbar is found in Plu-
tarch. But the decisive objection to this,
and all other explanations which ascribe the
question to a Gentile, is that there is nothing
in the context to justify the tranmsition to a
Gentile speaker. (Fritzsche, Meyer.)

(b) frpnzxu'p.e ﬂa, Middle.

(1) “Do we (I, Panl, and other Jews)
put forward anything as a defence or ex-
cuse?’

There is force in Philippi’s objection that
the Verb in this sense must bave its object
expressed—mpoeyduefd 7i; Herodot. Il 42,
wpoéxeobal Te ™y kepakny dmorapdrra Tov
kpiov, is To exception: but Meyer disre-
gards this objection, and with Fritzsche,
Ewald, Th. Schott, Morison, adopts the ex-
planation, which agrees well with the context,
and preserves the usual meaning of mpoéyeafar

(2) “Do we put ourselves forward ' i.e,
as better than those over whom God’s judg-
ment impends (Hofmann), or, as better than
the Gentiles.

Objection. No example has been found of
mpoéxerfus in this sense.

(3) * Are we better than they !”

‘This is the interpretation adopted in the
English Versions from Wiclif to A- V., and
is the simplest and best. It is supported by
the Vulgate: “ Quid ergo? Przcellimus eos?
and by Euthymius (about A.D. I100), quoted
by Reiche in his ¢ Critical Comment. :’—
"Apa mep.gady &xoper mapi Tovs “EMqvas;

In this case the Middle Voice has its sub-
jective force: © Are we in our own opinion
better? Do we think ourselves better ”

1. T( odv mpoexdpeba; ol wévres.

The received text, with this punctuation
throwing the two questions into one, is thus
explained in (Ecumenius : “ What advantage,
then, have we (Jews), and what did we gain by
being preferred before the wncircumcised ™
But in this case the answer must have been
in a different form, answering to 7{; e g.
obdév not ol wdrTws.

111. Ti odv mpokaréxoper mepsoady; mpoyra=
cdpeda, kT

This reading, in which of wdrros is wholly
omitted, is capable of two interpretations :

(i) “ What advantage, then, do we (Jews)
retain?

So the Syriac (Schaaf), “Quid ergo ob~
tinemus excellentiz?” evidently referring to
. 1: “ What advantage, then, hath the Jew !”
and agreeing in the general sense with L. b. 3.

(ii.) “ What advantage do we (Christians)
hold ¢ »

This explanation is adopted apparently by
Origen, Chrysostom, and Theodoret: by
Theodorus in Cramer’s Catena (“ After the
reproof of our kinsmen, i.e. the Jews, we
will speak of the greatness of our advan-
tages,”) and still more explicitly by Seve-
rianus [or Severus of Antioch (Reicke)), in
(Ecumenius and in Cramer’s Cat, =i éxoper
Npeis ék THs xdpiros mepioody kal éfaiperdy;
iy wigrw iy 8id ‘Inoov Xpiorot Sikaweaivs
oaa’av Lin'sp‘yao"n.xﬁv.

But the reading, though found in DG can
only be regarded as an ancient gloss, adopted
into the text on account of the ambiguity and
difficuity of the received reading.

25. “ A propitiation ” not the Abstract Noun
fAagpds (1 John ii. 23 iv. 10}, but aerjproy,
“ propitiatory,” originally a neuter adjective,
but constantly used in Biblical Greek as a
substantive in the definite concrete sense
“place or instrument of propitiation;” com-
pare dxpoaripiov, dkaoriproy, GupiaTipio,
bvgiaaripor. Once in N. T. (Heb. ix. 3),
and about twenty-five times in LXX, it means
the lid of gold above the Ark, called N7B3
“mercy-seat,” or * propitiatory.” It first
occurs in Ex. xxv. 17, kat womoes haoripior
e’qriGep.a vaa'iou xaBepot, “and thou shalt
make a propitiatory, a lid of pure gold,” the
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construction being the same as in Ex. xxvi.
1, 7. ‘This apposition of Dacripwor and
€mifepa is the more natural, because on this
first occurrence of N9k the translators might
wish to show that they had both meanings
under their consideration.

In Ezek. xliii. 14, 17, 20, 70 Raoripior is
used by the LXX for the ledge or raised base
of the altar, “the settle” (A. V.), which like
the capporeth was to be sprinkled with the
blood; and in Amos ix. 1, for MBI, “ the
lintel,” mistaken apparently for N783. Philo
(‘ Vita Mos., Lib. Il c. viii, érifepa o
wporayopeviperoy AagTipior) recognises a-
arfipeor as the technical and constant name of
the lid of the Ark.

Upon this Biblical usage is founded the
ancient interpretation,

Origen says that the Apostle here * refers
the propitiatory described in Exodus to none
but the Lord our Saviour.” So on the
Gospel of St. John, tom. 1, c. 38, he says
that “the golden propitiatory resting on the
two Cherubim in the Holy of Holies was a
sort of shadow of this propitiatory.” He also
quotes Lev. iv. 16, xai elcolce: & icpeds &
Xpiords dmd Tov alparos Tob pdoyov kTN

Corysostom  (who is misunderstood by
Meyer) gives the same interpretation. After
showing that “ Abis oaun blood ” stands in con-
trast to the legal sacrifices, he explains dword-
rpwos, and then goes on: ¢ And for this
very reason he calls Him Aaoriptoy, showing
that if the type had so much power, much
more will the reality exhibit the same.”

. Theodoret, See the striking passage quoted
in the footnote on the words “ through faith
in bis blood”

Gyril, in Cramer’s Catena: “For He has
been set as a propitiatory through faith in
His blood ; for since He has made His own
blood an exchange for the life of all, He has
saved the world, and made the Goud and
Father in heaven propitious and favourable
to us.”

Thbeophylact, and Gennadius in (Ecumenius,
give the same interpretation.

. The Syriac has the same word here, and
In Ex. xxv. 17, a word, however, which it
uses also in the sense of “atonement.”

The Latin varies between “ propitiatorium,”
“ propitiatorem,” and “ propitiationem.”

Luther gives “ Gnaden-Stuhl,” and Tyndale,
“ a seate of mercy.”

This interpretation has been supported
with abundant learning, by a host of com-
mentators.

. The following cbjections are urged against
it by Meyer and others.

(1) The Article would be required.

This is a mistake, 76 agrijpov would de=
signate (as in Heb. ix. 5) the avell-known
propitiatory itself, rather than an antitype or
realized idea of it, now mentioned for the
first time.

(2) This name in its application to Christ
would come in here quite abruptly, without
anything in the context to prepare for it.

If this objection were valid against the
most familiar sense of aorpiov, it would
apply with still greater force to all the other
less usual meanings which have been ascribed
to the word.

But in fact the mention of * redemption,”
in w. 24, has introduced the general idea of
atonement, and the reference in . 21 to the
testimony of the law, prepares the way for an
allusion to its typical atonements, of which
the very centre and core was “the mercy
seat;” by it the law gave its most solemn and
significant testimony to that righteousness of
God which was not yet made manifest. See
Hebr. ix. 1-10.

(3) The objection that m;poéfero, *set
Jorth,” would be inappropriate because the
Ark of the Covenant, in the Holy of Holies,
was hidden from the people, is not merely
refuted by Heb. ix. 8-10, but the public
setting forth of the Antitype becomes, in the
light of that passage, an argument in favour
of an allusion to the hidden Type.

(4) “If Christ were really thought of as
Capporeth, the following eis #debw tie
dwatooivge alrot would be inappropriate,
since the capporeth must have appeared
rather as the &defis of the Divine grace.
Compare Heb. iv. 16.”

This objection has no other foundation
than the narrow and erroneous interpretation
of “the righteousness of God,” as if it were
limited in this passage to * the judicial, more
precisely the punmitive justice, which must
find its holy satisfaction, and received that
satisfaction in the propitiatory offering of
Christ.” (Meyer.) But “ the righteousness
of God,” rightly understood, is in fact one
with His mercy.

(5) The conception of Christ as the anti-
type of the mercy seat, is found nowhere else
in the whole N. T.

This is true; but it does not therefore
follow that this conception is foreign to the
Apostle’s mode of viewing the atoning work
of Christ. There are other examples of
0. T. ideas and figures. applied once and once
only to Christ, as “ zbe Rock” (1 Cor. x. 4),
“ the Serpent” (John iii. 14); and conversely
we find a N. T. idea applied once only to
O. T. history in 1 Cor. x. 2, “ baptized unte
Moses.” (Compare the Additional Note on
ix. 5, Obj™ (1).

II. There is no proof that the word was

G
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ever used by any writer as a Substantive, for
“ g propitiatory offering,” or *a prepitiation,”
or in any ofther than the well-established
Biblical sense. The passages alleged in favour
of *a propitiatory sacrifice,” prove only that
the Adjective was joined with such Substan-
tives as fdvaros, pvipa, dviflgpa: see 4 Macc.
%vii. 2z ; Joseph. Antiq. xvi. ¢. 7; Dio Chrys
Orat. xi. 1.

The analogy of 16 gerfpwr (more fre-
quently, f fvgia 1ol ceTypiov), “tbe peace-
offering,” is in favour of the sense supported by
Biblical usage, not of that for which no usage
can be found.

Moreover, if agrpor meant a sacrifice,
the cmphatic adrod (“in his own blood”)
would be unmeaning; it is necdless to say
that a sacrifice is propitiatory in its eawn
blood, See footnote on the words “ zbrough
Saith in bis blood.”

111. The abstract idea of * propitiation” is
inappropriate after wpoéfero, which points to a
delinite poblic appearance. (Meyer.)

IV, “Propitiator,” found in some Latin
Codd. (Origen), 1s adopted by Aquinas,
Melanchthon, Estius, Van Hengel, and ren-
dered by ‘Wiclif “forgiver,” by Cranmer,
“ obtainer of mercy.”

V. Morison takes the word as simply an
Adjective, “ propitiatory,” in which case also
it must be masculine.

This view, therefore, as well as [V., is open
to Meyer’s objection, that there is no example
of Daorpios used with reference to persons.

If it be urged that the simple adjective
is the more comprehensive rendering, em-
bracing all that is essential in the rest, and
designating  Christ as the antitype of a//
symbols of propitiation (Schaaf on Morison),
we must still maintain that there is a special

[v. 1.

and predominant allusion to the mercy scat,
not to the sacrifice.

On the whole we conclude that the render-
ing “a propitiatory,” meaning “a mercy
scat,” is required by the following considera-
tions: (1) the absence of any other adequate
explanation of the emphatic position of atrov
in év 7¢ adrol alpar: see note on those
words: (2) the well-known Biblical sense
of faaripov: (3) the consent of the Greek
Fathers, including Chrysostom; (4) the pro-
priety of the idea “in accordance with which
Christ the bearer of the Divine glory and
grace, sprinkled with His own sacrificial
blood, would be regarded as the antitype of
the Kapporeth.,” (Meyer.)

The force of this last argument is much
enhanced when we remember the twofold
signiticance of ¥ the propitiatory.”’

(1) It was the central point of the Divine
Presence and Manifestation, the place of
meeting and communion, between God and
the representative of His people; Ex. xxv.
22; Lev. xvi, 2. So in Christ the full mani-
festation of God to man is made, and on
Him rests “the glory of the Lord,” the true
Shekinah, now revealed by the rending of the
vail.

(2) Among all instruments and symbols
of atonement, this alone was called “the
propitiatory” as being the most eminent. As
on it was made a general atonement for
the children of Israel for all their sins
once a year (Lev. xvi. 11-14, I3, 30); so
in Christ Jehovah expiates and takes away
the sins of the world, thereby declaring
Himself the Holy One, who will have
His people also to be holy (compare Bihr,
¢Symbolik des Mos. Cultus,” 1. 387 f. and
Kurtz, ‘Sacrificial Worship of the O. T.
p. 42).

CHAPTER IV,

1 Abrakam's faith was imputed to him for
righteousness, 10 before ke was circumeised.
13 By faith only he and his seed recedved the
promise. 16 Abrakam is the father of all

that belicve. 24 Our faith also shall be im-
puted to us for righleousness.
HAT shall we say then that
Abraham our father, as per-
taining to the flesh, hath found ?

JustiFicaTiON BY FAITH INDEPENDENT
OF WOoRrks, OF CIRCUMCISION, AND OF
THE LAw.

In ifi. 27-31, St. Paul has rapidly strung
together some of the consequences that
follow from the great doctrine set forth
n zwv. 21-26, especially those consequences
which directly affect the position of Jew and
Gentile under the new law of faith.” These

summary statements of the closing verses of
¢. iii., are taken up again and fully discussed
in subsequent parts of the Epistle.

The first point is the exclusion of the
glorying of the Jew (iil. 27, 28), and the
second, closely connected with it, is the equality
in God’s sight of Jew and Gentile, circum-
cision and uncircnmcision (wwv. 29, 30).
These two points in like order and connexion
form the subject of c. iv.



v. 2—3.]

2 For if Abraham were justified
by works, he hath wheresf to glory ;
but not before God.

ROMANS. IV.

3 For what saith the scripture?
Abraham believed God, and it was

counted unto him for righteousness,

1-8. JUSTIFICATION BY FAITHI WITHOUT
WORKS FORESHOWN IN THE EXAMPLE
OF ABRAHAM, AND IN THE WORDS OF
DAvVID,

1. Whar shall ae say then that Abrabam our
JSather, as pertaining to the flesh, hath found 7]
‘The phrase “What then shall wesay,” &o.
introduces an inference from the preceding
passage (iit. 27—37), not from its last words
especially: compare vi. 1; vil. 7; vili. 313
ix. 14, 30 (Van Hengel). If glorying is ex-
cluded, and there is no distinction between
Jew and Gentile, what then shall we say of
the case of Abraham?

The record of Abraham’s faith in Gen.
xv. 6, supplies an instance of righteousness
“apart from law?® and yet “avitnessed by the
Law?” (iii. 21). In reasoning with Jews con-
cerning the “righteousness of faith,” St. Paul
could not possibly pass over the example of
Abraham’s justification (Gen. xv. 6), which was
a standard theme of discussion in the Jewish
schools.  Bp. Lightfoot (¢ Galatians,” p. 154),
in an interesting Essay on * The faith of Abra-
ham,” quotes, among other striking passages
collected by Gfrirer, one from the Mechilta on
Ex. xiv. 31:— Abraham our father inherited
this world and the world to come solely by
the merit of faith, whereby he believed in the
Lord; for it is said, And be believed in the
Lord, and he counted it to him for righteous-
ness.”

On the opinion that St. James (ii. 14-26),
refers to St. Paul’s doctrine, or to some
prevalent perversion of it, see the Introduc-
tion to St. James in this Commentary, and
Theile,* Comment.in Ep, Jacobi,’pp. 145-166,

as pertaining fo the flesh.] Acoording to
the flesh. St. Paul puts the question as pro-
ceeding from a Jew, and Abraham is there-
fore called “our father,” or, as in many
authorities, “our forefather,” “He calls
him a father according to the flesh, eject-
ing them (the Jews) from true kinship with
him, and preparing the way for the kinship
of the Gentiles” (Chrysostom): ¢ For by
faith and by promise we that believe are
Abraham’s children ” (Photius).

Theodoret adopts the other reading—
“What shall we say that Abraham our
father hath found according to the flesh?”
and thus interprets it: “ What righteousness
of Abraham’s, wrought by works before he
believed God, did we ever hear of I For
the righteousness that is in works, he calls
“according to the fiesh.”

Bp. Bull, adopting this connexion, expiains
karé odpca as meaning “by his natural
powers without the grace of God:” so
Grotius and Hammond. Pelagius, Estius,
and others have referred it to circum-
cision, as received by Abraham first: but
circumcision is not treated of until =. .

‘The preponderance of authority is in favour
of that order of the Greek words which
compels us to adopt the connexion: “What
then shall we say that Abraham our
forefather according to the flesh hath
found?”

‘The general question “What then iz the
advantage of the Jew ?” (iii. 1) is thus
made to depend for decision on the case of
the great Patriarch, from whom all blessing
and privilege was derived : “ 'What advantage
has he gained for himself and for us his
descendants ?”

On the reading see note at end of chapter.

2. This argument (as well as the question
in v, 1, which it is meant to support,) is put
from the Jewish point of view, as an objec-
tion to the statements in iii. 27-30, which
secem to deny all advantage to the Jew, and
to be inconsistent with the received tenet
that Abraham was justified by works (1 Macc,
ii. 51, 52 ; Sirach xliv. z0; Ja. ii. z0).

“ Glorying, you say, is excluded. What
then shall we say of Abraham! For if, as
we Jews hold, Abraham was justified by
works, he hath whereof to glory.”

In the latter part of the verse—AX\ od
mpds Tov ©edp—St, Paul from his own point
of view more closely defines the ambiguous
term “glorying,” and at the same time
directly denies the conclusion: ¢ Bur Abra-
ham has not whereof to glory before God”
This denial of the conclusion, being proved
from Scripture, in we. 3-5, shows that the
antecedent suppcsition also is false, and that
Abraham was not justified before God by
works: a result which is further confirmed
in vv. 6-8, by its accordance with the testi-
mony of David.

The question of v. 1, “What then shall
we say that Abraham our forefather

.according to the flesh hath found?” is
thus in part answered : he has found, not any
cause of glorying in his own merits, but * #5e
blessedness of the man unto wbhbom God im=
puteth righteousness aithout works.”

The question, what has Abraham found,
receives a further answer in the discussion
concerning circumcision, which follows in
vV, 9-12.

G 2
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4 Now to him that worketh is
the reward not reckoned of grace,

but of debt.
5 But to him that worketh not,

ROMANS. IV,

[V- 4’-6.

but believeth on him that justifieth
the ungodly, his faith is counted for
righteousness.

6 Even as David also describeth

Among the advantages of this interpreta-
tion, are the following :

(1) It makes the Apostle’s argument per-
fectly clear and simple. i

(2} It does not depend on the particular
sense assigned to kard odpka, a phrase on
which other interpretations put a strained
dogmatic import, which finds no support in
the context.

(3) It avoids the great faults of the
Patristic interpretation, which assigns to
“justified” and “glorying ” meanings quite
inconsistent with St. Paul’s usage; see Bp.
Bull, in Note at end of chapter.

3. Proof from Scripture that Abraham has
not anything whereof to boast before God.
The emphasis of the quotation lies on the
word “ believed,” which is brought into the
first place in the sentence, and *rendered
almost antithetical by a trifling change of 8¢
for xai” (Winer): faith, not works, was
counted unto Abraham for righteousness, be-
cause when old and childless he believed
God’s promise that his seed should be as the
stars in multitude: see note on Gen. xv. 6,
The import of the promisce, and the nature of
Abraham’s faith are explained by St. Paul,
n v, 17-22.

it awas counted unto bim.] Inww. 3-11, the
AV. employs three different words “count,”
“reckon,” “impute” to render the same Greek
word Aoyi{opar, and thus obscures the clear-
ness and force of the argument.

“ Dnpute” agrees closely with the Hebrew
37, which in Kal means not “to number,”
but “to think, regard, or consider.” Com=
pare Gen. xxxviil, 15; 1 Sam. i. 13 (“ and Efi
tock ber for a drunken avoman’); 2 Sam. Xix.
19; Ps.xxxii 2. But as “émpute” has be-
come a technical term in Theology, associated
with a particular theory of Justifcation, it is
better to use the word “ count” throughout
the passage.

Sfor righteousness.] Abraham’s faith . was
counted to him as righteousness, not merely
as leading to righteousness ; he was both re-
garded and treated as being righteous, and
that because faith in God is in reality man’s
only true righteousness. See note on iii. 22.

4, 5. Explanation of the language used
concerning Abraham in Gen. xv. 6, showing
that it involves the principle of justification
by faith without works.

Noay to bim that averketh.] 1In this
illustration, taken from common life, the

words have their ordinary meaning. Such
interpretations as, “ worketh righteousness®
{Theodoret) “ worketh that which is good”
(Fritzsche), are out of place; and even Luther’s
¢ dealeth in works,” belongs to the application
rather than to the illustration itself. There
is nothing to be supplied, but the Verb épyd-
{eofar is used absolutely of * working for
hire,” as in Acts xvill. 3; 1 Cor. ix. 6;
2 Thess. iii. 12. This meaning, adopted by
Origen, is put beyond doubt by the following
words, “his reaward” (6 p.wl}:‘;s), i.e. “the
hire” corresponding to his work.

is the reward not reckoned of grace, but of
debt] St. Paul assumes that the language of
Gen. xv. 6 implies a gratuitous imputation,
and on that assumption argues that Abra-
ham’s justification was not like the case of
one who works for his reward, and has it
counted to him as strictly due.

But where is this idea of gratuifous impu-
tation to be found (1) in the word éroyiafy
itself; (2) in els Sikaoatomy: (3) or in
émigTevmer ! ’

Against (1) it is enough to observe that
Noyifopais used indifferently of “setting to a
man’s account™ what is or is not his duc;
e. g. the impufation of sin (w. 8) as well as
of righteousness.

The true explanation lies in (2) and (3)
‘combined, i.e. In the fact that faith, which
was counted jfor righteousness, involves in its
very essence the renunciation of all merit.
It could therefore be counted for righteous-
ness only by an act of God’s free grace.

5. But to him that avorketh not.] St. Paul
here begins as if he meant to give an illustra-
tion parallel and opposite to that contained
in o, 4: “to him that worketh not whatever
is reckoned, must be reckoned not of debt
but of grace” But in the clause ‘“bu
believeth,” &c., the general principle runs into
the application, and is expressed in terms
appropriate to the case of justification.

but believeth on bhim that justifieth the un-
godly.] The strong term rév doeB “the
ungodly man,” has been thought to refer to
Abraham as having been formerly an idolater.
(Dollinger, ‘First Age of The Church, i
273, note.)

But the Singular, rév daef3y, has the ordi-
nary generic sense, describing not the indi-
vidual Abraham, but the class to which
Abraham and all who are justified by faith
belong.



v. 7—8.]

the blessedness of the man, unto
whom God imputeth righteousness
without works,

7 Saying, Blessed are they whose

ROMANS. IV.

iniquities are forgiven, and whose
sins are covered.

8 Blessed /s the man to whom
the Lord will not impute sin.

‘The word doef4s, which does not occur in
the Gospels or the Acts, is frequent in the
LXX, and is not limited to its strict etymo-
logical sense, “ one who does not worship the
true God,” but is also used in the general sense,
“irreligious, ungodly, wicked,” being quite as
common as ddtkos Or dvopos, and far more
common than duaproids.

The force of the word is admirably ex-
plained by Beveridge, Sermon xc., as describ-
ing “whatever is offensive to God’s person,
contrary to His nature, injurions to His
name, or unbecoming His honour and majesty
in the world.”

See Suicer’s Thesaurus, and Origen on
. 6 in Cramer.

The strong word is chosen, as in . 6,
to heighten the contrast between the un-
worthiness of man, and the mercy of God in
justifying him. Compare the Epistle to
Diognetus, ¢. ix. “ For what else could cover
our sins but His righteousness? In whom
was it possible for us, the wicked and un-
godly (Tods dvduovs kai daefeis), to be justified,
except only in the Son of God ?”

“With the growth in goodness grows
the sense of sin. One law fulfilled shows a
thousand neglected. Moral advancement, as
a natural consequence, destroys the sense of
merit, and produces that of sin.” (Moztley,
¢ Essays,’ i. 326).

bis faith is counted for rightecusness.] We
see here the nature of the faith that is counted
for righteousness; it is the faith of one who
regards bimself as “ ungodly,” and unable to
Justify himself by his own works, but on the
other hand has full trust in God's merg to
Justify him, unworthy as he is.

This is the quality of true faith on its
human or subjective side. ¢ The believer
has nothing more to expect than what God
bestows on the ungodly whom He justifies;
and nothing more to offer to God than what
the ungodly who longs to be justified has to
bring with him, namely, faith.”” (Hofmann.)

6-8. The language of Scripture concerning
Abraham’s justification as above interpreted
(vv. 3-5), corresponds with that of the 32nd
Psalm, in which David also pronounces the
blessing of the man to whom God imputeth
righteousness without works. This then is
not a second example from the O.T. of God’s
method of justification, but a statement con-
firming the Apostle’s interpretation of the
case of Abraham, which he resumes in 2. 9.

describeth the blessedness.] “telleth the
blessing.” The paxapioucs (v. 9 and Gal. iv.
15) means not  blessedness,” but “ a declaring
blessed,” “a felicitation;” it is the proper
word to apply to God, and to the most God-
like among men, and to all that is highest,
happiest, and best (see Aristotle, ¢ Nic Eth.,’
L, xil. 4; *Rhet”’ I, ix. 34).

imputeth righteousness.] When God counts
a man’s faith to him for righteousness, this is
more briefly expressed by saying that God
counts righteousness to him, that He counts
him righteous, or, in one word, justifies him.
The doctrine of “imputed righteousness,”
founded partly upon this passage, assumes
sometimes such strange forms that it will
be useful to quote here the words of one
of its most learned and moderate advocates,
“ Finding it distinctly stated not only that
sinners are justified by faith, but that right-
eousness awithout aworks is imputed to them,
their faith being counted for righteousness, 1
have not hesitated to state that believers are
justified by imputed, not by inkerent, righteous-
ness. ‘That this is Christ's righteousness in
the sense that it is the fruit and purchase of
His work in the flesh, cannot be doubted ; but
that it is His in the more strict and exact
sense, in which, as the Archbishop (Tillotson)
truly says, it appears in the statements of
some supporters of the doctrine, I have
nowhere asserted, but have been and am
still content with the sober statement of
Hooker, (¢ Discourse of Justification,” § 6.)
“Christ hath merited righteousness for as
many as are found in Him” (Bp. O’Brien,
¢ Nature of Faith,” p. 352, note N).

avithout avorks] As the blessedness of
which David speaks rests solely on the fact
that sin is forgiven, covered, not imputed,
there is no room to think of aworés in such a
case. ‘This non-imputation of sin, St. Paul
calls an imputation of righteousness (z. §),
and uses this negative aspect of justification
as showing most clearly that it is altogether
independent of works, and so_confirming his
argument concerning the justification of
Abraham. .

7, 8.- Saying, Blessed are they.] The Greek,
as well as the Hebrew, may be better ren-
dered here, and in @. 8, as an exclamation:
“Happy they,” &c., “Happy the man,”
&c. For the general meaning of these verses,
see notes on Ps. xxxii. 1, 2.
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g Cometh this blessedness then
upon the circumcision only, or upon
the uncircumcision also? for we say
that faith was reckoned to Abraham
for righteousness.

10 How was it then reckoned?
when he was in circumcision, or in

ROMANS. IV.

[v. g—11.

uncircumcision ? Not in circumci-
sion, but in uncircumcision.

11 And he received the sign of
circumcision, a seal of the rightcous-
ness of the faith which he had yet
being uncircumcised : that he might
be the father of all them that believe,

g-12. THE MEANING AND Usi oF CIR-
CUMCISION.

9, 10. The question * What has Abraham,
our forgfather, found?” (w. 1), concerns
Abraham’s children as well as himself; and
the partial answer, that he has found a
blessing such as David his descendant de-
scribes, gives occasion for the further question
whether this blessing is limited to those who
are of the circumcision, as Abraham and
David both were. Thus after having shown
that Abrabam’s justification was by faith and
not by works, St. Paul proceeds further to
prove that it was not dependent on circum-
cision.

Cometh this blessedness then wupon the cir-
ctmcision only, or upon the uncircumcision also 7]
Is then this blessing wpon the oir-
ocumeision, or, &c

The word “only ” is not in the Greek, and
the sense is sufficiently clear without it.

The word “ then” shows that the question
arises out of the preceding argument, and is
to be answered in accordance with it: this is
further shown in the words that follow, “ for
we say.”

The reasoning will be made clearer by
dropping the interrogative form. Abraham,
we say, became partaker of the blessing when
he was justified by faith: he was so justified
while yet in uncircumcision : therefore we con=
clude that the blessing is not upon the circum-
cision only, but upon the uncircumcision also.
The conclusion, though drawn from the one
case of Abraham, is assumed to be general, and
rightly so, because that case is not merely an
example or “fair specimen” of the rest, but
the origin and cause of all, as is more fully
shown in = 11. Thus the nature and con-
ditions of circumcision in all cases depend
upon its nature and condition in the case of
Abraham, and the argument is one from cause
to effect. The repeated interrogations and
dilemmas of ww. 9, 10, add much to the rhe-
torical force and grace of the passage, but the
cogency of the reasoning is not dependent
on them,

11. This verse is closely commected with
the preceding, and completes the description
of the relation between Abraham’s justifica-

tion and his circumcision, which took place
about fourteen years afterwards.

the sign of circumcision] In instituting
circumcision (Gen. xvil 11), God says “ It
shall be for a token (LXX, onueior) of the
covenant betwixt Me and you”  Former
covenants had in like manner been confirmed
by visible signs, the rainbow (Gen. ix. 12, 13,
17) and the burning lamp (Gen. xv. 17, 18).

a seal of the righteousness of the faith, {ve.]
In =@, 17, St. Paul expressly quotes the chief
promise of the covenant of circumcision, “I
bave made thee a father of many nations,” and
in v, 18 declares it to be “according to that
avbich avas spoken, So shall thy seed be)” iec.,
according to the very promise concerning
which it had been said, * Abrabam believed in
the Lord, and be counted it to him for righteous=
ness ¥ (Gen. xv. 5, 6). In other words, the
new covenant, repeating and enlarging the
promise which Abraham had believed, was an
assurance to him that his faith had been ap-
proved; and “the sign of circumcision,” which
“ be received” with 1t, and which the Rabbis
called “the Seal of Abraham,” was “ g seal of
the righteousness ¥ imputed to him because  of
the faith avhich be bad being yet uncircum-
cised:” compare w. 12. This metaphorical
sense of the word * Seal,” meaning any strong
external confirmation (1 Cor. ix. 2), arises out
of the use of a seal to authenticate and con-
firm a written covenant.

et being uncircumcised] Literally in his
uneir¢umeision,

that be might be the father of all them that
believe, though they be not circumeised.] Literally
“while in uneirecumeision” Both the
construction and the sense of the passage
are illustrated by an early quotation of it n
the Epistle of Barnabas, c. xiii.: “ Behold, I
have made thee father of the nations who
believe in the Lord without having been cir-
cumcised (8.’ drpofBuorias)” For this use
of 8id compare ii. 27; xiv. 20; 2 Cor. i 4.

The blessing promised to Abraham in-
cluded from the first “all families of the
earth” (Gen. xii. 2, 3), and the same univer-
sality is seen in each renewed promise, that
his seed shall be as the dust of the earth
(Gen. xiii. 16),and as the stars of heaven (xv.,



V. 12.]

though they be not circumcised ; that
righteousness might be imputed unto
them also:

ROMANS, IV.

12 And the father of circumcision
to them who are not of the circum-
cision only, but who also walk in the

5).  Abraham’s faith in the promise was seen
in his conduct on each occasion, and on the last
it was expressly recorded and * counted to bim
Sor righteousness.” He was thus accepted as
righteous through faith, not only for himself,
but as the father of the promised seed, that
they also might be justified through faith:
and so far as his fatherhood conveys the
Divine blessing, it is a fatherhood according
to promise, and according to faith, not accord-
ing to the flesh: compare Gal. iii. 7.

This is made yet clearer by what follows
in Gen. xvi,: Abraham, already pronounced
righteous, and selected to be the father of the
promised seed, secks to obtain it “ according
to the flesh;” but Ishmael, so begotten, is not
the heir of the blessing, not being the child of
faith, nor of promise.

Then in Gen. xvii, thirteen years after-
wards comes the solemn renewal of the
covenant, prefaced by the condition “ Walk
before me, and be thou perfect,” inaugurated
by the new names El-shaddai, Abraham,
Sarah (see notes on Gen. xvil.), and finally
sealed by the sign of circumcision,

In the repewed promises the universality
of the blessing, and its religious or spiritual
character are strongly marked: wvw. 4, s,
“thou shalt be a jfatber of many nations, Iit,
“of a multitude of Goyim:” . 6, “ [ qvill
make nations of thee, and kings shall come out
of thee " w. 7, % ITawil] establish my covenant . .
.. for an everlasting covenant to be a God
unto thee, and to thy seed after thee”

In striking contrast to this universal parti-
cipation in the blessing is the limitation of
the ordinance of circumcision, which is not
extended beyond the family of Abraham (see
Michaelis in note on Gen. xvii. 13). It thus
marked and sealed the Auman source of the
promised blessing, namely Abraham’s ¢ body
now dead,” and the bwnan channel, namely
Abraham’s bodily descendants.

. The Jews overlooked the all-important
distinction between the universal inheritance
of the blessing, and the particular instrument
chosen for its actual realisation : they did not
understand that it was to be realised #hrough
them but for all,—through one channel
chosen, set apart, and sealed by circumcision,
but for all who should be ftted in the same
way as Abraham was to receive the blessing,
ze., for all who like him should believe God’s
promise of salvation, and walk before Him in
uprightness,

Thus by circumcision Abraham was marked
out as the divinely appointed father of the
promised seed in every sense; (1) of the seed

in whom all nations should be blessed, i.e.

-Christ; (2) of the seed that should be the

human channel of the blessing, 7., the Jews,
and; (3) of the seed that should be as the
stars of heaven, the multitude of nations that
should be counted as Abraham’s children,
being heirs of the same blessing through the
like faith, i.e. ¢ of all them that believe?

St. Paul here treats of the fatherhood of
Abraham in the two latter senses, ie, in
reference to Gentiles and Jews. Circum-
cision, as a seal of the rightecousness of faith
in the uncircumcised, was not given for his
sake alone, but that by transmitting the assur-
ance of the like blessing to others “he might
be father of all them that believe, while
in uncircumecision, in order that right-
eousness may be imputed to them.”

With this connexion the parallel clauses,
“ father of all them that believe)” and * father
of circumcision,” have their dne prominence,
which is rather obscured, if the clause “in
order that righteousness,” &e., is made
parallel instead of subordinate to “that he
might be father,” &o.

12. And the fatber of circumcision.] The
second purpose for which Abraham had “ re-
ceived the sign of cirewncision” was, that he
might transmit it, with its assurance of bless~
ing, to his seed after him; in other words,
“that he might be father of eciroum-
eision.” But to whom? To those who
received it as he received it, namely, “as a
seal of the righteousness of faith;” to those,
therefore, who have not only the outward
sign in the flesh, but also the inward qualit
of which it is the seal, 7. e. in St. Pauls
own words, “to them avhe are nor of cir-
cumeision only, but avho alse avalk in the
steps of that faith of our father Abrabam which
ke bad,while in uneirecumeision.” This
verse evidently refers to Jews only, but St.
Paul, or rather his amanuensis Tertius, who
wrote this epistle, or one of its earliest tran-
scribers, has inserted a superfluous Article
—dAMG kal Tols arouyeiow, the effect of
which would be te extend to &/ that walk
in the steps of Abraham’s faith, a statement
which applies only to those wlio inherit from
him the rite of circumcision. There is no
trace of a various reading, and no ingenuity
can explain the Article, without introducing
a confusion of thought wholly foreign to St.
Paul. It is in fact a strong testimony to the
usual precision of his reasoning and language,
that so many elaborate discussions have been
raised over a mere slip of the pen, or cierical
error.
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steps of that faith of our father Abra-
ham, which he had being yet uncir-
cumcised.

13 For the promise, that he should
be the heir of the world, was not to
Abraham, or to his seed, through the

ROMANS. IV.

[v. 13—14.

law, but through the righteousness of
faith,

14 For if they which are of the
law Je heirs, faith is made void,
and the promise made of none
effect :

being yet uncircumcised.]  Literally, while
in unoirecumoision. Why does St. Paul
so emphatically repeat, what might here seem
unnecessary, that Abraham’s faith was a faith
which he had while yet in uncircumcision?
Because the very point of his argument is
this, that in the example of Abraham we see
the justification, not of a circumcised, but of an
uncircamcised believer. “It is not for be-
lieving Gentiles to enter by the gate of the
Jews, but for the Jews to enter by the gate
of the Gentiles” (Godet). Compare note on
. 16

THE PROMISE INDEPENDENT OF
Law.

13. It has been shewn that Abraham’s
justification, and that of his children, with
the blessings resulting from it, were depen-
dent, not on circumcision, but only on faith
(vv. 11, 12). This is now contirmed, and
extended by shewing that the promise was
equally independent of the law.

13. For the promise, that he should be the
beir of the avorld, avas not to dbrabam, or to
bis seed, through the laww.] For not through
law is the promise to Abraham or to
his seed. The argument closely resembles,
but is not identical with, that in Gal. iii. 18.
‘There “law” (without the Article) is repre-
sented as a principle directly opposed to
“promise,” so that “the inberitance” cannot
be dependent on law, because God has
granted it to Abraham by promise.

Here “law” and “righteousness of
faith” (both without the article) are the
principles opposed to and excluding each
other; and what St. Paul asserts in v. 13,
and proves in the following verses,is that
“the promise” of the inheritance was to be
realised and appropriated “zot through law
(14, 15) but through righteousness of
Saith” (16, 17).

that be should be the heir of the avorld.]
What is “tbe promise” meant? For there
1s none in Genesis expressed in these words.
Many commentators, with Mevyer, refer it to
the promise of the land of Canaan, interpreted
as a type of the universal dominion of the
Messianic theocracy, invested by the Pro-
phets with a halo of glory, adopted in alle-
goric form by Christ Himself (Matt. v. 5
%ix. 28), and shared by St. Paul (vil 17;

13-17.

t Cor. vi, 2). The context forbids this inter-
pretation, having no reference to the promise
of the land of Canaan, but to *the seed” in
whom all nations of the earth were to be
blessed. The subject of the whole chapter
is Abraham’s justification by faith in the pro-
mise (Gen. xv. 5, 6): “so shall thy seed be”
To that passage St. Paul recurs, again and
again (see ww. 3—5, g—12, 13, 14, 16, 18, 20—
2z). It is inconceivable that in this . 13,
“the promise . . . . through the righteousness
of faith,” should mean not the premise which
Abraham believed, and for believing was ac-
counted righteous, but another subordinate
promise, to which the context makes no
allusion, St. Paul does allude several times
in this chapter (ww. 17, 18) to another passage
of Genesis (xvii. 5), in order to show the
relation of faith to circumcision; and he re-
gards that passage, not as containing a dif-
ferent promise, but as ratifying and defining
the same promise of the seed (see especially
v. 18). That one promise, rightly understood,
included all the rest; for, “in thy seed shall
all the nations of the earth be blessed?” this
was “ the blessing of Abrabam” (Gal. iil. 14),
which was to come upon the Gentiles in
Christ Jesus, and this, because it included all
other blessings, was the inheritance of the
world, the same inheritance of which St.
Paul has spoken in Gal. iii. 18, 2g: compare
1 Cor. iii. 22, 23; Heb. i. 2. “'The promise
will be literaily fulfilled when the kingdoms of
the world are given to the people of the Most
High, and Christ will rule with His saints
for ever and ever (Dan. vii. 27, &c.)”
(Schaff.)

but through the rigbteousness of faith.] The
righteousness of faith is not the procuring
cause which moved God to grant the promise
(as Meyer strangely asserts), but the con-
ditional cause by which the promise was to
be appropriated, and its fulhlment secured.
“ Faith” had been called forth from the first
announcement of the promise (Gen. xii. 1-3),
but the expression * righteousness of faith)”
points to the renewal of the promise in
Gen, xv. 5, 6.

14, 15. Proof that the promise is not to
be realised through law.

14. For if they awhich are of the law ke
beirs, faith is made woid] For the phrase



V. 15—16.]

15 Because the law worketh
wrath : for where no law is, there
#s no transgression.

16 Therefore it is of faith, that if
might be by grace; to the end the

ROMANS. IV,

promise might be sure to all the
seed ; not to that only which is of
the law, but to that a?;o which is ot
the faith of Abraham; who is the
father of us all,

of éx vépov, “they which are of law,”
see notes on ii. 8, and iii. 26. The argument
rests on the assumption that “/zaw” and
“ faith” are opposite principles which exclude
each other; for, as Chrysostom says, “he
that clings to the law as saving him, dis-
honours the power of faith.” If, then, they
which depend on law, and not on faith, are
heirs of the promised blessing, then faith—
7 wioTis, the faith of which we have been
talkiug—*“is (hath been) made woid,” it
has had no room to operate, and no in-
fluence on the result, but bas been emptied
of its supposed power.

and the promise made of none effect.] Com-
pare Gal. iii. 17, €ls 76 kaTapyfioal Ty érayye-
Aiav.

15. Becanse the laaw avorketh avrath: for
avbere no laaw is, there is no transgression.)
Read, For the law avorketh avrath, but
ahbere no laaw is, there is no transgression.
The assertion made in Gal. Bi. 18, that
“If the inberitance be of (the) law, i is
no more of promise,” is here more fully ex-
plained from the nature and effect of law.
By making known the existence of sin, and
exhibiting it in the form of actual trans-
gression, the law brings man under God’s
wrath and condemnatton, so producing an
effect the very opposite of that which is
intended by the promise (see iii. 20, and Gal.
fil. 10, 11).

‘With the second ydp retained, as in the AV,
the proof that “the law aworketh avrath”
is compressed into one brief but striking
sentence: * For avbere no laaw is, there is no
transgression.” ‘To .complete the proof, we
must add, “and where there is no trans-
gression, there is no wrath;” and then,
farther, assume that the negative propositions
involve the truth of their positive counter-
parts: “ Where law is, thereis transgression;
and where transgression is, there is wrath.”
For a full exposition of the relation be-
tween law and sin, see vii. 7 fl.; and for the
distinction between sin and transgression,
which is sin against a known law, see v. 13,
14,
But with the various reading 8¢ (8, A4, B,C,
&c.), now generally received instead of ydp,
the construction is much simpler. Instead
of an incomplete proof that “tbe law avorketh
aurath,” we have the truth that ¢ the promise
is not of law,” proved, both positively and

negatively, from the effects produced where
there is, and where there is not, law; the
negative statement serves at the same time
to explain and confirm the positive, by show-
ing how law worketh wrath, i e. through
transgression.

The article is prefixed to vépos in the be-
ginning of the verse, because it has been
mentioned just before in . 14. It is dropped
again in the clause “avbere no law is,”
which is perfectly general, referring to all
law, and not only to “the law.”

18,17. Therefore it is of faith.] The question
discussed by St. Paul 1s the simple alterna-
tive whether the promise is of law or of faith
(v. 13): having proved in vw. 14, 15 that it
cannot be of law, he at once concludes, “For
this oause it i of faith”: compare Gal.
iii. T2,

that it might be by grace] This is the
Divine purpose underlying the fact that “ i
is of faith” Promise, faith, and grace stand
together on one side: law, works, and merit
on the other. Compare vv. 4, 5 and Gal
ili. 18, % For if the inberitance be of (the} law,
it is no more of promise; but God gave it
(kexdpioras, “ hath granted it of grace™) fo
Abrabam by promise.”

St. Paul’s rapid sentences—* For this cause
of faith, that by way of grace ”—may be com~
pleted either gy supplying from =. 13 “the
promise i) or from w. 14, “the inheritance
is” (Tyndale, Cranmer, Geneva). This re-
ference to . 14 is more probable because of
the significant contrast €x véuou, ék micTews
(vv. 14, 16).

to the end the promise might be sure to all
the seed] Here, as in v. 11, St. Paul sees one
purpose underlying another in the deep coun-
sels of God: the inheritance is “ of faith ” in
order that it may be given by way of grace,
and of grace that it may be secured to all.
« He here states a double boon, that the gifts
are ‘sure; and that they are sure ‘fo all the
seed’ ” ( Chrysostom).

not to that only which is of the laaw.] If the
promise could have been secured by the law
to any seed, it must have been “zo that only
avhich is of the law,” i e, to Jews who live
under the law of Moses. But in fact the
promise if dependent on law conld not be
sure to any, since none could earn it by keep-
ing the law : thus even to Jews it can be sure
only as of grace and therefore of faith; and
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yon e thee a father of many nations,)' be-
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17 (As it is written, I have made

wnokim. fore him whom he believed, sven

God, who quickeneth the dead, and
calleth those things which be not as
though they were.

18 Who against hope believed in
hope, that he might become the

ROMANS. IV.

fv. 17—10.

father of many nations, according to

that which was spoken, #So shall thy;Gen. 13

seed be.

19 And being not weak in faith,
he considered not his own body now
dead, when he was about an hun-
dred years old, neither yet the dead-
ness of Sarah’s womb :

again we may say : The Jew must enter by
the same gate as the Gentile. See note on
last clause of . 12. The same condition,
then, which alone makes the promise sure
even to those children of Abraham who are
of the law, namely the condition of faith,
makes it “sure to all the seed, not to that
only avhich is of the law, but to that also
auhich is of the faith of dbrabam.”

It is self-evident that in this connexion “all
the seed ” means “ all the believing seed,” and
““that avbich is of the law” means only the
believing Jews: compare . 12, and Gal. iii.
7-9.

avho is the father of us all.] The spiritual
fatherhood of Abraham already asserted in
@v. 11, 12 is now proved by the solemn sanc-
tion of a Divine utterance: “for a father of
many nations bave I made thee” (Gen. xvil
5, taken exactly from the LXX). The
parenthesis only repeats the previous state-
ment in the words of Scripture, and so docs
not obscure the connexion: “Hhe is the
Jatber of us all . . . . before bim whom be
believed, even God”

The Present Tense carries us back to the
scene of Gen. xv. where Abraham, standing
before God (karévayri, compare Ex. xxxii. 1)
whose promise he has believed, is already in
His sight the father of a seed countless as
the stars: for God’s purpose knows no hin-
drance ; though Abraham is as one dcad in
regard to the natural power of begetting
children, God is he “that givetk life to
the dead"” (compare Deut. xxxii. 39; 1 Sam.
il. 6): and though Abrabam has as yet no
seed, God is he that “calleth the things
that be not as things that be)” This
phrase does not exactly mean “calls into
being,” nor “ names as being,” but “ calls to,
summons, commands the things that be not
as being,” i. e., as if they were as much pre-
sent and obedient to His word as things that
be: a conception of almighty power more
sublime, if possible, than the creative fiat,
“ Let therc be light,” or the Psalmist’s
thought “He telleth the number of the
stars: he calleth them all by their names.”

The glorious attributes’ thus implied in
God’s promise, were realised in Abraham’s
faith, and formed its strong foundation,

18-22. THE STRENGTH OF
FAITH.

18. Who against bope belicved in bope.] “ Hho
against hope in hope believed.” This strik-
ing oxymoron, or combination of opposite
qualities, is well explained by the older com-~
mentators: “past hope of man, in hope of
God” (Chrysostom): * past hope accerding
to nature, but in hope of the promise of
God” (Theodoret): “ past hope of his own
nature, in hope of the power of Him that
promised ” (Severianus). Meyer’s analysis
of Abraham’s faith as * opposed ro hope in its
objective reference, and yet based on hbope In
its subjective reference,” shuts out the actual
objective reference to God’s power.

ABRAHAM'S

that he might become the father of many
nations.] “To the end that,” &c., asin v.
16. ‘This was not only the divinely appointed
end of Abraham’s faith, but also what Abra-
ham himself locked to as the end of his
faith. He believed with the full intention of
becoming, what God promised, “2be father
of marny nations.”’

19-21. dnd being nor aveak in faith, be
considered not bis own body now dead.] This
passage, according to the Received Text,
refers to the narrative in Gen. xv. 1-6. On
that occasion Abram took no heed at all to
the difficulties attending the promise; he did
not fix his mind upon the fact that his own
body was already deadened, he being about a
hundred years old, and upon the deadness of
Sarah’s womb : but at once, as the immediate
sequence in the narrative implies, he embraced
and believed the promise. This view of the
passage as referring to Gen. xv. 1-6 seems at
first sight to be confirmed by . 22 : but see
note there.

Modern critics, supported by strong evi-
dence of MSS, Versions, and Fathers, omit
the negative in ol xarerdnoer, and refer the
passage to Gen. xvii. 17 ff., from which some
of its language is plainly borrowed. With
this reading 2. 19 must be closely connected
with @. 20, the sense being that Abraham did
notice the difficulties, but yet doubted not
God’s promise, #.e., the new promise con-
cerning Sarah in Gen. xvil. 16, 21. Translate :



v, 20—25.]

20 He staggered not at the pro-
mise of God through unbelief; but
was strong in faith, giving glory to
God ;

21 And being fully persuaded that,
what he had promised, he was able
also to perform,

22 And therefore it was imputed
to him for righteousness.
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23 Now it was not written for his
sake alone, that it was imputed to him ;

24 But for us also, to whom it
shall be imputed, if we believe on
him that raised up Jesus our Lord
from the dead;

25 Who was delivered for our
offences, and was raised again for our
justification.

“And without growing weak in
faith, he observed his own body dead-
ened, being about a hundred years old, and
the deadness of Sarab’s womb; dbut at
the promise of God he staggered not
through unbelief, but waxed strong in
Sfaith, giving glory ta God, and being fully
persuaded that abat be hath (A.V. bad) pro-
mised, be is (ANV. awas) able also to perform.”
“ Staggered,” a strong and picturesque word
substituted by Tyndale for Wiclif’s more
exact and simple “ doubted ” (xiv. 23; Matt.
xxi, 21, &c.). The Geneva Version reads
“disputed,” an admissible sense (Acts xi. 2;
Jude g), but less suitable.

20. giving glory to God.] Le., by acknow-
ledging His almighty power ; this meaning is
made clear by the explanation added in the
following clause, * and being fully persuaded,”
&c. These two participial clauses de-
scribe the mental effects which attended
the strengthening of Abraham’s faith. But

" we may add that Abraham gave glory to
God in act as well as in thought, by his
prompt obedience (Gen. xvii. 22, 23).

292, And therefore it avas imputed to bim
Jor righteousness.] “Wherefore also # was
imputed,” do'c.

“ Wherefore ” refers to the preceding
context, wo. 18—21, and means “ because he
thus held fast his faith and gave glory to
God.” St, Paul extends the declaration of
Gen. xv. 6 to the later occasion (Gen. xvil.),
when the trinmph of Abraham’s faith was
even more conspicuous. In like manner the
same passage is applied in 1 Macc. ii. 52 to
the offering of Isaac: “ Was not Abrabam
Jound faithful in tempiation, and it awas im-
puted unto bim jfor righteousness 2  Compare
Ja. ii. 23.

21-25. ABRAHAM OUR PATTERN.

The leading example of justification by
faith having been fully discussed in regard to
Abraham himself (ve. 3-22), St. Paul pro-
ceeds to apply its teaching to his readers.

23. Noav it awas not avritten for his sake
alone] Compare Philo * On Abraham,’ c. 4.:

“Men whose virtues are recorded, as on pillars,
in the sacred scriptures, not only to the praise
of the men themselves, but also for the sake
of encouraging those who read their history
and leading them on to emulate their con=
duct.”

24. But for us alse.] “But for our sake
also,” ie, not only for our instruction and
exhortation, xv. 4 and 1 Cor, ix. 1o, but to
assure us that righteousness shall be imputed
to us in like manner: for * What is written
of Abraham is written of his children”:
Beresch. R. (Tholuck).

to whom it shall be imputed, if ave believe.]
Read “to awbom it shall be imputed, namely
to us who believe.” The last words define
the class to which we must belong, if that
which is recorded of Abraham is to be ful-
filled also in ws. The word pé\ie. is not
a mere equivalent for the future “it will be
imputed,” but (as in viii. 13} implies the
certainty of a Divine appointment, “it is to
be imputed,” and that not in the future judg-
ment, but as soon as we believe.

that raised up Jesus our Lord from the dead.]
“thar raised Jesus,” doe. The faith which
is to be imputed to us for righteousness is
thus defined by the specific character of God,
in whom we trust: as Abraham believed a
Divine promise, which only the life-giving
and creative power of God could perform
(v. 17), so Christians trust for redemption
and justification to Him who has already
raised Jesus from the dead for this very pur-
pose.

25, The reason why faith in Him who
raised up Jesus from the dead, is to be im-
puted to us for righteousness lies in the
purpose of Christ’s death and resurrection.
The Apostle thus returns to the main point
of his subject (ii. 24) “ bringing in the Cross
into the midst * (Chrys.). ‘

Who avas delivered for our offences] Ie.
“dpliverad up,” to death, as in the leading
passage, Is. lith. rz2: dvd &v mapedddy els
fdvaroy 7§ Yoy abrod, . . . . kai &g Tas
dvoulas alrav Fapedddn.
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The Passive Verbs indicate that Clirist
was given up to death, and raised again by the
Father : compare viii. 32.

“ For our offences,” i, to atone for them:
“for our justification,” to accomplish it
i.e. in order that we, like Abraham, might
be justitied through faith in God that quick-
eneth the dead; compare v. 17 with . 24,
The former clause, if it stood alone, might
fairly be interpreted, “ because of the offences
which we have committed.” But the more
comprehensive sense, ncluding the fact of
offences committed, is that given by Theo-
doret: “ On account of our offences He en-
dured the Passion, in order that He might pay
our debt.” This also agrees better with the
parallel clause, “ rose again for our justifica-
tion,” in which the same Preposition (8:d) is
used.

Though the Atonement for sins was made
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by Christ’s death, it was proved and mani-
fested by Iis resurrection, and so presented
as an object of faith. The resurrection,
therefore, serves this purpose, that we may
thereby be led to believe that Christ died for
our sins, and by so believing may realise
and appropriate the benefits of His death; in
other words, that we may be justified.

More than this, the Resurrection is itself
the source of Justification and life (v. 18;
vi. 5, 6; Eph.ii. 5; Col.ii. 13). “On the
Cross, our Lord gave Himself for us ; through
the Resurrection, He giveth Himself to us.
On the Cross, He was the Lamb which was
slain for the sins of the world; in the
Resurrection, that Body which was slain
became Life-giving.” (Pusey, ‘ Christ Risen
our Justification,” a noble Sermon on this
text.)

ADDITIONAL NOTES on Chap. IV, zz. 1, 2, 25.

1. (1} Modern Editors read with a great
preponderance and variety of authority,

evpnkévar "AB. Tér mpomdropa fuéy kard
odpra.

(2) Omit edpnxévar B, 47*: Chrysostom
does not comment on it.

(3) Place evpnkéva: immediately before xkard
cdpka: K L P, 47 mg. Syr,, many Fathers.

(4) For the unusual word wpomdrope many
MSS and Fathers read marépa.

Dr. Westcott (Dict. of Bible, ii. p. 530) re-
gards eVpnkévac as possibly an interpolation:
but it is supported by overwhelming autho-
rity, and the sense is so clear without it,
that a copyist would be more likely to omit
than to imsert it. The wish to secure its
connexion with xard ¢dpka accounts for the
change of place.

2. The argument of this passage is fully dis-
cussed by Bishop Bull, ¢ Harmonia Apostolica,
Dissertatio Posterior,” ¢, xii. 14-27, whose
criticism may be abridged as follows.

A. Interpretation of the Greek Fathers—
Major : If Abrabam avas justified by avorks,
be bas not anything to glory of before God (since
this sort of external righteousness, however

- glorious in the eyes of men, is of no value
in the sight of God).

Minor: But Abrabam bad awhereqf to glory
before God (i.e.he was approved by God Him-
self).

Conclusion: Therefore Abrabam avas not
Justified by avorks.

“The conclusion is in accordance with St.
Paul’s meaning, but the premisses do not
agree with the text.

(a) If any one should say that . 2 belongs
wholly to the major premiss (ie., as the

Greek Fathers above), he would verily make
the Apostie’s argument marvellously elliptical,
as consisting of one proposition only, with=
out either minor premiss or conclusion ex-
pressed.

(#) Moreover, St. Paul manifestly speaks of
the same glorying which in iil. 27, he had de-
clared to be excluded by the law of faith;
and which, therefore, he could not attribute to
Abraham, whom he everywhere maintains to
be justified by that law of faith.

It is true that there is, as Grotius says,
a just and proper sort of glorying, even before
God (v. 2,3, 115 1 Cor.i.31; 2z Cor. x. 17),
but it is equally certain that in treating, as here,
of the matter of justification, it is the Apos-
tle’s habit to exclude all glorying entirely.

(¢) Further, according to this interpreta-
tion, the Apostle would contradict himself in
terms: for he would be supposed to argue
thus:

If Abraham was justified by works before
God, then he deserved praise ouly of men,
and received no praise nor reward from God.
Is not this the same as if the Apostle had
said, if Abraham was justified by works, he
was not justified?

(d) If it be said, that “justified” here
means “regarded as rightecus by men,” this
is opposed to the whole context, in which it
is too clear to need proof that the question
discussed is concerning man’s justification in
the sight of God Himself.

Moreover in this way also, there will be a
senseless tautology in the Apostle’s words.

If by works Abraham was justified before
men, then he was justified before men, not
before God.
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What can be more absurd than such
yeasoning "

B. The interpretation of Bishop Bull him-
self, Fritzsche, and others is as follows:

‘What then shall we say that our fore-
father Abraham has gained according to the
flesh, i.e., by his own natural powers without
the grace of God?

He has gained nothing in this way. For
let us suppose the contrary, that he obtained
Justification according to the flesh, that is, by
works done in his own strength.

If Abrabam avas justified by avorks, be bas
something to boast of before God, namely the
works by which he was justified. But the
consequent is proved false by Holy Scripture
{vv. 3-5),and he haszof anything to boast of
before God.

Therefore the antecedent must be false, and
Abraham was not justified by works, and has
gained nothing according to the flesh.

25. Dean Alford here attributes to St.
Paul an © alliterative use of the same Pre-
position, where the meanings are clearly
different,” and remarks on w. 24, ¥ Observe
that 8w in the two clauses has not exactly
the same sense,—* on bés account’ being=(r)
to celebrate bis faith; and (2) on our account
=for our profit: see on v. 28.”

Godet also insists that 8.2 has its only
proper and natural sense in the first clause,
“because of the offences which we have
committed,” and that the second clause must
therefore be rendered, “because of our
justification which was accomplished by his
death.” The same view of the passage was
taken by Grotius, Bp. Horsley, and Dr.
Burton in his note on Bp. Bull,  Harmonia
Apost.,’ p. 12.
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The whole difficulty arises from attribut-
ing different senses to &wd. This radical
error is carried to an extreme by Cornelius
a Lapide, who gives no less than five senses
to the Preposition in the last clause, saying
that it signifies the material cause, the exemp-
lary, the efficient, the meritorious, and the
final cause.

The fact is, that 8 with the Accusative
(“through to”) simply traces an effect to a
cause, it marks the existence of a causal rela=-
tion between them, without defining its par-
ticular character. ‘Thus, in the common
phrase 8:d Toiro, “for this cause,” it is im-
possible, without referring to the context, to
say whether the cause is antecedent (as in
i. 26, v. 12, xiil. 6), or fnal (as in Philemon
15, Tdya yap Sia Tolre éxwploby mpss dpav
va alovioy alrév dméyys. Compare 1 Tim.
i 13). If in the former case we choose
to render 8wt rodiro “because of this,” and
in the latter case “for this purpose,” we
must not imagine that 8ud itself has these
different meanings: we are simply transferring
to the Preposition a distinction which belongs
to the context. Thus,in ». 25, the use of 8id
in both clauses does not determine whether
the causal relation is or is not of the same kind
in both cases—* Christ died for our offences”
may mean either “ because we had offended,”
or ‘“to atone for our offences.” ¢ Christ
was raised for our justification,” migh? mean,
so far as Grammar is concerned, “because
our justification was already accomplished,”
but in accordance with the immediate context
(. 24), and with the usual dogmatic repre-
sentation, it much more probably, we may
almost say certainly, means that He was raised
in order that we might be justified.

CHAPTER V.

I Being justified by faith, we have peace with
God, 2 and joy in our hope, 8 that sith we
were reconciled by his blood, when we were
encinies, 10 we skall much more be saved
being reconciled, 12 As sin and death came

by Adam, 19 so muck more righleousness
and lfe by Fesus Christ. 20 Where sin
abonnded, grace did superabound.

’I‘HEREFO RE being justified
by faith, we have peace with

God through our Lord Jesus Christ :

CHAP. V.—1-11. BLESSEDNESS OF THE
JUSTIFIED,

St. Paul has shown that neither Gentile nor
Jew had attained to righteousness by works
(i. 18-ifi. 20); he has described *“the right-
cousness of God,” which is exhibited in
Christ’s atoning death, and bestowed by
God’s grace as a free gift without works, and
therefore without distinction of persons, upon
all who by faith accept it (iii. 21-30}; and he
has proved by the example of Abraham, and

the testimony of David, that his doctrine of
“ righteousness by faith without works ™ is in
harmony with Scripture (iii. 31-iv. 25). He
now sets forth the blessedness of the justifed,
as consisting in present “peace aith God,”
and joyful “bepe of the glory of God,” both
resting on the death and life of Him, “&
ahom e have noav received the atonement”
(vv. 1-11).

1. Therefore being justified by faith, we bave
peace with God.] St. Paul speaks as one of
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2 By whom also we have access
by faith into this grace wherein we

ROMANS. V.

[v. 2

stand, and rejuice in hope of the
glery of God.

those “avho believe on Him that raised up
Jesus our Lord from the dead” (iv. 24): thus
there is a sound of confidence and triumph in
his words, “justifled therefore &y jfaith
ave have peace aith God” He speaks of
justification as a thing already received; for
he has respect only or chiefly to that act of
grace, whereby God at first absolves the be-
liever from all guilt, and receives him into a
state of favour. That state of favour is here
called “ peace with God.” On the distinction
between present and final justification see
Waterland, ‘ On the Eucharist,” ix. 2, and
Barrow, vol. ii,, Sermon v., p. 64.

On the marginal rendering, *let us have
peace with God,” see Note at end of chapter.

“ Peace with God” (mpds rov Oedv) is not
quite identical with “ the peace of God.” The
former is the peace that puts an end to war
and enmity, the new relation with Ged, into
which the justified believer is admitted: he
is no longer an enemy lying under wrath,
but a son reconciled, restored and beloved.
Upon this new relation between God and
man is founded the work of the Holy Spirit
in man, which results finally in the perfect
harmony of the inner life, the deep tran-
quillity of a soul that has found its true
happiness and rest, in a word, *“the peace of
God.”

2. By awhom also awe have access by faith
into this grace avberein e stand] Through
whom also we have had our introduction
by faith inte this grace wherein ave stand.

Though St. Paul has just before spoken of
“ Jesus our Lord, who awas delivered for our
offences, and raised again for our justification”
he cannot describe the happy state into
which we are thus brought, without again re-
minding us to whom our thanksgiving is due:
“ave bave peace awith God through our Lord
Jesus Christ”

The difference of tense in the two verses,
unnoticed in the Authorised Version, is im-
purtant: it shows that “the introdnetion
into this grace” is prior to “peace avith
God,” that it is not a sccond and further effect
of justification, but justification itself. Thus
the word “also” points to the identity of
the giver: He #hrough whom we bave
peace, is the same through whom we
hava had the introdmetion into this
grace; “who brought us near when we
were far off” (Chrysostom). ‘The reference
of all to Christ is further seen in the word in-
adequately rendered  access :” it describes not
our act, but Christ’s, not our coming, but
His bringing us. The distinction is observed
by Chrysostom in the parallel passage, Ephe-

stans ii. 18, * For through Him ave both have

our introduction (A. V. gecess) by ome
Spirit unto the Father)’ He said not * ac-

cess,” but “intredustion,” for not of our-

sclves did we come near, but by Him avere

brought near. ‘There is the same thought

similarly expressed in 1 Pet. iii. 18, ¢ Chriss

also hath once suffered for sins, the just for the

unjust, that He might bring us to God.”

The words ““ by faith” (attested by a pre-
ponderance of authorities) indicate the act on
man’s part, in which he lays hold of Christ’s
arm outstretched to bring him near to God.

“ This grace awberein we stand,” is a descrip-
tion of the state of the justified implying pre-
sent favour and acceptance with God, and
His help to keep us therein. Compare 1 Cor.
xv. 1; 1 Pet.v. 12,

and rejoice in hope of the glory of God.] The
word rendered “rejeice” is the same which
has been aiready translated * boast” (ii. 17;
iii. 27; iv. 2); it indicates not mercly the
inward joy of the heart, but the grateful and
confident utterance of the lips. In contrast
with all false boasting, the believer boasts in
hope of the glory of God.

The clause itsclf is not dependent on either
of those which precede it, but introduces a
new and important clement into the Apostle’s
description of the state of the justified : “ave
have peace with God,” “ and we refoice in
bope of the glory of God.”

And what is “#be glory of God?” Itisan
eternal mystery which. the heart of man can-
not yet conceive, but of which Holy Scripture
gives us here and there short glimpses. Like
the righteousness of God, the truth of God,
and the life of God (Eph. iv. 18), it has its
hidden source in the Father, it is manifested
in the Son, it is reflected in man: “ The glory
which thou gavest me, I bave given them”
(John xvii: 22).

Of this “ glory of God” man was, from the
first, desigred to partake (1 Cor. xi. 7), but
by sin all men “ come short” or suffer loss of
it (ili. 23) ; its restoration is wrought by the
Spirit revealing and imparting the glory of
Christ: “ e all avith open face bebolding as in
a glass the glory of the Lord, are changed into
the same image from glory to glory, even as by
the Spirit of the Lord” (2 Cor.iil. 18). In
presenting this ¢ glory of God,” as an object of
the believer’s bope, the Apostle points to its
Juture perfection in the gloritication of our
whole nature, body, soul, and spirit,

The glory in which man will thus be trans-
figured will still be “zbe glory of God” even
as the sunshine resting upon earth is still the
light of heaven; it will be an everlasting



v. 3~5.]

3 And not only ss, but we glory
in tribulations also: knowing that
tribulation worketh patience ;

ROMANS. V.,

4 And patience, experience ; and
experience, hope :
5 And hope maketh not ashamed ;

glory, just because man will dwell for ever
- in the light of God’s countenance.

3. And not only so, but ave glory in tribu-
lations also.] No sooner has the Apostle
pointed t0 “the glory of God” as a light
shining afar to cheer the believer on his
course, than he thinks of the contrast be-
tween that bright distance and the darkness
that lies around him here.

To weaker faith earthly scrrows might
seem to dim the heavealy light : but to him
hope shines out brighter through the gloom.
The sudden transition from “glory” to
Y tribulations,” brings out the fulness of the
believer’s triumph. St. Paul can promise no
exemption from sorrow, for he knows “tbat
e must through muckh tribulation enter into
the kingdom of God” (Acts xiv. 22). There-
fore he speaks here of “the tribulations,”
or “our tribulations” as the appointed
portion of the faithful, just as our Lord told
His disciples, “in the aorld ye shall hawe
tribulations.”

But the Apostle knew the sweet uses
of adversity: he knew that “ Christ nou-
risheth His Church by sufferings ” ( Jer. Tay-
lor, “Faith and Patience of the Saints,”
part ii. 18), and that “the chastening of the
Lord” is a discipline by which His children
are prepared for glory. Therefore, looking
through the clouds to the brightness bevond,
he says, “We rejoice alse in our tribu-
lations.”

At once he justifies this boast by an
appeal to the certain knowledge of Christian
experience; “ knowing (as we do) rhat tribu-
dation auorketh patience” He thus comforts
the weak-hearted, by showing how tribu-
lation works its own cure; for its first fruit
is “patience” Our own word “patience”
expresses little more than passive resistance
to evil, the calm endurance of a soul that
resigns itself to suffering. In this sense
Julian used the Greek word in his scornful
answer to the Christians who came before
him to complain of persecution: it is your
part, when evil entreated, to be patient: for
this is the commandment of your God.”

But besides this passive element, the ori-
ginal word implies an active perseverance, a
brave persistence in good works, that will not
be shaken by fear of evil, and an abiding hope
of final victory which no present dangers may
disturb.

The word “ avorketh ™ (rarepydlerar), de-
scribes, not a transient operation, but a com-
plete and permanent result ; patience does not

pass away with the affliction that calls it into
exercise, but remains as an effect ewrought out
upon the soul; an eflect productive in its turn
of a new fruit—* experience.”

4. And patience, experience.] And patience
approval. “ Bxperience” does not exactly
represent the Greek word Sewxips. Metal
that is pnrified in fire gains thereby an approved
character; the fire in which man is purified is
“affliction,” the right endurance of which is
“ patience,” and its result a certain quality or
character marking the man of “ proof.” Aoxues
sometimes means the process of this moral
“ assaying ” (2 Cor. vili. 2 'Wiclif}, or “ pro-
bation ;” but here, as an eflect wrought by
“ patience,” it must rather be the result of the
process “proof” or ‘“approval” (Five
Clergymen.)

and experience, bope.] “Approval” in its
turn worketh hope, being in its very nature
a pledge of perseverance unto the end.

‘Thus through a series of virtues each in its
turn effect and cause, tribulation is “the
nurse of our hope in the world to come.”
(Cyril Alex.)

5. And bope maketh not ashamed.] 'The hope
fostered by this stern nurture is, as before,
“ithe hope of the glory of God” 'The dis-
tinction so finely drawn out by Dr, Chalmers
(‘Lectureson Romans,’ . p. 284) between “ the
hope of faith” (., 2) and *“the hope of ex-
perience” (2. 4) must not be pressed too far.
‘The same hope, which springs at first simply
from faith in God, is strengthened by the
victorious issue of the trials to which it is
subjected through tribulation.

This hope, unlike that which rests on man,
can never by its failure put us to shame,
because it is founded upon God’s unchanging
love.

because the love of God is shed abroad in vur
bearts.] Read, becauwse @od’s love has been
poured out iz our bearfs. Augustine under-
stands by “ the love of God,” not that where-
with He loves us, but that wherewith He makes
us to love Him.” (*De Spir. et Lit.’ ¢, 32.)

This interpretation had been previously
rejected by Origen as unsuited to the con-
nexion of thought. The whole context
shows that the Apostle means God's love
towards us; the believer’s hope rests not on
anything in himself—not even on the happy
consciousness of loving God—but on God’s
love to him in Christ, that love which is set
forth in the following verses.

It is no valid objection to say that only the
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because the love of God is shed
abroad in our hearts by the Holy
Ghost which is given unto us.

6 For when we were yet without

strength, 'in due time Christ died? Or, o
corang o
t/ut[tfe.

for the ungodly.

sense of God’s love, not that love itself, can
be poured out in the heart . )

Like an overfiowing stream in a thirsty
land, so is the rich flood of Divine love
poured out and shed abroad in the heart.

The sense of God’s love is at once
awakened, even as the eye has a sense of
the light that filis it ; nevertheless that which
has been poured out in the heart is not our
sense of God's love, but the love itself em-
bodied in the word to which the Holy Ghost
gives life and power. Thus the true se-
quence of thought is maintained; our hope
cannot disappoint us, because God’s love—
which is its own witness in our heart—is a
pledge for its fulfilment.

by the Holy Ghost awhich is given unto us.]
Read “that was given:” and see Note on
Acts Xix. 2, Did ye receive 2be Holy Ghost
when ye became believerst Here, how-
ever, St. Paul means, not an extraordinary
gift, but one common to all believers, as is
seen from the effect ascribed to it—the pour-
ing out of God’s love in the heart.

If we ask how the Holy Spirit pours out
the love of God in the heart, we may find the
answer in our Lord’s words: “He shall
testify of Me:” “ He shall glorify Me: for
He shall take of mine, and shall shew it unto
you” Christ is the fountain from which
God's love is poured forth in the heart.

6-8. That the hope founded on God’s
love cannot fail, is further proved in ww. 6-8,
by a description of the surpassing greatness
of that love, as shown in the fact that Christ
died for us while we were still in our helpless
and ungodly state.

8. For awhen ave avere yet avithout strength,
in due time Christ died for the ungodly.] Rather,
Christ died in due time for the ungodly.
On the various readings see Note at the end
of the chapter.

The words, * aben awe avere yet avithout
sirength” do not present man’s helpless-
ness as a motive of God’s love (Meyer): the
suggestion of a motive would only weaken the
thought of the passage, that God’s love was
shown when there was nothing in man to
invite, but everything to repel it. The clause
forms part of the contrast between the be-
liever’s present state, strong in hope, in pa-
tience, in experience, and in the assurance of
God’s love, and the former state in which
men weakened by sin and not yet having the
gift of the Holy Ghost had neither the will
nor the power to please God.

The phrase, “in due time,” or “in season ”

(kard katpdv) has been variously explained as
(1) a time appointed by the Father, or (2)
foretold by the prophets, or {3) opportune for
St. Paul and his first readers; as if, in order
to bring home more directly to that genera-
tion the sense of God’s love, the Apostle had
said, “ Christ died opportunely for «s; had
He come later, ave should have passed away
unredeemed.”

- Such a thought is far too narrow and too
selfish for St. Paul.

(4) The general state of the world was
opportune for God’s purpose.

By the contact of the Jews with the empire
of Rome and the literature of Greece, the one
true God must now become known to all, and
therefore the partial and temporary dispen-
sation must give place to the universal and
final, “ We believe that the wide empire of
Rome was prepared by God’s providence, in
order that the nations which were to be called
into the one body of Christ might be pre-
viously associated under the law of one em-
pire.”  (‘ De Vocatione Gentium,’ ii. 16.)

Man, the heir of the promise, was no longer
a child to be kept under tutors and governors
(Gal. iv. 2): with the growth of moral con-
sciousness sin had reached its full development
as positive transgression, and so the time for
working a radical cure had arrived.

The common fault of such explanations is
that they are arbitrary and have no supportin
the context: the one point there presented is
that the time was opportune for showing the
greatness of God's love. Whatever prepara~-
tion the world had undergone, it was still
lying visibly in ungodliness; and whatever
other effects had been wrought by previous
dispensations, they had helped to make man’s
weakness and unworthiness more manifest.
Redemption effected under such conditions
was seen to be the gift of God’s free grace,
not purchased or prepared by any partial im-
provement onman’s part. Thus inaccordance
with the purpose of Him who justifieth the
ungodly, Christ “died in dune time for
the ungodly”: not for “the ungodly” as a
class distinct from the godly, but for all as
being ungodly. This is shown by the absence
of the article in the Greek, as in the passage,
“I came not to call (the) righteous” God’s
love is magnified by the strong description of
our unworthiness, as in iv. 5, where see Note
on daefSis.

7, 8. Christ’s dying for the ungodly is now
shown to be a thing altogether surpassing all
experience of human love * for among men



v. 7—9.]

7 For scarcely for a righteous man
will one die : yet peradventure for a
good man some would even dare to

die.

ROMANS. V.

8 But God commendeth his love
toward us, in that, while we were
yet sinners, Christ died for us.

9 Much more then, being now

scarcely can any be found who will die for a
righteous man, much less, as Christ did, for
sinners and ungodly.

7. For scarcely for a righteous man wwill one
die.] ‘There is a distinction between the
“ righteous ” or “ just ” man, who does simply
what duty requires of him, and the “good
man,” whose benevolence, not being limited to
the requirements of strict duty, may call forth
such gratitude and love, that for him “ per-
adventure some one even has the heart to
die.”

Thus, while the possibility implied in the
former clause is more distinctly conceded, it
is at the same time limited to rare examples
of love inspired by the most attractive form
of virtue. The more exalted the virtue which
alone calls forth such love, the stronger is
the contrast to the ungodliness and enmity
of those for whom Christ died; and it is
precisely this contrast which sets God’s love
above all human love. See note at end.

8. But God commendeth bis love toward us,
in that, awhile ave avere yet sinners, Christ died
Jor us.]  © Commendeth,” an excellent render-
ing, fully justified by St. Paul’s usage (2 Cor.
fii. 1; iv. 25 v. 12, &c.), and by the context.
Christ’s death for sinners not merely proves
God’s love to be a fact, but sets it before us
in all its greatness and excellence, and so
& commends ” it to us.

The tSe of the present tense, and the fre-
quent repetition in this verse of the first
person, show how vividly St. Paul realised
and appropriated the proof of God’s love.
Christ died once for all, yet in the enduring
benetits of His death we have an ever-present
proof of the Divine love to each of us.

The expression “yet sinners” conveys the
idea that there was nothing in man to
deserve God’s love: compare . 6.,

Observe also, it is “ his own love fewards
us” that God thus commends: “his own”
(v éavrov) in its origin, springing from the
depths of the Divine nature; not called into
existence by any goodness in its object (as in
the supposed case of v. 7), for “ave avere yet
simners;” not a response to any love of ours,
for we were His enemies. ¢ Herein is love,
not that awe loved God, but that be loved us,
and sent his Son to be the propitiation for our
sins” (1 Joh. iv. 10).

Thus the chief thought of our passage is
seen to be the contrast between God’s love and
man’s love, not the distinction between the
Father’s love and Christ’s love, Nevertheless,

it is the Father’s love that thus surpasses all
human love, and is proved by His giving His
Son to die for His enemies. Two thoughts
are thus suggested :

First, God’s wrath against sin, is not in-
consistent with the tenderest love towards
sinners,

Secondly, the proof of God’s love towards
us, drawn from Christ’s death, is strong in
proportion to the closeness of the union
between God and Christ.

‘Where would be the greatness of God’s
love, or how could it be compared to an act
of self-sacrifice, if He, whom God gave to
be a sacrifice for us, were not His own
Son—His only begotten, His beloved ?

Christ died for us] Not “in our stead”
(dvri), but “in our behalf” (iwép). See Note
at end of chapter.

The ideas which imép expresses, and dvre
does not, are precisely those which make the
death of Christ most precious. It would be
enough to say that Christ died * in our stead
(dvri), if His death had been unconscious,
unwilling, or accidental. But if as our cham-
pion, friend, and brother, He laid down His
own life willingly for our sake, and if He was
approved by God as our reprezentative, so
that when “ore died jfor all, then all died,”
in and with Him (2 Cor. v. 15), then these
thoughts must be expressed by saying, as St.
Paul does, that He died Umep fpav, in our
behalf, and for our sake,

9. St. Paul has been showing that the hope
of glory cannot fail, because it is founded on
God’s love, as manifested in the death of
Christ (vv. 5-8). He now draws out more
fully the force of this argument, by contrast-
ing past circumstances with present.

Then we were sinners, now we have been
justified by Christ’s blood ; if He died for
sinners, much more certain is it that He will
save the justified.

The expression, “ justified by bis blood,” is
worthy of note.

(1) Why is no mention made of faith ?

Because St. Paul is here viewing justifica-
tion simply as a proof of God’s love; and
faith adds nothing to the gift of God, but
only accepts it. .

(2) It might be inferred from iv. 25 that
our justification is less closely connected with
our Lord’s death than with His resurrection ;
that such an inference would be erroneous,
is at once shown by the words, “ justified &y
bis blood”

H
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justified by his blood, we shall be
saved from wrath through him.

ROMANS. V.

. [v. 10,

10 For if, when we were enemies,
we were reconciled to- God by the

In fact, in one of its aspects, * justification
of sinners comes to the same with remission ”
of sins, (Waterland, ¢ Euch’ c. ix.; Bull,
“ Harm. Apost.’c. 1 § 4.)

“The wrathk” from which we shall be
saved, cannot but be *the avrath to come”
(ii. 5, 8 ; iil. 53 1 Thess.i. r0). The believer
hopes for greater things than merely to be
saved from the wrath of God. But the
apostle, by presenting salvation under this
limited aspect, strengthens his argument for
its certainty. If we have already received
from God so great favour as to be reconciled
and justified, much more shall we be saved
from His wrath.

10. For if, when we aere enemies, {o%c.]
For if, being enemies, ae avere reconciled to
God through the death of bis son, muck more
having been reconciled, awe shall be saved
in bis life. The preceding argument is both
Tepeated in a more precise statement, and
strengthened by another element of contrast
between the past and the present; (1) if,
being  enemies, we were reconciled, much
more, having deen reconciled, we shall be
saved; (2) if we were reconciled by the
death of His Son, much more shall we be
saved by His Jife.

(1) In what sense it is here said that we
were “enemies” to God, and were  recon-
ciled” to Him, cannot be decided by the
mere words, for these are used to express
relations existing on either side, or on both.
‘We must look to the context, and to the
scope of the argument.

“ Reconciled)” in @. 10, corresponds to
“ justified” in w. 9; and again, in v, 11, it is
said, “ave bave RECEIVED the rcooncilia-
tion” It is thus clear that “ reconciliation”
is a boon which God bestows; we are re-
conciled to Him, when we are restored to
His favour : “ God avas in Christ, reconciling
the aworld unto bimself, not imputing their tres=
passes unto them.” (2 Cor. v. 19.)

From this meaning of ¢ reconcifiation,” that
of ““enemies” is at once deduced. By God’s
enemies are here meant those who lie under
His wrath, and they are reconciled to Him,
when that wrath is removed in the remission
of sins.

The same conclusion follows from the
general scope of the argument. Throughout
the passage (2. 1~11) our hope is shown to
rest, not on anything in man, but solely on
God’s love. How is it consistent with this,
to ground the greater certainty of salvation
lg)g(l;? any change in our feeling towards

(1) The first change wrought through

Christ’s death, is not in man’s feeling, but in
his state, and consequently in his relation to
an unchanging God.

This interpretation of the passage may be
confirmed by considering some of the diffi-
culties which have been felt concerning it.

If God loved us when we were yet sinners
(v. 8), how could we be at the same time
regarded by Him as enemies ?

Does St. Paul speak only in a figure of
God being angry?! Or, is God’s anger
nothing else than the misery which, by His
appointment, waits on sin ?

‘We must remember that to describe God’s
moral attributes, man has no other words
than those which are borrowed from his own
nature.

It may not be possible to divest such
words as ‘““anger,” “ hatred,” and *love,” of
some associations which, being merely human,
are inappropriate to God.

But man’s moral nature (we speak not
now of its corruption, but of its essence) is
the image of God. And when we say that
God Joveth righteousness and bateth iniquity,
we mean a Jove and a hate which are real,
personal, and conscious. Compare Hooker,:
‘E. P.” Bk. V., Appendix i. vol. ii. p. 570
(Keble’s edition).

Thus it is no figure, but a deep and essen-
tial truth, that God hates sin; and since sin
is necessarily personal, the sinner as such,
i.e. “so far as he wilfully identifies himself
with his sin” (Godet), is hated of God, His
enemy (c. xi. 28).

But God loves everything that He has
made. He cannot love man as a sinner, but
He loves him as man, even avhen he is a
sinner. In like manner the Jews are des-
cribed as being at the same time enemies in
one relation and beloved in another (xi 28).

Human love here offers a true analogy:
the more a father loves his son, the more he
hates iz hbim the drunkard, the liar, or the
traitor.

Thus God, loving as His creatures those
whom He hates as self-made sinners, devises
means whereby they may be brought back
unto Him,

By the death of His Son, sins are put away;
man, being represented by Christ, is no longer
a sinner in Gad’s sight, but righteous, and as
such reconciled or restored to His favounr.

Hence the force of the Apostle’s argu-
ment : if God's love reconciled us when we
were His enemies, much more will it save us,
after we have been reconciled.

(2) The verse contains a second contrast
between the means of our reconciliation, and



v. 11—12.]

death of his Son, much more, being
reconciled, we shall be saved by his
life.

11 And not only s, but we also

ROMANS. V.
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joy in God through our Lord Jesus
Christ, by whom we have now re-

ceived the atonement.
12 Wherefore, as by one man

of our continued salvation: if reconciled
through the death of His Son, much more
shall we be saved in His /ife, not merely 4y ”
but “in bis /ife,” as partakers thereof. (Com-
pare John v, 265 xiv. 19.)

Some have thought that the point of com-
parison here is power.

Christ in His death sank in humiliation
and weakness under the wrath of God.
Christ now liveth as our eternal Mediator,
Intercessor, and King, unto whom all power
is given in heaven and in earth. If His death
had power to restore us to God’s favour,
how much more shall His life have power to
save us from wrath ?

But throughout the passage from w. s,
St. Paul speaks, not of God’s power, but of
His Jowe, as the foundatiori of our hope. It
was a greater trial of love to reconcile us by
Christ’s death, than to save us in His life; it
cost more to redeem us at first, than it will
now cost to save us unto the end. The
argument Is 4 _fortiori, from the greater to the
less.

11. And not only so, but e also joy in God.]
On the reading and construction, see the
note at the end of the chapter.

From the fact of our having been recon-
ciled to God (. 10), two results follow, na?
only a future salvation, dut also a present
rejoicing in God. :

The train of thought, and the word ren-
dered “joy” or “rejoiee,” are the same as
in ww. 1, 2; and here, as there, St. Paul
reminds us that our glorving in God is
maintained through the same Lord Jesus
Christ, through whom we, who were for-
meriy enemies, have now been reconciled to

God.

tle atonement.] Read, the reconeiliation,
as in xi. 15, and 2 Cor. v. 18, 19. The word
“atonement,” which in the O.T. constantly
means “expiation,” occurs in the N. T. only
here, being substituted for the proper word
“reconciliation.”

I2-21. AS IN ADAM ALL DIE, EVEN SO IN
CHRIST SHALL ALL BE MADE ALIVE.

So far, St. Paul has shown that sin is in
Jact universal in mankind, and that through
Christ alone God has provided for ail
righteousness and life. He now deepens and
strengthens his argoment by showing that
the cause of this universality of sin, and of its
consequence, . dezth, is the unity of mankind

in Adam; and that, corresponding to this,
there is a higher unity in Christ, who thus,
as the true head and representative of the
human race, becomes by His obedience unto
death, a source of life and righteousness for
all.

It is thus evident that the comparison
between Adam and Christ is no rhetorical
illustration, but an earnest, argumentative
statement of two great truths in their essen-
tial connexion, universal sinfulness and uni-
versal redemption.

The comparison is based upon the deri-
vation of sin and death from Adam, which is
thus treated as a known and admitted fact.
St. Paul’s representation of it is wholly de-
rived from the original narrative in Genesis;
he introduces no new feature, and it is there-
fore gratuitous to assume that he drew from
any other source. Traces of the same doc-
trine in the Apocryphal books (Wisdom, ii.
243 Ecclesiasticus xxv. 24), and in Rabbinical
writings, so far as they show the opinion pre-
valent among the Jews, may tend more or
less to confirm, but cannot possibly weaken,
the Apostle’s testimony to the historical truth
of the Fall, as the source of sin and death,
(John viii. 44.)

The master-thought of the whole passage
is that unity of #be many in the one, which
forms the point of comparison between Adam
and Christ.

“Throughout he clings to * the one,” and
continually brings this forward, saying, * As
by ome man sin entered into the world,” and
“in the trespass of the one the many died,”
and “ Not as through one having sinned is the
gift,” and “ The judgment was from oze unto
condemnation,” and again, “For if by the
trespass of zhe one death reigned through zhe
one,” and “ Therefore as through one tres-
pass,” and again, “ As through the disobe-
dience of the ome man 2he many were made
sinners,” and he constantly repeats ‘the
one,” 1n order that when the Jew says to
you, “ How by the well-doing of ene, Christ,
was the world saved !” you may be able to
say to him, “ How by the disobedience of
one, Adam, was the world condemned
(Chrysostom.)

The same recapitulation of the human race
in Adam and in Christ is taught in 1 Cor. xv.
22. “ For as in Adam all die, even 30 in
Christ shail all be made alive”

12. Wherefore] “For this cause,”—
namely, that Christ died and rose again for

H 2



sin entered into the world, and
death by sin; and so death passed

ROMANS. V,

[v. 12,

upon all men, 'for that all have!Or i

sinned :

us, that we might be justified and saved
through Him (8-11).

as by one man sin entered into the world,
and death by sin.] As through one man sin
entered into the world, and through sin
death. The comparison here begun would be
formally completed thus: “so by one man
righteousness entered into the world, and
life through righteousness.” But after the
digression in ww. 13, 14, St. Paul, instead
of resuming his unfinished sentence, glides
back, as his manner is (c. iii. 25, 26; Eph.
iil. 3, 4), into his former course of thought
in the words, “ Adam, avbo is a figure of
bim that was to come.” The parenthesis as-
sumed in the Authorised Version is thus seen
to be inadmissible, The words, “through
one man,” are placed first for the sake of
emphasis, because they contain the point of
comparison, and so affect the whole verse.

“8in” is here viewed as a whole, and St,
Paul points to the source from which all
human sin has flowed ; any distinction there~
fore between the propensity, the act, or the
habit, would here be out of place.

“The aorld” into which “sin entered
through one man,” is the human race (c. iil.
19; xi. 15). The previous existence of sin
and death outside the world of man, is a
matter untouched by the Apostle’s state-
ment.

Wkhy is not Eve mentioned, who sinned
before Adam (z Cor. xi. 3; 1 Tim. il. 14;
Sirach xxv. 24)?

Because the exact point touched by St.
Paul is not who first sinned, nor how sin
arose in Adam, but how it became universal
in mankind,

“ Adam avas first formed, then Ewve”
(1 Tim. ii. 13). “The man is not of the
woman, but the avoman of the man” (1 Cor.
xi. 8). Thus does St. Pau!l define the posi-
tion of Adam as the founder and represen-
tative of the race, through whom life was
transmitted to all, and with life also sin and
death (Gen. . 3).

and death by sin] and through sin
death. That death must here be under-
stood in its primary sense as the death of
the body, is clear from the conmexion with
2. 14, where no other meaning is admis-
sible, and from the unmistakable reference to
the narrative in Genesis (Gen. ii. 17), and
the sentence there pronounced, © Dust thou
art, and unto dust shalt thou return” (Gen.
iii. 19). See Wisdom ii. 243 1 Cor. xv. 2L

Though hodily death is regarded in Genesis
and by St. Paul as the divinely appointed

punishment of sin, it may be none the less its
natural consequence. 'When the immortality,
which would have been the reward of Adam’s
obedience, was forfeited by his sin, the
earthly frame would naturally return to its
dust. Here, however, the great truth as-
serted by St. Paul i1s, that bodily death
is in man the result of sin; a view familiar
to us as Christians, but not to the heathen,
who regarded death, “mnot as a punish-
ment, but as cither a necessity of nature,
or a rest from toils and troubles” (Cic. in
Cat. iv. 7).

If we try to grasp more than is contained
in the passage, by introducing the ideas of
“ moral death,” and “the second death,” we
relax our hold on the fundamental truth that
bodily death is the penalty of Adam’s sin.

Nor is this an imaginary danger, for some
have been led on so far as to deny that the
death of the body was at all included in the
death threatened to Adam as the penalty of
his sin (August. Serm. ccxcix. 1o, rr—against
the Pelagians).

“Moral ” or * spiritual death” is a figura-
tive expression for sin itself, and therefore
cannot be included in death, when death is
distinguished-—as here—from sin.

“ The second death” as is shown by the
very phrase, and by the context in which it
occurs (Rev. xx. 13, 14; xxi. 8), does not
begin till after the general resurrection and
the final judgment. To introduce such an
idea into the present passage is to confound
the last judgment, of which it is said, * ey
avere fudged every man according to their
aworks,” with the judgment pronounced upen
Adam in Gen. iii. 19, which extended in its
effects equally to all his descendants, prior to
any consideration of each man’s works, and
without any distinction between the evil and
the good.

Erroneous views of the passage have arisen
from overlooking several important considera-
tions.

1. St. Paul brings into the comparison only
those effects of Adam’s transgression which
are transmitted to all his posterity, namely the
inheritance of death and of a sinful nature;
while God’s final judgment is based solely on
personal and individual responsibility.

2. The death of Christ does not precisely
reverse the effects of Adam’s sin, it over-
powers them by greater gifts.

3. The death of the body as denounced
upon Adam could not be regarded as a merely
temporary separation of body and soul, but
only as the beginning of a permanent state,
Hence the gloomy view of death which



v. 13--14.]

13 (For until the law sin was in
the world: but sin is not imputed
when there is no law.

ROMANS, V.

14 Nevertheless death reigned
from Adam to Moses, even over
them that had not sinned after the

pervades the Old Testament, except in a few
remarkable prophecies. It was only when
Christ “ brought life and immortality to Light”
by His own resurrection, that the Christian
view of death as a temporary separation of
body and soul, a transition to a higher life,
could be realised.

and 50] Le through sin which had itself
come in through one man.

death passed upon all men.)
through unto @/l men”

JSor that all have sinned.] Read “ for that
all sinned.”

On ¢’ ¢ see Note at end.

‘That dependence of the death of all upon
the sin of one, which is already implied in the
word “ s0,” is more fully and precisely stated
in the clause, “ for that al/l sinned” We
have already remarked that the words
“through one man” affect the whole verse:
their influence on this last clause is most
important, determining its meaning to be
“for that all sinned #hrough one sman”: com-
pare 2 Cor. v. 14, “ If one died for all, then
they all died,” i e in the one. In both
passages the Authorised Version (* bave
sinned,” * avere all dead ”) is inaccurate.

Sin and death not only *entered into”™ the
human race, but also “ passed through” to
every member of it * through one man.”

‘That death extended to all is a patent fact:
and since death entered “through sin” and
‘50" passed on, it is presupposed that “ a/f
sinned.” Only thus is the cause “sin” co-
extensive with the effect “death”: at the
same time, since “ g/l sinned” through one,
it is equally true that &y the offence of the
one the many died” (v, 15).

The Apostle’s whole reasoning rests on
these two principles: (1) Sin is the cause of
death; (2) By virtue of the unity of mankind
sin and death are both transmitted from one
to all. Thus the sin of the many and the
death of the many are included in the sin of
the one and the death of the one, and there
at their common source the connexion be-
tween sin aud death is fixed once for all.
“The covenant of life, entered info with
Adam in his state of innocence, was by his
sin made void, not only for himself, but also
for his posterity; so that now all sons of
Adam, as such” [i.e. apart from Christ],
‘“are quite shut out from any promise of
immortality, and subjected to 2 necessity of
dying, without hope of resurrection. No
proposition in all theology is more certain
than this: for it is everywhere stated most

“Passed

plainly and expressly in the N.T. scriptures,
especially in the Epistle to the Romans
throughout almost the whole sth chapter”
(Bp. Bull, ‘Examen Censurz, Anim.’ xvii
p. 208). Theodoret’s comment, “ For not
on account of his forefathet’s sin, but on
account of his own, each man receives the
doom of death,” is as directly opposed to St.
Paul’s argument as it is to experience and
theology : the error arises from confounding
the sentence of bodily death, which through
one man’s sin extended to all, with the sinner’s
final doom.

13, 14. St. Paul pursues the thought that
“all sinned through one,” and that on this
account death passed upon all. His proof is
drawn from the case of those who died before
a law was given, and rests on the principle
already stated in iv. 13, that “where no law
is, there 1s no transgression.” .

First he states as a known fact that during
the period from Adam to Moses, that is,
“until the laav, there awas sin in the world”

But as “sin is not imputed,” not broeght
into account against the sinner (see Phile~
mon v, 18), “avhben there is no laav,” men could
not then bring upon themselves the penalty of
death, as Adam did, because they could not
sin, as Adam, against a known law. There
was sin, but not in the form of transgres-
sion, and therefore not taken into account.

Their own sin then was not the cause that
men died. But they 4id die: “ death reigned
Jrom Adam to Moses even over those who
sinned wnot after the similituds of the
transgression of Adam.”

And as sin is the cause of death (2. 12),
and Adam’s sin alone could be taken into
account, they died through Adam’s sin.
This is substantially Chrysostom’s interpre-
tation.

The unavoidable inference that zhrough
one man's sin all died is oaly for a moment
deferred; in w2 15, 17, and 19 it is affirmed
in express terms.

Meanwhile through the introduction of
Adam’s name the Apostle is able to return
to the comparison begun in . 12. Thus
the relative clause “ avbo ‘s the figure of him
that was to come” serves a double purpose:
it implies indirectly the conclusion to be
drawn from wv. 13, 14, that all sinned and
died in Adam, who is thus a “figure ” or a
“type” of Him in whom all are justified
and made alive; and it enables St. Paul to
resume and complete his unfinished compari~
son.
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similitude of Adam’s transgression,
who is the figure of him that was to
come.

ROMANS. V.

[v. 5.

15 But not as the offence, so also
is the free gift. For if through the
offence of one many be dead, much

This comparison is here confined to the
effects in man of Adam’s sin and of Christ’s
obedience : it does not embrace {as in 1 Cor.
xv. 24—28) man’s lordship over the creatures
as typical of Christ’s universal dominion in
the “times of the restitution of all things.”
Our Authorised Version therefore rightly ren-
ders, “ him which avas to come,” not * which
is to come.”

15. But not as the offence, so also is the free
gift.) But not as the trespass, so also is the
aot of grace, The comparison between Adam
and Christ is at the same time a contrast : they
are alike in that they both stand at the head
of the human race, and so extend the influence
of their acts to all; unlike in the nature of
those acts, and the consequences that flow
from them. “Rabbi Yosé the Galilaean
said, ¢ Come forth and learn the righteousness
of the King Messizh, and the reward of the
just from the first man, who received but
one commandment, a prohibition, and trans-
gressed if: consider how many deaths were
inflicted upon himself, upon his own genera-
tions, and upon those that followed them,
till the end of all generations. Which attri~
bute is the greater, the attribute of goodness,
or the attribute of vengeance ?’ He answered,
*The attribute of goodness is the greater;
and the attribute of vengeance is the less;
how much more, then, will the King Messiah,
who endures affliction and pains for the
transgressors {(as it is written, ‘He avas
wounded,” {s°c.), justify all generations! and
this is what is meant, when it is said, ¢ 4nd
the Lord made the iniquity of us all meet upon
bim?” (Neubauer, * Jewish Interpreters of
Isal,” Lifi, p. 11.)

The word rendered “the offence” is the
same which is applied to Adam’s sin in
‘Wisdom x. 1, and there rendered “ 4is fall”:
in the Gospels it is translated “t#respass”
(Mat. vi. 14; Mar. xi. 25). The strict con-
trast to Adam’s trespass is Christ’s obedience,
but St. Paul, regarding them both chiefly in
their influence on mankind, passes on at once
to the effect of that obedience, namely the
aot of graoce by which the effect of the tres-
pass is annulled. On the various applica-
tions of ydpiopa see note on i 11: here it
indicates the act of Gods free grace in
pardoning and justifying.

For if through the offence of one many be
dead, much more the grace of God, and the gift
by grace, awbich is by one man, Jesus Christ,
bath abounded unto many] Read: “ For if

by the trespass of the one the many
died, much more did the grace of God
and his gift abound unto the many in
the grace of the one man Jesus Christ”
“ If* does not here imply uncertainty, but
lays a basis for argument: that “by the
trespass of the one the many died,” has
been already proved: much more cerfain is
it that the grace abounded unto the many,
for God’s grace flows more freely than His
wrath. The word rendered “gif?” (Swped)
is used in the New Testament only of God’s
greatest and best gifts, as Christ himself, the
Holy Ghost, and his gifts (John iv. 10; Acts
il. 38; viil. 20; x. 45; 2z Cor. ix. 15; Eph.
fi. 8; iv. 7): here it means “the gift of
righteousness” (. 17). “The grace of God”
and “2is gift” differ only as cause and
effect ; their essential unity is perhaps indi-
cated in the Greek by the singular number of
the verb which follows.

“The grace of God” abounded “in the
grace of the one man Christ Jesus,” even
as the water of the fountain abounds in the
river. .

“The grace abounded” in the sense that it
was not limited to a reversal of the effects of
Adam’s sin: it did not restore in the same
form that which had been lost in Adam, but
bestowed far more in new and better gifts.
The penalty of death is not abolished: but
a new life is imparted, in which death
itself is to be swallowed up at the resurrec-
tion: man is not put back into that unstable
innocence from which Adam fell, but his
sins are forgiven: the corruption of nature,
which we inherit prior to any exercise of our
own will, is compensated by those secret
influences of the Spirit wherein He strives
with us even against our will And to
those who will accept the grace, it brings
both greater abundance of grace here, and
the sure hope of glory hereafter.

“The many ® unto whom the gift abounded
“by the grace of the one man Christ
Jesus” must include “the many” who
died “by the trespass of the one”

The gift “ abounded unto the many,” inas-
much as Christ’s redeeming work has won
grace for all men; there is no limit in the
gift itself, but only in man’s willingness to
accept it.

The Authorised Version loses the full
meaning of the expression “the ome man,”
that is the head and representative of
mankind, ¢ the Jast Adam,” the beginning of
the new creation, ‘ the firstborn among many
bretpren” (Rom. vili. 29).
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more the grace of God, and the gift - 17 For if *by one ‘man’s offence ! Or ¢r

oneafience:

by grace, which is by one man, Jesus
Christ, hath abounded unto many.

16 And not as /¢ was by one that
sinned, so is the gift: for the judg-
ment was by one to condemnation,
but the free gift is of many offences
unto justification.

death reigned by one; much more
they which receive abundance of
grace and of the gift of righteousness
shall reign in life by one, Jesus-
Christ.)

18 Therefore as 'by the offence

of one judgment came upon all men

18. And not as it was by one that sinned, so
is the gift:] ‘This should be rendered as one
clause: “and the gift is not as through
one having sinned”

In 2. 15 the argument depends on the
contrast in the nature of the trespass and the
gift, that is of sin and grace: in «. 16 the
contrast refers, not to guality, but to quantity ;
the gift of justification is greater than the
condemnation, because it is occasioned, not
by one offence, but by many. Adam received
a law with a definite penalty attached to it;
his sin was therefore a distinct and formal
% trespass,” which was at once “ imputed” or
taken into account. The command had been
given to Adam while he was yet alone,
% Thou shalt not eat,” “in the day that thou
eatest, thou shalt surely die:” so to Adam
alone is the condemnation addressed, * Dust
thou art, and unto dust shalt thou return.”
But the sentence thus pronounced upon our
first father alone extended in its effects to all
his children: “the judgment avas from one
unto condemnation.” It was otherwise with
the gift: “the gift was not as through
one having sinned” The one trespass
from which judgment proceeded was fol-
lowed (avher and boaw we shall be told after-
wards), by many trespasses, every one of
which deserving condemnation became a
fresh occasion for unmerited forgiveness:
thus “the free gift awas from many tres-
passes unto justification. “ Condemnation”
(karaxpepa) and justification (Bexaiwpa) here
correspond to each other: each describes not
an act in process, but an act done, a sentence
passed. As one judgment unto condemna-
tion extended to all, so for all there is but
one free gift unto justification, the applica-
tion of which to each believer is expressed by
a different form of the word as a “ justifying ”
(=. 18).

17. The statement that “the free gift
is unto justification,” (v. 16), is now con-
firmed from the certainty that a still greater
blessing will follow. The argument is no
mere repetition of w. 15: it gathers up and
carries onward the results already attained in
wvw. 15, 16 ; but it also adds a new contrast
between the reign of death and the reign of
the justified in life

The conclusion of w. 15, that “ zhe grace
of God and his gift abounded unto thae
many,” is here assumed in the words “ they
avbich receive the abundance of the graose
and of the gift of righteousness”’ .

The conclusion of . 16 is also assumed’
in the same clause: for as “the free gift is
unto justification,” it is now more closely de-
fined as “the gift of righteousness” and as
received noww.

They then who receive this gift of right-
eousness now will surely receive also the gift
of life hereafter.

This assurance is not made to depend solely
on the intrinsic connection between righteous=-
ness and life: it is made doubly sure by the,
contrast with the gloomy reign of sin and
death.

For if by one man’s gffence.] The reading
represented in the margin (* by one offence”).
has been adopted by some critics; but it
has less authority, and does not agree so
well with the corresponding clause at the.
end of the verse. Translate: “For if by
the trespass of the one death reigned
through the one, much mere they which
receive the abundance of the grace and of
the gift of righteousncss shall reign in life
through the one, Jesus Christ.”

We may notice a difference of expression
in the two clauses. -““ Death reigned” ; under
his tyranny man’s free agency is destroyed:
the justified shall themsclves * reign in life”;
for life eternal is the element in which man’s
personal and conscious activity shall find its
glorious development. The biessing here
promised is far more than the restoration of
what was lost through Adam: it is promised
therefore not to zll unconditionally, but to
those who accept that gift of righteousness
which is offered to all.

18. Therefore as by the offence of one judg-
ment came upon all men to condemnation;
ewen So by the righteousness of one the free
gift came upon all mes unto jusiification of life.]
This verse gathers up the various contrasts
of the whole passage (7. I2~17) in a sum=
mary conclusion. .

That the marginal renderings are the more
correct, will be seen by comparing in ‘the
Greck w. 18 with @. 19. The Authorised

I Or, &y
oneglfence
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120 [v. 19.

19 For as by one man’s disobe-
dience many were made sinners, so

102 to condemnation; even so 'by the
one right-
CONSRESS.

righteousness of one thg f{‘ee ngt
came upon all men unto justification
of life.

"

by the obedience of one shall many
be made righteous.

Version supplies in the first clause “judg-
ment came,” and in the second “the free
gift came”: on grammatical and rhetorical
grounds it is inconceivable that two subjects
standing in contrast could both be thus
omitted.

There is no complete proposition, but a
kind of exclamation, which is perfectly intel-
ligible without any addition.

%80 then as through one trespass, unto
all men, to condemnation; s0 alse
through one justificatory sentence;
unto all men, to justifieation of life”

St. Paul does not repeat the strictly logical
contrast of . 16, between “trespass” and
“gift of grace,” “condemnation” and “jus-
tificatory sentencs;” but advancing upon
that conclusion, he now sets against the “ one
trespass” the “one justificatory sen-
tence,” and against the “condemnation” as
reaching to all, the justifying process, or
¥ justification of Jife” unto all.

The words “ all men” must have the same
extent in both clauses: and asthe condemna-
tion passed upon “all men” in the proper
sense of the word ‘“ a/l,” so the “ one justifi-
eatory sentence” leads in God’s purpose
unto justification of life for all. The realisa-
tion of this purpose in individual men de-
pends upon their accepting by faith the
justification designed for them. But it is not
St. Paul’s purpose to bring out here, more
fully than he has already done in @. 17, this
subjective condition of justification; he is
speaking of the one justification through
Christ as equally comprehensive with the one
condemnation through Adam.

Justification of life]] “ A justification by
which we are recalled from the death of sin
unto the life of grace and glory” (Corn. a
Lapide). ‘This interpretation is confirmed
by @. 21, “that grace might reign through
righteousness unto eternal life”  Compare
Bull, ¢ Exam. Censurz,” Anim, iii.

The genitive expresses the effect or pur-
pose: “ justification™ is unto, or in order to,
“life” (Winer, § 30; Green, § 270).

19. One point in the comparison is still in-
complete. Adam’s “#respass” has been con-
trasted, not, as we might have expected, with
Christ’'s obedience, but with the moving
cause of that obedience, His grace (w. 15),
and with the result purchased by His obedi~
ence, and bestowed by His grace, “ the gift
of righteousness™ (w, 17), and the “justifi-
catory sentence” (v. 18).

It remains to show the means by which
Christ’s grace wrought these effects, viz., His
obedience itself, and so to present the exact
contrast to that one transgression, by which
all were made sinners. ‘This is now done,
and the summary given in @. 18 is thereby
explained and confirmed.

“ For as by the discbedience 0f the one man
the many aere made smners, so also by the
obedience of the one shall the many be made
righteous.”

The words * avere made sinners ” have been
very variously interpreted : ¢ became sinners,”
—* were proved to be,”—* were regarded and
treated as being sinners,”—these all miss the
exact force of the word (kefiorasfar), which
points to the formal essence, to that which
constitutes men sinners. St. Paul has shown
in o. 13 that sin may exist without being
taken into account, i. e., without formally
constituting the man a sinner. But Adam’s
disobedience, being a formal transgression,
caused an essential and formal change in his
moral state: he and all his descendants
were at once formally constituted sinners
(* peccatores constituti sunt,” Fulgate), and
as such were subjected to death. ‘The clause
states explicitly, what is already contained in
. 12, that “through one man . . . . all sinned.”

As Adam’s disobedience consisted in one
single act, so by the obedience contrasted
with it, we must understand the one crown-
ing act of Christ’s obedience (Phil. ii. 8), His
submission to death. Yet this death in its
atoning power presupposes a sinless life: one
act constitutes disobedience, but a perfect life
is needful to a complete obedience,

The effect of Christ’s obedience, like that
of Adam’s disobedience, is in its objective
aspect universal and immediate. If we look
only to Christ’s work, and God’s gift, all is at
once completed. As in Adam the many
were made sinners prior to any consideration
of their own sins; so in Christ, solely on
account of the merits of His obedience, apart
from, and prior to any righteous deeds or
dispositions of their own, the many shall ¢ be
made righteous” (xarasra@joovrad) i. e. not
merely declared righteous, or put into the
position of righteous men, and treated as
such, but constituted righteous.

For as our uvnion with Adam made us all
participators in the effects of his transgres-
sion, and thereby constituted us sinners; so
union with Christ, who is our righteousness,
is that which constitutes us essentially and
formally righteous.



V. 20—21.]

20 Moreover the law entered,
that the offence might abound. But
where sin abounded, grace did much
more abound :

ROMANS. V.

21 That as sin hath reigned unto
death, even so might grace reign
through righteousness unto eternal
life by Jesus Christ our Lord.

The ideas of inherent sin and inherent
righteousness belong to the following chap-
ters: to introduce them by anticipation here
is to confuse the Apostle’s argument, which
here regards justification in its objective as-
pect, as wrought by God through Christ.

The future ¢ shall be made righteous,” does
not refer to the future judgment, for it is not
St. Paul’s habit to view justification as some-
thing future, but as present, and already at-
tained. It is because justification, though
perfected on Christ’s part in one act, extends
onwards in its effect to generations yet un-
born, that it is described as future.

 20. Moreover the law entered, that the
offence might abound.) “But law came
in beside, that the trespass might be
multiplied”

As the sin of Adam and the grace of Christ
have been presented as the main elements
and moving powers in man’s history, the
question naturally occurs—what was the
purpose of the law? What was its relation
to sin and to righteousness ?

Besides this general association with. the
preceding passage, the law has been ex-
pressly mentioned in it: ¢ Untid the law sin
aas in the aorld; but sin is not imputed where
there is no law,” v, 13.  'Why then, it may be
asked, was the law given? 'What purpose did
it serve?

Again, in @. 16, the one offence of Adam is
contrasted with “ many trespasses.” Whence
came these many trespasses? That question
is now answered.,

Sin had come into the world before (. 12),
and remained in the world (2. 13): but sin
without law is not taken into account (v.13),
and does not constitute trespass or trans=-
gression (iv. 15): therefore law oame in
beside (sin),in order that the trespass might
be multiplied. Compare Gal. iii. 19, % The
laaw awas added because of (for the sake of)
transgressions.”

Do these words attribute to God, as the
author of the law, the purpose of increasing
sin ?

To answer this question fully here, would
be to anticipate the course of St. Paul’s own
argument ; for in c. vil. he enters into a full
discussion of the nature and effect of the
law. At present we must notice only such
points as arise directly out of this passage.

1. According to Chrysostom and other
Greek commentators, it is only an gfect of
the law, not a purpose, that is stated. But

this interpretation weakens the natural force
of the Apostle’s words, and only partially
solves the difficulty: for an efect of the law
must have been foreseen, and therefore in
some sense included in its purpose.

2. The words mean, not “ that the trespass
might increase ” merely in man’s conscious-
ness and knowledge of it, but “ might. be
multiplied actually ”: this sense is also re-
quired by the connexion with the “many
offences” in w. 16, which cannot but be
actual.
hBut on the other hand we must observe
that—

3. The purpose stated is not that sz, but
that “ #he trespass” might increase ; that sin
which already existed, however dormant or
unrecognised (vii. 7, 8, 13), might take the
definite form of active “ trespass,” or transgres=
sion of a known law. That sz itself increased
is stated in the next clause, not as a purpase,
but as an ¢ffect, and that an effect overruled
for good by the superabundance of grace.

4. The increase of the trespass is not rbe
primary purpose of the law, corresponding to
God’s principal or signified will, which is that
men should observe the law to do it. Com=
pare Hooker, ¢ Eccl. Pol.’ B. v. Appendix I,
p. 573, in Keble’s edition.

5. It is not the wltimate purpose of the law,
but only an intermediate purpose, a2 mean to
an end: the ultimate purpose is “2bat grace
might reign through righteousness.” (w. 21.)

But avhere sin abounded, grace did much more
abound.] 'The Authorised Version uses the
same word “ abound” for two different Greek
words: render, “ but awbere sin multiplied,
grace superabounded,” so as to surpass the
mcrease of sin.

21. “In this, God acted, not with cruelty
but for the purpose of healing. For some-
times a man thinks himself whole, and is sick;
and inasmuch as he is sick, and perccives it
not, he seeks not a physician: the disease is
increased, the inconvenience grows, the phy-
sician is sought, and all is healed ” (Augustine,
Ps. cii. 15).

Here St. Paul speaks more strongly of the
increased power of sin, when the remedy ap-
pears, and God’s full purpose is declared.
Yet he does not say, as in the Anthorised
Version, ¢ Sin hath reigned unto death,” but
“in death,” as a province which it had won,
and wherein it exercised its dominion. Death
therefore, must be understood in the same
sense, as in vw. 13, I4.
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But the reign of sin and death has been
overpowzred by the superabundance of grace,
“that grace might reign UNTO cicrnal life!
Grace is conquering, and has yet to conquer,
the kingdom of sin and death, before it can
enter into the full possession of its own king-
dom. This conquest it carries on through
its own royal gift of “righteousnes::” the
boundless realm unto which it shall attain, but

. ROMANS. V.

which will still stretch out for ever and ever
before it, is “ efernal life.”

Once again in sight of that kingdom our
thoughts are turned to the King Himself.
“ Of Adam we hear no more: Christ alone is
remembered * (Bengel). Grace shall * reign
through righteousness unto cternal life through
Jesus Christ our Lord.”

ADDITIONAL NOTES

The Margin, “let us have peace with God,”
represents a reading &ywpev attested by a
great majority of uncial MSS., Versions, and
Fathers, and adopted by Tischendorf (38),
Tregelles, Westcott, Fritzsche, Hofmann,
&c. On the other hand, éyoper is found in
BSX* F G (not in f g) P, most cursives, the
later Syriac, and a few Fathers, including
probably Tertullian, who seems to be wrongly
claimed for the other reading: &ynuev is pre-
ferred on internal grounds by Meyer, De
Wette, Lange, Philippi, Reiche, Cremer,
Scrivener, McClellan, Alford, Wordsworth.

There is a similar variation between €youer
and &ywper in Hebrews xii. 28. Here the
reading €ywpuev, having so great a preponder-
ance of external testimony, the first duty of
candid criticism is to consider whether it
offers any meaning in harmony with the
‘context.

1. Fritzsche, who prefers &yoper, writes
thus: “It is evident that, if yon replace
Exywper in 2. 1, kavydpeda in vo. 2, 3 is Con-
junctive, not Indicative.” But Fritzsche has
overlooked the fact that the Conjunctive
Moced is absolutely excluded by the cate-
‘gorical negative (od) which follows: the
force of this argument is not affected by the
various reading kavyopevor, v. 3.

2. Hofmann, avoiding Fritzsche’s error,
throws the emphasis on the words * through
Jesus Christ,” and makes the two clauses
kal éoynraper and kai xavyopeda parallel to
each other. * Because it is Jesus Christ
through whom we not only have had our
access to this grace wherein we stand, but
also rejoice in hope of the glory of God;
therefore we may be exhorted that through
Him we should let our relation to God be a
relation of peace.”

To this interpretation, which is substan-
tially that of Origen and Chrysostom, several
objections are made.

(1) “The emphasis, which obviously rests
in the first instance on dwaww@évres and then
on elpfumy, is taken to lie on 8id ot Kvpiov
gp. 'L X.” (Meyer).

‘We may answer that these important
words are naturally brought as close as. pos-

on 7v. 1, 6, 4, 8, 11, 12,

sible to the relative clause dependent on
them, and at the same time receive the em-
phasis which belongs to the close of the
sentence.

(2) The exhortation, “let us have peace
with God, and not become His encmies
again through fresh sins,” is said to be out of
place in this sth chapter, throughout which
St. Paul is stating the actual effects of justi-
fication, “ ave bawe peace with God,” and “ awe
refoice in hope of the glory of God.”

To this we may reply, that the Apostle,
beginning his exhortation in v. 1, and
grounding it upon the benefits already re=-
ceived through Christ, is led on into a fuller
statement of the nature, cause, and extent of
those benefits (vo. 3-21), and only resumes
his practical exhortation in vi. 1.

(3) Mr. Scrivener concludes, *that the
itacism o for o, so familiar to all collators of
Greek manuscripts, crept into some very
early copy, from which it was propagated
among our most venerable codices, even
those from which the earliest versions were
made :—that this is one out of a small
number of well-ascertained cases in which
the united testimonies of the best authorities
conspire in giving a worse reading than that
preserved by later and (for the most part)
quite inferior copies.”

Against this we may fairly set the opposite
conclusion of Tischendorf that the testi=
mony for &youer is obviously overpowered
by that in favour of €wper, and therefore
“ Exwpev cannot be rejected unless it be alto-
gether inappropriate, and inappropriate it
seemingly is not.”

Without presuming to decide between
such accomplished critics, we are bound to
express our own opinion that the internal
grounds of objection to €ywuer are not sufli~
cient to outweigh the great preponderance
of external testimony in its favour: but in a
case where scholars of the greatest authority
differ so widely, we think it better to retain
in our footnotes and revised Version the
reading of the received Text.

6. L "Er: yip Xpiords vrwv fpdv dofevdy
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katd xkawpdy tmép doeBév dméfavev. This is
the reading of the Textus Receptus, and is
found in D* K P 17 37 47 Arm.

II. The same reading with the addition
of a second & after dodevdr is found in
¥ A C D* 31 (istud omnium corruptionum
receptacnlum, Rezcbe) 137 Syr™.

I11. Instead of & ydp the following varia-
tions are found :

B fuld. Aeth.

Cop. Isid. Pelus. August.
(“ si enim,” Epist. 149, De
Pecc. Merit. i. 43)

(3) el 8¢ Syr. (Schaaf)

(4) &ru 8¢ L

(5) eistiydp D*F G

ut quid euim d e f g Vulg. Iren
Faustin,

Of these authorities B D* F G August.
add the second & after dafevi.

On this evidence we have to make the
following remarks.

(a) The position of the first &r, separated
by Xpiorrds from the words to which it be-
longs (évroy fpdr deferdy) is very unusual,
Reiche in his Criticai Commentary excuses
it on the ground that St. Paul wished to give
emphasis to both thoughts, (1) that it was
Christ the Son of God who died ; (2) that He
died while we were yet sinners. But this
explanation is far from satisfactory.

(b) The double &t has never been satis-
factorily explained, and the connexion which
Tischendorf indicates by his punctuation,
Svray fjudv dolevdr &y, is opposed to the
rule, universally observed in the N. T.,
that &r¢ in a Participial clause precedes the
Participle.

On the other hand, the repetition of &r.
is very easily explained by the confusion of
the various readings.

(c) Of the variations for ér ydp the most
noticeable is IIL. (5) els 7 ydp. It is thought
by Reiche to have been formed from the
Latin “ut quid enim,” and “ut quid ” is used
in the Vulgate for els 7, e.g. Matt. xxvi. 8,
Mar. xiv. 4, as well as for va =i, Matt. ix. 4,
xxvil. 46, Lu. xiii. 7, Acts vii. 26, 1 Cor.
X. 29.

Stieren (Irenzus, I, IIL c. xvi. § 9) acutely
remarks that Irenzus seems to have read iva
T{ ydp. We may add, that owing to the
preceding nuiwr, wa Tt would easily lose its
first syllable, and the remaining letters ar. be
changed into eri. "Iva T ydp, Or els Ti ydp,
with the same general sense as the received
reading, would give a livelier turn to the ex-
pression: “ For to what purpose (if our hope
is after all to disappoint us) did Christ die,
&e.1”

Dr. Westcott (* Dict. Bib.’ i, 530a) sug-

(l) el ye
2) el ydp

gests that there is a corruption earlier than
any remaining document. We believe that
the original reading is represented in the
Latin “ ut quid enim Christus, quum adhuc
infirmi essemus, secundum tempus pro
impiis mortuus est? » (Vu]g Iren. &c ), and
that lt ran thus va 'n. yap Xpm'ros‘ & dobe=
vy Nubdv Grrov katd Iclllpov imrép doeBow
dméfavev ; The position of ér¢ indicated by the
Latin is confirmed by Ep1phamus (Marcwn,
369), who quotes the words & Svrawy fpav
dafevdy, in this order.

7. Is there any distinction between vmép
dixalov and dmép Tov dyabot ?

(i) The whole context, before and after,
has reference to dying for men; and the anti~
thesis both to daeBar (. 6) and duaproday
(<. 8), demands the masculine sense here in
both adjectives.

(ii.) The first sentence is virtually negative
(noris), and Buwaiov therefore indefinite, and
without the article; the affirmative sentence
assumes a definite instance marked by the
article (rob dyafo?).

(iii.) Is there any distinction or gradation
of sense between Sixatos and dyafds ?

Iren. L. xxvii. 1, 7ov pév §ixatov, vov J¢
dyabov firm'pxew.

Clement. * Hom.” iv. ¢. 13. a-yaﬂov pév e
peraue?\ol,mlow xap;(o,usvov Ta a,u.ap-rr;para,
8 Katoy 3¢ bs éxdoTe perd THr perdvoiay
xar dfiav TV wenpaypeumv e-n'e&ov-ra

Ammomus, kakos wornpot Saeper domep
6 draxos o a'yaeov

Phavorinus, dya8és 6 7& kak& yapi{dpevos
d¢fovews.

Xenoph ‘Agesﬂ xi. §8, Xprwam ve pr)v od
y.ouov 8 tkaio s a\\d «ai e?xsu@spm)s‘ Expnro,
19 pév dikaie dpkeir q‘yovp.eyug éav Td
a)\?mrp:a, O 3¢ e)\euﬂepm kai Tdy éavrod
rrpoawq)e)urrsov etvas,

From these and other passages, adduced
by various Commentators, the distinction is
clear,

That it is retained in the N.T. see Matt,
xX. 15; Lu. xxiii. 50; Rom. vii. 12; Trench,
¢N. T. Synonymes,” znd Series, dyafwaivy;
Cremer’s ‘¢ Lexicon’ (dyefds) and Grimm,
¢ Clavis N. T. Philol’

If, as many think, there is no difference or
gradation between dixawos and dyafos in the
present passage, its meaning is: * For scarcely
for a righteous man will any die: scarcely 1
say, for perhaps for such a man some one may
even dare to die.”

(@) The second sentence is in this case
certainly superfluous ; for in pohis ** scarcely ”
with the mgprababzlzgr, the possibility also is
implied.

The needless modification only weakens
the previous statement ; and Jerome’s admis~
sion “pendulo gradu sententla.m temperat,”
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describes a mode of reasoning very unlike St.
Paul’s. But if dyafdés describes a more gene~
rous and attractive quality than 8ikatos, then
there is reason for noticing the possible ex-
ception: what will bardly be done for the
man who is merely just, may perbaps be
done for the good and generous man. .

(&) Meyer argues that the Apostle’s object
is “to make the character of the man for
‘whom some one might perhaps make this
self-sacrifice, more distinctly felt, for the sake
of the contrast:” an argument which tends
to prove, not that dyaflés is a simple equivalent
to 8ikawos, but that it is more forcible and
emphatic. Its prominent position at the be-
ginning of the sentence points the same way.

(c) Again, it is urged that 8ixatos cannot
mean simply a just, honest, upright man, but
must have the wider sense “ rightecus,” i.e.
righteous before God, as well as before man,
because of the contrast with dpaprwiéw, v. 8.

Meyer here falls into confusion, from not
observing that in the actual case of Christ’s
dying for man, dupaprwids, éyfpds,and doeBns
describe man’s character “coram Deo:”
while in the illustration, where man dies for
his fellow man, 8ikawos and dyafés are
both limited to human relations, and have
their distinct and proper meaning.

8. died for.] Le. “in behalf of ” {mép ; not
“instead of” dvrl, When David cries,
“ Would God I had died for thee, G Ab-
salom my son, my son!” (2 Sam. xviil. 33),
we find in the LXX dvrl gov. But in fact
drri is never used of Christ’s dying for us,
and “in doctrinal passages relating to Christ’s
death (Gal. iii. 13; Rom. v. 6, 8; xiv. 153
1 Pet. iii. 18, &c.), it is not justifiable to
render imép nuéw, and the like, rigorously
by ‘instead of) merely on account of such
parallel passages as Matt. xx. 28, Airpov dvrl
woMA&r” (Winer, * Gr. N.T., part iii., sect.
47, E. T)

‘When Pylades would die for Orestes, or
Alcestis for her husband, various prepesitions
may be used, dvri, omép, mepi, mpd: but
each has its own proper meaning. For
fviorew with fmép, see Eur. ¢ Alcestis,’ 153,
284, 682, 6go, 701; with dvri, 434, 524,
716, That dvri expresses the bare external
substitution of one for another, is evident
from such passages as the following :—

€yd ce mpeaBebovaa kdvri Tis ufjs

Yxiis raragTiiraca as T8 eloopav.

(¢ Alc? 283.)

o vy yevol Tolod’ dvr’ duod piTyp TékvoLs.

.. (ib. 377.)
oV 7oy alrds Frhas wéow dyri ods

dpeifrac Yruxds é€ "Adda “(ib. 461.)

. This proper sense of dvr{ could not pos-
sibly be - expressed by ¢mép; nor can deri
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express the sense of Jmwép, “on behalf of”
“for the good of,” derived from its use in the
local sense of bending ¢ ower™ one to protect
and defend him. Compare 2z Macc. viil, 21,
érofpovs Umép THY vopev kal Ths marpilos
damodvgakew, also vi. 28; vil. 93 and Ignat.
ad Rom. 4, fmrép Beol drablimons.

In the passages cited by Raphel on Rom.
v. 8, and accepted by Magee as “indis-
putable” (* Atonement,’ i. 245), the idea of
substitution is not conveyed by dwép, but
by the context. See especially Xen. ‘Anab.
VIL iv. 9,

11. od pdvov 8¢, dAAa «kai kavyapefa. All
modern Editors read xavydpevor with R B G
D, &c. The reading cavyopefa may be due
to =. 3, and to the difficulty of finding any
regular construction for the Participle, which
is still variously explained.

(1) “And not only [as reconciled], but
also as those who rejoice in God ” (Meyer).

For this view it may be said that the greater
the present blessiug, the more certain is the
future salvation. Now the reconciliation
mentioned in verse 1o, does not fully express
the blessing upon which the believer has
already entered, for this includes also a joy-
ful confidence in Ged.

It is, however, much more simple to refer .
ob pdvov 8¢ to the principal thought cwyed-

efa,

# (2} “And not only [shall be saved], but
also saved in such a manper that we shall
rejoice in our salvation” (Fritzsche, Godet,
‘Winer, § 45).

In this, as in the former explanation, the
sense appears to be sacrificed to the gram-
mar, for it is more natural that xavydpevar,
like xavyodpefa in ww. 2, 3, should refer to a
present rejoicing.

(3) And not only [shall be saved], dut sve
alsa rejoice in God through our Lord Jesus
Christ, through awhom e bawve now received
the reconoiliation.”

This is the interpretation of Origen, in
Cramer’s ¢ Catena,’ and of Theodoret: it ad-
mits a slight jrregularity of construction, but
tains the natural meaning of the passage.

12. For the use of ¢é¢’ ¢ in classical authors,
see Thuc. i. 113, Polyb. ¢ Hist.” i. 59, where
the future indicative follows; and Xenoph.
¢ Agesilaus”’ iv. 1, ¢ Hellen.’ ii. ¢. 2, § 20, where
the infinitive follows.

The present or past indicative seems to be
rare; but an example is given by Phavorinus:
€’ @ duri Tod 16T Méyovay 'ArTikel perd
wyevpdror SiagTohis” olov, é° § Tiv Khomjy
elpydoe.

In 2 Cor. v. 4, and in Rom. v. 12, it is well
rendered in the Authorised Version “jfor
that"



Ve 1—2.]

These two passages are discussed by Pho-
tius, Epist. 14 (ed. J. N. Baletta, 1864) rotrov
3 iy Sudvotay of péy “éd’ G—rd "Addp,”
of 8¢ “é¢’ §—16 Bavire” owvmaxelovres
drodiddaouwy. éuol Bé oldéTepor Sokel ob8E ydp
T guvamakolew 8¢i, atrdbfev Exorros Tob fyrov
Ty évréetar 76 yip “ &’ § mdvres Fuapror”
vov ob mpoodmov Twds, otd ofor mpegdmov
Sewxtikdy éotew, AN airias pdicra wapacra=
Tkdy' olow, “éP’ § mdvres fuaprov =8idre
wdavres fpaprov” kT

In Phil. iii. 12, the only other passage of the
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New Testament in which ép’ § is wused, the
same sense is very suitable.  (Ecum. # 75
“od' § 7 “émedn” vie, va olrtwe 3" didkw 82
el xaraldBw, éradl) kdyd kareAnudlny.

In all three passages é¢’ « seems to be
equivalent to éni rotre TG Adye &7,

That Origen so understood the passage
secems probable from his paraphrase of it,
¢Comm. in Evang. Joh.” tom. xx. § 33: favdi-
Tov els wdvras dvfpomovs Biedphvbiros €mi TG
mavras fuapTykévas

CHAPTER VI.

I We may not live in sin, 2 for we ave dead
unto it, 3 as appeareth by our baptism. 12
Let not sin reign any nore, 18 because we
hawve yielded ourselves to the service of right-
eousness, 23 and for that death is the wages
of sin.

HAT shall we say then?
Shall we continue in sin,
that grace may abound ?
2 God forbid. How shall we,
that are dead to sin, live any longer
therein ?

CuAP. VI.~THE MoraL EFFECTS OF
JUsTIFICATION,

‘The purpose of the chapter is to show that
¢ the righteousness of God” revealed in the
Gospel, and described in the preceding
chapters, so far from affording any pretext

for immorality, is the only sure foundation of .

practical holiness,

1. What shall ave say then? Shall awe con-
tinue in sin, that grace may abound?] We
have already seen (iii. 8) that the doctrine of
Jjustification by faith without works of law
was commonly misrepresented by enemies as
#n encouragement to do evil that good might
come; and apart from any such calumny
there was some real danger that the doctrine
might be abused (Gal. v. 13).

In passing on, therefore, to consider its
moral consequences, St. Paul first brings for-
ward, in the form of a question for delibera-
tion, the objection which might be made to
his statement in ch. v. 20, 21, concerning the
purpose of the law, and its relation to sin and
grace.

“ What shall ave say then?” What infer-
ence shall we draw for our moral guidance
from the fact that, “avbere sin multiplied,
grace did superabound?” Are we to
continue in sin, in order that God’s “grace
may bhe multiplied,” and be more abun-
dantly displayed ?

"Emypévoper, the genuine reading, is the
subjunctive of dcliberation.

2. God forbid.] Seech.iil. 4. Thethought

is first deprecated as impious, aud then refuted
as absurd.

Hoav shall ave, that are dead to sin, live any
longer therein?] Read, “We that died to
sin, how shall we Jive any longer therein 2”
The relative clause, placed first for the sake
of emphasis, gives a characteristic defini-
tion of believers, which shows the absurdity
of supposing that they are to “continue in
sin”

The aorist, too, must be properly rendered :
“we that died to sin,” not “ae that are
dead;” for it is a mere truism to say that to
live in sin is inconsistent with a continued and
present deadness to its influence, and what the
Apostle means is that to %we in sin is incon-
sistent with bawving once died to it. To have
shared Christ’s death, in the moral sense, is
the sure prelude to sharing His new life,
The question “ Hoaw #’ implies here not a
physical impossibility, but a moral contradic-
tion.

‘To live in sin means more than to “ continue
in sin:” it is to have sin for the element in
which we live, the moral atmosphere which
our souls breathe.

The expression “dying unto sin” is first
found in this passage, though St. Paul in an
earlier epistle speaks of ¢ dying to the law ”
(Gal. fi. 195 vi. 14; Rom. vil. 4; T Pet.ii.
24.) It means to be released from all power
and influence of sin, as a slave is by death
released from the power of his master: see
note on . 7.

Lest the phrase “died to sin™ shonld
seem strange and unintelligible, the Apostle
checks himself and explains it; yet even in
his mode of doing this he implies that
his readers ought not to need an explana-
tion, |
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3 Know ye not, that so many

1 0r,are. of us as ‘were baptized into Jesus

Christ were baptized into his death ?
4 Therefore we are buried with

ROMANS. VL

[v. 3—4

him by baptism into death : that like
as Christ was raised up from the dead
by the glory of the Father, even so we

also should walk in newness of life.

3. Knoaw ye not] “Or krnow ge not” The
word “or” points to the only alternative: if
they do not understand what it is to “ bawe
died to sin,” they must be ignorant of the
meaning and effect of their baptism; and the
very theught of such ignorance gives atone of
reproof to the question.

Here (as in v. 11), instead of “Jesus Christ,”
the right order is “Christ Jesus;” the Me-
diatorial name holds the emphatic position
here, and is used alone in the following con-
text (vv. 4, 8, 9), because He into whom we
are baptized is the head, with whom all the
members are united in one body.

To be “baptized into Christ” is to be
brought by baptism into union with. Him:
but the original word represents this union
in a vivid picture, which we can only repro-
duce by using some less familiar word,—* im-
mersed into Christ,” “ immersed into bis death.”
So the Israelites are said figuratively to have
been “ all baptized unto (into) Moses in the cloud
and in the sea” (1 Cor. x. 2), because the result
of their passing under the cloud and through
the waters was that “they believed the
Lord and his servant Moses” (Ex. xiv. 31),
and were thus united with Moses as their
deliverer whom they trusted, their leader
whom they followed, and their mediator in
whose covenant they shared. Compare also
1 Cor. xii. 13, and Gal iii. 27, in which
passages, as here, the union with Christ
in baptism is expressly ascribed to all who
are baptized, because it is a gift of God
bestowed freely on all, though from its very
nature dependent on a right use for its con-
tinued efficacy.

Christ’s death, burial, and resurrection
being necessary steps in the process by which
He unites us to Himself 1n a new life, to
be “baptized into Christ” is to be brought
into union with His death (v. 1), His burial
(2. 4), His resurrection (. 5).

baptized into bis death] The union with
Christ into which we enter by baptism is thus
more closely defined first as union with His
death; but the death of Christ has varicus
aspects, and the context must determine in
which of these it is presented. ‘This is clearly
stated in w. 10: “in that be died, be died unto
sin once” His death is here viewed as the final
and complete deliverance from a life in which
for our sakes He had been subject to condi-
tions imposed by our sins; and this sense
exactly corresponds with the thought which
led to the mention of Christ’s death, “ Hoav

shall we that died to sin, live any longer
therein 2

Thus the moral character of the whole life
of faith is determined in the very act by which
man enters into that life.

4, Therefore ae are buried avith him by bap-
tism into death,] “We were buried there-
fore with him by our baptism into his
death” Assuming his readers’ assent to the
fact that ‘““we were baptized into Christ’s
death,” St. Paul proceeds to state (1) its im=
mediate consequence, ave were buried avith
bim,” and (2) its final purpose, that we might
be, like Him, raised up to a2 new life.

The expression, % we were buried,” may
have been suggested by the momentary burial
beneath the baptismal water (see Bingham,
‘Antiq” XI. xi. § 4): it declares in the
strongest manner our union with Christ in
death, and our entire separation from the for-
mer life in which sin reigned. But burial,
being a sign and seal which attests the reality
of death, serves also to attest the reality of
the resurrection: hence the significance which
St. Paul attaches to Christ’s burial, and to
our baptismal burial with Him; compare
Col. ii. 12: “buried aith him in baptism,
avherein also ye are risen aith bim, through
the faith of the operation of God, awho bath
raised bim from the dead.”

Christ auas raised up from the dead by the
glory of the Father.] * Glory” is the manifes-
tation of excellence, and “zhe glory of the
Father” includes all the excellence of Deity
that can be manifested : it is a more compre-
hensive attribute than “ power,” which is the
kind of excellence especially manifested in the
reswrrection (ch.i. 4; 1 Cor. vi. 14; 2 Cor.
Xiii. 4; Eph. 1 19).

Compare our Lord’s words concerning the
resurrection of Lazarus: “ Said Irof unto thee,
that, if thou wouldest believe, thou shouldest see
the glory of God?” (John xi. 40).

“Christ awas raised by the glory of the Fatber,
not as lacking strength Himselt, for He is the
Lord of all powers, but because both Christ
and His Apostles ascribe what is above man’s
nature to the glory of the supreme pature ”
(Cyril in Cramer’s ‘Catena™. So Pearson
shows with admirable force that “the raising
of Christ is attributed to God the Father, but
is not attributed to the Father alone” See
‘Exposition of the Creed, i. joi-3o4, and
note on viii. 11.

By “ neauness of life ™ is meant “newness " of



v. 5.]

5 For if we nave been planted
together in the likeness of his death,

ROMANS. VI

we shall be also in the likeness of his
resurrection

the element of life, of the living animating
principle, not the life that is lived ‘day by day
(Blas), but the life which liveth in us (¢w?).

On this most important distinction, see
Trench, *N. T. Syn.’ end series, and the
comment of Theodorus in Cramer’s ¢ Catena’
on this passage, that “ we ought to exhibit the
conduct proper to that life (éveixrvodar Tov
Biov 775 {wfs éxelms) into which we believe
that we have been born through our baptism.”
The conduct of life (Blos) is here expressed
by the figure of “ wwalking,” as in the similar
passage Gal. v. 25. Compare also Eph. v. 2,
“qualk in love,” and Col, w. 5, “awalk in awis-
dom.” ‘The life in Christ is a new life, and
this quality is made prominent by the substan-
tival form, “neawness of life”: compare ch.
vii. 6; and 1 Tim. vi ry: Winer, ‘Gr.)’
§ xxxiv. 2.

The “life” imparted, as is shown in . s,
is that of the risen Christ in His glorified
humanity, of which the Apostie writes to the
Colossians (ch. iil. 3, 4), “¥e are dead (Yo
died), and your life is (hasbeen) bidden awith
Christ in God. When Christ, who is our
life, shall appear, then shall ye also appear wwith
bim in glory.”

For an admirable comment on the doctrine
of the passage, see Hooker, * E. P.” B*.V. ch. Ivi.
§ 6. “ The sons of God have God’s own na-
tural Son as a second Adam from heaven,
whose race and progeny they are by spiritual
and heavenly birth.”  § 7. “ God made Eve of
the rib of Adam. And his Church he frameth
out of the very flesh, the very wounded and
bleeding side of the Son of Man. His body
crucified and His blood shed for the life of the
world, are the true elements of that heavenly
being which maketh us such as Himself is of
whom we come—J5. “ Adam is in us as an
original cause of our nature, and of that cor-
ruption of nature which causes death; Christ
as the cause original of restoration to life. . . .
Christ having Adam’s nature, as we have, but
incorrupt, deriveth not nature but incorrup-
tion, and that immediately from His own
person unto all that belong unto Him.”

It will be seen in c. wiil. 2, g~11, that this
new vital element is “zhe Spirit of life.” In
this world the “/iz™ itself is hidden, but its
effects are to be seen in our “ aaléing after
the Spirit” (viil. 4).

B. For if ave bave been planted together in
the likeness of bis death.]  For if awe have
become united to the lkeness of bis dearh”

The death and resurrection of Christs
natural body have their corresponding effects
in His mystical body “ the blessed company of

all faithful people.” The likeness of bis death™
is their “death unto sin,” and “ zbe likencss of
bis resurrection” is their *new birth unto
righteousness,” These are both included in
Baptism, by which the believer has been
brought into living union with Christ’s mys-
tical body, has become one by birth and
growth (gducpuros) with it and with its
essential properties, “the likeness of bis death®
and “ the likeness of bis resurrection.”

Some interpretors give a different turn to
the passages ““if we have been united avith bim
by the likeness of his death.” But this con-
struction requires an arbitrary addition to St.
Paul’s words, which do not express, though’
they of course imply, a direct union of the
believer with Christ Himself.

aue shall be also in the likeness of bis resur-
rection.] The A.V.givesthe sense correctly,
and it is hardly possible to express in English
the lively turn of the Greek (dA\\a «xai):
“ Why then also of his resurrection we shall
be.”

“ The likeness of bis resurrection” is the
“ neauness of life ” imparted to us, as the gift
of God, wrought by the same divine power
which raised Christ from the dead. * Because
the work of his Spirit to those effects” (sancti-
fication and life) “is in us prevented by sin
and death posscssing us before, it is of neces-
sity that as well our present sanctification unto
newness of life, as the future restoration of
our bodies should presuppose a participation
of the grace, efficacy, merit, or virtue of his
body and blood” (Hooker, ‘ E. P’ lib. v. c. 1Ivi,
§ ro. “1It is not required that we should die
the death of the body as Christ did, but to
die as Isaac did in the similitude and figure
of his death; that is, we should die to sin. . ..
And as it is not required that we should die
the death of the body in Baptism; so it is not
to be expected that we should be forthwith
raised unto that glory, whereunto He rose, but
to (s2c) be raised unto a similitude or likeness
of it, that is, unto newness of life, which is
the first resurrection. And of this resur-
rection we shall not fail to _be actual par-
takers by Baptism, if we be rightly implanted
into the similitude of His death; for so
the Apostle’s words are” (Jackson, ‘Creed,
xi. 17). :

T}7ll)ls the future (*“ awe shall 2e”) asin v. a,
is not to be understood of the future resur-
rection, but expresses that which is morally
certain to take place as a consequence of
having been united to Christ in his death (see
also Alford).
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6 Knowng this, that our old man
is crucified with Aim, that the body
of sin might be destroyed, that

ROMANS, VL

[v. 6—8.

7 For he that is dead is freed O susti-

from sin.

8 Now if we be dead with Christ,
we believe that we shall also live
with him :

henceforth we should not serve
sin.,
8, Knowing this] Noting this. The

knowledge here meant (ywackorres) is not
knowledge of a fact, simply as a fact (efddres
@, g), but of the idea involved in it,a know-
ledge which results from the exercise of the
understanding (vois). .

The participle is closely connected with
the preceding clause: our conformity to
Christ’s resurrection must spring from, or
at least be attended by, a right perception of
the idea and purpose of our union with His
death, as stated in what follows.

our old man is crucified avith him.] This
is frequently interpreted as if the whole sin-
fulness of the unregeneratc man, or the whole
sinfulness of our common nature derived
from Adam, were personified under the name
of “ourold man” But such a figure of
speech falls far short of the vivid and intense
reality of St. Paul's thought, In Gal. ii. 20,
a passage written only a few months before
this, he says: “I have been crucified avith
Christ: and it is no longer I that live,
but Christ liveth sn me” Contrasting his
former with his present state, the Apostie
feels that he is like another being, and has
undergone a change as complete as that of
death; his former self has passed way, he
lives as a new man in Christ, and Christ in
him. The “¢ld man” is thus seen to be no
abstraction or personification, it isour former
self in the old corrupt and sinful condition:
the figure lies in what follows,

is erucified avith bim.] “Was crucified awith
b, namely in Baptism, as the whole context
requires. If St. Paul’s language seems ex-
aggerated, it is because we who were bap-,
tized as unconscious infants can hardly
realise what Baptism wasto the adult believer.
in the Apostolic age.

“The recipient—thus has St. Paul figura-

tively represented the process—is conscious
{a) in the baptism generally: “Now am I
entering into fellowship with the death of
Christ:” (#) in the immersion: “Now am I
being buried with Christ:” () and then in the
emergence: ‘““Now I rise to the new life
with Christ” (Meyer).
. that the body of sin might be destroged] As
It is not “the man” simply, but the “o/d
man” that was crucified, so the purpose of
that crucifixion was not that *the body”
simply, but “ the body of sin” might be de-
stroyed.

‘This is the body of the old man that was
crucified, that is to say, it is the natural body
in its old condition, as the servant of sin,

This relation of servitude is distinctly ex-
pressed in the following words, “that we
should no longer serve gin” and is
fully developed in ww. 12-14, where nothing
else than the natural body, and its members
can possibly be meant. That which in Col.
il 11 is called “ 2be body of the flesh,” because
of the allusion to circumcision, is here called
“ the body of sin,” because of the reference in
this context to sin as a power reigning in the
body (v. 213 vi. 1, 2, 12 f£)

might be destroped] The body is to be
destroyed, not in its material substance, but
in its relation to sin: it is to be rendered as
thoroughly inert, motionless, and dead, in re=
lation to sin, as it is, by actual crucifixion, in
relation to an earthly master. According to
our Saviour’s emphatic langnage, the right
eye is to be plucked out, and the right hand
cut off from the service of sin. ’

7. For he that is dead is freed from sin.]
In ver. 6, as in John viii. 34, the sinner is re-
garded as a servant or slave, who is crucified
and dies with Christ, in order that he may
no longer be enslaved to sin. This view of
the believer’s relation to sin is now confirmed
by the general maxim that death puts an end
to all bondage, and slaves

. “sonce ferried o'er the wave '
That parts us, are emancipate and loos’d.”
(Cowper, *The Task.’)

The only difficulty of the verse is due to
the brevity with which St. Paul compresses
into one sentence the illustration taken from
common life, and its application to our
spiritual state. “ As the slave when dead is
set free from his master, so he that has died
with Christ is freed from sin.”

The word 8edikaiwra: does not here mean
“ justified ” in the dogmatic sense, but (as in
Sirac, xxvi. 29: ol Swawbijserar xdmyhos
amd dpaprias), “released and emancipated
from sin” (Cyril in (Ecumenius); in Latin,
“vindicatus in libertatem.”

The context is full of this idea of emanci~
pation from the slavery of sin (vw. 14, 17, 18,
22), and from the power of law (vii. 1-6):
and both these ideas are found in like se=
quence in 1 Cor. vii. 21 and 29.

8-14. The Apostle now turns to a new



v. g—11,]

9 Knowing that Christ being raised
from the dead dieth no more; death
hath no more dominion over him.

160 For in that he died, he died

ROMANS. VL

unto sin once: but in that he liveth,
he liveth unto God.

11 Likewise reckon ye also your-
selves to be dead indeed unto sin, but

and peculiar feature of the case: the death,
which delivers from the bondage of sin, is
followed by a new life of liberty (vw. 8-11),
which is not under sin’s dominion, but is to
be devoted to the service of a new master
(vv. 12-14).

8. Now if ae be dead avith Christ, d°c]
Read, “But if we died with Christ,” &c.
Since Christ’s death has been to Him the
prelude to a new life, we who have shared
His death believe rightly that we are to share
His life also.

That the life here spoken of is a gift be-
stowed by Christ’s grace, is well shown by
Calvin on =w. 1o, “If he were only reminding
us of a duty, his mode of speaking would
have been this: ‘Since we have died with
Christ, we ought in like manner to live with
Him. But the word ° befieve’ shows that
he is discussing a doctrine of faith, founded
upon promises, as if he had said, * Believers
ought to hold it certain that by Christ’s gift
of grace (beneficio), they have so died accord-
ing to the flesh, that the same Christ main-
tains the ‘newness of life’ even unto the
end.””

The future, “ave shall live” is not to be
limited to the final resurrection, but shows
what will necessarily follow, after our parti-
cipation in Christ’s death.

9. Knowing, {»c.] Our belief that we shall
live with Christ rests on our knowledge of
the fact (eiSdres), that He is alive for ever-
more ; we could have no assurance that we
shall live with Him, unless we knew that He
can never cease to live. Therefore St. Paul
repeats the same important truth still more
ernphatically : “ dearb bath no more dominion”
(Iiterally, #is no longer master ™) “ over bim.”
Others who had been raised from the dead
returned to that common life of men, in
which death still had dominion over themj;
but with Christ it was not so; “Do not
think, because He died once, that He is
mortal; for this very reason He abideth
immortal. For His death has become the
death of Death; and because He died, there-
fore He dieth no more ; for even that death
He died unto sin” (Chrysost.)

10. be died unto sin once] Christ was sub-
jected for our sake to the power of sin, in
so far that He endured all the evils that sin
could inflict on one “awho did no sin” This
tyranny of sin (not His own, but ours) was
permitted, through the counsel of God and
Christ’s willing obedience, to compass His

death: “ He humbled himself and became obedi=
ent unto death™ (Phil, ii. 8).

But there sin’s power over Him ceased,
because the purpose, for which it was per-
mitted, was accomplished. The sin of man,
now that it has cost Him His life, can have
no more power over Him: He died once for
all “unto sin)” ie. His previous relation ie sin
came utterly to an end, He was withdrawn
for ever from the power of sin, and therefore
from the power of death. There are thus
three pointsto be observed in Christ’s relation
to sin:

(1) His life, as a conflict with, and a
triumph over, sin, making Him as man per-
sonally exempt from death.

(2) His voluntary surrender, for the sins
of the world, of a life not forfeited by sin of
His own.

(3) The effect of this voluntary submission
to the chastisement of our sins, viz. His final
separation from sin and death. Compare
Hebrews vit. 273 ix. 25-28.

but in that be liveth, be liveth unto God]
Christ’s earthly life was not exclusively a life
unto God, but had aiso a certain relation of
subjection to sin; but now the heavenly life
“be liveth unto God,” wholly and exclusively.
In Him the manhood taken into God, and
perfected by suffering, lives only for its true
end, “the glory of God.” It can, therefore,
be no more subject to the usurped tyranny of
sin and death: He % dieth no more” (v. 9).

‘We should remember that in the words,
“ pe fiveth,” we have the testimony of one
who had seen the Lord. In the light that
shone round Him by Damascus, he had re-
cognised first a Divine presence, “ #Who ar¢
thou, Lord?” and then came the astounding
discovery that this living Lord was the per-
sccuted Jesus, which liveth, and was dead,
and is alive for evermore.

11. dead indeed unto sin.] The word “ dead ”
(vexpats) here describes a continued state of
death : as Christ died once for all unto sin,
so the believer, once united to Christ, must
regard himself as dead to the dominion of sin
for ever.

but alive unto God.] The belicver's new
life belongs wholly to God, and must be
devoted entirely to His service: like Christ,
whose life he shares, ¢ be liveth unto God” (.
10) a life, which beginning on earth in holiness,
shall continue in heaven in glory and honour
and immortality.

12G
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nGr,
arms, Or,
weapons.

alive unto God through Jesus Christ
our Lord.

12 Let not sin therefore reign in
your mortal body, that ye should
obey it in the lusts thereof.

13 Neither yield ye your mem-
bers as 'instruments of unrighteous-

ROMANS. VI

[v. 12—14.

ness unto sin: but yield yourselves
unto God, as those that are alive from
the dead, and your members as instru-
ments of righteousness unto God.

14 For sin shall not have do-
minion over you: for ye are not
under the law, but under grace.

through Jesus Christ our Lord] Read,
“in Christ Jesus” Conformity to the
likeness both of Christ’s death unto sin, and
of His life unto God, is to be attained not
merely “through,” but “in” Christ Jesus.
It is the proper effect of * baptism into his
death” (0. 4), but an effect which can only
be accomplished in those who realise and
appropriate the grace bestowed on them; 7. e.
who believe and account themselves to be
dead unto sin, and alive unto God in Christ
Jesus.

12, 13. The exhortation now advances
from faith to practice: let your conduct
prove that you really are such as you reckon
yourselves to be, and that both negatively
and positively.

Let not sin therefore reign.] Let it no more
have dominion ; for we died with Christ that
we should no longer be sin’s slaves, “ Being
called to reign with Christ, it is absurd to
choose to become the captives of sin; as if
one should cast off the crown from his head,
and wish to be a slave to some dcnioniac
beggar-woman clothed in rags” (Chry-
sostom.)

in your mortal body.] The Spirit of Him
that raised up Jesus from the dead, shall
hereafter quicken also your mortal body ; but
as yet there is in its mortality a remnant or
token of past bondage, and you are waiting
for its redemption. Compare viii. 11, 23.

mortal body.] The only death from which
Christ has nof redeemed us, is the death—
for a time—of the body; and the fact that
the death of the body is still endured by man
himself, gives more certainty and prominence
to the truth that the death which we have
already died in Christ is a death to the power
of sin—a moral and sacramental death, which
enfranchises our whole nature, body and
soul, from sin’s dominion. For though death
still reigns over the mortal body, the sting
of deatl—which is sin—bas ceased to reign,
except through our own fault.

that ye should obey it in the lusts thereof]
Read, with the oldest MSS., “ that ye should
obey the lusts thereof” i of the body.
Lusts of the body there will be: for though
the _hlgher part of man—his spirit—is in
Christ’s members already alive unto God
(viil. 10), the body is still subject to death,

and still exposed to the attacks of sin. See
then that sin reign not in this mortal part,
lest it should extend its usurpation thence to
the immortal.

13. Neither yivld ye your members as in-
struments of umrighteousness unto sin.] Sin
fights for the mastery; it calls out an army
of the lusts of the body, and seeks to use the
members, hand, eye, or tongue, as weapons
whercwith the lusts may re-establish the rule
of unrighteousness.  * Instruments” (6mAe)
mcan weapons of war (John xviil. 3; 2 Cor.
X 4, &c.).

but yield yourselves unto God.] The Greek
tense is changed: “Do not go on putting
your members at sin’s disposal, but once for
all present (xii. 1) yourselves, both body and
soul, unto God.”

as those that are alive from the dead.] A
slight omission of superfuous words shows
the connexion more clearly : * yield yourselves
unto God as alive from the dead,” re
as men raised to new life in Christ, See
Note at end. ’

and your members, d»c.] As in the pro-
hibition, so here again in the positive exhorta-
tion, the more general thought is followed by
the more special: yield yourselves to God,
and yield your members as weapons of
righteousness unto God.

14. For sin shall not hawe dominion over
you.] The exhortation is confirmed by a
promise: * Be not discouraged by your own
weakness from giving yourseives up to God’s
service: your effort shall not fail, ‘for sin
shall not be master over you. Sin will
tempt and harass and ensnare, it will still be
a powerful, dangerous, and too often vic-
torious, enemy : but it shall have no authority
over you; it shall not be your lord and
master, disposing of you at will, and, as it
were, of right” (vi. 9; vil. 1; xiv. 9; 2 Cor.
L 243 © Tim. vi. 15).

Jfor ye are nmot under the law.] “under
law.” As the principle of a covenant of
works, law is the strength of sin (1 Cor. xv.
56), and the occasion of its getting the
mastery. But you have another Master, who
rules not by law, but by grace. Christ Him-~
self was “ made under 1aw,” in order that by
His perfect obedience and atoning death, “ be
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15 What then? shall we sin, be-
cause we are not under the law, but
under grace? God forbid.
16 Know ye not, that to whom
ye yield yourselves servants to obey,

17 But God be thanked, that ye
were the servants of sin, but ye have
obeyed from the heart that form
: Twhi ; 1 Gr.
of ‘doctrine '"which was delivered e
‘Ou. ye were

delivered.

his servants ye are to whom ye obey ;
whether of sin unto death, or of obe-
dience unto righteousness’

18 Being then made free from sin,
ye became the servants of righteous-
ness.

might redeem themn that awere under law,
that aue might receive the adoption of sons™
(Gal. iv. 5). In other words, “that we
might be brought ‘ under grace, and so being
freely pardoned, justified, quickened in Christ,
and made one with Him, might be no longer
servants of sin, but sons of God.”

15. What then?] Are we to turn the
grace of our God into lasciviousness (Jude
4)! Are we to sin in hope of impunity,
“ because we are not under law, but under

grace?” “God forbid”

16. The suggestion indignantly rejected in
@. 15, is now refuted by an appeal to truths
which cannot be unknown to the reader;
first, that he who habitually yields himself up
to a slavish obedience, is in fact the slave of
him whom he obeys (John viii. 34); and,
further, that “ no man can serve tawvo masters,”
but must be the servant “either of sin unto
death, or of obedience unto righteousness”’
Observe that St. Paul puts the only two
alternatives into the sharpest opposition by
the aid of particles (frot, #), which are found
nowhere else in the New Testament (see
Donaldson’s ¢ Gr. Gr.” § 552).

The end, unto which the servant of sin is
brought, is ““death” not here bodily death,
for that is a result of Adam’s sin, from which
not even the servants of God are exempt, nor
merely moral death, which is sin itself, but
eternal death. Compare vv. 21-23.

“ Obedience” is used first in a general sense,
but is limited the second time to the special
sense of “ obedience to God,” and the end
of such obedience is that ¥ righteousness)”
which is equivalent to life eternal (i. 17) and
so stands opposed to ¢ death.”

17. The general truth stated in «. 16, is
now applied to the Christians at Rome in
their past and present state, the happy con-

trast being vividly expressed in a burst of

thanksgiving to God: *‘ardor pectoris apo-
stolici”  (Bengel)

Both the thought and form of expression
are similar to Luke xv. 23, “let us eat and be
merry, for this my son was dead, and is alive
again.” Compare Matt. xi. 25, and see Note
at end of chapter.

but ye have obeyed.] *but obeyed” This

simpler and more exact rendering brings the
latter clause into closer connexion with the
former, to which it allows its due emphasis.
“Thanks be to God for your happy change
of service: ye were servants of sin, but
became cbedient to the Gospel.”

St. Paul’'s thankfulness that they became
God’s servants, is heightened by the remem-
brance that they avere servants of sin.

from the beart.] ‘For ye were not com-
pelled nor forced, but willingly, and with
eagerness turned away from sin.” This serves
at once for praise and for reproof; for, after
coming of your own accord, without any
compulsion, what forgiveness, what excuse,
could you get, for returning to your former
state ?” (Chrysostom.)

that form of doctrine awbich was delivered
you] “‘that form of doctrine unto which ye
were delivered,” i.e. by God.

The word mapedidwyu: is not uncommonly
used of giving a child over to instruction.
(Herodot. i. 73; Plat. * Legg’ 811 E))

“the form of doctrine” means, in general,
the teaching to which the Romans had been
given over by Divine Providence on becoming
Christians. But the word “ form” (rimos)
has been variously interpreted :

(1) Christian teaching as *“a mould into
which we are put to be fashioned to its
shape” (Beza))

(2) The Pauline “type of doctrine” (ii.
16; xvi, 25; Gal. il. 2), which had been
prevalent from the first at Rome. (Meyer.)

(3) The Gospel as a definite form of
teaching distinct from others, Jewish, heathen,
&ec.

(4) “ The form of sound words” (z Tim.
i. 13), or fixed and formal summary of
Christian truth in which converts were in-
structed.

(5) Christian teaching as a rule or pattern
of holy living. (Chrysostom, Gennadius,
(Ecumenius.)

The last sense is the simplest, and agrecs
best with St. Paul’s use of rvwos (1 Thess. i.
7; 2 Thess. iii. 9; Phil. iii. 17; 1 Tim. iv,
1z; Tit. ii. 7), and with the context, which
indicates obedience to moral and practical
rules.

18. Being then made free from sin.] “ And
iz



132 ROMANS. VL [v. 1g—2L
19 I speak after the manner of
men because of the infirmity of your

flesh : for as ye have yielded your

20 For when ye were the servants
of sin, ye were free 'from righteous- 16z e
right

2OUS-
ness. ness.

members servants to uncleanness and
to iniquity unto iniquity; even so
now yield your membprs servants to
righteousness unto holiness.

21 What fruit had ye then in
those things whereof ye are now
ashamed ? for the end of those things
5 death,

being made free, &o.” This is not a conclu-
sion drawn from ww. 16, 17, but a more pre-
cise and pointed statement of the happy
change already asserted in v. 17.

19. I speak afier the manner of men becatise
of the infirmity of your flesh.] The weakness of
the flesh is not identical with its sinfulness,
for even Christ shared all its weakness. But
that which in Him was subject to His Spirit,
and free from all sin, in us sinful men not
only resists our spirit, but too often prevails
over it, and that in two ways, both darkening
the understanding and perverting the will,
‘The meaning of the present passage depends
on the question, which of these two effects,
the moral or the intellectual, is here ascribed
to “ the infirmity of the flesh.”

(1) The ancient interpreters, Chrysostom,
Theodoret, and others, connect this clause
with what follows, and understand “ the in-
firmity of the flesh” as a moral weakness
which makes it hard at first to live the life
of Christian holiness: “I say what is mode-
rate and within the power of men in general
(dv8péomwor, 1 Cor. x. 13): for I only bid
you render suech an obedience to righteous-
mess as you formerly gave to sin.”

(2) Photius, who is followed by most
modern commentators, connects the clause
with @. 18, as explaining the strong expres=-
sion, “ye were made slaves” (¢8ovAdfnre):
“this 15 plain language taken from the
common life of men, and not altogether an
adequate description of your allegiance to
Him ¢ Whose service is perfect freedom:’
but 1 use it ¢ because of the infirmity of your
Jesh’ (a), which makes the life of righteous-
ness seem to you at first painful and irksome,
as a kind of bondage (Photius), or (#), which
is a hindrance to your spiritual discernment.
i therefore speak of ‘servitude’ (vv. 16-18),
a thing belonging to the common life of men,
to help you to understand that you are bound
to devote yourselves entirely to God's ser-
vice.” In this last interpretation, (which is
rightly adopted by Bengel, Meyer, &c.) “ zke
JHesh)” ie the condition of the natural man
(1 Cor.ii. 14} iil 1) is the source of a weak-
ness of understanding in things spiritual.

On “#be fesh,” see note on vil. 5.

Jor as ye bave yielded (ye yielded) your
menbers servants to uncleanness and to iniquity

unto iniquify.] The practical reason of my
speaking about servitude is this, to exhort
you to devote yourselves as fully to the life of
righteousness as you did to the life of sin.

your members.] Compare », 13, Sin is here
presented under a double aspect, as “ unclean-
ness” defiling the man, and “iniguity”
(dvopia) violating God’s law : the subjection
of the members to these ruling forces leads
“ unto iniquity” as the practical result.

unto  holiness]  “unte sanctification”
“Holiness” is the moral quality to be ac-
quired: but “sanctification” {dyacuds)
includes the sanctifying act or process, as
well as its result; see w. 225 1 Cor. i. 303
1 Thess. iv. 3, 4, 7; 2 Thess. ii. t3; 1 Tim.
ii. 15; Heb. xii. 14; 1 Pet. i 2.

20-22. Reason (ydp) for the exhortation
of v. 19, drawn from the results of either.
service.

20. For aben ye avere the servants of sim,
ye aere free from righteousness.) “For auben
ye avere servants of 8in, ye avere free
of righteousness;” i.. free in relation to,
free from the service of ri.hteousness, No
irony, but a statement of fact, full of deep
moral pain (Meyer). You did not then
attempt to serve t{wo masters (comp, v. 16),
but gave yourselves wholly to the service of
sin. What then was the result (v. 21) ? We
thus see that =. 20 prepares the way for what
follows (Meyer).

21, What fruit bad ye then . . . . ] “What
fruittherefore bad ye then™ . ... “There-
fore!” ie. in consequence of this undivided
service of sin (v. z0).

in those things whereof ye are now ashamed.)
We find even in the earliest versions and
commentators different ways of connecting
this clause withthe context.

1. According to A. V., St. Paul asks “what
fruit,” ie. what prefit or reward had you at
that time, from things done in the service of
sin, at the very thought of which you are
now ashamed! You had none: for the end
of those things is death. Sin pays no other
wages (v. 21), and sin’s service has no other
fruit.

2. The question is simply, “ what fruit had
ye at that time!” and the answer, “ Things
whereof ye are now ashamed, for the end of



v. 22— 23.]

22 But now being made free from
sin, and become servants to God, ye
have your fruit unto holiness, and
the end everlasting life.

ROMANS. VI

23 For the wages of sin is
death ; but the gift of God is
eternal life through Jesus Christ our
Lord.

them is death.” Your only fruit consisted in
the sinful gains or pleasures, of which you
are now ashamed, because you have become
aware of their real nature, that they lead to
that death which is the opposite of “ ever/ast-
ing life” (v, 22).

Either interpretation yields a good sense,
but the former construction is the more
natural and simple.

22. But noav being made free from sin, and
become servants to God.] A double contrast
to their former state described in . 20:
emancipated from sin’s service, they have been
made servants to God. The same strong
word as in 2. 18 (Sovhwbijrar) is used again:
but instead of servants “ to righteousness,” he
now says “servants to God,” thinking already
of Him as the Giver of everlasting life.

ye have your fruit wmio holiness] ¢ Unto
sanetification:” see note on dywaouds, v. 19.
‘The first fruit of dedication to God’s service
ts not here described as *sanctification,” but
as something that tends *unto sanctifioa-
tion”” This is either the baptismal grace of
“newness of life” (. 4), or its product, that
practice of good works which promotes and
cstablishes “sanctification.” Compare “the
Jruit of the Spirit” Gal. v. z2.

and the end ewverlasting life.] You have
your present fruit unto sanctification, and

you have also as the end of your service
“pverlasting Jlife ” see on ii. 7, v. 21. It is
clear that ¢ ewerlasting lifz” being here called
“the end” is regarded in its future aspect:
and vet St. Paul says, “ ye have it” now, ie.
ye have it as a future, but assured result,
the consummation of your present life in
Christ.

23. Forthe wages of sinis death.] “ Wages”
(8yrdma) properly, as in Luke iii. 14; 1 Cor.
ix. 7; 2 Cor. xi. 8, a soldier’s rations or pay.
Having spoken in ww. 12, 13, of sinreigning,
and of weapons, he continues the figure of
military service, But ydpiopa means simply
“a gift of grace,” not a military donative
(Tert. ‘ de Resurrectione Carnis,’ 47 ; Chrys.).

but the gift of God.] Sin only pays hard
wages, but God gives of His free grace what
no service could earn.

eternal life through Jesus Christ our Lord.]
“eternal life in Christ Jesus our Lord.”
God’s gift of eternal life is not only bestowed
tbrough Christ, but is iz Christ as its abiding
source, and can only be enjoyed in union
with Him (see 2 Tim. i. 1,9, and Note on
viil. 1).

The doctrine of sanctification in this chap-
ter, and that of justification in ch. v., both end
in the same triumphant conclusion.

ADDITIONAL NOTES

B. Ztuduros—born together, Plato, ¢ Theaet.
P. 157; ‘Republ’ X. p. 609, A; 3 Macc. iii. 22;
—-cognaie, kindred, Plato, ‘ Leges, x. p. 207.

8. the body of sin.] The interpretations are
manifold.

1. “ The whole mass of sin.” But cépa
in the sense of “mass” is applied only to
material things, as water or metal (Aristot.
Probl. xxiii. 7, § 1, xxiv. 9, § 3), not to things
immaterial, as virtue or vice.

2. “The essence, or substance, of sin”
(Baur), as Aristotle calls the Enthymeme the
cipa, or substance of rhetorical proof (* Rhet.”
L1§3).

A r)nere periphrasis for “sin” (Photius,
Schéttgen, &c). But in this usage cépa is
applied only to persons and only in poetry.
None of these three senses suit the context
or St. Paul’s usage.

4 “ Sin represented as having a body,” in

on v, 5, 6, 13, 17, 2I.

order to carry out the metaphor of the cruci=
fixion of the old man (Clshausen).

5. “ Sin represented as a body made up of
many members,” in accordance with the
figurative interpretation of “the old man” (.
6), and with Col. iii. 5 (but see note there).
In this interpretation, “the body of sin” is
only another name for “tbe old man” or
rather for its concrete form” (Hodge: so
Chrysostom, Philippi, &c.). o

6. In opposition to all these figurative in-
terpretations we take “the body of sin” to
mean the natural body so far as it is the
servant of sin (Meyer, De Wette, Alford).

Objection (a): The body as the seat of sin
cannot be meant, because this can only be
annihilated (xarapynf7) by natural death.

Ansaver SI). This objection does not apply
to “ the body as servant of sin,” which is here
St. Paul’s view as shown by pn«éri Sovhevew,

Answer (2). The sense assigned to «xa~
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rapynfi “ annihilated” is forced, its true
meaning being explained by Tod pnxére
Sovetew. .

Objection (). The fol}owmg oaua 'Hu'qro'v
in @. 12, cannot determine the meaning of
abpa Tis dpaprias, being found in a different
connection,

Ansaer. It is found in precisely the same
connection, the service of sin.

13. The various reading—éegel for bs—
adopted by Tisch. (8), Tregelles, Lachmann,
&c., with 8 A B C, is thus explained by
Theodore of Mopsuestia (Cramer’s Cat.):
% The most marvellous thing is that he says,
¢as if alive from the dead, shewing that he
does not demand from them the reality, but
the imitation, aceording to their power. For
hereafter they will be “alive from the dead;”
but now he says, “as (dbs) alive from the
dead,” instead of “imitating that as much as
possible.”

The variation might easily arise from the
scribe repeating part of the following éx.

17. Reiche, Fritzsche, Meyer, and others
limit the cause of thanksgiving to the words
fAre dolhar TRs dpaprias, to which they ascribe
the pregnant sense, “ye were, but are no
longer, the slaves of sin.”

ROMANS.

VII.

[v. 1—2.

This use of the Substantive Verb is well~
known in Latin :
¢ Fuimus Troes, fuit Ilium et ingens
Gloria.” (Verg. An. ii. 325.)
fMagnum manet Ardea nomen,
Sed fortuna fuit” {vii. 413.)

In Eurip. Troad. 582, wpiv mor’ fuev and
Hec. 284, xdyd yap v mor dA\AG viv oix el
&ri, the cessation of a former state is expressed
not by #v, but by the words which accom-
pany it: and the same is true of this passage,
and Eph. v. 8, fire ydp more oxdros, viv 8¢ pis
év Kupio, where the antithetical connection of
the clauses is perfectly clear, and the insertion
of uév is quite unnecessary, the more so on
account of the emphatic position of jre. See
Jelf, *Gr.Gr.? § 767, 3,and Winer, ii. 652, E. T.

21, Kapmdy yeir may mean to bear fruit,
as in . L, Nah. iiL. 12, gukal kapmovs éxovaar,
Gen. i. 29, fihor 6 €xer év éaurd xapmov, and
perhaps Sap. iii. 1, €fer xapwiv év €moxomy
Yruyow

But this meaning cannot be forced (as by
Alford) on St. Paul’s use of the expression in
i. 13, vi. 21, 22. That xapmds does not al-
ways mean in N. T. ¢ actions, the fruit of the
man considered as the tree,” but the fruit of
his actions, is clear from Phil. i. 22, Toird
pot kapmés €pyov.

CHAPTER VIL

1 No law hath power over o man longer than
ke liveth, &4 But we are dead to the law.
7 Yot is not the law sin, 12 but holy, just,
good, 16 as [ acknowledge, who am gricved
because I cannot keep it

I/"NOW ye not, brethren, (for 1
speak to them that know the

law,)) how that the law hath do-
minton over a man as long as he
liveth?

2 For the woman which hath an
husband is bound by the law to her
husband so long as he liveth; but if
the husband be dead, she is loosed
from the law of her husband.

CHAP. VII.—DELIVERANCE FROM THE
BONDAGE OF LAW AND OF SIN.

1-6. The union of the believer with Christ
is compared to a second marriage. ‘This
general idea naturally divides itself into three
parts: (1) the dissolution of the former
marriage; (2) the new marriage; (3) its
fruits.

The believer, released from the law by
dying in fellowship with the death of Christ,
is free to enter into a new union with the
risen Christ, in order to bring forth the fruits
of holiness to God’s honour.

1. Knoaw gse not.] Rather, Or are ye
ignorant, Arethren, for I am speaking
to men that know law. On the meaning
of “know,)” i e. understand (ywéorotow),
see note on vi. 6. “Or,” omitted in A. V.
bere, as in vi. 3, introduces a necessary

alternative : either you admit the truth of
my assertion, that you are no longer under
the law (vi. 14 ff.), but have been set free
from sin and become servants to God having
your fruit unto holiness (vi. 22), or else
you must be ignorant of what I suppose ycu
to know, the nature of law, namely, that
the law has power over the perscn subject to
it for his lifetime, and no longer. This prin-
ciple is not confined to the Mosaic law, either
in fact or by the terms here used; yet it is
clear, from the whole tenor of the argument,
that St. Paul is thinking of the Mosaic law,
and assumes that it is known to his readers.
Compare Gal. iv. 21.

2. The law of marriage affords the most
complete and striking illustration of the
general principle that the power of law lasts
as long as life lasts, and no longer; it



v. 3—4]

3 So then if, while her hushand
liveth, she be married to another
man, she shall be called an adul-
teress : but if her husband be dead,
she is free from that law; so that she

ROMANS. VIL

is no adulteress, though she be mar-
ried to another man.

4 Whercfore, my brethren, ye also
are become dead to the law by the
body of Christ; that ye should be

also serves to introduce the comparison, in
. 4, of the union betwcen Christ and the
believer to a new marriage,

is bound by the law to ber busband so long
as be liverh]) Rather, Is bound to the
living husbapd by law (see 1 Cor.
vil. 39).

loosed] “Discharged:” it is most im-
portant to mark the identity of the word
(xarnpynrar) here rendered “loosed,” and in
v, 6 “delivered;” it is found also in Gal
V. 4, where it is vigorously rendered by
Wyclif: “ve are voided away from Christ.”
On the death of her husband the wife
ceases to be a wife; her status as such is
abolished and annulled, in the eye of the
law; she dies to the law, and is thus dis-
oharged from its prohibition of another
marriage,

“The law of the husband” means the
law concerning the husband. Particular
laws are constantly thus defined by the
genitive of the person or thing fo which
they refer, as “the law of the leper” (Lev.
xiv. 2), “the law of the Nazarite” (Num.
vi. 13). See also Num. v. 29, where the
LXX have the same Greek words which
8t. Paul uses here to describe the wife
(fimavdpos yuvy).

Thus “ the law of the husband,” includes
all that the law of God, as revealed in the
O. T., sanctions or forbids concerning mar-
riage ; its natural basis is the original Divine
institution (Gen. i. 27; ii. 21-24); its formal
enactment is the Seventh Commandment ;
its interpretation the written, or unwritten,
regulations concerning adultery (Lev. x. 10),
divorce (Deut. xxiv. 1; Matt. v. 27-32; xix.
3-9), and remarriage {Deut. xxiv. 4; Gen.
xxv. 1; Ruthi. g).

3. So then if, {»c.] Rather, So then
while her husband liveth she shall be
called an adulteress if she be married
to another man: but if ber busband die,
she is free from the law, that she be no
adulteress, though she be married to anather
man. In this order, the parallelism of the
original is clearly seen, and each clause has
its due emphasis. The words “that she be
10 adulteress ” express not merely the result,
but zbe purpose, of the freedom conse-
quent upon the husband’s death; and this
purpose is the most essential and significant
part of the analogy, as we see in the

application (. 4), “ that ye should be married
to another.”

4. Wherefore, my brethren, ye also are be-
come dead.] Rather, 8o that, my brethren,
ye also were put to death ro the law
through the body of Christ,in order that
ye might be married to another.

“8o0 that” (&ore) introduces a conse-
quence of that general principle of law,
which has just been exemplified in 7. 1-3.

The address “ sy brethren,” repeated so
soon after w. 1, is suited to an argument
which primarily concerns the Jewish Chris-
tians, St. Paul’s brethren according to the
flesh.

“Ye alse” means “ye as well as the wife
in the illustration.”

The phrase “were put to death” (¢dava-
Tofyre) indicates a violent death, namely the
crucifixion of the o/d man avith Christ (vi. 6)
for thereby the believer himself died to the
law, by which he was previously bound.
Compare Gal. il. 19, “ I through law died to
law, that I might live unto God. I am cruci-
fed avith Christ: pevertbeless Ilive; yet not I,
but Christ liveth in me”

St. Paul’s application of the fignre is quite
clear, if we follow his own guidance,

The wife represents that inmost self, or
personality, which survives all changes, moral
or physical, and retains its identity under all
conditions of existence.

The first husband is “our o/d man” (vi.
6), and as long as “the old man” was alive,
we were under the law.

The death of the first husband is the
crucifixion of “our old man” with Christ.
The wife set free by her husband’s death,
and hersclf made dead to the law of the
husband (xarjpynrae dmd Tod vépov Tod drdpds,
w. 2), answers to the soul set free by the
crucifixion of “ the ¢/d man,” and itself there-
by made dead to the law (édavarafyre v
vipw, . 4 ; and kamypynfnper dmd Tod vipov,
v. 6).

The purpose of the freedom thus acquired
is the same in your case, as in hers, “that
ye might be married to anotber, to him
who was raised from the dead.”

The interpretation of the passage thus
turns upon the recognition of the fact, that
St. Paul here already introduces a distinction
(which we shall find running through the
whole chapter), between the wery self, the
abros éya, and its successive moral states,
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¥ Gr. fas-

married to another, even to him who
is raised from the dead, that we
should bring forth fruit unto God.

5 For when we were in the flesh,
the 'motions of sins, which were by

ROMANS. VIL

[v. 5—6.

the law, did work in our members to
bring forth fruit unto death.
6 But now we are delivered from

I i i ;
the law, "that being dead wherein ! 0r leing

we were held ; that we should serve ‘s

personified as “ the okd man,” and “the pew
man.”

The words, “through the body of
Christ,” do not refer to His mystical body,
with which we are incorporated, but to the
natural body, which was put to death upon
the Cross; into that death of Christ we are
baptized, and thereby it becomes the means
of our death ““io #he Jaaw.” Compare note
on . 5, and Col. ii. 14, zo.

This participation in Christ’s death has
been fully established, and its significance
explained, in ¢. vi. Here, as there, the
union in death becomes the source of union
in the new life of the risen Christ. The best
comment is 2 Cor. v. 14, 15: “If one dred
Jor all, then all died: and he died for all,
that they avhich live should not henceforth
live unto themselves, but unto bim avbich died
Jor them, and rose again.”

that ye should be married to anotber] The
ANV. “be married” is quite correct: for in
the passages usually cited from the LXX
(Lev. xxii. 12, 13; Ruth i. 12 ; Ezek. xxiii. 4)
the phrase yiyveafar dvdpi) is applied to mar-
riage, not to promiscuous intercourse. Here
also the context limits the meaning to mar-
riage; and the comparison of the union be-
tween Christ and the believer to a marriage
is familiar to St. Paul (2 Cor. xi. 2; Eph.
Y. 25, 29).

The purpose of this “spiritual marriage,
and unity betwixt Christ and His Church,”
(and consequently the final purpose of our
release from the law), is “#bat we should
bring forth fruit unto God” It is to God’s
honour, as our Creator, Redeemer, and
Lord, that souls wedded to Christ should
not remain barrem, but be fruitful in good
works, in holiness and love.

5. The necessity for the new marriage
confirmed by contrasting its fruits with those
of the former union.

When ave avere in the flesh) The word
“ flesh” is used by St. Paul with many dif-
ferent shades of meaning, which are classified
in the note on the word aup¢ in the Intro-
duction, § 9. Here as a state in which be-
lievers once lived, but live no longer, “the
Fesh” is regarded, not in its physical but in
its ethical quality as opposed to * #be spirit,”
and that, not only as the seat of moral weak-
ness and temptation, to which believers are
gtill subject, but as the sphere of dominant

sinful affections to which believers have died
in Christ. * When ave avere in the flesh” is
thus equivalent to, “ when we were united
to our old man,” or, * when we were in the
body of sin: ¥ compare vi. 6.

the motions of sins] Margin, “ the passions
of sins” i.e. the passive impressions or “affec-
tions” (Gal.v.24), which are naturally excited
by their proper cbjects, and if unrestrained
move us to sinful actions: see Butler’s ¢ Ana-
logy, P. L. c. 5, p. 122.

avbich auere by the laww.] So long as “ ave
auere in the flesh,” united to “our old man?®
the law had dominion over us (wv. 1). How
the sinful passions are occasioned by the law,
St. Paul explains in vw. 7, 8.

did awork in our members] The passive
affections of the soul become in their turn
motives working on the will, and through it
in the members (eye, hand, tongue, &c.), *“ fo
bring forth fruit unto death,” ie. to cause us
so to act as to subject ourselves to the power -
of death, death being understood as in vi. 21,
Others compare Jas. i. 15, and make the sin-
ful affections themselves bear fruit. See the
Additional Note on the word évmpyeiro at the
end of the chapter.

8. But now we are delivered from the law.]
Rather: But now we hkave been dis-
charged from the law: the Greek word
being the same as in v. 2, % She is loosed (@is-
eharged) from the law of ber husband.”

that being dead, wherein we avere beld]
Rather: by dying to that wherein ave
avere beld: see note at the end.

‘When “our old man was crucified with
Christ,” we ourselves, like the wife in the
figure, died to the law (2. 4), which had
hitherto had dominion over us by virtue of
the unhappy union between ourselves and our
old sinful nature,

As the Apostle, in girding himself up to the
great argument which is to follow (vo. 7-25),
has shown in a remarkable allegory by what
right and in what manner we are delivered
from the dominion of the law, it was natural
for him, when indicating here in v. 6 the exact
thesis of this most important discussion, to
declare, in latiguage derived from the preced-
ing allegory, not only the fact of our liberation
from the bondage of the law, but also by what
right and reason we are liberated, namely,
“ by having died to the law in which we were
held ”* (Reiche, * Gomm. Crit.’)
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in newness of spirit, and not iz the for I had not known flust, except

oldness of the letter. the law had said, Thou shalt not
7 What shall we say then? I5 covet.

the law sin? God forbid. Nay, I 8 But sin, taking occasion by the

had not known sin, but by the law: commandment, wrought in me all

that awe should serve] 8o that we serve: Rather, Nay, sin I knew not, save

a statement of the actual result, as in vi. 22.

Believers serve God in a new state, the ele-
ment of which is “spirit,” ie. the life and
power imparted to them by the Holy Spirit :
this “ meavness of spiris” is the direct and em-
phatic contrast {Obs. oft, not u#) to “oldness
of letter,” ie. the old and obsolete state of
bondage to the law regarded in its letter
as demanding an obedience which it does
not enable us to render, Compare 2 Cor.
iil. 6.

This “oldness of letter” was necessa-
rily a state productive of sin (<. 5); and this
thought forms the point of connection for
what follows in w. 7.

INFLUENCE OF LAW ON THE CON=-
FLICT OF FLESH AND SPIRIT.

7-25.

Laying aside aflegory, St. Paul now en-
ters upon a profound psychological analysis
of the work of the law in the heart. This
analysis is based upon bis oawn experience, as
indeed it must be in order to have any truth
or value. The use of the first person singular
is therefore no rhetorical form, no personifi-
cation of the human race or of the Jewish
people. It is Paul himself speaking of him-
self throughout : but of himself not as differ-
ing from other believers, but as an exemplar
and type of what is common to all. He
deals, not with what is accidental and pecu-
liar, but with what is essential, so that his
experience is recognised by every believer as
his own.

The extreme views thus set aside are that
(1) only St. Paul’s individual experience, (2)
only an ideal struggle, is here described. We
retain all that is true in these opposite views,
in saying either that St. Paul describes his
own experience so far as it was essential and
common to all, or that he describes the
general experience so far as it had been
realised in his own case.

7. Is the Jaw s5in?] Having implied in
- «p. 5 that the law is an occasion of sin, St. Paul
anticipates a thought that might naturally
occur to the mind of a Jewish Christian: Is
the law itself sinful ? Is the sin, of which it
is the occasion, inherent in its own natare?
He makes the question more emphatic by
using “ sin ” instead of * sinful:” see viii. ro,
2 Cor. v. 21.
Nay, I bad not known sin, but by the law.]

through law: for of lust also I had no
knowledge, if the Iaw had not said, Thon
shalt not lust.

To the false notion just rejected, St. Paul
now opposes his own experience of the real
effect of the law, which is to expose sin in
its true nature. ‘The direct opposition is
well expressed in A. V. by the emphatic
“ Nap.” Compare iii. 31, vii, 13, Xi. II, In
all which passages, as here, dAAd introduces
the contrary notion to that which is rejected
in p# yévarro.

“through law.” Throughout this pas-
sage St. Paul’s purpose is to vindicate the Law
of Moses {6 vouos): yet when he is stating a
principle common to law as lasv, he omits
the article, as in this clause ; compare vw. 8,
9, and iii. 20. '

The conditional rendering, “I bad not
knowwn,” is unnecessary: St. Paul states the
Jfact that he came to know sin as sin, only
through the law.

This he confirms (ydp) by further (re) ex-
plaining that he had no practical knowledge
of lust until the law forbade it, but sin took
occasion thereby, and brought about lust.
‘ Even without the law there is desire in man,
but not yet in the ethical definite character
of desire after the forbidden™ (Meyer).

The commandment selected is not merely
a sample of the rest, but contains a principle
that underlies and embraces them all, a prin-
ciple which, by forbidding the indulgence of
desire, provokes a sinful opposition of the
will.

Two kinds of knowledge are here ex-
pressed by two different Greek Verbs: the
former (éyvwr) is applied to the abstract
metaphysical notion of sin, the latter (§8ew)
to the sensible experience of strong and per-
verse desire as a fact first brought under
observation, when the dormant propensity
was roused by the prohibition of the law.
The latter verb is often best rendered by
“wist,” as in Luke ii. 49; Joh. v. 13.

8. The mysterious perversity of man’s will
(4 Nitimur in vctitusn semper, cupimusque
negata,”) is provoked to opposition by the
commandment : an occasion, or rather a
start, and impulse (dq{mp}fﬁ) is thus given, of
which sin, the power lurking unknown in the
heart, takes advantage, and works through
the commandment to produce every lust
which that forbids. See Prov.ix. 17, and note,
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manner of concupiscence. For with-

out the law sin was dea:d.
g For I was alive without the law

ROMANS. VIL

[v. g—10.

once: but when the commandment
came, sin revived, and [ died.
10 And the commandment, which

concupiscence] Rather “lust” as ina. 7,
The introduction in A. V. of different words
“ Just)” Yeovet,” © concupiscence,” obscures the
clear sense of the original. By “lust” (émi-
dupie) is meant, not the natural desire in
itself, but the perversion of this desire into a
conscious opposition to a righteous law.

For auithout the law sin awas dead.] Rather,
“Por without law sin is dead.” The state-
ment is expressed in the most general terms
as an universal truth, though St. Paul has in
view no other application of it, except to the
law of Moses. Compare iil. 20, iv. 15, V. 13.

Sin is called *dead,” not as being simply
unknown (Aug.), but because, though born
with us, it is seemingly still-born, till roused
and stimulated into activity. So in Jas. ii. 26,
“ faith aithout avorks is dead also.”

9. For I awas alive without the law once.]
Rather, “But I was alive without law
once.” 'The emphatic ““ I” stands out already

.in contrast to the “ sin that dwelleth in me,”
w. z0. | was alive, St. Paul means, not only
in the full enjoyment of natural life, but in
all the freedom of an untroubled conscience.

But when? Not in paradise (Theodoret),
nor in the time before Moses (Chrysostom),
for St. Paul is not speaking of the human race
personified, and therefore not of Adam or the
Patriarchs, but of his own experience : nor yet
in a pre-existent state (Celsus and Hilzen-
feld), of which the Scripture knows nothing,
If any definite time is indicated, the Apostle’s
thoughts seem to turn back to his early
years, with their short dream of

¢ Delight and liberty, the simple creed
Of childhood.” (Wordsworth.)

This moral unconsciousness is not limited
to childhood : it may pass undisturbed into
the form of legal righteousness, as in the rich
young ruler, who, when brought face to face
with the Commandments, could say, A/
these bawve I kept from my youth up: wbhat
lack I yer?” ‘This seems to have been for a
time the case with St. Paul, who tells us that
he was “as touching the righteousness that is
i the laaw blameless ™ (Phil. iii. 6).

but when the commandment came.] In this
state “ auithout laww,” the specific command-
ment already mentioned in ». 7, “ Thou shalt
not fust,” had not yet presented itself to the
individual conscience as a restriction of
natural propensity: but when it came as zbe
aword of God quick and powerful, and sharper
than any tewo-edged sword, suddenly all was
changed.

sin revived] Sin came to life agaimn,
resuming the active power which properly
belongs to it, but had been lying dormant.
“ And I died.” ‘There is a deep tragic pathos
in the brief and simple statement : it seems
to point to some dehnite period full of pain-
ful recollections. When or how Saul first
began to feel the condemning power of the
Law, we know not: but in a nature so strong
and earnest as his, neither childlike uncon-
sciousness nor untroubled complacency can
have been of long continuance. Already
in the Pharisee, living according to the
straitest sect of his religion, we may discern
the intense but unavailing effort to satisfy by
outward observance the demands of a holy
and heart-searching law. When he became
“ga blasphemer, and persecutor, and injurions”
(z Tim. i. 13), a misguided zeal for God
must have been goaded into fury by the
sting of an uneasy conscience and the terrors
of the Law. Some such desperate moral
struggle seems to be intimated, as Philippi
suggests, in our Lord’s words, “ It is bard
for thee to kick against the pricks” (Acts
xxvi. 14). While the outward fury, and the
inward strife were both raging with unabated
fierceness, the sudden great light, and the
accusing voice, flashed conviction upon the
soul and subdued the strong proud will
That was the decisive moment of the struggle
upon which the Apostle looks back when he
says, “the commandment came, sin came to
life again, and I died.”

“Sin’s death,” writes Calvin, “is man’s
life : conversely sin’s life is man’s death.”

The death which St. Paul here says he had
died is to be understood in accordance with
ver. 8, ¢ Sin, taking occasion by the command=
ment, wrought in me all manner of lust”
I thus became consciously and in the fullest
sense a sinner, and knew that I had no true
life in me (cf. vi. 21, 23): that I was dead in
God’s sight, dead in the absence of all power
to work righteousness, dead in the conscious-
ness of deserving God’s wrath and condem-
nation: I knew that there was begun in me
a moral and spiritual death, which was a fore-
taste of eternal death. “ With the sense of
guilt, the sense of the penalty of death made
its appearance : . .. this sense does not
distingnish between physical, spiritual, and
eternal death.” (Lange.)

10. And the commandment, wbhich awas
ordained to life, I found to be unte death.]
“ And the commandment avbich avas unto
life, this was fourd for me #o be unio



v. 1I1—13.]

was ordained to life, I found fo be
unto death.

11 For sin, taking occasion by the
commandment, deceived me, and by
it slew me.

12 Wherefore the law is holy,

ROMANS. VIIL

and the commandment holy, and
just, and good,

13 Was then that which is good
made death unto me? Geod forbid,
But sin, that it might appear sin,
working death in me by that which

death” The commandment was “umnto
life,” because it had the promise attached
to it, “that the man avhich doeth those things
shall live by them” (x.5). For though ex-
ternal obedience had only a promise of
temporal reward (*“days long in the land,”
Ex. xx. 12), yet such passages as Lev.
xviil. 5, Deut. v. 29, 13, Ez. xx. 11, contain
promises which an Israelite of spiritual
mind would naturally and rightly expand
to meet all the fulness of his desires. In
the words, “The commandment—this
was found,” the repetition of the subject
increases that tragic emphasis of the sentence
on which Chrysostom comments: “ He did
not say, It has become death, or, It brought
forth death, but, It was found; expressing
thus the strange and surprising incon-
sistency.”

11. The first words are the same as in
w. 8, except that their order is changed: sin
as the guilty element is placed foremost,
giving emphasis to the thought, “ It was sin,
not the commandment, but sin, that by the
commandment deceived and slew me.” The
emphasis is increased by the repetition “ &y #be
commandment deceived and by it sleww me”

There is an evident allusion to Gen. ii1. 13:
“ The serpent beguiled me.” Compare z Cor.
xi. 3; 1 Tim. il 14.

Sin’s deceit consists in presenting the object
of desire as a good, though when obtained it
at once proves to be an ¢vil. Compare James
i. 14; Eph. iv. 22 ; Heb. iii. 13.

sleww me.] Not merely shoaved me that I
was in the way to death, but wrought death
in me. Compare note on w. g.

12. Wherefore] *“8o that” The logical
inference from ww. 7-11, is expressed as an
actual consequence.

Holiness is first asserted as a characteristic
of the whole law, and then more fully and
specifically of the commandment, “ Thou shalt
not covet:” because this has been described
above as offering an occasion for the increased
activity of sin.

The epithets, “ boly, and just, and good”
are not merely a rhetorical accumulation,
meanjng that the commandment is altogether
good ; each word has its appropriate sense in
relation to the context.

The commandment is beoly as an utterance

of God’s holy will, forbidding all impure and
unholy lusts. It is “jusz” or righteous, as
demanding only an obedience which, if per-
fectly rendered, would constitute man’s right-
cousness. It is * good” iu its aim, as tending
to man’s temporal and eternal good, being
ordained “unto Life” for them that obey it.
This interpretation of  geod,” is made certain
by the way in which St. Paul explaius and .
vindicates, in @. 13, his assertion that the
commandment is “ good.”

13. The Apostle has given, in @. 12, the
first side (uév) of an intended contrast be-
tween the law and sin; but, instead of com-
pleting the antithesis at once (“butsin ...™),
he “goes off” at the word *“ good,” to meet
an objection which might be urged against
the goodness of the commandment, as an
inference from his statement in @, 10, “#be
commandment awhico aas ordained to life, T
Jound to be unto death”

Was then that avhich is good made death
unto me?] The answer to this question sup-
plies what was at first intended to form the
second part of the contrast between the law
(@. 12) and sin: God forbid! But sin (became
death unto me) in order that it might be
shown to be sin (cf. =. 7), by working
death to me through that awbich is good.”
The Divine purpose in allowing sin to work
death through the law is, that sin may exhibit
itself in all its hatefulness, in perverting what
is good to evil. This purpose is repeated
with great force in a parallel clause, which
forms an emphatic and solemn close : “ rhat
sin. might become exceeding sinful
through the commandment.”

“ Become” is stronger than “appear;” in
working death sin becomes in act, and in
objective reality, what it has always been
according to its nature (sec iii. 4, and Meyer
thereon).

“ Observe the bitter, climactic, sharply and
vividly compressed delineation of the gloomy
picture” (Meyer). But observe also that
God’s law is vindicated, and the guilt of
man’s death rightly fixed on sin; this is the
only ray that as yvet shines through the dark-
ness. But the light grows stronger in the
distinction between “my frue self)” and the
¢ sin that dwelleth in me,” which forms the
subject of the next paragraph.
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is good ; that sin by the c'omn}and-
ment might become exceeding sinful.
14 For we know that the law is

ROMANS. VIIL

[v. 14—1s5.

spiritual : but I am carnal, sold under
sin.

15 For that which I do I "allow 1Gr.&zow.

14-25. St. Paul now confirms (ydp) his
vindication of the law and exposure of sin by
a profound analysis of the operation of sin in
man ; as his argument in . 7-13 was based
on the distinction, “not the commandment,
but sin taking occasion by the command-
ment;” so here it is based on the deeper
distinction, * Not I, but sin that dwelleth in
me.”

« Hitherto he had contrasted himself, in
respect of his whole being, with the divine
law; now, however, he begins to describe a
discord which exists within himself” {Tho-
luck).

The true self vindicates the law, even while
indwelling sin resists it.

14. For awe knoaw that the laaw is spiritual.]
“Lest any one should suppose that the law
was the cause of these evils, he first puts
forward his vindication of it with full force,
not only acquitting it of blame, but weaving
for it a rich crown of praise. And this he
presents not as a favour from himself, but as
an expression of general consent; as though
he had said, This is an acknowledged and
manifest truth, that the law is spiritual, so far
from its being the cause of sin”” (Chry-
sostom.)

Compare ii. 2, iii. 19, for similar appeals
to the general religious consciousness of his
readers.

St. Paul does not call the law “ spiritual ”
simply as being akin to the higher spiritual
part of man’s nature—an interpretation wholly
forbidden by the direct contrast and opposi~
tion in which he presents the law as spiritual,
and himself as carnal.

The law is regarded throughout as God’s
law—compare vv. 22, 25—and is “ spiritual”
" as being in its essential moral nature, like
the spiritual part of man, akin to the Divine
Spirit. This is the only meaning that satis-
fies the comtext; for it is precisely this
Divine spirituality that rouses the opposi-
tion of the carnal tendency of man’s nature,
though it is approved by the law of the mind
(v. 23).

Other interpretations express for the most
part, not the exact truth stated by St. Paul,
but other. truths connected with it as con-
ditions or consequences; e. g. “ the law was
written by Divine inspiration” (Theodoret).
It is “a teacher of virtue, and enemy of
vice” (Chrysostom). “ It requires a sort of
heavenly and angelic righteousness, pure and
unblemished ” (Calvin). -*It requires that
every thought of man should answer to God’s
thought : and God is a Spirit ” (Bengel).

but I am carnal] See Additional Note on
adpé, Introduction, § ¢.

According to the reading now generally
accepted, the word here rendered * carnal”
(oapxios) does not mean “ fleshly ” in ten-
dency, but “ made of flesh.” The “flesh,” i.e.
the unspiritual portion of man, has become
so predominant over the rest, that it virtually
forms the substance of his whole nature, moral
as well as physical: “I am of flesh.”

This is the Pauline mode of expressing,
That avbich is born of the flesh, is flesh ( John
iii. 6). The Pauline expression of “ That
avhich is born of the Spirit is spirit,” follows
in c. viii. (Meyer).

sold under sin.] Compare 1 Kings xxi. 25.
“ Abab, avhich did sell bimself (LXX was
sold) fo avork wickedness ;” and Isaiah 1. 1,
“ Bebold for your iniquities bawve ye sold your-
selves (LXX to your iniquities were ye
sold).”

The man is thus described as having been
brought under the dominion of sin as com-
pletely as a slave under the power of the
master to whom he has been sol:.

A slave that has been sold is more wretched
than a home-born slave; and man is said to
have been sold, because he had not been a
slave from the beginning (Bengel). Slavery
to sin is not the rightful condition of our-
nature. The reason for using the passive
form rather than the active “I have sold
myself,” is seen in v. 23.

15-17. The statement, “I am sold under
sin,” is now confirmed (ydp) by an explana-
tion of the nature and cause of this moral
bondage. The consequent relation of the
true self (éyd) to the law is seen in w. 16,
and its relation to sin in w. 17.

15. For that awhich I do I allow not.]
Rather, For that awbich I perform, I know
not. The slave obeys his master without
heeding the result of the act which he per-
forms; so “I1,” says the Apostle, do not
discern the true nature and moral bearing of
that which I perform at sin’s bidding. The
moral sense is mot wholly lost nor inactive,
but it is confused and overpowered, and so
rendered ineffective. “1 am in darkness, I
am dragged along, I am abused, I am tripped
up, I know not how.” (Chrysostom.)

Calvin rightly prefers the meaning, *I
know, I understand, I recognise,” to that
which is expressed in A. V., “ I alloaw.” The
margin has “I know." Approval may accom-
pany recognition, but it is never directly
expressed by the word here used.



v. 16—18.]

not: for what I would, that do I
not ; but what [ hate, that do I.

16 If then 1 do that which I
would not, I consent unto the law
that iz 75 good.

ROMANS. VIIL

17 Now then it is no more I that
do it, but sin that dwelleth in me.

18 For I know that in me (that
is, in my flesh,) dwelleth no good
thing: for to will is present with

“For he that is mastered by pleasure, or
intoxicated with the passion of anger, has not
a clear discernment of the sin. But, after the
subsidence of the passion, he receives the per-
ception (aig8naw) of the evil.” (Theodoret.)

The total suppression of a slave’s conscience
is well illustrated by such passages as Plautus,
¢Capt.’ IL. i. 6, “Indigna digna habenda sunt,
herus quz facit;” Petronius, ‘Satyr.’ 75, “ Non
turpe, quod dominus jubet;” Seneca, ‘ Con-
trov. iv., “ Imnpudicitia in ingenuo crimen est,
in servo necessitas, in liberto officium ;” and
Pindar, ¢ Fragm.’ 87, ov § &vdykg wav xakd,
his excuse for the female slaves dedicated to
the service of Venus Urania at Corinth. See
Boissier, ¢ La Religion romaine,” IL. 346, and
Allard, ¢ Les Esclaves chrétiens,” p. 136.

Jor awhat I awould, that do I not ; but avbat
I bate, that do 1] For I practise not
that whieh I wish; but what I hate,
thet I do. The A. V. obscures the mean-
ing in two ways:

1. By throwing the negative of the former
sen¥ence from the first place to the last, and
thereby excluding the relative clause from its
influence. ¥Fa. 15-17 describe the course of
evil action to which the will does not consent :
in ver. 18 we come to the awill to do good
which cannot fulfil itself in act.

2. By using the same word “do” to
translate two different Greek verbs, of which
the former (mpdoow, “ago,” Vulg.) implies
a conscious pursuit and aim in the person
acting, while the latter (roud, *“facio, ” Vulg.)
describes merely the outward or objective
act, which may be mechanical and uncon~
scious: see i, 32.

Both these verbs refer to the action in its
process, while that which is used in the first
clause of the verse (xarepydlopas, operor,”
“perficio” v. 18, Vulg.) refers to the comple-
tion or result.

A paraphrase may now help to make the
Apostle’s meaning clearer to the English
reader. *“I amin bondage under sin ; for like
a siave I perform what sin enforces, without
recognising the true nature of the act: for I
follow not out in practice any good impulse
of my will, but in a blind unreasoning way I
do that which in my conscience I hate.”

‘The mnatural conscience even in beathens
uttered similar declarations:

Kol pevldvw udv ofa Spdv wéAdw Kaxd:

Bupds 3¢ xpeloowy Tiv éudr BovAevpdrwr,

{Euripides, * Medea,’ 1074.)

and—
“Video meliora proboque,
Deteriora sequor.”—Ov. *Met.’ vil.
(Wordsworth.)

16. If then I do] Rather, “But if I do:”
a further step in the argument. The emphasis
is on “ I would not,” which expresses a posi-
tive unavillingness or dislike, corresponding
to “T hate” in v. 15, But why does St.
Paul not retain the same phrase, “I bate”?
Because the strong utterance of his own
vivid experience might not be fully appro-
priated by all; and the more measured phrase
thus forms a surer, and yet sufficient basis for
his inference: if I do evil unwillingly and
with dislike, I in my moral will or conscience
consent to the law that forbids the evil, and
affirm “¢hat it is good.” The wordrendered
“ good” (xakdw) is not the same as in w. 12:
here it is not the beneficent aim of the law
which was ordained unto life, but its moral
beauty and excellence that is asserted. Com=-
pare note on 1 Pet. ii. 12.

17. Now then it is no more I that do it.]
“But now it is noc more I thag per-
form it” Asw. 16 determines the relation
in which I as a whole stand to the law, so
this verse concludes that the real agent in
bringing the evil to completion is not the
true “1” (éyod expressed) “but the sin that
dwelleth in me.” Thus the emphatic “1”
the true self, the innermost conscience, is
distinguished from another “sme” in which
sin dwells, and which is more closely defined
in the next verse as “my fesh”

Augustine’s words in reference to the
struggle between flesh and spirit in the pro=
cess of his conversion are equally applicable
here: “I was myself in both; but more
myself in what 1 approved, than in what I
disapproved,” Confess. viii. 5 (Tholuck).

It is now almost universally admitted that
the expressions “noaw,” and “ao more,” are
not temporal, distinguishing the speaker’s
present condition from his former state before
grace, but Jogical: *this being the case
(* new ), there is no room lett to say it is I.”
Compare 1 Cor. xiv. 6; xv. zo; and Rom.
vil. 20; xL 6; Gal iii. 18 (Lightfoot).

18-20. The power of s nas been shown
in wo, 15-17 from the inability of the true self
to hinder what it disapproves; the same is
shown now from the inability of the true self
to carry out into action what it desires,
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me; but Aow to perform that which
is good I find not.

19 For the good that I would I
do not : but the evil which I would
not, that I do.

20 Now if I do that I would not,

ROMANS. VII

[v. 1g—22.

it is no more I that do it, but sin
that dwelleth in me.
21 I find then a law, that, when I
would do good, evil is present with me.
22 For I delight in the law of
God after the inward man:

The parallelism of the two arguments is
marked by the repetition of the same con-
clusion in the same words in . 17 and . 20,

18. For I know that in me, (that is, in my
fesh,) dawelleth no good thing.] For Iknow
that there dwelleth not in me, that is
in my flesh, any goed. A proof of the
reality of indwelling sin (@. 17) is furnished
by experience of the absence of good: in a
moral being, if good dwells not, sin must
dwell (Lange).

Jor to auill is present aith me] It is
essential to a just interpretation of the
passage that the Apostle’s language con-
cerning the will towards good should be
weighed with moderation and candour. He
does not use a word expressing the deliberate
and final choice which is immediately fol-
lowed by action (wpoatpeicbar, z Cor. ix. 7);
nor a word expressing a conscious preference
and purpose (Boilopar): but féde, which
simply means * I am avilling.” .

The connection, however (especially such a
word as fuvidopar), implies something more
than a cold assent of the understanding. The
sense of moral discord has been roused: the
inward anguish, so vividly painted in . 24,
could not arise without some emotion of the
will, some kind of feeble longing and wishing
for good, which yet is very different from the
earnest decisive willing which passes at once
into action.

is present avith me.] Lit. “ Lies before
me,” ready at hand. St. Paul takes a survey,
as it were, of his equipment for the moral
warfare: the will (such as already described)
is there present and ready, but the perform-
ance not.

but hoav to perform that awbich is good I find
not.] If we omit “7T find” (elpiorw) with
modern critics, we must render thus: but
not te perform thar which is good.

19. Proof that the will is not accompanied
by the power of performance (v¢ 8¢ xarepyd-
{eofar 176 xaldv of, w. 18). This verse,
however, is not a mere repetition of . 15,
as the description of the inefficiency of the
will is here intensified by a distinct conscious-
ness of the moral nature of the objects pre-
sented to it, both of the good that is left un-
done and of the evil that is done.

20, See notes on w. 17. If the emphatic

éyd in the first clause is retained, with Tis-
chendorf but not Tregelles, it must be taken
with od 8éAw. Now if I do that which “1”
would not, it is no more “1” that perform it.

21-23. The results of »w. 14—20 are now
summed up.

21, I find then a law, that, wbhen I awould do
good, evil is present aith me] Rather: “I
find therefore this law for me who wish
to do the good, that to me the evil lies
close at hand” f‘This law,’ literally ‘the
law, # e the constant rule of experience,
that the evil is at hand.

¢ This experience is very significantly called
a “laaw,” because it expresses not an acci-
dental and transient phenomenon, but a neces-
sary and constant one.” (Philippi.)

“The law” here meant is substantially
the “/laaw in the members” (w. 23), being
defined as “the law—that to me the evil
lies c¢lose at hand.” ‘This definition
accounts for the use of the Article, and the
rule that 6 riuos means the Mosaic Law,
except avhere its meaning is otheravise defined
by accompanying awords, is fully satisfied.

This interpretation is strongly confirmed
by w. 22, where “the law,” in the nsual
sense, is called ¢ the laww of God,” to distin-
guish it from this other law in man.

The repetition of the emphatic Pronoun, and
its unusual position in the first clause (ré
Béhovre €uod), give great prominence to the
thought that the self-same “I” is the subject
of these opposite experiences, the wish to do
good and the intrusion of evil. Compare the
words of St. Augustine quoted above onv.17.

The explanation of ro» véuov as defined by
8r: k. 7. A is maintained by Cornelius a
Lapide, Estius, Calvin, Alford, Weiss in his
revised edition of Meyer’s Commentary
(1881), Godet, and Oltramare.

The A.V. expresses the same general sense,
but without due regard to the exact order
and construction of the original. See other
interpretations of this obscure and much dis-
puted passage in the note at end of chapter.

292, 23. The moral discord just described is
now more fully illustrated by a vivid picture
of both its opposite elements.

092, For I delight in the law of God after
the inward man.] The rendering needs no
improvement : attempts have been made to



v. 23—24.]

23 But I see another law in my
members, warring against the law of
my mind, and bringing me into cap-

ROMANS. VIIL

tivity to the law of sin which is in
my members,
24 O wretched man that I am!

express the meaning of the compound verb
more closely: “I rejoice with the law of
God ” (Meyer); I rejoice with others in the
jaw” (Van Hengel): “I rejoice with myself
in the law:” (Philippi). But these are doubt-
ful and unnecessary refinements, not de-
manded by the usage of the word: see
Eurip. ‘ Rhesus,” 958, ‘ Hippolytus,” 1286,

This “ delight in the law” differs from
“ consent” w. 16, as belonging to the sphere
of feeling rather than of intellect: it thus
expresses a stronger moral sympathy with
what is good.

the inward man] It is now admitted bx
all candid and competent interprcters that
this expression is nor in itself equivalent to
“the new man” (Eph. iv. 24, Col. iii. 10), or
“neaw creature” (2 Cor.v. 17, Gal vi. 15):
it indicates the “mind” (vois, ©. 23 and 2.
25), “ the spirit of man” (1 Cor. il. 11)as
contrasted with “ zbe outavard man,” the body
or flesh (2 Cor. iv. 16). This * hidden man
of the beart” (1 Pet. iii. 4), without which
man would not be man, is the spiritual, will-
ing, reasoning being, in which the regene-
rating power of the Holy Ghost begins to
form * the neav man,” Eph.iii. 16. 'The con-
text only can decide whether “the inaward
man” is regarded in his natural or in his re-
generate state.

23. another laaw.] Rather, “a different
law:” the word (érepos) not only distin=-
guishes but often contrasts, as in Gal. i 6.
This other law stands opposed to “ zbe laaw
of God,” and “ the members” in which it has
its seat to © the inavard man”’

the laww of my mind.] What he had be-
fore called the will to do ‘good, he has here
named “ the law of the mind:” which law of
the mind in its own 'proper action agrees
with and consents unto ““tpe laaw of God.”
On the other hand, the impulses (appetites)
of the body and the desires of the flesh he
calls the “/aaw in the members”™ (Origen).

The “mind” (vovs) is here as usually in
the N. T. the moral reason, the faculty by
which good and evil are discerned, the will-
ing as well as the thinkiug faculty: “ when
by the divine law man has attained to a con-
sciousness of good and evil, there arises in
the
subject of this will is his vets.” (Delitzsch,
¢ Biblical Psychology,” p. 212.)

The wots is properly an organ of the
mveipa, a part of man’s spiritual nature; but
in that warfare of which the Apostle speaks
it is conquered and taken captive to “ #b¢ Jlaw

of sin that is in the members” and so is
termed * 2he mind of the flesh” (Col. ii. 18).

Some commentators distinguish here four
laws. So Origen, Methodius, Ewald, De-
litzsch (¢ Bibl. Psych.,” p. 445}

“ See,” says Photius, in (Ecumenius, “how
we are set round with laws diametrically
opposite. For the first pair flow in upon us
from without, the one inviting to do good,
i.e, the evangelical law (the law of God),
the other calling us aside to evil, that is the
conflicting law of the wicked one. But the
other pair are within and occupy (curéyw)
the soul ; one the law of the mind implanted
m us by the Creator and leading towards
the better course, but the fourth, which is
also ‘the law of sin, is hardened in us be-
cause of the habituation to sin.”

This interpretation, and the more recent
modifications of it, are inconsistent with St.
Paul’s expression, “ #be law of sin awbich is in
my members,” the last words of which show
beyond all question that “#he Jaav of sin” is
no other than * the laaw in the members ” above
mentioned.

It was necessary to characterise this law
according to its true nature, and therefore
instead of “ bringing me into captivity to itself,”
he has written “ to the laaw of sin abich is in
my members” (August. ‘de Nupt. i 30: so
Meyer, Philippi, Tholuck, Photius).

The objection of Van Hengel, that the law
which leads man captive cannot be the same
to which he is made captive, is answered by
the very figure employed, a warrior making
his enemy a captive to himself.

The variation év 76 vipe tis duaprias,
accepted by Tischendorf and Tregelles on
indecisive testimony, makes no greater dif-
ference in the sense than “captive in the
law ” instead of “ captive to the law.”

3 _24. The misesy caused by this inward con-
flict and captivity wrings from the heart a wail
of anguish and a cry for help. The question,
“ Who shall deliver me 27 expresscs not only
eager longing, but also an almost hopeless
feeling of the difficulty of finding a de-
liverer.

the body of this death.] The other ren-
dering, “this body of death,” destroys the
emphasis laid npon the nature of “this death,”
i.e., of the death which I feel within me, and
which I have just described: the desire is
not to be released from the body simply as
being mortal, but from the body as the seat
of this shameful and miserable death of sin
(vv. 9-11, 13, 22). See note at end.,
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144 ROMANS. VIL [v. 25,

1On ks who shall deliver me from Christ our Lord. So then with the’

Ithe body

e of this death ?
25 1 thank God through Jesus

mind I myself serve the law of God;
but with the flesh the law of sin.

The parts of this verse answer closely to
the preceding :

“] am a captive. 'Who shall rescue me?”
% Captive to the law of sin in my members.
Who shall deliver me from the body by which
1 am enslaved to this deadly power of sin?”

25. Ithank God through Jesus Christ our
Lord] “Thanks be to God through Jesus
Christ our Lord” This is to be preferred as
both the shortest reading (ydpis instcad of
edyuptoTd, Or 7 ydpis Tod Ocot), and the one
which best explains the origin of the others:
see note at end.

The language is abrupt, and the sense in-
completely expressed, no direct answer being
given to the question, “ #Who shall deliver
me?” This abruptness is, however, in itself
a proof of genuineness, answering as it does
most natorally to the outburst of anguish in
w. 24, and to the sudden revulsion of feeling
with which the Apostle turns to view his
actual present state in contrast to his former
misery.

‘The cause of thankfulness is not expressed,
which is “quite after the manner of lively
emotion ” (Meyer); but a thanksgiving offered
to God “ through Jesus Christ” implies that
He is the author of the redemption so vehe-~
mently desired.

So then avith the mind I myself, &c] Tt is
better to keep the order of the original,
which puts an emphasis on abrds éyo, “So
then I myself with the mind” &o. If
Christ is my deliverer, it is implied that * 1
myself” without Christ cannot get beyond

the state of distraction and self-contradiction
already described in ww. 14-23. This in-
ference from the immediate context (dpa odv)
is thus at the same time a summary recapitu-
lation of the whole passage. * The Jaaw of God”
and “ the law of sin” have both been men-
tioned above in ww. 22, 23, each with its
article: here the articles are omitted in order
to bring out more clearly avbat each law is
in its nature and quality, the one “a law of
God,” the other *a law of sin

The proposal of Lachmann, Van Hengel,
and others to transfer this Iatter part of
o, 25, and put it immediately after @. 23 is
against all authority, and would destroy the
proper sense of alrds éyd, which is only
brought out by contrast with & ‘Inooed
Xporoi.

With the proposed transfer, the process of
the Apostle’s thoughts would be strictly
correct and logical, but how tame in com-
parison with the sudden outburst of emotion
expressed in the actual text! At the crisis-
reached in @. 2 there is first an irrepressibie
burst of anguish, and then a sudden revilsion
of thanksgiving as the Apostle for a moment’
breaks away from the miserable past to the
happy present, and then in the close of the
verse returns more calmly to the general con=
clusion of his long description.

It is a much disputed question whether St.
Paul in this chapter describes the conflicts of
an unregenerate or of a regenerate man. The
true answer is given by Dean Jackson (ix. 52)
in two words, ‘“ inter regenerandum,” “in the
process of regeneration.”

ADDITIONAL NOTES on zz. 1, 3§, 6, 21, 25.

. 1 s’d)’ Saov xpovoy ;. Hofmann is right
in maintaining against Meyer that the em-
phasis of thought (as of position) is on ¢j,and
appealingin proof to =, 2, 7$ {drr dvdpi. See
also . 1, {dvros.

Meyer tries to defend his view by urging
that *“the very expression éoor shows that the
emphasis {s on é¢’ Goar xpdvor, meaning *all
the time that,” but this 1s hypercritical and
€ITONEeOUSs.

.The fuller thought, “so long as he liveth
and no longer,” far from being utterly irrele-
vant, is absolutely required. St. Paul’s con-
tention is not merely that the Jew, as such,
was bound by the law all his life, but more
particularly that by death he was set free
from it.

This is clear also from vi, 7, % For %¢ that
is dead is freed from sin”

5. Mafjpara in this ethical sense occurs in
the N. T. only here and in Gal. v. 24.

It is used by Plato (eg. ‘ Phzdo,’ 79 D:
kai Toito 76 wdabnpa Ppivpois kakeirar) and
Aristotle (* Eth. Kudem. II. i 2, 3: kard 7e
ras duvdpers Tov walnpdrev kad ds as
mabyricot Aéyovrar, kal kara tas fes, kaf ds
mpds T waby Tavra Aéyorrar Td [froc T} wde yew
nwos § anabeis elvar), indifferently of all emo-
tions, and as equivalent to wadfos, though
this latter word is more commonly applied to
evil affections: compare Rom. L 26; Col
i, 5; 1 Thess. iv. 5.

émpyeiro. See Aristot. * Eth. kud. IT. i, 1,
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where he shows that f6os, which grows out of
&0os, is acquired by being often moved in a
certain way, and so at length the energy or
active fidos, T6 évepynTicdy, is formed.

Chrysostom takes émpyeiro in a Passive
sense, * were wrought in our members,” as
showing that “ the evil is derived from another
source, from the thoughts that work, not from
the members that are wrought upon.”

The Passive occurs in Polybius, L. xiii. 53
[X. xii, 3, 7: xiil. 9; Jos. Ant. Jud. lib. XV,
c. v.§ 3, L. 40, Dindorf: in all which passages
it is used of the operations carried on in war.

A careful consideration of all the examples
in the N. T. (1 Thess. ii. 13; 2 Thess. ii. 73
2 Cor. i. 6; iv.12; Gal.v. 6; Eph.iii. z0;
Col. 1. 29; Jas. v. 16) seems to show that the
Middle sense is everywhere preferable to the
Passive.

The Active voice is used of an external or
independent agent; the Middle, of a power
already belonging to the Subject in whom it
works.

6. The A. V. is formed on the reading
dmofavérros, which has no MS. authority, but
was introduced into the printed text by Beza,
who erroneously inferred from the comment
of Chrysostom that he had that reading before
him.

Tov Bavdrov i3 the reading found in the
Greek-Latin uncials D E F G, in the Latin
Versions It. and Vulg. (exc. Codex Amiatinus
“morientes ), in the Latin Fathers, and in
copies mentioned by Origen (or Rufinus),
who, however preferred drofavévres, *sed
hoc, id est, mortu: est verius et rectius.” Meyer
rightly regards it as “a gloss, having a practi-
cal bearing on roi vduov, which has dispos-
sessed the participle regarded as disturbing the
construction.” Reiche thinks rot favdrov was
substituted for drofavdvres, as supplying an
easy reference for év &.

amoBavdvres has a superabundant weight of
authority (Reiche), and is confirmed by the
peculiarity of the construction, dmofavéyres
év ¢ xaretydpeda, which is difficult, but by no
means to be refected as either contrary to
Greek usage or void of a suitable sense. It
has been variously rendered.

@) We bave been discharged by death from
the laav avberein ave avere beld: Riickert, De
Wette, &c. This rendering gives excellent
sense, but is forbidden by the position of
amofavivres.

(b) e bave been discbarged from the law
by dying in that ewhberein we avere beld, ie. in
our old man (Forbes)., This,too, givesa good
sense, but there is nothing in the immediate
context to suggest that the antecedent to be
supplied is “ our old man.”

(c) We bave been discharged from the law
by dying in bim in avhom awe avere keld, i.e. in
Christ.

This construction has no support in the
immediate context,and the meaning attributed’
to kareiyduefa is unusual and inadmissible.

(d) We have been discharged from
the law by dying untfo that wherein we
were held, e to the law, in whose grasp we
were.

This last construction, which gives the
same sense as (a), is adopted by Meyer,
Reiche, &c., and is much to ge preferred. It
states in accordance with the preceding alle-
gory the mode in which we were released
from the law, namely by dying to it.

21. This passage is regarded by Chrysos-
tom and other Greek Fathers as “a dark
saying,” and is given up by some modern
commentators as hopelessly unintelligible.
These interpreters, both ancient and modern,
have in fact made for themselves an insuper=-
able stumbling-block, by insisting that rdéw
vépov must mean the Mosaic Law. [t will
be sufficient to give a few specimens of the
explanations thus attempted, which for the
most part refute themselves.

(a) Chrysostom and the Greek commenta-
tors generally, instcad of interpreting the pas-
sage, almost rewrite it with unwarrantable
additions; “I find the law belping and en-
couraging me, who wish {o do good, but am
in avant of belp, because evil is present with
me.”

(b} Fritzsche and others govern rév yépoy,
not by etpioxe but by woweiv, and make “the
law” identical with “the good”: “1 find
that to me avbo wish to do the laav, that is the
good, evil is present.”

(¢) Ewald, on the contrary, identifies * the
law ” with “the evil”: “I find therefore that
the laaw, when I desire to do the good, fies at
band to me as the evil”

(d) New complications are introduced by
Meyer:

“Tév vépor is to be understood of the
Masaic Law, and joined with ¢ #érorm,
mosety is to be taken as Infinitive of the pur-
pose (Buttmann, sezt. Gr., p. 224), and b
x. 7. A. as object of elploxw (comp. Esr. ii. 26):
it results to me, thercfore, that, while my avill
is directed to the laav, in order to do the good,
the evil lies before me.”

While Meyer justly terms other views,
which he rejects, “ forced expedier_tt.c,” and
“ tortuous explanations,” he is surprised that
his own interpretation should be regarded
as “ parsh” (Delitzsch), *forced” (Philippi),
“ strange and meaningless” (Hofmann).

25. The variation in the readings is in~
structive : 0eG B Thebai
1) xdpis 7§ Qe hebaic. )
gzg § 3¢ 16 feg R (%, some cursives,
Memphitic.
(3) 7 xdpws 7ot Beod DE,de, vg.
K
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{4) % x. Tob kvpiov F G, fg. .

{ 5; Zl’iiap;arﬂ) fa’: feg W*AKLP, cursives,
Syriac. .

The excellence of the Vatican Codex (B)
is here conspicuous. Its reading, though
apparently found in no other known manu-
script, and supported only by one version,

ROMANS. VIIL

[v. 1—2.

and a few citations in the Fathers, is unques-
tionably genuine: it alone explains all the
others. For example, the reading of the
Textus Receptus (elyapiorrd) may be readily
traced to a combination of ydpis with the
syllables which precede and follow it in the
original reading (ovxapiorew).

CHAPTER VIIL

1 They that ave in Christ, and Nve according
to the Spirit, are free from condemnation.
5, 13 What harm cometh of the flesh, 6, 14
and what good of the Spirit: 1] and what of
being God’s ckild, 1 whose glorious deliver-
ance all things long for, 20 was beforchand
decreed from God. 38 What can sever us
Jrom ks love}

HERE i5 therefore now no

condemnation to them which

are in Christ Jesus, who walk

not after the flesh, but after the

Spirit.

2 For the law of the Spirit of life

in Christ Jesus hath made me free
from the law of sin and death.

Cuar. VIII. NATURE oOF THE DELI-
VERANCE ANTICIPATED IN ST. PAUL’S
TRIUMPHANT THANKSGIVING IN VIL 235.

1-11. Condemnation under “tbe laaw of sin
and death” is abolished by “the law of the
Spirit of life in Christ Jesus.”

L. therefore] An inference from the thanks-
giving in vil. 25, as is shown by the word
“ mow,” meaning “now that a deliverer has
been found in Christ Jesus, like the *moav”
in vii. 6.

This connection is made certain by @. 2,
which expressly asserts the deliverance as the
cause why * there is now no condemnation.”

to them avbich are in Ghrist Jesus.] “To
be in Christ” does not mean in St. Paul’s
writings “to be dependent on Christ” (a
common classical usage), nor merely (as
Fritzsche tries to prove) to be His follower or
disciple, as Pythagoreans or Platonists were
followers of their several masters. It implies
that living union which Christ Himself first
made known: ¢ Because I live, ye shall live
also. At that day ye shall knoav that Iam in
my Father, and ye in Me, and I in you” (John
X1v. 19, 20: compare John xv. 4-7).

This union with Christ is frequently de-
scribed by St. John as “being in Him”: 1 John
il 5, 6, 24, 28 iil. 243 v. z0.

_.The same expression is found in r Pet.
1L 165 V. To, 14; but is especially character-
istic of St. Paul’s writings, being applied by
him both to churches (Gal. i. 22; 1 Thess. 1.
I;ii. 14; iv. 16; 2 Thess. i 1) and to indi-
viduals (1 Cor. i. 30; 2 Cor.v. 17; Eph. i. 13
. 10, &c.). 'What St. Paul affirmed at Athens
of all mankind in their naturalrelation to God,
that “in Him ave live and mowe and bave our
being ” (Acts xvii. 28), he applies in a higher
sense to the spiritual union of believers with

Christ. In Gal iii. 2628, we see both the
inward and outward means of this union,
namely, faith and baptism.

In speaking of this union, St. Paul never
uses the name “ Jesus ” zlone nor first, but
gives prominence to the Divine dignity and
saving power of “ Christ” (Van Hengel).

“Itis a point not of opinion, but of belief,
that the Son of God did take our nature upon
Him, not only to the end that He might lay it
down for our ransom, or suffer for us in the
flesh, but to the end withal that, having suf-
fered for us according to Iis humanity, He
might by it unite us unte Himself as He is God
in a more peculiar manner than our human
nature without such union to His human
nature was capable of” (Jackson, ‘On the
Creed,’ b. xii.).

This union is represented under various
figures as that of the vine and its branches,
the foundation and the building, the head
and the members: in this passage the context
(=. 2 compared with vii. 4, 6, 25) suggests
‘““the spiritual marriage and unity betwixt
Christ and His Church.”

The words, “ abo walk not after the flesh,
but after the Spirit,” are rejected by all critics
as a gloss brought from =@. 4. The inter-
polation is of very early date.

9. For the laww of the Spirit of life in Christ
Jesus bath made me free from the law of sin
and (of) death.] “The laaw of sin ard of death”
from which man is set free must clearly be
that to which he has been previously in capti-
vity, namely,  the law of sirn in the members™
(vil. 23), which is also a law of death, as
already implied in vii. 11. .

This being a power within the man, the
law which is opposed to it, and overpowers it,
must also be an inward power. Thus “ tbe
lacv of the Spirit of life” is not the Gospel,

mor its plan of salvation, neitheris it “zke
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3 For what the law could not Son in the likeness of sinful flesh,
do, in that it was weak through and ‘for sin, condemned sin in the %% «
the flesh, God sending his own flesh: JSor sin.

lazv of the mind™ (vil. 23), which has been
already proved powerless against the flesh;
but it is the life-giving power of the Holy
Ghost, ruling as a law in the heart.

“The Spirit of life” is so called, because He
is the Author and Giver of life: compare <.
11; John vi. 637 1 Cor. xv. 45; 2 Cor. iii. 6.

The genitive expresses the eflect wrought,
as in John vi. 35, * the bread of life,” and Rom.
V. 18, “ jusiification of life.”

From “the Spirit of fife” dwelling in the
inner man goes forth a power which not only
commands as a law, but also quickens and
inspires obedience as a living and life-giving
law, and thus sets the man free from the con-
trary “ laaw of sin and of death”

This deliverance was first effected in the
Person of Christ, as is shown in ». 3, and
can be continued only “in Christ Jesus,” i.e.
“in fellowship of lite with Him, in being and
living in Him, v. 1 (Meyer).

The verb stands between two prepositional
clauses, both dependent on it: *im Christ
Jesui made me free from the laww of sin and
of death” The same arrangement is found
also in i 17, ili. 7, v. 17, the clause with
év being placed, as here, before the verb: an
emphasis is thus thrown on the words “in
Christ Jesus,” asin 1 Cor. iv. 15; Gal. v. 6.

3. To confirm the truth stated in o. 2,
St. Paul now declares the actual method by
which the liberation from the law of sin and
of death is effected ; and first he enhances the
greatness of the task, as being that which the
law of Moses had not power to accomplish.

For avhat the laaw could not do.] On the
construction, see Note at end: the sense is
clearly given in the A, V.: “avhat the Jaav
could not do,” is what God did by other means,
i.e. " condemned sin in the flesh.”

The law could not do this, ““ iz that it was
aueak through the flesh)”—a cause of failure
already explained in vii. 14-23.

God sending bis oawn Son.] After showing
exactly wherein the difficulty lay which the
law had not power to overcome, the Apostle
proceeds to declare how God overcame it.

The language is remarkable: the emphatic
words, “His oawn Son,” implying the fulness
of Divine power in the Son of Ged, stand in
striking contrast between the impotence of
the Law and the weakness of Christ’s human
nature.

in the likeness of sinful flesh.] In likeness
of the flesh of sin.

The flesh of sin describes man’s animal
nature as having become the seat of indwelling
sin. But of that nature itself sin is no part nor

property, only its fault and corruption. Hence
Christ could take true human flesh, “of the
substance of the Virgin Mary His Mother,”
without that quality of sinfulness which it has
acquired in us, who are “naturally engendered
of the offspring of Adam.” “In putting on
our flesh He made it His own: in making
it His own, He made it sinless ” (Tertullian,
‘De Carne Christi, c. 16). Christ thus was
sent “in likeness gf sinful flesh” not as if
He had taken on Him the “likeness of flesh
in the sense of a semblance of body instead of
its reality: but St. Paul mecans us to under-
stand likeness to the flesh which sinned, be-
cause the flesh of Christ, which committed no
sin itself, was like that which had sinned,—
like it in its nature, but not in the corruption
it received from Adam: whence we also
affirm that there was in Christ the same fesh
as that whose nature in man is sinful (Ter-
tull. ib.). (See Additional Note.)

and for sin] The words might also be
rendered: “ and as a sin-offering,” being so
used in the Septuagint, Lev. iv. 33; v. 6, 7,
8, 9; vii. 37; and Ps. xl. 6, and in Heb. x.
6, 8. Here, however, an exclusive reference
to sacrifice is not permitted by the context,
which refers, not only to the expiation, but
also to the practical condemnation and de-
struction of sin (v. 4). The more compre-
hensive meaning * for sin” (i.e. “on account
of” or “concerning sin”) is therefore to be
preferred here, and 1s found in A. V. even in
Heb. xili. 11, where the context expressly
limits the meaning to * sacrifice for sin.”

condemned sin in the flesh.] 'The rendering
“in his flesh,” i.e. Christ’s, is not admissible;
for the Hesh has already been twice identified
in this verse with the “flesh of sin,” i.e. the
flesh in which sin exercises its usurped do-
minion. How then did God condemn sin in
the flesh, ie., in human nature generally ? (1)
By exhibiting in the person of His Incar-
nate Son the same flesh in substance but
free from sin, He proved that sin was iz the
Aesh only as an unnatural and usurping
tyrant. Thus the manifestation of Christ in
sinless humanity at once condemned sin in
principle. For this sense of karakpive, to
condemn by contrast, see Matt. xii. 41, 42,
and Heb. x1. 7. .

But (2) God condemned sin practically and
effectually by destroying its power and casting
it out: and this is the sense especially re-
quired by the context. The law could
condemn sin only in word, and could not
make its condemnation eflectual. Christ
coming  for sin ™ not only made atonement

K 2
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4 That the righteousness of the
law might be fulfilled in us, who
walk not after the flesh, but after the
Spirit.

ROMANS. VIIL

[v. 4—s5-

5 For they that are after the flesh
do mind the things of the flesh ; but
they that are after the Spirit the
things of the Spirit.

for it by His Death, but uniting man to
Himself “in neawness of life” (vi. 4), gave
actual effect to the condemnation of sin
by destroying its dominion “in the flesh”
through the life-giving sanctifying power of
His Spirit.

4. The purpose for which God condemned
sin in the flesh.

That the righteotisness of the laaw might be ful-
filledinus.] *“ That therighteous demand of
the laaw,” &c.—i.e. what it demands as right.

The one righteous demand of the law which
includes all its other demands (r& Swatdpara
Tob vépoy, ii. 26 ; Luke i. 6 ; Numbers xxx1. 2T,
is holy obedience inspired by the love of
God (Luke x. 27). That this “rightecus
demand of the laww might be fujfilled in us),”
was the great final cause of God’s sending
His Son into the world.

Other interpretations of the passage may be
classified according to the meanings assigned
to dikaiwpa.

(1) “The rightcous sentence of the law ”
in condemnation of sin (i. 32).

‘This is contrary to the tenor of the passage,
and to the plain meaning of the words “ ful-
Jilled in us”: for as io the condemnatory
sentence of the law, God’s purpose in sending
His Son was that it might oz be fulfilled in us.

(2) The justification, or justifying sentence
of the law (v. 16). Fritzsche refers this to
the promise (Lev. xviii. 5, Deut. v. 33) that
the man who keeps the commandments of
_ God shall find life therein.

But “justification” is not and cannot be
ascribed to the law (iii. 203 Gal. iii. 11, 213
Acts xiil. 39): “it is God that justifieth.”
Accordingly 8wuolwpa in this sense is not
found with véuou.

(3) The righteousness or right conduct
corresponding to the law’s demand (v. 18;
Apoc. xix. 8).

In this sense also Sikaiwpa is not found in
combination with wéuov: and if such usage
were established, the general meaning of the
passage would be the same as that which we
have given above; for the righteousness
which satisfies the law is the counterpart of
the law’s righteous demand.

It may be well to gather up the fragments
of truth which underlie these various inter-
pretations.

Christ came indeed that the law's * right-
eous sentence” of condemnation against sin
might be fulfilled, 7ot iz us, but in His
atoning death. He came, that “the justi-
fying sentence,” not of the Jaaw, but of God,

might be ratified and accomplished upon all
who believe in Him. He came also /o
Sulfil all righteousness” in His own Person:
not only to give us an example of perfect
obedience to the law, but also to redeem us
from the curse of the law, and further to
“ condemn sin in the flesh ” by showing that
it has uot a rightful but only an usurped
dominion there, and so to deliver our whole
nature, body, soul, and spirit from sin’s
bondage, and then lastly so to make us one
with Himself in this renewed nature, that
throngh the quickening and sanctifying
power of His Spirit we also may * aalk in
neawness of life (vi. 4), in other words “ thar
the righteousness of the law (its demand of
holiness) may e fulfilled in us”

There is no force in Calvin’s objection,
that believers renewed by the Spirit do not
in fact attain in this life to such proficiency
in holiness, that the righteousness of the Law
is fulfilled in them: for God’s purpose, of
which St. Paul is here speaking, is clearly
affirmed in such passages as Eph. ii. 10,
Col. il. 1o. Compare xiil. 8 ; Gal. v. 14.

This interpretation is placed beyond doubt
by the additional clause which defines the
character of those in whom the righteous
requirement of the law is to be fulfilled;
namely such as “awalk not after the flesh, but
after the Spirit;” this character is deter-
mined by the ruling principle according to
which their actual life is regulated. They
“aualk not after the flesh,” for the flesh
with its affections and lusts rebels against
the law, * but after the Spirit. * The Spirit,”
being here regarded as the regulating principle
(xard), cannot be man’s own spirit however
renewed and sanctified, but the Divine power
itself which renews and sanctifies, i.e. the in-
dwelling Spirit of God, as in 2. 9.

5. For they that are after the flesh do mind
the things of the flesh.) * 'To be after the flesh”
is to have the flesh for the ruling principle of
our being : “to walk after the flesh ” (v. 4)
is to follow this principle in the actual life.
The distinction is not meant to be made
prominent ; but it is necessary to go back
from the outward symptom io the cause, in
order to derive from that the intermediate
process : “ they that are after the flesh do mind
the things of the flesh,” and so “avalk gfter
the flesh.”

“The things of the flesh” are opposed to
% the things of the Spirit,"—

(1) as human to divine,—* Thou savourest
(literally mindest) nor the things that be of



v. 6—9.]

6 For "to be carnally minded is
death; but 'to be spiritually minded
#s life and peace.

7 Because 'the carnal mind 75 en-
mity against God : for it is not sub-
ject to the law of God, neither indeed
can be.

ROMANS. VIIL

8 So then they that are in the
flesh cannot please God.

9 But ye are not in the flesh, but
in the Spirit, if so be that the Spirit
of God dwell in you. Now if any
man have not the Spirit of Christ, he
is none of his.

God, but those that be of men ™ (Matt. xvi. 23);
(2) as earthly things to heavenly (Phil. iii. 19,
Col. iil, 2), and (3) in utter moral contradic-
tion, as sin to holiness (Gal. v. 19—21; 22,

23).

6. The definition of those in whom the
righteousness of the law is to be fulfilled
(. 4) is justified and confirmed both on its
negative and positive sides by the reason
stated in w. 3, which reason is itself con-
firmed by a further developmeut in <. 6,
and that again is explained on the negative
sidein . 7.

0 he carnally minded.] “The lust of the
flesh, called in the Greek ¢pommua capxds,
which some do expound the wisdom, some
sensuality, some the affection, some the desire,
of the flesh, is not subject to the law of God ”
(Art.ix.). The A. V. is a fair paraphrase of
the literal meaning “mind of the flesh,”
in which “mind” (or “wminding” Marg.)
means * thought,” “ purpose,” * sentiment,”
or “study,” as in viii. 27, “ God knoaveth
what is the mind of the Spirit.”

“The flesh” is not the mere material of
the body, but *“the infection of nature”
(Art.ix.). Compare Delitzsch, ‘Biblical Psy-
chology,’ pp. 439, 442, and Add:tional Note on
adpf, Introduction, § 9. The statement that
“the mind of the flesh is death” is ex-
plained by St. Paul himself in = 7: for
“ enmity against God,” separating man from the
only source of life, not only leads to death,
but is itself the very essence of death, so that
the sinner is dead while he liveth (r Tim.
V. 6).

but to be spiritually minded is life and peace.]
“but the mind of the Spirit is /i and
peace” Meyer's explanation that “ the striving
of the Holy Spirit tends to lead man to
eternal life and blessedness” is inadequate.,
“The mind of the Spirit,” the whole
state of thought and feeling which proceeds
from the Spirit, dwelling in man’s heart
(v. 9), “is lifz,” the true life of the soul,
the first-fruit of that gift of God which is
eternal life (vi. 23).

% Peace” is not here the act of reconciliation
wrought by Christ’s death (w. 1), but the
conscious enjoyment of that reconciliation,
the holy calm breathed over the soul by the

Holy Ghost pouring forth God’s love upon
the heart. See note on v. 3.

7, 8. St. Paul now follows out separately
the proof of the former part of «. 6, “the
mind of the flesh is death:” his argument
is explained in the note on that clause. By
adding the word “peace” to “life” in . 6,
he has already prepared the way for passing
over to the mention of that “enmity ” which
is “death” (Bengel). The proof that “the
mind of the flesh is enmity against God” is
seen in the fact that “iz is wot subject to the
Jaav of God:” and this fact of experience,
(fully established in c. vii.) is further traced
to its inmost cause in the depraved tendency
of “the mind of the flesh;” “for it doth
not submit itself Zo #be Jaw, of God, for
indeed it cannot.” “He does not say that
it is impossible for the wicked man to become
good, but that it is impossible for him remain=-
ing wicked to submit to God: by conversion,
however, it is easy to become good and
submit.” (Chrysostom.)

8. So then] “And” (8¢): the particle
marks ‘““the continuation under a slightly
changed form ™ (Bp. Ellicott) of the opening
statement of v, 7: “ Because the mind of
the flesh is enmily against God . . .. ang they
that are in the flesh cannot please God” From
the abstract principle he passes to its practical
result.

9. But ye are not in the flesh, but in the
Spirit.] Personal application to the readers
of the general statements of vov. 5-8. “ ¥e”
is emphatic.

“The fesh” and “the Spirit,” represented
in @. 5 as ruling principles, according to
which men’s moral life is regulated, here
appear as opposite elements, in one or other
of which that life subsists.

if so be that the Spirit of God dawell in you.]
It is characteristic of St. Paul that he first
expresses his strong and loving confidence in
his readers in the absolute assertion, “ ¥e are
not in the flesh, but in the Spirit:” and then,
remembering that so unqualified a statement
could not safely be applied to all, he adds, by
way of caution, and stimulus to self-exami-
nation, the condition upon which his state-
ment concerning them necessarily depends,
a “conditio sine qua non.”
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10 And if Christ %¢ in you, the
body ¢5 dead because of sin; but the

ROMANS. VIIL

{v. 10,

Spirit is life because of righteous-
ness.

% For the Spirit of God must dwell in the
man in order that He may be the determining
element in which the man lives:” compare
St. John's expression “¥e iz me, and I in
you” (Meyer). For the conditional “ davelt”
read “dwelleth:” see note at end.

Noaw if any man bave not the Spirit of
Christ.] “Butif any man hath not,” &e.

‘The favourable supposition, “if the Spirit
of God Awelleth in you,” was applied to the
readers generally: but on the unfavourable
side St. Paul puts only the supposition that
this or that man among them “hath nof the
Spirit of Chbrist” 1t is clear from the con-
nection that ‘““‘the Spirit of Christ” is the
same as ‘“‘the Spirit of God,” i.c., the Holy
Ghost, who is not only sent by Christ, but is
so essentially one with Christ, that His
indwelling is in the next clause described as
“Christ in you:” see Gal. iv. 6; Phil. i. 19.
‘The theological import of the passage is well
explained by Philippi, who shows that, when
compared with Gal. iv. 6, it is a clear proof
of the procession of the Holy Ghost “ from
the Father and the Son,” as well as “an
illustrious testimony concerning the Holy
Trinity ” (Bengel).

ke is none of bis.] The reason for changing
the title “Spirit of God” into “Spirit of
Christ” was to bring out clearly and emphati-
cally this truth that “he that hath not
Christ’s Spirit, is not Christ’s : becanse Christ
gives His Spint to all that are His” (1 John
iv. 13). “To be Cluist’s” is the same as “to
be in Christ 7 (Gal. iii. 28, 29).

10. And if Christ be in you] “But if
Christ is in you:” this is a direct contrast to
the latter part of . 9, and a renewal of the
favourable supposition in the former part, “if
the Spirit of God dwelleth in you.” It now
further appears that “to have the Spirit of
Christ” (w. 9) is to have Christ Himself
dwelling within the heart: compare Eph. iii.
16, 17: “#0 be strengthened avith might by his
Spirit in the inner man, that Christ may dawell
in your bearts by faith.”

the body is dead because of sin, but the Spirit
is life] Rather, “though the body is dead
because of sin, yet the Spirit is life.”

“If Ghrist is in you,” it follows that “zke
Spirit is life ;” yet in contrast to that effect it
is admitted (pév) that for the present “the
body is dead:” but even this contrast and
limitation to the Spirit’s operation shall be
done away hereafter (v. 11).

. The reference in @. 11 to the resurrec-
tion of the mortal body makes it certain that
10 saying “the body is dead ” St. Paul is think-

ing of physical death on account of sin: com=
pare v. 1z,

“ Methinks ¥ (says Augustine, who dwells
much upon this passage), “that thought so
clear and plain needs not to be expounded,
but only to be read.” (‘De Peccatorum
Meritis,” i 7).

“The Apostle does not say, “ The body is
mortal because of sin,” but “i#he body is dead
because of sin” For prior to Adam’s sin it
might be called both mortal for one reason
and immeortal for another reason: that is,
mortal, because it was capable of dying; im-
mortal, because it was capable of not dying.
. . . And so that animal aud therefore mortal
body, which on account of righteousness
should have become spiritual and therefore
altogether immortal, was made on account of
sin not “mortal,” which it was before, but
“ dead,” which it might never have become if
man had not sinned.”

“How therefore does the Apostle, when
speaking about persons still living, call our
body ‘dead,’ except because the necessity of
dying clung to the children from the sin of
their parents?” (*De Genesi ad litteram,”,
vi. 36).

The body thus doomed to certain death,
and bearing in itself the germs of corruption,
is in St. Paul's vivid conception already
“dead,” “a living corpse” (Soph. * Antigone,
1167).

but the Spirit is life] “the spirit,” ie. the
human spirit; it is implied not in the word
itself, but in the condition “if Ghrist is in
you,” that the human spirit is quickened by
the indwelling Spirit of God. This refcrence
to the human spirit is proved by the direct
contrast of “ tbe body ” and “ the spirit” (1 Cor.
vii. 34; 2 Cor. vil. 1; Ja.ii. 26), and by the
careful distinction of the Divine Spirit in
. 11, as “the Spirit of him that raised up
Jesus from the dead.”

The spirit of man, when renewed and per-
vaded by the Spirit of Christ, not only lives,
but is all “/ife,” essentially and eternally.
The inferior reading ({7, “liveth™) falls far
short of 8t. Paul’s thought: “the Divine
life becomes through the Holy Spirit not
only a guality of the human spirit, it becomes
its nafure, in such wise, that it can diffuse
itself through the whole person from the
spirit to the soul and body ” (Godet).

because of righteousness.] Since cause goes
before effect, the righteousness which is the
conditional cquse of life in the believer (as sin
is the cause of death), is that “righteousness
of God” which is frecly given for Christ’s
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V. 11—13.]

11 But if the Spirit of him
that raised up Jesus from the
dead dwell in you, he that raised
up Christ from ‘the dead shall
also quicken your mortal bodies
Spirit  that dwelleth in

Ais Spirit, YOU.

ROMANS. VIIL

12 Therefore, brethren, we are
debtors, not to the flesh, to live aftet
the flesh.

13 For if ye live after the flesh,
ye shall die: but if ye through the
Spirit do mortify the deeds of the
body, ye shall live.

sake, which is accompanied by the gift of
eternal life (v. 17, 18, 21), and which brings
forth as its fruit the works of righteousness.

The same conclusion follows from the
antithesis of the two clauses; “the body is
dead because of (Adam’s) sin, but the spirit
is life because of (Christ’s) righteousness:”
compare, ch., v. 1z, 15, 17.

“ Propter justificationem” (Vulg.) is there-
fore right as a paraphrase, though not as a
translation of fwt Sikarooiryr. On the other
hand Cyril’s interpretation is wholly inadmis-
sible: “Being quickened by the grace of the
Holy Spirit and rich in righteousness through
communion with Him: for thus are we
partakers of the divine nature.”

11. The present possession of the Spirit of
God is an assurance that even in the body
life shall at last triumph over death. The
condition, *if Christ is in you,” is now re-
peated in substance, but changed in form to
snit the new statement concerning God’s
raising up Jesus from the dead.

But if the Spirit of bim that raised up Jesus
Jrom the dead dwell in you,] Rather “dwell-
eth in you:” see on v. 9.

 The Spirit of Ged,” called also * the Spirit
of Christ” in @, ¢, is now introduced under
a new title, which in fact forms part of the
argument; because it is assumed that He
who raised Jesus from the dead can also
raise us. Though the Son as God had
power to lay down His life and to take it
again (John ii. 19, x. 18), yet Jesus as Man
is raised by the power of God the Father
(Actsii. 32; Gal. i. 1; Eph. i. 20: com-
pare Pearson, ‘Creed,” Art. v. p. 301).

be that raised up Christ from the dead.]
The mediatorial title “ Christ” (* Christ
Jesus,” Tisch. 8) corresponds to the as-
sumed connection between His resurrection
and ours. Compare 1 Cor. vi. 14; 2z Cor.
iv. 14.

shall also quicken your mortal bodies.] In-
stead of  raise,” St. Paul now says “ quicken,”
or “make alive ” ({womoieiv), in correspond-
ence with ©. 10: “the spirit is life” already,
the body also shall be made alive hereafter.
In @. 1o the body is called *“ dead,” a hyper-
bolic expression, which would be weakened
by repeating the same word in the same

sense, and obscured by applying it in a dif-
ferent sense to bodies actuaily dead. St.
Paul therefore now applies the proper word
“mortal” to the present state of the body,
which shall hereafter be quickened into im~-
mortality.

“He does not say ‘dead bodies,’ but
“mortal bodies ;’ because in the resurrec~
tion our bodies shall not only cease to be
‘dead’ (v. 10), i.e. subject to a necessity of
death, but also shall cease to be ‘mortal,
ie. capable of dying, such as was Adam’s
body before his sin. For after the resurrec-
tion our bodies shall be altogether immortal.”
(Aquinas.)

by bis Spirit that dawelleth in you] See
note at end of chapter.

The marginal reading “because of his
Spirit that dawelleth inyou” is most in accord=
ance with the language of the N. T., which
nowhere represents the Holy Ghost as the
special agent or instrument by whom the
dead are raised. “ The bodies of the saints
are the members of Ghrist, and no members
of His shall remain in death: they are the
temples of the Iloly Ghost, and therefore if
they be destroyed, they shall be raised again.”
For “if the Spirit of bim that raised up Jesus
Jfrom the dead dawell in us” as He doth, and
by so dwelling maketh our bodies temples,
 be avbich raised up Christ from the dead shall
also quicken our mortal bodies by (because of)
His Spirit that dwelleth in us” (Pearson,
¢Creed,” Art.v.). Compare 2 Cor. v. 5, where
St, Paul speaks of the gift of the Spirit as an
earnest of the resurrection.

. 12, 13. Practical exhortation founded upon
the consequences which have been shown
(vv. 1-11) to follow from living after the
flesh or after the Spirit.

Therefore] “8o them:” asinvii. 3. You
have seen (ww. 6-8) that if “flesh” be the
ruling principle of your life “ye must die”
(Tyndale: pé\kere dmofviaxew), and this
sure and known result is not such as to lay
you under any obligation to the flesh: you
owe it nothing by anticipation, that you
should live according to its rule.

but if ye through the Spirit do mortify.]
“put if by the Spirit ye mortify.”

in w. 12 the order of the words “ awe are
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14 For as many as are led by the
Spirit of God, they are the sons of
God.

ROMANS. VIII,

[v. 14—15.

15 For ye have not received
the spirit of bondage again to fear;
but ye have received the Spirit of

debtors—not to the flesh” leads our thoughts
on at once to the well-known and necess:
alternative (v. 4), “‘but to the Spirit that we
should live after the Spirit:” the reason
therefore of that suppressed alternative is
now added.

“The deeds of the body ™ are not bodily acts
as such, but its actions or practices (mpdfess)
considered in their moral tendency, which in
this case is towards evil: compare Col. iil. g.

For “ihe body” is here regarded as “the
body of sin” (¥i. 6), i.e. as ruled by sin dweli-
ing in its flesh. The various reading *the
flesh ” is of less authority.

. The way to “mortify,” or *put to death ”

(favaroire) these “deeds of the body,” is to
subdue by help of God’s Spirit the sinful
desires which are their motive power. In
the clauses “ye shall die,” * ye shall live,” the
death and life are both eternal.

14-17. Proof of thc promise “ge shall
Jlive,” from the nature of the indwelling Spirit
as a Spirit of adoption.

14. All who are moved and guided by the
Spirit and follow His guidance, these, em-
phatically (odror, vil. 10; Gal iil. 7) and
none but these, are the sons of God, and as
sons derive life from the Father, Who is the
fount of life. On the difference between
receiving the Spirit and being “led by the
Spirit,” Chrysostom remarks: “ Lest in re-
liance upon the baptismal gift they should be
careless of their after life, he says that even
if you receive ‘Baptism but intend not to be
led by the Spirit afterwards, you have lost
the dignity conferred and the pre-eminence
of sonship.” :

15. In ‘proof of the assertion that *they
who are led by the Spirit of God, are the
sons of God,” St. Paul appeals to his readers’
experience of the character and efféct of the
Spirit which they had received. .

For ye bawve not reccived the spirit-of bond-
age again to frar.| * For yereceived not a
spirit of bondage again unto fear.” )

‘The aorist points to the time when be-
lieving and being baptized they received the
Holy Ghost: that what they then received
was “the Spirit of God,” by Whom they are
still led (. 14), is clearly stated in Gal. 1v. 3,
6, and is here assumed. in the appeal to
their experience. The question to. be de-
cided by that experience is, What kind of
spirit that was; and the answer is twofold,
the verb being emphatically repeated, “Ye
received not a spirit of bondage, but

ye rocoived a spirit of adeption” The
word “spirit” is in both clauses a Common
Noun, not a Proper Name, and therefore
should not be written with a capital letter,
Compare 2 Tim. i. 7.

The “londage” or “slavery,” which
throughout this Epistle is contrasted with the
liberty of the sons of God, is the bondage of
sin (vi. 6, 16, 17, 20; vil. 25), and of cor-
ruption or death as the consequence of sin
(v. 21). The Apostle’s readers, both Jews
and Gentiles, had all been once under this
bondage (vi. 17) which tends “unte fear,”
even the fear of death (Heb.ii 14, 15). But
the Spirit which they received on becoming
Christians was not found to bc “a spirit of
bondage tending again unto jfear,” but “a
8pirit of adoption” or ¢ affiliation ”—a spirit
which properly belongs to and is character-
istic of adopted children. .

Adoption was a process unknown to the
Jewish law, and the word viefecia, first found
in Gal. iv. 5, was probably formed by St.
Paul himself. From this circumstance and
from the fact that St. Paul, a Roman citizen,
is here writing to Romans, it is almost cer-
tain that the allusion is to the Roman law.
St. Paul’s word was in later times applied to
Baptism (Suicer): he applies it himself to
God'’s typical adoption of the Jewish nation
(ix. 4), to the actual adoption of believers
both fews and Gentiles to be the children of
God (Gal. iv. 5; Eph. i 5), and to their
perfected adoption in the future state of
glory (viii. 23). Comp. Neander, ‘Planting
of Christianity,’ i. 477, and Ellicett, ‘Gal’
iv. 5.

In the phrase “ spirit of adoption” the geni-
tive does not mean that adoption is the effect
of having received the Spirit (Athanasius ad
Serap. Ep. L ¢. 19 viomowotperor ¢ mvedpart)
for in the parailel passage Gal. iv. 6, we see
that the adoption goes before the testimony
of the Spirit, “having taken place through
faith and justification” (Meyer). Yet this
Pauline doctrine is perfectly consistent with
the Spirit’s previous work of regeneration
(John iii. s), for © Whosoever believeth that
Jesus is the Christ is born of God” (1 John
v. 1). St.Paul, in fact, is here speaking not
of the first secret work of the Spirit in re-
generating the soul by faith, but of the subse-
quent testimony of the Spirit, which, whether
accomparded or not by outward signs, bore
witness in the hearts of believers that they
had become sons of God. :

A % spirit of adoption™ is thus a spirit be-
Tonging to adoption as its proper character,



v, 16—17.]

adoption, whereby we cry, Abba,
Father.

16 The Spirit itself beareth wit-

ROMANS. VIII,

ness with our spirit, that we are the
children of God :
17 And if children, then heirs;

and “a spirit of bondage” would in like
manner be “a spirit characteristic of bond-
age” and so tending “uwato fear.”

Commentators ancient and modern have
here run wild in their attempts to give a posi-
tive and personal existence to that of which
St. Paul speaks only negatively. “Some say
it is the spirit of the Evil One, but it is not so;
for it is the Law that he here calls a spirit of
bondage ” (Severianus in Cramer: so Dio-
dorus, Theodorus). ¢ The law as given by
the Holy Spirit ” (Theodoret). “ The Scrip-
tures, as being spiritual and supernatural, but
establishing a dispensation in which punish-
ments and rewards were meted out like the
daily portion of a slave” (Chrysostom; Theo-
phy{. (Ecumen.) Augustine applies it to the
Holy Ghost, “because the same Spirit of
God, that is, finger of God, whereby the
Law was written on tables of stone, struck
terror into those who knew not yet God’s
grace, that by the Law they might be con-
vinced of their infirmity and sin” ( Qusest.
in Exod.) lv.; comp. Serm. 156). But in
another passage (‘Propositiones ex Ep. ad
Rom. expos.’) he explains it as * the spirit of
him to whom sinners are in bondage: so
that, as the Holy Spirit delivers from the fear
of death, the spirit of bondage who hath the
power of death holds the guilty in fear of that
same death ; in order that each may turn
to the Deliverer’s help, even in spite of the
Devil, who desires to have him in his power
always.”

Philippi and others understand the ex-
pressions subjectively of the servile and filial
spirit or disposition engendered by the Law
and the Gospel respectively; but this is
opposed to the meaning of mveipa required
by the context in ww. 14, 16, ‘These diffi-
culties all arise from neglecting the order of
the words: St. Paul did not write * Ye have
not received again a spirit of bondage,” but
“ a spirit of bondage dringing you again into
a state of fear.” Compare 2z Tim. i. 7.

avhereby ave cry.] Literally “in which
(spirit) awe cry " : compare 1 Cor. xit. 3. In
the sudden change from the znd to the rst
person we see St. Paul himself in the same
filial spirit joining in his brethren’s cry.

Abba, Father.] See note on Mark xiv. 36.

168. Analysis of what takes place when we
in the Spirit cry “ 4bba, Father ” thereis then
a twofold but united testimony, we cry and
the Spirit cries in us (Gal. iv. 6).  The Spirit
itself;” i.e. the Spirit of God, which has just
been described as a spirit of adoption, “ beareth

auitness avith our spirit.” This rendering is
more correct than that of the Vulgate “to our
spirit ”: it implies that our spirit also bears
witness to us,an idea to which Lange strangely
objects, forgetting that it is what occurs in
every act of consciousness.

St. Paul is conscious that the impulse
to cry ‘ Abba, Father” proceeds from his
own spirit acting under the influence of
the Holy Spirit and in concert with Him:
compare ii. 15, and ix. 1: “wmy con-
science also bearing me aitness in the Holy
Ghost.” % This witness of the Spirit is not to
be placed merely in the feeling (r John iii.
19), but His whole inward and outward
efficacy must be taken together ; forinstance,
His comfort, His incitement to prayer, His
censure of sin, His impulse to works of love,
to witness before the world, and so forth.
Upon the foundation of this immediate testi-
mony of the Holy Spirit, all the regenerate
man’s conviction of Ghrist and His work finally
rests. For faith in the Scripture itself has
its basis upon this experience of the divinity
of the principle which it promises, and which
flows into the believer while he is occupied
with it.” (Olshausen.)

The passage testifies strongly against the
Pantheistic confusion of the human spirit
and the Divine,.

“The witness of the Spirit is a conscious-
ness of our having received in and by the
Spirit of adoption the tempers mentioned in
the word of God as belonging to his adopted
children,—a loving hearf towards God and
toward all mankind; hanging with childlike
confidence on God our Father; desiring no-
thing but Him, casting all our care on Him,
... It is a consciousness that we are in-
wardly conformed by the Spirit of God to the
image of His Son, and that we walk before
Him in justice, mercy, and truth, doing the
things which are pleasing in His sight.”
(Wesley, in Lange’s ¢ Commentary.’)

17. And if children, then heirs] The
Apostle follows out his proof of the promise
in o 13: “ye shall live,” for ye are God’s
children (2w. 14-16), and therefore heirs of
His inheritance, “the glory which shall be
revealed in us” (2. 18), which is, in other
words, eternal life: compare ii. 7.

For “ sons™ St. Paul now says “ children,”
which is both more tender (Meyer), aund
more comprehensive. (Gal il 26-28.)

beirs of God.] Two thoughts enhance the
greatness of the inheritance, that it comes
from God, and is shared with Christ. The

-
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heirs of God, and joint-heirs with
Christ ; if so be that we suffer with
him, that we may be also glorified
together.

18 For I reckon that the suffer-

ROMANS. VIIIL

[v. 18—10.

ings of this present time are not
worthy fo be compared with the
glory which shall be revealed in
us.

1g For the earnest expectation of

Divine inheritance, unlike the human, is be-
stowed by the living Father upon His children.
(Luke xv. 12.)

and joint-beirs avith Christ.] By Jewish
law the eldest son had the largest share, and
daughters were excluded, unless there were no
sons. (‘Dict. of the Bible,” p. 779, b, ¢ Heir.”)
By the Roman law sons and daughters shared
equally in the inheritance, and adopted
children were treated like others. (Smith’s
¢Dict. of Gk. and Rom. Antt.; p. 600, a.)
Christ admits all His brethren to share alike
in that inheritance which He has won, not
for Himself but for them.

if so be that ave suffer avith bim.] It was
part of the Divine order of salvation “ that
Christ must suffer” and through suffering pass
to glory (Luke xxiv. 26, 46; Acts xvii. 3;
xxvi. 23; Hebrews ii. ¢, 10), and also that
His followers must suffer with Him, in order
to be glorified together. (Matt. x. 38 ; xvi.
24; ¥X. 22; 1 Thess. iii. 3; 2 Cor. 1. 57 Col.
i.24; 2 Tim. ii. 125 &c.). To “sufer avith
him™ s to suffer “for His sake, and the Gos-
pel’'s” (Mark viil. 35): compare 1 Peteriv. 13,
“ Rejoice, inasmuch as ye are partakers of
Chrise’s sufferings; that awben bis glory shall
be revealed, ye may be glad also awith exceeding
Jo

On elmep see note on @, 9: it represents
“the fellowship of bis sufferings ™ (Phil.iil. 10)
as an indispensable condition of sharing His
glory, a necessary discipline to fit us for that
blissful reward which is purchased for us by
the sole merit of our Saviour’s own suffer-
ings. “In all pations, indeed, and at all
times, the way in which men have met death,
and women have met suffering, has been a
testimony to the conviction that pain, when
endured for a moral purpose, may be trans-
formed from a curse into a blessing, and may
elevate the nature on which it seems to in-
flict a wound. But this conviction has been
established 2s onc of the supreme laws of
human nature bythe cross of Christ” (Wace,
¢ Christianity and Morality,” p. 316).

18-30. THE SOURCES OF COMFORT UNDER
THE NECESSITY OF SUFFERING.

These are threefoid :
. (1) The hope of glory to which all crea-
tion looks forward (18—25):
(2.} The present help of the Spirit (26, 27):
(3.) The all-embracing purpose of God’s
sure love (28-30).

18. For I reckon.] Areason for suffering with
Christ in order to be glorified withHim. The
connexion with the last words of @. 17 isdirect
and obvious. The same word (Aeyifopar) is
rendered in A. V., “ think” (ii. 3), * conclude”
(iil. 28), “suppose” (2 Cor. xi. 5), “count”
(Phil.jii. x3). 1t does not imply mere suppo-
sition or opinion, but the judgment or infer-
ence which the Apostle draws from com-
paring things present and things to come,
that the former are of no weight or worth
in the comparison. ¢ This present time”
(xapds) indicates the critical and final season
of the dispensation of “this world” (aiev), a
season of distress which is to end at Christ’s
coming: compare iii. 26 and xi. 5 with xiii.
11 and 1 Cor. vii. z29.

sball ke revealed] The glory already
exists in Christ, it only remains to be re-
vealed in us. St. Paul does not use the simple
Future Tense, but (as in @. 13 and iv. 24)
an expression (pé\lovgarv) which represents
the future revelation of glory as something
that is destined to be and will be. Compare
Gal. ifi. 23, where the same words are used
in the same emphatic order. See also Col.
ill. 45 Tit. il. £3; 1 Pet. i. 4.

in us.] The Greek preposition (els) ex-
presses the thought that the revelation of
glory will reach to and take place i us.

18. The certainty of the future revelation
of glory in us is confirmed by the sympathetic
longings of all around us. Keble, in the
“Christian Year’ (4th S. after Trin.), has
found a theme for one of his finest poems in
these ¢ Groans of Nature,™—

‘¢ Strong yearnings for a blest new birth,
With sinless glories crown’d.”

the earnest expectation (compare Phil. i. 20)
is described by expressive compounds, such
as St. Paul loves, in which hope is depicted
both in its eagerness “with head uplift,”
(dmoxapadokia) and in its perseverance wait-
ing out the end (dmexdéyerai: compare 1 Pet,
iii. 20).

the creature.] Rather “the creation)
i.e. the things created (Vulg. “ creatura™).
The word itself is of unlimited application
(Mark xiii. 19), and the context only can
determine the extent of its meaning.

Of things created, to begin with the highest,
good Angels are excluded, for they were not
“made subject to wanity” (w. 20); and evil



v. 20,

the creature waiteth for the mani-
festation of the sons of God.
20 For the creature was made

ROMANS., VIIL

subject to vanity, not willingly, but
by reason of him who hath subjected
the same in hope,

Angels, for they have no share in the hope of
glory : of Mankind it is clear that believers
are not here included under “the creation,”
but mentioned separately and distinctly as
sharing the same longing, for “ ot only they
(the creation) but ourselves also, abich bave
the first-fruits of the Spirit, even ave (v. 23)
ourselves groan avithin ourselves, waiting for
the adoption.” So far there is a very general
consent among interpreters, though some (in
defiance of the clear distinction made in »w.
19, 21, 23) maintain that even belicvers are
included under “the creation” as a part
under the whole.

The chief point, however, in dispute is the
inclusion of the non-Christian portion of man-
kind.

Now, first the term “creation” (krices)
when applied to mankind always denotes
mankind as a awbhole, the human creation.
But in @. 21 a portion of mankind, “tée
children of God,” are contrasted with, and
so excluded from “the creation itrelf;”
which term therefore can only mean, “the
creation as distinct from mankind,” the
irrational creation, animate and inanimate.
The Apostle “ personifies the world, just as
the Prophets do when they make the floods
clap their hands.” (Chrysost.)

1t is one of the finest and most frequent
figures of speech thus to make Nature sym-
pathise with man: when the Assyrian is
overthrown, God says, I caused Lebanon to
mourn for him, and all the trees of the field
Sfainted for him” (Ezek. xxxi. 15.) Here in
like manner St. Paul undoubtedly ascribes
human feelings to things without reason and
without life : but he does muchmore. Under
this beautiful figure, as its most appropriate
dress, he presents the grand truth revealed in
the Old Testament that the whole world of
nature, so much of it at least as was placed
under man’s dominion, has a real concern in
the past history and future destiny of Man.
When God says to Adam, “cursed is the
ground for thy sake” (Gen. iil. 17); when the
Flood, by which Man’s wickedness is punished
destroys “ ewvery living substance avbich avas
upon the face of the ground” (Gen. vil. 23):
when “the earth also is defiled under the inha-
bitants thereof; because they have transgressed
the laaws, changed the ordinance, broken the ever-
lasting covenant,” and “ therefore bath the curse
devoured the earth,” and when not only “they
that davell therein are desolate,” but also “ the
neav avine mourneth, the vine languisheth,” * the
awindoavs from on bigh are open, and the founda-
tions of the earth do shake” (Is. xxiv. 5 fI.);

in all such passages, whether historical, poeti-
cal, or prophetic, the same truth, or at all
events the same doctrine, is expressed which
St. Paul states in . zo, that “zbe oreation
avas subjeoted fo wanity”

When once this is admitted, there is no
room left for the argument that Man must
be included by St. Paul in “the creation”
as ‘““that which gives propricty, consistency,
and beauty to the whole representation.”
{Forbes.)

If «“in speaking of that glorious restitution
of all things, which has been the theme of all
the Prophets, and the great hope of the
Church since the world began, St. Paul men-
tions on the one hand the little flock that had
then received the first~fruits of the Spirit, and
on the other hand, the material and irrational
creation:” it does not follow that “the in-
numerable multitudes of *all the fumilies of
the earth) not yet converted to Christ, are
by him who was specially called to be the
Apostle of the Gentiles passed by, without a
thought on their condition or destiny!”

The truth is that like Isaiah (Ixv. 17), like
St. Peter (2nd Ep. iii. 13}, and like St. John
(Rev. xxi. 1), St. Paul looked for “a new
beaven and a new earth:” but before that
“restifution of all things” he expected that
“the fulness of the Gentiles™ should come in,
and “ @/l Lirael be saved” Mankind there-
fore, so far as they fulfil their proper destiny,
in accordance with the great promise, “i»
thy seed shall all the nations of the earth be
blessed” are all included among ¢ the sons
of God,” while “the avhole creation” includes
all the irrational creatures, animate or inani-
mate, as in Wisdom xvi. 24 ; xix. 6.

the manifestation of the sons of God.] That
is “the revelation of the sons of God” them-
selves, not merely of their glory: they will
become known as ““ the sons of God” thruugh
the glory which shall then be imparted to
them. At present, though known of God
and knowing Him as their Father (vv. 14-17),
“ the avorld knoaveth them not, because it kneaw
bim not” (1 Johniil. z.)

20, 21. THE CAUSE OF THE LONGING AND
THE GROUND OF THE EXPECTATION.

Q0. the creature was made subject to vaniiy.)
The creation was subjected o wanity.
The emphasis is on the “ vanity,” that well-
known vanity of things created (v puracémre).
«Though all things were made very good,
yet when the first man sinned they were cor-
rupted, and shall return no more to their
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1 Or, every
ereature,

21 Because the creature itself also
shall be delivered from the bondage
of corrupticn into the glorious liberty
of the children of God.

22 For we know that ‘the whole

ROMANS. VIIL

[v. 21—23.

creation groaneth and travaileth in
pain together until now.

23 And not only #hey, but our-
selves also, which have the firstfruits
of the Spirit, even we ourselves groan

proper state, until Pherez, i. e. Messias, shall
come.” (Beresh. Rabb.f. 2, 3. Reiche.)
The Greek word rendered “ wanity” is from
a root which means “ to seek without finding,”
and so implies “frastration”: but this etymo-
logical sense must not be pressed, it is the
word commonly used in the Septuagint, e. g.

in Ecclesiastes i. 2, ii. 1, for the Hebrew 220
(Hebel, Abel), “breath,” * vapour,” applied to
all that is frail and fleeting. Compare notc on
i. 21

not willingly.] Subjection to vanity is con-
trary to that tendency of nature, which leads
each creature to seek its own preservation
and perfection. This tendency is compared
to the human Will, because creation is per-
sonified,

but by reason of him avbo bath subjected the
same.] Rather, “but on aceconnt of him
who subjested it” (See note on John vi
57.) The Apostle mentions no other cause
of the subjection of the creation to vanity
than the agency and will of “ bim awbo sub-
jeeted it” This, in accordance with the
history, can be no other than God. He who
first placed the creature under man’s dominion
also “suhbjected it” to the effects of man’s
sin (Gen. iil. 17, v. zg), and will make it par-
taker of the blessing of his restoration. Com-
pare Is. Ixv. 17 ffl; Ixvi. 22; Ps. cii. 26, 27;
2 Pet. iii. 13; Rev. xxi. 1; and see note on
Is. xi, 6 as to the reasonableness of this Scrip-
tural doctrine of the new creation.

in bope, because the creature itself also.)
Rather, “in hope that the oreation itsel?f
algo! These words are best connected with
the former part of . 20: the subjection was
not absolute and unconditional, but the con-
dition upon which “the ereation was snb-
jeoted to vanity” was a bope granted to it,
that it also shall share in man’s deliverance.
This purport of the hope must be expressly
stated, in order to show the ground of the
expectation in w. 19, as directed precisely
to the manifestation of the sons of God. An
undefined hope might supply 1 motive for
expectation of deliverance in general, but not
for expectation of sharing in the glory of the
children of God. (Meyer.)

. the bondage of corruption.] “ Corruption”
includes the daily perishing as well as the
final dissolution of things created. This sub~
Jecticn to decay and death is what St. Paul

calls “tbe bondage of corruption.”
Heb. ii. 15; 2 Cor. iv. 16.

the glorious liberty, do>c] Rather, “the
liberty of the glory of the children of God.”
This glory, being a full and perfect develop-
ment of all the faculties and powers of our
nature, is rightly called “ fiderty” in opposition
to “the bondage of corruption” The whole
creation is to undergo a corresponding change,
and become the fit scene of the glory of God’s
children. “In those days shall the whole
creation be changed for the better, and re-
turn to its pristine perfection and purity,
such as it was in the time of the first man
before his sin” (R. Bechai Schulchan Orba,
f. g, col. 4, quoted by Reiche).

22. Proof of the reality of this hope of
deliverance (w. 21), from the present signs
of pain and travail,

For ave fnow.] St. Paul appeals to his own
and his readers’ knowledge of a condition of
all nature, analogous to that of a woman in
travail. The knowledge of #he fact, which
alone is meant here, is derived from observa-
tion and experience: the knowledge of its
dependence on man’s Fall (2. 20) is derived
from revelation. This groaning of creation
is universal, consistent (cvpgpeves, Theo-
phyl.), and unceasing. The awbole creation
groaneth sogether from the day of its sub-
Jection wntil noaw. These pangs of a world
in travail cannot be unmeaning: they point
to a coming time of delivery, when *there
shall be new heavens and a new earth wherein
dwelleth righteousness.”

Compare

23. Beyond this fact of common experience
lies another, peculiar to the Christian con-
sciousness, and of yet deeper significance
for the reality of the hope of deliverance
described in w. 21.

And not only they.] Rather, And not
ondy the oreation” The word to be
supplied, for there is none in the Greek, is
clearly indicated by the antithesis which
follows— but ave ourselves also”

awbich bave the firstfruits of the Spirit.]
Rather, “though we have” &c. This
clause completes the climax of proof by the
thought that even Christians, though so highly
favoured as recipients of the first outpouring
of the Spirit, were not exempt from an eager
and painful longing for the full liberty and
glory which were yet to be bestowed on
them. Not only the Apostles on the day of



v. 24—26.]

within ourselves, waiting for the

@ Luke z1. adoption, #0 wit, the *redemption of
28

our body.

24 For we are saved by hope:
but hope that is seen is not hope:
for what a man seeth, why doth he
yet hope for ?

ROMANS. VIIL

25 But if we hope for that we see
not, then do we with patience wait
for i,

26 Likewise the Spirit also helpeth
our infirmities : for we know not
what we should pray for as we

ought : but the Spirit itself maketh

Pentecost, but all whe in that first age had
been added to the Church through their
teaching, are regarded by St. Paul as sharing
in the first gift of that Spirit, which is in due
time to be poured out on all flesh: they
have the first-fruits which are to be followed
by the great harvest. That harvest must be
fully gathered, before the final revelation of
glory can take place, or the longing and sigh-
ing cease.

even ave ourselves] We ourselves also:
this rendering preserves the emphatic repe-
tition of the original, according to the read-
ing preferred by recent critics. The various
readings do not materially affect the general
sense.

groan avithin ourselves.] The longing of
creation is expressed in outward signs and in
a sort of universal sympathy (cvarevd{e:):
the longing of the belever is inward, known
only to his own heart.

auaiting for the adoption.] Rather, wait-
ing foradoption. Believers have already
received adoption in part, namely in God’s
purpose and in the gift of a Spirit which
belongs only te God’s children (vo. 14-16);
but are still waiting for that final, com-
plete, and public adoption which will take
placein “the revelation of the sons of God”
(v. 19).

to avit, the redemprion of our body] By this
apposition the Apostle explains how those
who are already the sons of God can still be
waiting for adoption. The adoption, “ viewed
specifically as complete ” (Lange), is identified
with that part which completes it, namely
“ the redemption of our body ¥ from its present
condition of weakness, sinfulness, decay, and
death: “ For in this e groan, earnestly de-
siring to be clothed upon avith our bouse which
is from beaven” (2 Cor. v. 2).

24. For ave are saved by hope] For in
hope we were saved, St. Paul says
sometimes “ve” (or we) were saved (Rom.
viil. 24), or “ Ye have been saved ” (Ephes. ii,
5,8), sometimes “ Ye are being saved ”” (1 Cor.
xv. 2), and sometimes “ Ye shall be saved”
(Rom. x. 9, 13). It is important to observe
this, because we are thus taught that ¢ ¢salva-
tion”’ involves a moral condition which must
have begun already, though it will receive its
final accomplishment hereafter” (Bp. Light-

foot, ¢ Revision,” p. 94). The reason why we
are still waiting for the redemption of our
body is that the salvation of which we were
made partakers (by faith not * by bope ™) isstill
an object of hope, not of complete realisation
and present possession. The A. V. by bope’
disregards St. Paul’s distinction between faith
and hope: “faith accepts the present remis-
sion of sins ; hope is the expectation of future
deliverance” (Melanchthon). On the “mo=
dal ? dative sce Winer, § xxxi. 7, d.

but bope that is seen.] ‘“A hope” means in
this clause a thing hoped for (Col. i. 55 1 Tim,
i. 1; Acts xxviii. 20), When already present
before the eyes it ceases to be an object of
hope : for itis of the essence of hope that it
looks not at the things that are seen, but at
the things that are not seen (Heb. xi. 1).

Jor avhat a man seeth, why doth hbe also
hope for 7] The actual sight and possession of
the object leaves no room for hope properly
so called. But if the object of our hope is
unseen, then we naturally fall into the proper
attitude of hope, and wait “ia patience.”
On this scnse of dud with the genitive, see
notes on ii. 27, iv. 11, xiv. 20, and Winer,

p. iil. § 47.
26, 27. THE PRESENT HELP OF THE SPIRIT.

This is the second ground of encourage-
ment to wait patiently amid present suffering
for the glory which shall be revealed : see on
. 18.

28, Likeavise the Spirit also belpeth our in=
firmities] *“And in like manner #be
Spirit also hbelpeth our infirmity.” The
passage refers not to “ infirmities” in general,
but particularly to “infirmity” under pre-
sent suffering and waiting: this connexion
with the preceding context is clearly shown
by the word “/likewise (boairws).” As we
on our part wait in patience, so on God’s
part there is the Holy Spirit joining His
help with our weakness, The patient ex-
pectation, which follows from the nature of
hope, would fail through our infirmity, if
the latter were not sustained by the help of
God’s Spirit. .

Van Hengel’s interpretation of “#be Spiriz*
as meaning the spirit of God’s children, the
trust and confidence with which the Holy
Spirit inspires them, is excluded by such ex-
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intercession for us with groanings the Spirit, 'because he maketh in- "Cn et

which cannot be uttered.
27 And he that searcheth the

hearts knoweth what is the mind of

tercession for the saints according to
the will of God.

28 And we know that all

pressions as “the mind of the Spirit)” *‘the
Spirit maketh intercession for us” which imply
a person, and a person distinct from the be-
liever himself.

Before proceeding to describe bow the
Spirit belpeth our infirmity the Apostle
shows more fully the nature of that infirmity
in reference to prayer. We know not what
our prayer should be, for two reasons, be-
cause the future is still hidden, and even in
the present life we know not what is best for
us (Aungustine).

Jor ave knoaw not avbat we should pray for as
ae ought.] “for what to pray aecord-
ing to our need, we know mnot”
‘The use of the Greek Article is noticeable:
it turns the question “ What should we
pray !” into an Objective Sentence dependent
on ok oidaper. We know not the—what to
pray, &c. The construction is characteristic
of St. Paul and St. Luke: see Luke i. 62;
ix, 46; xix. 48; xxil. 2,4, 23, 24, 37; Acts
iv. 24; xxii. 30; Rom. xiii. 9; Gal. v. 14;
Eph. iv. 93 1 Thess. iv. 1. “Wbat awe should
pray for” is less correct than “What we
should pray,” ie what our prayer should
be : compare Luke xvili, r1; Phil.i.9; 1 Kings
viil, 30,48 ; 2 Kings xix. 20. “Avceording
to our need”: the Greek adverb does
not refer to the manner of praying, but to the
correspondence between the prayer and that
which is really needed.

Pythagoras forbade his disciples to pray for
themselves, because they knew not what was
expedient, Socrates more wisely taught his
disciples to pray simply for good things, the
Gods knowing best what sort of things are
good (Xen. ¢ Mem. Socratis,” L. ii. 20). But
better illustrations of St. Paul’s meaning are
found in his own experience, recorded in
Philipp. 1. zz2, 23. “What I shall choose I
aor not. For Iam in a strait betwixt tawo,
baving a desire to depart, and to be avith
Cbhrist;” and in the experience of Our Lord
Himself, © Now is my soul troubled: and
avbat shall I say? Father, save me from
this bour: but for this cause came I unto this
hour.  Father, glorify thy name” (John
xii. 27, 28).

but the Spirit itself] Observe the climax:
the whole creation groans together: we our-
sclves, though we have the first-fruits of the
Spirit, groan within ourselves : nay more, the
Holy Spirit Himself intercedes for us with
groanings,

Thus the ascending order of thought, the

emphatic form “the Spirit himself?
and the phrase ‘“smaketh intercession for us,”
show that neither the sanctified human spirit,
nor any spiritual gift, such as the gift of prayer
and intercession, can satisfy the Apostle’s
meaning. It is the Holy Ghost himself that
intercedes, and that with groanings which
are His, inasmuch as they are prompted by
Him and express “the mind of the Spirit”
Yet St. Panl does not represent the Holy
Spirit, as Jesus is represented by St. John,
“ groaning avithin himself” It is mnot in
Himself, not in the substance of the Eternal
and Blessed Trinity, but it is in us that He
groaus, because He makes us groan ” (August.
Tract. in Joh. vi. 2).

aith groanings which cannot be uttered.]
Or—*“ with speechless groanings.”” * Not
in words but in groans doth the Spirit
make intercession for the Saints, and in such
groans as cannot be uttered in words. For
how can language express what God’s Spirit
speaks to God, when sometimes even our own
spirit cannot explain in words what it feels
and thinks ! ¥ (Origen).

St. Panl means certainly more than any
merely human emotion, however deep and
holy ; the groanings of the Holy Spirit cannot
be uttered in the language of earth, nor His
meaning fully known to man. The believer
himself is conscious that he cannot express
in words the infinite hopes and longings that
he feels. But God is “ He that searcheth
the hearts” of men and knows all that is
done there: and the heart, regarded as the
seat of spiritual as well as natural life is the
sphere of the Spirit’s working: there He
intercedes for us, using the heart as the
instrument of His appeal to God; and so
God * knoweth awbat is the mind (or “ mean-
ing, Pppdéunpa) of the Spirit”: compare v. 6.

Q7. because he makethintercession for the saints
according to the avill of God.] “ because acoord-
ing to God’s will he maketh interces-
sion for sainte” Literally, “ according to
God,” as in 2 Cor. viil. 9, 10, “sorrow ao-
cording to @God." These words (xard Oeov)
are placed first because they are emphatic.

“for saints:” the absence of the Article
brings out the essential quality.

Thus the clause combines two reasons in
one, why God must know what the meaning
of the Spirit is: for (1) His intercession is
in accordance with God’s own will and purpose,
“ for the Spirit searcheth all things, yea,
ewen the deep things of God” (1 Cor. ii. 10),



v. 28.}

things work together for good to
them that love God, to them who
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are the called according to his pur-
pose.

and (2} His intercession is “ for saints,” and
saints, as such, are the special objects of the
Divine purpose, in accordance with which
the Spirit intercedes. The two thoughts
thus combined, God’s purpose on behalf of
saints, form the theme of the next paragraph.

28-30., THE ALL-EMBRACING PURPCSE OF
Gob’s LoVE.

To the inward comfort which the Holy
Spirit imparts 1o God’s children, St. Paul
now adds a third and last ground of en-
couragement, our knowledge that in the
Divine government of the world all things
contribute to the welfare of those who love
God: even the troubles therefore of this life,
so far from hindering our salvation, help it
forward.

28. all things.] Le. all, whether prosperous
or adverse, a/l including “zbe sufferings of
this present time’ ‘The context requires this
especial reference to sufferings.

The reading “ God worketh all things,”
has less authority, and is not so well suited to
the context.

aork together.] Not merely does the
joint and combined working of the whole
result in a preponderance of good, but ad-
verse circumstances as well as prosperous,
each and all, conduce to good. Sce the
Additional Note.

“When he says ‘all things” he means
even things that seem to be painful. For
even if aflliction, poverty, imprisonment,
hunger, death, or any other thing shculd
come upon thee, God is able to turn all these
the contrary way. Since this also is part of
His ineffable power, to make what things
seem troublesome Kght to us, and turn them
to our help * (Chrysostom}).

Sor good] Not only their future and
eternal happiness, but all that now supports
and helps them on the way to attain it is
in¢luded in the term ¥ good.”

to them that love God] The importance
of this condition is marked in the Greek by
its emphatic position at the beginning of the
clause. “Love causes believers to take all
things that God sends them favourably and
in good part” (Bengel). See Ecclesiasticus
XXXix. 27, “ 4l these things are for good to
the godly ; so to the sinners they are turned into
evil.” God Himself is man’s chief good, and
the love of God is thus a necessary condition
for the full enjoyment of His gifts, whether
temporal or eternal; in other words, they
are prepared for those who love Him (sce

1 Cor. ii. 9; Eph. vl 24; 2 Tim. iv. 8;
Ja.i. 12,ii. 535 and Hooker, *E. P.’ L xi. 2).

to them avhe are the called according to
bis purpose.] This second description of the
same class of persons is not a correction or
limitation of the previous definition “#hem
that love God,” but a statement of the cause
why all things work together for their good,
namely, that they “avbo Jowe God” are the
very class of persons who are “ called accord-
ing to bis purpose.” Their love of God is a
necessary condition, but God’s own purpose,
working efficaciously iz and for those who
are called in accordance with it, is the cawse
that makes all things work together for
their good. The purpose being that of Him
“avbo aworketh all things after the counsel of
bis own awill” (Eph. 1. 11), it follows that all
must work for good to them who are called
according to that purpose. It is strange that
so enlightened an interpreter as Chrysostom
should understand by * purpose” nothing more
than the will or purpose of man assenting to
the outward call. For the true meaning
compare ix. 11; Eph, i, 11, iil. 11; 2 Tim.
i 9.

The contrast between the “many called”
and “ feay ehosen” (Matt. 3x. 16; XXiL. 14),
is found only in our Lord’s own teaching.
The word “called” («Anrds) is applied by
St. Paul only to those who have, as far as
man can judge, obeyed the call: its use thus
corresponds to that of “elect,” “ saints,” with
which it is sometimes combined. See i 6,
7; 1 Cor. i. 2, 24; Jude i.; Apoc. xvil. 14.
Moreover, those “avho Jowe God” have in
themselves the witness that they are ¢ called
according to His purpose,” the call has pro-
duced its right effect, and the moral condi-
tion for further progress is satisficd. The
Apostle thus begins with what is known and
practical, and his subsequent statements in
v, 29, 30, are distinctly limited to those indi-
viduals in whom these practical results are
found. These positive results already realised
he traces back to their eternal cause, in order
to show that the steps still to be accomplished
(glorification, &c.} are guaranteed by those
already made, all being links in the sure chain
of an unfailing and eternal purpose. That
purpose, as traced out in the following verses,
has its eternal foundation in foreknowledge
and predestination, its temporal realisation in
the Divine acts of calling and justifying, and
its eternal fulfilment in glory. Compare
Leighton on 1 Pet. i. 2: “The connexion of
these we are now for our profit to take notice
of : that efectual calling is inseparably tied
to this eternal jforcknowledge or election on
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29 For whom he did foreknow, he
also did predestinate 0 b conformed to

ROMANS. VIIL

[v. 20

the image of his Son, that he might be
the firstborn among many brethren.

the one side, and to salvation on the other.
These two links of the chain are up in heaven
in God's own hand ; but this middle one is
let down to earth into the hearts of His
children, and they laying hold on it, have sure
hold on the other two, for no power can
sever them.”

29-20. At this point St. Paul passes from
the province of Christian experience to that
of Divine Philosophy. As we follow him, let
us bear in mind the wise caution of Hooker
(L. ii. 2): “Dangerous it were for the feeble
brain of man to wade far into the doings of the
Mast High: whom although to know be life,
and joy to make mention of His name; yet our
soundest knowledge is to know that we know
Him not as indeed He is, neither can know
Him; and our safest eloquence concerning
Him is our silence, when we confess without
confession that His glory is inexplicable, His
greatness above our capacity and reach.”

On a path so high and slippery for human
reason our safety lies in planting our steps
only where the inspired Apostle has already
planted his: if we venture, as too many have
ventured, beyond the limits of his track, there
are precipices and chasms on every side,
which the most wary can hardly escape.

It is well therefore to notice in the outset
that the Apostle’s statements in this passage
are limited to the class of persons already
doubly defined (1) as those who love God,
and (2) as those who are called according to
His purpose. His whole subject is their
predestination to glory: no opposite view
concerning the ypgodly, no doctrine of an
eternal reprobati%, is even suggested.

29. The confidence expressed in @. 28
“that all things aork together for good to
them that love God” is now justified and
confirmed (ydp) by an explanation of the
mode in which God’s purpose concerning
them is developed. For that purpose in-
cludes all the stages in the process of salva-
tion, and these are so linked together that
where one has taken place the rest must
follow, from the unity of the Divine purpose
and the continuity of its working.

And since God’s love has thus secured
the final happiness of “ithose avbo are called
according to His purpose,” nothing really hurt-
ful can happen to them even in tis life:
afflictions are nothing else but the means by
which they are “ to be conformed to the image
of kis Son” in sufferings as in glory (w. 7).

For avhom be did foreknow.] The many
various senses here attributed to the Divine

foreknowledge may be classed somewhat as
follows :—

(1) “Foreknew”—simply as persons to
come info existence hereafter.

This is too general and vague, because all
are thus foreknown, while the foreknowledge
here meant is limited to the particular persons
who become predestinated, called, &c.

(2) “Foreknew ”—as good and worthy to
be known, i.e. approved: so Origen.

Or, “ foreknew ” as those who would be-
Tieve and obey the call (Augustine’s earlier
view: ¢ Propos. ex Ep. ad. Rom. Iv.”: “nec
praedestinavit aliquem nisi quem praescivit
crediturum et secuturum vocationem suam,
quos et electos dicit ).

“These and other like interpretations, which
make faith, obedience, or moral worth the
objectof the Divine foreknowledge here meant,
are rightly rejected as adding an idea which
is contained neither in the word zpoéyrw nor
in the context.

Meyer’s interpretation—*foreknew as those
who should one day become conformed to
the image of his Son”—is in like manner to
be rejected as adding an idea which has not
yet been presented in the preceding context,
and which cannot be ascribed to wpoéyre
without destroying the distinction between it
and mpodpurer.

(3) “Foreknew * is taken as equivalent to
« fore-ordained,” knew and adopted them as
His own, of His own free love and absolute
decree (Calvin, Leighton, Haldane).

The objections to this third interpretation
are:—

(2) That it is not supported by the usage
of the word.

(5) That it identifies and confounds twe
ideas which Seripture keeps distinct, fore-
knowledge and election, e.g. 1 Pet. i 2,
“elect according to the foreknowledge of God.”

(4) “Foreknew” as the individual objects
of His purpose (rpifeats), and therefore fore-
knew as “ them that love God:” see notes on
v, 28.

This interpretation introduces nothing
that is not already found in the preceding
context, and retains the simple and proper
meaning of wpoéyvw. Nor is it open to any
charge of making human smerit the ground of
God’s election ; for the love which He fore-
knew is but the answer to His love poured
out in the heart by His Spirit (v. 5).

« Foreknowledge ¥ is the act of conscious
perception, without which there can be no
wolition. Augustine makes a clear distinc-
tion: “there can be no predestination with-
out foreknowledge: but there may be fore-



v. 30 —32.]

30 Moreover whom he did pre-
destinate, them he also called: and
whom he called, them he also jus-
tified : and whom he justified, them
he also glorified.

- 31 What shall we then say to
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these things? If God &e for us,
who can be against us ?

32 He that spared not his own
Son, but delivered him up for us all,
how shall he not with him also freely
give us all things?

knowledge without predestination: God may
foreknow also things which He does not
Himself do” (* De Predest. Sanctornm,” x.)

God’s eternal purpose embraces all stages
in salvation from first to last. His_foretnoqv-
ledge defines persons as the objects of that
purpose not arbitrarily, but as included in the
class of “ them that lowe God”; His election,
actuated by love, chooses those persons [not
expressed in 2bis passage]; His predestination
determines what He will do for them.

be also did predestinate to be conformed to the
image of his Son.] The Divine predestina-
tion is in the New Test. always qualified, as
here, by a ‘statement of its end and aim:
compare Acts iv. 28; 1 Cor. ii. 7; Eph. i
5, 11.  See the Additional Note.

By “the image of bis Son™ is not meant the
example or pattern of Christ’s sufferings
(Calvin), or of His holy obedience, but the
embodiment of the Divine and human natures
in the Incarnate Word. Compare 1 Cor. xv.
49; 2 Cor. iil. 18; Col. L 135, iii. 10.

Of that Divine Image each glorified saint
will be a particular form: and conformity to
that Image in body, soul, and spirit is * zhe
glory avbich shall be revealed in us” (wv. 18),
as the result of God's predestination.

But the full and final aim of that predestina-
tion, reaching beyond us to Christ, is “ zba?
He might be the firsthorn among many
brethren,” not standing in His “sole glory™
as the only begotten Son of God, but making
us His brethren by a new creation, and so
“ bringing many sons unto glory.” (Compare
Col. i. 15, 18; Heb. i 6, 1. 10, 11.)

B80. Moreowver avbom he did predestinate,
them be also called] We here pass from the
eternal counsel in its ideal process to its
realisation in time, Here also three Divine
acts are specified,—he “called,” “justified,”
¢ glorified.”

“ Called” i.e. by the preaching of the
Gospel, as in z Thess. ii. 14, “Whereunto be
called you by our gospel” But the usage
of the verb in this sense, like that of kAnrds,
scems to be limited by the context to the
cases of effectual calling: here certainly it is
so. Compare Reuss, ‘ Théologie chrétienne,’
ii. 120.

Such a calling is of necessity followed by
justification, evenas justificationby glorification.
Otherwise God’s foreknowledge and predes-

tination would be falsified. The Aorist “re-
presents the future glorification as so necessary
and certain that it appears as if already given
and completed with the édwatooer.” {Meyer,
who refers to Herm. Vig. p. 747.) Rather,
the Aorist has the same sense in all the
clauses: it represents each act as complete
(and therefore certain) wwithout determining
(ddpeoros) its relative time whether Past,
Present, or Future. This admirably serves
“the triumphant flow of the great chain of
thought, and the thoroughly Pauline boldness
of expression.” (Meyer.)

31-39. THE BLESSEDNESS OF THE ELECT.

The doctrine implied in @. 28, and deve-
loped in ww. 29, 30, is now applied to the
encouragement of the believer.

“The inspired faith of the Apostle, leaving
all earthly things far down below his feet,
reflects itself in the sublimity of the language.”
(Philippi.)

81. What shall ae then say to these things¥]
Rather, as in vi. 1, vii. 1. “ What shall ave
say then,” &e. Looking at these things, the
revealed purpose of God and all the sure
steps of its fulfilment, what inference shall we
draw ?

“ If God be (rather, ‘is”) for us,” (as these
things plainly show) wwbo can be against us?
This is the first of a stream of rapid and ex-
ulting questions, in which the Apostle cannot
wait for any formal answer.

82. He that spared not bis owwn Son.] This
“climax of God’s mercies” (Theodoret),
the strongest of all proofs that “ Ged is for
us” is brought forward with an emphasis
(8s ye) that we cannct imitate, as the sure
ground of the question that follows. Tle
allusion to Gen. xxil. 12, 16, is too close to
be accidental: St. Paul uses the very word
(épeloaro, “ spared”) which the LXX. use
concerning Abraham. This expression proves
incidentaily, but most clearly, that St. Paul
regarded the Son of God as being of one
nature avith the Father: otherwise where
would be the force of the comparison with
the human father who withheld not his only
son.

“ Thus has God Himself fulfilled that which
in Abraham’s symbolic offering He acknow-
ledged as the highest possible proof of love.®
(Philippi.)

L
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Who shall lay any thing to the
chagrsge of God’s e)fect? It is God
that justifieth.

Who s he that condemneth?
It s Christ that died, yea rather, that
is risen again, who is even at the
right hand of God, who also maketh
intercession for us.

5 Who shall separate us from
the love of Christ? shall tribulation,

ROMANS. VIIL

[v. 33—37

or distress, or persecution, or fa-
mine, or nakedness, or peril, or
sword ?

36 As it is written, *For thy sake ? Ps 4
b 22.

we are killed all the day long; we
are accounted as sheep for the
slaughter.

37 Nay, in all these things we are
more than conquerors through him
that loved us.

delrvered bim up] Le. to death : see iv. 25.

boaw shall he not with him also freely give
us all things?] The greatest and most costly
gift ensures all the rest that depend on it,
all the things (rd wdvra) that God has pro-
mised to us in Christ. To give freely
(xapileafar) is agreeable to God's nature:
to deliver up his Son to death, and not to
spare Him, was the greatest sacrifice God
could make for man. Thus the argument is
like that in ch. v. 9, 10, where see notes,

33-35. The punctuation and division of
verses in the A. V. must be slightly corrected,
to bring out the rhythmic flow of thought
and language in this noble passage. Still full
of the thought of God's sure love, the Apostle
asks triumphantly, “#ho shall lay any
charge against God’s elect?” He makes
answer to himself in another question: “ Iz
is God that fustifieth: Who is be that con-
demneib?”  And then, as if bounding on
from one rock to another, he passes from the
Father’s love to that of the Son:

“It is Chbrist that died, yeq rather that is
risen, who 18 also at the right band of God,
Who also maketh intercession for us: Who shall
separate us from the love of Ghrist 27

This order is adopted by the early Greek
commentators: and is confirmed by reference
to the source of the Apostle’s thoughts in
Isaiah 1. 8, 9, where we have the same
parallelism: “ He is near that justifieth me;
awbo will contend avith me?” . . . ¢ Bebold,
the Lord God will belp me; avbo is be that
shall condemn me?” It is the only order that
fully preserves the simplicity, freedom, and
vigour of this loftiest flight of Christian
eloguence,

“God's elect,” as such (observe the absence
of the article), need fear no accuser: it is
God Himself, the Judge of all, that justifies
them (2. 30); who then is there to con-
demn them?

In Isaiah it is Messiah Himself that thus
speaks; a fact which makes St. Paul’s rapid
transition to the mention of Christ’s love
more easy and natural

B is Qhrist that died.] St. Paul accumulates

the proofs of love and power: of love, for ¢
is Christ that died” for our sins; of power,
for He not only died, but also s risen for our
Jjustification; of power again, for it is the same
Christ “qubo is also at the right bhand of
God ;” and then, finally, of love still abiding, for
it is He “avbo also maketh intercession for us.”

85. The sure inference from such proofs
of both the will and power to save, is ex-
pressed in the triumphant question: * #ho
shall separate us from the love of Christ 27

By “ the love of Christ” is meant, not our
love to Him, but His love to us, of which the
proofs have been given in . 34. This sense
is confirmed by w. 37, “through him that
loved us”

shall tribulation, or distress.] See on 1i. 9.
These things might cut off man’s love from
us, but cannot hinder Christ’s love from reach-
ing and saving us.

On the various reading see Additional Note.

38. as it is writien.] Closely connected
with the last word “savord.”

In the midst of his enumeration of suf-
ferings and perils, suggested, doubtless by
his own experience (2 Cor. vi. 4), St. Paul is
reminded by the word * savord,” of a passage
in Ps.xliv. 22, which describes the like suffer-
ings of God’s faithful people in an earlier age,
and which the Apostle regards as typical of
the persecutions to which the faithful are
exposed in his own age. “But there is this
remarkable difference between the tone of
the Psalmist and the tone of the Apostle.
The former cannot understand the chasten-
ing, and complains that God’s heavy hand
has been laid without cause upon His people:
the latter can rejoice, in persecution also, and
exclaim, ¢ Nay, in all these things we are more
than conquerors.” {Perowne). See notes on
the 44th Psalm.

87. Nay] Literally, “But.” The nega
tive answer is omitted as self-evident, and the
question met at once by a directly contrary
affirmation.

ae are more than conquerors.] An excel-
lent rendering, first introduced in the Geneva
Bible, 1557. Compare 2 Cor. iv. 8-11, 17.



v, 38—39.]

38 For I am persuaded, that
neither death, nor life, nor an-
gels, nor principalities, nor powers,

ROMANS. VIIIL

nor things present, nor things to
come,

39 Nor height, nor depth, nor

“A holy arrogance of victory, not selfish,
but in the consciousness of the might of
Christ” (Meyer). “ More than conquerors?
‘What is that? Why they (i. e. the adver-
saries are not only overcome and disarmed,
but they are brought over to our faction;
they war on our side” (Chillingworth,
Serm. V. § 61.) ¢ This is a new order of
victory, to conquer by means of our adver-
saries ¥ (Chrysostom).

through bim that loved ws] This must
refer to Christ, through whose inseparable
love (v. 35) we are made conquerors.

‘The aonist points to His one greatest act
of love, already mentioned in v. 34. Com-
pare v. 6.

38. The answer given in v. 37 is now
confirmed by a declaration of the Apostle’s
own personal conviction, that no power in
heaven or earth, in time or in eternity, can
separate us from the Divine love,

‘What St. Paul thus expresses is a moral
conviction rather than a logical certainty. It
may be asked, Cannot the believer fall away?
Is not this implied in such cases as that of
Demas, 2 Tim. iv. 10, and in St. Paul’s own
words, “ If ye continue in the faith grounded
and settled, and be not meved away from the
bope of the Gospel, avbich ye bave beard” (Col.
i.23)? The answer is well given by Godet:
“In the moral life freedom has always its
part, as it had from the first moment of be-
lieving. What St. Paul means is that no-
thing shall pluck us out of Christ’s arms
against our will, and as long as we refuse
not ourselves to abide there: compare Joh.
X. 28-30.”

neither death, mor life] ‘The last point
mentioned in the question (vw. 35, 36) is
taken up first, “deazh,” with its opposite,
“Jife?” compare xiv. 8. The argument re-
quires that the words should have their widest
sense, as general states in one or other of
which we must be found. Explanations such
as “the fear of death, the love of life”
(Grotius), or “death with its agonies, life
with its distractions and temptations ”
(Godet), only limit the flight of the Apostle’s
thoughts just when they would soar above
all limitations.

nor angels, nor principalities,] The angels
mentioned in the N.T. are much more fre-
quently the good than the evil; but the word
itself never indicates the specific quality, either
good or evil, this being either expressed, or at
least implied, in the context. Meyer's asser-
tion that “angels” used absolutely signifies

nothing else than simply good angels, is arbi-
trary in such passages as Acts xxiii. 8, 1 Cor.
iv. 9, and quite inadmissible in 1 Cor. vi. 33
Heb. ii. 16.

In our present passage “angels” and “ prin-
cipalities” must both have the widest possible
application: the point in question is not
the moral disposition, whether good or evil,
but the power of the angelic order of created
things..

% Principalities  are angels of greater power
and might (Eph. vi, 12; 2z Pet. 1. 11).

nor angels, nor principalities, nor powers.)
This seems the more natural order, “ poawers”
being akin to ¢ principalities” (1 Cor. xv. 24;
Eph. i. 21): but the weight of ancient autho=-
rity is in favour of a different arrangement :

% Neither de;th, nor lii‘e,
Nor angsels, nor princ?palities,
Nor things pregent, nor things to co6me,
Nor powers,

8 9
Nor height, nor depth,
10
Nor any other creature.”

“The principle of arrangement would seem
to be, to place alternately inanimate and ani-
mate objects, reserving ¢ creature, which sums
up the whole to the last line, in order to de-
note that ¢ the dominion over all the works of
God’s hands,’ originally designed for man
(Gen. i. 26; Ps, viii. 6), which he had lost by
having bowed downtoand ‘served thecreature’
(Rom. L 25), should now, through his union
with Christ Jesus, be restored to him, ¢all
things being put in subjection under his feet,’
Heb. ii. 8” (Forbes). Ifthe order has this
significance, it may be attributed to St, Paul’s
familiarity with Hebrew poetry, in which the
most perfect parallelism is often found in pas-
sages of the most fervid eloquence.

Meyer arranges the #es in two pairs, fol-
lowed by two threes.

nor things present, mor #hings to come.] No
dimensions of time: “nor beight, nor depth;”
no dimensions of space. .

These abstractions bring out the idea of
universality more emphatically, and suit the
rhetorical character of the passage better than
any more limited expressions, such as ¢ heaven
or earth,” “heaven or hell,” by which some
would interpret them.

L 2
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any other creature, shall be able
to separate us from the love of

ROMANS. VIIIL

[v. 30,

God, which is in Christ Jesus our
Lord.

nor any other creature.] No state, no being,
no power, nor property, such as those already
mentioned, “ nor any other crea:ced thing,” in
short, nothing in the created universe, ** shall
be able to separate us from the love of God,
qubich is in Christ Jesus our Lord” Origen,
in Cramer’s ¢ Catena,’ p. 156, suggests another
interpretation of the words (krious érépa):
“But if besides this whole visible creation
there is another creation, which though in
nature visible is as yet, unseen, you will ask
whether to that may be referred the saying
“nor any otber creation shall be able to separate
us from the love of God.”” In support of this
view Origen refers to Ephes. i. 21, where Christ
isseated “ far above all principality, and poaver,
and might, and dominion, and every name that
is named, not only in this world, but also in that
auhich is to come.” A very similar interpreta-
tion is approved by Chrysostom, as well
suited to the sublimity of the passage.

the love of God abich is in Christ Jesus our
Lord.] These last words teach wus that
“Christ’s love” (w. 35) is no other than
“ God’s love” manifested to us, and operat-
ing on our behalf in the Person of Christ:
see Note on v. 8.

This noble hymn of victory (zv. 31-39),
while growing naturally out of its immediate
context (vv. 28—30), and having a primary
reference to the sure triumph of them that
love God, forms at the same time 2 grand
conclusion to the whole doctrinal portion of
the Epistle. “It is the crown of that edifice
of salvation in Christ, of whict St. Paul had
laid the foundation in his demonstration of
the righteousness of faith (i-v.) and raised
the superstructure in his exposition of sanczi-
fication Svi.—viii.). After this it will only
remain for us to see the salvation, thus
studied in its essence, unfold itself upon the
stage of history ” (Godet).

ADDITIONAL NOTES on

8. For nhevBéposé pe Tischendorf (8)
reads Jhevfépwoer o, with BX F G.  Ter-
tullian’s reading varies: he has “ te” in ‘De
Pudicitid,’ c. 17, but “me ” in ‘ De Resurrec-
tione Carnis,’ c. 46. The First Person ismuch
more natural in the connexion with ¢ VIL,
and ge may have come from the last syllable
of Revbépoger.

Here then, as below in w. 33, it must be
admitted that the Vatican and Sinaitic MSS.,
notwithstanding their general excellence, give
an inferior reading.

8. a. It is generally agreed that 6 d80varov
Tol vduov iS a nominative absolute (cf. Eur.
“Troad.’ 489) in apposition to the sentence,
& Oeds karérpivey, kT

But @diveros is sometimes active, “unable ™
(Acts xiv. 8; Rom. xv. 1), and sometimes
passive, * impossible ” (Matt. xix. 26; Heb. vi.
4 18; X 4).

The passive sense, “ that which was impos-~
sible to the law,” is well paraphrased in the
A. V., “that awbich the laaw could not ds,” and
is preferred by Meyer and Alford.

The objection to it is that St. Paul would
have written 16 ddivaror 16 vépe, instead of
76 d8. 7ol vépov. Of thig latter combination,
the passive d8¢varor and the genitive, no ex-
amples have been brought forward; for in all
the passages quoted by Meyer in support of
the passive sense, the active is evidently re-
quired.

v, 2, 3, 9, II, 28, 29, 35.

Plato, ¢ Hipp. Maj.’ p. 295, E: edxolr 1d
duvardr (“that which is able™) Zxacror
drrepydfeodar, eis dmep dvvariv, els Toiro xal
xprotuoy, 76 8¢ addvaror (“ but that which is
unable ™) dxpnoror.

Xen. ‘Hell’ 1.iv. 13: érd 14y atrod kal drd
70V Ths wéhews Svvared (“from his own re-
sources and from the ability of the city™):
see Breitenbach's note.

Epistle to Diognetus, c. ix. C.’EXéyfas . . .
76 adlvaroy Tijs Huetépas Ploews els T6 TUxEy
{wis. The active sense is strongly confirmed
by the similar phrase ré Swvardy alrod in
ix. 22.

‘With the active sense the construction may
be thus explained: “ For the impotence of the
law being this, that it could not condemn sin
in the flesh, God did condemn sin in the
flesh,” &c.

b év ¢, “in that)” A. V. a much better
rendering than “because” (Alford). It
points to that iz avbich the inability of the
law consists, namely in its being overpowered
by the opposition of * the flesh” (vil. 14-18).
Compare Plato, ‘Rep.’ V. p. 455: riw pew
ebuy mpds ¢ elvar Tov B¢ aduy év § 6 péy
padlws T papbiver, & 8¢ yahemds.

¢, év dpowbpant gapxds dpaprias. The
consistency of this expression with the reality
and’ the sinlessness of Christ’s Flesh is ably
defended by Tertullian (‘ Contra Marcionem,’
V. 14; ‘De Carne Christi} xvi,, xvil.), and
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by Augustine, who shews how Christ’s flesh
was sinless on either hypothesis of Tradu-
cianism or Creatianism (Epist. 164).

This ancient interpretation, accepted even
by Baur (‘ Paulus; III. c. viii.), has been ela-
“borately attacked by Pfleiderer as involving
“two errors: a mistranslation of the word
épolepe, and an inadmissible separation of
the two ideas adpf and duaprias. Asregards
the first, it is beyond question, that if the
words had merely been €v époiwpar: capxds,
no one would have hesitated to translate
them simply *in fleshly shape’ that is to say,
in a shape or form of appearance which was
the same as that of all human flesh, and in
fact consisted of flesh” (* Paulinism,’ L p. 52).

In this bold assertion grammar and sense
are alike put to confusion. The Objective
Genitive is turned into a Genitive of the
Material: gapkds duaprias “denotes” (we
are told) “ the material of which the human
form of Christ, like that of other men, con-
sists ” (#5.).

If we apply ‘this method to Deut. iv. 18,
Spoiwpa wavrds épmerot, it will turn ¢ zbe
graven image” itself into “a creeping like-
ness;” and 1n Ps. cvi. 20 éy Gpordpar pdoyov
éablovros xdprov, the calf that Aaron made
of gold becomes an actual living “calf thaz
cateth bay”

‘We prefer the opinion of “most of the
commentators, who explain the decisive
passage in Rom. viil. 3 as if it meant that
Christ appeared only in a ‘likeness of sinful
Aesh that is to say, in a body which re-
sembled indeed the body of other men so far
as it consisted of flesh, but was unlike them
in this respect that His flesh was not like
that of all others, ¢ sinfiul fesh’” (ib.).

Other objections are urged both by
Pfleiderer and Holsten :

(z.) The sinlessnessof Christ’sflesh directly
contradicts this passage: for how could God
have condemned “sin in the flesh™ on the
Cross of Christ, if Christ’s flesh was not
“flesh of sin”?

‘This objection rests whollyon the erroneous
connexion of é& v5 gapxi noticed below in
note e.

(2). It is opposed to the whole develop-
ment of thought from vi. 1 to vili. 3, which
labours to prove that because man is in bond-
age to sin only through bis flesh, he is de-
livered by the Cross of Christ just because
it is tbe death of this wery flesh of sin.

It is enough to answer that St. Paul no-
where attempts to prove that man is in
bondage to sin only through bis flesh.

(3). St. Paul's whole anthropology recog-
nises no flesh that is not flesh of sin.

This objection rests on the same ground-
Jess assumption as the preceding (2): see
note on adp§, Introduction, § 9.

For a full discussion of Holsten’s objec-
tions and of the whole subject, see Wendt,
¢ Fleisch und Geist.”

d. xat wept dpapries. Chrysostom. and
others, disregarding xaf, connect these words
with xarékpiver, in the semse ‘ condemned
sin for sin,” i. 2. as being exceeding sinful.

All the English Versions in Bagster’s
Hexapla (except Geneva) give the same con-
nexion, the A. V. 1611 being punctuated (as
it is in a chained copy at Walgrave) thus:
“ and for sinne condemned sin in the flesh,”
with the marginal rendering, “ and by a sacri-
fice for sin,” which corresponds with Origen’s
interpretation.

The proper connexion with mépras is
given by Theophylact, Gennadius, Photius,
and others in Cramer’s ‘Catena,” with the
interpretations “because of sin’s mastery
over mankind,” or “in order to conquer sin.”
The more comprehensive rendering “on
account of sin” (propter peccatum) is pre-
ferable.

e. The words =y dupapriav év 1) capxi
might possibly be taken as forming one idea,
“the sin that was in the flesh,”” as rod Bam-
rioparos els vy Bdvaror (Vi 4): see Winer,
p. 169.

But the words év 5 oapki in this con-
struction only give a definition of sin which
is not needed in this context after capxds
dpaprias, whereas if joined with «arékpive
they are full of significance.

It remains to be determined ir ewhat flesh
sin was condemned, and bow? The an-
swers are various.

i. Origen. In Christ’s flesh, considered asa
sin-offering which put away sin (Heb. ix. 26).

ii. Gesnadius,in Cramer’s ‘ Catena,’ p. 123.

(a) In Christ’s flesh, as having been kept
free from sin, and unconquered by it.

(b) In Christ's flesh God condemned sin
of sin (mepi dpaprias, de peccato), because
it unjustly involved Christ’s sinless flesh in
death.

All these interpretations would require
év Tf gaprl abrov to distinguish Christ’s
flesh from that which has been twice before
mentioned, id rijs capkos, and oapkds duap-
rias. ‘They err, however, only in substi-
tuting the more limited sense “ his fiesh” for
the more general “ the flesh.” Christ’s holy
life % condemned sin” as unworthy to exist
% jn the flesh™ which He and all men had in
common : compare Irenzus, III. xx. 2,

9. Though eimep implies a more confident
assumption than efye, it cannot possibly mean
“since” (émeimep, Chrysos_tom), for that
would exclude the opposite supposition
which is expressly brought forward in the
following clause, ef 8¢ Tis mveipa Xpiorod odx
Zxer. The assumption made in either case
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may or may not correspond to the existing
fact, not because the fact is itself contingent,
but because it is unknows to the speaker.

* This uncertainty of the assumption is fully
expressed in “if so be,” and the Subjunctive
ought not to be repeated in the Verb davell”
for in the original the Indicative Preser_it
(olkei, odx Eyer) Tepresents not an unceriain
contingency, but that which, according to
the assumption, is already an existing fact.
Wiclif’s rendering “dwelleth,” “hath?” is
therefore more correct than the A, V.
“ davell” “ hawve,” derived from Tyndale. In
defending the Subjunctive, Bp. Ellicott (‘On
the Revision,’ p. 175) fails to distinguish be-
tween uncertainty in the assumption, and con-
tingency in the fact assumed: the case s
contemplated, according to the hypothesis,
as actually in existence.

11. In the Dialogues on the Holy Trinity,
ascribed to Maximus, the Greek monk and
confessor (A. D. 580-662), Orthodoxus, being
challenged to prove that as the Father raises
the dead and quickens them ({womotei), s0
also do the Son and Holy Ghost, quotes
this passage with the reading 8t ro? €évokotv-
Tos adrod wredparos. DMacedonius replies
that the reading is 8ia 10 évoikoly, except
perhaps in one or two falsified copies. Or-
thodoxus asserts that the genitive is found in
all the ancient copies, but, as this is considered
by Macedorius to be a disputed point, passes
on to a different argument.

This imaginary conversation only proves
that in the 7th century the reading of the
passage had long been in dispute, a fact of
which we have abundant evidence of much
earlier date. ‘The genitive is found in® A
C, in many cursives, and some early ver-
sions, and Fathers. But this testimony is
outweighed by that of other uncials and
cursives, of the Italic and Syriac versions, and
of the earlier Fathers, Irenzus, Tertullian,
Origen, Methodius.

his preponderance of external testimony
is supported by the internal evidence :

(1) The argument of the passage, as stated
by Bp. Pearson himself (see foot-note}, is in-
conclusive, unless we substitute the reading
“beoause of bis Spirit that daelleth in you™ :
for it is nowhere implied in the premisses that
Christ was raised up “ by 2be Spirit.”
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(2) The resurrection is ascribed in the
N. T. to God in general, or to the Father,
or to the Son (Johnv. 21; vi. 39; xi. 25),
but not to the Holy Ghost in particular.

(3) The genitive is more likely than the
accusative to have been introduced for its
dogmatic import, as proving the personality
of the Holy Ghost.

It should, however, be observed that the
accusative represents the indwelling Spirit
not only as the condition, but as the cause of
true vitality.

28. wdvra ouvepyel els dyaBdv [6 Oeds].
Though supported by good authority (A. B.
/Ethicpic) 6 Oeds is probably a gloss: both
the form of the sentence and the sense are
better without it.

The meaning of owrepyei, “ work together,
one with another,” preferred by Estius,
Bengel, Reiche, and Alford, seems to have
been rejected by other interpreters without
sufficient reason. The Verb has this sense
not only in the phrases ouvepyeiy dA\hjAow
(Xenoph. ¢ Memor. Socr.” IL iii. 88) cuvepyeir
caurots (ib. 111. v. 16), but also when there
is no Dative expressed as in the passage
of Diogenes Laertius (vii. 104) quoted by
Fritzsche, Sixds Aéyeofar ta dbuipopa -
dmaf pév ta pAre wpds eddaipoviay ufre
wpds kaxodarpoviay cuvepyoivra. Compare
Polybius, XI. ix. 1, where guvepyeiv is quite
synonymous with cvpBd\ieabai.

29. The word #poopifw, not found in
classical writers nor in the LXX, is always
in the N. T. accompanied by words which
indicate the end and aim of the predestina-
tion.

This aim is here expressed in the adjective
guppdppous, a secondary predicate used pro-
leptically as in Phil. iii. 21, where the words
€ls 10 yevéobar avré are a gloss added to
explain the construction. For the use of
aquppdppous with the genitive, see Bern-
hﬁrdy, “Syntax,’ p. 163 ; Matt. ‘ G. Gr.” § 379,
obs. 2.

35. For 706 Xpiorod B K and some cur-
sives read 7ol Ocob 775 év Xpiwrd 'Insod, a
manifest interpolation from v. 39, and an un~
deniable instance in which the Vatican and
Sinaitic MSS. combine in giving a wrong
reading. Compare Additional Note on =, 2.




v. 1—4.] ROMANS. IX.
CHAPTER IX. 2 That I have great heaviness and
1 Paul is sorvy for the Fews. 7 All the seed continual sorrow in my heart.
of Abrakam were not fhe children of the pro- 3 For I could wish that myself
mist 18 g,i’f;?,”‘ errdupﬂ’fﬁw:mlﬁf were 'accursed from Christ for my !
will, 21 otler may do with kis clay : i
what ke list. 25 The calling of the Gentiles brEthren’ my kinsmen accordlng to
and rgecting of the Jews were foretold, 32 the flesh :
Tﬁ; cause why s few Fews embraced the 4 Who are Israclites; to whom
rightoousness of faith. pertaineth the adoption, and the
SAY the truth in Christ, I lie glory, and the 'covenants, and the

not, my conscience also bearing
me witness in the Holy Ghost,

giving of the law, and the service
of God, and the promises ;

CHAPTERS IX.-XI. ISRAEL’S UNBELIEF,
REJECTION, AND FUTURE RESTORATION.

The argument that the Gospel ‘‘is the
power of God unto salvation to every one
that believeth ” (i. 16—viii. 39) closes in a
strain of triumphant thanksgiving.

But with all the Apostle’s joy in Christ’s
salvation there is mingled a great and un-
ceasing sorrow. For in stating the theme
of his great argument (i. 16) St. Paul had
spoken of a “salvation to every ome that
believeth, to the Jeaw first, and also to the
Greek” Why then have his brethren and
kinsmen according to the flesh so little share
in this salvation? Where is the promise
that was made to the Jew first? Intreating
this subject St. Paul, after a fervent protesta-
tion of love and sorrow for his own people,
(ix. 1-5) declares that the cause of their re-
jection 1s not a failure of God’s promise to
the chosen people Israel (6-13), nor any in-
Jjustice in God (14-29), but their own rejec~
tion of “the righteousness of God by faith”
(ix. 30—x. 21). Consolation is found in the
salvation of a “remnant according to election
of grace” (xi. 1-10), in the present accept~
ance of the Gentiles (11-2z), and the future
restoration of Israel (23-32), all which are
proofs of the wisdom and glory of God

(33~36).
CHAP. IX, 1-5. MOURNING OVER ISRAEL.

The sudden transition from trinmphant
joy to the keenest sorrow is made more
striking by the absence of any connecting
particle. But the direct connexion of thought
with viii. 28-32 is evident. If the Gospel
brings sure salvation to God’s elect, why is
His chosen people Israel not found among
the heirs of this salvation ?

L. I say the truth in Christ, 1 lie not.] 1
speak truth, &. Compare 1 Tim. i. 7.
St. Paul’s conflicts with Jews and Judaizers
might cast doubt upon his love to his own
nation. Hence he affirms the sincerity of his
sorrow for them with the assurance that he
speaks with all the truthfulnesss of one who

feels that he is living and acting “in Christ”
(Eph. iv. 17; 1 Thess. iv. 1), and for whom
it is therefore impossible to lie (Col. ii. 9;
Eph. iv. 15).

my conscience also bearing me avitness in the
Holy Ghost.] Rather, my conscience hearing
witness with me. The Holy Ghost is
“the Spirit of truth,” and the witness of a con-
science enlightened by Him and acting under
His influence must be true. St. Paul’s con-
science bears witness with him, /.. in accord-
ance with his words, “ in #he Holy Ghost,” and
therefore in all the clearness of divine truth.
See note on fuppaprupeiy, Ii. 15 ; viii. 16.

2. The truth so solemnly attested in . 1
is now expressed twice, and with growing
intensity,—* great grief to me,” * unceasing
sorrow to my heart.”

8. For I could avish.] The form of expres-
sion (yp¥yduyv, literally “1 was wishing” or
“ praying”) implies a real but passing wish, not
calmly weighed and deliberately retained, but
already resigned as impracticable (Acts xxv.
22; Gal. iv. 20; see Winer, 11I. § xh. 2).

that myself awere accursed from Christ,]
When the Apostle brings himself to utter the
cause of his grief, his intense love and sorrow
for Israel burst forth in words which might
well seem incredible. His solemn protesta-
tion (. 1) was not unnecessary, even if
his affection for his countrymen had never
been doubted.

accursed.] ‘The meaning of the word
“ anathema” (r Cor. xii. 3, xvi. 22} Gal. i.
8, 9) is to be derived from its use by the
LXX in Lev. xxvil. 28, 29: “ Every devoted
thing (dvd@epa) is most holy unto the Lord.
None devoted (dvdBepa), awbich skall be devoted
of men, shall be redeemed ; but shall surely be
put to death” .

Here the doom ef the devoted one, instead
of the death of the body, is separation from
Christ and from the salvation that is in Him.

Like Moses St. Paul, if it depended only
on his love, would have given his own soul
for his brethren'’s sake, “if so he might bring
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5 Whose are the fathers, and of
whom as concerning the flesh Christ

ROMANS. IX.

[+ 5.

came, who is over all, God blessed for
ever. Amen.

them to true righteousness and eternal life ”
(Grotius).

But is not such a wish unreasonable and
even irreverent? It must seem so to those
whose hearts beat with no stronger pulse
than that of a prudent self-interest. It is
a fervent outburst of unselfish love, that
may not be coldly criticised and weighed and
measured: it is close 2kin to the spirit of
Christ’s self-sacrifice, and to that *jfeolish-
ness of God ™ which * is aviser than men.”

“ O mighty love, O unsurpassable perfec-
tion, the servant speaks boldly to his Lord,
and begs remission for the people, or claims
to be himself also blotted out with them ”
(Clemens Rom. i. 53).

4, Who are Israelites ; to awhom pertaineth
the adoption.] St. Paul’s sorrow, springing
from natural affection for his kinsmen accord-
ing to the flesh, is deepened by another feeling,
“inasmuch as they (ofrives) arve Israelites ” to
whom belong all the privileges of the ancient
covenant, which are now perfected “in the
Sulness of the blessing of the Gospel of Chbrist”
How mournful then to see the heirs of the
promise shut out from their inheritance !

First in the emphatic enumeration of the
privileges of Israel is “#he adaption,” which
was first announced in Egypt —1Israel is my
son, even my firstborn” (Ex. iv. 223 Jer. xxxi.
9). To Israel only had God thus revealed
Himself as a Father, until “tke adoption”
was perfected in Christ (viii. 14-17).

the glory.]  The glory ofthe Lord,” which
was seen on Sinai (Ex. xxiv, 16, 17),and filled
the tabernacle, had the form of light or fire,
covered at times by a cloud: see note on
Ex. x1. 34. Israel alone had such a visible
token of God's presence.

Such interpretations as  the national glory
of Israel” (Fritzsche), or “ the glory that will
be theirs in the end of the world * (Reuss), are
too vague to have place in an enumeration of
the several distinguishing privileges of the
Jews.

and the covenants, and the giving of the
law.] In Gal. iv. 24 St. Paul speaks of “ tawe
covenants, one from Mount Sinai:” but here
“ the giving of the law,” the one grand revela-
tion of the will of Jehovah for the regulation
of the national and personal life of His people,
is distinguished from “ the covenants” made
at several times with the fathers from Abraham
downwards. (2 Macc. viii. 15 ; Sap. xviii. 22
Sirach xliv. 11; Heb. xi. 13.) So St. Paul
speaks in Eph. ii. 12 of “ the commonavealth of
Israel” a result of the giving of the law, and
“ the covenants of the promise,” as distinct pri-

vileges of Israel from which other nations had
been excluded. The singular, found in many
MSS, may have arisen from 2 wish to obviate
the mistake of referring the plural to the old
and new covenants mentioned in Gal. iv. 24.

the service of God.] *“The serviece” of
the Tabernacle (compare Heb. ix. 1) was the
only worship which God had appointed.

the promises.] ‘These, as distinguished
from “the covenants” upon which they are
grounded, include the whole body of pro-
phecies concerning Christ and His kingdom.

5. the fatbers]] Abraham, Isaac, and
Jacob (Acts iii. 13, vii. 32): to have sprung
from such forefathers, was one of the most
cherished privileges of Israel (2 Cor. xi. 22),

and of awbom, as concerning the flesh, Christ
came.] The last and greatest privilege of
the Israelites is that the Messiah, so far as
His human nature is concerned, springs from
their race. We must notice here the im-
portant distinctions so carefully expressed
by St. Paul’s words and even by their exact
order: “and from whom came the Christ as
concerning the flesh.,” Christ is not in the
same sense as the Patriarchs the peculiar
property of the Israelites, “ whose (&v) are
the fatbers” He springs indeed from their
race (¢§ &v 6 Xpiords), but He “is over all”
and not only is His Jewish origin thus con-
trasted with His universal supremacy, but it
is also expressly limited to His human na-
ture. The closing emphasis of the clause
falls upon the words * as concerning the flesh,”
which point onward to their natural contrast
in the other aspect of His Person, Who is
“ God blessed for ever”

awbo is over alf, God blessed for ever.]
There is happily no variation in the MSS
to cast any doubt upon the wording of
this great passage. But its meaning de-
pends on punctuation, and some modern
critics adopt a different connexion. ‘They
assume that the words “ God over all” are
to be combined in this order as a title equi-
valent to “most High God,” and asserting
that St. Paul could not have applied this
title to Christ, they deny that the clause
refers to Him, and render it as a doxo-
logy: “May the God who is over all be
blessed for ever.” To this interpretation
there are strong objections on grounds which
are stated in the note at the end of the chapter.
Here it may be enough to say that it gives a
most inappropriate sense. St. Paulis express-
ing the anguish of his heart at the fall of his
brethren : that anguish is deepened by the
memory of their privileges, most of all by
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6 Not as though the word of God
hath taken none effect. For they
are not al] Israel, which are of Israel:

7 Necither,because theyare the seed
of Abraham, are they all children:

< en. 3t hyt, < In Isaacshall thy seed be called.

8 That is, They which are the

ROMANS. IX.

children of the flesh, these are not
the children of God: but the chil-
dren of the promise are counted for
the seed.

9 For this is the word of promise
4 At this time will I come, and Sarah 1.
shall have a son,

the thought that their race gave birth to the
Divine Saviour, whom they have rejected.
In this, the usual interpretation, all is most
natural : the last and greatest cause of sorrow
is the climax of glory from which the chosen
race has fallen.

But how could such a lamentation close in
a doxology? How could the Apostle bless
God that Christ was born a Jew, in his an-
guish that the Jews had rejected Him?

On the other hand the declaration that
Christ “is over all, God blessed for ever” i3
an opportune and noble protest against the
indignity cast upon Him by the unbelief of
the Jews. “For what, saith he, if others
blaspheme? Yet we who know His unspeak-
able mysteries, and His ineffable wisdom, and
His great providence, know that He is worthy
not to be blasphemed but to be glorified”
(Chrysostom).

© 6-13. No FAILURE OF GoOD’s PROMISE.

St. Paul’s lamentation over his brethren
and kinsmen according to the flesh has no
such meaning as that God’s promise has
failed, for that belonged not to all natural
descendants of Abraham, but only to the
chosen seed, the true Israel.

8. Not as though the avord of God bath
taken none effect. For they are not all Israel,
avbich are of Israel] *“But not as though
the word of God hath fallen to the
ground: for not all they which are of
Israel are Israel” “The aword of God”
is the promise given to Abraham and to his
seed. This has not failed, for its principle
from the first was not mere natural succes~
sion, but Divine election : not all who were
sprung from the chosen people were there-
fore themselves the chosen people, true
Israclites, heirs of the promise.

On this use of ofros see the note at the end.

7. Neither because they are the seed of
Abrabam.] “Nor vecause they are Abra-
ham's seed arethey all children:” i.e, children
of Abraham in the fullest seunse, as in viii. 17,
“if children, then beirs” St. Paul goes back
to Abraham in order to discuss the case
of his two sons, and to show that in the
very first generation, the title of natural
descent was limited and restricted by Divine
election. In ratifying Sarah’s claim that the

son of the bondwoman shall not be heir
with her son, God says to Abraham (Gen.
xxi. 12), “ In Isaac shall thy seed be called)”
i e. the promised seed (Gen. xiii. 13, xv. s,
xvil. 7, 19); and then adds, “ and also of
the son of the bondwoman avill I make a
nation, because hbe is thy seed” 'Thus in using
the term *“seed of Abrabam” in a twofold
sense, here and in other passages, St. Paul
only adopts a distinction which belonged to
the promise from the first,

8. That is, They which are the children of the
Plesh, these are not the children of God.] “ That
s, Not the childrem of the flesh are
thereby children of God” St. Paul inter-
prets the text just quoted, by drawing out
the general principle involved in the particular
case of Ishmael the child of the flesh, and
Isaac the child of promise. According to
the A. V. none of “#be children of the flesh”
are “children of God:” in other words “‘the
children of the flesh” do not include all the
descendants of Abraham, but only those who
are “children of.the flest” and nothing more.
But the Greek idiom absolutely requires a
different meaning, which we have fried to
express above. The true “ cbildren ” of Abra-
ham are “children of God” by virtue of the
adoption, w. 4. Butavhoarethese? Not* the
children of the flesh” as such. See Note at end.

but the children of the promise.] ‘This does
not mean simply the promised children, but
as Chrysostom says of Isaac, ‘‘ It was not the
power of the flesh, but the strength of the
promise that gave birth to the child” It
would be equally true to say that the child
was begotten in the strength of faith, but the
argument requires the Divine, not the human,
side to be made prominent. It is not Abra-
ham’s fatherhood that determines the true
seed, but that promise which was the expres-
sion of God’s free electing grace. It is clear
from Gal. iv. 28 that “ the children of the pro-
mise” correspond, in the Apostle’s mind, to
believers, whether Jew or Gentile, and ¢ the
children of the flesh” to the unbelieving Jews.

are counted for the seed.] And therefore
really are what they are by God accounted:
compare iv. 5, and note there.

9. For this is the aword of promise] St

Paul confirms his statement by God’s words
to Abraham in Gen. xviil 14. “The children,”

169

) & Gen. 18



170 ROMANS. IX. [V. 10—14.
stand, not of works, but of him that
calleth ;)

12 It was said unto her, The

10 And not only #his; but when
Rebecca also had conceived by one,
even by our father Isaac;

11 (For the children being not lelder shall serve the 'younger. - e %5
yet born, neither having done any 13 As it is written, ¢ Jacob have IL%;-’”

od or evil, that the purpose of loved, but Esau have I hated. ior,
god according to election might 14 What shall we say then? s 3.

1 say, “of the promise” “for this word is
(& word) of promise.”

Ar this time]] “According to this
season:” see note on Gen. xviii. 10,

10. And not only this.] Translate: “And
not only she, but Rebececa also, when
she had conceived by ome, even by our
father Isaac.” The construction is incom-
plete, but the sense is clear. Not only Sarah
received a promise from God, which limited
the true seed of Abraham to her son: but in
the next generation Rebecca also received a
promise, in which the same principle of
Divine election is still more strikingly proved.

Isaac, it might be said, was the only child
of Abraham by his wife, “ the free avoman”
(Gal. iv. 22), and so the only proper heir:
but Esau and Jacob were taviz children of
one fatber, which is expressly mentioned in
order to exclude all possibility of difference
in parentage. Abraham’s sons had only one
common parent, Rebecca’s have boté.

even by our father Isaac.] The twins had
for their common father the patriarch of the
chosen race: and yet even in this case one of
them, and he the first-born, was excluded.
This case comes home more fully to the Jews
than the rejection of the slave-born Ishmael.

11. (For the childrea Eeing not yet bornm,
neither having done any good or evil, that the
purpose of God according to election might
stand, not of avorks, but of bim that calleth ;)]
The parenthesis is not only useless, but
destroys the connection with the following
verse. The conditional negatives ( pijmo,
pndé) represent the circumstances not as
mere facts of history, but as conditions en-
tering into God’s counsel and plan. The
time of the prediction was thus chosen, in
order to make it clear that He who calls
men to be heirs of His salvation makes free
choice of whom He will, unfettered by any
claims of birth or ment. Such absolute
freedom is the rightful prerogative of Him,
who is alone All-wise and All-good. The
order of the clauses is very significant: the
time chosen for the prediction to Rebecca
is mentioned first—“while the ohildren
were nof yei borm, nor had done aught
good or ewvil;” then the Divine counsel in
choosing this time, “zbat the purpose of God
according to election might stand not depen-

dent on aworks but on him that calleth;” and
last the principal sentence, “ it awas said unto
ber, The elder shall serve the younger.”

might stand] Literally, “ might remain.”
The Present Tense extends this continuance
even to the Apostle’s own generation, in
which the principle was again so signally and
so sadly exemplified.

12, 18. The elder shall serve the younger.]
The whole passage in Gen. xxv. 23 is as
follows: *“Two nations are in thy womb, and
two manner of people shall be separated from
thy bowels: and the one people shall be sironger
than the other pecple; and the elder shall serve
tbe younger.”

This prediction, St. Paul says, agrees with
what is writtenin Malachi i. 2 “I bawve bved
you, sasth the Lord. Yet ge say, Wherein hast
thou loved us? Was not Esau Jacob’s brother ?
saith the Lord: yet Iloved Jacob, and I hated
Esau, and laid bis mountains and bis beritage
auaste.”

(1.) From the context of both passages it is
clear that Esau and Jacob are regarded as
two rmations, and it is an arbitrary assumption
to say that Malachi intends not the two
nations, Edom and Israel, but the persons of
the two brothers.

(2.) But it is also clear from the words
“aubile they avere not yet born” w. 11, that
St. Paul regards them as individual persons.

(3-) The explanation, which combines both
views, is that the choice of the nation is in-
cluded in the choice of its founder, and the
original passages refer to God’s election of
Jacob and bis descendants to be the deposi-
taries of His truth and the channels of His
grace. What St. Paul shows is, that the
election to these privileges was not dependent
on any personal merit of the founder.

Esau bave I bated] See the notes on
Malachi i. 3. The love and the hate, as con-
templated by St. Paul, are shown in God's
choosing the younger to inherit the Messianic
promise, and excluding the elder.

The exaggerated sense of “positive hate”
which Meyer assigns to éuionaa is quite for-
bidden by the record of the ample blessing
bestowed on Esau.

14-18. No INJUSTICE IN Gop,
Having shown from the history of the
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V. 15—17.]

there unrighteousness with God?
God forbid.

15 For he saith to Moses, <1 will
have mercy on whom I will have
mercy, and I will have compassion
on whom I will have compassion.
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16 So then if #s not of him that
willeth, nor of him that runneth, but
of God that sheweth mercy.

17 For the scripture saith unto

Pharach, ¢Even for this same pur-ZEx.q

pose have I raised thee up, that I

Patriarchs that the present exclusion of the
Jews from Christ’s kingdom does not im-
ply a failure of God’s promise, St. Paul now
proceeds to prove that it cannot be ascribed
to injustice in God.

The rejection of Ishmael and Esau with
their descendants, and the choice of Israel to
inherit the promised blessing, were examples
of God’s electing grace, which a Jew would
heartily approve. But what if these examples
involved a principle that would justify the
exclusion of the unbelieving Jew himself?
To such a conclusion, clearly implied in
. 11, objection would at once be made.

14. What shakl e say then?] From the
account given in ww. 11~13 of the choice
of Jacob and rejection of Esau before they
had done either good or evil, the question
naturally arises “Is there injustice in God,”
that He thus chooses one and rejects another
without regard to their works? * The Jewish
conscience, developed under the Law, was
accustomed to consider the conduct of God
towards man as depending entirely on the
merit or demerit of his works” (Godet).
The ground on which St. Paul rejects the
thought of injustice is remarkable. His an-
swer is simply an appeal to the testimony of
Holy Scripture that God dees exercise His
mercy with absolute freedom of choice: the
force therefore of his argument rests wholly
on the very principle presupposed in the ob~
jection, “God cannot be unjust.” Neither
the truth of this axiom nor the authority of
Scripture could be questioned by a Jew.
For a similar argument, and for the form of
the question, in which the negative answer
is already implied, see iii. 5 and note.

15, For be saith te Moses.] “For to
Moses he saith” The order of the words
is emphatic. “It was necessary to mention
Moses, in order to show the certainty of the
statement by the persons both of Him who
spake and of him who heard ” (Theodoret).
But more than this is implied: if to Moses
God’s favour was absolutely free and un-
merited, how much more to others!

I awill have mercy on whom I awill bave
mergy] Ex, xxxiii. 19: where “these words,
though only connected with the previous
clause by the copulative Vau, are to be un-
derstood in a causal sense as expressing the
reason why Moses’ request was granted,

namely, that it was an act of unconditional
grace and compassion on the part of God, to
which no man, not even Moses, could lay
any just claim > (Keil and Delitzsch).

See the note at the end of the chapter on
other interpretations. .

18. So then it is not of bim that awilleth.]
The inference from God’s words to Moses is,
that the bestowal of the Divine mercy depends
not on man’s will or man’s effort, but simply
on “God that sheweth mercy.” He chooses
whom He will, and on what conditions He
will. His grace is a free gift, not a debt : it
calls out man’s will and effort, but is not pre-
determined by them (Phil. ii. 13). For the
expression “ him that runneth” compare 1 Cor.
ix, 24—26.

17. St. Paul appeals again to Scripture to
prove as a fact that God does reject, as well
as choose, whomsoever He will. It is still
presupposed, as in w. 14, that “ God cannot
be unjust:” if Holy Scripture testifies that
% he bath mercy on wwhom be awill bave mercy,
and awhom be will be bardeneth,” then this
must be true, and it must also be consistent
with God’s justice. The fact is first shown
from Scripture (vv. 17-18), and then its
justice is discussed (ve. 19—24).

Even for this same purpose bave Iraised thee
up.] Rather “ for this very purpose,” &c.

The sense of the passage as understood by
the LXX is as follows : * For this purpose I
have upheld thee, and preserved thy life, that
1 might show my power in thee by a long
series of warnings and chastisements, followed
by a final great overthrow, more strikingly
than it could have been shown by thy im-
mediate destruction.” This interpretation
represents fairly, though not precisely, the
general meaning of the Hebrew, and being
not unsuited to the present stage of St.
Paul’s argument, is adopted by him, with
the following slight. but very important
variation.

For iva, which expresses the direct and
primary purpose, “in order that,” St. Paul
substitutes §res denoting the more remote
and secondary purpose, “ that so.”

Thus the exhibition of God’s power upon
Pharach appears only as the secondary pur-
pose, consequent on his refusal to yield to
God’s direct will, # Let my people go.”

The more exact meaning of the passage
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Why doth he yet find fault?! For

who hath resisted his will ? 0% am-
20 Nay but, O man, who art thout sweresr

that 'repliest against God? ¢Shall the 757 oF

thing formed say to him that formed wjt Goa?

might shew my power in thee, and
that my name might be declared
throughout all the earth.

18 Therefore hath he mercy on
whom he will heve merecy, and whom

he will he hardeneth. it, Why hast thou made me thus? 4 Jsé‘r;?{a?'
19 Thou wilt say then unto me, 21 Hath not the /potter power?, ;.
(Ex. ix. 16) is recognised by St. Paul at a 19. Thou avilt say them unto me.] “ Thou

later stage of his argument (v. 22).

Compare notes on Ex. ix. 16, and for a full
discusston of this most important and much
misunderstood passage, see note at the end
of this chapter.

18. A double inference from the two pass-
ages cited in . 15-17.

Therefore bath be mercy on avhom be avill
bave mercy.] “80 then on whom he will
hath he mercey.” The freedom of the Divine
choice is strongly marked by the emphatic
position of the relative clause : compare w. 13.

and awhom be will be hardeneth] In Ex-
odus the hardening is ascribed to God in the
prediction, iv. 21 and vii. 3 : in the first seven
plagues it is regarded as Pharach’s own doing,
and in the last three, as God’s judicial hard-
ening : see Dean Jackson, ix. 394, 399, 400,
407, 408, 458. St. Paul here has to do with
the event only, and not with the process, as
his purpose is to bring forward other ewvents,
parallel to the rejection of the Jews. On the
hardening of Pharach’s heart, see Origen,
¢De Principiis,’ III. 1. 1o, where he shows
that by one and the same operation God has
mercy upon one man, and hardens another,
because the heart of those who treat his
kindness and forbearance with contempt is
hardened by the delay of their punishment,
while those who make his goodness and pa-
tience an occasion of repentance, find mercy.

Theargument of the whole passage (14~18)
may be summed up briefly thus:

The case of Esau and Jacob shows that
man can discern no reason why God chooses
one and rejects another, But it does not
follow that God is unjust. Hear what He
said to Moses: “ I awill have mercy on avbom
T avifl bave mercy” Is it unjust that mercy
should do good where it will? Look at
Pharaoh : if we could see no reason why God
hardened his heart, and made him a tragical
example of His severity, should we call that
severity unjust? God forbid.

I9-21. GOD’S ABSOLUTE POWER ASSERTED.

So far St. Paul has repelled the objection
to God’s justice, without attempting to ex-
plain the difficulty involved in it: and he
knows that the same difficulty will rise up
again in a different form.

awilt say to me then” Against the state-
ment, * avbom he will he hardeneth,” this ob=
jection may be raised: “If God Himself
hardens the heart, why does He yet find
fault with man? What justice is there in
continuing to lay the blame on a creature who
goes on sinning because God so wills and he
cannot resist?” The objection, though ex-
pressed in general terms, has its historical
ground in the reproaches and expostulations
which God continues to address to Pharaoh
in Ex. ix. 1%, “.4s yet exaltest thou thyself
against my people, that thou awilt not let them
go?” and in x. 3, 4, “ Hoaw long avilt thou refuse
to bumble thyself before Me?” (Jackson,
¢On the Creed,’ ix. 458.)

St. Paul assumes that the same objection
will be made as an excuse for the unbelief of
Israel. If God has chosen to harden their
hearts, how can He justly lay the blame on
them ?

For avho bath resisted bis will?] The
question expresses in a livelier form, the
general truth that God’s will is irresistible.

It is important to notice the word here
used for “avill” (BotAnpa): but this and
other cautions needed 1n interpreting the
clause are thrown into the note at the end
of the chapter, in order to leave the Apostle’s
argument free from interruption.

The brief and peremptory questions have
a tone of discontent and presumption, which
is met in v. 20 by a stern rebuke: explana-
tion follows later in w. 22.

20. Nay but, O man, wha art thou . . .£]
8t. Paul repcls the objection, “ W& doth hbe
et find fault 2 by rebuking the presumption
of feeble man in thus “replying against God.”
The marginal renderings, ¢ answerest again,”
or “disputest with God ” are not so good as
the A, V. “repliest (or matkest answer) against
God:” compare Job xxxii. 12; Luke xiv. 6;
and for the like disparaging question, see
xiv. 4, and Plato, ¢ Gorgias,” p. 452, b. “ Mag-
nifici doctoris severitate deterret, cam dicit,
O homo, tu quis es?” Origen, ‘In Exodum
Hom! iv, 2.

Shall the thing formed say to bim that formed
it, Why bast thou made methus¥] 'This figure
of the potter and his vessel is derived origin-
ally from the account of the creation of man



v. 22.}

over the clay, of the same lump to
make one vessel unto honour, and
another unto dishonour ?

22 What if God, willing to shew

ROMANS. IX,

his wrath, and to make his power
known, endured with much long-
suffering the vessels of wrath 'fitted
to destruction :

in Gen. ii. 7, whence were derived the term
¢ protoplast ” applied to Adam by the LXX
‘Wisdom vii. 1), and “plasma™ as a de-
scription of man compare Ps. ciil. 14, and
1 Tim. ii. 13.

Here St. Paul, quoting from Isaiah and
Jeremiah, justifies God's rejection of the Jews
in the very words of the Prophets who pre-
dicted it. See Is. xxix. 16, which is rendered
by the LXX thus: “Shall ye not be counted
as the potter’s clay? Shall the thing formed
(76 wAdopa) say to him that formed it, Thou
formedst me not? Or the thing made to
him that made it, Thou madest me not
wisely ? Compare Is. xlv. g:  Shall the clay
say to him that fashioneth it, What makest
thou?” See also Is. Igiv. 8.

‘What makes the Prophet’s language so
exactly appropriate to the Apostle’s argument
is, that they are both dealing with the same
subject, namely, God’s formation of Israel as
a nation, and His consequent unquestion=
able right to deal with it as seems good to
Him.

91, Hath not the potter power over the
clay, {c] “Or hath not,” {»c. This is the
alternative to the argument of =. 20: either
you must admit that Israel is incompetent to
question God’s dealings, or you must say that
the potter hath not power over the clay, St.
Paul refers to Jer. xviii. 4~6, where see notes,
and observe the heading of the chapter:
“ Under the type of a potter is shewed God's
absolute power in disposing of nations” In
v. 6 we read: “O bouse of Israel, cannot I
do aith you as this potter? saith the Lord.
Behold, as the clay is in the poiter’s hand, so
are ye in mine hand, O house of Israel” The
passage is the more remarkable because the
declaration that God is as free to do what
He will with Israel as the potter with the
clay, is followed immediately (wv. 7-10) by
the promise that the exercise of this absolute
power shall be allowed to depend on the
penitence or impenitence of the nation. St.
Paul, in vv. 22, 23, shows how this promise
had been fulfilled in God’s long-suffering to-
wards Israel.

of the same lump to make one wessel unto
benour and anmother unto dishonour¥] Here
we have a distinct allusion to the language of
‘Wisdom zv. 7, 8, but the application is totally
different. The subject there is the folly of
idol worship, as shown by the power of the
potter to make a vain god out of the same

clay, of which * be maketh both the vessels that

serve for clean uses, and Lkewise also such as
serwve to the contrary.”

By St. Paul this distinction between “one
wvessel unto honour and another unto dishonour™
is applied, like the rest of the figure of which
it forms part, to God’s absolute freedom in
dealiug with one nation and another. “ The
same lump of clay ” represents mankind as a
whole. Shall Israel say to his Maker, Thou
hast no right to make of me anything else
than a vessel unto honour, and Thou hast no
right to make of the Gentiles anything but a
vessel unto dishonour? (Godet). This re-
ference of the passage to national, not indi-
vidual, election is required by the whole
purpose of St. Paul’s argument, and placed
beyond doubt by ww. 24-26. Compare Eccle-
siasticus xxxiii. ro-rz: “All men are from
the ground, and Adam was created of earth.
In much knowledge the Lord hath divided
them, and made their ways diverse. Some of
them hath he blessed and exalted, and some
of them hath he sanctified and set near him-
self: but some of them hath he cursed and
brought low, and turned out of their places.
As the clay is in the potter’s band, to fashion it
at hbis pleasure: 50 man is in the band of bim
that made bim, o render to them as liketh bim
best?

22—24. GOD’s JUSTICE AND MERCY VINDI-
CATED.

22, After having asserted God’s unques-
tionable right to do with His creatures what-
ever seems best to His Godly wisdom, St. Paul
now passes on to justify the actual course of
His dealing. This justification consists in
the fact of God’s long-suffering, with its two-
fold motiwe of judgment and mercy.

What if God] Literally, “ But if God.”
The sentence is unfinished, but its meaning
is easily completed: “But if God in fact
showed much long-suffering, what further
objection can you make against His justice ?”
“We may express it more briefly, thus: “But
avhbat if God,” &c. .

For similar examples of sentences begin-
ning with € 8¢, and left incomplete, see Acts
xxiit. 9, and Winer, ¢ Grammar,’ § 64. But
(3¢) marks the contrast between God’s abso-
lute right and His actual long-suffering ; see
note on ii. 17-24.

The whole argument is very like that of
‘Wisdom xi., xii. : see especially xii. 2. *There-
fore chastenest thou them by little and lhittle
that offend, and warnest them by putting them
in remembrance wherein they bave offended,

173

1 Or,
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23 And that he might make
known the riches of his glory on the

ROMANS. IX.

[v. 23.

vessels of mercy, which he had afore
prepared unto glory,

that leaving their aickedness, they may believe
on Thee, O Lord:” and w. 26, “ But they that
awould not be reformed by that correction, where-
in be dallied with them (wavyriows émnpioeos)
shall feel a judgment avorthy of God.” 'The
position is no longer that of Geod’s absolute
right, but of His actual dealing. .

Vo, 22, 23 are St. Paul’s interpretation
and generalised application of the passage
concerning Pharaoh quoted in . 17, and the
quotation and the comment help to explain
each other.

(1.) The comment, “endured with much
long-suffering,” shows that St. Paul’s version,
“ I bave raised thee up” has the same sense
as the Hebrew and LXX, namely, “I have
sustained and upheld thee,” correcting only
the grammatical form of Swemprdys, “thou
wast preserved.”

(2.) Again thewords “ for this very purpose
bave [ raised thee up, that I might shoaw my
poaver,” make it certain, that when St. Paul
writes “ God avilling to shoav,” he means “be-
cause He willed” and not “although He
willed.”

The desire “zo shoaw bis wrath and to make
bis power known,” was not a hindrance to
His forbearance {as Meyer regards it), but a
motive to it ; a motive too acting throughout
the long series of warnings and judgments,
and not limited to the final catastrophe. See
Ex. vii. 5, 17; viil. 10, 22; ix. 14, 29. St
Paul’s interpretation thus agrees exactly with
the true and full sense of the original “for
to show thee my power;” and itis equally
applicable to either case, the destruction of
Pharaoh, or the rejection of Israel, in both of
which God’s “ much long-suffering” resulted,
through their own obstinacy, in making the
“wessels of arath” more conspicuous objects
of His avenging power.

See the note at the end of the chapter on
. 17,

Bis power.] 76 Buvardy airod, correspond-
ing to “my power” (riw Sivapiv pov) 2. 17:
compare note on Vil 3, Hhat the law could
not do.”’

the vessels of awrath] “vessels of wrath?
without the Definite” Article. Though his
language is still full of allusions to the pre-
vious passage (vv. 17—21), St. Paul has now
passed from the particular example of the
hardening of Pharaoh to the general principle
which connects it with his immediate subject,
the rejection of Israel.

The word “ wessel,” taken from the figure
of the potter (w. 21), implies some kind of
use which the vessel is to serve: thus “ vessels
o wrath” and “ wessels of mercy™ are such

as fitly serve God’s purpose of showing His
wrath and His mercy., Compare Jer. L 25;
Ps.ii. g.

¥ fisted for destruction,” i. e, fully prepared
and worthy: compare Wisdom xii. =e,
Spethopévovs Bavdre, “ condemned to death.”

he Passive Participle does not define how,
or by whom, the vessels of wrath have been
thus prepared.. “ Pharaoh was fitted by him-
self and his own doing” (Chrysostom):
“fitted by the potter ” (Van Hengel): “He
who has fitted them for destruction is God ”
(Meyer): all these views are too narrow and
exclusive. We have passed from the view of
God’s absolute power (19—21) to that of His
actual dealing with His creatures, and God
does not in fact fit man, nor the potter his
vessel, for destruction. Both factors, God's
probationary judgments, and man’s perverse
will, conduce to the result, and it is the result
only that is here expressed by the Participle.

The description “ wessels of arath fitted for
destruction” was eminently applicable to the
mass of the Jewish nation in St. Paul’s day:
“they please not God, and are contrary to all
men ; forbidding us to speak to the Gentiles that
they might be saved, to fill up their sins
alway ; _for the aurath is come upon them to
the uttermost” (x Thess. ii. 15, 16).

93. And that he might make krnown the
riches of his glory] This is a direct and
primary purpose (iva) of God’s long-suffering
towards “ wessels of awrath.”

“The glory” of God is, in general, the ma-
nifestation of the Divine perfections (see on
v. 2), and, in this context, more especially the
manifestation of His goodness and mercy
(Ex. xxxiii. 18, 19): and *#he riches of bis
glory” (Eph. 1. 18; iii. 16; Col. i. 27) is that
inexhaustible wealth of goodness which em-
braces all “ wessels of mercy” in the fulness of
blessing.

“Salvation is of the Jews” (Johniv. 22),
and therefore the chosen race, notwithstand-
ing all its transgressions, is preservéd, in order
that the promised salvation may embrace in
its accomplishment both the remnant of Israel
and the fulness of the Gentiles.

Compare Wisdom =xi. 1g-32: “Thou
mayest use power when thou wilt. But by
such works hast thou taught thy people that
the just man should be merciful, and hast
made thy children to be of a good hope that
thou givest repentance for sins. For if thou
didst punish the enemies of thy children, and
the condemned to death, with such delibera=-
tion, giving them time and place, whereby the
might be delivered from their malice; witi
how great circumspection didst thou judge
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24 Even us, whom he hath called,
not of the Jews only, but also of the
Gentiles ?
25 As he saith also in Osee, I £ will

not my people; and her beloved,
which was not beloved,
26 #And it shall come to pass, » Hos.z

# Hos. 2. that in the place where it was said ™

1 Pet,

call them my people, which were

unto them, Ye are not my people;

thine own sons, unto whose fathers thou
hast sworn and made covenants of good
promises *

awhich be bad afore prepared unto glory.)
Comparing this with the parallel clause, we
see—

(z.) That St. Paul is here speaking not of
election or predestination, but of an actual
preparation and purgation undergone by ves-.
sels of mercy to fit them for glory, before God
“ makes known the riches of his glory upon
them.” Compare 2 Tim. ii. 2o, 21, a passage
which evidently looks back on this.

(2.) We observe that this preparation, un-
like that by which “wessels of aurath” are
“fitted for destruction,” is ascribed directly and
exclustvely to God as its author, being wholly
brought about by His Providence and pre-
venient grace. The idea of fitness, akin to
that of desert, is ascribed only to the vessels
of wrath: see note on @, 22,

The vessels of mercy God has made ready
for glory, but there is no idea of merit
involved.

24. Ewen us,awbom be bath called,d>e.] Read
“whom he did alse oall in us, no? only
from among Jews, but alse from among
@entiles” For the apposition ofs—rquas
compare Eur. ‘Iph. Taur.’ 63; Bernhardy,
Synt. p. 302.

‘We here sce that the preparation mentioned
in ». 23 preceded the actual call.

It is thus identified with the whole course
of discipline and grace by which God pre-
pared among both Jews and Gentiles a people
to be called into His kingdom. Compare
Luke i, 17; and Rom. ii. 14, 15.

Thus in the actual call God began to fulfil
His purpose of “ making knoawn the riches of
bis glory on vessels of smercy ?’ and this He did
the more conspicuously by calling Heathen as
well as Jews.

a5-29. THE CALLING OF THE GENTILES
AND THE REJECTION OF THE JEWS
FORETOLD IN PROPHECY.

25. I avill call them my people, avbich avere
not my people, and ber beloved wwbhich wwas not
beloved.] ¢ I will call that my people avbich
was not my pesple,” do*c. Hos. il. 23, quoted
freely from the LXX, the order of the two
sentences being Inverted.

The inference which St. Paul means. to
dra\vc(ri from the quotation is variously under-
stood.

(1.) The promised restoration of apostate
Israel may be regarded as a proof that the
calling both of Jews and Gentiles (v. 24) is
a free gift of God’s grace to those who had no
title to it in their previous condition (Hof-
mann: see note on Hos. i. 1o).

(2) Chrysostom constructs an argument 4
Sortiori, If Israel, after all its ingratitude,
abuse of privileges, and apostasy, was yet to
be restored, much more the Heathen, who
never had such privileges to abuse.

But (3) the Hebrew means literally: “I
will have mercy on Lo-ruhamah, and to Lo-
ammi I will say, Ammi art thou.”

Now these names both designate the Ten
Tribes only, exclusive of Judah (Hos. i. 7),
and mean that Israel has become like the
Heathen, who are not God's people.

The promise of Israel’s restoration there-
fore includes, either by parity of reason or as
a typical prophecy, the calling of the Gentiles,
to which St. Paul here applies it. See the
treatise among Leo’s works, “On the calling
of all nations,” Lib. IL. c. xviil.

This interpretation is confirmed by the in-
version of the two parallel clauses, by which St.
Paul brings “ Lo-ammi ” into immediate con-~
rection with “#be Gentiles.” “So God’s mercies
again overflow His threatenings. .. . . In re-
versing His sentence [on Israel] He embraces
in the arms of His mercy all who were not
His people ” (Pusey on Hos. ii. 23).

28. The whole verse is quoted exactly
from the LXX of Hos. . 10, and is joined by
St. Paul to the former passage “as forming
one connected declaration” (Meyer).

“ The place where it was said to them, ¥e are
not my people,” is not Palestine, where the pre-
diction was first uttered, but “the land of
exile, where the name became an actual truth
(Keil and Hengstenb.,).

“The place of their rejection, the Disper-
sion, was to be the place of their restoration ”
(Pusey).

This is certain from Hos. i. 11, where the
restoration to God’s favour precedes the
return from the land of exile. St. Paul,
therefore, is in full agreement with the Pro-
phet as to the place intended. It is true for
the Dispersion of Israel gr Pet. i. 1, ii. 10),
the typical Lo-ammi, and for all who in times
past were not the people of God, that wher-
ever they are brought to faith in Christ,
“ there shall they be called sons of the living
God” See on Hos. i. 10.
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{Is. 10.
22, 23.

1 Or, the

FCCOHTE.

there shall they be called the chil-
dren of the living God.

27 Esaias also crieth concerning
Isracl, #Though the number of the
children of Israel be as the sand of
the sea, a remnant shall be saved :

28 For he will finish 'the work,

ROMANS. IX,

[v. 27—=20.

and cut 7t short in righteousness:
because a.short work will the Lord
make upon the earth.

29 And as Esaias said before, #Ex- *Is. 1.0

cept the Lord of Sabaoth had left us
a seed, we had been as Sodoma, and
been made like unto Gomorrha.

27. St. Paul now passes over (&¢) from
prophecies appficable to the calling of the
Gentiles to others concerning the exclusion of
all but a remnant of the Jews: the context of
Hos. i. 10 naturally suggesting the repetition
of the same prediction by Isaiah.

Esaias also crieth concerning Irael] “But
Esaias orieth for Israel” (Wiclif). The
prophet’s cry is addressed to God (Is. x. 22)
as an earnest pleading of His promise: it is
therefore a cry of intercession, “as if it were
the Spirit of adoption ‘crying out”’ in him ™
(viii. 15: see Note on Is. x. 22). Godet’s
idea, that Isaiah’s cry (xpdded) is the menacing
tone of the herald proclaiming God’s judg-
ment upon Israel, is entirely opposed to the
meaning of the words and to the tenor of the
context.

Though the number of the children of Israel,
dsc] St. Paul here varies from the LXX of
Is. x. 22, and goes back to the words of Hosea
i. 1o. ‘The prophecy is of course founded on
the Promise in Gen. xxii. 17, which it defines
more closely.

a remnant shall be saved.] Read, “The
wemnant,” d»*c. This is the point of Isaiah’s
prophecy, “Shear-jashub,” and is emphatically
repeated in ww. 21, 22. It means that “zbe
remnant” shall return not merely from the
Captivity, but “unte the mighty God) i.c.
Messiah: compare Is. ix. 6 and x. 21, and
notes there. It is therefore a distinct predic-
tion that “the remnant shall be saved” in
Christ.

28. For be awill finish the avork, and cut it
short in righteousness.] “For a word he
finisheth,and cutteth short in right-
eousness” On the exact meaning of the
Hebrew, see Notes on Isaiah,

St. Paul retains the words of the LXX,
which give a meaning far from exact, yet not
opposed to the original, and in itself true and
sufficient for the present purpose.

It is a general characteristic of God, that
auy work of His he accomplishes and cuts
short with summary justice. (Compare Isa.
xxviil. 22, and the LXX there.)

because a short aork awill the Lord make
upon the earth.] “For a short-ocut word
will” &c.

St. Paul still follows the LXX, but omits
the less important details: this part of the

quotation refers to God’s summary sentence
upon Israel, in which the mass is rejected and
only the remnant saved.

The abbreviated reading of the earliest
MSS., adopted by Tischendorf (8) and Tre-
gelles, may be thus rendered: “For finish-
ing and cutting short word will the Lord
perform it upon earth.”

29. And as Esaias said before, Except, {%c.]
Read, And, as Esaias hath said before, &o.
The Perfect denotes, as usual, what stands
written in Scripture.

The Greek word (mpoeipyxer) may mean
either “hath foretold” {compare Acts i 14,
1 Thess. iii. 6), or simply “ hath said before *
(x Thess. iv. &; 2 Cor. vii. 3, xiil. 2; Gal.
i 9).

In favour of the latter meaning it is argued
that Isaiah’s words (i. 9) refer to the state of
the people in his own time, and there is
nothing in the context to indicate even a
secondary prophetic sense.

‘We must suppose therefore, according to
this view, that St. Paul simply makes Isaiah’s
words his own, using them, not as a pre-
diction fulfilled, but 2s a description applic-
able to the state of Israel in his own day:
“And, as Isaiah hath said before, so say I
again in his words, except the Lord of Sabaoth
bad left us a seed, e. The word “ before”
is also taken to mean “in an earlier passage.”
(Alford).

The other meaning “hath foretold” is
preferred by most commentators on Romans,
the passage of Isalah (i. 7-9) being regarded
as a preface in which “the Prophet with a
few ground strokes gathers up the whole
future of the people of Israel ” (Drechsler).

A decision, which must depend on the
exact meaning of the original passage, belongs
to a commentary on Isaiah, or a treatise on
the nature of Prophecy, rather than to this
note. The quotation is well suited to St.
Paul’s argument, whether he uses it as a pro-
phecy fulfilled, or merely as a description
applicable to his own time.

a seed] The Hebrew word rendered in
Is. i. 9 “remnant” is not MY’ as in the pro-
phecy of “Shear-jashub,” but W% as in
Num. xxi. 35, xxiv. 19, Job xx. 21, &c,
which denotes the few who escape and sur-
vive. This remnant the LXX regard as



V. 30—33.]

30 What shall we say then?
That the Gentiles, which followed
not after righteousness, have attained
to rightcousness, even the righteous-
ness which is of faith,

31 But Israel, which followed after
the law of righteousness, hath not at-
tained to the law of righteousness.

ROMANS. IX.

32 Wherefore?  Because they
sought it not by faith, but as it were
by the works of the law. For they
stumbled at that stumblingstone ;

33 As it is written, ‘Behold, I!Is.8 =
d . ? & 28. 16,
lay in Sion a stumblingstone and rPet a.s.

rock of offence: and whosoever be-

I Or. con-

lieveth on him shall not be "ashamed. sy nicr.

“seed” (gwéppa), from which the nation
shall spring up again: compare Hos. 1i. 23,
Is. vi. 13.

ave bad been as Sodoma.] * We had become
as Sodom,” where no seed was left (Bengel).
“Here again he points out another circum-
stance, that not even the small remnant es-
caped of themselves, but would all have
perished, had not God in great mercy saved
them by faith * {Chrysost.).

30. What shall we say then?] What con-
clusion shall we draw from this view of God’s
dealings? The answer consists of two parts:
(1) a statement of facts (30, 31) drawn from
the whole preceding discussion in vw. 6-29,
and expressed as a striking paradox: and (2)
a declaration of:the cause (vv. 32, 33), by
which the paradox in the case of the Jewsis
explained.

That the Gentiles, avbich folloaved not after
righteousness, bawve attained to righteousness,
even the righteousness awbhich is of jfaith.]
Read, “That @entiles, which were not
following after righteounsness, attained
to righteousness, but the righteousness
that is of faith.” The two strange things
are that “Gentiles” attained righteousness,
and that they attained it without seeking it
(Chrys.). Compare ii. 14: “ Gentiles, that
hawve not a law,” to quicken the moral sense,
are not, like Jews, consciously seeking to
obtain righteousness: yet they “artained #o
righteousness, but the righteousness that is of
JSaith” The “but” (8¢ iii. 22) introduces 2
special definition, an explanatory modification,
by which the paradox isat once solved, so far
as the Gentiles are concerned. See Winer,
1I1. § liii. 7, b.

If here St. Paul “ with the fewest words
touches the deepest foundation of the matter”
(Ewald), it is because he has already (iii., iv.)
fully discussed the nature of that righteous-
ness of faith in which the whole solution lies.
Observe the thrice-repeated ©righteousness,”
as in w. 31 the repetition of “lew of right-
eousness.” The whole passage is framed for
pointed effect. “The hearer is strongly
affected by the repetition of the same word,
as if a weapon were to pierce the same part
of the body again and again.” Auctor ad
Herenn. iv. 28. (Meyer.)

81, But Israel, which folloaved after the law
of righteousness, hath not attained to the law of
righteousness.] “But Israel, following after
a law of righteonsness, did not attain
unto a law [of righteousness).”

‘What the Gentiles seck not, yet attain, is
“ righteousness,” but what Israel seeks and yet
fails to attain is not simply “ righreousness,”
but “ g Jaw of righteousness,” i. e., a law pro-
ducing righteousness, such a rule of moral
and religious life as could make them right-
eous before God, Such “a law of righteous=
ness ” they strove to find, and some did find,
in God’s law revealed by Moses (Luke i. 6):
but the mass of the people “did not attain
unte a law [of righteousness)” On the
reading see the Additional Note,

39. Wherefore?] The question refers only
to the case of Israel (v. 31): why did they
not attain to a law of righteousness? With
the received Text a Finite Verb (é8iwar),
must be supplied in the answer: ® Because
they sought it not from faith, but as from
works of law. For they stumbled)’ ive.
The fact that they stumbled is thus regarded
as a proof (from effect to cause) that they
did not start from faith in God, but from a
reliance on the merit of their own works.
Had they started from faith, they would have
found a law of righteousness, as the Apostle
shows in the next chapter (x. 3—-r3).

But omitting ydp (with modern editors
and Tisch. 8), we must supply a Participle
Storovres, and render thus: “Because seek-
ing it not from faith, but as from works,
they stumbled,” &e. The argument is thus
direct and simple.

In “as of works,” “as"” indicates the idea
which characterised their pursuit of a law of
rightecousness: they tbought to attain to it
from works. On this use of &s see Winer,
II1. § Ixv. 9, and compare 2 Cor. ii. 17,

they stumbled at that stumblingstone.] *“They
stumbled against the stone of stumbling.”
The Articles indicate the well-known “ stone
of stumbling” of Isaiah viil. 14, where see
notes.

33. As it is avrirten.] Is. xxviii. 16. This
is a remarkable example of the freedom with
which St. Paul quotes the language of the
o T,

M
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Both passages as well as Ps. cxviii,, were
referred by the Jews to Messiah : see refl. in
Rosenmiiller on Is. viii. 14, and Schoettgen,
‘Horz Heb., and compare Matt. xxi. 42,
Luke ii. 34, 1 Pet. it. 6-8. St. Paul by taking
the words * stone of stumbling and rock of
offence” (Is. viii. 14), and substituting them in

ROMANS. IX.

Is. xxviil. 16, instead of “for a foundation a
stone, a tried stone, a precious corner-stone,
a sure foundation,” has combined both the
threat and the promise in one quotation.
The best comment is 1 Pet. ii. 6-8, where the
different passages are all quoted separately :
see the notes there.

ADDITIONAL NOTES on 2w 5, 6, 8, 15, 17, 19, 31.

5. A. The reference of the words é &v énmi
wérrov Beds edhoyprds k. . A to Christ is
supported by the following considerations:—

(a) It is the natural and simple con-
struction, which every Greek scholar would
adopt without hesitation, if no question of
doctrine were involved. This cannot be said
for any other construction.

(b) It is suggested by the immediate con-
text: thus Meyer, who rejects ““the ancient
ecclesiastical exposition,” candidly confesses
that “ the contrast obviously implied in 6 xara
adpra would permit us mentally to supply a
76 kara mredpa as suggesting itself after 6 dw.
That self-evident negative antithesis—uoz as
concerning the Spirit—would thus have in ¢ &»
éri wdvreoy Oeds k. T. A. its positive elucidation.
Compare i 3, and the note there on kara
adpra, kard Tvedpa dyiwaivns.

The true inference from the context is well
expressed by Theodoret in Cramer’s Catena:
“And then last he puts the greatest of
their blessings—" and of avhom is Christ as
concerning the flesh” And though the addi-
tion, “ as concerning the flesh,” was sufficient
to imply (wapadpréoar) the deity of Christ,
yet he adds, “avho is over all, God blessed for
ever. Amen,” both showing the difference of
the patures, and explaining the reasonableness
of his lamentation, that though He who is
God over all was of them according to the
fesh, yet they fell away from this kinship.”

The assertion of Christ’s Divine Majesty is
thus admirably suited to the purpose of the
Ppassage, which is to extol the greatness of the
privileges bestowed upon Israel, and so un-
happily forfeited.

{¢) The reference tc Christ is supported
by the unanimous consent of the Ante-Nicene
Fathers. See Irenzus, L. 1II. ¢, xvi. § 3; Ter-
tullian, ‘adv. Praxean,” c. xiii. ¢. xv.; Hippo-
lytus, ¢adv. Noetum, vi; Origen, in h. L;
Cyprian, ¢ Testimon.” II. 6; Novatian, ‘de
Trin. ¢. xiil.; Methodius, ¢ Symeon et Anna,’
§ 1. In the Arian controversies our passage
is constantly used by Athanasius: e.g. Or. L.
c. Arianos, ¢. 10, 11, 24. The same inter-
pretation is given by Basil, Gregory of Nyssa,
Epiphanius, Chrysostom, Theodoret, Augus-
tine, Jerome, Cyril of Alexandria (c. Julian.
x.), (Ecumenius, Theophylact.

Against this remarkable consent of Christian
antiquity there is nothing to be set of any
weight. Cyril puts into the mouth of the
Emperor Julian a denial of the reference to
Christ, only in order to affirm the true inter-
pretation. ‘Tischendorf brings forward two
passages of Eusebius of Casarea, and two of
the Pseudo-Ignatius; but they do not refer
to this passage, nor deny that Christ is “ God
over all 7 (émi wdvrer ©¢ds), but are directed
against the Sabellian heresy which made Him
identical with the Father, ¢tk God over all”
(6 émi mdvTev Oeds).

Even Socinus admits that the words are
applied to Christ.

The chief objections urged against the an-
cient interpretation by modern theologians
(Fritzsche, Baur, Ewald, Meyer, &c.} are as
follows:

(1) That St. Paul never applies Ocds as a
predicate to Churist.

(2) That to call Christ not simply ©eds,
but, as h8re, ént wdvrwy 9565, 1s absolutely
incompatible with the entire view of the
N. T. as to the dependence of the Son on the
Father.

(3) That in the genuine Apostolical writ-
ings we never meet with a doxology to Christ
in the form which is usual with doxologies to
God.

As to (1) see Notes on Tit.ii. 13; 2z Thess.
i. 1z; cf 2 Pet.i. 1,iii. 18; Usteri, ‘ Paulin,
Lehrbegriff.” p. 309, and Cremer, Lex. Oeds.
Even if the fact were as asserted, it would
not be conclusive against the application of
©eds to Christ in this passage. For what
would be thought of an assertion that St.
John could not have applied ©eds to Christ
in Joh. i 1, because (as is aileged by Meyer
and others) he does not elsewhere so apply
it? Compare the Additional Note on iii. z3,
Obj". (5), for other examples of usages
occurring once only in N. T,

(2) Bp. Lightfoot, in his profound discus-
sion of the Christology of St. Paul (* Ep. to
the Colossians,’ p. 190), has shown that though
St. Paul does not use the term Adyos, his
doctrine of the Person of Christ is in sub-
stance identical with that of St. John and
the Epistle to the Hebrews, and is not ade-
quately represented by “ any conception short
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of the perfect deity and perfect humanity of
Christ.”

‘We may add that “ the dependence of the
Son on the Father,” as expressed in the N. T,
(1 Cor. viil. 6, xv. 28) might be perfectly
reconciled with the statement that He is
“ God over all,” though not with the Sabellian
view that He is “ 24 God over all,” ie. the
same Person as the Father.

But in fact the title “ God over ali” (ear-
lier English versions) does not occur in this
passage, nor apparently anywhere in the LXX
or N.'T. Itis rightly corrected in the A.V.
“ Who is over all, God blessed for ever.” 'This
follows the exact order of the Greek, agrees
with St. Paul’s usage in Eph. iv. 6, and is the
only construction which preserves the two-
fold antithesis between Christ’s Jewish origin
and universal supremacy, and between His
Human and Divine natures.

(3) In urging this third objection, Meyer
does not deny that the doxologies in 2 Pet.
iii. 18, Heb. xiii, 21, 2z Tim. iv. 18, refer to
Christ, but regards this reference as “just one
of the traces of post-apostolic composition.”
Nevertheless his objection is wide of the mark,
for ¢ bv émi wdvrwy Oeds eldoynros k. 7. Al
as applied to Christ is #not a doxology at all:
but a solemn declaration of Deity, exactly
similar in form to z Cor. xi. 31; compare
Rom. i. 25 it is remarkable that these two
are the only passages, besides the present,
in which the combination edAoyyrés eis Tols
alévas is used by St. Paul, and i neither is it
a Doxology, but an assertion respecting the
subject of the sentence. (Alford.) The
further objection, that eZAoynrds is never else-
where applied to Christ, but only e?hoynueérvos
(Mat. xxi. ¢; xxiii. 39, &c.), and that
eVhoyyrds, is only applied to God, and eddo-
ynuévos to man, is wholly fallacious. The
LXX apply edhoyprds to man in Deut. vii.
14; Ruthii 20;  Sam. xv. 13, and edhoyy~
pévos to God in 1 Chr. xvi. 36 ; 2 Chr. ix. 8;
Ps. Ixxil. 20; Ez. iil. 12, and in all these pas-
sages the Hebrew word is precisely the same.

B.

Most of those who reject the ancient inter-
pretaticn put a full-stop after gdpxa (with C
and a few other MSS.), and take the whole
clause as a doxology to the Father: % The
God who is over all be blessed for ever.”

(1) To this construction it is a fatal objec-
tion, that both in the LXX and in N. T, wher-
ever ebdoyyrds occurs in a doxology, it stands
first, and that necessarily, on account of the
emphasis: Ps. Ixviil. 19,is no exception, nor
are the other passages quoted by Fritzsche,
I Kings x.9; 2 Chr. ix. 8; Job & 21; Ps.
cxiii. 2, in all of which the Verb (ely, {orw,
+yévorto) stands first in the sentence, and
ebhoynpévas, is used, not edhoynrds.

(2) The participle & is in this construction
superfluous and awkward. Moreover ¢ dv
must naturzlly be taken as an apposition to
the preceding subject (6 Xpworés), there being
nothing to indicate a departure from this
most usual construction, of which see exam-
ples in 2 Cor. xi. 31; Joh. i. 18, and xii. 17.

(3) The enumeration of Israel’s privileges,
instead of rising to a climax, would come
down at the close into a mere limitation and
restriction—* as concerning the flesh.”

(4) It has been shown in the foot-note that
a doxology to the Father is not in harmony
with the context.

In fact, the clause, taken as a doxology, is
both in form and sense so tasteless and inap-
propriate, that we may confidently say, it was
not so meant by St. Paul.

C.

Erasmus, who is followed by Reuss, pro-
posed to place the stop (as in Cod. y1) after
mdrrev, 50 that the preceding words refer to
Christ, and then the doxology to God follows.
But how intolerably abrupt is this! (Meyer.)

D.

The conjectural transposition of &v ¢ for
& &v is pertectly arbitrary, and has nothing to
recommend it. “ Was St. Paul likely to affirm
that the Jews had an exclusive interest in the
One True God, when he had already in this
very Epistle (iii. 29) asserted the contrary:*
(Middleton.)

When we review the history of the inter-
pretation, it cannot but be regarded as a
remarkable fact that every objection urged
against the ancient interpretation rests ulti-
mately on dogmatic presuppositions, and that
every alternative that has been proposed is
more or less objectionable both in the form of
expression and in the connection of thought.

‘We fully accept Dean Alford’s conclusion,
if only we may apply it to the A. V. instead
of his rendering “ God over all:” *The ren-
dering given above is then not only that most
agrecable to the usage of the Apostle, but
the only one admissible by the rules of gram-
mar and arrangement. It also admirably
suits the context: for having enumerated
the historic advantages of the Jewish people,
he concludes by stating one which ranks far
higher than all—that from them sprung, ac-
cording to the flesh, He awhbo is over all, God
blessed for ever.”

6. In this passage (o ydp wdvres of é¢
*Iopanh, obrot lopag)) the sense is too clear
to be mistaken even in the A. V. (“ For they
are not ali Israel, avbich are of Lirael”), but
is much better expressed by the *Five
Clergymen,” “For not all they which are
of Istael, are Israel” Here the emphasis
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supplies in a measure the force of oro:, which
means “ these as such” (vi hujus termini): it
might be rendered here “are therefore Israel.”
(Peile.)

The demonstrative pronoun thus empha-
tically added repeats and enforces the pre-
ceding Subject, limits it emphatically to its
previous definition, and makes it stand out in
this limitation distinct and separate from all
other notions. Compare Gal iil. 7, of €«
riorews obrol elow viol ’ABpadp. The effect
is to affirm or deny the identity of the subject
as thus defined with the predicate: see Bern-
hardy, ¢ Gk. Syntax,’ 283; Winer, Part III
§ 23, 24 ; Plato, ¢ Charmides,’ p. 163, C.

8. In od T4 Téxva tis gapxds, Tavra Téxva
©¢od, etc., this force of the pronoun has not
been rightly expressed in the A. V.: “They
awhich are the children of the flesh, these are not
the children of God” According to this ren-
dering all the children of the flesh seem to be
excluded, and the passage has in fact been
frequently thus misunderstoed; e g. “As
Ishmael, who was born after the fesh (Gal.
iv. 23), f.e. according to the course of nature,
was rejected, so also are the children of the
flesh ” (Hodge). To justify this interpreta-
tion, T& Técve Tijs capkés must be taken in a
pregnant sense, “the children of the flesh
who are nothing more than children of the
flesh.” In Gal. iv. 22, 23, 29, this sense is
made clear by the distinction made from the
first between the one son “born after the
flesh” and the other “by promise.” Here
the Apostle expresses the same truth in a
different way, by drawing a distinction be-
tween “all that are of Israel,” and “1Israel ” in
the true sense of the name,—between the seed
of Abraham as a whole, and the promised
seed. This form of expression is best suited
to the Apostle’s purpose of showing how God
maintained the principle of election in every
stage of the patriarchal and national history.

‘The right explanation is given by the Greek
Fathers generally, and is well expressed by
(Ecumenius: ob yap émeds) Tves Téxva caprika
ToU "ABpadp, 8y kai Tékva elot kar €may-
yeliav.

15, The A.V. by repeating the same tense,
“ I avill have mercy,” represents correctly the
sense both of the Hebrew and of the Greek,
in which the tenses, though differing in form,
are strictly co-ordinate in sense. Meyer’s
remark “that the Future denotes the actual
compassion fulfilling itself in point of fact,
which God promises to show to the persons
concerned, towards whom He stands in the
mental relation (éAed, Present) of pity,” is
grammatically incorrect (Donaldson, * Greek
Gr.’ §§ 505, 514; Madvig, §§ 121, 1255 Winer,
part iil. sect. xlt. p. 306, &c. &c.).

Some think that the emphasis lies on the
repeated verb: “ My mercy shall be (pure}
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mercy * (Alford), or, “ My mercy shall be
sure and great ” (Dean Jackson, ix. 440).
But the real emphasis is on the Relative
(* whomsoever?), as is apparent in the Greek,
where the force of dv is thrown on it (Jelf,
¢Gr. Gr.” § 428; Madvig, § 126). Thus the
sense is, “the objects of God’s mercy are
chosen by that mercy itself, and not by any-
thing external to it.” This sense is explained
in @. 16, and expressly asserted in w. 18,
“ Therefore hath be mercy on avhom: be avill.”

17. It is important to compare the versions
of the passage quoted, Ex. ix. 16, with the
original.

Heb. (literally rendered). ¢ But indeed
because of this I made thee stand, because of
making thee see my power, and to the intent
that my name may be declared in all the
earth.”

LXX: xai évexker Tovrov Siernpidns, va
évdelfopar év oot T Slvaply pov, xai dres
Swayye)j 7o dvopd pov év waoy T ¥A.

St. Paul: els alrd Todro éfnyepd ae, dmos
évdelfwpar év ool Ty Slvaply pov, kT

A, V. (Rom. ix. 17) “Even for this same
purpose have I raised thee up, that I might
show my power in thee, and that my name
might be declared throughout all the earth.”

(a.) The A. V., Ex. ix. 16, “ dnd in wery
deed for this cause)” and St. Paul’s eis adrd
Tobro are more emphatic and precise, and in
this agree better with the Heb., than does
&vexey Tovrov (LXX),

(%) The margin, “I have made thee stand”
correctly represents +'P30M31, Hiphil of
9py, which Fiirst renders, ‘ statuere, stabi-
lire; preficere, constituere; conservare, con-
firmare.”

Gesenius wrongly ascribes to it the mean-
ing “rouse, stir up,” in Neh. vi. 7 (A. V.
“appoint™), and in Dan. xi. 11, 13, where it
means “ set in array,” ¢ constituere aciem.”

The meaning * establish, uphold, preserve ”
is found in 1 Ki xv. 4, z Chr. ix. 8, Prov.
XXiX. 4, and Dan. xi. 14.

It thus appears that diernpifys *thou wast
preserved” (LXX) is right in sense, but
wrong in substituting the Passive for the
Active Voice: as the Active expresses God’s
agency more directly and empbhatically, and
so is better suited to St. Paul’s purpose of
declaring His absolute power, he restores it
in éffyeipd ae, “1 have raised thee up” as
from danger or death. The Compound Verb
in the only passage where it is found in the
N. T.,, 1 Cor. vi. 14, and in Job v. 11,
drohwhdras éfeyelpovra els compiav has this
signification.

This sense, “1 have raised up,” or “ pre-
served thee,” is supported by the LXX
Siernphifns, by a various reading in the Hexa-
pla &erpnod ae, by Orig. Philocalia c. xxiii.
Siernpify apas tmép évdeifews Buvdpens Oend
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by Chrys. in |. els adrd rodro érmpeiro, by
Onkelos, and the Arabic in Walton’s Polyglott
(see below), and is admitted by Meyer to be
the correct historical interpretation of Ex. ix.
16. Many other meanings have been in-
vented :

(1.) I have brought thee into existence
(Beza).

(2} I have brought thee forward and laid
this part upon thee (Calvin).

(3.) I have raised thee to the throne
(Glockler).

(4.) I have stirred thee up to resistance
(Augustine).

“But” (to use Meyer’s words) *these
special deflimtions of the sense make the
Apostle say something so entirely different,
both from the original and from the LXX,
that they ought to be necessitated by the
context; but this is not the case.”

The same criticism condemns Meyer’s
own artificial interpretation that Pau/ expands
the special sense of the Hebrew word (i. e.
“preserved ”), to denote the whole appearance
of Pharaoh : “I have caused thee to emerge,”
thy whole historical appearance has been
brought about by me, in order that, &c.

(c.) Instead of “ show my power in thee,”
the Hebrew means “show to thee,” lit. “ make
thee to see my power.” The A. V. recognises
this true rendering in Ex. ix. 16, by printing
“in” in Italics: so all the ancient versions, as
represented in Walton’s Polyglott ;

Onkelos : “ Sustinui te, ut ostenderem z:4:,”
&c.

Samar : “ Subsistere te feci, ut ostenderem
4bi”

Arab, “ Te reservavi, ut ostenderem #:5:.”

Syr. “ Ob id te constitui, ut ostenderem ¢ibi.

From these remarks, and the notes in this
commentary on Ex. ix. 15 and 16, it will be
seen that the sense of the whole passage is as
follows: “I will spare thee no longer, but
smite thee to the heart with all my plagues,
that thou mayest know that there is no power
like mine (w. 14): for if I had not withheld
my hand, but had stretched it out to smite
thee and thy people with the pestilence, thou
wouldst have been cut off from the earth at
once, But indeed I spared and upheld thee,
for this very purpose (already declared in
. 14) to show thee my power.”

As Pharaoh is solemnly warned in @. 14
that he will be smitten to the beart, in being
taught that there is none like God, it is clear
that the words “show thee my power” in ©.
16, also include the contingency of Pharaoh’s
continued resistance and destruction, and are
used in the same rhetorical sense as we find
in Ex. xiv. 4, 18. “ And the Egyptians shall
know that I am the Lord.” Compare Judges
viii. 16, 1 Sam. xiv. 12: “ we will show you a
thing,” * we will make you to know.” A still

more striking example of this mode of expres~
sion is found in Ps. lix. 13: “ Consume them
in aurath, consume them, that they may not be;
and let them know that God ruleth in Jacoh
unto the ends of the earth.” ‘'The persons indi-
cated are the same throughout, and the
Psalmist’s meaning is, Let them perish,and in
perishing learn God’s power. See Delitzsch
on the Psalm.

‘We thus see that the rendering of the
LXX, though grammatically wrong, is not
bad in sense: for as Pharaoh did in fact
perish in being taught the greatness of God’s
power, it seemed to the LXX more natural
to regard the lesson as faught to others in bis
person: and this interpretation being equally
suitable to St. Paul’s argument, is adopted
by him, but not without a very significant
change.

(d.) For bva évdelfopar év ool (LXX) St.
Paul writes 8rws évdelfwpar év ool . . . kal
dmws Suayyel T Swvopd pov, k.. A, The
reason is evident. According to the Hebrew
God’s first and direct purpose in upholding
Pharaoh was “to show him His power;” the
secondary purpose, contingent on the fulfil-
ment of the former, was ‘ that God’s name
might be declared in all the earth.” The
LXX version, “show in thee my power,” re-
duces the primary purpose to a mere equiva-
lent of the secondary, and therefore St. Paul
rejects Zva and uses éres in both clauses: “ for
this very purpose I upheld thee, that so,” &c.
This repetition of drws is found nowhere else

inN. T,

Hofmy.  “8t. Paul renders M2Y3 as well
as il_f?gé‘ by érws, to express what God
wished 7z #his avay to attain.”

Van Hengel, admitting fully that dmes and
va are often used indifferently, in other writers
as well as in the LXX and N, T, yet main-
tains (and proves) that in many passages both
of the Classical and Biblical writers there is
an unquestionable distinction. Besides Plat.
Rep. viil. 566 E, 567 A, and Xen. Mem. IV.
iv, 16, cited by Van H., see also Mem. IL. i.
19, Anab, IL i, 21, and Kuhper’s note.

In St. Paul’s epistles we may notice 1 Cor.
i. 27, where the design embraces two actions
one immediate (va Td dvra xarapyjon), the
other contingent on it (mas pf xavxjopTar
maga odpf, “that so no flesh,” &c.).

2 Cor, viii. 13, 14: év 7 iy xap® To n'mciu:
meplooevpa s 70 ékelvoy torépnpa tva kal o
éxelvay meploaevpa els T ipav darépnpa, dras
yévmrar todrys. 2 Thess. 1. 12 (similar).

19. St. Paul seems to have in mind such
passages as Wisdom Xii. 12: 7is yap épet, i
émolnaas; ) Tis dvrioTioeTal 7@ kplpati gov;
Job ix. 19 : 7is odv kpipari dvrol dvriarnoerac;

Two cautions are needed.

1. St. Paul speaks here, not of the primary
and spontaneous will of God, uot of that
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which God, of Himself alone, desires (#éAnua) ;
but of the counsel or decree which He so
forms as to include and overrule the free
action of man (BotAgua). See Eph.i. 5, 11:
Donaldson’s ‘ New Cratylus, § 463; Plato,
¢ Leges’ vi. 769 D, vii. 802, C.

When 8\ and BovAopar are distinguished,
the former means the simple spontaneous will,
the latter the conscious and deliberate pur-
pose. See Ammonius, ed. Valckn, pp. 31, 70,
whose remark has been too hastily rejected.

2. It is again the ewenz, and not the inter-
mediate process, that is in question. Man
does resist the will of God (8éqgua), that
primary will, which leads him to repentance,
but the event always corresponds with the
Divine purpose (BodAnua).

ROMANS. X.

[v. 1—3.

31. The second Suatoabvys hasconsiderable
authority, especially of Versions and Fathers,
but is not found in the earliest Uncials, and is
rejected by nearly all critical editors. Many
good interpreters, however, still consider itin-
dispensable in the text; Meyer calis it “the
tragic point of the negative counter-state-
ment.”

The point of the paradox certainly is that
the Jews failed to attain the very thing which
they were following after, i.e, “a law of
righteousness.” If therefore Sikatocivys be
not repeated, still yépor must have the same
meaning as in the first clause, “a law ” such
as they were secking, and therefore, in fact,
“a law of righteousness.”

CHAPTER X.

§ The seripture sheweth the difference betwixt
the righteousness of the law, and this of faith,
11 and that all, both Few and Gentile, that
believe, shall not be confounded, 18 and that
the Gentiles shall recoive the word and be-
licve. 19 fsrael was not ignorant of these
things.

BRETHREN, my heart’s desire
and prayer to God for Israel
is, that they might be saved.

2 For I bear them record that
they have a zeal of God, but not
according to knowledge.

3 For they being ignorant of

CHar. X.-—THE CAUSE OF ISRAEL’s
STUMBLING.

The subject of this chapter is the fact
asserted in ix. 31-33, that Israel failed to
attain a law of righteousness because they
sought a righteousness dependent on the
merit of their own works. But before
entering on the painful and invidious task of
condemning his own nation, St. Paul renews
the assurance of his heartfelt interest in their
salvation.

1. Brethren,] This expression of aflection
towards his readers is the more appro-
priate here because there were many Jewish
Christians among them.

my bearts desire and praver to God jfor
Israel is, that they might be saved] “My
bearf's desire and my supplication to God
on their behalf is for salvation” The
word (ed8ok(a) here rendered ¢ desire,” and in
Phil. i. 15 “ good aill)” ii. 13 “good pleasure,”
means not mere passive benevolence, but an
active delight and pleasure, which “when
directed to an object not actually existent,
but still to be realised, has of course the
character of a wish” (Philippi). Compare
2 Cor.v.8; 1 Thess, ii. 8, and Bp. Lightfoot’s
notes on Philippians.

For the distinction between * prayer ”
(mpogeuvyy) in general, but addressed to God
only, and 8éyas, a petition for some particular
benefit addressed to God or man, see Phil.

iv. 6, Eph. vi. 18, 1 Tim. ii. 1, v. 5, in all
of which passages the A. V. has “supplieca~
tion”

« For Lsrael” is a reading probably due to
the commencement of a new chapter in
Church Lectionaries: the true reading (alrév)
shows the close connection with ch, ix.

In % pév eddokia the limiting particle shows
that there is already in the Apostle’s mind a
thought opposed to that which he would
desire : this thought is found in ». 3.

Van Hengel imagines a different antithesis,
“the goodwill of sy heart on their behalf,
whatever their own perverse will may be.”
But the slightly emphatic éufs is due to the
distinction between the desire of St. Paul’s
oawn beart and his supplication 2o God.

. For I bear them record] 'The reason of
the Apostle’s desire and prayer for Israel: he
knew their zeal and their want of knowledge,
for he had shared largely in both (Acts
xxil. 3).

“Zeal for God” being in itself good, is
an encouragement to prayer on their behalf,
St. Paul’s affection is thus again secn in point-
ing first to that which is praiseworthy: see
oni. 8§

but not according toknowledge.] "Eniyvoos
is full and thorough knowledge, not that im-
perfect knowledge (ywdoes) which “pufers
up” (1 Cor. viil. 1, Xiil. 12: compare Rom.
i 28; Eph.i 17). That the zeal of the Jews



v. 4—35.]

God’s righteousness, and going about
to establish their own righteousness,
have not submitted themselves unto
the righteousness of God.

ROMANS. X,

4 For Christ 7s the end of the
law for righteousness to every one
that believeth.

5 For Moses describeth the right-

was without the guidance of this true know-
ledge, is shown in the next verse.

8. For they being ignorant of God’s righteons-
ness,] “For being ignorant,” &e.: “ zbey,”
being wholly without emphasis, should have
a less prominent place in the sentence.

They were ignorant that the only source
of righteousness is God, “avho justifieth the
ungodly” (iii. 21-26 ; iv. 5): and thus “ zea/ for
God” only made them seck to set up and
“establish (iii. 31) their oawn righteousness,”
i e. the righteousness which they thought
they could make valid before God by strict
observance of His law (Phil. iil. g).

- bawve not submitted themselves unto the right-
eousness of God.] “ The righteousness of God”
is here presented as His divine ordinance for
man’s salvation, and in its very essence, as
God’s righteousness, it involves man’s self-
renuncization and submission.

For the Middle sense of {merdynoar com-
pare viii. 7, xiii. 1; Heb. xii. 9; James iv. 7;
1 Pet. il 13. Read “ For leing ignorant of
God’s righteousness, and seeking to establish
their oaun righteousness, they submitted not
unto the righteousness of God.”

4. For Christ is the end of the law]} Con-
firmation of @. 3. The Jews sought to estab-
lish their own righteousness by the Law;
but this was a fatal error, causing them to
reject the righteousness of God: for the
Law, regarded as a way of attaining to right-
eousness before God, is at an end in Christ,
and gives place to the righteousness of faith,

Christ is the end of the Law, as ¢ death is
the end of life” (ré\es Tot Biov Odvaros:
Demosth. 1306, 25).

This most common and simple meaning of
Téhos is required by the emphatic contrast
between law and faith in the beginning and
end of the sentence, and also by the whole
context, which describes the righteousness of
faith as opposed to the rightecusness that is of
the law, not as the completion, nor as the aim
of the law.

In this passage it is not grammatically wrong
to render yomov, without the article, *the
Law :” see Introduction, § 9. But it is better
to interpret it as “ law” in general, the prin-
ciple which says “This do, and thou shalt
Biwe”  In this sense, “law" is abolished in
Christ, and the purpose of its abolition is
expressed in the words “ for righteousness to
every one that believeth.”

For other interpretations, see Note at the
end of the Chapter.

for righteousness to every one that believeth.]
This is the purpose of the abolition of “law*
in Christ. If “law” remained in force as
the condition of righteousness, then righteous-
ness could not be extended “ #o every one that
believeth,” but only to those who were under
law and only if they were “ doers of law

(ii. 13).

5—-10. MOSES BEARS WITNESS TO THE
RIGHTEOUSNESS OF FAITH.

5. the righteousness awhick is of the law]
Read, the righteousness avhich is of law, and
for the various readings of @. 5 see the note
at the end of the chapter.

the man avbich doeth those things]
man awbich doeth them.” R

In Lev. xviii. 5 God says, “ Ye shall there-
Jore keep my statutes, and my judgments: avbich
if a man do, be shall live in them.”

The Septuagint, from which St. Paul quotes
the passage exactly, reads in the former part
of the verse “ Ye shall therefore keep all my
statutes and a1l my judgments.” ~ Thus in the
keeping of all “ szatutes ” and “ judgments” the
Apostle sees a description of “#be righteous-
ness which is of law,” and in the clause
“aubieh if @ man do” he finds a condition
which cannot be perfectly fulfilled by fallen
man, and which therefore condemns one who
depends on his own fultilment of the law for
Jjustilication before God.

That this is St. Paul’s meaning is clear from
the context in ww. 1, 4, and from the whole
tenor of this Epistle (ii. 13, iii. 20, &c.), as
well as from the earlier quotation of the same
passage in Gal. iii. 12, where the meaning is
put beyond doubt by another quotation,
“ Cursed is every one that continueth not in all
things that are auritten in the book of the law
to do them” (Deut. xxvii. 26).

But in assuming that the condition, ¢ if a
man do rhem,” is impracticable, St. Paul
seems exactly to reverse the natural meaning
of the words of Moses. Either those words
really mean that God’s law given to Israel
consisted of statutes and judgments which
might be kept and by keeping which they
should enter into life : or else they are nothing
better than an ironical promise based upon an
impossible condition. The latter thought
cannot be for a moment entertained : for it is
God Himself who speaks through Moses,
repeating the commandment and the promise
twice, and confirming them by the most
solemn formula of Divine attestation, “ I am

[ Tb‘
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*+Lev. 18 equsness which is of the law, 7 That
Sk the man which doeth those things
Gal- 3. 22 hall live by them. _

6 But the righteousness which is
#Deut. 30. of faith speaketh on this wise, *Say

" not in thine heart, Who shall ascend

into heaven ? (that is, to bring Christ
down from above :

7 Or, Who shall descend into the
deep? (that is, to bring up Christ
again from the dead.)

8 But what saith it? ¢The word Zfe“t' 3

the Lorn.” The references to the passage
by Ezekiel {(xx. r1, 13, 21)and Nehemiah
(ix. 13, 29) clearly show that in their view
the condition was not impracticable nor the
promise unattainable.

Did then St. Paul misrepresent or mis-
understand the passage? Not St. Paul him-

- self, but those unbelieving Jews, whose error
he was exposing.

To one who sincerely desired * to do justly,
and to love mercy, and to avalk bumbly with
bis God” (Mic. vi. 8), “the law,” taken in its
fulness and in its spirit, was undoubtedly a
path of righteousness and life. It was a
revelation of God Himself and of His holy
will, accompanied by a dispensation full of
the means of grace, of pardon, and recon-
ciliation for every humble and contrite soul,
full also of types and promises leading on to
Christ.

But the Pharisees, and under their guidance
the mass of the people, did not thus regard
“the Law:” to them it was “law” and
nothing more, a covenant of works as opposed
to a covepant of grace, its promise of life

- depending on the merit of strict and scrupu-
lous obedience. Such a view has only to be
pushed to its legitimate conclusion in order
to confute itself: and this is what St. Paul
does: “If you would attain to righteousness
by ¢ the laaw’ merely as ‘law, then it must
be fulfilled to the very letter. Keep a/l the
statutes, and &// the judgments fully and
perfectly, and then you shall ‘find life in
them.””

St. PauPs method is in fact the same as
our Lord’s: his answer to those who are
seeking “ the righteousness awbhich is of law” is
“‘This do, and thou shalt live” (Luke x. 28).
He reminds them, as it were, that “avbosoever
shall keep the whole law and yet offend in one
point, he is guilty of all ” (Ja. ii. 10): he uses
the words of the Law as they were used by
those who rejected “ the righteousness awbich is
of faith:” he means, as in Gal. iil. 21, that
there is no law which simply as /aw can give
life, and therefore no such thing as a “ right-
eousness awhich s of law.”

6. But the righteousness avbich is of faith
speaketh on this avise,] For a similar personi-
fication and self-description of Wisdom, see
Prov. i. 20, and Heb. xii. 5. Apart from the
figure, the meaning is that Moses thus speaks
concerning “ the righteousness aubich is of faith.”

Thus both parts of @. 4 are proved by the
testimony of Moses—the impossibility of being
justified by law in @. 5, and the reality and
nearness of the righteousness of faith in ww,
6-8.

But where does St. Paul find “the right-
eousness of faith” in the words of Moses?
In Deuteronomy, “ the book of Moses, which
has been regarded almost as an evangelization
of the law ™ (Jowett). Observe also that in
Deut. xxx. 11-14, Moses speaks to those to
whom he has previously said in . 6, “ God
aill circumcise thine heart, . . . to love the
Lord thy God wwith all thine beart, and awith
all thy soul, that thou mayest live” that is to
say, Moses is speaking to the truly penitent
and faithful Israelites. And as St.Paul found
“the righteousness of faith” in Abraham, who
believed God, so here he finds its very essence
in one who loves God, and turns to Him with
all his heart and soul (Deut. xxx. 6-10).

Say not in thine beart.] This is found in Deut.
vili. 17, and ix. 4, and is substituted by St.
Paul for the one word, “¢ say,” in Deut.
XXX. 121 ““ It is not in beawven, that thou shouldest
say [lit. “to say’), Who shall go up forus to
beaven, and bring it unto us, that ave may hear
ityand do it?”

“T'o say in the heart” is a Hebrew idiom
meaning “to think,” especially to think per-
verse unholy thoughts, which one is ashamed
to speak out (Philippi): compare Deut.
xv. g, xviil. 21; Ps. xiv, 1; Matt. xxiv. 48 ;
Rev. xviii, 7.

Moses thus vindicates God's commandment
as not being beyond man’s reach, but already
brought near and made plain to him: in
Baruch &i, 29, similar language is applied to
wisdom,

that is, to bring Christ down] As Moses
forbids the Israelite to say, We want some
one to bring God's word down nearer to us,
so “the righteousness of faith” says to us,
“Doubt not that Christ has already come
down.”

The words, “ from abowe” are a needless
addition in the A. V.: the parenthesis, too, is
unnecessary, the citations and comments being
clearly distinguished without it.

7. Or, Who shall descend into the deep?]
Deut. xxx. 13: “ Neither is it beyond the sea,
that thou shouldest say, Who shall go over the
sea for us” &e. This is a second figure by



v. 9—I0.]

is nigh thee, even in thy mouth, and
in thy heart: that is, the word of
faith, which we preach ;

g That if thou shalt confess with
thy mouth the Lord Jesus, and shalt
believe in thine heart that God hath

ROMANS., X,

raised him from the dead, thou shalt
be saved.

10 For with the heart man be-
lieveth unto righteousness ; and with
the mouth confession is made unto
salvation.

which Moses declares that God’s command-
ment is not inaccessible: but St. Paul, in
applying the passage to Christ, brought still
nearer to us by the resurrection, changes the
idea of crossing the sea into that of going down
into “the abyss:” and by “the abyss” he
means not the deep of the sea, but the abode
of the dead, “the depths of the earth)” Ps.
Ixxi. 20: é Tdv dBfoowr Tis yis mdhiw
dvijyayés pe, a passage which seems to have
been in St. Paul’s mind, and to have suggested
the words &Bvogos and malw dvayayeiv.

8. But awbat saith it?] As if the negative
in w. 6 had been joined with Aéyec: “the
righteousness which is of faith saith not, Who
shall ascend, &c.? But what saith it *”

The avord is nigh thee, in thy mouth, and in thy
beart.] * And yet what need is there either of
long journeys over the land, or of long voyages,
for the sake of investigating and seeking out
virtue, the roots of which the Creator has laid
not at any great distance, but so near, as the
wise Lawgiver of the Jews says, ¢ They are in
thy mouth, and in thy heart, and in thy hands,’
intimating by these figurative expressions the
words, and actions, and designs of men”
(Philo, * The Virtuous is Free, c. x.).

St. Paul omits the words “and in thy
hands ¥ added to the original by the LXX,
and the concluding words of Deut. xxx. 14,
“that thou mayest do i3, which are less suited
to his argument. ¢ The Apostle quotes
without regard to verbal exactness, apparently
because he is dwelling rather on the truth
that he is expounding, than on the words in
which it is conveyed, not verifying references
by a book, but speaking from the fulness of
the heart ” (Jowett).

That is, the word of faith, which we preach.]
The word that is very nigh, in the mouth and
in the heart, is essentially the same as “#the
aword which speaks of faith” ie. the gospel
which announces “ fmirh* as the principle of
righteousness. ‘

“Faith” is not here used in its objective
sense (riis wiorews) (Gal i. 23), “the faith,”
ie. the Christian faith; but the article is re-
quired by the mention of “faith” in the con-
text, and cannot be translated.

9. That if thou shalt confess.] The con-
tents of “#be avord of faith awbich ave preach”
are here shown to correspond with the teach-
ing of Deuteronomy. The rendering, “for if

thou shalt believe,” makes this progf of cor-
respondence more formal, but is not necessary.
"The correspondence itself lies in the consent
of heart and mouth required both by Moses
and by the preachers of  the word of fuith”

the Lord Jesus.] “That Jesus is Lord":
the Vatican MS. gives the same sense in a
different form, derived probably from the
parallel passages, 1 Cor. xii. 3; Phil ii. 11.
“In this appellation (Jesus the Lord) lies the
sum of faith and salvation” (Bengel). The
reference to w. 6, “Who shall ascend into
beaven 2 that is, to bring Christ down,” shows
that Jesus is here called Lord, not simply
as the exalted Head of the Church {compare
Eph. iv. g—11), but as the only-begotten Son
of God, “the Lord from heaven” (1 Cor.
XV. 47).

that God bath raised bim from the dead]
This answers to w. 7. The Deity of Christ,
and His resurrection, are the chief objects of
justifying faith (i. 4; iv. 25; 1 Cor. xv. 17,
&c.).

10. The mention in Deut. of “ mout4” and
“ peart” having been interpreted by St. Paul
of confession and faith, he now shows that
this interpretation is in accordance with the
general principles of the Christian dispensa~
tion, in which belief of the heart and con-
fession by the mouth are both required.
“ Heart™ and “mouth,” the emphatic words
in each sentence, are now placed in their
natural order.

Justification and salvation are here dis-
tinguished as in v. 9, where see note. Sal-
vation presupposes a continuance of the faith
which justifies, and a consequent realisation
of the effects of faith, of which confession is
one; see Barrow on the Creed, Sermon V.
towards the end.

Looking back upon the whole passage
(2. 5-10) we may ask, Does St. Paul regard
the avords of Moses as a prediction of the
nature of the righteousness of faith to be
subsequently revealed? (Fritzsche, p. 389.)
Or does he mean that besides the plain gram-
matical and historical sense of the words of
Moses, there is also an indirect allegorical
and typical sense which foreshadows the
subsequent revelation of the rightecusness
of faith? (Meyer.) Or does the Apostle
merely make a free use of the words of
Moses to clothe his own thoughts? Is there



186

#7Ts. 28
16

11 For the scripture saith, #Who-
soever believeth on him shall not be

ashamed. ]
12 For there is no difference be-

tween the Jew and the Greek: for

ROMANS, X.

[vo 11—13.

the same Lord over zll is rich unto
all that call upon him.

13 ?For whosoever shall call upon ;Jae‘ 2
shall be Acts 2. 21,

the name of the
saved.

Lord

nothing more than a graceful allusion (Bengel),
“3 holy and beautiful play of God’s Spirt
upon the word of the Lord ?” (Philippi, Van
Hengel.)

Better than any of these explanations is the
view held by Augustine that the words of
Moses, understocd in their true spiritual
sense, describe a righteousness which is es-
sentially the righteousness of faith (‘de Nat.
et Gratia, § 83.

Moses is in fact describing a religion of the
heart: “ The Lord thy Ged awill circumcise thine
beart, and the beart of thy seed, to love the Lord
thy God avith all thine beart, and with all thy
soul, that thou mayest live” (v. 6). To one
who thus turns with heart and soul to the
Lord obedience is easy; *the avord is wery
nigh thee, in thy mouth and in thy beart”
This, says St. Paul, is in substance “ #be avord
of faith, awbhich ave preach.”

St. Paul’s explanation is not allegorical but
spiritual : it penetrates through the letter of
the O. T. to its spirit” (Olshausen), and that
is the spirit of the Gospel.

11-13. THE RIGHTEOUSNESS OF FAITH IS
FOR ALL.

11. On the quotation from Isaiah xxviii. 16,
see above ix. 33: by repeating it here St.
Paul both confirms the preceding description
of ““the righteousness awbhich is of faith,” and
passes on to the further thought that this
righteousness is free for all. The statement
in Isaiah is unlimited, % ke that belicveth”;
and St. Paul by the addition of one word
(wis) makes it expressly universal, “every
one that believeth” and also definite
“believeth on bim,” i. e. on Christ,

12. The universality thus emphatically given
to the statement of Isaiah is now justitied on
the ground that the condition, “ ke that
believeth,” makes no distinction between Jew
and Greek (compare iii. 22) ; and the cause
of this unlimited bestowal of blessing is
traced to the bounty of its Divine Author.
‘The promise in Isaiah of the ¢ precious corner
stone” is Messianic, and therefore really
universal, God’s mercy in Christ embracing
all the nations of the earth.

Jor the same Lord ower all is rich, {oc.]
Rather, “For the same is Lord of all,
being rioh wnto all that call upon him”
That Christ, not God the Father, is here
called “Lozd of all,” is clear from o g, as

well as from such passages as ch. xiv. g, Phil.
ii. 11, Acts x. 36.

The universality of justification by faith,
which is proved in ch. iii. 30, from the truth
that “ & is one God,” the God both of Jews
and Gentiles, who shall justify both, is here
in like manner shown from the fact that there
is one and the same “Lord of all” who is
rich unto all “in grace and salvation which
no multitude can exhaust” (Bengel): com-
pare 1 Tim. ii. 5.

all that call wpon him.] In like manner
St. Paul designates Christians in 1 Cor. i. 2
as “all that in every place call upon the name
of Jesus Ghrist our Lord, both theirs and ours”
compare 2z Tim. ii. 22.

“That calling on God, whereon salvation
depends, is not in words only, but in heart
and deed. For what the hecart believeth,
the mouth confesseth, the hand in deed ful-
filleth” (Hugo de 8. Vict. quoted by Pusey
on Joel, ii. 32).

13. To “call upon the Lord” means to
worship Him, and therefore, among other
things included in true worship, to confess
Him with the mouth, as in v2. g, 10,and the
expression thus prepares the way for the
Scriptural proof of the statement that “awith
the mouth confession is made unto salvation.”
This proof is quoted exactly in the words of
the LXX from the great prophecy of the
outpouring of the Holy Spirit in Joel ii. 32,
“ Whosoever shall call on the name of the Lord
shall be delivered (saved).” The words “all
Sfesh” (Joel ii. 28) show that Gentiles are
included in the prophecy. See ncte on the
passage.

‘This is one of the strongest passages in
favour of addressing prayer to Christ. It is
admitted that to * call upon the name of the
Lord” means in the original passage to pray
to Jehovah as God.

It is also admitted that the “Lord of all”
in w. 12 is Christ: and that St. Paul refers
the word ¢ Lord,” which in the original points
to God, justly to Christ, whose name is now
the very specific object of the Christian
calling on the Lord.

With these admissions there is little real
significance left in Meyer’s fine-drawn dis-
tinction between “ worshipping absolutely, as
it takes place only in respect of the Father as
the One absolute God,” and “worship accord-
ing to that relativity in the consciousness ot
the worshipper, which is conditioned by the



v. 14—16,]

14 How then shall they call on
him in .whom they have not be-
lieved? and how shall they believe
in him of whom they have not
heard? and how shal they hear
without a preacher ?

ROMANS. X.

15 And how shall they preach,
except they be sent ? as it is written,

r How beautiful are the feet of them 7Ts. 5. 7.

that preach the gospel of peace, and
bring glad tidings of good things!
16 But they have not all obeyed

relation of Christ to the Father, whose Son
of like nature, whose image, partner of the
Throne, Mediator and Advocate on the part
of men, He is.”

14-21. THE GOSPEL PREACHED TO ALL
REJECTED BY ISRAEL.

This passage brings another proof that
the fault of Israel’s exclusion lies in them-
selves. From the nature of the salvation
just described, it follows that the Gospel
must be preached to all without distinc-
tion. But this very freedom of #be gffer
of salvation to every believer, was a stumb-
ling-block to the unbelieving Jews, as the
Apostle’s experience had often proved (Acts
Xill. 45—47, xviil. 6, xxviii. 28), St. Paul,
as usual, closely comnects this new topic
with the preceding context: commenting,
as it were, upon the words of Joel, “Every
one avhosoever shall call upon the name of
the Lord,” he argues first that “zhe name
of the Lord” to be invoked must be believed,
and thereto must be heard, and thereto pro-
claimed, and thereto preachers must be sent,
according to Isaiah lil. 7 (vv. 14, 15).

The Gospel being thus preached, if “ nor
all,” to wit, not Israel, have obeyed it (=.
16), they have neither the excuse of not
having heard (o. 18), nor of not having
known that the invitation was to be preached
to all nations, but the fault lies in their own
perversity (wwv. 19—21).

14. Hoaw ther] Each question in the chain
is an argument, the conclusion of which is
tacitly assumed, and forms the groiund of the
next question, ¢.g. “ How can they call upon
the Lord unless they believe on Him? They
cannot: therefore they must first believe.
How can they believe, if they have not heard ?
they cannot:” and so on.

of awbhom they have not keard.] Rather,
“Whom rbey bave not beard:” in Ephes. iv. 21,
on the contrary, we ought to read, “if ye bave
beard of Him.” Here,as in Eph. ii. 17, the
Lord is heard speaking through His messen-
gers, as is shown in the next question.

15. except they be semt?] By whom? By
the same Lord (wv. 13) whose name they
proclaim.

In N. T. the Father “sends * the Son, and the
Son “sends” His Apostles: their mission
includes all -ministry derived from them.

Compare Luke ix. 2, x. 1, 3; John iv. 38,
xvil. 18; Acts xxvi. 17; 1 Cor. i. 17.

St. Paul argues back from effect to cause,
through the series of Prayer, Faith, Hearing,
Preaching, Sending : thus the last link in his
argument must be the first in the realisation,
from which the rest follow: this one, there-
fore, he confirms by the prophetic announce-
ment in Isa. lii. 7, of the going forth of
the Gospel messengers: “ Hoaw beautiful upon
the mountains are the feet of bim that bringeth
good tidings, that publisheth peace; that bringeth
good tidings of good, that publisheth salvation”
The prophecy rings with a joy like that
which the Apostle himself felt in contem-
plating the spread of the Gospel throughout
the world.

St. Paul quotes the passage freely and
briefly, omitting what belongs simply to the
poetic colouring — “ upon the mountains,”
turns the collective singular, “jhim that
bringeth good tidings,” into the plural, and
omits the words “ ¢that publisheth salvation

that preach the gospel of peace, and bring
glad tidings of good!] Rather, That bring
glad tidings of peace, that bring glad tidings
of good. ‘The repetition of the same word in
the Hebrew, and in the Greek, ought to be
preserved in the English translation. See the
note at the end of the chapter, and the notes
on Isaiah, and compare Nahum i. 15,

In the foreshortened perspective of pro-
phecy the return from the captivity in Baby-
lon, to which the passage of 1saiah primarily
refers, seems to be coincident with the coming
of Messiah, which it symbolises and prepares.
The progress of time had shown St. Paul the
distinction between the partial or typical and
the complete fulfilment which he here rightly
affirms.

“ Hoav beautiful are the feet” means simply,
“ boaw avelcome is the coming.”

18. But they have not all obeyed the Gos-
ped]  Rather, #But they did not all
obey the glad tidings.”

The messengers were sent, “ Isaiah in spirit
saw their glad steps” (Bengel); God’s part
was done: Buz, notwithstanding this, they
did not all hearken to and obey (2 Thess. 1. 8)
the Gospel message.

The message was addressed to all, but the
Jews as a nation (for St. Paul is here speaking
of them nationally, not individually) did not

187
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‘Iss3.x. the gospel. For Esaias saith, Lord,
ohn1z.38. N 1 0 >
Gr-zk¢  'who hath believed 'our 'report ¢

it 17 So then faith cometh by hearing,

LOr wing, and hearing by the word of God.

18 But [ say, Have they not

heard? Yes verily, ftheir sound *Fs- 13 4.

went into all the earth, and their
waords unto the ends of the world,

submit to the requirement of faith and calling
upon the Lord. Some commentators suppose
the statement “they did not all obey” to
refer to the Gentiles, but this is contrary to
the tenor of the whole context: St. Paul is
dealing in this chapter with the unbelief of
the Jews, nct of the Gentiles, and the words
which he cites from Isaiah, refer in their
primary sense to Israel, as distinguished from
Gentiles, and are expressly applied to the
Jews by St. John, xii. 38: see the notes on
Isai. lifi. 1.

For Esaias saith)] ‘The disobedience of the
Jews was an event foreseen in God’s counsel :
it was so to be, for Isaiah foretells it: com-
pare John xii. 18, “Yet they believed not on
Him: that the saying of Esaias the prophet
might be fulfilled, avbich he spake, Lord, avho
bath believed our report?”

“Qur report,” literally, “the hearing of us”
(Margin), z.e. the message heard from us. The
Prophet is lamenting not merely the disbelief
of his own age, but, in close connection with
the passage above quoted (in which he fore-
sees the coming of Him “that publisheth
salvation, that saith unto Zion, Thy God
reigneth ”) he goes on to speak in the close
of ch. lii. of the servant of God, who shall first
be abased and then exalted ; and then in ch.
itii. 1, he sees and mourns over the disbelief of
his own message, and the consequent rejection
of Messiah. The word “ Lord,” added here
and in the Greek versions of Isai. liil. 1, shows
the prophet turning to Jehovah, as the sender
of the message, to complain of the incredulity
with which it is received. The addition is in
harmony with the original meaning of the
passage, and with St. Paul's comment upon
it in w. 17,

“Who bath beliewed?” Instead of saying,
with literal accuracy, “ How few ?” the Pro-
phet, followed by the Apostle, overlooks the
few faithful ones in his passionate grief over
the mass of unbelievers.

17. by hearing] Rather, “from hearing”

Again, as in . 14, St. Paul comments on
the words quoted, and from the question,
“Who hath believed the message beard from
us’?” draws a confirmation of his argument in
v, 14, 15, for the necessary dependence of
faith upon the hearing and preaching of the
Gospel. He thus brings out more clearly
the ground of the objection which follows in
. 18.

* Hearing” must mean, as in ». 16, “the
message heard,” and this comes from the

message sent, which is ¥ The avord of God”
(pjpa ©eov). This last expression, there-
fore, does not mean precisely “ God's bid-
ding,” His command to the preachers to go
forth, a meaning for which Meyer appeals
to Luke fii. 2, 1v. 4, v. 5; Heb. . 3, xi. 3;
but the message with which they are sent
from God, and which of course implies the
sending spoken of in =. 15. Compare John
iit. 341 © He whom God hath sent speaketh the
awords of God”; and John xvii. 8: “I have
Liven unto them the aords wbich thou gavest
me; and they have received them, und bave
knoan surely that I came out from thee, and they
bave belicved that thou didst send me” * The
avords of God” (Pypara) prove the sending.

In the passage of Isaiah, * our repors,” ie.
the message beard from us, includes both the
hearing and preaching of =. 14, and there-
fore preaching, though not expressly named,
is implied in the sequence faith, bearing, the
aword of God. This view is confirmed by w.
18, where the question, * Have they (the
bearers) not heard?” is answered by * their
sound (¢be preachers’) went forth.”

The sending of the preachers by God is
derived from the quotation not as an inference
“from the mere address ¢ Lord,” which is only
added by LXX, but rather from the whole
attitude of the Prophet as the servant and
ambassador of God, speaking by His word or
command * (Meyer). On the various reading
“word of Christ ” see note at end.

18. But I say,] After showing generally
what was necessary in order that man might
believe, the Apostle now inquires into the
possible excuses that might be made for the
unbelief of the Jews, and refutes them from
their own scriptures.

Hawve they not beard?] Better, “Is it that
they did. not hear?” The form of the
question in Greek shows at once that the
excuse cannot be admitted : ¢ Surely the mes-
sage did not remain unheard by them?”
(Meyer).

Yes werily,] Rather, “Nay verily:” see
ix. z0. The answer corrects the suggestion
“that they did #of hear,” by asserting that the
Gospel has been preached in all the world.
This assertion the Apostle clothes in the words
of Ps. xix. 4. Inthe Psalm “ their sound” is the
voice of nature, the silent witness with which
“the beawens declare the glory of God, and
the firmament sheaveth bis bandywoerk” The
Psalmist compares this universal revelation of
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19 But I say, Did not Israel

#Deut.32. know ! First Moses saith, *I will
ZI.

provoke you to jealousy by them that
are no people, and by a foolish nation
I will anger you.

20 But Esaias is very bold, and

*1s. 65 1. saith, *I was found of them that
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sought me not; I was made mani-
fest unto them that asked not after
me.

21 But to Israel he saith, *All?Ts65a

day long I have stretched forth my
hands unto a disobedient and gain-
saying people.

God in His works (wwv. 1-6) with His spe-
cial revelation of Himself in His word (vo.
7-11); and the Apostle catches the very spirit
of the Psalmist when he uses his words to
describe how ¢ zhe sound” of the preachers of
the Gospel “is gone out into all the earth, and
their aords into the ends of the avorld” The
poetical language thus borrowed from the
Psalm must not, of course, be pressed with
literal exactness; its use was justified by the
great extent to which the Gospel had already
been diffused throughout the world, and every-
where addressed to the Jews first. At the
date of this Epistle; the Gospel had been
preached almost in every place where a
settled body of Jews were living, so that even
those of the Dispersion had not the excuse of
not having heard it.

19-21. Another possible excuse suggested,
and refuted by Scripture.

19, But I say,] Observe the “emphatic
conformity ” (Meyer) gained by repeating the
words, “ But I say,” from . 18.

Observe also how in the increasing urgency
and closeness of the question St. Paul ex-
pressly names “ Israel,” whom he had meant
in v, 16, “they bave not all obeyed the Gospel”
In the right order of the Greek words (Tis-
chendorf 8), “Israel” is emphatic.

. Did not Iirael knoaw?] Rather, “Did Israel

not know ¥’ “ Wasit that they heard, but did
not perceive the meaning of the things spoken ?”
(Chrysostom). Did they not understand that
the message of salvation was to be sent to
every nation, and that the Gentiles would re-
ceive it gladly? They knew this from the
very beginning, for the first to declare it
(mpé&ros) is Moses himself.

In the song of Moses (Deut. xxxii. 21) the
voice of God is heard declaring that as Israel
had moved Him to jealousy by worshipping
that which is “not God,” so He on His part
will make them jealous by showing favour to
them which are * no-people,” 7.e. to those who
were not included in the special covenant by
which God had made Israel His own people
(Ex. xix. 6; Deut. vil. 6, xiv. 2).

Both the figure and language of Moses are
repeated by Hosea (i. 9, iL. 2, 23). Compare
c. ix. 255 1 Pet. ii. 10.

by them that are mo people,] Rather,

“againgt that which is no people” The
quotation is from the LXX, who have neg-
lected the distinction in the Hebrew between
“ people” and “ nation:” this is rightly restored
in the A. V.

Since “ the people of God” alone answers to
the true idea of a “ pegple,” any “ nation” that
knows not God contradicts this idea and is a
“not people ¥ (Lo-ammi). St. Paul makes the
application more direct and personal by chang-
ing “I awill provoke them ™ into “ I aill provoke
you.” See Notes on Deut. xxxii. 21,

and by a foolish nation.] Rather, against
a nation void of understanding: fe. I
will stir you to anger by taking into my favour
those who have hitherto shown their foolish-
ness by worshipping idols of wood and stone.

St. Paul rightly regards the Divine warning
uttered by Moses as intended for every age of
Israel’s history, and therefore applies it to the
acceptance of the Gospel by Greeks and
Romans and other idolatrous Gentiles in his
own day: comp. i. 2I.

20. But Esaias is very bold] Rather, “But
Esaias breaks ount boldly.” The quota-
tion is from I[saiah lxv. 1: “ I am sought of
them that asked not for me : I am found of them
that sought me not.”

St. Paul retains the words of the LXX, but
inverts the order of the parallel clauses, thereby
bringing into greater prominence that one
which more clearly expresses the reception of
the Gentiles, “ I awas found of them that sought
me not.” That theoriginal passage in its primary
sense refers to the Heathen, and #of (as
Meyer and others assert) to the Jews,
seems clear from comparing the words, “a
nation that wwas mot called by my name”
(Ixv. 1) with Ixili. 19, “ e are thine: thou
never barest rule over them: they awere not called
by thy name” [See this Commentary on the
passage.] The tenses cannot in Isaizh refer to
events already past, as no Heathen nation had
then been brought in: they are the usual
tenses of prophecy, anticipating its fulfilment,
which in St. Paul’s day was already an accom-
plished fact.

“ Asked not after me,” i.e. who inquired not
of me, but of other gods. Compare Num.
xxvil. 213 Josh. ix. 14; Jud. i 1; xx 18;
Isaiah viii. 19 ; xix. 3.

21. But to Israel,] *But in reference to
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Israel,” or more briefly, “ But of Israel” On
this use of 7pds see Luke xx. 19, “against,”
rather “concerning,” and Heb. i. 8, “unto
the Son,” rather, “of the Son.” .

The direct address o Israel does not begin
till Isa. Ixv. 7.

“ pe saith,” namely, Isaiah speaking in God’s
name.

“« 4i day long I have stretched forth my
bands.” “All the day long I have spread

ROMANS. XL

[v. 1—=.

out my hands” It is a picture of “ the ever-
lasting arms” spread open in unwearied love:
St. Paul again changes the order, giving more
emphasis to the words “all the day long,”
which express God’s patience and long-suffer-
ing towards His own people (Aadv), though
they persist in disobeying and refusing His
invitations.

The idea of the whole chapter is briefly
summed up in these last words.

ADDITIONAL NOTES on vv. 4, 15, 17.

4, Besides the meaning of rélos given in
the foot-note, two other senses have been
ascribed to it; (1) completion, (2) aim.

(1) “Christ is the completion (perfectio) ot
the law, and Christ is righteousness :—and he
who receives not Christ, cannot complete
even that righteousness which is of the law.”
(Origen: Cyril, mhfpopa; Erasmus, “per-
fectio;” Calvin, “ complementum ;” Calovius,
% Christ’s fulfilment and satisfaction of the
law by His active and passive obedience.”

But this sense of completion is wrongly
ascribed to rélos even in 1 Tim. i. 5, and Ja.
v. 11: as to Luke xxii. 37, compare Mark
iii. 26.

(2) “This then was the end of the law, and
to this all looked, the feasts, and the ordin-
ances, and the sacrifices, that man might be
justified. “ But this end Christ accomplished
in a greater way through faith . ... so that if
you believe Him, you have also fulfilled the law
even much more fully than it commanded, for
you have received a much greater righteous-
ness”’ (Chrysostom, Gennadius).

This sense of réhos is found in 1 Pet. i. 9,
and 1 Tim. i. 5; it has also been explained in
another way, as follows :

“The law was given for this purpose to
lead us by the hand to another righteous-
ness : yea, in all that the law teaches, enjoins,
or promises, it always has Christ for its aim”
(Calvin, following Theodoret, Cyril, &c.).

All these interpretations are inconsistent
with the context, which sets “ #be righteousness
auhich is of law” in direct opposition to  the
righteousness ahich is of faith”

15. The omission of the former clause, r&v
evayyehlopévoy eipmmy, is approved by Lach-
mann, Tisch. 8, and Tregelles; but Meyer
regards it as a copyist’s error of a very usual
kind. An interpolator would have taken the
words of the LXX dkoiw elpions, not elpqwyv.
Moreover, the genuineness of elpgeyy is con-
firmed by St. Paul’s allusions to the same
passage in Eph. ii. 17, xai A8y elnyyerimaro
eipivny, and in Eph. vi. 15, €v éropacia Tod
edayyeliov Ths €lpnns.

17. The various reading &i& grparos Xpiorot
has about equal weight of authority, and is
preferred by Lachmann, Tischendorf, and
Tregelles. But Meyer, De Wette, Lange,
Philippi, &c., agree in regarding it as a gloss
intended to define more precisely the meaning
of dwa prparos Geot.

CHAPTER XI.

T God hath not cast off all Israel. 7 Some
were elecled, though the vest were hardened.
16 There is hope of their conversion. 18
The Genliles may not insult upon them: 26
Jor there is @ promise of their salvation. 33
God's judgments are unscarchable,

SAY then, Hath God cast away

his people? God forbid. For

I also am an Israelite, of the seed of
Abraham, of the tribe of Benjamin.

2 God hath not cast away his

people which he foreknew. Wot ye

CHAP. XI.—THE RESTORATION.

L. I'say then, Hath God cast aavay bis people 7]
A third question, corresponding to those in
X. 18, 19, but expressed as an inference from
what has just been said of Israel’s disobe-
dience—an inference, however, which is only
brought forward to be at once rejected, as the
very form of the question (p7) shows—* Surely

God has not cast off His people?” Can it be
that the reception of the Gentiles means that
Israel is cast off and excluded from the pro-
mised salvation? Can God have dealt thus
with His own people? That very title antici-
pated the answer, “ for the Lord will not fail
bis people, neither will he forsake his inherit-
ance ” (Ps. xciv. 14): compare 1 Sam. xii. 2z.

On the expression, “ God forbid,” see iii. 4.
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V. 3—5.]

not what the scripture saith of Elias ?
how he maketh intercession to God
against Israel, saying,

3 @Lord, they have killed thy pro-
phets, and digged down thine altars ;
and I am left alone, and they seek
my life.

ROMANS. XL

4 But what saith the answer of God

unto him ! ¢I have reserved to myself ¢: Ig.ings
19. 18.

seven thousand men, who have not
bowed the knee to the image of Baal.

5 Even so then at this present
time also there is a remnant accord-
ing to the election of grace.

It is not a denial followed by its proof, but an
earnest deprecation explained by its motive:
“ For I also am an Liraelite” No true Israelite
could bear the thought that God had cast
away His people: and St. Paul, in feeling as
in blood, was a very Hebrew of the Hebrews,
“of the seed of Abrabam,” and not a mere prose-
lyte,—* of the tribe of Benjamin,” which alone
with Judah formed the core of‘the Theocracy
at the division of the kingdom and after the
captivity : compare Phil. iii. s.

2. The direct denial here follows, and is
strengthened by the further description of
Israel as God's “ people abich be forekneaw.”

The subject of the whole chapter from
@, 1 is the national destiny of the Jews. This
forbids us to limit God’s “people awbom bhe
forekneav” to a spiritual Israel, foreknown
and predestined to be saved through their
reception of the Gospel.

The true meaning is that Isracl the nation
—“all Lrael” (v, 26)—is God's “pegple
awhich he forekneaw” as his people: His people,
therefore, Israel still is, and must be for ever; it
cannot have been cast away, “ for the gifts and
calling of God are without repentance ” (v. 29).

Wot ye not avhat the scripture saith of Elias #]
Rather, “0Or know ye not what the serip-
ture saith in [the history of] Eliast”

On the introductory phrase, “0r know ye
not,” see vi 16: it means here, You must
admit that ¢ God bas not cast away bis people,”
or else you must be strangely ignorant of what
the Scripture says in proof of this in another
similar case.

“In Elias” Elias is here the name of the
Parashah, or section of the Hebrew Scrip-
tures, concerning Elias. These sections were
originally denoted not by numbers, but by a
brief description of the contents: thus Philo
Jud. ¢de Agricultura Noachi’ xxiv.,, “in the
curses” (Gen. iii. 15) ; Raschi on Ps. i, “asis
said in Abner” (2 Sam. ii. 8 ff); and on
Hos. ix. 9, “in the concubine” (Jud. xix.);
Berachoth f. 2, c. 1, ¢in Michael” (Is, vi. 6}
f. 4, C. 2, “in Gabriel” (Dan. ix. 21).

maketh intercession to God against Israel,
saying, Lord, ¢»c] Rather, pleadeth with
God against Israel: Lord, &o. ¢ Inferces-
sion” is never against, but always on behalf of
some one.

3. The passage is quoted freely from 1 Ki.

xix. 10 and 14: for the particulars see the
Notes there given in this Commentary.

The assumption that Elijah means, “I am
left alone of the prophets,” is inconsistent with
the context, which certainly does not speak of
seven thousand prophets, but of seven thousand
faithful worshippers of Jehovah: so Theo-
doret. There is thus no diversity between
Llijah's meaning and St. Paul's application of
his words.

4. the amsawer of God] The Greek word
(xpnpariopss) thus rightly rendered means a
“ communication,” either from man (z Macc.
xi. 17), or from God (2 Macc.1i. 4). Here it
is the answer made by the “ st/ small woice.”

I hawve reserved tomyself.] Rather,“Ihave
left for myself” I havecaused a remnant
(-v. 5) to remain.

The passage in its original context (1 Kings
xix. 18) stands in connexion with the future
chastisements which Israel was to suffer by
the agency of Hazael, Jehu, and Elisha: but
amid this destruction of the disobedient, “ T
bave left,” God says, or rather, as in the
margin, ¢ Taill leave,” * seven thousand,” ie.
I have in my purpose already determined not
to destroy them with the disobedient. St.
Paul brings the passage into immediate con-
nexion with the Prophet’s lament that he is
left alone: there were, unknown to him,
many true worshippers of Jehovah, whom
God would leave as a remnant, when the
wicked should perish.

“ seven thousand” is to be regarded as a
round number. There is nothing in the
Hebrew corresponding to the words “ for
myself” (épavrd), which St. Paul adds to bring
out more emphatically the thought that the
remnant is preserved by God Himself for His
own gracious purpose. The way is thus
prepared for the mention of an * election of
grace” in v. 5.

awho bawve not boaved the knee to the image of
Baal] Rather, which have not bowed
knee to Baal. The Apostle gives here a
free paraphrase, and brings into prominence
the characteristic of the remnant preserved :
they are men that (ofrwes) never bowed knee
to Baal.

On the feminine 75 Bdak, see notes on Jud.
ii. 13, x. 6; 1 Sam. vil. 4; Hos. ii. 8, 10, 15,
and Jeremiab, passim.

191
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6 And if by grace, then is it no

but the election hath obtained it, and
more of works: otherwise grace is

the rest "were blinded.

no more grace. But if it be of
works, then is it no more grace:
otherwise work is no more work.

7 What then? Israel hath not
obtained that which he seeketh for;

8 (According as it is written,

¢God hath given them the spirit of °Is.z0.1a.

'slumber, “eyes that they should not o

see, and ears that they should not
hear ;) unto this day.

5. Ewven So then at this present time also there
i5s a remnant according to the election of grace.)
The Greek word (kapds) denotes #be
character of a time, and St. Paul likens his
own time to Elijah’s, becanse each was a
season of general but not universal apostasy
and unbelief in Israel. The resemblance of
the times shows that God is dealing with
Israel upon the same principles; and so from
the Divine answer to Elijah the Apostle draws
the inference (odv) that in his time also God
has left a remnant for dimself, in other words,
“there has come to be (yeyover) a remmnant
according to an election” not of merit, but
“of grace”

"The existence of this * resmnant ” of believing
Jews is the proof that God has not rejected
His people as a people (v. 2).

6. And if by grace,then is it no more of works:
otheravise grace is no more grace.] Rather,
“dAnd if by grace, it is no more of works:
sinoe otherwise the grace becomes no
longer grace”” The negative as well as the
positive side of the election of grace is essen-
tial to the inference which St. Paul draws in
the next verse: for Israel seeks to obtain
“of avorks” that which is not of works: com-
pare iX. 32. “The graee” presupposed in
the election of the remnant excludes all
dependence upon works, for otherwise it
ceases to be ® grace” at all, losing its proper
character as the opposite of merit,

The latter part of the verse, *“ Bur if it be
of avorks,” dvc., is rightly omitted in most
critical texts.

7. What then?] What conclusion as to
the present state of Israel must be drawn from
the truths just stated ?

Fsrael hath not obtained that avbich be seek-
eth for.] Rather,“What Israel is seeking
after, that obtained he not.” Israel, the
mass of the people, has been and still is seeking
after righteousness, the very thing that he has
failed to obtain. St. Paul does not stay to
define the object which Israel seeks, nor to
state that he sought it not aright, because this
has been done before in ix. 32 and x. 3, and
the principles asserted in those passages have
Just been most emphatically repeated in . 6.

It is thus made clear that the believing
Jews are saved, like the Gentiles, “ &y grace
through faith” (Eph. ii. 8), and that ke rest

aere hardened,” not because God had
“ rejected bis peaple;”but because they sought
to establish their own righteousness by works,
and “submitted not umio the righteousness
of God” (x. 3).

the election.] ‘'The Abstract Noun gives
precision of thought, as well as vivacity and
force of expression: “the elect as elect”
{Bengel).

avere blinded.] Rather,*“were hardened.”
Compare 2 Cor.iii. 14,and see note on Mark iii,
5,and at the end of this chapter. That God is
here regarded as the author of the hardening,
is clear from the Scripture proof that follows,

8. St. Paul now shows that the hardening
of Israel against the Gospel is in accordance
with the testimony of Moses concerning
their hardening in his day, and with Isaiah’s
prophecy of the continuance of this harden-
ing. Compare Isaiah vi. g, 10.

Two passages are in the Apostle’s mind:
Isaiah xxix. 9, 10: “ They are drunken, but not
aith avine ; they stagger, but not wwith strong
drink. For the Lord hath poured out upon you
the spirit of deep sleep, and hath closed your
eyes”: and Deut. xxix. 4: “Yet the Lord
HATH NOT GIVEN YOU an heart to perceive,
and EYES TO SEE, AND EARS TO HEAR,
UNTO THIS DAY.”

The quotation is evidently taken from the
latter passage, with the expression “ the spirit
of slumber,” adopted from Isaiah, and a cor-
responding change in the position of the
negative, on which see below.

The words “ unto this day™ are part of the
quotation from Deuteronomy, and are not to
be directly connected with . 7: the brackets
of A. V. must therefore be omitted.

the spirit of slumber,] Meyer understands
by this “a spirit which causes stupefaction,
which is obviously 2 daemonic spirit.” But
snch expressions as “ the spirit of beaviness”
(Is. Ixi. 3), “ & spirit of meekness” (1 Cor. tv.
21), “ the spirit of bondage” (c. viil. 15) show
that “spirst” is used for the pervading ten-
dency and tone of mind, the special character
of which is denoted by the Genitive which
follows.

Though it is true that this ©spirit of
slumber” is the result of a “reciprocal pro-
cess between man’s unbelief and God’s judg-
ments” (Lange), vet in this passage St. Paul

75e
2 Is. 6, 9.
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v, g—11.]

And David saith, ¢Let their
table be made a snare, and a trap,
and a stumbling-block, and a recom-
pence unto them :

10 FLet their eyes be darkened,

ROMANS. XI.

that they may not see, and bow
down their back alway.

11 I say then, Have they stum-
bled that they should fallf God
forbid : but rather through their fall

speaks only of the judicial hardening, and
ascribes this even mose expressly than do the
original passages to God’s will and purpose,
by turning the words “the Lord bath not
gtven you . . . eyes to see”’ into the stronger
statement, “ God bath given them . . . eyes that
they should not see” Observe also that the
Apostle already had this stronger form of ex-
pression before his mind in the quotation
which follows from Ps. lxix. 23, 24.

slumber,] The Hebrew word in Is. xxix.
10, means “a deep sleep,” such as fell on
Adam, Gen. ii. 21, on Abraham, Gen. xv. 12,
on Saul’s attendants, 1 Sam. xxvi. 12 : com-
pare Job iv. r3, xxxiii. 15, Prov. xix. 15.

The Greek word (karavdéeos) might have
been applied, like the verb from which it is
derived, to any piercing and overpowering
stroke, as of remorse (Acts ii. 37), grief, pain,
or fear; but it is in fact used only to denote
stupefaction, in this passage of Isaiah and in
Ps. Ix. 3 “ the wine of astonishment.”

9, 10. And Dawid saith.] On the author~
ship of Ps. Ixix. see note in this commentary.
We may add that besides this Psalm (cited
here and in Acts i. 20), only the ii., xvi., xxxii.,
and cx. are expressly ascribed to David in
N. T., and the authorship of these is hardly
to be questioned. Ps. xcv., quoted in Heb.
iv. 7, is less certain, and the form of citation
“ saying in Dawvid,” does not necessarily mezn
more than “saying in the Book of Psalms:”
see introductory note on Ps. xcv.

Let their table be made a snare,] For the
full interpretation of the passage, see notes on
the Psalm, and at the end of- this chapter.
‘The Psalmist, in the bitterness of a soul
wrought almost to madness by the cruelty of
his enemies, calls for just vengeance upon
them : let their prosperity and faise peace be
a snare and a trap, to keep them in blindness
and in bondage for ever. St. Paul uses the
passage, not merely as an illustration, but as
a typical Prophcey of the retribution which
had fallen wpon the fews for their cruel
rejection of the Messiah.

The “table” spread for a feast is a natural
cmblem of the prosperity and careless ease
by which the heart is cnsnared “as a wild
beast grasps at food, and falls into a trap.”

10. On the “ darkening of the eyes” as a
figure of the spiritual blindness denounced
upon Israel, see lsaiah vi. 9, 10, and the
notes there. Fritzsche's view, followed by

Godet, that this judicial blindness was the
cause, not the conseguence, of the rejection of
Christ, is inconsistent with the position of
the passage in the Psalm, and the order of
ideas there, and especially with the word
“recompense” or “retribution ” (@. g), which
St. Paul adopts from the LXX, giving it at
the same time a more emphatic place at the
end of the sentence.

And bow doavn their back alway] St
Paul throughout this verse follows the LXX
exactly: the Hebrew is rendered literally in
the A. V,, “make their loins continually to
shake.” The shaking of the loins is a symptom
of weakness and terror (Nahum ii. 10; Dan. v.
6), for which the LXX substitute the corres-
ponding symptom, the bowing down or bend-
ing together of the back.

These figurative expressions, when applied
to the Jews, dencte spiritual blindness and
hopeless dejection.

11-15. After alleging the fulfilment of pro-
phecy in the hardening of the Jews, St. Paul
now shows that the purpose of this Divine
retribution is not the tinal rejection of Israel,
but the reconciliation of the world. Their
rejection has been shown to be parsial: it will
also be temporary.

1l. Have they stumbled that they should
Jall?] Better, “Did they stumble in order
that they might fall?

The two ideas *“to stumble” and “to fall ”
form a natural climax in which the emphasis
rests on the latter.

Both words are used figuratively ; the
former of a moral oflence or stumbling, as in
James ii. 10, iii. 2, the particular offence here
meant being disbelief of Christ, for ey
stumbled at that stumbling stone,” ix. 32 : while
the latter word expresses the consequent fal)
from God’s favour into a state of condemna-
tion and ruin: compare Heb.iv. 11 and james
v. 12. The meaning then of the verse is
briefly this: “ The Jews stumbled at Christ:
is that stumbling destined in the Divine pur~
pose to cnd in their fall ?”

The form of the questionin the Greek (u7)
implies the negative answer which follows,
“ Far be it," or “ God forbid”

but ratber through their fall salvation is
come unto the Gentiles.) DBetter—*But by
their offence the salvation is come te
the Gentiles.” The stumbling of the Jews

N
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1 Ov. de-
cay, or,
loss.

salvation 7s come unto the Gentiles,
for to provoke them to jealousy.
12 Now if the fall of them & the
riches of the world, and the !'di-
minishing of them the riches of the
Gentiles ; how much more their ful-
ness !

ROMANS. XL

[v. 12—14.

13 For I speak to you Gentiles,
inasmuch as I am the apostle of the
Gentiles, I magnify mine office :

14 If by any means I may pro-
voke to emulation them which are
my flesh, and might save some of
them.

is here called “their offence,” the word
being the same that is used so often in ch. v.
15 .  The rejection by the Jews of the
salvation offered to them in Christ, and the
increasing violence of their opposition, had in
fact greatly promoted the preaching of the
Gospel among the Gentiles (Acts viii. 4,
xi. 19) and its comsequent acceptance by
them. In St. Paul’s own experience this had
been the case at Antioch in Pisidia (Acts xiii.
45—48), it was to be so again at Rome itself
(Acts xxviil. 28). In this fact he recognises
the fulfilment of the Divine purpose foretold in
the passage of Deuteronomy already called to
mind in X 9. The transfer of God’s favour
to the Gentiles, thus caused by the perversity
of the Jews, was destined, in His gracious
purpose, to provoke the jealousy and so to
rekindle the love of His ancient people; their
recovery and not their fall was His aim.
But what a prospect is thus opened !

12. Noww if the fall of them be the riches of
the aworld,] Rather, “But if their offence
be the riches of the aworld” If even the trans-
gression of the chosen people has brought
salvation to the Gentiles, and if their loss or
diminution has thus been “ ke riches of the
world,” how much more shall the promise
of blessing to all nations be fulfilled in their
restoration and fulness when “ al/ Israel shall
be saved)” . 26.

This hope, that the final restoration of
Israel shall be a source of great joy and bless-
ing to the world, is here inferred from the
nature of the case, that the better cause must
be followed by the happier effect: but it is
already contained in that prophetic song of
Moses, which St. Paul has quoted in x. 19, and
which he quotes again in xv. 10 % Rejoice, ye
Gentiles, with bis people”’

the diminishing of them,] ‘The contrast
throughout is not between the elect remnant
and the rest who were hardened, but between
Israel as a nation and the rest of the world.
Viewed thus, as a whole, Israel has stumbled
but not fallen, has been hardened but in part,
has suffered loss and diminution by the un-
belief of some, but shall be restored to its
Jull complement, when “the Deliwerer shall
come out of Zion, and shall turn away ungoedli-
ness from Jacob” v, 26.

their fulness 7] 1. e. their full complement,

as a nation no longer diminished by the loss of
a large portion, but forming again one entire
people.  See note at the end on the meaning
of the Greek words fjrrypa and rAfjpopa.

13. St. Paul now turns to his readers, ad-
dressing them collectively as Gentiles, and
tries to impart to them some of his own warm
interest in the welfare of the Jews,

From this point to the end of . 32 the
Apostle combines the hope of the restoration
of the Jews with warnings to the Gentiles
against presuming on their present advan-
tages.

For I speak to you Gentiles,] But to you
Centiles I am speaking. This clause
should be separated from the following by a
colon : St. Paul first draws the attention of
his readers to the fact that he is speaking to
them, as being Gentiles, of that which closely
concerns - their welfare, namely, the future
restoration of Israel.

It is rightly inferred from this passage that
the Roman Christians were for the most
part Gentiles: see Introduction, § 7.

inasmuch as I am the apostle of the Gentiles,
I magnify mine office:] Rather, “In so far,
therefore, a8 I am an Apostle of the
@entiles, I glorify my ministry.”

On the various readings see note at the
end. In the words “In so far asIam an
Apostle of the Gentiles,” St. Paul with his
usual delicate courtesy and perfect mastery
of Greek, implies that this is but one part
(zé) of his ministry, chosen as he was to
bear Christ’s name “ before Gentiles and kings
and the children of Israel” But since the
Gentile world is so deeply interested in the
restoration of Israel, it follows (therefore)
that even in his special relation to the Gen-
tiles, when labouring most zealously for them
and claiming full liberty and authority for
himself as their Apostle, hestill hasin view the
salvation of Israel as inseparably connected
with the blessing of all the nations of the
world.

14. If by any means I may provoke to emula-
tion them abich are my flesh,] Rather, ¥ If by
any means I may provoke to Jealousy mine
own flesh and may save some of them.” The
word “jealousy” should be adopted as in
o. 11 and x. 19; St. Paul retains the same
word (wapa{yAdoar) throughout.



v. 15—17.]

15 For if the casting away of
them 4¢ the reconciling of the world,
what shall the receiving of them be,
but life from the dead ?

ROMANS. XL

16 For if the firstfruit &¢ holy, the
lump 45 also holy : and if the root e
holy, so are the branches.

17 And if some of the branches

It may be admitted that the introduction of
a different English word, “emulation,” brings
out another shade of meaning, included in the
Greek, and quite appropriate here; but this
advantage is very small in comparison with
the disadvantage of obscuring the connexion
with ». 11 and with the original prophecy in
Deut. xxxii. 16, 21. With the expression of
warm affection “mine own flesh,” compare
ix. 3, where the Singular Pronoun * mine,”
not “our,” implies what is here expressly
stated, that the readers are Gentiles.

St, Paul's sense of the difficulty of per-
suading his fellow-countrymen is apparent in
the modest phrase “ some of them;” com=
pare 1 Cor. ix. 2z. (Meyer.)

15. The reason of the Apostle’s hope that
he “may save some” is given in an argument
& jfortiori (compare w. 1z) based upon the
contrast between the rejection of Israel and
their futnre readmission to God’s favour.
If in casting off the greater portion of His
ancient people because of their unbelief
God found an occasion of reconciling the
world unto Himself, how much greater
blessing may be looked for when He shall
receive them again as Hisown ! What will
that reception be but “/ife from the dead?”

This expression is not to be understood
of a moral or spiritual resurrection, for
that is already included as a necessary con-
sequence in the reconciliation of the world
and the restoration of Israel. Nor is it to be
limited, as by Theodoret and other Greek
Fathers, to the resurrection of the body.
It is a figurative expression which may
denote either (r) an increase of spiritual
fervour and blessing in the whole Church
of Christ on earth, so great and wonderful
as- to be comparable to a resurrection
from the dead; or (z) the new life of the
world to come, the final development and
plorious consummation of the kingdom of
Christ. That blessed state, not cniy in its
first stage,—the resurrection of the body—
but in its whole character, as compared with
the world that now is, will be a “/ife from
the dead.” The “neaw beavens and the new
earth, avberein dwelleth righteousness,” will
spring as it were from the ashes of a dead
world into everlasting life.

The former view is the simpler and the
more probable, because it does not pass be-
yond the bounds of the present context.

16. “ After the Apostle has disclosed his
prospect of the glorious results of Israel’s

conversion, he returns to the grounds for
the hope of this conversion itself” (Lange}®
Rather, St. Paul passes on (9¢) to a further
argument for the restoration of the Jews,
namely, that it is in accordance with the
original consecration of the race,

For if the first-fruit be boly, the lump is also
boly ; and if the root be boly, s0 are the branches.]
Rather, “IH, too, zhe first fruit be holy, 8o
also is the lump: and ifthe root be holy, so
also are the branches.”

The first figure is taken from Num. xv,
19-21, where “ the first of the dough” is “the
first-fruit of the lump” (dmwepyn Pupd-
paros), a portion set aside from the kneading
to make a cake for a heave-offering (Neh.
x. 37). The first-fruit thus offered to the
Lord imparted its consecration to the whole
mass which it was taken to represent., In the
second figure, instead of a legal ordinance we
have a natural process, the branch deriving
its properties from the root.

In the interpretation of both figures the
fundamental thought is certainly the same,
that all Israel has been consecrated to God
by the consecration of its * firs¢~frust” and its
“root.” But what are these?

(1) Both figures represent the Patriarchs,
especially Abraham, (Chrysostom, and the
majority of ancient and modern interpreters.)

(2) “I know no other root that is holy, no
holy first-fruit, but our Lord Jesus Christ.”
(Origen.)

(3) “ He calls the Lord Christ according
to His human nature *the first-fruit,” and
the patriarch Abraham the root.” (Theo-
doret and others.)

(4) The Jews who formed the Mother
Church are “ the first-fruit,” and “ the root ”
also, as some think.

It is clear that neither Christ nor the
Christian Church can be “the root” from
which “the natural branches” were broken
off: for these branches, the Jews who re-
jected Christ, never belonged to such a root.
The branches being the Jews, the rcot can
only be Abraham and the Patriarchs: com-
pare <. 28, and ix. 5.

This interpretation is further confirmed by
the fact that St. Paul's figure of the olive tree,
with its root and branches, is derived from
the Old Testament, where it is applied to the
Theocracy or fewish Church. Of this
Jeremiah writes, xi. 16: “The Lord called
thy name, A green olive tree, fair, and of goodly
Fruit; with the noise of @ great tumult (ie.n

N 2
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be broken off, and thou, being 2 wild

orfor olive tree, wert graffed in 'among
therm.

them, and with them partakest of
the root and fatness of the olive tree ;
18 Boast not against the branches.

ROMANS. XL

[v. 18—z0.

But if thou boast, thou bearest not
the root, but the root thee.

ig Thou wilt say then, The
branches were broken off, that 1
might be graffed in.

thunderstorm) ke hath kindled fire wpon i,
and the branches of it are broken.”  Of this also
Hosea says (xiv. 6): “ His branches shall spread,
and his beauty shall be as the olive tree”

The holiness derived from “the Fathers”
to their children was not inward moral holi-
ness, but consecration to God Ly virtue of
His choice of Abraham and his seed, declared
by the word of promise and confirmed by
the covenant of circumcision: compare I
Cor, vil. 14.

In the first figure of the dough made holy
by the offering of its first-fruit, no other kind
of holiness can possibly be thought of but
this legal and relative holiness of what has
been consecrated to God. With so much
identity of thought, combined with the paral-
lelism of form, it is impossible to give totally
different applications to the two figures, as is
done by making the first-fruit Christ or the
Christian Church, and Abraham the root.
‘The usual interpretation (1) is alone ad-
missible.

17-24. St. Paul carries on the second
figure of the root and the branches, because
it admits of a distinction between one branch
and another, and so can be applied, collec-
tively or individually, to believers and un-
believers, to Jews and also to Gentiles. In his
application of the figure to the present posi-
tion both of Jews and Gentiles, the Apostle
finds a warning to the latter against boasting
and unbelief (17-22), and a fresh argument
for the restoration of the Jews (23, 24).

17. And if some of the branches be broken of,
and thou, being a wild olive tree, wert graffed
in among them, and with them partakest of
the root and fatness of the olive tree.] Rather,
“But if some of the branches were broken off,
and thou, being a avild olive, wast graffed in
among them, and wast made partaker of
the root and fatness of the oliwe tree” The
Church of God being regarded as one and the
same in all ages, having Abraham for its root
and his children for its “ natural branches,” it
follows that *“ some of the branches avere broken
off,” when the unbelieving Jews by rejecting
Christ ceased to belong to the true people of
God. Extending his allegory to the Gentile
world, St. Paul compares it to “ g wild olive
tree,” unfruitful in itself, but supplying grafts
to be inserted into the good olive tree and en-
riched by its fatness: such a graft of awild
olive is the individual reader.

Grafting of the wild shoot on the fruitful

stock is the reverse of the common method;
and though sometimes practised, it was not
intended to fertilise the wild olive, but to
give fresh vigour to the fruitful stock, as is
clear from Pailadius :

¢ Feecundat sterilis pingues cleaster olivas,
Et quee non novit munera ferre, docet.”

The grafting of the good olive upon the
wild is mentioned by Aristotle, ¢ de Plantis,”
L vi. 4, "Eore 8¢ kai d\dos éudpudriouds év
dXhats Swapdpois yéveow, bs kaAliéhawos els
dypuéator.

St. Paul’s words do not correspond exactly
to either practice: he seems rather to have
shaped his allegory to correspond to the facts
which he wished to represent, viz., that the
Gentiles had been enriched by admission to
the privileges which some of God’s ancient
people had forfeited through unbelief, =. 18.
These facts forbid boasting, and rather sup-
ply a warning to the Gentiles: and by sin-
gling out, as it were, one of his readers and
addressing him personally, the Apostle botl:
makes the warning more emphatic, and
excludes all boasting against the Jews by
reminding the Gentiles that they are not the
original Church of Christ, but members
adopted into it one by one: “But if thou
dost boass, it is not thow that bearest
the root, but the root thee.”

This passage shows that St. Paul recog-
nised as fully as any of the original Apostles
the dependence of all Gentile churches upon
the one Church of Christ which had grown
out of the root of Israel.

19. One ground of boasting having been
excluded in @. 18, another may be sought:
“ Thou avilt say then, Branches awere broken
of,in order that I might be graffed in”

St. Paul has just said that the rejection of
the Jews was, in fact, the enriching of the
Gentiles ; but it would be arrogant and selfish
to assame, as in this supposed reply, that the
advantage of the Gentiles was the direct and
sole cause of God’s casting away any of His
people. The selfishness is indicated in the
emphatic “ 1"

The absence of the article before
“branches” brings out the point, that they
who were broken off to make room were
original “branches;” their essential cha-
racter thus indicated makes the fact that they
were broken off more remarkable.



V., 20—24. ]

20 Well ; because of unbelief they
were broken off, and thou standest by
faith. Be not highminded, but fear :

2I For if God spared not the
natural branches, fake heed lest he
also spare not thee.

22 Behold therefore the goodness

. and severity of God: on them which

ROMANS., XL

fell, severity; but toward thee, good-
ness, if thou continue in Ais goodness :
otherwise thou also shalt be cut off.

23 And they also, if they abide
not still in unbelief, shall be graffed
in: for God is able to graff them in
again.

24 For if thou wert cut out of the

20. Well;] A form of partial and often
ironical assent: here the fact, and the pur-
pose which it was made to serve, being both
admitted, St. Paul goes on to correct a false in-
ference from Israel’s rejection by indicating its
principal and direct cause: * Becauseof their
unbelief they aere broken off, and by thy faith
thou standest.” Their rejection thus viewed
in its true cause, namely, “their unbelicf”
gives no occasion for boasting that thou art
preferred to them, but is rather a solemn
warning to hold fast *thy faith,” as the con-
dition on which alone * thou standest” safe in
thy place as a branch on the tree. Therefore
“be not highminded” because of thy privilege,
but rather be the more afraid of falling, as
they have fallen.

21. Enforcement of the warning: if not-
withstanding their greater privilege “God
spared not thé natural branches” when they
sinned, much more reason hast thou to fear
that He will not spare thee, who art only one
of the adopted branches. The reader ad-
dressed in the Singular is throughout the
representative of the Gentiles.

dake heed lest be alse spare not thee.] Read,
“neither will he spare thee” 'The
shorter reading (omitting pires) is now ge-
nerally accepted. The variations may have
sprung from a wish to soften the stern note of
warning. But even in the reading followed
by the A. V. the future indicative pointsto a
real danger: “ neither, it is to be feared, will
he spare thee.” :

992, Behold therefore the goodness, {oc.]
¢ Bebold therefore goodness and severity
in God: on them awbhich fell, severity; but on
thee God’s goodness, if thou continue in bis
goodness : Bince otberavise thou also shalt be
cut off.” ‘The general meaning of the verse is
not affected by the slight variations of the text.
The way to continue in God’s goodness (or
in His « grace,” Acts xiil. 43) is to ** continue
in the faih” Col. i. 23, not turning away in
unbelief from the mercy bestowed. The
Apostle with masterly skill sets both sides of
the case at once before his readers, that
“goodness and severity” seem side by
side may stir both love and fear.

Q3. And they also, if they abide not still in

unbelief, do’e.] Rather, “ And they more-
over if they oontinue not in their nn-
belief,” &eo. A new thought is here brought
in to check any false presumption based upon
the rejection of the Jews. That rejection is
not absolute and final: if their unbelief cease,
as it may cease, they shall be restored to their
former position. Unlikely as such a con-
version may seem, it is not impossible: * for
God is able to graff them in again” Why
does St. Paul thus appeal to the power of
God? Various answers are given,

(@) To show that the only hindrance is
Israel’s unbelief, there being no lack of power
on God’s side. (Grotius.)

(4) To meet the difficulty suggested by
the figure: “ When branches are broken
from a tree, they wither and cannot be re-
placed. Paul therefore here refers to the
power of God. What is not done in nature,
and cannot be effected by the power of man,
will be done by God, with whom all things
are possible.” (Haldane.)

The former answer is inadequate : St. Paul’s
custom is to appeal to the power of God only
for that which lies beyond the usual course of
His providence. See iv. 21, ix. 22, xiv. 4, &c.

The latter answer errs by pressing the figure
too far,and so bringing in a thought inconsis-
tent with the context; for in the next verse
St. Paul argues that the branches which have
been broken off are more likely to be restorcd
than the strange shoot to be graffed in.

Quite apart from the figure of the clive tree
and its branches, the difficulty of Israel’s
restoration is the thought that burdens the
Apostle’s mind throughout this portion of the
Epistle; so that, after affirming the possibility
of that restoration, it is most natural for him
to point to the ground of that possibility in
the almighty power which is able not merely
to restore Israel, if the hindrance of their un-
belief is removed, but able also to remove that
unbelief itself. The interpretation of the
passage does not call for any metaphysical
discussion of the relation of God’s power to
man’s free will: for St. Paul passes at once to
2 simply practical ill_ustration of the Divine
power in the conversion of the Gentiles.

24, For if thou avert cut out of the olive tree
avbich is aild by Rature, and wert graffed
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olive tree which is wild by nature,
and wert graffed contrary to nature
into a good olive tree: how much
more shall these, which be the
natural éranches, be graffed into their
own olive tree?

ROMANS, XI.

[v. 25.

25 For I would not, brethren, that
ye should be ignorant of this mys-
tery, lest ye should be wise in your
own conceits ; that 'blindness
part is happened to Israel, until the
fulness of the Gentiles be come in.

contrary to nature into a good olive tree’] Ra-
ther, “For if thou wast cut off from thy
native wild olive tree, and grajffed con=-
Erary to nature into a good olive tree]

“The simple meaning of this verse is that
the future restoration of the Jews is in ifself a
mcre probable event than had been the intro-
duction of the Gentiles into the Church of
God. This of course supposes that God re-
garded the Jews, on account of their relation
to Him, with peculiar favour, and that there
is still something in their relation to the an-
cient servants of God and His covenant with
them, which causes them to be regarded with
special interest.” (Hodge.)

25-27, The future conversion of Israel
having been proved to be both possible and
probable, is now shown to be the subject of
direct revelation. What follows is thus a
confirmation of the hope expressed in v. 24:
— they shall be grajfed in”—for I have some-
thing more to make known to you on this
subject. The phrase, “ I avould net that ye
should be ignorant,” addressed, as it always is,
by St. Paul to his ¢ brethren,” indicates (as in
L 13; 1 Cor.x.1,xil. 15 2 Cor.i. 8; 1 Thess.
iv. 13) the Apostle’s anxiety to draw special
attention to some important truth,

The word “ mysteries” denotes in classical
Greek certain secret religious ceremonies to
which only the initiated were admitted. From
the ancient traditions and interpretations con-
nected with these ceremonies, and invested
with the same secrecy, the word “smystery”
easily acquired the sense, which it bears in the
Septuagint, “a secret.” ‘Thus in Dan. ii. 18,
19, &c., it 1s the “secret” of the king’s dream,
which none can make known but God, §
dmoxakimror pvorppea. Compare Job xi. 6;
Wisdom i, 22, “ As for the mysteries of God,
they kneav them not: neither boped they for the
wages of righteousness, nor discerned a reward
Sfor blameless souls.” In Ecclesiasticus xxil. 22,
xxvil. 16, &c., dmoxakimrew pvoripa is “ e
disclose secrets””  Bp. Lightfoot (on Col. 1L 27)
says that “the idea of secrecy or reserve dis-
appears when puaripior is adopted into the
Christian vocabulary by St. Paul, and the word
signifies simply a truth which was once hid-
den but now 1s revealed.” But in the Gos-
pels the idea of secrecy or reserve is evidently
retained (Matt. xiti, 11; Mark iv. 11; Luke
viil. 10), and the word is applied only to the
things of the kingdom of heaven which under

the veil of parables were made known to those
who were ready to believe, but remained still
hidden from the unenlightened.

In a similar sense St. Paul applies the word
to “ divine secrets,” truths unknown till God
reveals them (1 Cor. iv. 1; xiii. 2; xiv. 2 xv.

I).

Thus the divine purpose of salvation
preached to the Gentile Church at Corinth
is called the “ awisdom of Gnd in a mystery,”
ie. a divine secret, a truth which none could
know till God revealed it (1 Cor. ii. 7, 10).

The meaning of the word in the passage
before us is best illustrated by its use in Eph.
i g, iil. 4, where God’s purpose to redeem all
nations, and gather together in one all things
in Christ, is called * the mystery of His awill,”
and “the mystery of Christ,” because in other
ages it was not made known as it was revealed
to the Apostles.

The same purpose of redemption bere
vieqved in its special relation to Isracl—i.e.
God’s plan of making the obduracy of Israel
subservient to the salvation of the Gentiles—
is ¢ this mystery” revealed to St. Paul, and by
him made known to his readers, lest they
should attribute it to their own superior wis-
dom that they had accepted what Israel had
refused, and so “be avise in their own con-
ceits.””  'This shows that the “ brethren” ad-
dressed are Gentiles.

that blindness in part is bappened to Israel,]
Rather, “That hardening has oome
in part upon Israel” Compare above
@. 7 and Mark iit. 5; Eph. iv. 18. St. Paul
joins dmd pépous usually with a verb (2 Cor.
1. 14, ii. 55 Rom, xv. 135, 24).

‘The hardening is not #miwversal, but only
“ in part,” because the * remnant according to
the election of grace” is not affected by it
(w. 7): “some of the branches” only have
been broken off (w. 17). Nor is the hard-
ening jfinal: it is to continue “ wniil the
Sfulness of the Gentiles)” (i.e. their full number
or complement, as of the Jews in ». 12)
“ghall have eome in” into that com-
munity of the people of Geod, signified by
the good olive tree, into which some of them
have been already engrafted. On “ fulness”
(mAfpwpa), see Note on v. 12 at the end of
the chapter.

The time thus indicated by St. Paul seems
to be the same to which our Lord’s words
point: Jerusalem shall be trodden down of

in hor,



£ Is. 59.
30.

v. 26—28.]

26 And so all Israel shall be saved :
as it is written, £ There shall come out
of Sion the Deliverer, and shall turn
away ungodliness from Jacob:

ROMANS. XI.

27 For this 7+ my covenant unto
them, when I shall take away their
sins.

28 As concerning the gospel, they

the Gentiles, until the times of the Gentiles be
Julfilled (Luke xxi. 24).

26. And so all Israel shall be saved:] The
A. V. rightly makes this the beginning of a
new sentence, thereby giving greater promin-
ence to a distinct and important prophecy.
“ And 50" refers to the preceding sentence
marking the coming in of the Gentiles as the
condition upon which will follow the salvation
of Israel.

As the antithesis of *#he Gentiles” and
¢ Israel” forbids us to interpret the latter of
a spiritual Israel (“ the Iirael of God,” Gal. vi)
including “ the wbole people of God ” (Calvin),
so the expression “ ALL Israel” being quite
unlimited must neither be narrowed down to
“the remnant according to election of grace”
(w. 7), by which the Apostle means the
believing Jews of his own day, nor to “ zbe
many thousands of Jeavs which believe ” men-
tioned in Acts xxi. 20, nor to the whole
number of those who shall individually from
time to time, even unto the end of the world,
be turned to the Lord (Melanchthon).
Neither on the other hand must the univer-
sality of the expression be exaggerated so as to
mean the whole nation evithout any individual
exception. 'The words must be taken in their
natural unexzggerated sense as in 1 Kings
xil. 1, 2 Chr. xii. 13 Dan. ix. 11; thus fore-
telling a future conversion of the Jews, so
universal that the separation into an “elect
remnant” and “ the rest who auere bardesed”
shall disappear, and the whole nation ¥ sball
be saved,” i.e. be made partakers through
faith in Jesus Christ of the loug-promised

salvation,

The passage in this its natural interpreta-
tion has no reference to the conclusions
which some have sought to draw from it
(1), that all men shall at last be saved
eternally, ard (2) that the Jewish Theocracy
with its Temple, Priesthood, and earthly
kingdom shall be re-established in Jerusalem.
“Israel does not take in the Church, but the
Church takes in Israel ” (Meyer).

as it is aritten,] It is very possible that
study of ancient prophecies may have been
one mode in which St. Paul, like Daniel
{ix. z, 21, 22), was prepared to receive a
revelation of the future destiny of JIsrael,
‘We must not, however, suppose that he here
quotes Is. lix. 20, 21, as the source of his own
prediction, but only as a confirmation of the
latter part of it, “ all Lsrael shall be saved”
The mystery which had been revealed to him

by the Spirit (1 Cor. ii. 10) he perceives to
have been indicated long before in the words
of Isaiah, “ There shall come a Redeemer
(Go#l) for Zion, and for them that turn
from transgression in Jacob, saith the Lord *
(Hebrew literally rendered}: LXX, “ There
shall come for Zion a Redeemer, and shall
turn away ungodliness from Jacob.” St.
Paul, quoting the LXX from memory, sub-
stitutes “ firom Zion,” led to it probably by
reminiscences of such passages as Pss. xiv,
7, L 2, liil, 7, cx, z; Is.1i. 3, Mic. iv. 2. The
undesigned variation, “from Zion,” serves
to show that the Apostle is thinking not
of the Second Advent which must follow the
Conversion of Israel, but of that first Advent
in which Christ as revealed in the Gospel is
still going forth from Jerusalem, and shall
yet go forth in special power to redeem His
people Israel.  That fuil restoration of Israel
will be for the whole world the beginning of
a “‘life from the dead” (. 15).

and shall turn away ungodliness from
Jacsb ;] St. Paul follows the LXX, who give
the general sense with sufficient correctnessfor
his purpose; the more literal rendering (see
note on Is. 59, 23) “and for them that
tuirn from transgression in Jaoob,”
points at least as clearly to that unbelieving
portion of the nation whose conversion will
fulfil the prophecy that “ all Irael shall be
saved.”’

As this portion of the quotation describes
the redeeming and converting work of Christ,
so w. 27 shows God's forgiveness as the
ground of the New Covenant.

27, For this is my covenant unto them,] A
renewal of God’s word to Abraham (Gen.
xvil. 4) applied by Isaiah (lix. 21) to the new
covenant, which he proceeds to describe :
“My spirit that is upon thee, and my words
ahbich I bave put in thy mouth, shall not
depart out of thy mouth, nor out of the mouth of
thy seed, nor out of the mouth of thy seed's seed,
saith the Lord, from benceforth and for ever.”

The expression “thy seeds seed” seems
to show that the promise is addressed to
Israel, which having been hitherto partly
faithful and partly unfaithful, has now re-
turned to its hidelity.

For this description of the covenant St.
Paul substitutes another taken from Is. xxvii.
o (Septuag.) kal roiTo f ebhoyia alrod, drav
dpéhopa: Ty dpapriay atrov, “And this is
his blessing, when I shall have taken away
his sin,” which is more appropriate to his
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[

are enemies for your sakes: but as
touching the election, they are be-
loved for the fathers’ sakes.

29 For the gifts and calling of
God are without repentance.

ROMANS. X1

[v. 29—31.

30 For as ye in times past have
not ‘beliecved God, yet have now 10s
obtained mercy through their un-
belief :

31 Even so have these also now

Present purpose as containing a promise that
the sins of Israel shall be taken away.

See notes on Is. xxvii. 9, and compare

er, xxxi. 31—-34.

The fulfilment of St. Paul’s prediction must
be regarded as still future, being the last
step in the universal diffusion of Christianity,
and the prelude to Christ’s second coming
{Meyer).

. 28-32. The present alienation of Israel in
contrast with God’s unchanging promise to
their fathers (28, 29) is part of the method
by which He will extend His mercy to
all nations, and so at last include both
Jew and Gentile in one common salvation
(30-32).

28, As concerning the gospel, they are enemies)
i.e. enemies of God, treated by Him as ene-
mies and shut out for a time from His mercy :
and this is “for your sakes,” that you may
receive that mercy from which they for their
disobedience have been excluded. This pas-
sive’ sense of “ enemies,” i.e. hated by God, is
necessary as answering to “ beloved” in the
parallel clause. In what sense God hates the
sinner, see in the note on v. 10.

but as touching the election] Meyer, follow-
ing Ewald, argues that * the election” having
been defined in wvv. 5-7 as “tbe remnant
according to election of grace” must retain
that meaning here: “but in regard to the
election, that chosen remnant is a living
witness that Israel is still beloved of God.”

This concrete sense of “ the election™ is, how=
ever, found only in @, 7, where it is explained
by the context: and the usual interpretation,
*as concerning God’s choice of Israel to be
his people —answers better to the previous
clause *“ as concerning the gospel.” The mean-
ing then is, “ If we look at the Divine election
of Israel, wherein God chose not a mere
remnant, but the people at large, they are still
“beloved for the fatbers sakes” because from
them the promised blessing was transmitted
to their children according to the form of the
covenant—" to thee and to thy seed” (Calvin):
compare Luke i 54, 55.

29. The last thought is now confirmed by
f‘ an axiom truly apostclic ” (Bengel) concern-
ng the unchangeable nature of God’s purpose.
His acts of grace, His gifts or favours freely
granted (xapiopara), and especially His call-
Ing, are “avithout repentance.” The word
thus happily rendered means either “that is

not repented of” (Plato, Legg. ix. 866, E.)
or, “that cannot be repented of” (Polyb. xxiv.
12, I1): compare 2 Cor. vii. 10.

Godet interprets “the gifts of God” of
the moral and intellectual qualities with which
Israel was specially endowed for its peculiar
mission to the world: but his argument that
the word (yapiopara) “ usually has this sense
in St.Paul’s Epistles” is not well founded, and
his interpretation itself is fanciful: see note
on ydpioua, i. 1c. -

30-32. The general truth alleged in =
29 is corroborated by an explanation of the
manner in which it will be realised in this
particular instance.

The course of God’s Providence towards
Gentiles and Jews is summed up ina series of
comparisons and contrasts, which are made
more striking by close and continued parallel-
isms, the antithesis “ disobedience — mercy”
being thrice repeated in the three verses 3o—
12 (Forbes).

80, For as ye in times past bave not believed
God, {o’c.] Rather, “ For as ye in times past
obeyed not God, yet have now obtained
mercy by their disobedience, even so
bave these also now been discbedient,
that by the meroy bestowed on you
theymay also themselves sbtain mercy”

The former disobedience of the Gentiles
(i. 18 fi.) ought to repress all uncharitable-
feelings in regard to the present disobedience
of the Jews, more especially as their disobedi-
ence has been made the occasion of God’s
mercy to the Gentiles,

The Apostle describes in v. 30 the pas?
and present relations of Gentile and Jew, and
compares them in w. 31 with their presens
and future relations.

The comparison involves also a difference,
for while in each case * disobedience " is over-
come by “mercy” there is a direct contrast in
the means employed: “mercy” to the Gen-
tiles results from “ disobedience” in the Jews,
“mercy” to the Jews is to be the result of
“mercy” already bestowed upon the Gentiles:
compare xv. 9. The order of the words in
the Greek (for which compare 2 Cor. xii. 7)
admits, but does not require, a different con-
struction of =. 31: “Even so have these
also now been disobedient, because of the
mercy bestowed on you”” But the paraliel
clauses- are in this way less perfectly balanced
thap in the order of A V. retained above.

obeyed,



V. 32— 34
cg;;d_ not "believed, that thr'ough your
mercy they also may obtain mercy.
Vo eiwe 32 For God hath concluded them
p fo-. all in unbelief, that he might have
gether.

mercy upon ail.

33 O the depth of the riches both
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of the wisdom and knowledge of God !
how unsearchable #r¢ his judgments,
and his ways past finding out!

34 *For who hath known the }ls s>

mind of the Lord? or who hath 13-; &
been his counsellor ? =1

32. For God bath concluded them all in
unbelicf;] Rather, “For God shut them all
up to disobediense.” The final proof that
God will have mercy on Israel is that this
is in accordance with and part of the uni-
versal plan of His salvation. By “them afl”
the Apostle denotes all of whom he has
been speaking, ie. both Jews and Gentiles in
the same natural and unexaggerated sense in
which he spoke of “all Lrael” in w. 26.
Doctrinal motives for unduly limiting or
extending the application are excluded by the
consideration ‘“that the universality of the
Divine purpose of redemption (comp. 1 Tim.
ii. 4), and the suffitiency of the redemption
actually wrought for the justification of all
(v. 18), do not exclude its partial non-
realisation at last through the fault of the
individuals concerned ” (Meyer).

The meaning of the phrase  concluded® or
“shut up to disobedience” is best seen in
the passages where the Septuagint has the same
Greek verb: Ps. xxxi. 8, % dnd hast not shut

_me up into the hand of the enemy,” Ps. Ixxviil. 50,

“but gave their life (LXX, ‘cattle”) over 1o
the pestilence 1b. w. 62, “He gave bhis
people over also unto the saword”

In accordance with these passages, and
with St. Paul's own usage (Gal. iii. 22),
God is represented as giving over all men,
both Jews and Gentiles, to disobedience, with-
out power of escape: a bold and striking
declaration of God's all-ruling Providence,
forcing even sin into the service of His mercy.

There are various modes of softening the
expression : e,g. that of Chrysostom and other
Greek Fathers, that God convicted them all of
disobedience; and that of Diodorus in the
Catena, that God did not cause the disobe-
dience, but only permitted it through the ex-
ercise of man’s free will. But St. Paul’s
language means more than this: God's Pro-
vidence places man in such circumstances that
the perversity of his will shows itself in actual
disobedience. This has been fully proved in
regard to the Heathen in i. 24, 26, 28, and in
regard to those who were under the law in
ch. ii. and ch. vii. “ We ought to add that
in both cases the latent sin had manifested
itself freely and actively, before taking the
form of a judgment from God* (Godet).

Instead therefore of trying to weaken the
real force of the Apostle’s language; it is far
better to fix our thoughts on the glorious

vindication of God’s severity which is shown in
the gracious purposethat it is intended toserve.

that be might bawe mercy upon all.] Rather,
“upor them all” meaning, as in the former
clause, the definite whole (rois wdvras) made
up of “the fulness of the Gentiles” and “ all
Israel * see note at the end. To “ bawe
mercy” means to make them partakers of
that “ common salvation” (Jude 3), which is
emphatically a dispensation of mercy, as is
shown in . 30, 31.

“ God by His ineffable wisdom so disposes
and contrpls the affairs of men, that there is
no part of mankind that is not involved in
sin; not that He is the cause of sinin any, but
that for a time He suffers men to fall by their
own sinfulness, in order that when they have
discovered their error they may feel that they
have been saved, not by their own merit, but
by the free mercy of God, that they may not
grow arrogant. And in the meantime, while
doing this, He is so far from suggesting evil
to any one, that by His goodness He marvel-
lously turns the evils of others to our good.
But perhaps we are entering too deep into the
recesses of this mystery, for a man speaking
to men.

 Amazement comes over me as | contem-
plate the ineffable method of God's counsel ;
and since I cannot explain it, I would fain
exclaim, O the depth of His superabounding
wisdom!” (Erasmus.)

33-36. The glorious truth declared in
. 32 forces from the Apostle’s heart an ex-
clamation of adoring wonder, which forms a
noble conclusion to the great argument of the
Epistle. The wrath “rewealed from beaven
against all unrighteousness” (i. 18), has given
place to the mercy which embraces all the
nations of the earth,

83. O the depth of the riches both of the awis=
dom and knoavledge of God!] Rather, “ 0 the
depth of the riches and avisdom and knowledge
of God.” This construction, adopted by Ori-
gen, Chrysostom, and other Greek Fathers, is
commended by its greater simplicity, and by
the fact that, after quoting, in w. 34, a passage
from Isaiah (xl. 17) which illustrates God’s
aisdom and knowledge, St. Paul adds, in =,
35, a passage from Job (xli. 11) which refers
to the rickes of God.

“ Depth” is frequently found in the Greek
classics as an attribute of “ rickes” (Soph.
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35 Or who hath first given te
him, and it shall be recompensed
unto him again ?

ROMANS. XI.

[v. 35—36.

36 For of him, and through him,
and to him, are all things : to whom
be glory for ever. Amen.

¢ Ajax,’ 130),and also of “ awisdom” and * knoav-
ledse” ( Aschylus, “Sept. ¢. Theb. 578;
Pindar, ¢ Nem.’ iv. 7; Plato, ¢ Thet” p. 183,
E). As applied to the latter words here, it
denotes not © unfathomable mystery,” but only
“ jinexhaustible fulness.”

The true distinction between * krowledge
and “avisdern ” is briefly indicated by Theo-
doret: * He foreknew these things from the
beginning, and having foreknown them, He
arranged (@dxovdunoe) them wisely.” Bp.
Lightfoot remarks on Col. ii. 3: “ While
yvGous is simply intuitive, dopia is ratiocina-
tive also. ‘W hile yviais applies chiefly to the
apprehension of truths, gegia superadds the
power of reasoning about them and tracing
their relations.” To complete the distinction,
we must add that while “knowledge” is
theoretical, “ wisdom” is practical, and while
“ knowledge ” is purely intellectual, * wisdom”
is also moral/, and for that reason is both the
mast perfect of mental gifts (Aristotle, ¢ Nic.
Eth” vi. 10) and the queen of all virtues
(Cicero, ‘de Off’ i. 43). In the present con-
text yréoges seems to refer especially to God’s
foreknowledge of the free determinations of
man’s will, both in individuals and in nations:
while gopla denotes the admirable skill with
which He includes man’s free actions in His
plan, and transforms them into so many
means for the accomplishment of His good
purpose (Godet).

bow unsearchable are bis judgments,)
According to Meyer God’s “judgments” are
the determinate purposes which His “ avis-
dom ” sets before Him, and for the attainment
of which His “power” is exerted. “ His
avays ** are the particular courses which His
“ kmoavledge” discerns to be the best in
which His “ poaver ” can work,

Tholuck reverses this view: the  judgments”
are the decisions of the Divine #noawledge, and
the “avgps” are the methods which God’s
avisdorm adopts for realising those decisions.

It seems simpler and truer to say that
knoavledge and avisdonz are combined both in
forming the judgments, and choosing the avays
to accomplish them.

T'o man’s natural reason these “ judgments ™
of God are unsearchable as the great deep
(Ps. xxxvi. 6 ; compare Job xi 7), and © His
ways past finding out” (Job ix. 10; compare
Eccles. vin. 16, 17: “because though a man
labour to seek it out, yet he shall not find it;
yea farther ; though a avise man think fo know
it yet shall be not be able to find )

In the contemplation of “judgnients” and

“ qvays,” which thus pass man’s understanding,
the Apostle is forced to exclaim, “ O tbe depth
of . . . the wisdom and knowledge of God 1”7

St. Augustine often uses this passage as if
it were equivalent to ix. 20, * Nay but, O man,
2wha art thou that repliest against Ged.” He
thus silences all objection to his own predes-
tinarian doctrines, such as that of the damna-
tion of infants dying unbaptized : Sermon 294,
§ 7: compare Serm. 15, § 3, and 27,§ 7. But
this passage is not a denunciation ot presump-
tuous objections against the wisdom and good-
ness of God’s bidden ways: it is an outburst
of wonder and delight in contemplating a
glorious rewvelation of wisdom and goodness
surpassing all that the heart of man could
have conceived.

34, 35, St. Paul now justifies the wonder-
ing exclamations of w.33 by passages of the
Old Testament which illustrate the knowledge
and wisdom and riches of God, the order of
the three ideas in 2. 33 being here inverted,
as is very usual, so as to bring the last
thought into immediate connexion with its
own illustration.

34, avho hath knoavn the mind of the Lord ¥]
The AN.—“Who bath directed the Spirit of
the Lord”—is closer to the Hebrew. See
note on Is. xl. 13. But the Septuagint,
which St. Paul follows, sufficiently preserves
the general thought that the Divine intelli-
gence is incomprehensible and immeasurable
to man. See 1 Cor. ii. 16, and compare
Judith viii. 13, 14; Wisdom, ix. 17.

“ O the depth of the knowledge of God !”
For who can measure the mind (»ob») which
1s the organ of that knowledge (yrdoews).

or awho bath been bis counsellor?] s not
His wisdom all His own, admitting no aid
nor counsel from beings of inferior faculties ?

35. Or awho hath first given to bim, and it
skall be recompensed unto bim again?| See note
on Job xli. 11. ‘The Septuagint is here quite
erroneous, and St. Paul setting it aside gives
the sense of the Hebrew correctly but freely :
“0Or who hath first given to him, ard
shall be repaid again?” Herein is shown
“ the depth of the riches of God,” that no gift of
His is a requital of benefits first conferred
on Him, but all are of His own free grace
and overflowing bounty. The Apostle here
once more touches the root of Jewish error,
the self-righteous notion of earning God’s
favour by previous merit.

36. The reason why none can make
God his debtor is that all things are “ from
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bim” as their first cause (1 Cor. viil, 6) and
“through him” as the ever present agent
who still * averkets all in all”’ (r Cor. xiL 6 ;
Heb. ii. 10), and “unto Aim,” as their final
cause in whom all reach the end and per-
fection of their being.

Of these three clauses the first and second
might be referred to the Father and the Son
respectively, but the third “unte Aém ” cannot
possibly refer to the Spirit as a distinct
Person. We must understand all three of
God the Father, or rather of the whole God-
head, as in ». 31.

The Doxology then follows as a noble

conclusion to St. Paul’s great argument; it
stands in simple grandeur, like one of the
Patriarch’s pillars (Gen. xxviii, 18 ; xxxv, 11)
set up in remembrance of some special revela-
tion of the goodness and majesty of God.

to avbom, {*c.] “To him be the glory
for ever. Amen”

“ As the rivers return again to the place
whence they came, they all come from the sea,
and they all run into the sea again ; soall our
store s it issued at first from the fountain of
His grace, so should it fall at last into the
ocean of His glory” (Bp. Sanderson, Serm.
on Rom. xv. 6).

ADDITIONAL NOTES cn v7. 7, 9, 12, 13, 32.

7. émopdfnoav. The Verb is used only
once in the LXX, Job xvil. 7, mendparvrac ol
Spfdarpoi pov, where the Hebrew is O3
“to be feeble” or “ dim,” as a lamp.

The real root wdpos was the name of a
stone used for statuary (Ammonius, Valckn.
Animadv. p. 169). It was also applied to
“callus”: Aristot. Hist. Anim. l1I, xix. g,
Snmopevoy 8¢ yiverar v6 alpa év v adpar: miov,
€x 8¢ tol wiov mépos. Hence ropdo and
wopwaes were used by medical writers, e.g.
Dioscorides, to describe the formation of
callus in the re-union of broken bones; see
Liddell and Scott. The Adjective mwpds
appears to be an invention of the grammarians
(Fritzsche).

9. The Hebrew means literally : “ Be their
table before them for a snare, and to them at
ease for a trap.”

The LXX render Temfire 4 rpimela
adrov évomoy alTéy els mayida kai els dvra-
wodooey kal els ordvdalov.

St. Paul, quoting freely from memory, for
évdmiov adrdv puts adrois at the end, inserts
kat eis Onpay, and changes the order of the
two last clauses, reading «al eic gxdySahor
kat els dvramédopa abrois.

12. frrqua. The word is found once in
the LXX, Is. xxxi. 8, ol 8¢ veaviokol érovras
eis frryua, and in 1 Cor. vi. 7, éhes fropa.
In Isaiah the Heb. DD% is rendered by Fiirst,
Ewald, Delitzsch, Gesenius, &c., “for tri=
bute,” which is its usual meaning: the LXX
(followed by A. V. discomfited), render it in
this one passage as if it were derived from
DL “to melt away : ” though this interpreta-
tion may be incorrect, the sense in which they
used frrypa is obviously that of the loss and
diminution awhich an army sustains by defeat.

That St. Paul here uses the word (jrmpa)
as meaning “ diminution,” is clear from the
antithesis to #Afpepa, which means the “ com-
plement,” or full number. See Bp. Lightfoot,

Colossians, p. 323, who shows that in this
passage mAqpopa has its usual meaning ®the
full number,” ‘ the whole body’ (whether the
whole absolutely, or the whole relatively to
God’s purpose), of whom only a part had
been hitherto gathered into the Church.

13. ydp DFGL 17, 37 Vul,, Goth,, Pp.gr.
et lat.

8 A B & P 47, Cop., Syr. utr., Memph,,
Arm., Theodoret (some MSS), Damasc.,
Lachm., Treg., Tisch. 8, Meyer, who remarks,
“ With such divided testimony, 3¢ is the
best supported, and to be preferred; it came
to be glossed by more definite particles.”

Ib. pév odv Lachm, Tisch. and (doubt-
fully) Tregelles, with preponderance of ex-
ternal authority.

32, 71obs wdvras. This expression has, of
course, the same meaning and extent in both
clauses. Meyer supposes it to denote all
Jews and Gentiles not only “in the gross”
but ¢ jeintly and sewerally” so as to include
“ each single member of the collective whole.”
This however is precisely what would have
been expressed by mdvras, without the
Article : whereas Tobs wdrrasis used “ with
pointed reference to the awbole wicaved in the
mass” (Rev. T. 8. Green, * Grammar of New
Testament Dialect,” iv. § 4).

Some interpret the passage of the final sal-
wation of all men: but inaccordance with the
meaning of “ mercy ” in vv. 30, 31, to ¥ bave
mercy upon them all” can only mean to
bring them all, Jews as well as Gentiles, into
the Church of Christ on earth: “ One thing
only St. Paul here teaches: it is that at the
close of the history of mankind upon this
earth there will be an economy of grace in
which salvation shall be extended to all the
nations living here below, and that this mag-
nificent result will be the effect of the hum-
bling dispensations through which the two
portions of humanity, Jewsand Gentiles, shall
successively have passed” (Godet).
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CHAPTER XII

L God’s mercies must move us to please God.
3 No man must think too well of himself; 6
but altend every one on that calling wherein
ke is placed. 9 Love, and many olher duties,
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[v. 1.

are required of us.
Sorbidden.

BESEECH you therefore, breth-
ren, by the mercies of God,
that ye present your bodies a living

19 Revenge is specially

Cuar. XIL.—HoLy LiviNg.

St. Paul now passes from the main argu-
ment of the Epistle to practical exhortations
based upon the preceding doctrines.

Melanchthon thought that in the following
chapters Christian duties are classified in a
formal scheme, as moral (xil.), political (xiil.),
and ecclesiastical (Xiv-xv. 12).

But the Apostle’s thoughts seem rather to
flow on in a natural order, of which the
general course can easily be traced. He
begins by requiring personal consecration to
God’s service (xii. 1, 2), and from this inmost
centre of the spiritual life he follows out its
manifold development in Christian graces (xii.
3—21) and civil duties (xiii. 1-10), enforcing
his exhortations by the prospect of the coming
day of the Lord (xiii. 11-14).

“ It will be observed how comprehcensively
he surveys the whole range of human action
and conduct. He starts from the considera-
tion of men as constituting ‘many members
in one body,’ and he proceeds to direct them
in their various offices. He passes in review
the private and public duties to which they
might be called—ministering, teaching, ex-
horting, giving, ruling and obeying; he
depicts the spirit of the Christian in business
and in rest, in joy and in sorrow, in hope and
in tribulation, towards friends and towards
enemies, in peace and in wrath: and he lays
down the Christian principles of civil govern-
ment and civil obedience. It is a picture of
life in its length and breadth, and even in all
its lights and shadows, transfigured, as the
landscape by the sun, under the renovating
influence of those spiritual rays of love which
illuminated and warmed the Apostle’s soul”
(Wace, ¢ Christianity and Morality,” p. 147).

1, 2. THE LIVING SACRIFICE. The
Apostle begins with tender entreaty, and
in the fulness of divine grace just unfolded
finds the strongest motive by which he can
“beseech” his ¥ brethren” to consecrate both
body (w. 1) and mind (v. 2} to a holy
obedience: compare 2z Cor. x. I

The word * rherefore ” connects this chap-
ter immediately with the last, as in Eph. iv. 1,
where the course of thought and mode of
transition are very similar.  But it is equally
true that the Apostle bases his exhortation
to holiness upon the doctrines of grace set
forth at large in the whole preceding argu-
ment of the Epistle, which culminates in the

declaration of God’s all-embracing mercy in
%t 32.

by the mercies of God,] The mercy (éieos)
so often spoken of in ch. xi., as embracing both
Jew and Gentile in a common salvation, is here
described by a stronger word in the plural
number, expressing the tenderest compassion
as shown in manifold forms (elkrippdr), a
word very frequent in the LXX (2 Sam. xxiv.
11; Ps. . 1; Neh.ix. 19, 27, 28, 31).

present]  wapaorioas, a proper term for
bringing an offering to the Lord (Lev. xvi. 7;
Luke ii. 22; Col. 1. 22, 28).

your bodies] The body is claimed first for
God’s service, because there was great need
to warn new converts from heathenism
against sins of the flesh: compare 1 Thess.
iv. 3. That the Roman Christiaus had need
of such exhortation, is clear from vi. 12, 13,
19).

a living sacrifice] The sanctification of the
outward part of man, which is a true sacri-
fice, is beautifully represented under the
symbols of sacrificial worship. The languaze
is most appropriate ; for the sincere worship-
per, whether Gentile or Jew, saw in the sacri-
fice which he presented on the altar a symbol
of his own self-devotion. This symbolic
purpose determined the choice of the proper
material for an altar-sacrifice : it must repre~
sent the offerer’s /ife.

For this reason, in all the chief sacrifices
it must be itself a fwing creature: and in
every case, without exception, it must be the
offerer’s own lawful property, the fruit of his
Life aork, and also fit, as food, for the suppore
of his life.  In presenting such a sacrifice the
worshipper was presenting a portion of bis
oavn life as a symbol of the whele. Compare
Kurtz, ¢Sacrificial Worship of the OId
Testament,” p. 60, &c.

‘This idea of the devotion of the offerer’s
life was most strikingly embodied in the
continual Burnt-offering (Ex. xxix. 38—42;
Num. xxviii. 3), the flesh of which was
all given over to the sacred fire of the
altar, and thence ascended in its purified
essence asa sweet-smelling savour to Jehovah:
so must the Christian offer his body to the
inward refining fire of the Holy Ghost, that
it may be made a sacrifice acceptable to God
(Kurtz, p. 162).

But how ¥ & living sacrifice” 2 The sancti-
fied body might be called * & living sacrifice,”
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sacrifice, holy, acceptable unto God,
which is your reasonable service.

2 And be not conformed to this
world: but be ye transformed by
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the renewing of your mind, that
ye may prove what is that good,
and acceptable, and perfect, will of

God.

because its matural life is not consumed in
the offering like that of an ordinary sacrifice.
But that St. Paul has a deeper meaning is
proved- by the parallel passage, vi. 13,
“present (wapasricare, A.V. ‘yield’) your-
selves unto God as alive from the dead”
There is in every sacrifice a death, and in this
sacrifice a death unto sin, out of which there
arises a new life of righteousness unto God.
‘Thus the “/iwing sacrifice” is that in which,
though the natural life is not lost, a new life
of holiness is gained : compare vi. 13.
~ The fire of this offering, as Chrysostom
says, “needs no wood or fuel laid beneath,
but lives of itself, and does not burn up the
sacrifice, but rather gives it life.”

‘This consecration of the body is prepara-
tory to its final redemption,

acceptable unto  God,] Literally, “well
pleasing to God ”: compare Wisdom iv, 10;
Phil. iv. 18 ; Col. iii. zo.

aubich is your reasonable service.] An appo-
sition to the sentence *present your bodies a
living sacrifice’”

The sanctification of the body, though in
the truest sense a sacrifice, is not, like the
symbolical sacrifice, an outward act of
religious worship (Aarpefa): the self-dedica-
tion is an act of the mind or reason (Adyos),
and in this sense “a reasonable service.”

St. Paul thus teaches his readers, who
might miss the external pomp of Pagan or
Jewish sacrificial worship, that they had
gained something far better by becoming
Christians. “ Your worship,” he means, “is
of a higher order, the worship of your reason:
each of you for himself can now present a
sacrifice in the highest sense “holy, acceptable
to God”; each can be himself a priest serving
God with a spiritual worship.

In ¢ The Testament of the Twelve Patri-
archs,’ p. 547, the angels are said to offer “an
unbloody and reasonable (Aoyex)v) offering.”

2. Sanctification must extend to man's
whole nature, and include both separation
from all that is unholy, and aninward change
in the man himself.

be not conformed to this world:] Or,
¢ fashion not yourselves like unto this world’
(Tyndale).

The Jews distinguished the times before
and after the expected coming of their
Messiah as “ this aorld (aldw, age),” and  2be
aworld to come.”

Our Lord Himself and His disciples

applied the same names to the times before
and after his Second Advent, including the
persons and the general state of things
proper to “ this avorld” and ¢ the avorld to
come.”” % The prince of this world” is Satan,
and “the children of this aworld” are the
wicked : *¢o deliver us from this presemt
avicked avorld” {Gal. 1. 4) was the purpose of
Christ's death. The Christian therefore
must not in his daily life (mark the Present
Tenses) be of the same fashion ovrynuari-
{eafe) with “ this avorld” as he was formerly
when living “ after the flesh” (5iii. 12): but
on the contrary he must be undergoing a
thorough transformation (perapopgoiate) by
the renewing of his mind, which ceases to be
“ the mind of the Aesh ” (Col. il. 18), and under
the influence of the Holy Ghost (Tit. iii. 5)
is renewed day by day (2 Cor. iv. 16) “unto
knoaledge” (Col. fii. 10).

This work of God’s Spirit does not exclude
the co-operation of man’s will, which is pre-
supposed in the exhortation e ye trans-
Sformed” On the difference between oyqpa,
the fleeting figure or fashion, and popcn, the
essential organic form, see notes on ii. 20,
1 Pet,i. 14, and 1 Cor. vii. 31 (* the fashion
of this avorld passeth away™), and Bp. Light-
foot’s Dissertation on Phil. ii. 6, 7.

that ye may prove] The unrenewed mind
cannot ¥ prove what is the aill of God,” i.e.
assay (Soxtpd{ewv) or discern by practical ex-
perience what God wills (Eph. v. 10): to do
this is the end for which St. Paul would
have his readers transformed by the renewal
of the mind.

that good, and acceptable, and perfect, avill
of God.] Read, the good, &c. It has been
proposed to render the passage as follows:
“the will of God, namely that which is good,
and well pleasing, and perfect.” But this
construction is, at least, uncommon in the
N.T.

The objections urged against the A. V.
are

(1) That the expression “ aceeptable avill
of God ” is unintelligible, (2) that it is mere
tautology.

(1) What, it is asked, is the meaning of
“ geceptable” as applied to “ tbe aill”?  To
whom is the will acceptable?

The answer is that “ the will ” (76 #éAnua)
means not the faculty, as the objection im-.
plies, but its object, what God wills : and this
object is “acceptable” or well-pleasing
(eddpeoror) to God who wills it. There is
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3 For I say, through the grace
given unto me, to every man that is
among you, not to think of /zzrfzsglf
more highly than he ought to think;
!g;‘;;, but to think !soberly, according as

God hath dealt to every man the
measure of faith.
4 For as we have many members

ROMANS. XII.

[v. 3—6.
in one body, and all members have
not the same office :

5 So we, being many, are one
body in Christ, and every one mem-
bers one of another.

6 Having then gifts differing ac-
cording to the grace that is given
to us, whether prophecy, flet us pro-

an evident reference to the words in . 1,
“ g sacrifice aceeptable unto God.” 'The same
word (ebdpearor) is used in Wisdom ix. 10
(“that I may know avhar is pleasing unto
thee ™).

(2) It would be tautology to state as a
general abstract proposition that what God
wills is acceptable or well-pleasing to Him:
but St. Paul is speaking of a particular
object of God's will, the sanctification of His
people (1 Thess. iv. 3); and this the Apostle
describes, with an emphatic accumulation
and climax of epithets as “ good, and accept-
able, and perfect.”

3—21. CHRISTIAN GRACES,

The general idea of consecration to God’s
service is now carried out into particular
duties, beginning with zbe right exercise of
special gifts in the Chureh (vv. 3-8): the first
place is here given to humility or sober-
mindedness as essential to Christian unity.

3. For I say, through the grace given unto
me,] The close connexion with zw. 1, 2,
indicated in the word “for,” lies in the
thought that humility is the immediate effect
of self-surrender to God.

St. Paul speaks with authority through the
grace given unty bim, to make him the
Apostle of the Gentiles (i. 5).

to every man that is among you,] The sense
of these emphatic words must be sought in the
context, which shows that the Apostle’s pre-
cept is expressly meant to include, in its uni-
versality, those whose special spiritual gifts
had gained for them influence or office in the
Church at Rome (compare . 6). St. Paul,
it secmns, either knew that there had been, or
feared that there might be the same spiritual
presumption at Rome as at Corinth, whence
he was writing.

not to think of bimself more bighly than ke
ought to think ;| The play on words in the
Greek has a force which can hardly be
imitated: “not to be high minded above
a right mind, but to be of a mind to be
sober minded, according as God hath dealt
to each a measure of faith”

‘The last clause fixes the standard by which
a man who has “a mind to be sober

minded" must judge of himself. We learn
from it that faith is a gift of God, given in
different measures, according to the capacity
of each man’s pature and the work to which
God calls him, and that, as the receptive
faculty, faith regulates and measures all the
powers of the spiritual man. “In proportion
as the faith of individuals is more or less
living, practical, active, operative in this or
that direction, contemplative, or entering into
outward life in oratory, action, and so forth,
they have to measure accordingly the position
and task that befit them in the Church?
(Meyer). The emphatic position of éxdare,
gives prominence to the idea of diversity
between one man and another: 1 Cor. iii. 53
vil. 17.

4, 5. For as ave bawve many members in
one body, Coc.] ‘Translate: “For just as
in one body awe bawe many members, and
the members have not all 2be same gffice:
80 are we the many onme body in Christ,
and severally members one of another?

The reason why each must judge of him-
self according to the measure of faith dealt
to him bE God, is that the Church, like
our own body, consists of many members
having different functions to perform.

As the many members are one body in the
man, so the muititude of believers “ are one
body in Christ” Thus Christ is here pre-
sented not as the head to which the other
members are subject (as in Eph. i. 223 iv. 15,
&c.), but as the living Person uniting and
animating the whole body: compare 1 Cor.
xil, 12.

From this unity of the whole follows the
mutual dependence of the parts: belonging
zll to one body, they severally belong one to
another. This thought, not expressed in
w. 4, is added in the application of the
figure, to enforce the duty of believers to
work together, each in his proper sphere, for
the common welfare of the Church. Com-
pare Eph. iv., z5.

6-8. The thought that “the members
have not all the same office” is now
applied in detail to the Charch,

‘The construction of the sentence is a little
obscured by extreme brevity, but the mean-
ing is rightly brought out in the A, V.
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8 Or he that exhorteth, on exhor-
tation : he that "giveth, let him ds it 100, fs-
lwith simplicity; he that ruleth,¥or, e
with diligence; he that sheweth ™

phesy according to the proportion of
faith ;

7 Or ministry, let us wait on our
ministering : or he that teacheth, on

teaching ;

mercy, with cheerfulness.

The “gifts” (cf. v. 15) vary as the grace
of God, of which they are effects, is manifold
(1 Pet. iv. 10). They are special qualities
and powers imparted by the One Spirit, who
also directs the diversity of their operations
to one end. “ Most frequently it is a natural
talent that the Spirit of God appropriates,
increasing its power and sanctifying its use”
(Godet).

The first four gifts here named are con-
nected with special offices.

Prophecy in the Christian Church was a
gift whereby the mind, enlightened and ex-
alted by the Spirit of revelation, was able to
declare the purposes of God, and to foretell
future events (Acts xi. 28; xx. 23; xxi 4,
11), as well as to unfold the deep mys-
teries of the Christian faith, and clothe its
moral precepts in words of wisdem and
power not of man’s teaching. The prophets
were esteemed next in dignity to the Apostles.
(1 Cor. xii. 28; LEph.iii. 55 1v. 11.)

St. Paul prescribes that the prophets should
exercise their gift “ according to the proportion
of their faith:” these words evidently refer
to w. 3, and mean that the prophets should
utter neither more nor less than the re-
velation received by their measure of faith,
without exaggeration, display, or self-seeking,

“The rule of faith,” # the general analogy
of revealed truth,” and. all similar renderings
which make “faith” mean that which is to
be believed, are unsuited to the context and
otherwise untenable.

7. ministry,] The word Siaxovia, meaning
#active service,” has wide and varied applica-
tions. It often includes all ministration or
office in the Christian Church (Acts i. 17,
25; XX. 24 Xxi. 19; Rom. xi. 13; 2 Cor. iii.
8,9;iv.1; v. 18; vi. 3; xi. 8; Eph. iv. 12}
1 Fim. i 12; 2z Tim. iv. 3, 11). But as
“rbere are differences of administrations” (1
Cor. xii. 5) the word is also applied in more
limited senses, as for example, to “ the minis-
tration of the word” (Acts ¥i. 4), and very
frequently to the ministration of alms (Acts
vi. 15 Xi. z9; xii. 25; Rom. xv. 31; 1 Cor.
xvi, 15; 2 Cor. viik 43 ix. 1, 12, 13.

Since in this passage St. Paul is speaking
of various special gifts, and distinguishes
“ministry” from prophecy, teaching, and
exhortation, the word must be taken in a
limited sense, as service in things tcmporal
and external, such as the wants of the poor,
the sick, and the stranger.

As in Acts vi. men “ full of the Holy Ghost
and avisdom” are to be set over “rhe daily
ministration” of alms, so here “ministry” or
“diaconate ” is a “ gift.”

Compare 1 Tim. iii. 8, 12, and 1 Pet. iv.
11, which latter passage is very like this in
sense and construction.

let us aait on our ministering:] This is a
fair paraphrase and completion of the sense;
the words in the Greek are simply “in the
ministry,” meaning ‘ Let us keep within our
proper ministry, and be wholly occupied
therein’ Comp. 1 Tim. iv. 15, “ give thyself
awholly to them” (év Toirows lorfi).

or hbe that teacheth,] The teacher’s gift lies

- in an enlightened understanding and a faculty

of clear exposition: he uses “the word of
awisdom™ or “ithe word of knowledge” to
arrange, develope, and enforce truths pre-
viously revealed. In 1 Cor. xil. 28, he is
ranked next after apostles and prophets.

8. or be that exborieth] “ Teacking ad-
dresses itself to the understanding, exbortation
to the heart and will ” (Philippt). “ Exborta-
#:0n” was especially used in the early Church
as in the Synagogue (Luke iv. 20; Acts xiii.
15; Justin Martyr ¢ Apol.” i. c. 87) to impress
the lessons of Scripture upon the couscience,
will, and affections.

The possessor of this, or either of the pre-
ceding gifts, is bidden to occupy himself in
the province thus marked out for him, and be
content therewith.

be that giveih, let bim do it awith simplicity ;]
From gifts that qualify for special offices
in the Church St. Paul passes to others of a
more general nature.

The first, almsgiving (Eph. iv. 28; 1 Tim.
vi. 18), is to be practised ©in simplicity” or
singleness of heart, without ostentation or
any selfish aim (Eph. vi. 53 Col. i 22).

“ Liberality,” though not expressed in the
word (é&mhdryre), is essentially connected with
this single-mindedness. It need not seem
strange that a gift of the Spirit is required
for the right use of riches, if we remember
our Lord’s teaching {Matt. vi. 3; xix. 21).

be that ruleth,] Literally, “he that pre-
sideth ” (6 mpoigrapevos). A similar title
(6 wpoearis) is used by Justin Martyr,
“ Apologia’ 1, 65, 67, to denote the minister
who presided at the celebration of the Eu-
charist. In the N.T. this special use does
not occur, but the word denotes those who
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tOr, in
the love
of the
brethren.,

g Let love be withoutdissimulation.
Abhor that which is evil; cleave to
that which is good.

10 Be kindly affectioned one to
another 'with brotherly love; in
honour preferring one another ;

11 Not slothful in business; fer-
vent in spirit; serving the Lord

ROMANS.  XIIL

[v. g—15.

12. Rejoicing in hope; patient in
tribulation ; continuing instant in
prayer ;

13 Distributing to the necessity of
saints ; given to hospitality,

14 Bless them which persecute
you: bless, and curse not.

15 Rejoice with them that do re-

were set in anthority over a Church (1 Thess.
v. 12), the presbyters (r Tim. v, r7.) Their
special qualification was probably the gift of
government (kvBeprioeas, 1 Cot. xii. 28),
their duties being such as the restraint of
disorder, correction of abuscs, and enforce-
ment of discipline. In a still more general
sense the word is applied to ruling one’s
own house and children (x Tim. iii. 4, s,
12), and to directing the practice of good
works {Tit. iii. 8, 14) This last mcaning
seems best suited to the present context, in
which the work described as ‘ ruling ’ stands
between almsgiving and shewing mercy.

“ Diligence,” or earnestness in - business
(omoudi), would be a quality especially needed
in the superintendence of works of benevo~
lence.

be that shewveth mercy, with cheerfulness.]
Whether he is consoling the mourner, or
relieving the sufferer, let him feel and shew
that the service is willingly and gladly ren-
dered.

9-21. From the right use of special gifts,
St. Paul passes on to enjoin principles and
habits which are required in all members of
Christ’s body.

“ Lowe” comes first, both as forming a na-
tural transition from the thoughts in ». 8,
and as the common element of the virtues
which follow.

9. Let love be avithout dissimulation.]
Render, Let love be unfeigned. Compare 2
Cor. vi. 65 1 Pet. i. 22, “ Dissimulation)”
introduced by Tyndale, is 2 much less happy
rendering than either “feigning” (Wiclif),
or “simulation” (R heims).

In grammatical construction this and the
following clauses to =. 13 are elliptical and
unconnected; but their hortatory sense is
evident, and in some cases their order suggests
a connexion of thought, which is correctly
marked by the division of verses.

Thus “/ove” can be genuine only in those
who  abbor that awbich is evil)” and “cleave to
that avbich is good.”

10. Again, -between members of the one
family in Christ love takes a special form, and
should be marked by a tender affection like
that of near relatives {¢pAdaropyos) :

“In brotherly-love be affectionate
one to another.” The emphatic order of the
Greek 1s lost in the A, V.

preferring one another ;] As brethren be
more forward to pay respect than to receive it,
“in bonour preventing sne another” (Douay
Version), or “leading the way one for an-
other, not in claiming but in showing re-
spect.”

11. Not slothful in business;] The whole
passage refers to Christian duties as such, and
would be better rendered, “in zeal not
flagging, in spirit fervent (Acts xviii. 25),
serving the Lord.”

There is a close connexion of thought in
the three clauses: active zeal must be sus-
tained by fervour of spirit, and both devoted
to the service of Christ: compare Col. iii. 24.

The other reading, “serving the time,” has
very little support from the MSS, and gives a
less suitable sense, whether taken as equiva-
lent to “ redeeming the time” (Eph. v. 16), or
as a caution that zeal and fervour must be
moderated by opportunity. (Ambrosiaster.)

12. In this verse also the three clauses are
connected in thought: joy and patience both
grow out of perseverance in prayer.

The *“hope” which St. Paul sets against
tribulation here, as in v. 2, 3, is the definite
Christian hope, “ the bope of the glory of God.”

13. Distributing] “Communicating”
(Douay). The Greek word means, “to be,
or act as, a partner,” either by partaking
(xv. 27; 1 Pet. iv. 13; 1 Tim, v. 22), or by’
communicating, as here and in Gal. vi. 6.

The variation (pveiass), “ partaking in the
commemoration of the saints,” is an acknow-
ledged corruption, derived from a custom
unknown to the Apostolic age.

“ The saints ¥ are simply Christians as such
(ch. i 7): if in want, let them be relieved by
their brethren; if on a journey, let them be
received with hospitality. The two duties
here and elsewhere enjoined by St. Paul were
of special importance in the circumstances of
the carly churches (1 Tim. v. 1o; Tit. 1. 8).

given to bospitality.] Literally, pursuing
bospitality, i.e. not waiting for the claim to be
made, but eagerly seeking opportunities (com-
pare iX. 30, 3I; Xiv. 19).



v. 16—19.]

joice;, and weep with ' them that
weep.

16 Be of the same mind one
toward another. Mind not high

tonde  things, but 'condescend to men of
with mean low estate. Be not wise in your
tings.

Own conceits,
17 Recompense to no man evil for

ROMANS. XIL

evil. Provide things honest in the
sight of all men.

18 If it be possible, as much as
lieth in you, live peaceably with all
men,

19 Dearly beloved, avenge not
yourselves, but rather give place unto

wrath : for it is written, #Vengeance .

14. The expression, “pursuing bospitality,”
.13 suggests the other sense of the same word,
“persecute” The Apostle is thus led to anti-
cipate the thought which he developes fully
in vv, 17-21, that it is a Christian’s duty to
love his enemies, and overcome evil with good.

This precept is certainly derived from the
Sermon on the Mount (Matt. v. 44; Luke
vi. 28), and proves that St. Paul, though he
had not seen our present written Gospels,
must have known the substance of Our
Lord’s teaching.

15. The same sentiment is expressed in the
Talmud: “Let not any rejoice among them
that weep, nor weep among them that rejoice.”
Compare Ecclesiasticus vii. 34.

Chrysostom finely observes that it is natural
to sympathise with sorrow, but that it re-
quires a noble soul to rejoice in others’ joy.

18. The two precepts of @. 15 are com-
bined in the wider principle, “ Be of the
same mind one toavard anotber:” i.e. let each
so enter into the feelings and desires of the
other as to be of one mind with him.

This loving concord cannot exist, where the
mind is set on “bigh things,)” such as rank,
wealth, honour. (Compare Phil.iii. r9; 1 Tim.
vi. 17.)

condescend to men of loaw estate] Literally,
“Let yourselves be drawn along with, ie.
yield yourselves up to, the lowly.”

Compare Gal. 1. 13; 2z Pet. 1ii. 17, where
the unfavourable sense belongs not to the
expression “ drawwn away avith)’ but to the
context.

The adjective ramewwds is used in the N. T.
frequently of persons, never of things. It is
better therefore to follow the same usage here,
and understand it of lowly persons as in A. V.

A want of sympathy with the “lowly” bars
man from man and class from class, so that
they cannot “ be of the same mind one toward
another.”

Another chief hindrance to concord is
marked in the warning,  Be not avise in your
oan conceits” (Prov. iil. 7, and c. xi. 25).

17-21. From the mntual duties of brethren
in Christ, St. Paul passes to the wider reia-
tions of the Christian towards all men, and
especially towards his enemies.

Enmity being the world’s prevailing atti-
tude, how must the Christian meet it ?

17. The precept, “render to no man evil
Jor evil” is derived from the Sermon on the
Mount (Matt v. 38-48), and stands in noble
contrast to the “lex talionis” of Pharisaic and
Heathen morality.

The warm friend and bitter foe was un-
doubtedly the ideal hero of ancient Heathen-
dom (see Pindar, Pyth.ii. 155; Isthm.iii, 81):
yet even here a God of love left Himself not
without witness, and it is a part of Christian
picty torecognise the pure and elevated teach-
ing of a Sccrates, and to love the example of
his forbearing and forgiving patience. See
the interesting passage in Plato’s ¢ Republic,’
1. p. 335, where Socrates discusses the maxim
“Do good to thy friend, and harm to thine
enemy,” and ascribes it to one of the Tyrants,
not the Wise Men, of Greece.

Provide things bonest] Again, to disarm
enmity, use such forethought that your con-
duct may not only be blameless in the sight of
God, who reads the heart, but may also be
“honourable in tbe sight of all men,” through
its transparent goodness and justice,

Here, and in 2 Cor. viil. z1, St. Paul follows
the Septuagint Version of Proverbs iii. 4,
which differs from the Hebrew and A.V.

The meaning is not that the Christian
should seek the praise of men for himself, but
that he should give no cause of suspicion or
offence: a precept of the truest practical
wisdom.

18. Peace is a mutual relation which may
be broken on either side: accordingly the
duty of living peaceably with all men is abso-
lute, so far as it depends on ourselves, condi-
tional so far as its possibility depends on
others.

St. Paul unites the two aspects in a single
sentence, which may be thus paraphrased:

“ Live peaceably with all men, if through
their conduct it be possible: at all events, as
far as it depends on you, live peaceably with
all men.”

19. Dearly beloved, avenge not yourselves,
but rather give place unto wrath:] “Avenge
not yourselves, beloved, but give place
to God’s wrath” Literally, “ to the wrath:”

(o]
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% Deut. 32,
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& Prov, 25.

is miney I will repay, saith the
Lord.

20 ?Therefore if thine enemy
hunger, feed him; if he thirst, give

ROMANS. XIIL

[v. z0—21.

him drink: for in so doing thou
shalt heap coals of fire on his head.

21 Be not overcome of evil, but
overcome evil with good.

the reference of the Articleto “God’s wrath”
is made certain by the quotation which fol-
lows: compare v. 9, T Thess, ii. 16; and
Ecclesiasticus xix. 17, xxxviii. 12 ; Prov. xx,
22, xxiv. 29. Both the language and the
thought are illustrated by Eph. iv. 27, which
shows that by avenging ourselves we give
place to the dewvil.

Vengeance is mine;] “To Me belongeth
vengeance,” Deut, xxxii. 35. The exact
order and literal meaning of the Hebrew are
preserved in the Greek here and in Heb. x.
30, though both were lost in the Septuagint
Version, év puépa écdicqaens dvrarodaoa.

It is further remarkable that in the latter
part of the quotation St. Paul himself does
not adhere literally to the Heb., “ and recom~
pence” (A V. Deut.), but follows partly the
LXX and partly the paraphrase adopted in
the so-called Targum of Onkelos, I will
repay,” and himself adds the words, “ saith
the Lord” (Fritzsche.)

It is thus evident that the Apostle’s pur~
pose throughout the verse is to put in the
strongest light of emphasis and contrast (¢ moz
yourselves "—“ I"™) the truth that vengeance
is not for us but for God. This meaning is
quite lost, when the words “giwe place to
aurath” are made equivalent to “ resist not
the wrath of your adversary,” or “give your
own wrath time to abate.” :

20. Thersfore] The whole verse, except
the connecting Particle, is taken exactly from
the LXX, Prov. xxv. 21, 22. ‘The Particle
oty introduces the precept as an inference
from the truth that vengeance belongeth only
unto the Lord. A various readin,: (4A\é) of
at least equal authority (Tisch. 8) gives a
slightly different connexion: “avenge not
yourselves, . . . but show kindness to your
enemy.”

coals of fire;] A full discussion of the
phrase “thou shalt heap coals of fire on bis
head” belongs to Prov. xxv. 21; but we mnst
briefly consider it in connexion with the pre-
sent context,

(4a.) According to Chrysostom, and other
Greek Fathers, the “ coals of fire™ are God's
sore judgments, which will be heaped upon
the sinner who hardeus himself against deeds
of love.

(1) In favonr of this interpretation are the

apparent sense of the phrase in z Esdras xvi.
53, “ Let not the sinner say that be bath not
sinned : for God shall burn coals of fire upon
bis bead, abhich saith before the Lord God and
bis glory, I bave not sinned.”

(2.) The reference to divine judgments in
the present context, “wengeance is Mine, I
avill repay.”

The chief objection is that urged by Augus-
tine: “ How is it consistent with love, to give
food and drink to an enemy in order to heap
coals of fire upon his head, if coals of fire here
signify some heavy punishment ?”

The objection is commonly met by a re-
ference to such passages as Ps. xxxvii. 34, Iviii.
10; Prov. xxix. 16; Luke xviil, 7; 2z Tim. iv.
14; and by the explanation that the * coals of
fire” will be heaped only upon the impenitent,
while deeds of love are meant to lead to re-
pentance.

(£.) Augustine and other Latin Fathers
understand “ coals of fire heaped on the head”
as an oriental figure of the durning pains of
shame and remorse: and in support of this
view we must observe that a very similar mode
of expression is found in Proverbs close to
the verses which St. Paul has quoted: “a soft
tongie breaketh the bone” (Prov, xxv. 15).

The passage thus means, show to thine
enemy such kindness as shall make him
ashamed of his hatred; so wilt thou inflict
the sharpest and the most salutary pain,
The figure is probably that of the melting-
pots. As the object of heaping coals of fire on
a vessel is to melt down its contents, so here
the object is to melt a stubborn heart, a pro-
cess not least painful when effected by unde-
served kindness. ‘This interpretation is con-
firmed by the closing sentence of Prov. xxv.
2z (not quoted by St. Paul), “ and the Lord
shall rewvard thee,” namely, for the good deeds
done to thine enemy. :

The sense thus confirmed by the context
of the original passage is required also by the
present context, the general thought of which
is summed up in the next verse, “ Be nat over-
come of evil, but overcome evil avith good.”

The phrase “ thou shalt beap coals of fire on
bis bead,” would be in the first sense (&) an
incongruous appendix to the quotation, but
in the latter sense (&) it helps powerfully to
enforce the duty of loving our enemies, which
is the main subject of the passage.




v. 1—3.]

CHAPTER XIII.

1 Subjection, and many other duties, we owe
lo the magistrates. 8 Lowe is the fulfilling
of the law. 11 Gluttony and drunkenness,
and the works of darknsss, ave out of season
e the time of the gospel.

ET every soul be subject unto
the higher powers. For there
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is no power but of God: the powers
that be are 'ordained of God. 10r,

2 Whosoever therefore resisteth
the power, resisteth the ordinance of
God: and they that resist shall re-
ceive to.themselves damnation,

3 For rulers are not a terror to
good works, but to the evil. Wilt

Cnap. XIII.—CHRISTIAN DuTIES, PoOLI-
TICAL AND SOCIAL.

1-77, OBEDIENCE TO RULERS.—From ex-
hortations to live peaceably with all men, and
abstain from revenge, St. Paul passes natu-
rally, but without any express mark of con-
nexion, to the duty of obedience to civil
authorities. ‘This is a subject rarely noticed
in his other epistles: see r Tim. ii. 2. Why
then does he treat it so fully and emphatically
in writing to the Romans?

(1.) The Jews at Rome were notorious
for their turbulence; see note on Acts xviii.
2: and the Christians being regarded as a
Jewish sect, and being actually followers of a
Jewish Messiah, were likely to be suspected
of revolutionary tendencies. How easily sus-
picion could be turned against them was seen
a few years later in Nero’s persecution.

(2.) There was a real danger that Chris-
tians themselves, even those of Ieathen
origin, might be misled by false notions of
Christ’s kingdom and its relation to the
kingdoms of this world.

(3.) This danger was greatest at Rome,
where Christianity was brought face to face
with the Imperial power: for the Roman
government, regarding religion as a matter
of state policy, sternly repressed every innova-
tion which threatened to disturb the public
peace.

But though the circumstances of the
Roman Christians may have furnished the
occasion for the admonition, and prudence
may have suggested the need of it, the duty
of obedience is enforced by other and far
higher motives, M. Renan’s remark (*Saint
Paul,’ p. 477) that “ Paul had too much tact
to be an agitator,” and wished the Christian
to be “a man of order en régle with the
police, of good repute in the eyes of Pagans,”
—is an unworthy travesty of the Apostle’s
teaching,

1. Let every soul be subject unto the higher
powers.] “ Let every soul submit to higher
powers.”

“ Every soul,” though a common expres-
sion for “every man,” retains a certain em-
phasis and pathos, which appeal for hearty
obedience.

“ Higher powers” (Wiclif's excellent ren=-

dering) include both the person and office of
such as are set in authority: compare Wisd.
vi.5; 1 Tim. ii. 2; 1 Pet. ii. 13.

For there is no power but of God, {oe.]
Read, “ For there is no power oxcept from
God: but the poawers ibat be have been
ordained by God” In enforcing the duty
of submission, St. Paul clearly asserts a divine
right of civil government, as derived from
God the source of all authority and power:
and he extends that divine right to all “de
Jacto” rulers “as the bearers of a divinely
ordained office” (Meyer), but does not touch
any question of the Christian's duty in refer~
ence to conflicting claims on his allegiance.

2. Whosoever therefore resisteth the power,)
Read, “So that he which setteth himself
against the power” The Greek words
in vw. 1, 2 which we have rendered “sub-
mit,” “ordained” “getteth himself
againet” and “ordinance,” have all the
same root, and give to the passage an antithe-
tical force which cannot be preserved in
English.

and they that resist shall receive to them=
selves damnation.] Read,“Shall upon them-
gelves bring judgment:” see note on
Matt. xxiii, 14. Here, though the judgment
comes from Him whose ordinance is resisted,
it is not dampation in the world to come, but
temporal punishment executed by rulers as
God’s ministers in this world.

3. For rulers. are not a terror to good
avorks,] Read, “to the good work” The
“work ” is mentioned rather than the worker,
because the power of rulers extends only to
men’s actions. The verse shows avby judg-
ment will overtake those who resist, namely,
because the office of the civil power is not te
subvert but to maintain that moral order
which is in its origin divine. St. Paul is
enforcing the duties of subjects, and therefore
regards rulers only as acting according to the
true idea of their office. He was in fact
writing in the earlier and better part of Nero’s
reign, while Seneca and Burrhus were still in
power, before any general persecution of the
Christians, but after he had himself suffered
grievous injustice from the civil power (Acts
xvi. 37; 2 Cor xiL 25, 32). His argument

o2
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thou then not be afraid of the power?
do that which is good, and thou shalt
have praise of the same:

4 For he is the minister of God to
thee for good. But if thou do that
which is evil, be afraid; for he
beareth not the sword in vain: for
he is the minister of God, a revenger
to execute wrath upon him that doeth
evil.

5 Wherefore ye must needs be

ROMANS. XIIL

[v. 4—7.

subject, not only for wrath, but also
for conscience sake.

6 For for this cause pay ye tribute
also: for they are God’s ministers,
attending continually upon this very
thing,

7 Render therefore to all their
dues: tribute to whom tribute s
due ; custom to whom custom ; fear
to whom fear; honour to whom
honour,

applies to all forms of government, and to
Heathen as well as Christian rulers: it has
“a gemeral validity based on the divinely
ordained position of the magistracy, and
not annulled by their injustice in practice”
(Meyer). There is as little reason for Renan’s
sarcastic exclamation that “ Nero was pro-
claimed by St. Paul a minister, an officer of
God, a representative of Divine authority !”
—as for Volkmar’s wild conjecture that the
second beast in the Apocalypse (xifi. 12}, who
caused “rhe earth and them avbich dwell
therein to aorship the first beast,” represented
St. Paul here recommending obedience to
civil government.

thou shali have praise of the same.)
“ praise from it,” i.e. from the power.

4., For be is the minister of God to thee for
good.] Confirmation of the last clause of
@. 3, with which it should have been joined.
‘The civil power (éfoveia, v. 3) is God’s
minister, and as such exists only for good to
him that doeth good: 1 Tim. ii. 2.

be beareth not the saword in wain:] The
sword as the emblem of the power of life and
death was borne habitually (¢opeir) by, or
before, the higher magistrates, and that “ not
in wain ” but with a serious purpose, for use
against evil-doers. ¢ Qui universas provincias
regunt, jus gladii habent” (Ulpian, ¢ Dig.’ L.
18, 6, § 8, quoted by Tholuck).

The Apostle in this passage expressly vindi-
cates the right of capital punishment as divinely
entrusted to the magistrate, © for be is God's
minister,” appointed to execute His righteous
vengeance.

Read,

a revenger to execute avrath upon him that
doeth evil] Read, “an avenger for wrath
unto him that doeth evil” The words
“for wrath” (omitted in a few MSS) answer
to the preceding words “ for geod,” and their
genuineness is confirmed by the renewed
mention of “the wrath” (riy dpy9y) in the
next verse.

6. Wherefore ye must needs be subject, not
only for qurath but also for conscience sake.]

Read, “ Whercfore ye must needs sudbmit, not
only for the wrath,” &c. The necessity is
twofold, external on account of “the wrath”
which the magistrate executes, and internal
on account of conscience towards God. We
thus see that “ awherefore ” refers to the whole
passage (vw. I1-4) as setting forth the
grounds of obedience.

8. For for this cause pay ye tribute also:]
To avoid ambiguity, read, “ye pay tribuie
alse,” Confirmation of . 5. In the fact
of paying tribute you acknowledge that cha-
racter of the civil power which entitles it to
obedience, namely that it is an ordinance of
God “ for the punishment of evil-doers, and for
the praise of them ithat do avell” (1 Pet.
il 14).

Sfor they are God's ministers, attending con~
tinually upon this wery thing] Read, “for
they are ministers of God, labouring
constantly unto this very end.”

“The A.V. has here * God's ministers, and
in w. 4 ‘the ministers of God’ The expres-
sions are altered in both verses in the version
of ¢ Five Clergymen,” which I have followed
for this reason, that in =@. 4 the idea of
serving on bebalf of God is implied in Sud-
xovos ; whilst here that of serving or minister-
ing to God on bebalf of the people seems to
be included also in Aecrovpyoi feot.,” (Riddle
in Lange.)

A ministerial, not necessarily priestly, cha-
racter is thus ascribed to rulers (see note on
Xv. 16): they labour “unto this very end,”
ie. unto that service of God which is de-
scribed in ww. 3, 4, and referred to in the
words “ for this cause”

7. Render therefore to all their dues:] Omit
“therefore” 'The verse is a summary exhor-
tation, based on the mature of civil govern-
ment as stated in wwv. 5, 6, and appended
without any conjunction, as in xii. 2r.
“ Render to all who are in authority whatever
they are entitled to claim.”

tribute to awbom tribute is due.] This is an
excellent rendering of St. Paul’s brief and



v. 8—11.]

8 Owe no man any thing, but to
love one another : for he that loveth
another hath fulfilled the law.

9 For this, Thou shalt not com-
mit adultery, Thou shalt not kill,
T'hou shalt not steal, Thou shalt not
bear false witness, Thou shalt not
covet; and if there be any other
commandment, it is briefly compre-

ROMANS. XIIIL

hended in this saying, namely, Thou
shalt love thy neighbour as thyself,

10 Love worketh no ill to his
neighbour : therefore love is the ful-
filling of the law.

11 And that, knowing the time,
that now it #s high time to awake
out of sleep: for now is our salva-
tion nearer than when we believed.

elliptical sentence. ‘The complete expression
would be—*“to him that claims tribute, ren-
der tribute:” but the shorter phrase is equally
clear and far more forcible.

“ Tribute” (¢pépos), any direct tax on person
or real property, and “ custom” (7é\os), any
indirect tax or toll on goods (Matt. xvii. 25;
Lu. xx, 22), were both paid to the Roman
government, and the agents who collected
them were, to the Jews at least, objects of
popular hatred and contempt. When, there-
fore, St. Paul exhorts his readers at Rome not
only to submit to taxation, but to regard their
rulers with due fear and honour, his counsel
is in strong contrast to that of the “seducers
and deceivers” who at this period were ex-
citing the fierce fanaticism of their countrymen
in Judeza, and “under pretence of inspiration
were plotting innovations and revolutions”
(Joseph. ¢B. J7 I1. xiili. 3). “The Jews at
Rome shared the same turbulent spirit” (Suet.
¢ Claudius,’ ¢. 25).

It is worthy of notice that the extortion of
the Publicans had become so intolerable, that
a few months after the date of this Epistle
Nero proposed to the Senate the most strin-
gent and sweeping reforms: see Tacitus,
¢ Annals,’ xili. 5o.

8-r0. EXHORTATION TO MUTUAL LOVE.

8. Owe no man any thing, but to love one
anotber:] From the duties that must be
paid to all in authority, St. Paul passes very
naturally to the wider duty of loving all men.
“ Pay every debt, let none remain due to any
man, save that ‘immortal debt’ (Bengel) of
mutual love which, however fully paid, is still
for ever due.”

Jor be that loveth another] Read, “ for be
that loveth his neighbour” &c.

So Wiclif rightly renders rév érepov, ie.
‘ the other ” implied in the expression “ #o Jove
one another :” compare il 1, 21.

bath fulfilled the laaw.] “In and with the
loving there has taken place what the Mosaic
law prescribes in respect of duties towards
one’s neighbour, inasmuch as he who loves
does not commit adultery, does not kill, steal,
covet.” (Meyer.) But see more in the note
on v. 10.

9. On the order of the commandments of
the z2nd Table, see note on Ex. xx.

Thou shalt not bear false avitmess,] The
addition of this clause to the original text, in
order to supply a supposed omission, is proved
to be needless by what follows, “ and ¢f there
be any other commandment.”

it is briefly comprebended] Or, “it is
summed up” In Lev. xix. 18, sundry laws
forbidding injury to one’s neighbour are
summed up in a saying which contains them
all in principle, as it also contains all the com~-
mandments of the Decalogue, to which St.
Paul here applies it. The several laws which
fow from love are thus gathered up again in
love, their fountain head.

10. Lowe avorketh no ill] ‘This emphatic
rendering of the words odx dpydleras is justi-
fied by their position. “ Love” (personified
as in 1 Cor. xill.) “ evorketh no t] to bis neigh~
bour,” neither the ills forbidden in the several
commandments, nor any other,

therefore love is the fulfilling of the law.]
“Love therefore is the fulfilment of
law.” Compare ». 8. The argument of this
passage is satistied, if it be limited to the law
of Moses, and its special prohibitions: but it
is probable that St. Paul, by using wduos
without the article, pointed to a larger sense
in which love is the fulfilment of law. For
viewed in its idea and essence as a revelation
of God’s will, “/aav” requires for its fulfil-
ment that we should not only cease to do evil,
but learn to do well.

11-14. After his full explanation in vo. 8-10
of the exhortation, “ Oave no man any thing, but
to love one another,” St. Paul now resumes the
exhortation, and enforces it by a special mo-
tive drawn from the shortness of the time, and
then upon this motive founds fresh exhorta-
tions to vigilance and holiness.

11. And that, knowing the time] “ And
that, because ye know the season” On
xal rovre compare 1 Cor. vi. 6, 8; Eph. ii. 8,
It recalls with fresh emphasis the preceding
thought, “ Owe nothing but love,” which is
itself the comprehensive summary of all the
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[ Or,
decently.

12 The night is far spent, the day
is at hand: let us therefore cast off
the works of darkness, and let us put
on the armour of light.

13 Let us walk 'honestly, as in
the day ; not in rioting and drunken-

ROMANS. XIII.

[v. 12—14.

ness, not in chambering and wanton-
ness, not in strife and envying.

14 But put ye on the Lord Jesus
Christ, and make not provision for
the flesh, to fulfil the lusts thereof.

Christian duties enforced in this and the
preceding chapter.

On eldores, see note on vii. 7.

that noww it is high time fo awake out of
sleep] Read, “that it is time for us at
once to awake,” &c.

The pronoun “us” (or “you™), omitted in
the A. V., is addressed to believers (émarei-
capev), and demands of them an earnest vigi-
lance, compared with which their ordinary life
is asa “ skeep™ of the soul. So in the parable
of the virgins, *“ they all slumbered and siept.”

Jor now is our salvation nearer] “ for now
# Balvation mearer to ws.” This latter
rendering is favoured by the order of the
words. The ¢ salvation” meant is evidently
the full and final salvation which shall accom-
pany the second coming of the Lord. 'When
St. Paul says of this that it is * nearer than
apben ave beliewed,” it is clear that he thought
Christ’s coming nigh at hand. The short
time since St. Paul and his readers first
¢ believed” would have brought the Advent
seemingly no nearer, had it been regarded as
indefinitely distant. In fact, a constant ex-
pectation of the day of the Lord as fast
approaching is the very attitude of mind
which Christ Himself enjoined in His re-
peated warnings.

That expectation had from the first been
modified by the caution, “ Of that day and
bour knoweth no man” (Matt. xxiv. 36). In
St. Paul's mind the expectation was vivid
(r Thess. iv. 17; 1 Cor. xv. 52), but the
caution was not forgotten (r Thess. v. 1, 2;
2 Thess. ii. 1).

The Aorist émoreioraper points back to
the first acceptance of the faith: compare
t Cor. iii. 5; xv. z; Acts xix. 2.

12. The night is far spent, the dayis at
hand.] Having compared the present moral
condition of his readers to “usleep,” the
Apostle carries on the figure, contrasting
the present life with that which is to come
as mght with day: compare Heb. x. z5.

let us therefore cast off the aworks of dark-
ness,] In accordance with the figorative use
of “sleep” and “ mjght,” the “darkness” also
is to be understood in 2 moral sense, and
“the ayorks of darkness” are not only such
deeds of violence or lust as men seck to hide
under cover of night (1 Thess. v. 7; Ephes,
V. 11), but generally all siuful deeds whose

natural element is the state of spiritual dark~-
ness. All these, says the Apostle, “ Jfe# wus cast
off,” as men arising out of sleep lay aside
the garments worn during the night. For
the literal sense of drofdpuefa see Acts vil. 58,
and for its application to moral habits com-
pare Eph. iv. 22, 25; Col. iii. 8; Jamesi. 21;
1 Peter ii. r ; Heb. xii. 1. :

and let us put on the armounr of light]] The
interpretation “bright shining armour,” does
not agree with the figure employed, of night
and day. “The armour of the light” is
the armour belonging to and worn during the
light, that with which the Christian must be
found clad in the day of Christ’s coming,
when the true heavenly light will arise and
shine: compare Eph. vi. 11.

18. Let ws awalk honestly, as in the day.]
For “ jhonestly” (1 'Thess. iv. 12}, which is
now seidom used in its proper Latin sense,
read “seemly” or “becomingly” Com-~
pare xii. 17, where things hbonest” mean
“things becoming” and 1 Cor. xiv. 40,
where for “decently” read “becomingly.?
% As if the day, which is so near at hand, were
already present, so let us walk becomingly.”
(Photius.)

To this passage St. Augustine (‘ Confes-
sions,’ viil, 12, 23) attributes his own re-
markable conversion: “I seized the book,
opened it, and read in silence the passage
on which my eyes were first cast, ‘ Not in
revellings and drunkenness, not in chamber-
ing and wantonness, not in strife and jealousy:
but put ye on the Lord Jesus Christ, and make.
not provision _for the flesh unto lusts.’ I had
no wish, no need, to read further: for at the
end of this sentence immediately, as if the
light of full assurance had been poured into
my heart, the darkness of my doubts all fled
away.” For “emvying” read “jealousy.”
Revelry is followed on the one hand by
lasciviousness, and on the other by strife and
jealous wrath ({fAo, Acts xiii, 45).

14, But put ye on the Lord Jesus Christ)]
In Gal. iii. 27 (written only a few months
before this Epistle) St.. Paul says that “all
who were baptised into Christ did put on
Christ,” i.e. entered into fellowship of life
with Him, and became members of Him.
The fact of union with Christ, there as-
serted in the dogmatic sense, is the ground of
the exhortation in this passage to “put on



v. 1—2.]

Christ” in the ethical sense, 1. e. to clothe the
soul in the moral disposition and habits of
Christ. The essential element of this union
is the Spirit of Christ, and the Spirit’s power
is needed continually to maintain and develope
the life once bestowed. Each new step in
the development of this life may be regarded
as a new putting on of Christ, and so may
be the subject, as here, of special exhortation.
Compare Gal.iv. 19, « little children, of whom
I travail in birth again until Christ be formed
in you

and make not provisian for the flesh, to fulfil
the Justs theregf.] Literally, unto lusts. If
odpf has here a purely physiological sense
(Philippi} as denoting the material of the

ROMANS., XIV,

body, the prohibition is not absolute but
limited by the words untolusts (eis éme-
Bupias) : take not care of the body to such
an extent as to excite lusts (Meyer), or rather
“in order to gratify lusts.”

But the opposition between * putting on
the Lord Jesus Christ” and “ taking fore-
thought for the Aesh ” makes it more probable
that odpf here, as in cc. vil. and viil.,, denotes
the flesh in its senswality and sinfulness : and
so the Apostle forbids altogether any fore-
thought for its indulgence as necessarily
aiming at, or at least tending to, the excite-
ment and gratification of sinful lusts, The
words unto lusts thus strengthen instead
of limiting the prohibition,

ADDITIONAL NOTE on 2 1,

The reading ind Beot instead of dnd feod,
though found in the oldest MSS. and gene-
rally adopted by critical Editors, is still
regarded by many of the best interpreters as
the error of a copyist misled by the vwg of
the following clause.

The received Text (dmd feov) certainly
seems to give a better and more pointed sense,
by distingunishing the Divine origin of civil
government in general from the actual estab-
lishment by God’s Providence of existing
governments.

CHAPTER XIV.

IM that is weak in the faith
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receive ye, but 'not to doubt- LOr #et 2

. B JFrdge his
ful disputations. doubiful

# dy
3 Men may not contemn #or condemn one the thoughts.

other for things indifferent : 13 but take heed
that they give no offence in them: 1% for
that the apostle proveth wunlawful by many
reasons.

2 For one believeth that he may
eat all things: another, who is weak,
eateth herbs.

CHAP. XIV—EXHORTATION TO0 MUTUAL
FORBEARANCE AMONG CHRISTIANS,

The great principle of Christian love com-
mended in the preceding chapter is here
applied to enforce the special duty of mutual
forbearance in things indifferent. ‘This
general connexion of thought between the
two chapters is clear and unquestionable :
the more immediate and formal connexion
being less obvious has been much disputed.

(1.) The expectation of the Second Advent,
introduced as a motive to mutual love (xiii.
11), is naturally accompanied by an exhorta-
tion to watchfuiness and purity (xiii. 12-14);
and from this incidental admonition St. Paul
now returns to his main thought (Fritzsche).

(2.) The warning against excessive in-
dulgence of the flesh leads by a natural
transition and contrast to the case of those
who from weakness of faith observe an over-
scrupulous asceticism (Meyer).

These views are both partially true, and
both incomplete.

The expectation of Christ’s second coming

to judge the world runs through the whole
passage (xiil. 11, xiv. 4, 10-12), as the con-
straining motive to mutual charity and for-
bearance.

Before applying this motive in ¢. xiv., to
appease dissensions which were occasioned
chiefly by a superstitious observance of things
morally indifferent, the Apostle, with admir-
able wisdom, draws first from the thought of
coming judgment a note of warning, not un-
needed, especially among his Gentile readers,
against a licentious abuse of Christian liberty ;
and so passes over (8¢, xiv. 1) to the opposite
and less dangerous error or infirmity, for
which he claims a charitable forbearance
from those whose consciences were more
robust.

1. Him that is weak in the faith] “But
bim that is aveak in faith” ‘H mioric
does not here mean “the faith,” i. e. the
doctrine believed, but the man’s own Christian
faith in its moral and practical bearing, as a
conviction of right and wrong: compare v.
22, 23. The weakness is described by a
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3 Let not him that eateth despise
him that eateth not; and let not him
which eateth not judge him that
eateth : for God hath received him.

4 Who art thou that judgest ano-

ROMANS. XIV.

[v. 3—s.

ther man’s servant?! to his own
master he standeth or falleth, Yea,
he shall be holden up: for God is
able to make him stand.

5 One man esteemeth one day

Participle, not by an Adjective, and thus (as
Godet rightly observes) is not treated as an
inherent and permanent defect of character.
receive ye, but not to doubtful disputations.]
%receiveye,not unto discussion of doubts.”
Admit the weak brother to Christian fellow-
ship, take him to yourselves, but not to discuss
and pass judgments upon any doubts that he
entertains. This plea for a kindly reception
of the weak brethren implies that they, i.e.
the Jewish Christians, were not the pre-
dominant part of the Christian community
at Rome. For Saxpioeas see 1 Cor. xii. 103

Heb. v. 14: and for Siakoytopér see note on -

iz
it 14.

Q. For one belicweth that he may eat all
things:] “Oue man hath faith to eat all
things” For this meaning of meoreder com=
pare Demosthenes, ¢ Against Onetor,” p. 866
(wpoéafar 8¢ i wpoix’ olx émigrevoer), “he
had not confidence, i. e. was too cautious, to
give up the dowry.”

anothery avho is weak, eateth herbs] “But
he that is weak,” &e. The scruple here
described refers to eating flesh at all, not only
flesh of unclean animals or of idol-sacrifices.
The weak Christian lived on vegetables.

In regard to the motive of this scrupulous
abstinence, see Introduction, § 7.

St. Paul, regarding the matter itself as in-
different, expresses no disapproval of either
practice, but only of the uncharitable feelings
with which it may be associated. The strong
must not despise the weak as narrow-minded
and superstitious, nor the weak judge and
condemn the strong as unscrupulous and
irreverent. Similar cautions are much needed
in discussions of the present day concerning
< temperance.”

3. for Ged bath received bim.] Compare
Pss, xxvil. 10, Ixv. 4, 1xxiil. 24, where the LXX
use the same Greek word, also John xiv. 3;
Rom. xv. 7; and Clemens Rom., 1 Cor.
491 év aydmn mpogeldBero fuas & Aegmirys.
St. Paul’s meaning is, ¢ Condemn not for his
freedom the man whom God has taken to
Himself and received into His Church in this
freedom :” 1 Cor. x. 29; Gal v. 13.

4. Who art thou that judgest another man's
servant?] Read, “another’s servant,” i.e.
God’s, or Christ’s, according as ©eds or
Kipios is adopted in the close of the verse.
The question, * #ho art thou?” addressed to

The meaning “ doubts * is clear in Phil.

“ the weak” in faith, rebukes his presumption
in condemning the freedom which God has
not condemned. Compare ix. 20.

The word oixérns, rare in N. T.; denotes a
household servant, distinguished fromordinary
slaves (Plat. Legg. vi, p. 763 A) as being
more closely connected with the family.
(Meyer.)

to his own master he siandeth or falletb,),;[
‘The figurative expression “standeth or falieth
is variously understood :

(1.) He is acquitted or condemned, not by
your judgment, but by that of God (Ps. i. 5;
Lu. xxi. 36 ; 1 Cor. iv. 4).

(2.) Whether in the use of his liberty he
does well or ill, stands upright or falls into
sin, is a matter that concerns his own Master,
not thee (1 Cor. x. 12, xvi. 13; ¥ Thess. iii.
8, &c.; c. xi. 22). This latter interpretation
is confirmed by what follows. What St. Paul
thus forbids is not a kindly concern for a
fellow-servant’s safety, but a censorious in-
terference with his freedom. For the Dative
see Winer, pp. 263, 265, and below, wwv.
6,7, 8.

Yea, he shall be holden up:] Read, “But he
shall stand.” Matt. xii. 26; Lu. xi. 18;
2 Cor. xiii. 1.

Jor God is able to make him stand.] Read,
“for the Lord is mighty” &e.: Wiclif’s
vigorous rendering, based on the reading of
nearly all the best MSS and oldest versions
(Bvvarei ydp & Kipios). St. Paul’s confident
assurance that the man, who in the strength
of faith asserts his freedom in things in-
different, will be kept in his uprightness, rests
on the might of Christ “the Lord”

5. One man esteemeth one day above anotber.]
If “for” (ydp) be restored (Tisch. 8), it must
be regarded either as a repetition, or better
as a confirmation, of the vdp in w. 3, i. e. it
strengthens the argument for the precept of
2. 1, by a second example of difference be-
tween the weak and the strong in faith: “ one
man ohooseth day before day: another
cheooseth ewery day” For the meaning of
xpivw see Plato, ¢ Republic,’ iii. 399, F., and
Aschylus, * Agamemnon,” 47r; and for the
subject matter compare Col. ii. 16, “ Ler
no man thergfore judge you in meat, or in
drink, or in respect of an boly day (feast), or
of the new moon, or of the sabbath days.”
From that passage and from Gal. iv. 10, we
see that’ Jewish Christians who were weak
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above another: another esteemeth
every day alike, Let every man be
"fully persuaded in his own mind.

6 He that "regardeth the day, re-

7 For none of us liveth to himself,
and no man dieth to himself,

8 For whether we live, we live
unto the Lord ; and whether we die,

10r, fally
assured.
10T, ob-
serveth.

gardeth 7z unto the Lord; and he
that regardeth not the day, to the
Lord he doth not regard iz. He
that eateth, eateth to the Lord, for
he giveth God thanks; and he that
eateth not, to the Lord he eateth not,
and giveth God thanks.

we die unto the Lord: whether we
live therefore, or die, we are the
Lord’s.

9 For to this end Christ both
died, and rose, and revived, that he
might be Lord both of the dead and

living.

in faith were still influenced by a supersti-
tious reverence for days and seasons which
had been held sacred among the Jews. A
rigid observance of the Sabbath was espe-
cially characteristic of the Essenes. Com-
pare Ecclesiasticus xxxiii. 7—9: and on the
Judaizing element in the Roman Church, see
Introduction, § 7. There is not the slightest
reason to suppose, with Ewald, that St. Paul
is referring to the observance of the Lord’s
day.

Let ewery man be fully persuaded in bis own
mind.] The observance of this or that day
being in itself a thing indifferent, it is enough
that he who observes it and he who does not
should “each be fully assured in his own
mind” that he is doing right. The “mind”
(vois) is the seat of moral conscionsness, and
therefore of the  full assurance of faith:” cf.
vil. 23, and iv. 21 (#wAgpodopnbeis).

6. He that regardeth the day, regardeth it
unto the Lord] “He that mindeth the

day, to the Lord he mindeth it.” It being

presupposed that each is fully assured in his
own mind that he is doing right, then he that
sets his mind upon the day in question (r»
fuépay) and is zealous for its observance
(¢ppoveiv, Matt, xvi. 23; Phil iii. 19; Col.
iil. 2}, does so for the Lord’s sake, considering
that “his day is hoely 2o the Lord” (1 Esdras
ix. 52).

The clause, “ and be that regardeth not the
day, to the Lord be doth not regard it,” must be
omitted on overwhelming evidence: it seems
to have been added for the sake of com-
pleteness, being implied in the Apostie’s
argument.

“The setting apart of special days for the
service of God is a confession of our imper-
fect state, an avowal that we cannot or do
not devote our whole time to Him. Sab-
baths will then ultimately be superseded,
when our life becomes one eternal Sabbath”
(Bp. Lightfoot on Coloss. ii. 18).

He that eateth, ¢c] The man who eats
flesh, eats it unto the Lord, because he deems
it right to use what God has given him for

use; and he shows that he is fully assured of
this, “ for be giveth God thanks”

In like manner “pe that cateth not” fesh
“ eateth not” for the Lord’s sake, and accord-
ingly “ giwes thanks to God” for the simpler
meal that he allows himself.

This passage proves the universal custom
of thanksgiving before a meal (Matt. xv. 36
Acts xxvil. 35; 1 Cor. X. 30, xi. 24; 1 Tim,
iv. 4, 5).

For the Datives see note on . 4.

7, 8. Confirmation of the particular state-
ments in 2. 6 by the universal principle on
which they rest.

In observing or not observing special days,
and in eating or not eating flesh, a Christian
(who is fully assured) does all “unto the
Lord:” for this is the conscious aim of his
existence, to live “not unto himself,” not for
his own will and pleasure, but “unto the
Lord” for His glory, and according to His
will.

Moreover he that thus lives unto the Lord,
also dies unto the Lord: the ruling principle
of the life is strong in death. “Itisa great
art to die well, and to be learnt by men in
health.” (Jeremy Taylor, * Holy Dying.")

“ We are the Lord’s,” not our own, but His
property, devoting ourselves to His service and
assured of His protection. The Apostle in
ww, 7, 8 is speaking of believers only.

9. For to this end Christ both died, and
rose, and revived,] * For to this end Christ
died and became alive” The shorter
reading is best attested, and explains the
variations : it also corresponds best with the
following clause, “ that be might be Lord both
of dead and living”

The Christian’s relation to his Lord, both
in life and in death, is founded on the facts of
Christ’s personal history For the life which
the Christian lives “ unro the Lord” is also a
new life (vi. 4) derived from the new life of
Christ, which made Him Lord of dead and
living: compare viii. 38; Phil. i. 2z0. The
new life on which Christ entered after His
resurrection Is described not by dvé{noer, but
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16 But why dost thou judge thy
brother? or why dost thou set at

2 Cer.5: nought thy brother ! for ‘we shall

) all stand before the judgment seat of
Christ.

‘:31_5-45- 11 For it is written, .45 1 live,

saith the Lord, every knee shall bow
to me, and every tongue shall con-
fess to God.

ROMANS. XIV.

[v. To—14.

12 So then every one of us shall
give account of himself to God.

13 Let us not therefore judge one
another any more: but judge this
rather, that no man put a stumbling-
block or an occasion to fall in Ass
brother’s way.

14 I know, and am persuaded by
the Lord Jesus, that there is nothing

by the simple verb éyoer (as in Apoc. i. 18,
ii. 8; Rom. v. 10; 2 Cor. iv. 10, 11), to
correspond more closely with {Gyrowv.

The emphasis is of course on the words
S both dead and living,” as is shown by the
kai—rxai, and required by the connexion with
vv. 7, 8.

Observe in #(yoev the inceptive force of the
Aorist, “became alive,” for which compare
the Additional Note on i, 13, and Bernhardy,
¢ Syntax,’ p. 382.

10. But why dost thou judge thy brother?
or avhy dost thou set at nought thy brother?]
Read, “But thou, why judgest thou thy
brother? Or thou too, awby dost thou set at
nought thy brotbher ?

If Christ is the Lord of all, what right has
the weak to judge, or the strong to despise his
brother? For, instead of judging each other,
all are to be judged by the Lord. * .4/”is
placed emphatically first, as the force of the
argument rests on the universality of the judg-
ment : compare ii. 6, 16, iii. 6, &c.

the judgment seat of Christ.] Read, “zhe
Judgment seat of God,” and compare z Cor.
V. 10, which was probably the source of the
reading “ Christ.”

11, The certainty of the universal judgment
is attested by the solemn declaration of Isaizh
xlv. 23, where for the Hebrew phrase, “ By
myself bave I saworn” (Gen. xxii. 16), which 1s
literally rendered in LXX, St. Paul, quoting
from memory, substitutes the more frequent
form, “ I live,” equivalent to “ By my own life
I swear:” compare Num. xiv. 21, 2z, 28;
Deut. xxxil. 40, where the LXX have (&
€y® oTi.

saith the Lord,] Added to Tsaiah’s words by
St. Paul, to show that it is God who speaks.

The words which follow in Isaiah, “rke
aword is gone out of my mouth in righteousness,
and shall not return,” being only a further asse-
veration, are omitted by St. Paul.

every knee shall bow to me, and every tongue
shail confess to God] Isai. xlv. 23. The
Hebrew 1is correctly rendered in the A. V.,
“Unto me every knee shall boaw, every tongne
shall sawear.”

Compare Jer. xliv. 26, where for “ sworn”

there is, as here, a various reading in LXX,
“ confessed.”

In Isaiah the oath of homage (Isai. xix. 18 ;
Jos. xxiii. 7; 2 Chr, xv. 14), as well as the
bended knee, marks the adoring submission of
the whole world to Jehovah, and the solemn
confession of His sovereignty.

The notion of “confessing sins to the
Judge” ((Ecumenius) is out of place in this
verse, though it follows in the next.

12. So then every one of us shall give account
of himself to God.] * 8o then each one of us
for himgelf shall give account to God.”
On God’s supremacy rests His exclusive right
of judgment : sowhen the former is confessed
by “ewvery tongue” it follows that each will
answer for himself to his rightful Judge. By
bringing together the emphatic words, “each
one of us for himself,” we give prominence
to the exact point, on which the application in
the next verse is based.

13. Let ws not itherefore judge ome anotber
any more:] “No longer therefore let us
judge one another” The wamning against
judging is now addressed to both parties, and
so St. Paul passes over to the admonition
addressed to the strong in faith.

but judge this rather, that no man put a
stumbling-block or an occasion to fall in bis
brother'savay.] “But judge yeo this rather,
not to put an offence before your bro-
ther, or a stumbling-bloek.”

The two words wpdoxoppa and gravdalor
differ in their proper material sense as a
“block” against which the foot strikes, and
a “trap” in which it is caught: but in the
figurative and moral sense they are used in-
differently, and rendered in the A. V. either
“ offence,” or “stumbling-block.” See notes
on ix. 33, Matt. xvi. 23. Here it is better to
render mpdokoppa by the same word “offence”
as1n <. 20.

Jjudge this] “judge ye this” The Pro-
noun must be expressed in English to show
the change of Person: let this be your judg-
ment and your determination. For this sense
of xpivw see 1 Cor. ii. 2; 2 Cor. ii, 1; Tit.
jii, 12.

14. by the Lord Jesus,] Read “in the Lord



v. 15—18.] ROMANS. XIV.

'Grcom= Tunclean of itself: but to him that
IGr.com- €steemeth any thing to be 'unclean,
won to him #¢ 75 unclean.

15 But if thy brother be grieved
Lo e With thy meat, now walkest thou
charizy. — not Ucharitably. ¢Destroy not him
€x Cor. 8.

. with thy meat, for whom Christ died.

16 Let not then your good be evil
spoken of :

17 For the kingdom of God is not
meat and drink; but righteousness,
and peace, and joy in the Holy
Ghost.

18 For he that in these things

Jesas” The conviction is that of a mind dwell-
ing in communion with Christ, and therefore
enlightened by His Spirit.

“ Nothing,” i. e., according to the context,
no kind of food.

“ Unclean :” Marg, ¢ common:” see notes
on Acts x. 14, 28; xi. 8.

“Unclean of itself:” 8 éavrod, *per se”
“ of its own nature,” apart from conscientious
scruples. The rendering “ through him” (8.’
abros, referred to Christ) “that is, on account
of His evangelic legislation” ("Theodoret) is
fantastic and arbitrary. The meaning is not
that the distinction between clean and un-
clean meats was abolished : for ““the weak in
faith” objected to eating flesh at ail, and this
objection was not founded on the law of
Moses, but on ascetic notions, such as those
of the Essenes.

but to bim, do°c.] Read, “except to bim,”
e, 1t is not “unclean of itself,” it is pot
unclean “exoept,” &c.: compare for this use
of el py Luke iv. 26, 27; Gal. i 7, ii. 16, &c.
Thus i enforcing the admonition of =. 13,
St. Paul first asserts fully and directly the
principle of freedom, and then adds the excep-
tion, by which its practice ought to be modi-
fied : for the scruple of the weak brother is
valid so far as Ais conscience is concerned. It
is this exception that forms the essential part
of the argument, for on this is founded the
preceding exhortation not to scandalise the
weak brother.

15. But if thy brother be gricved avith thy
meat,] “For if because of meat thy
prother is grieved” (Rheims). “For” is
unquestionably the true reading, it brings in
areason for the exhortation expressed in <. 13,
and founded on the closing words of w. 14.

The whole argument is perfectly clear
when we reduce St. Paul’s rhetorical style
to the simpler logical order:

(1.) “to him it is unclean” (v. 14).

(2.) “put not a stumbling-block in his way”
(= 13).

(3.) “for if because of meat thy brother
is grieved, thou art no longer walking
acoording to scharity” (o. 15).

Destrop not, do'c.] The weak brother is
“ grieved,” i. e. vexed in conscience, morally
pained (Eph. iv. 30) by seeing the strong in-
culge in what he deems sinful. This grief

may tend to his destruction, and that in more
ways than one: he may either be repelled
from the Christian faith, which seems to be
associated with sinful practice, or he may be
seduced by your example into a cowardly
acquiescence in that which to him is sinful
(r Cor. viii. 12). Give up thy freedom and
eat no flesh, rather than thus lead into perdi-
tion him for whom Christ gave up His life to
save him from perdition. *Make not thy
meat of more account than Christ made His
life” (Bengel).

“ Thy meat,” © that meat of thine”: there is
a touch of scorn in the pronoun; “Non sine
indignatione pronomen adjectum” (Beelen).

18. Let not therefore your good be evil spoken
of 7] This is addressed, as the whole passage
(vv. 13-23), to those who are strong in faith :
the Plural is used in laying down general
principles (vwv. 1, 7-9, 13, 16, 19; X¥. 1), the
Singular in applying them to special cases
(vv. 2-6, 10, 15, 20-23).

“Your good,” that which is emphatically
your special advantage, can only mean, in
accordance with the coutext, your stronger
faith and fuller liberty; the reading *our
good” would give the same -general sense,
referring to the * knowledge and persuasion
in the Lord Jesus, that nothing is unclean in
itself” (w. 14). Compare 1 Cor. viii. 4, 7.
9; X 29, 30.

Let no uncharitable use of vour liberty give
occasion to the weak in faith to condemn
and speak evil of that which is to you a real
good.

17. For the kingdom of God is not meat and
drink;] *The kingdom of God, typified by
the O. T. theccracy, is God’s dominiou
over the heart, instituted and administered by
Christ : it is the heavenly sphere of life, in
which God's word and Spirit govern, and
whose organ on earth is the Church” (Lange).
Here the Apostle’s point of view is that of
our Saviour’s saying (Luke xvii. 20, where,
however, see notc), “ The kingdom of God is
avithin you”: its cssence lies not in things
external, as eating and drinking, but in the
inward graces of the spiritual lifz. The fol-
lowing clause, “ be that in these things serveth
Christ,” shows that these graces are here re-
garded as active principles of the Christian
lite. .
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serveth Christ #s acceptable to God,
and approved of men.

19 Let us therefore follow after
the things which make for peace, and
things wherewith one may edify
another.

20 For meat destroy not the work
of God. <“All things indeed are

ROMANS. XIV.

[v. 10—22,

pure; but #¢ is evil for that man
who eateth with offence.

21 It is good neither to eat ?flesh, ?1 Cor.a
13,

nor to drink wine, nor amy thing
whereby thy brother stumbleth, or
is offended, or is made weak.

22 Hast thou faith? have i# to
thyself before God. Happy is he

“ Righteousness™ is. therefore presented not
in its judicial aspect as the relation established
by God’s justifying sentence, but in its moral
aspect as a grace to be exercised and developed,
as in fact “the germ, of which holiness is
the unfolded ana perfected plant” (Forbes) :
compare vi. 19, Eph. iv. 24, and note on
iy,

“ Peace” in like manner is not simply the
state of reconciliation to God (v. 1), but
the resulting disposition, the spirit of peace
abiding in the heart and shedding a holy calm
over the life.

“ Joy in the Holy Ghost” is the holy gladness
which the Spirit of God breathes around
those who “/live in the Spirit”: Gal. v. 22,
25; Rom. xv. 13; 1 Thess. i. 6.

The strongest in faith best know that * tbe
kingdom of God” consists in these spiritual
graces, not in anything external as eating or
drinking ; they therefore ought to be most
ready to use their liberty in such matters
wisely and charitably. Thus with admirable

_skill and force of argument, the Apostle ap-
peals to faith itself against any misuse of the
liberty which faith bestows.

18. For he that in these things serwveth
Christ] The variation * be that herein serveth
Christ (év Toire),” is most strongly attested ;
it extends the thought from the three graces
just mentioned to the whole sphere in which
they are combined. He “herein serwverh
Christ,” who for the love of Christ serves his
brethren in the exercise of such graces as
righteousness, peace, and joy; and so doing
he is both “ avell pleasing to God,” who judges
the heart, and “ approved by men,” who see
his good deeds. Thus he wins the goodwill
of his brother, instead of putting a stumbling-
block in his way.

19. the things abkich make for peace,] More
simply “the things of pesce” The ex~
hortation, “ lez us _folloav,” founded on . 17,
18, gives a much better sense than either a
question, ¢ Do we then follow ? ” or an asser-
tion of the Apostle’s own practice, “ We
therefore follow.”

and things abereavith one may edify another.]
Compare 1 Thess. v. 11.

20. For meat, destroy not.] Read destroy

thou not: the Singular marks the return to
the special case ; see note on w. 16.

“ The avork of God ” must be understood in
accordance with the exhortation in . 19 to
*“edify ” or build up each other. Thy brother,
as a Christian, is “ God’s building™ (1 Cor.
iii. 9). Do not for the sake of mere food
fight against God by pulling down and de-
stroying what He has built up. “ Destroy ”
is here used in its proper etymological sense
(karddve, ¢ destrue”) not, as in w. 15, in
the sense of eternal perdition (dmé\Ave).

Al things indeed are pure.] Ie. all kinds
of food are morally clean (w. 14).

but it is evil for that man awho eateth avith
offence.] The sense is well expressed by
Tyndale’s paraphrase “ who eateth with hurt
of his conscience.” If thou cause thy brother
to eat against his conscience, itis a sin to him,
and so thou art destroying God’s work in
him for the sake of food. On 8t mpookdn-
pares * with offence as an attendant circum-
stance,” see note on ii. 27.

1. It is good meither to eat flesh,] “Not
to eat flesh,” thatis to eat no flesh of any kind,
and to drink no wine “ is good” (xaXdr), is
worthy and noble conduct in one who denies
himself rather than offend a brother (1 Cor.
viii. 13).

nor anything whereby thy brother stumbleth,]
Read “nor to do anything whereat
&e” The interpretation answering to the
AV, “gorto eat or drink anything ahereby
do%c.,” is too limited. St. Paul extends the
maxim to all actions which are in themselves
morally indifferent.

oris offended, or is made aveak.] If these
two clauses are retained, we must render the
last—*or is weak:” it extends the maxim
beyond matters in which a brother is actually
led into sin to those in which his conscience
is weak, and 1nay easily be grieved. But the
genuineness of the clauses is doubtful (they
are omitted in Tisch. 8), and to the evidence
against them must now be added (r) Freisin-
ger’s ¢ Itala Fragmenta.’

292, Hast thou farth® hbave it to thyself
before God.] “Thou hast faith” (Wiclif,
Geneva). “The faith which thou hast, have
it,” &c. (Tisch. 8, with ¥ A B C:addr.)
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that condemneth not himself in that
thing which he alloweth,
27 And he that 'doubteth is

RO MANS. XIV,

damned if he eat, because ke carerh and put-

not of faith: for whatsoever s not dzﬁ'ermu

between
meats.

of faith is sin.

The sense is not materially altered by such
variations, the same supposition being ex-
pressed in different forms. The question is
the most lively and natural: compare xiii. 3.
St. Paul hears, as it were, how the strong in
faith opposes him saying “I have faith, and
am convinced that it is allowable for a
Christian to eat flesh and drink wine,” and
replies “thou hast faith? Hawe it to thyself
before God,” so that God is the witness of thy
faith, and parade it not before men to the
offence of the weak” (Meyer, after Chry-
sostor.)

Happy is be that condemneth not bimself
in that thing <which be allawetb} Read,
“judgeth not himself in that whiech
he alloweth!” The happiness meant is not
the future * Messianic blessedness ” (Meyer),
but the present blessedness of a clear
and undoubting conscience. It is a motive
to charitable self-restraint addressed to the
strong in faith : he who *judges not himseif,”
who is so fully convinced, that he entertains
no question or doubt about the rectitude of
his conduct “in that which he allows” or
approves in his own practice, should be con-
tent with this great happiness, and thankfully
consent to restrain his freedom for his brother’s
sake.

93. Adnd be that doubteth is damned if be
eat.] “But be that doubteth is condemned if
he eat.” 'The danger of the weak brother is
now brought into striking contrast with the
happy condition of him who is strong in faith,
and so supplies a further motive to the charit-
able restraint of freedom,

The use of three kindred words (xpivawr,
Siaxpevdpevos, karaxékperar) gives to St. Paul’s
language a pointed force which cannot be
preserved in English. For the meaning of
Stakpwipeves compare iv. zo; Matt. xxi, 21
Mark xi. 23; James i. 6. He that thus
doubts, wavers, and debates with himself
whether it is or is not lawful to eat, is ipso

facto and at once ¥ conderned if be ear?
because he eateth not of faith: compare
John iii. 18, “be that belieweth not is con-
demned already, because be hath not belicved,
¢o'e.” St. Paul does not sayhe is condemned
by his own conscience, or he is condemned
by God, but “the very act of eating con-
demns him, of course according to Divine
ordering, so that the justice of this sentence
is established not only before God, but also
before men, and before himself” (Philippi).

Jor awhatsoever is not of faith is sin.] “and
whatsoever,” &c. St. Paul here adds the
major premiss of his argument. “ Everything
that is not of faith is sin”: “ This eating is
not of faith:” “ Therefore it is sin, and he is
condemned already.”

‘The important axiom, “ Wbatsoever is not
of faith is sin,” has been very commonly
misunderstood, and misapplied in contro-
versial theology, through disregard of its
grammar and context.

(1) St. Paul does not say wdv & py €«
wiorews “ everything except that which
posltlvely' is of faith;” but wav 6 odx éx
wigTews “everything which positively is zot
qf' faith.” Inother words the Antecedent to
§ is definite, not indefinite, and the propo-
sition is limited to actions in which there is
not a mere absence, but an actual defect of
faith,

(2) This grammatical result agrees with
the context, which shows that St. Paul is
speaking only of actions done by a Christian
who does not believe them to be right, but is
at least doubtful of their propriety. Chryso-
stom’s comment is admirable : < But all this
is spoken by Paul concerning the case that
lies before him, not concerning 2ll cases.”

On the position of the Droxology, Wthh
in a few MSS is placed at the end of this
chapter, and on the relation of chapters
xv. xvi. to the other portion of the Epistle,
see Introduction, § 8.

ADDITIONAL

In Isaiah xlv. 23, the Vatican MS of the
LXX has «ai op.er.'ral. mdoca yAdooa TOV
Oedv (Sinait. oy Kogwr). But the Alex-
andrine Codex reads éfopoloyfoerar 4 Bed.

The variation may possibly have been first
made by St. Paul in quoting the passage
freely here and in Phil. ii. 11, and afterwards

NOTE on 7. 1I1.

carried back into the text of the LXX, as in
the cases mentioned in the note on iii. 12.
But the -similar variation, dpoldynyea for
dpoca, in Jer. xliv. 26, throws some doubt
upon the conjecture that the vartous readings
of the LXX 1n Isai. xlv. 23, have been caused
by the reflex action of quotation.
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CHAPTER XV.

1 The strong must bear with the weak, 2 We
may not please ourselves, 3 for Christ did
not 5o, 7 but vecetve one the other, as Christ
did us all, 8 both Fews 9 and Gentiles. 1§
Paul excuseth kis writing, 28 and promiseth

to see them, 30 and requesteth thetr prayers.
E then that are strong ought

to bear the infirmities of

the weak, and not to please our-

sclves.
2 Let every one of us please Ais

ROMANS. XV.

[v. 1—s3.
neighbour for kit good to edifica-

tion.
3 For even Christ pleased not

himself; but, as it is written, “The “Ps.6q.4

reproaches of them that reproached
thee fell on me.

4 For whatsoever things were
written aforetime were written for
our learning, that we through pa-
tience and comfort of the scriptures
might have hope.

5 4Now the God of patience and ; ¢"*

{+3

Crap. XV.—1-13. CONCLUSION OF THE
EXHORTATION TO MUTUAL LOVE AND
FORBEARANCE

1. We then that are strong] Read, “But
aue,” &c, There is the closest connection
between this and the last verse of c. xiv.:
from the danger of the weak St. Paul natu-
rally passes over (8¢) to the duty of the strong
towards them. It is thoroughly characteristic
of St. Paul to associate himself with those on
whom he is enforcing a duty, and also to ac-
knowledge fully the advantage of that freedom
and strength of faith which he is urging them
to exercise with a loving forbearance.

“The infirmities” (dofernuara) of the weak
are the acts in which their weakness of faith
is shown, such as needless scruples or erro-
neous judgments: these the strong are well
able, as they are in duty bound, to bear with
loving patience (Gal. vi. 2; Apoc. ii. 2, 3).

Q. Let ewery one of us please bis neighbour]
‘The duty of bearing the infirmities of the
weak requires that we should not do the very
opposite, *please ourselves,” ie. indulge our
own will and pleasure, in displaying our
superior intelligence and freedom, but rather
“Jet each of us please bis neighbour,” conci-
liate him by forbearance and loving sympathy
(r Cor. x. 33; Phil. i, 4).

Jor his good io edification.] “With a view
to what is gooed for edification” The
effort to please must be directed to that which
is good for our neighbour, iz relation to buila-
ing him up in faith,

Eis marks the “ aim,” and =pds the standard
of reference (iii. 25, 26).

8. For ewen Christ pleased not bimself;]
“For Christ also,” &c. The duty of sacri-
ficing our own pleasure for the good of our
brethren is enforced by the one great pattern
of self-sacrificing love (2 Cor. viil. g; Phil
ii. 6).

but, as it is wriiten, {o°c.] Instead of com~
pleting his sentence in the narrative style, St.
Paul cites the exact words of Scripture, making

Christ Himself the speaker. For a similar
mode of quotation, see 1 Cor. i. 31.

The sufferer in the Psalm (Ixix. 9) ad
dresses God: “the reproaches of them that
reproached thee are fallen upon me?” it is for
God's sake and to please Him that he suffers.

So in the Messianic interpretation (which
St. Paul assumes to be known to his readers)
the words are addressed to the Father by
Christ, and prove that He pleased mot Him-
self, but endured reproach for the Father’s
sake and to do His will.

‘The passage thus strictly interpreted satis-
fies the purpose for which St. Paul quotes it,
even without bringing in the further conside-
ration that all Christ’s sufferings were endured
for the good of His brethren.

4. The reason for bringing forward Christ’s
example in the words of the Psalmist is that
all scriptures of the Old Testament (not its
predictions only) were intended to be thus
used “ for our learning.” “ Learning” is here
used in a rare and antiquated sense for
“teaching” (Wiclif), or “instruction” (A. V,
z Tim. iii. 16). ‘

that ave through patience and comfort of the
seriptures, d>c] Read, “that through the
patience and through the comfort of the
Soriptures we* &c. “The patience” as
well as “the comfort,” is that which the
Scriptures give : for the Apostle is here stating
the purpose for which “the God of patience
and comfort” (. 5) caused the Scriptures
to be written.

might bave hope.] Ie “our hope” (riy
AuriBa), the Christian's “ boge of the glory of
God” {v.2). The purpose of the Scriptures
is to promote the present possession of this
blessed hope through the patience and conso-
lation which they impart to those who endure
suffering for God's sake,

Compare v. 4 for the connection between
“ patience” and “ hope.”

5. Now the God of patience and consolation]
“And may the God of patience and comfort.”



v. 6—9.] ROMANS. XV. 223
thér, as Christ also received us to
the glory of God.

8 Now I say that Jesus Christ

consolation grant you to be like-
:g';;f‘” minded one toward another ‘accord-
empleof. ing to Christ Jesus:

6 That ye may with one mind
and one mouth glorify God, even
the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ.

7 Wherefore receive ye one ano-

was a minister of the circumcision
for the truth of God, to confirm the
promises made unto the fathers :

9 And that the Gentiles might

Compare 2 Cor. i. 3, “ God of all comfort.”
The Greek word (mapdxinois) is the same
asin v. 4.

to be Likeminded one toward another,] “To
be of the same mind one with another:”
év a\Afhots, not els AAAjAovs, as in xii. 16.

‘What the Apostle prays for is not identity
of opinion, but harmony of feeling: “idem
sentire, idem velle.”

according to Christ Jesus.] Compare Phil.
ii. 2z, in connexion with the following verses,
especially w. 5, “ Let the same mind be in you,
awbich was also in Christ Jesus” Let each
be so conformed to Christ, that all may be
of one mind among yourselves: “ut unus
‘quasi animus fiat ex pluribus” (Cic. de
Aumic. c. 25.)

6. That ye magy with one mind and one
mouth.] “That of one mind with one
mouth ye may,” i.e.that being of oneaccord
(6poBupadér) you may unite in one utterance
of praise.

Gud, even the Father of our Lerd Jesus
Christ.] There is no theological objection to
the proposed rendering, “ The God and Father
of our Lord Jesus Christ,” which is fully jus-
tified by Eph, i. 17, “The God of our Lord
Jesus Christ)” and by John xx. 17, “He is
His God, because of Him He was begotten
God” (Hil. de Trin. iv. 35, p. 96, Ellicott).
Grammatical consideratious are equally inde~
cisive; but there is much weight in Bishop
Ellicott’s remark on Gal. i. 4: “ As the term
marip conveys necessarily a relative idea,
which in theological language admits of va-
rious applications (see Suicer, ‘Thes’ 5. v
marip), while @eds conveys only one absolute
idea, it would not seem improbable that the
connexion of thought in the mind of the in-
spired writer might lead him in some passages
to add a defining genitive to warfp, which he
did uot intend’ necessarily to be referred to
Ocds.”

For this reason, and hecause Eph. i. 17 is
the only passage in which St. Paul directly
and unquestionably calls God “ 2be God of our
Lord Jesus Christ)” it is better to retain the
rendering of the Authorised Version, with the
omission of * even.”

7. Wherefore receive ye one another,] ‘This
exhortation is an immediate inference from

the preceding prayer for concord, and also a
general conclusion of the whole argument
beginning with xiv. 1. ‘The appeal there
made to one party, “ Him that is weak in faith
receiwe ye,” is here extended to both, * receive
ye one another,” in accordance with the argu-
ments addressed to both parties in xiv. 3-13.

as Christ also received us] For “us” read
“you,” which agrees better with what goes
before in vv. 5-7.

to the glory of God.] Not, “receive ye one
another . ... to the glory of God ” (Chrysost.
&c.): but, “as Christ reseived youm to the
glory of God,” ie. received you both Jews
and Gentiles into His Church that God
might be thereby glorified. Compare Eph.
i. 12-14; Phil ii 11.

The interpretation proposed by Grotius
—*received you into the glory of God,”
i.e., into the inheritance of the future
glory of the children of God—is not admis-
sible; it would have required the Article to
be expressed (els my Sd€av 7. ©.), and it does
not agree with the explanation, which St.
Paul himself adds in ww. 8, 9, of what he
meant by the words “ Christ received you to the
glory of God”

8. Noaw Isay] “ForIsay”

The reading followed in A. V. (Aéyw 8¢)
would have its usual sense, “But what I
mean is this” (Gal. iv. 1; 1 Cor. . 12). But
Aéyew ydp is better attested and introduces
more hitly the explanatory proof of the state~
ment “ Christ also received you to the glory of
God.”

That this statement, and the proof of it,
are addressed more especially, though not
exclusively, to the strong in faith, is evident
both from the repetition of the phrase used
in xiv. 1 (wpoghrapBavesfe), and also from
the great prominence given in the following
context to the reception of the Gentiles, to
whom “the strong” for the most part be=
longed.

that Jesus Christ woas a minister of the cir-
cumcision.] “ The whole passage should be
thus rendered: “¥or I say, that Christ
hath been made a minister of eircum=-
gsision for God’s truth, in order that he
might confirm the promises made unto the
Satbers, and that the Gentiles might glorify
God for mercy.”
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¢Ps, 18.

¥ Deut. 32.

43-

£ Ps. 117,
| 8

glorify God for his mercy; as it is
written, *For this cause I will con-
fess to thee among the Gentiles, and
sing unto thy name. :
10 And again he saith, /Rejoice,

¢ Gentiles, with his people.
11 And again, #Praise the Lord,

ROMANS. XV,

[v. 10—13,

all ye Gentiles ; and laud him, all ye
people.

12 And again, Esaias saith, # There #1s. 11,4

shall be a root of Jesse, and he that
shall rise to reign over the Gentiles
in him shall the Gentiles trust,

13 Now the God of hope fill you

Circumcision was the condition attached
to the promises. He therefore who was to
be the seed of Abraham and the fountain of
blessing to all nations, must be a “minister
of cireumeision” He must fulfil the cove-
nant of circumcision both in His person and
in His work: He must be *born under the
law, to redeem them that were under the law,
that we” (Gentiles as well as Jews) “might
receive the adoption of soms” (Gal 1v. 4, 5).
Compare for the construction, 2z Cor. iil. 6,
Siakovovs kawiys Srabiuns, Xi, 15, Gal. il. 17.

The words 8cicovor mepiropijs have been
incorrectly interpreted in various ways:

(1.) “ A minister of the true circumcision
of the heart: ii. 28, 29" (Origen). There
is nothing in the context to indicate this
special sense of circumcision.

(2.) “A minister of circumcised persons,”
i.e. of the Jews, “that they might be brought
within the promises, that God might be
found true to them™ (Cyril). *For to de-
vote His activity to the welfare of the Jewish
nation was, according to promise, the duty of
His Messianic office. Comp. Matt. xx. 28;
xv. 24”7 (Meyer). ‘This interpretation is not
absolutely inconsistent with the absence of
the Article (iii. 30), which we should, how-
ever, have expected (Gal. ii. 8) but is clearly
inadequate.  “The promises made unto the
Jathers” were not that Christ should minister
exclusively to the Jews, but that in the seed
of Abraham all the nations of the earth
should be blessed.

Jor the truth of God,] This is immediately
explained in the appended clause: “to con-
Jirm?” (rather, “in order that he might
oonfirm ™) (the truth of) the promises made
unto the fathers.” Compare 2 Cor. i. 20.

9. And that the Gentiles might glorify God
Jor bis mercy;] The A. V. here follows the
only admissible construction : the objections
urged against it by Alford and others arise
from not observing the double antithesis,
between imép dApdelas and tmép ééous, and
between BeBaiwoar Tés émayyehias Tédv marépwy
and +& 8¢ vy kT

In the latter case the antithetical sense is
more distinctly marked by bringing the con-
trasted clanses under the same grammatical
construction.

Observe also that the main stress of the

passage lies on the latter half of the antithesis,
St. Paul is appealing more especially to “the
strong,” i.e. to the Gentiles, and in order to
move them to greater forbearance and good-
will towards their weaker Jewish brethren,
he shows that Christ Himself became in all
things a Jew to fulfil God’s promises to the
Jews, and thereby to extend His mercy to
the Gentiles. Even for Gentiles “ Salvation
is of the Jews,” not secured by covenant, but
granted of free mercy.

For this cause I avill confess to thee among
the Gentiles,] See mote on Ps. xviil. 49.
David having been delivered from all his
enemies, and. raised to dominion over the
neighbouring nations gives “ the first utter-
ance of a hope, which in later times became
clear and distinct, that the heathen should
learn to fear and worship Jehovah” (Pe-
rowne). In St. Paul’s Messianic interpreta-
tion, Christ the antitype of David, foretelling
the conquests of His kingdom, declares that
in the midst of the Gentiles He will give
thanks to God for their conversion.

"Efopoloyeiofar, has here its usual sense in
the LXX, that of giving thanks or praise.

Y0, Rejoice, ye Gentiles, with bis pegple.]
Deut. xxxii. 43, where sce note,

St. Paul follows the LXX. Either of the
alternative renderings would be equally suit-
able to his purpose: “Praise his people, ye
nations,” or, “ Rejoice, ye Gentiles, ye who
are His people.”

11. Praise the Lord, all ye Gentiles; and
laud bim, all ye people] Ps. cxvii. 1. Both
clauses are addressed to Gentile nations: in
the latter there is a various reading, “let all
the nations praise him” (Tisch.), From the
other verse of the same short Psalm St. Paul
may have drawn his antithesis of “ mercy ” and
“rruth” in vw. 8, 9.

12, There shall be a root of Jesse, and he
that shall rise to reign over the Gentiles; in
bim shall the Gentiles trust] Read, “ There
shall be the root of Jesse, and he thar
ariseth to rule over Gentiles; on him
shall Gentiles hope” See notes on Isa.
xi. 10. St. Paul follows the LXX, as his"
argument requires nothing more than the
general sense that the Messiah of the Jews
should be the desire and hope of the Gentiles,

18. Now the God of kope fill you] “And



v. 14—16.]

with all joy and peace in believing,
that ye may abound in hope, through
the power of the Holy Ghost.

14 And I myself also am per-
suaded of you, my brethren, that ye
also are full of goodness, filled with
all knowledge, able also to admonish
one another,

ROMANS. XV.

15 Nevertheless, brethren, I have
written the more boldly unto you in
some sort, as putting you in mind,
because of the grace that is given to
me of God,

16 That I should be the minister
of Jesus Christ to the Gentiles, minis-
tering the gospel of God, that the

may the God of hope,” &c. From the last
quoted word “ hgpe,” St. Paul forms a title
“the God of hope,” by which he may invoke
{as in ww. 4, 5) an appropriate blessing
on those to whom his previous exhortation
has been addressed. “ .4/ joy and peace”
have their root in the “ fgpe” of eternal life,
their element or vital atmosphere “ in beliew=
ing,” their fruit in the increasing abundance
of their hope growing “in the poaver of the
Holy Ghost.”

14-33. OCCASION OF THE EPISTLE.

In v. 14 the Apostle passes on (8¢) from
exhortation to an explanation of his own
motives and intentions, )

14. And I myself also] This is explained
as meaning : “ I myself also,” independently of
the general good opinion which others have
of you, i. 8”7 (Meyer)., But there is nothing
in the context to suggest this meaning, and
the reference to so remote a passage as i. 8
is quite inadmissible. Chrysostom’s inter-
pretation is far better: “Now even I my-
self,” who so admonish and reprove you.

that ye also are full of goodness,] Read,
“that even of yourselves ye are jfull of
oodness,” i.e. even without being exhorted.
Ayafooimm, a Biblical word, does not mean
(as Meyer says) “cxcellence generally (tbat
you also of yourselves are wery excellent
people),” but it means “ goodness™ in the
more special sense as a disposition to do good.
(Compare Trench, N.T. Synon. znd Series,
and Ellicott and Lightfoot on Gal. v. 22.)

Jilled aith all knowledge,] From 1 Cor.
vill. 1, 7, 10, 11, we see that St. Paul refers
to the knowledge of spiritual truth which
was professed by the strong in faith. There
St. Paul points to a contrast, “ Knowledge
puffeth wup, but charity edifieth”: here he
ascribes to his readers a happy combination
of goodness and knowledge.

able also to admonish one another.] “ able
avel fo admonish one anotber,” without need
of being admonished by me.

16. Newertheless, brethren, I hawve avritten
the more boldly unto you in some sort.] *“But
I have written more boldly unto youin
part” Parts of the Epistle, such as vi. 12-2r

x1, 17,1, xii. 3, xill. 3%, 13, 14, and especially
c. xiv. throughout, are written more boldly
than a belief in their goodness and knowledge
might seem to require. That the boldness
lay not in the fact of writing at all to a Church
which he had not visited, but in the mode of
writing, is clear from dmd pépovs, which limits
the bolder writing to parts of the Epistle.
The order of the words forbids the connexion,
“in some sort more boldly.”

as putting you 1z rund,] “as putting you
in remembrance again” not as teaching
you things of which you might be ignorant.
The word émavapipmoxe is used with a
delicate courtesy, as in Demosth. 74, Plat.
Legg. iii. p. 688 A. Compare also 2 Pet.
i 12.

because of the grace that is given to me of
God] Read rather “the grace given,” or
“the grace that was given’: compare i. s,
xii. 3. The obligation of the Apostolic office
is thus alleged as a reason for his boldness in
putting them in remembrance of Christian
duties,

“He comes down from the teacher’s chair
and converses as with brethren and friends
and equals, a part which best becomes the
teacher, to vary his discourse according to
the profit of his hearers. See for example,
how, after saying ¢ I awrote more oldly, and
‘in part, and ‘as putting you again in re-
membrance, he is not satisfied even with this,
but adds with still greater humility of speech,
¢ because of the grace given unto me of God;’
as he also said in the beginning, ‘I am a
debtor:’ as if he had said, ‘I did not snatch
the honour for myself, nor rush upon it first,
but God laid this upon me, and that by way
of grace, not as setting apart a worthy person
to this office. Be not therefore offended,
for it is not I that rise up against you, but
God that has laid this upon me.”” (Chry-
sostom.)

18. That I should be the minister of Jesus
Christ]  “In order that I should be a
minister of Christ Jesus” The special
purpose for which the grace was given by
God. - Aetrovpyds, “ minister” and its deri-
vatives are used in the LXX and N. T, both
of ministering in general, and of ministering
in things sacred. For the general sense, see

P
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J'g_‘!;;‘f""" Voffering up of the Gentiles might be

acceptable, being sanctified by the
Holy Ghost.

17 I have therefore whereof I

[v. 17—18.

may glory through Jesus Christ in

those things which pertain to Ged.
18 For [ will not dare to speak of

any of those things which Christ

Josh, i. 1, 2 Sam. xiii. 18 (Amnon’s servant),
1 Kings x. 5, 2 Chron. ix. 4 (Solomon’s min-
isters), 2 Kings iv. 43, vi. 15 (Elisha’s servitor),
Ps. ciii. 21, civ. 4, Phil, ii. 25, 30, &c., and
note on c. xiii. 6. The special sense is very
frequent in the LXX, and applies equally to
the ministrations of Priests and Levites (Ex.
xxxviii. 21; Num. L 50, iii. 6, viii. 22 ; Neh. x.
39, &c). _

In the N. T, besides this proper application
to the ministry of the Tabernacle (Luke i.
23; Heb. ix, 21, x. 11) we find also a meta-
phorical application to Christ (Heb. viii. 2, 6),
to Christian ministers (Acts xiii. a), and to
all Ghristians (Phil. ii. 17, Lightfoot). In
the present passage it is clear from what
follows that St. Paul applies the term to
himself as a minister of the Gospel appointed
by Christ the Head of the Church,

to the Gentiles,] “in referemnce to the
@entiles” The Apostle represents himself
as the ministering Priest, the preaching of
the Gospel as his priestly function, and the
believing Gentiles as his offering. In this
connexion therefore el r& é8ry cannot mean
a “minister to the Gentiles,” nor * a minister
sent unto the Gentiles,” but “a minister in
reference to the Gentiles” whom he
offers to God.

ministering the gospel of God,] Compare
4 Macc. vii. 8, rove iepovpyaivras Tov vipov
i8ip afuar. “ The preaching of the Gospel
he calls a sacrificial work (iepovpyiar), and
genuine faith an acceptable offering” (Theo-
doret). “This is my priesthood, to preach
and to proclaim™ (Chrysostom),

that the gffering up of the Gentiles might be
acceptable,] Read “ that the offering of the
Gentiles,” &o., 7. e. * that the Gentiles might
be an acceptable offering” (Tyndale).

The Apostle’s thought and expression are
both taken from Isai. Ixvi. 19, 20: “ And they
shall declare my glory among the Gentiles.
And they shall bring all your brethren for an
offering unto the Lord out of all nations”

“ And none would blame a priest for being
zealous to offer his sacrifice withont spot.
But this he said, both to wing their thoughts
and show them that they were a sacrifice,
and at the same time as an excuse for him-
self, that this duty had been laid upon him.
For my sacrificing sword, he says, is the
Gospel, the word preached: and the cause
is not that I may be glorified, but ¢ thar the
%rfering of the Gentiles may be acceptable)

or God has brought it to this, not so much

honouring me as caring for you. And how
can it be made acceptable? “In the Holy
Ghost:” for not faith only is needed, but
also a spiritual mode of life, that we may
hold fast the Spirit that was once given. For
not wood and fire, nor altar and knife, but the
Spirit is everything with us ” (Chrysostom).

17. I bave therefore avbereof I may glory
through Jesus Christ] “I have my glory-
ing therefore in Christ Jesus”: it follows
from the nature of my ministry (ver. 16) that
1 have a right to glory; but my glorying is
not in myself, but “in Christ Jesus,” be-
cause as His minister I do all things in and
through Him (1 Cor. xv. 31).

in those things awbhich pertain to God.] “in
things pertaining to God”: see Heb. i
17; V. 1, where the context refers to the
duties of the Priest’s office before God. St.
Paul thus limits his glorying to the ministra-
tions of the Gospel regarded as an offeriug
made before the Lord.

18. Fer I will not dare to speak of any of
those things awhich Christ bath not awrought by
me.] This is Tyndale’s version and very ac-
curate, but the meaning may be made clearer
by a paraphrase: “For I will not dare to
speak of anything except what has been
wrought by Christ through me.” The Apostle
thus explains and confirms the limit assigned
to his glorying in «. 17 as a “glorying in
Christ Jesus” “I will glory,” he means,only
of what has been accomplished not by me but
by Christ through me.

According to M. Godet, “the only possible
sense of the words I will not dare to speak, is
this: It wonld be a rashness on my part to
name a single sign of Apostleship by which
God has not deigned to ratify my ministry
among the Gentiles.” That is to say, every
possible sign of Apostolic power has been
granted to my ministry. But surely the
words “ I avill not dare to speak,” are very ill-
fitted to express what M. Godet calls *the
paroxysm of that glorying of which he spake
n o 17.”

to make the Gentiles obedient,] Compary
i. 5. The “obedience of Gentiles” to fait®
in Christ is what has been described above in
figurative language as “the offering of the
Gentiles” The Apostle thus explains the
second limitation of his glorying to “things
pertaining to God " (v. 17), ie. to his
priestlike ministration of the Gospel.

&y word and deed,] The means by which



v.'19—20.]

hath not wrought by me, to make the
Gentiles obedient, by word and deed,

19 Through mighty signs and
wonders, by the power of the Spirit
of God; so that from Jerusalem,
and round about unto Illyricum, I

ROMANS. XV.

have fully preached the gospel of
Christ.

20 Yea, so have I strived to
preach the gospel, not where Christ
was named, lest I should build upon
another man’s foundation :

Christ wrought throngh His minister are here
briefly stated under the very usual antithesis
“of “quord and deed.”

By “avord” St. Paul means the Gospel
which he preached, by “deed” or * work”
(épye) all that he had been enabled to do and
to suffer in his ministry.

19, Through mighty signs and avonders, by
the power of the Spirit of God;] Read, “Ia
power of signs and wonders, in power
of the Spirit of God.”

“Signs and avonders™ were not all that
Christ wrought by “deed ” through St. Paul,
and the “poaver of the Spirit of God” was ex~
erted through him not only 4y aword,” but in
many other ways. ‘Thus the purpose of the
two parallel clauses is not so much to explain
more fully what is meant by “ aword and deed,”
as to glorify the Divine power with which
Christ wrought through the ministry of His
Apostle,

The “ poaver of signs and avonders” is not
the “power of working miracles,” but the
power which miracles have as “signs” to
convince, and as * aonders” to overawe, by
the proof of a superhuman agency. St. Paul
appeals to his miracles as * signs of an Apostle”
in 2 Cor. xil. 12: compare Acts xiv. 3,Xv. 13,
and xix. It.

By the “power of the Spirit of God” 1s
meant “that extraordinary influence of the
Spirit, which in 2 moment turned men from
darkness to light.” (Jowett.)

so that from Jerusalem, and round about
unto Illpricum,] Tyndale’s translation is
more correct: so that from Jerusalem and
the coasts round ahout wnmto Iliyricum.
The result of Christ’s working through His
Apostle is here stated as if the preceding
sentence had been affirmative in form, as well
s in sense.

How does this statement, that Jerusalem
was the starting-point of St, Paul's ministry,
agree with his own representation in Gal.i.17?
(Lucht, ‘On the last two chapters of
Romans,”) St. Paul is here describing not
the duration but the local extension of his
munistry: it reached, he says, “ from Jeru-
salem” as far as “ unte Wlyricum.”

Damascus, the scene of his earliest preach-
ing (Acts ix. 20), lies between these extreme
limits, and so near to Jerusalem as to be fairly
included in the parts ¢ round about ” it.

‘The more distant Arabia was not the scene

of the Apostle’s ministry, but only of his re-
tirement (Gal. i. 17: see Lightfoot).

It was natural, we may add, for St. Paul to
fix the starting-point of his ministry at the
Holy City, from which the Gospel first went
forth into the world, and where he had him-
self first joined the fellowship of the Apostles,
and in friendly intercourse with Peter and
James and Barnabas “ spake boldly in the name
of the Lord” (Acts ix. 28: see also Lightf.
Gal. p. 83).

Chrysostom’s interpretation, that St. Paul
had travelled from Jerusalem in a dircle
round to Illyricum, including Persia, Ar-
menia, &c., has no support in this passage or
elsewhere.

The great road from the East to Rome,
passing through Macedonia into Illyricum,
reached the Adriatic coast at Dyrrachium,
‘This Southern or Greek Hlyricum was incor-
porated by the Romans with Macedonia, and
therefore may well have been visited by St.
Paul during the journey menticned in Acts
xx. 1, 2. In Illyricum, whatever extent we
here assign to the region so named, St. Paul
reached the Western limit of his missionary
journeys, and was comparatively near to Rome.
(See Conyb. and Howson, ii. 126.)

I bawve fully preached the gospel of Christ.]
Compare Col. 1. z5. The expression must be
understood, as we see from the next verse,
with reference to the special office of the
Apostle to the Gentiles and his usual practice,
namely, to preach the Gospel in the chief
cities of each country that he visited, and to
lay foundations on which others might build
(1 Cor. iili. 10). This St. Paul could truly
say that he had done from Jerusalem unto
Illyricum.

20. Yea, s0 bave I strived to preach the
gospel.] “Making it however my ambi-
tion to preach the Gospel on this wise”

The better reading makes this a participial
clause, dependent on the preceding sentence,
and containing an important limitation of its
meaning.

For the meaning of ¢prhoripeioabar see 2 Car,
v. 9, and 1 Thess. iv. 11.

The mode of preaching (ofrws ebayy.) is
explained negatively in this verse, and pcsi-
tively in the next.

not awbere Christ avas named.] Le. not
where men had aiready been taught to believe
P 2
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228 ROMANS. XV, [v. 21-—26,

sI.s215. 21 But as it is written, * To whom
he was not spoken of, they shall see :
and they that have not heard shall
understand.

22 For which cause alsoI have been

24 Whensoever I take my journey
into Spain, I will come to you: for
I trust to see you in my journey,
and to be brought on my way thither-
ward by you, if first I be somewhat

10r, 'much hindered from coming to you. filled 'with your company. 1Grith

. . s V&I,
waeor, 23 But now havingno more placcin 25 But now I go unto Jerusalem 3. "
offe”  these parts, and having a great desire to minister unto the saints.

these many years to come unto you ;

26 Yor it hath pleased them of

in Christ, and call upon His name in public
confession and adoration: compare Eph.i. 21,
2 Tim. ii. 19, Is. xxvi. 13, Amos vi. 10.

lest I should build, &o*c] In 2 Cor x.
12-16 the same principle is asserted with the
strong emotion roused by the ungenerous
conduct of his adversaries.

Baur’s objection to the genuineness of this
passage (* Paulus,’ i.p. 357) is based on a mis-
representation of its meaning. For it isevident
that St. Paul refers to the oral preaching of
the Gospel, as requiring his personal presence
hitherto in the East. His letters to the
Colossians and Laodiceans {Col. iv. 16), are
sufficient proof that in writing to the Church
at Rome, he was not transgressing his rule to
avoid building on another man’s foundation.

Q1. But as it is aritten,] Isaiah lii. 15,
quoted exactly from the LXX. According
to the Hebrew, nations and kings shall be
astonished at the exaltation of the suffering
Servant of God, as a thing unheard and
unknown. In the LXX the change in the
form of the sentence does not materially
affect the sense in which St. Paul uses the
passage, namely to show that his practice of
preaching where Christ’s name was unknown
agreed with the general character of the
Gospel message as foretold by Isaiah. Ac-
cording to Fritzsche, St. Paul believed that
Isaiah pointed especially to him and his
ministry, predicting that Paul the Apostle of
the Gentiles should carry the announcement
of the Messiah to those Gentiles who had
not yet heard of Him from other Apostles.
But this is a mere travesty of St. Paul’s
meaning, invented by one who himself rejects
the Messianic interpretation of Isaiah lii., liii.
altogether. See notes on Isaiah,

22. I have been much hindered] “1 was
the most times hindered” There were
other hindrances, but the most frequent arose
from the duty of preaching the Gospel in
places where Christ’s name was not known,

23. But noaw baving no more place in these
parts,] “But now mno longer having
place” i.e ‘since no longer (unkéry) I have
room." In these regions, from Jerusalem
to Illyricum, the Gospel message has been

fully preached (v. 19), and Churches have
been founded, so that there is no longer room
for doing that which is the peculiar work of
an Apostle, especially of the one ¢ Apostle of
the Gentiles.”

a great desire] “a longing” (fmmo-
6iar): compare L 11; 1 Thess. iil. 6; 2z Cor,
vii. 7, 11 Philipp. i. 8; with Bp. Lightfoot’s
note.

24, Hhensoewer Itake my journey into Spain,
I avil] come to you: for I trust to see you in
my journey,] Read, “ Whensoever I take my
Journey into Spain:—for 1 hope to see you
a8 I pass through” The words “I will
come to you’ were added to complete the
broken sentence, the conclusion of which is
found only in an altered form in @. 28.

Meyer omits ydp also: * Whensoever 1
take my journey into Spain, I hope to see you
as [ pass through.” This makes all smooth
and regular, but is against the evidence, and
the broken sentence is quite in St. Paul’s
style.

On the intended journey to Spain see In-
troduction, § 6.

The visit to Rome was intended to be only
in passing through, because the Christian
Faith was already established there (Bengel).

and to be brought on my «way thitheravard)
“and to be sent forward thither” St.
Paul hoped to receive from Rome the same
kindness and respect as from other Churches,
which sent companions to escort him on his
further journeys: Acts xv, 3; 1 Cor. xvi. 6;
2 Cor. i. 16.

if first I be someavbat filled avith your com=
pany.] “If I may first be in part satis~
fied with your company,” or “after that
I have somewhat enjoyed you” (Tyndale),
“enjoyed your acquaintance” (Cranmer),
Compare i. 12 for an explanation of the
nature of the satisfaction which $t. Paul
hoped for.

St. Paul says courteonsly “in part satis-
fied,” meaning “not as much as I might
wish, but as much as circumstances shall
permit” (Grotius).

25. But noww I go unto Jerusalem to minis-
ter unto the saints.] “But now I am setting



v. 27—30.]

Macedonia and Achaiz to make a
certain contribution for the poor
saints which are at Jerusalem.

27 It hath pleased them verily;
and their debtors they are. For if
the Gentiles have been made par-
takers of their spiritual things, their
duty is also to minister unto them in
carnal things.

ROMANS. XV.

28 When therefore I have per-
formed this, and have sealed to them
this fruit, [ will come by you into
Spain.

29 And I am sure that, when I
come unto you, I shall come in the
fulness of the blessing of the gospel of
Christ.

30 Now I beseech you, brethren,

out unte Jerusalem, ministering to the
seints” In contrast to the hope of a future
visit to Rome the Apostle’s present and im-
mediate duty is taking him away in the op-
posite direction. See Acts xx. 3, and note
oni. 9.

“ministering.” The Present Participle
implies that the journey in charge of the
collected alms of the Churches was itself a
part of the ministration to the poor saints at
Jerusalem: see 1 Cor. xvi. 4, 15; 2 Cor. ix. 1;
and Introduction, § 2.

26. For it bath pleased them of Macedonia
and Achaia.] “For Macedonia and Achaia
have been pleased” Cp. Luke xii. 32;
1 Thess. ii, 8. The word (pidixpoar) ex-
presses the benevolent pleasure of a cheerful
giver.

to make a certain contribution for the poor
saints.] Read, “to make some contribution
Jor the poor among the saints” See note
onxii. 13. “The contributor enters into fel-
lowship with the person aided, inasmuch as
he ‘shares his necessities’: xowwvia is hence
the characteristic expression for abmsgiving,
without however having changed its proper
sense communion into the active one of com-
munication” (Meyer).

The indefinite word “some” corresponds
to the fact that the contribution might be
more or less according to the ability and good
will of the givers (z Cor. xvi. 2; 2 Cor. ix. 7).

2%, It hath pleased them werily ; and their
debtors they are] “They have bheen
pleased, I say, and are their debtors”
The ydp not only resumes the previous
statement, but confirms it by a further ex-
planation.

For if the Gentiles have been made partakers
of their spiritual things.]  For if the Gentiles
shared in their spiritual things.” ‘The
Gospel, with all its spiritual blessings, which
are the gifts of the Holy Ghost, was at first
the possession of the Mother Church in
Jerusalem, and from thence was communi-
cated to the Gentiles. In return for these
greater gifts the Gentiles owe a debt (d¢pei-
Aoveiv) to the saints at Jerusalem * to minister
unto them in carnal things)’ i.e. in things

which belong to man’s bodily life, such as
food and raiment. For thissense of © carnal”
things as contrasted with spiritual, see
1 Cor. ix. r1. Observe that St. Paul applies
to this “ministry of the body” the sume
honourable title Aetroupyia which he has used
above of preaching the Gospel (2. 16).
Observe also in proof of the Pauline
authorship of this chapter (most unreasonably
questioned by Baur) the delicate and un-
obtrusive coincidence with Gal. ii. 10.

28. and have sealed to them this fruit.]
Compare Phil. iv. 17; the contribution
(xowwvia, ©. 26) is as fruit brought forth
by the Gentile Churches. By going himself
with those who conveyed it, St. Paul would
assure and certify to the saints at Jerusalem
the faithful delivery of the gift by the seal, as
it were, of Apostolic authority, more espe-
cially because the pillars of the Church at
Jerusalem had expressly laid on him the duty
of remembering the poor (Gal. ii. 1o).

I avill come by you into Spain.}] Read, “I
awill come baok,” &c., Plato ‘Symp.’ 193, c.

29. And I am sure that, when I come unto
you, 1 shall come in the fulness of the blessing,
Qoe.] “And I know that in coming to
you, I shall come” &c. There is an em-
phasis on the pronoun. Thus the repetition
of the word “come® is no empty tautology:
the reason of the Apostles’ confidence lics
in the character of those to whom he is
coming: he knows that in them there will
be nothing to diminish the fulness of the
blessing which he brings. Compare i. 8, 12.
So in 1 Cor. il. 1, “ And I, bretbren, awhen
I came to you, came not awith excellency of
speech or of avisdom,” the reason of the sim-
plicity of the Apostle’s preaching lay in the
self-sufficiency of those to whom he came,
and in their conceit of superior wisdom.

the blessing of the gospel of Cnrist.]  Read,
“the blessing of Christ”

Godet rightly asks, “ Would a forger
writing under the name of the Apostle in the
2nd century, have drawn a picture of the
future so opposite to the way in which things
really came to pass?!”

80. Noaw I besecech you, brethren, for the
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i Or, are
desobe-
dient.

for the Lord Jesus Christ’s sake, and
for the love of the Spirit, that ye
strive together with me in your
prayers to God for me ;

31 That I may be delivered from
them that 'do not believe in Judea;
and that my service which I have for

ROMANS. XV,

{v. 31—33.

Jerusalem may be accepted of the
saints ;

32 That I may come unto you
with joy by the will of God, and
may with you be refreshed.

33 Now the God of peace be with
you all. Amen.

Lord Jesus Christ's sake, and for the love of
the Spirit, that ye strive together aith me in
your prayers to God jfor me.j Read, “And I
bescech you, brethren, by our Lord Jesus
Christ, and by the Jove of the Spirit, to
strive fogether avith me in your pragers for
me to God” (Five Clergymen). This urgent
request for his brethren’s prayers springs
from the same confidence in their faith, which
has been already shown in @. 2. Thus §¢
is simply continuative, “And,” not adversative,
[ But.”

“by our Lord Jesus Chriat.” Compare
xi. 1, © by the mercies of God.” Christ is the
motive by which the Apostle beseeches his
brethren, 2 Cor. x. 1.

“the love of the Spirit” is the love which is
“the fruit of the Spirit,” Gal v. 225 as to
the mode in which the Spirit produces this
love towards God and man, see note on
Y. 5.

to strive.] ¢ Fervent prayer is a striwing
of the inmer man against the hostile or
dangerous powers which it is sought to avert
or overcome, and for the aims which it is
sought to attain” (Meyer).

31, that do not believe] “that are dis-
obedient” (Margin, after Geneva). See
note on xi. 30.

Already on the eve of his departure from
Corinth St. Paul feels the same anxious fore-
bodings of what should befall him at Jeru-
salem, which ne expressed so strongly during
his journey thither, Acts xx. 22, 23; xxi. 13.
Thus the Lord was fulfilling the promise
made through Ananias to Saul at the time of
his conversion, I avill sheav bim how great
things be must suffer for my name's sake”
(Acts ix. 16).

and that my service which I bave for Jeru-
salem may be accepted of the saints] *and
that my ministration whioh is for Jeru-
salem may prove acceptable to the
saints” (Five Clergymen). See 2z Cor. viil
43 ix. 1, In this anxiety concerning his re-

ception by the Jewish Church we see another
undesigned yet strong proof that the epistle
was written by the Apostle whose mission to
the Gentiles was so invidiously regarded at
Jerusalem., Compare Acts xxi. 21.

The various reading (Swpotpopia) “bring-
ing a gift” instead of “ministration”
(Swaxovia), though found in the Vatican and
a few other MSS, is probably an explanatory
gloss.

82. That I may come unto you aith joy by
the will of God, and may with you be re-
fresked] Or, “That having come unto you
in joy by the will of God, 1 may with you
find rest.” (The reading éAdov adopted by
Tisch. 8 with N * A C does not affect the
sense.)

“in jo-y_"
ii. 1.

by the will of God.] The necessity of this
submission of the Apostle’s will to the will
of God was shown in the result: he came
to Rome, but not “in joy,” nor to “find
rest” Compare i. 10, 12,

The Vatican MS. reads “ by the will of the
Lord Jesus,” and other MSS have “Christ
Jesus” or “ Jesus Christ” “It has been
observed that St. Paul’s constant expression
is, by the will of God (1 Cor. i. 1; 2 Cor. 1. 1;
vili. §; Eph. i 15 Col i r; 2 Tim. i. 13
Rom. i. 10; Gal. i. 4). He has never written
“according to the will of Christ,” or any
similar phrase (Tisch. 8). In Eph. v. 17,
“ the avill of the Lord” is Christ’s moral will:
the will which directs the dispensations of
Divine Providence is called “ibe awill of
God.”

33. Now the God of peace be awith you all.]
“ And the God of peace,” &c. This conclud-
ing prayer arises so naturally out of the pre-
ceding thoughts, that it is quite unnecessary
to assume that the Apostle’s mind returns to
the dissensions among the Christians at Rome
(xiv.). Compare 2 Cor. xiii, 11; Phil. iv. 93
1 Thess. v. 23.

Compare 1 Cor. iv. 21 ; 2 Cor.




v. I—4.]

CHAPTER XVI.

3 Paul willeth the brethren fo greet many,
17 and adviseth them lo fake feed of those
whick cause dissension and offences, 21 and
after sundry salutations endeth wilh praise
and thaiks to God,

COMMEND unto you Phebe
our sister, which is a servant of
the church which is at Cenchrea:

ROMANS. XVI.

2 That ye receive her in the
Lord, as becometh saints, and that
ye assist her in whatsoever business
she hath need of you: for she hath
been a succourer of many, and of
myself also.

3 Greet Priscilla and Aquila my
helpers in Christ Jesus:

4 Who have for my life laid down

CHAP. XVI.—PERSONAL MESSAGES, BENE-
DICTIONS, AND DOXOLOGY,

1, 2. COMMENDATION OF PH(EBE.

1. I commend.] “Now I commend”: comp.
2 Cor. iil. 1;v. 12; &c.; Xen, Mem. 1. vi. 14;
Anab, I11. 1. 8. That Phaebe was the bearer
of the Epistle, is very probable; it is clear
from w. 2, that the occasion of her journey
was some business in which she might re-
quire the help which this introduction was
intended to secure for her.

our sister.] I.e. my sister in Christ and
yours also: compare . 23 adeAdds.

which is a servant of the church awbich is
at Cenchrea] Second and more special
ground of commendation. The Feminine
Sedkovos (Demosth. 762, 4) occurs only here
inthe N. T, The proposed rendering “ deacon=-
ess” (Five Clergymen), is open to the ob-
Jection that it introduces into the N. T. the
technical name (Swaxdvnoaa) which is of later
origin. The office was, no doubt, the same,
namely, that of ministering to the sick, the
poor, and the stranger. Even after the
introduction of the technical name, the more
general form (8:dxeves) remained in use, as
in Ignatius ‘ad Antiochenos,” p. ¢6; Theo-
doret also, in the sth century, calls a dea-
coness Suixovos. See Suicer’s ¢ Thesaurus.”

Cenchrea, or more correctly “Cenchres,”
was the eastern part of Corinth on the
Saronic Gulf; distant about nine miles from
the city. It was important as a fortress
commanding one of the passes over the
Isthmus, and as having an excellent harbour,
which made it the emporium of trade with
the East. The Church there was probably
founded and organised by St. Paul himself.

2. as becometh sainfs] “in a manner
worthy of saints,” fe with such kind-
ness and hospitality as “ sasnts, or Christian
believers, ought to show to a sister in the
Lord.

and that ye assist ber.] Lit. “stand by
her,” as in 2z Tim. iv. 17. Both words
(mapioracfa and wpdypa) often refer to legal
proceedings, and occur together in this sense
Demosth. 1120, 26. It is probable therefore

that Pheebe was going to Rome on legal
“ business.” On the conjecture that Phaebe’s
destination was Ephesus, not Rome, see In-
troduction, § 8.

Jor she bath been a succourer of many.]
“for ghe herself also.” The legal repre-
sentative of a foreigner or provincial was
called in Latin “patronus,” in Greek
wpecrdarns. In allusion to the latter name and
to the word wapaorire, St. Paul calls Phcebe
a wpogrdrs, i e. 3 “ protectress ” or “helper”
of many and of himself among them. Wiclif
preserves the play on words, “and that ye
help her in whatever cause she shall need of
you, for she helped many.”

and of myself also] It is not improbable
that Pheebe may have rendered service to St.
Paul at Cenchrez on the occasion mentioned
in Acts xviil. 18. His vow seems to puint
to a deliverance from danger or sickness.

3-16. APOSTOLIC GREETINGS.

On this whele section in its relation to the
rest of the Epistle, see Introduction, § 8.

8. Greet Priscilla] “Prisea” See note
on Acts xviii, 2. On the objection that
Aquila and Priscilla were not likely to have
been at Rome at the time when St. Paul wrote
to that Church, see Introduction, § 8.

my belpers in Christ Jesus.] “ My fellow-
workers,” &c. “ Labour for the Gospel lives
and moves in Christ as its very element”
(Meyer). For the fact see Acts xviii. 26;
1 Cor, xvi. 19. They were also fellow-
workers in the trade of tent-making (Acts
xviii, 2).

4, Who have for my life laid doavn their
own necks,] Omit “ hawve.” The fact thus
stated as a special reason for greeting them
(ofrwes, “quippe qui”) is otherwise un-
known, and the exact meaning of the state-
ment is therefore somewhat obscure to us,
though it must have been clear to the readers.
In the assault of the Jews at Corinth (Acts
xvili. 6-18), and again in the tumult at
Ephesus (Acts xix.), Aquila and Priscilla
were with St. Paul, but are not specially
mentioned as incurring any danger for his'
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their own necks: unto whom not
only I give thanks, but also all the
churches of the Gentiles.

5 Likewise greet the church that
is in their house. Salute my well-
beloved Epznetus, who is the first-
fruits of Achaia unto Christ.

6 Greet Mary, who bestowed

much labour on us.

ROMANS. XVI.

[Vo 5— 10,

7 Salute Andronicus and Junia,
my kinsmen, and my fellowprisoners,
who are of note among the apostles,
who also were in Christ before me.

8 Greet Amplias my beloved in
the Lord.

9 Salute Utrbane, our helper in
Christ, and Stachys my beloved.

10 Salute Apelles approved in

sake. Such occasions were frequent in the
adventurous life of the Apostle.

laid doavn their oavn necks.] Read, “neok.”
The Singular implies that the expression is
figurative, as does the converse use of the
Plural pnrépas in Mark x. 30, if the reading
be retained. The most likely meaning there-
fore is that Aquila and Priscilla risked their
lives, not that they literally put down their
pecks under the executioner’s sword, nor
that they pledged (méfyxar) their lives to the
magistrate for the safe custody of Paul.

unto whom not only I give thanks, but also
all the churches of the Gentiles] St. Paul
speaks with emotion as of an event compara-
tively recent : yet sufficient time had elapsed
for the matter to have become generally
known among the Gentiles. These two cir-
cumstances correspond well with the sup-
position that the event had occurred at
Ephesus in the tumult, and that St. Paul had
recently heard of the arrival of his friends at
Rome. It would be natural that he should
thus commend them to his readers on the
first opportunity, and should mention the
thanksgiving of the Gentile Churches, which
he had since been visiting.

6. Likeavise greet the church that is in their
bouse] See Acts xil. 12; 1 Cor. xvi. 19;
Col. iv, 15; Philem. 2, *“The Church in the
house ” was not merely the Christian house-
hold itself, but a body of believers meeting
for worship in the house of some leading
member of the community.

It appears from the * Martyrdom of
Justin® § 3, that as late at least as the
middle of the 2nd century there was no
fixed place of general assembly for the
whole Church at Rome, but several small
assemblies like this Church in the house of
Aquila and Priscilla. See Bp. Lightfoot, Col.
iv. 15; and Bingham, ¢ Antiquities,’ VIILi. 13,

Salute my avell-beloved Epenetus] The
word rendered * salute” or “greet” is the
same throughout the chapter. Of “Epa-
netus my well-beloved,” nothing is known
except from this passage.

who is the first=fruits of Achaia]] For
% Achaia,” introduced from 1 Cor. xvi, 15,

read “Asia,” and for its geographical mean-
ing see note on Acts ii. 9. Epenetus, St. Paul
means, was one of the first converts in Asia,
“the first-fruits” of the “gffering of the
Gentiles ” xv. 16.

In the spurious list of ‘““the Seventy
Apostles” ascribed to Hippolytus, Epznetus
figures as Bishop of Carthage.

6. Mary.] Variations of the text make it
uncertain whether Mariam or Maria was of
Jewish or Roman origin, and whether the
labours which gained her a special greeting
were spent on the Apostle (uds) or on his
readers ($pas).

9. my kinsmen)] Since other Jews are
mentioned in the context, e¢g. Aquila and
Priscilla (w. 3), it is thought that the persons
distinguished by St. Paul as his “&insmen”
here, and in wo. 11, 21, were members of his
family, not merely fellow-countrymen (as in
ix. 3). On the other hand it may be said
that in writing to a Gentile Church the
Apostle might naturally speak of Jewish
Christians as his fellow-countrymen or* &ins-
men according to the flesh” (ix. 3): and the
great number of persons to whom the term
(ovyyevis) is applied in this chapter makes it
improbable that they were all of the Apostle’s
family.

Sellow - prisoners.] *“fellow - captives”
Andronicus and |, Junia (or Junias, if the
name be a man’s) are mentioned with espe-
cial honour; as soldiers of Christ they had
shared at some time in St. Paul’s captivity
(see 2 Cor. vi. 5; xi. 23; and Col. iv. 10):
though not themselves here styled “ dposties,”
as Chrysostom and others have thought (see
note at end) they were well known to the
Apostles, and had been among the earliest
disciples {cf Acts xxi. 16), having become
Christians before St. Paul himself.

8, 9. Admplias] A contraction of Ampli-
atus, which fuller form is common in the
sepulchral inscriptions of persons comnected
with Czsar’s household (see Introd. § 8).

The next name “ Urbanus,” (or “ Urban,”
not “Urbane™) is found, as here, in juxta-
position with Ampliatus in a list of imperial
freedmen, on an inscription A.D. 115,



10r,
friends.

i Or,
friends.

v. 11—14.]

Christ.  Salute them which are of
Aristobulus’ Vheusehold.

11 Salute Herodion my kinsman.
Greet them that be of the "household
of Narcissus, which are in the Lord.

12 Salute Tryphena and Try-
phosa, who labour in the Lord.

ROMANS. XVL

Salute the beloved Persis, which
laboured much in the Lord.

13 Salute Rufus chosen in the
Lord, and his mother and mine.

14 Salute Asyncritus, Phlegon,
Hermas, Patrobas, Hermes, and the
brethren which are with them.

our belper in Christ.] Rather,“ Our fellow-
labourer in Christ;” not a personal com-
panion of St. Paul, like those whom he calls
“my fellow-labourers” (wvw. 3, 21), but one
active in the same cause of Christ, with St.
Paul and his readers.

“ Stacktys” has no distinction but that of
being, like Ampliatus, dear to the Apostle in
Christian love.

The names Stachys, Apelles, Aristobulus,
Narcissus, Tryphzna, and Tryphosa, Rufus,
Hermes, Hermas, Patrobus, Philologus, Julia,
and Nereus occur more or less frequently
in inscriptions of C=zsar’s household. (See
Introd. § 8, and Bp. Lightfoot’s ‘ Philippians,’
P. 172.)

10. Apelles approved in Christ] ILe. the
tried Christian: as Origen suggests, Apelles
had probably endured much tribulation, and
so had been tried and approved: cf. v. 3, 4.
‘The name occurs as that of a Jew in Horace,
1 Sat. v. 100.

Aristobulus’ bousebold.} Literally, “those
of Aristobulus,” more probably his servants
than kinsmen (z Cor. i 11). As only cer-
tain of them (reds éx Tav A} are saluted,
namely, as in . 11, those who were “ in be
Lord,” it is likely that Aristobulus himself
was not a Christian.

It is not improbable that this Aristobulus
was “ Aristobulus the younger” (Joseph.
¢ Antiq.” X%, i. 2, the grandson of Herod the
Great, and brother of Agrippa and Herod,
kings of Judza and Chalcis, who lived in
Rome in a private station (Bell. Jud. I, xi.
6), and died there not before AD. 45.

Being very friendly to the Emperor Clau-
dius (Jos. ‘Antiq.’ l. ¢.) he may have be-
jueathed his slaves to him, and they thus
secame part of Cmsar’s household, though
still distinguished by the name of their late
master: as servants of Aristobulus many of
them would naturally be Jews, and so likely
to become hearers of the Gospel. See Light-
foot on Philippians, p. 172, and ¢ Dictionary
of Greek and Roman Biography,’ “ Aristo-
bulus,” 5.

11. Herodion my kinsman.] See on @. 7.
Being St. Paul’s kinsman Herodion was a
Jew, and very probably (as we may conjec-
ture from his name and the immediate juxta-

position) one “of the housebold of Aristo-
bulus” (Lightfoot.)

Greet them that be of the bousebold of Nar-
cissus, which are in the Lord.] 'This was pro-
bably the wealthy and powerful freedman of
Claudius, whose death in prison in the year
AD. 55 is described by Tacitus, Ann. xiii. I.
In this case there is no real anachronism, as
Lucht thinks, p. 147. For either by con-
fiscation, which Lucht supposes, or by the
law of succession, the household of the
freedman of Claudius would pass into the
possession of Nero, retaining the name of
their deceased owner under the form Nar-
cissiani, of Napxigoov. See °Dictionary of
Greek and Roman Antig.” * Libertus,” and
Lightfoot, ¢ Philippians,’ p. 173.

12. Tryphena is made a prominent cha-
racter in the Apocryphal Acts of Paul and
‘Thecla. .

Tryphana and Tryphosa were probably
sisters. ‘Their names both meaning ¢ dainty *
or “luxurious” are contrasted with their
“toiling” in the Lord. Both names are
found in connexion with the imperial house-
hold about this date.

Observe how St. Paul distinguishes “ Perw
3is” as Y ghe beloved) not “my beloved,” as
in . 8. Her many laboursin the Lord were
performed on some definite occasion now
past ; Tryphzna and Tryphosa were labour-
ing still.

13. Rufus, though his name is common, is
supposed to be son of Simon of Cyrene
(Mark xv, 21), for St. Mark, who probably
wrote at Rome, assumes that Alexander and
Rufus are well known.

chosen in the Lord,] Rather, the chosen,
The title seems to be added as expressing
some special excellence, and not simply that
Divine election which is commron to all Chris=
tians. Compare 1 Pet. ii. 4, Sap. Salom. iil.
L4, TS WioTews xdpts dxhextn, and Baruch iii,
130, Xpuoiov exhexrod.

bis mother and mine.] A graceful acknow-
ledgment of maternal love and care bestowed,
we know not when, on the Apostle, The
father and brother seem to be dead, if this be
the Rufus of St. Mark,

14. Asyncritus, Phblegon, and Hermes, are
wholly unknown, though catalogued by the
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15 Salute Philologus, and Julia,
Nereus, and his sister, and Olympas,
and all the saints which are with
them.,

16 Salute one another with an
holy kiss. The churches of Christ

salute you.

ROMANS. XVI.

[v. 15—18.

17 Now I besecech you, brethren,
mark them which cause divisions and
offences contrary to the doctrine
which ye have learned; and avoid
them.

18 For they that are such serve
not our Lord jesus Christ, but their

Pseudo-Hippolytus as Bishops of Hyrcania,
Marathon, and Dalmatia.

In the same list “ Patrobas * (or Patrobius)
appears as Patrobulus, Bishop of Puteoli:
he may have been a dependant of Patrobius,
the powerful freedman of Nero, whose death
is recorded by Tacitus, Hist. i. 49, ii. 95.
(Lightfoot, ¢ Philippians,’ p. 174.)

Hermas.] Origen’s conjecture on this pas-
sage that this Hermas was the author of
“The Shepherd ” is of no weight against the
contemporary evidence of the Muratorian
Canon, A.D. 170 circ.: ‘“Hermas composed
‘the Shepherd’ wery lately in our times in the
city of Rome, while the Bishop Pius his
brother sat in the chair of the Roman
Church.” Compare Westcott on the Canon,
pp. 217-220, and Lightfoot, ¢ Philipp.’ p. 167.

the brethren awhich are with them]). Origen
suggests on . 15 that these were the house-
hold servants of the persons above named.
Others, with greater probability, have imagined
them to be members of a separate Christian
congregation at Rome, similar to those men-
tioned in v. 5 and . r5.

15. Philolsgus and Julia were probably man
and wife, or possibly brother and sister: a
Caius Julins Philologus is menticned in an
inscription (Murat. p. 1586, 3) as freedman
of Caius. Thus both names point to a con-
nection with * the household of Cesar.”

On “Nercus” and his legendary history
see “ Dictionary of Bible,” and Jer. Taylor,
“ Marriage Ring,” Part L p. 209.

His sister was probably called Nereis, and
a Claudia Nereis is mentioned as a freed-
woman of Augustus (Lightfoot).

“Olympas” is mentioned in the list of the
Pseudo-Hippolytus. See note on @. s.

Salute one another avith an holy #iss]] The
ancient custom of the East, particularly
among the Jews, of uniting a greeting with a
kiss, became among Christians a holy symbol
of loving fellowship in the Lord. (Compare
i. 7, note on ydpis.)

In 1 Thess. v. 26, St. Paul requests the -

leaders of the Church to “salute all the
brethren avith a holy kiss” seemingly in bis
name and as a token of Ais love.

Here and in 1 Cor. xvi. 20 ; 2 Cor. xiii.
12 “a kiss of chariy” (1 Pet. v. 14) is
to be given and received by each member

of the Church in token of their love to one
another.

This “mystic” (Clem. Al) or symbolic
“kiss of peace” (Tert.), *“the Lord’s kiss™
(Ap. Const. ii. 57) was embodied in the
Eucharistic office as early as the time of
Justin Martyr (Apol. i. 65 A.D.): it occurred
immediately before the oblation of the gifts,
and its use is thus defined in the so-called
¢ Apostolic Constitutions:’ “Let the Bishop
salute the Church and say, The peace of
God be with you all. And let the people
answer, And with thy spirit: and let the
deacon say to all, Salute ye one another with
the holy kiss. And let the clergy salute the
Bishop, the men of the laity salute the men,
the women the women:” viii. 11.

The custom is retained in the Greek
Church.

The churches.] “All” the churches. Com-
pare @. 19, and i. 8. The expression need
not be limited to the churches visited by St.
Paul: he knew the good will of all towards
the Romans, and so speaks for all.

17-20. A WARNING AGAINST FALSE
TEACHERS.

17. divisions and offences.] 'The articles in
the Greek imply that “the divisions and
the offences” which had been caused in
other Churches by false teachers, were known
to the readers, not necessarily that the same
eviis were already prevalent among them-
selves,

The contrary is rather implied by the
absence of any such expression as “among
vou,” and by the emphasis on the Pronoun in
the clause “ contrary to the doctrine awbich ye
bave learned.”

‘The Apostle fears lest false teachers, such
as those who had caused so much trouble
elsewhere, might appear at Rome, and so
exhorts his readers “#o mark them,” i.e. to
watch them carefully and keep out of their
way.
gp. Lightfoot, ‘Philippians,” {ii. 78, thinks
that the warning is directed against persons
belonging tc the same party to which the
passages vi, 1-23; xiv. 1—xv. 6, are chiefly
addressed. See Introduction, § 3.

18. our Lord Jesus Christ] “0Our Lord
Christ.” In “serve not,” the negative has
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karmiess,

v. 19—22.]

own belly; and by good words and
fair speeches deceive the hearts of the
simple.

19 For your obedience is come
abroad unto all men. I am glad
therefore on your behalf: but yet I
would have you wise unto that
which is good, and 'simple concern-
ing evil,

ROMANS. XVI,

20 And the God of peace shall

"bruise Satan under your feet shortly. 10,

The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ
be with you. Amen.

21 Timotheus my workfellow,
and Lucius, and Jason, and Sosi-
pater, my kinsmen, salute you.

22 I Tertius, who wrote ¢this
epistle, salute you in the Lord.

from its position an emphatic force equivalent
to “refuse to serve.” ‘The further description
of men who serve ¥ their oawn belly,” i.e. who
give themselves up to sensual indulgence,
indicates a class of false teachers like the
adversaries of the Apostle at Philippi, ¢ wwbose
God is their belly” (Phil. iil. 19).

by good aords and fair speeches] Read,
“by their kind and flattering speech,”
or, “by their kind speech and praise.”” The
meaning of ypnorohoyia is not disputed:
Fritzsche, followed by Meyer, takes eiloyia
in the sense of “eloquence” or “fine expres-
sion,” as in Plato (*Rep.” iii. 400 D), and
Lucian (Alexiphanes i. near the beginning).
Fritzsche thinks that St. Paul has used
ePAoyia in this unusual sense for the sake of
the pointed alliteration and antithesis between
xpnorohoyia referring to the comtents, and

. €bAoyla to the form of the discourse.

But two words combined under one Article
ought to express cognate ideas, rather than
two ideas so distinct as those of “ kindness ”
and “eloquence ™ (Philippi).

The meaning “ praise” (Plato, ¢ Axiochus’
165, A) is much nearer to the usual Scriptural
sense, “ blessing ;” compare Rev. v. 12. That
the “ praise ” here meant is false and “flat-
tering” is implied not in the word, but in
the context.

deceive the bearts of the simple] Rather,
“of the inmocent” (All the English ver-
sions except Geneva and A.V.). See Prov.
xiv. 15. The same word (dxaxos) is applied
in Heb. vii. 26 to Christ, in whom “inno-
cence” is combined with the fulness of wisdom
and knowledge : but in others it is often akin
to a simplicity which is easily deceived. See
‘Trench, ‘ N. T. Synonyms,” znd Series; and
Ruhnken, ‘ad Tim. p. 18.

19, The connexion and arguments are
made quite clear by the emphatic position of
vpdv. “The innocent they deceive, but they
ought not to deceive you, who are not mere
innocents, for yeur cbedience is come abroad

unto all men.” Compare i. 8.

I am glad therefore on your bebalf]] Rather,
“Over you therefore I rejoice” In the
right reading, é¢’ duiv odv xaipw (Tisch. 8),

the position of the pronoun is again em-
phatic: there is “a delicate combination of
warning With the expression of firm conf-
dence” (Meyer). Only, the confidence is ex-
pressed first : this is characteristic of St. Paul.

but yet I avould have you wise unto that
avbich is good, and simple concerning evil)
Rather, “Yeot I wish you to be aise unto
that awhick is good, but pure towards evil”
On the word dxépaios, “pure,” unmixed, un-
alloyed with evil, see Trench and Ruhnken,
as above on v. 18; and compare Matt. x. 16;
Phil. ii. 15. By the general expression “auvise
unto that avhbich is good” St. Paul means,
especially, wise In discerning and adhering to
the truth which they had learned.

20, Warning is followed by encourage-
ment.  They who cause dissension (. 17)
are instruments of Satan: *but tbe God (who
is the author) of peace shaX erush Satan under
your feet shortly.”

There is an evident allusion to the promise
in Gen. iii. 15.

“He says not ‘shall subdue,” but ¢sbal
erush,’ and not them only but their leader
*Satan’: and not simply ‘shal/l erush,) but
‘under your feet, so that they gain the victory
themselves, and are made illustrious by the
trophy. From the time also there is comfort
again, for he adds ¢ shortly.”” (Chrysost.)

The passage is very similar to the warning
in 2 Cor. xi, 12-15 against the Judaizing adver-
saries, who are described as ministers of Satan.

The grace.] ‘The Apostle’s concluding
benediction is here given in its original form :
compare 1 Thess. v. 28, 2 Thess. iii. 18. On
the meaning of “the grace,” see i. 7.

“ Amen” 1s not found in the best MSS. On
the repetition of the benediction, see 1ntro-
duction, § 8.

‘¢ And thus he brings his discourse becom-
ingly to an end in prayer: ‘ The grace of our
Lord” For this he loves ever to make a
foundation, this a conclusion.” (Chrysost.)

21-23. SALUTATIONS FROM ST. PAUL’S
COMPANIONS.

21. Timothy had been with St. Paul in
Maccedonia in the latter part of A.D. 57 (2 Cor.

235
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23 Gaius, mine host, and of the
whole church, saluteth you, Erastus
the chamberlain of the city saluteth
you, and Quartus a brother.

ROMANS. XVL

l_V. 23—25_

24 The grace of our Lord Jesus
Christ be with you zll.  Amen.

25 Now to him that is of power
to stablish you according to my

i. 1); whether he had come on with him
at once to Corinth is not known. In the
opening address (L. 1-7) his name is not asso-
ciated with St. Paul’s as in other LEpistles
(r and 2z Thess., 2 Cor, Phil, Col., Phile-
mon). He may therefore have been absent
when the Epistle was begun, joining St. Paul
just before it was closed, on the eve of his
departure for Jerusalem. See Acts xx. 1—4.
Timothy was known to some in Rome, at
least to Aquila and Priscilla (Acts xviii. 1-5).

“ Lucius” is certainly not St. Luke (Lucas,
or Lucanus), but possibly ** Lucius of Cyrene,”
Acts xiil. 1.

“ Jason > is not improbably the same who is
mentioned in Acts xvii. 5,as his home had
been at Thessalonica, though he is not one of
the Thessalonians mentioned in Acts xx. 4.

Sosipater may be the same as Sopater (son
of Pyrrhus) of Berza (Acts xx. 4). See
Paley, ‘ Horz Paulinz.’

See v, ¥, II.

22, “Tertius,” the amanuensis who had
hitherto written from St. Paul’s dictation and
in his name, is now permitted to send a
greeting in his own name. To have sent his
greeting in the Third Person would have
been to treat him as a mere machine {Godet).
‘We have therefore in this little detail an in-
stance of St. Paul’s characteristic courtesy,
and at the same time a strong proof of the
genuineness of the passage: for what forger
would have thought of introducing such an
incident? See Lucht, p. 81.

Tertivs was a very common Roman name,
and he was probably an Italian known to
many of the readers.

my kinsmen.]

in the Lord] I e. as your brother in
Christ. See 1 Cor. xvi, 19.

23. Gaius] Ie. Caius. Several persons
of this name are mentioned in the N. T.

(a.) (1 Cor. i. 14) a member of the Corin-
thian Church baptized by St. Paul’s own
nand:

(4.) A Macedonian, 8t. Paul's companion
at Kphesus, Acts xix. z9.

(c.) A native of Derbe In Lycaonia, who
soon after this letter was despatched travelled
with 8t. Paul from Corinth to Asia (Acts

XX. 4).

(d.) “The aell-beloved” brether to whom
St. John wrote his 3rd Epistle; celebrated
for his hospitality to the Church, and pro-
bably residing in some city near Ephesus.

These were probably four distinct persons,

of whom (z) is the one here mentioned: ac-
cording to a tradition mentioned by Origen,
in his note on this passage, he was Bishop of
‘Thessalonica.

mine bost, and of the awbhole church.] St.
Paul lodged at this time with Catus, as on his
first visit to Corinth with Aquila, and after-
wards with Justus (Acts xviii. 1-7). Caius
seems either to have lent his house for the
meetings of the Church, or more probably to
have shown a ready hospitality to all who
came to visit the Apostle. St. Paul gratefully
recognises this by calling him “my bost and”
(in a2 more general sense) the host “of tbe
awbole church”: compare w.13: “bis mother,
and mine.”

Erastus the chamberiain of the rity.] Rather,
‘“the steward,” or “the treasurer of the
¢ity.” It is hardly probable that the holder
of such an office is the same Erastus whom
St. Paul sent forward with Timothy into
Macedonia before he himself left Ephesus
(Acts xix. z2), and the same who is said
(2 Tim. iv. 20) to have remained at Corinth.

Quartus a brother.] “Our brother” (6
ddehgids), ie. Quartus who is a brother
the Lord: mnot the brother of Erastus, or
Tertius, as some have conjectured.

24. On the repetition of the benediction,
see Introduction, § 8.

25-27. THE DoxoLOGY “rich in contents,
and deep in feeling” (Meyer) forms a noble
conclusion to this great Epistle. Comparing
it with the introduction in c.i. we find in both
the same fundamental thoughts of the Kpistle:
“the power of God unto salvation” (i. 16),
the gospel entrusted to St. Paul for the
Gentiles (. 5), the testimony of the Prophets
(i. 2), the “obedience to the faith™ (i. 5), the
acceptance of all nations (i. 5, 14-16), all
these thoughts are here gathered up into cne
harmonious burst of “wonder, love, and
Ppraise.”

25. Noav to bim that is of powver to stablish
you.] “Now unte him that iz able” &a.:
see Eph. iil. z0, Jude 24.

In i. 11 St. Paul has expressed his great
desire to visit them in order that they “ may
be established” The same feeling which is
there implied in the use of the Passive Voice
(sce note on i. 12) is here distinctly ex-
pressed : God alone “is able fo stablish
you.

according to my gospel.] Compare ii. 16,



v. 26.]

gospel, and the preaching of Jesus
Christ, according to the revelation of
the mystery, which was kept secret
since the world began,

ROMANS. XVI.

26 But now is made manifest, and
by the scriptures of the prophets,
according to the commandment of
the everlasting God, made known

and notes there; 1 Tim. i 11; 2 Tim. ii. 8.
The usage of this characteristic phrase, as
well as that of the Verb grppierr (for which
sec the note at the end of the chapter), shows
that the sense is nof *to cause you to remain
steadfastly faithful to my gospel” (Meyer),
but, “to stablish you, in accordance with
my Gospel,” i. e. according to the good tidings
which I, the Apostle of the Gentiles, announce
to you (i, r1, 13).

“ By this expression he wishes to indicate
the type of Christian teaching which had
been revealed to himself personally (Gal. i.
11-16), and of which the two characteristic
features were the perfectly gratuitous, and
the absolutely universal character of its sal-
vation ” (Godet).

and the preaching of Jesus Christ.] Either,
“ what is preached concerning Jesus Christ,”
or, “what [esus Christ preached,” i. e. through
me His Apostle. The latter is favoured by
the passages in which «fpuypa is followed by
a Genitive (Matt. xii. 41 ; Luke xi. 32; 1 Cor.
ii. 4, xv. 14), and is explained by Meyer as
“a more precise definition proceeding from
the humble piety of the Apostle. As he
wrote or uttered the words ‘my gospel, he
at once vividly felt that bis gospel was withal
nothing else than tbe preaching avhick Christ
Himself caused to go forth(through bim as His
organ)” ch. xv. 18; 2 Tim. iv. 17. But the
other meaning, “ what is preached concerning
Jesus Christ,” is simpler and better suited to
the context, which requires that the Gospel
should be characterised according to its great
subject Jesus Christ (i. 3, il. 16, x. 8-12;
Gal. i. 6-8), and gives no special occasion for
such an expression of St. Paul's personal
humility as Meyer imagines,

according to the rewelation of the mystery.]
In form and construction this clause exactly
-corresponds to the preceding, and xard has
the same sense in both: the truth that God
% is able to establish you” is in accordance with
“ my gospel and the preacking of Jesus Christ”
in accordance with “a revelation of a
mystery.” For a similar construction of
kard, repeated in co-ordinate clauses, see
Col. ii. 8. The two clauses are also most
closely connected in sense, as if St. Paul had
said, * my gospel, the gospel which I preach
concerning Jesus Christ to the Gentiles, is a
revelation of a mystery that has been long
hidden.”

Elsewhere St. Paul tells us how he had
received his own knowledge of Christ, namely,

“by revelation” (Gal. 1 12; cp. Gal. i. 18,
1 Cor. ii. 10}, i. ¢, by a Divine enlightenment
of his soul proceeding from the Holy Spirit.

But as in i r7 he has said that in the
gospel is revealed the righteousness of God,
so here the parallel clause * according to my
gospel” and the context, especially the latter
part of v, 26, show that he is speaking of a
revelation made to all men in the Gospel.

On the meaning of pvorgpiov, see note on
xi. 35. Here in the Doxology, as in 1 Cor.
ii. 7, the word denotes the divine purpose of
salvation, as a secret long kept in silence,
but now made known for obedience of faith
unto all the Gentiles.

This special application of pvergpiov is
quite in accordance with its place in this
Epistle, and there is no ground for Lucht’s
objection that this use of the word is not
earlier than the Epistle to the Ephesians.
Cp. Ephes. iii. 3-5, 9; Col. 1. 26, 27; ii. 2 ;
iv. 3; and the striking phrase in Luke ii. 32,
Pés els droxdhvry édvor.

which awas kept secret] Which bath been
kept in silence. The Passive of guyiv is
not unusual in classical Greek.

since the aworld began.] Literally, ¢ in times
eternal ”: the Dative being used as in Acts
viil. 11; xili. z0. But the A.V. rightly re-
tains Tyndale’s excellent paraphrase, which
expresses more correctly the idea of times
reaching back to eternity: z Tim. i 9;
Tit.i. 2. These “times” of silence had
lasted until the mystery was revealed in the
preaching of the Gospel.

26, But now is made manifest.] “But is
manifested now” Cp. Col. i. 26; iv. 4.
“The Old Testament is as it were a clock in
its silent course: the N.T. is the sound and
stroke of the bell ” (Bengel).

and by the scriptures of the propbets.]
“and by prophetic soriptures” ’‘l'he re
is undoubtedly genuine, and connects the two
Participles yropiorfévrros and pavepobdévros.
The mystery or secret was not only brought
to Light and manifested (pavepwBérros) “ by
the appearing of our Saviour Jesus Christ”
(2 Tim. i 10), but it was also made generally
known and published abroad (yvepurfévros),
and St. Paul goes on to tell us (1) by what
means, (2} at whose command, (3) for what
purpose, and (4) to what extent this publica-
tion was made.

(1) On the use of “prophetic serip-
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to all' nations for the obedience of
faith :
27 To God only wise, k¢ glory

ROMANS. XVIL.

‘[v. 27.

through Jesus Christ for

Amen.

€ver.,

tures” in making this mystery known see
Luke xxiv. 27; Acts xiil. 23-41; xvii. 2,
11; xxvi. 22, 27; and cp. Rom. i. z; fii. 213
£nd the numerous prophecies quoted in the
Epistle, especially those which refer to the
Gentiles in c. xv.

(2) The clause *according to the com=-
mandment of the everlasting God” is most
appropriate, because none but * The Eternal
could cause the “stewards of his mysteries™
to make known that which had been * kepz
secret since the world began” Cp.1Tim.i1;
Tit. i. 3.

(3) for the obedience of faith] “for
obedience to faith?; seei. 5 and note.

(4) made known to all nations.] “unto
all the nations is made known” The

knowledge of the mystery is extended unto
(eis) all the Gentile nations, because they are
all included in the blessing of Abraham.

27. To God only wise, be (the) glory through
Jesus Christ.] On the difficult question of
the right reading, construction, and interpre-
tation of the verse, see Intreduction, § 8.

‘The passage as rendered in A.V. presents
no difficulty, and the thought that God alone
is wise (whatever be its origin in 1 Tim. i, 17;
Jude z35) is here naturally suggested by the
context, and by the whole argument of the
Epistle, in which the Apostle has been already
forced to exclaim in adoring wonder, “ O thbe
depth of the riches and awisdom and knoav-
ledge of God! how unsearchable are bis judg-
ments and bis auays past finding out!”

ADDITIONAL NOTES on 2. %, 25.

7. Chrysostom holding lovriav to be a
woman’s name, nevertheless thinks that she
with Andronicus is here described as an
Apostle. Origen says it is possibly meant
that they were of the seventy.

Dr. Lightfoot (* Galatians, p. 93 note)
adopts this view as favouring his theory of the
extensive meaning of the term “ Apostle.”

But usage seems to be opposed to it.
Thus in Eurip. ‘ Hippol. 103, it is said of
Aphrodite, gepvf) e pévror xamiompos év
Bporats. Compare Hec. 379, ér@hav yevéofar
detwds yapaxrip kamignuos €v Bporois. Psalt.
Sal. il 6 (ap. Hilgenfeld, ‘Messias Jude-
orum”) év émanpw v Tois Efveair.

In reference to the first passage quoted
from Euripides, Godet asks—* But why not
translate quite simply, ‘illustrious among
mortals’? And in the same way, and with
still stronger reasen, here, ¢ illustrious among
those many evangelists, who by their mis-
sionary labours in the countries of the East,
have merited the name of Apostles”™

M. Godet has missed the point of the
quotation: Aphrodite, “illustrious among
mortals,” was not a mortal herself. In the
same way, Andronicus and Junias, “ of note
among the Apostles,” were not Apostles them-
selves.

25. orppilerr. Of the five other passages
in which the word occurs, only two (2 Thess.
ii. 17; 2 Peter i. 12) are cited by Meyer in
favour of his interpretation, “ Cause you to
remain stedfastly faithful to my Gospel,”
and in both these the Preposition connecting
arppifery with the following words is éy, not
xard. The only remaining examples (Luke
ix. 5r; xvi. 26; 1 Thess. iii. 13) add no-
thing to the argument for the closer con-
nection.

The Verb usuaily stands by itself in the
sensc of * confirm ” or “stablish™: seei. 113
1 Thess, iii. 2; 2 Thess. iii. 3; also Luke
xxii. 32; James v. 8; 1 Peter v. 10; Apoc.
iii. a,



LONDON:
PRINTED BY WILLTAM CLOWES AND SONS, LiMiTep,
STAMFORD STREET AND CHARING CROSS.



	romans_gifford-01
	romans_gifford-02

