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PREFATORY NOTE BY THE EDITOR.

ZAOME account of the circumstances in which this
translation has been undertaken, of the plan
4 adopted in preparing it, and of the abbreviations
used throuchout will be found prefixed to the Commentary
on the Epistle to the Romans, which also contains a Preface
specially written by Dr. Meyer for the English edition -of his
work.

It is unnecessary here to repeat the explanations there given
except in so far as they concern the course which I have fol-
lowed in presenting to the English reader Dr. Meyer's work
without subtraction or addition. In reproducing so great a
masterpiece of exegesis, I have not thought it proper to omit
any part of its discussions or of its references—however little
some of these may appear likely to be of interest or use to
English scholars—because an author such as Dr. Meyer is
entitled to expect that his work shall not be tampered with,
and I have not felt myself at liberty to assume that the judg-
ment of others as to the expediency of any omission would
coincide with my own. Nor have I deemed it necessary to
append any notes of dissent from, er of warning against, the
views of Dr. Meyer, even where these are decidedly at vari-
ance with opinions which T hold. Strong representations were
made to me that it was desirable to annex to certain passages
notes designed to counteract their effect; but it is obvious
that, if I had adopted this course in some instances, I should
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have been held to accept or approve the author’s views in other
cases, where I had not inserted any such caveat. The book is
intended for, and can in fact only be used with advantage by,
the professional scholar. Its general exegetical excellence far
outweighs its occasional doctrinal defects; and in issuing it
without note or comment, I take for granted that the reader
will use it, as he ought, with discrimination. The English
commentaries of Bishop Ellicott, Dr. Lightfoot, and Dr. Eadie
serve admirably from different points of view—philological,
historical, doctrinal—to supplement and, when necessary, to
correct it; as does also the American edition of the Commen-
tary in Lange's Bibelwerk, translated and largely augmented
under the superintendence of Dr. Schaff.

The translation of the present volume has been executed
with care by Mr. Venables, and remains in substance his
work ; but, as I have revised it throughout and carried it
through the press, it is only due to him that I should share
the responsibility of the form in which it appears. In trans-
lating a work of this nature, the value of which mainly consists
in the precision and subtlety of its exegesis, it is essential that
there should be a close and careful reproduction of the form
of the original; but, in looking over the sheets, I find not a
few instances in which the desire to secure this fidelity has
led to an undue retention of German idiom. This, I trust,
may be less apparent in the volumes that follow.

In such a work it is difficult, even with great care, to avoid
the occurrence of misprints, several of which have been ob-
served by Mr. Venables and myself in glancing over the
sheets. Minor errors, such as the occasional misplacing of
accents, it has not been thought necessary formally to correct.
We have taken the opportunity of correcting in the translation
various misprints found in the original. The commentator
referred to in the text as “ Ambrose” (from his work on the
Pauline Epistles being frequently printed with the works of
that Father) ought to have been designated, as in the critical
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notes, “ Ambrosiaster,” and is usually identified with Hilary
the Deacon.
I subjoin a note of the exegetical literature of the Epistle,

which may be found useful.
W.D. D.

Grascow CoLLEGE, May 1873.

EXEGETICAL LITERATURE OF THE EPISTLE.

[For commentaries embracing the whole New Testament, see Pre-
face to the Commentary on the Gospel of St. Matthew ; for those
which deal with the Pauline, or Apostolic, Epistles generally, see
Preface to the Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans. The fol-
lowing list includes only those which concern the Epistle to the
Galatians in particular, or in which that Epistle holds the first place
on the title page. Works mainly of a popular or practical character
have not in general been included, since, however valuable they may
be on their own account, they have but little affinity with the strictly
exegetical character of the present work. Monographs on chapters
or sections are generally noticed by Meyer in loc. The reader will
find a very valuable notice of the Patristic commentaries given by
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PREFACE.

——

SAINCE the days of Luther, who, as is well known,
\‘V bestowed more especial and repeated labour on
<740 the exposition of this than of any other book of
the New Testament, the Epistle to the Galatians has always
been held in high esteem as the Gospel’s banner of freedom.
To it, and to the kindred Epistle to the Romans, we owe most
directly the springing up and development of the ideas and
energies of the Reformation, which have overcome the work-

rvighteousness of Romanism with all the superstition and unbe-
lief accompanying it, and which will in the future, by virtue
of their divine life once set free, overcome all fresh resistance
till they achieve complete victory. This may be affirmed even
of our present position towards Rome. For, if Paul by this
Epistle introduces us into the very arena of his victory; if
he makes us witnesses of his not yielding, even for an hour,
to the false brethren; if he bids us hear how he confronts
even his gravely erring fellow-apostle with the unbending
standard of divinely - revealed truth; if he breaks all the
spell of hypocrisy and error by which the foolish Galatians
were bound, and in the clear power of the Holy Spirit bril-
liantly vindicates what no angel from heaven could with
impunity have assailed ; how should that doctrine, which at this
moment the sorely beset old man in the chair of the fallible
Peter proposes to invest with the halo of divine sanction,
—how should the ¥repov ebayyéiiov from Rome, which it is
now sought to push to the extremity of the most flagrant
contradictio in adjecto—possibly issue in any other final result
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than an accelerated process of self-dissolution 2 Tt is, in fact,
the profoundly sad destiny which a blinded and obdurate
hierarchy must, doubtless amidst unspeakable moral harm,
fulfil, that it should be always digging further and further
at its own grave, till it at length—and now the goal seems
approaching, when these dead are to bury their dead—with
the last stroke of the spade shall sink into that grave, to rise
no more.

The Epistle to the Galatians carries us back to that first
Council of the Church, which at its parting could present to
the world the simple and true self-witness: &ofe 7 dryle mrvev-
pati kai uiv. How deep a shadow of contrast this throws not
merely on the Vatican Fathers, but also—we cannot conceal it
—on our own Synods, when their proceedings are pervaded by a
zeal which, carried away by carnal aims, forfeits the simplicity,
clearness, and wisdom of the Holy Spirit! Under such circum-
stances the Spirit is silent, and no longer bears His witness to
the conscience ; and instead of the blessing of synodal church-
life,—so much hoped for, and so much subjected to question,—
we meet with decrees, which are mere compromises of human
minds very much opposed to each other,—agreements, over
which such a giving the right hand of holy fellowship as we
read of in this letter (iL 9) would be a thing impossible.

In issuing for the fifth time (the fourth edition having
appeared in 1862) my exposition of this Epistle, so tran-
scendently important alike in its doctrinal and historical bear-
ings, I need hardly say that I have diligently endeavoured
to do my duty regarding it. I have sought to improve it
throughout, and to render it more complete, in accordance
with its design; and, while doing so, I have striven after a
clearness and definiteness of expression, which should have
nothing in common with the miserable twilight-haze and in-
tentional concealment of meaning that characterize the selection
cf theological language in the present day. If I have been
pretty often under the necessity of opposing the more recent
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expositors of the Epistle or of its individual sections, I need
hardly give an assurance that I, on my part, am open to, and
grateful for, any contradiction, provided only some true light
is elicited thereby. Even if that opposition should come from
the energies of youth, which cannot yet have attained their
full exegetical maturity, I gladly adopt the language of the
tragedian (Aeschyl. Agam. 583 f.):

Nuxdipssos Adyoizey ovx Zyaivopas
‘A yap nBa wois yipovay 1S pabsiv.

Dr. MEYER.
HANNOVER, 18th June 1870,



THE

EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE GALATIANS.

—_—

INTRODUCTION.
SEC. L—TIE GALATIANS,

S8 HE region of Galatia, or Gallograecia (see generally
Strabo, xii. 5), bounded by Paphlagonia, Pontus,
Cappadocia, and Bithynia, and having as its chief
cities Ancyra, Pessinus, and Tavium, derived its
name from the Gauls (I'ardras, which is only a later form of
the original KeAto! or Kéiras, Pausan. 1 3, 5). For the Gallic
tribes of the Tpoxuol and TolioToBdyor (Strabo, le. p. 566),
—1in conjunction with the Germanic® tribe of the Tectosages,
which, according to Strabo, was akin to them in language
(Caes. B. Gall. vi. 24 ; Memnon in Phot. cod. 224, p. 374),—
after invading and devastating Macedonia and Greece (Justin.
xxiv. 4) about 280 B.c, and establishing in Thrace the kingdom
of Tyle (Polyb. iv. 45 £), migrated thence under the leadership
of Leonorius and Lotharius to Asia, where they received a
territory from the Bithynian king Nicomedes for their services
in war. This territory they soon enlarged by predatory expe-

! This serves to explain Jerome's statement, based on personal experience
(Prol. in libr. secund. comment. in ep. ad Gal.), that the popular language,
which in his time was still spoken by the Galatians along with Greek, was
almost the same (eandem paene) with that of the Treviri. Now the Treviri were
Germans (Strabo, iv. p. 194), and *‘ circa affectationem Germanicae originis ultro
ambitiosi” (Tacit. Germ. 28). Comp. Jablonski, de lingua Lycaon. p. 23. See,
generally, Diefenbach, Celtica, Stuttg. 1839f. ; Rettberg, Kirchengesch. Deutschl.
i. p. 19ff. The two last, without adequate grounds, call in question the Ger-
manic nationality of the Galatians. See, on the other side, Wieseler, p. 524 ff.,
and in Herzog's £ncykl. XIX. p. 524. The conversion of the Galatians is the
beginning of German Church-history.

A
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ditions (Liv. xxxviil. 16 ; Flor. ii. 11; Justin. xxv. 2 ; Strabo,
iv. p. 187, xil p. 566); although by Attalus, king of
Pergamus, who conquered them, it was restricted to the
fertile region of the Halys (Strabo, xii. p. 567 ; Liv. xxxviii.
16). This powerful, dreaded (Polyb. v. 53 ; 2 Mace. viii. 20),
and freedom-loving (Flor. ii. 11) people, were brought into
subjection to the Romans by the consul Cn. Manlius Vulso,
189 Bc. (Liv. xxxvill. 12 ff); but they still for a long time
retained both their Celtic cantonal constitution and their own
tetrarchs (Strabo, xii pp. 541, 567), who subsequently bore
the title of king (Cic. p. rege Deiotaro; Vellel. ii. 84 ; Appian,
v. p. 1135; Plut. Ant 61). The last of these kings,
Amyntas (put to death 26 B.c.), owed it to the favour of
Antonius and Augustus that Pisidia and parts of Lycaonia®
and of Pamphylia were added to his territory (Dio Cass. xlix.
32, lii. 26; Strabo, xil p. 569). In the year 26 Galatia,
as enlarged under Amyntas, became a Roman province (Dio
Cass. liii 26 ; Strabo, xii. p. 569). See generally, in addition
to the Commentaries and Introductions, Wernsdorf, de republ.
Galatar., Norimb. 1743 ; Hoffmann, Introd. theol. crit. in lect.
ep. P. ad Gal. ¢t Col., Lips. 1750 ; Schulze, de Qalatis, Francof.
1756 ; Myunster, Einl. in d. Brief an d. Gal., in his kI theol.
Schr., Kopenh, 1825, p. 49 ff; Hermes, rerum Galaticar.
specimen, Vratisl. 1822 ; Baumstark, in Pauly’s Realencykl. 1T11.
p- 604 ff.; Riietschi, in Herzog's Encykl. IV. p. 637 f.;
Contzen, Wanderungen der Celten, Leip. 1861.

On account of the additional territories thus annexed to
Galatia proper under Amyntas, it has been maintained that
the readers of this epistle are not to be looked upon as the
Galatians proper, but as the new Galatians, that is, Lycaonians
(especially the Christians of Derbe and Lystra) and Pisidians
(Joh. Joach. Schmidt (in Michaelis); Mynster, Lc. p. 58 ff.;
Niemeyer, de temp. quo ep. ad Gal. etc., Gott. 1827 ; Paulus, in
the Heidelb. Jakrb. 1827, p. 636 ff, and Lehrbriefe an d. Gal.
w. Rom. p. 25 ff.; Ulrich, in the Stud. w. Krit. 1836, ii;
Bottger, Beitr. 1 and 3 ; Thiersch, Kirche ¢m apost. Zeitalt. p.
124). But this view is decisively opposed both by the

1 Not the whole of Lycaonia, particularly not the south-castern portion and
Iconium. See Riickert, Magaz. 1. p. 98 fL
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language of Acts (xiv. 6, comp. with xvi. 6, xviii. 23), in
which the universally current popular mode of designation, not
based on the new provincial arrangements, is employed ; and
also by the circumstance that Paul could not have expressed
himself (Gal. i. 2) in a more singular and indefinite way than
by Tais ékkAnoiais THS Ta)atias, if he had not meant Galatia
proper, the old Galatia. Nor are any passages found in Greek
authors, in which districts of Lycaonia or Pisidia are designated,
in accordance with that extension of the limits of the province,
by the name of Galatia. See Riickert, Magaz. 1. p. 1051 ;
Anger, de ratione temp. p. 132 ff.; Wieseler, Chronol. d. apost.
Zedtalt. p. 281 £, and on Geal. p. 530 ff

The founder of the Galatian churches was Paul himself
(Gal 1. 6-8, iv. 13 ff) on his second missionary journey,
Acts xvi. 6 (not so early as xiv. 6). Bodily weakness (iv.
13) had compelled him to make a halt in Galatia, and during
his stay he planted Christianity there. Looking at the in-
voluntary character of this occasion and the unknown nature
of the locality to which his first work in the country was thus,
as it were, accidentally directed, it might appear doubtfud
whether in this case he followed his usual rule, as attested in
Acts, of commencing his work of conversion with the Jews;
but we must assume that he did so,! for the simple reason that
he would be sure to seek the shelter and nursing, which in sick-
ness he needed, in the house of one of his own nation : comp. on
iv. 14. Nor was there any want of Jewish residents, possibly
in considerable numbers, in Galatia (as we may with reason
infer from Joseph. An#t. xii. 3. 4, xvi. 6. 2, as well as from
the diffusion of the Jews over Asia generally; not, however,
from 1 Pet. i 1); although from the epistle itself it is evident
(see sec. 2) that the larger part, indeed the great majority,
of its readers (not the whole, as Hilgenfeld thinks; comp.
Hofmann) consisted of Gentile Christians. The arguments
from the Old Testament (together with a partially rabbinical
mode of interpretation), which Paul nevertheless employs,
were partly based on the necessary course of the apostolic

! Asalso Neander, de Wette, Wieseler, and most others assume, in opposi.

tion, however, to Schneckenburger (Zweck d. Apostelyesch. p. 104), Baux
and ITilgenfeld,
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preaching which had to announce Christ as the fulfilment of
Old Testament promises, as well as on the acquaintance with
the Old Testament which was to be presupposed in all
Christian churches (comp. on iv. 21); partly suggested to the
apostle by the special subject itself which was in question (see
sec. 2) ; partly justified, and indeed rendered necessary, by the
fact that the apostle—who must, at any rate, have taken
notice of the antagonistic tcachers and the means of warding
off their attack—had to do with churches which had already
for a time been worked upon by Judaists and had thus been
sufficiently introduced to a knowledge of the Old Testament.
The supposition of Storr, Mynster (l.c. p. 76), and Credner,
that great part of the Galatian Christians had been previously
proselytes of the gate, appears thus to be unnecessary, and is
destitute of proof from the epistle itself, and indeed opposed
to its expressions; see on iv. 9.

SEC. II.—O0CCASION, OBJECT, AND CONTENTS OF THE EPISTLE.

Judaizing Christian teachers with Pharisaic leanings (comp.
Acts xvi. 1)—emissaries from Palestine (not unbelieving Jews ;
Michaelis, Einl.)—had made their appearance among the
Galatian churches after Paul, and with their attacks upon his
apostolic dignity (i. 1, 11, il 14), and their assertion of the
necessity of circumcision for Christians (v. 2, 11, 12, vi
12 f), which involved as a necessary consequence the obligation
of the whole law (v. 3), had found but too ready a hearing, so
that the Judaizing tendency was on the point of getting the
upper hand (i 6,iil 1, 3, iv. 9ff, 21, v. 2ff, 7). Now the
question is, whether these anti-Pauline teachers—who, how-
ever, are not, on account of v. 12, vi. 13, to be considered
either wholly or in part as proselytes (Neander, Schott, de
Wette; see, on the other hand, Hilgenfeld, p. 46 f.)—made
their appearance before (Credner, Riickert, Schott, Hilgenfeld,

teuss, Wieseler, and others), or not till after (Neander, de
Wette, Hofmann, and others), the second visit of the apostle
(Acts xviii 23; see sec. 3). From i 6, iii. 1, it is evident
that Paul now for the first time has to do with the church as
actually perverted; he is surprised and warmly indignant at
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what had taken place. Nevertheless it is evident, from
i 9, v. 3, iv. 16, that he had already spoken personally in
Galatia against Judaizing perversion, and that with great
earnestness. We must therefore assume that, when Paul
was among the Galatians for the second time, the danger was
only threatening, but there already existed an nclination to
yield to it, and his language against it was consequently of a
warning and precautionary nature. It was only after the
apostle’s departure that the false teachers set fo work with
their perversions; and although they did not get so far as cir-
cumcision (see on iv. 10), still they met with so much success,'
and caused so much disturbance of peace (v. 15), that the
accounts came upon him with all the surprise which he indi-
cates in i. 6, iii. 1. Comp. also Ewald, p. 54 ; Lechler, apost.
Zewtalt. p. 383.

In accordance with this state of things which gave occasion
to the letter, it was the object of Paul to defend in it his
apostolic authority, and to bring his readers to a triumphant
conviction of the freedom of the Christian from circumecision
and the Mosaic law through the justification arising from
God’s grace in Christ. But we are not entitled to assume that
“in the liveliness of his zeal he represented the matter as
too dangerous” (de Wette); the more especially as it involved
the most vital question of Pauline Christianity, and along
with it also the whole personal function and position of the
apostle, who was divinely conscious of the truth of his gospel,
and therefore must not be judged, in relation to his opponents,
according to the usual standard of “ party against party.”?

As regards contents, (1) the apologetico-dogmatic portion of
the epistle divides itself into two branches: («) the defence of the
apostolic standing and dignity of Paul, ch. i and ii, in connec-
tion with which the foundation of Christian freedom is also set
forth in ii. 15-21; (b) the proof that the Christian, through
God’s grace in Christ, is independent of circumcision and
Mosaism, ch. iii. and iv. Next, (2) in the hortatory portion,
the readers are encouraged to hold fast to their Christian

1 To the extent, at any rate, of an observance of the Jewish feast-days and
Beasons (iv. 10).
? Baur, Paulus, I. p. 282, ed. 2.



6 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE GALATIANS.

freedom, but also not to misuse it, ch. v. Then follow other
general exhortations, ch. vi. 1-10; and finally an energetic
autograph warning against the seducers (vi. 11-16), and the
conclusion. The idea that the epistle is the reply to a letter
of information and inquiry from the church (Hofmann), is
neither based on any direct evidence in the epistle itself (how
wholly different is the case with 1 Cor.!), nor indirectly sug-
gested by particular passages (not even by iv. 12); and such
an assumption is by no means necessary for understanding the
course and arguments of the epistle.

SEC. II.—TIME AXD PLACE OF COMPOSITION—GENUINENESS.

The date of composition may be gathered from iv. 13, com-
pared with Acts xvi. 6, xviil. 23. From elyyyehicduny duiv
70 mpoTepov, iv. 13, it is most distinctly evident that, when
Paul wrote, he had already twice visited Galatia and had
preached the gospel there. The constant use of edayyelileafar
to denote oral preaching precludes us from taking (with
Grotius, and Keil, Anal. IV. 2, p. 70) 70 mwpérepov as said with
relation to his present wriffen instruction. Those, therefore,
are certainly in error, who assume that the epistle was com-
posed after the first visit of the apostle, whether this first visit
be placed correctly at Acts xvi. 6 (Michaelis) or erroneously
at Acts xiv. 6 (Keil). As regards the latter, Xeil has indeed
asserted that in ch. i and ii. Paul continues his history only
down to his second journey to Jerusalem, Acts xi. 30 ; that he
does not mention the apostolic conference and decree, Acts xv.
fcomp. also Ulrich, L¢); and that in this epistle his judgment
of Mosaism is more severe than after that conference. But
the journey, ii. 1, is identical with that of Acts xv. (see the
commentary); his omission to mention the apostolic confer-
ence and decree’ is necessarily connected with the self-sub-
sistent position—wholly independent of the authority of all
the other apostles, and indeed recognised by the “ pillars”

1 Against the opinion that the unhistorical character of the narrative of the
apostolic council and decree may be inferred from our epistle (Baur, Schwegler,
Zcller, Hilgenfeld), see on Acts xv. 15f. The Tiibingen school believe that
in this epistle they have found ** the Archimedean point of their task” (Hilgen-
feld, in the Zeitschrift f. listor. Theol. 1855, p. 484).
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themselves (ii. 9 £)—which Paul claimed for himself on prin-
ciple in opposition to Judaizing efforts. Therefore neither in
the First Lpistle to the Corinthians (viii. 1 ff, x. 23 ff)), nor
in that to the Romans (ch. xiv.), nor anywhere else, does he
take any notice of the Jerusalem decree.! Assured of his own
apostolic independence as a rminister of Christ directly called
and furnished with the revelation of the gospel for the Gentile
world in particular, he has never, in any point of doctrine,
cited in his favour the authority of other apostles or decrees of
the church; and he was least likely to do so when, as in the
present case, the matter at stake was a question not merely
affecting some point of church-order, but concerning the deepest
principles of the plan of salvation® Moreover, the first three
injunctions of that decree in particular (Acts xv. 29) agree so
little with the principle of full Christian liberty, consistently
upheld in the letters of the apostle, that we must suppose the
decree to have speedily—with his further official experience
acquired after the council—lost altogether for him its provi-
sional obligation. It is, further, a mistake to apply 7 mepi-
xwpos, Acts xiv. 6, to Galatia, as, besides Keil, also Koppe,
Borger, Niemeyer, Mynster, Paulus, Bottger, and others, have
done ; for this mepiywpos can only be the country round
Lystra and Derbe, and it is quite inadmissible to transfer the
name to the Lycaonian region (see sec. 1). Lastly, in order to
prove a very early composition of the letter, soon after the
conversion of the readers, appeal has been made to ofiTw Tayéws,
1 6, but without due exegetical grounds (see the commen-
tary); and indeed the mention of Barnabas in ii. 13 ought
not to have been adduced (Koppe), for a personal acquaint-
ance of the readers with him (which they must certainly have
made before Acts xv. 39) is not at all expressed in it. If, in
accordance with all these considerations, the epistle was not
written after the first visit to Galatia—a date also inconsistent

1 This uniform silence as to the decree in all the epistles shows that that
silence in our epistle must not be explained either by the presumed acquaint-
ance of the Galatians with it (Schaff, p. 182), or by the idea that the apostle was
unwilling to supply his opponents with any weapon against him (Ebrard).

2 ¢ His word as Christ’s apostle for the Gontiles must be decree enough for
them " (Thiersch, Kirche im apost. Zeitalt, p. 130. See also Wieseler, in
Herzog's Encykl. X1X. p. 528).
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with the fact that its contents presuppose a church-life already
developed, and an influence of the false teachers which had
already been some time at work—and if the first visit of the
apostle is to be placed, not at Acts xiv. 6, but at Acts xvi. 6,
followed by the second visit confirming the churches, Acts
xviiL 23, then most modern expositors, following the earlier,
are right in their conclusion that the epistle was not composed
until afier Acts xviil. 23. So Bertholdt, Eichhorn, Hug, de
Wette, Winer, Hemsen, Neander, Usteri, Schott, Riickert,
Anger, Credner, Guericke, Olshausen, Wieseler, Reuss, Hilgen-
feld, Ewald, Bleek, Hofmann, and others. We must reject the
views, which place the date of composition between Acts xvi. 6
and Acts xviii. 23, as maintained by Grotius (on i 2),
Baumgarten, Semler (on Baumg. p. 895, not in the Paraphr.),
Michaelis, Koppe, Storr, Borger, Schmidt, Mynster, or which
carry the epistle back to a date even before the apostolic con-
Jerence, as held by Beza, Calvin, Keil, Niemeyer, Paulus?
Bottger,® Ulrich. '

As we cannot gather from the relative expression ofrw
Taxéws (L 6) how soon after Acts xviii. 23 the epistle was
composed, the year of its composition cannot be stated more
precisely than (see Introd. to Acts) as about 56 or 57.* Ephesus

1 It has been objected, indeed, that on this journey Paul only confirmed
the churches, which presupposes an earlier conversion (Acts xv. 36ff., xvi. §).
But Acts xvi. 6 begins a new stage in the historical narrative, and Phrygia and
Galatia are separated from those places to which the confirming ministry re-
ferred. Nor is it to be said that in Acts xvi. 6 Paul was withheld by the Spirit
from preaching in Galatia. For the hindrance by the Spirit affected not Galatia,
but the regions along the coast of Asia Minor. See on Acts xvi. 6.

2 According to Paulus, the apostle wrote to the New-Galatians (see sec. 1),
whom he converted at Acts xiv. 6 and visited for the second time (Gal. iv. 13)
at Acts xiv. 21.

3 According to Bottger (Beitr. 3, § 1-11), the epistle is addressed to the New-
Gualatians (Lycaonians and Pisidians), and was written in the year 51, after the
first missionary journey of the apostle, Bottger has repeated Keil’s arguments,
and has added fresh ones, which are untenable. See their copious refutation by
Riickert, Magaz. 1. p. 112 ff.

¢ From the remarkable difference in the positions which have been assigned
to our letter in the history of the apostle,—Marcion (in Tertull. ¢. Marc. 5, and
in Epiph. Her. xlii. 9), and subsequently Michaelis, Baumgarten, Koppe,
Schmidt, Keil, Mynster, Niemeyer, Paulus, Ulrich, making it the very first, and
Schrader and Kohler the very last, of the Pauline epistles,—it was natural that
the year of composition should be fixed at the most various dates, even apart
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appears to be the place from which it was written; for Paul
proceeded thither after his second labours in Galatia (Acts
xix. 1). So Theophylact, Oecumenius, Erasmus, and most
modern expositors. Riickert, however, following Hug, main-
tains that Paul wrote hiy epistle very soon after his departura
from Galatia, probably even on the journey to Ephesus; but,
on the other hand, the passage iv. 18 indicates that after the
apostle’s departure the Judaists had perverted the churches
which he had warned and confirmed, and some measure of
time must bave been required for this, although the perver-
sion appears still so recent that there is no adequate reason for
postponing the composition of the epistle to the sojourn of the
apostle at Corinth, Acts xx. 3 (Bleek conjecturally).

The usual subscription, which is given by the old codd.
B**, K, L, says éypd¢n amo ‘Pduns; and Jerome, Theodoret,
Euthalius, and the Syrian church, as afterwards Baronius, Flacius,
Salmasius, Estius, Calovius, and others, held this opinion, which
arose simply from a misunderstanding of iv. 20, vi. 11, and
especially vi. 17, and was quite unwarrantably supported by
ii. 10 (comp. with Rom. xv. 28). Nevertheless, recently
Schrader (i p. 216 ff) and Kohler (Abfassungzeit der epistol.
Schriften, p. 125 ff.), the latter of whom exceeds the former
in caprice, again date the epistle from Rome. For the re-
futation of which their arguments are not worthy, see Schott,
Erirterung, pp. 63 ff,, 41 ff, 116 ff.; Usteri, p. 222 ff.

The genuineness is established by external testimony (Iren.
Haer. iil, 6. 5, 1i1. 7. 2, iil. 16. 3,v. 21. 1; Tatian, in Jerome;
Clem. Alex. Strom. iil. p. 468, ed. Sylb.; Tertull. de praescr. 6,
et al.; Canon Murat., Valentinus in Irenaeus, Marcion)—although
the apostolic Fathers contain no trace in any measure certain,
and Justin’s writings only a probable trace, of the letter '—as

from the differences of reckoning as to the Pauline chronology. In consequence
of this divergence of opinion as to its historical position, the statements as to the
place of composition have necessarily been very various (Troas, Corinth, Antioch,
Ephesus, Rome).

1 Even in Polycarp, Phil. 5, comp. Gal. vi 7, there may be a quite accidental
similarity of expression. Lardner appealed to Clem. ad Cor. i. 49 ; Ignat. ad
Philad. 1, ad Magnes. 8; Just. Mart. ad Graec. p. 40, ed. Colon, and dis-
covered in these passages allusions to Gal. i. 4, 1. 1, v. 4, iv. 12. There appears
to be an actual allusion to this last passage in Justin, where it runs: yis:cfs ¢
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well as by the completely and vividly Pauline cast of the
wTiter's spirit and language. It is thus so firmly established,
that, except by Bruno Bauer's wanton “ Kritik” (1850), it has
never been, and never can be, doubted. The numerous unter-
polations which, according to Weisse (Beitrdge zur Krit. d.
Paulin. Brigfe, edited by Sulze, 1867, p. 19 ff), the apostolic
text has undergone, depend entirely on a subjective criticism
of the style, conducted with an utter disregard of external
critical testimony.

Vyd 8 xayl wpmy ds ducds.  The probability of this is increased by the fact that
Justin soon afterwards uses the words, $xépas, ¥peis, Sanes, tpbsias, bvpol, xai &
suora covross, Which look like an echo of Gal. v. 20 £
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ITadNov émiatory wpos Tardras.

A B K &, and many min, also Copt., give simply apis Tud.d-
rag, which—doubtless the earliest superscription—is adopted
by Lachm. and Tisch.

CHAPTER L

Ver. 3. #u@] is wanting only in min., Damasc. Aug. (once);
whilst A, min.,, Copt. Arm. Vulg. ms. Chrys. Ambrosiast. Pel.
Ambr. (once), Fulg. place it after wurpé;. But as in the other
epistolary salutations there is no #uav after xvpiov, it was some-
times omitted, sometimes moved to the position, which it holds
in the other epistles, after surpis (Rom. 1. 7; 1 Cor. i. 3; 2 Cor.
1. 2, et al.). — Ver. 4. aep/] Elz. has inép, in opposition to A D
EF G K L¥, and many min,, also Or. Theophyl. Oec. This
external evidence is decisive, although Paul has written ¢=:p =
euupr. only in 1 Cor. xv. 3. — Ver. 6. Xpiorol] is wanting in
F G, Boern. Tert. (twice), Cypr. (twice), Lucif. Victorin. But
with the erroneous (although very ancient) connection of Xpisred
with xaréscavros, Xprarod, since the xaxred 1s God’s, could not but
give offence; and hence in 7, 43, 52, et al., Theodoret, Or,, it is
changed for @:i. — Ver. 10. &/ ¢r] Elz. Scholz, Tisch. have «
y&p ér. But ydp is wanting in A B D* F G 8, min,, Copt.
Arm. Vulg. It. Cyr. Damasc. and Latin Fathers, and has been
inserted for the sake of connection. — Ver. 11. Instead of &,
BD*F G 8**, 17, 213, It. Vulg. and Fathers have yap. The
latter has mechanically crept in from the use of the same word
before and after (vv. 10, 12). *** has restored 3. — Ver. 12.
Instead of olire, A D* F G &, min., and Greek Fathers have o35¢.
So Lachm. A mechanical error of copying after the previous oié:.
— Ver. 15. 6 ©:é5] after ¢dox. is wanting in B F G, 20, and many
vss. and Fathers. Bracketed by Lachm. and Schott; deleted
by Tisch. ; rejected justly also by Ewald and Wieseler. An ex-
planatory addition. — Ver. 17. avirde] B D E F G, 46, 74, Syr.
Syr. p. (in the margin), Bas., have d=#rfer. So Lachm. and Schott.
Certainly ss#nrdov has the appearance of interpolation, suggested
as well by the direction of the journey (comp. draBaivaiv sis
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‘Tsposon.) as by ver. 18. — Ver. 18. Térpos] A B &, min,, Syr. Erp.
Copt. Sahid. Aeth. Syr. p. (in the margin) have Kngav. Approved
of by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. Scholz, Schott, Tisch. J ustly ;
the Hebrew name, both here and also in ii. 9, 11, 14, was
supplanted by the Greek as a gloss; hence in ii. 7, 8, where
Paul himself wrote the Greek name, the variation Knpde does
not occur.  We must not assume that the reading Knpav arose
through several Fathers, like Clem. Al in Eus. i. 12, being
unwilling to refer the unfavourable account in ii. 11 ff, to the
Apostle Peter (Winer), because otherwise the Hebrew name
would only have been used from ii. 11 onwards.

Coxtexts.—After the apostolic address and salutation (vv.
1-5), Paul immediately expresses his astonishment that his
readers are so soon falling away to a false gospel ; against the
preachers of which he utters his anathema, for he seeks to
please God, and not men (vv. 6-10). Next, he assures them
that his gospel is not of men, for he had not received it from
any man, but Christ had revealed it to him (vv. 11, 12). In
order to confirm this historically, he appeals to his pre-Chris-
tian activity in persecution and to his Jewish zeal at that time
(vv. 13, 14), and gives an exact account of his journeys and
abodes from his conversion down to his formal acknowledgment
on the part of the original apostles; from which it must be evi-
dent that he could be no disciple of the apostles (vv. 15-24).

Ver. 1. Amdaroros obx dm’ avBpwmwy obdé 8 dvbfpdmov,
ada «7.\.] Thus does Paul, with deliberate incisiveness and
careful definition, bring into prominence at the very head of
his epistle his (in the strictest sense) apostolic dignity, because
doubt had been thrown on it by his opponents in Galatia.
For by odk an’ davfpeémewv he denies that his apostleship
proceeded from men (causa remotior), and by oddé &’ dvbp. that
it came by means of a man (causa medians). It was neither of
human origin, nor was a man the medium of conveying it.
Comp. Bernhardy, pp. 222, 236 ; Winer, p. 390 [E. T. 521].
On &mo, comp. also Rom. xiii. 1.  To disregard the diversity of
meaning in the two prepositions (Semler, Morus, Koppe, and
others), although even Usteri is inclined to this view (“ Paul
meant to say that ¢n no respect did his office depend on human
authority”), is all the more arbitrary, seeing that, while the two
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negatives very definitely separate the two relations, these two
relations cannot be expressed by the mere change of number
(Koppe, “ non hominum, ne cujusquam quidem hominis;” comp.
Bengel, Semler, Morus, Rosenmiiller). This in itself would be
but a feeble amplification of the thought, and in order to be
intelligible, would need to be more distinctly indicated (perhaps
by the addition of 7oANdy and évds), for otherwise the readers
would not have their attention drawn off from the difference
of the prepositions. Paul has on the second occasion written
not avbpomwy again, but avfpwmov, because the contrast to
8. avlpdmov is 8 'Inaod Xpiorod. It was not a man, but
the exalted Christ, through whom the divine call to the
apostleship came to Paul at Damascus; adrés 6 Seomorns
olpavobev éxdhecev olx avbpwme ypnodpevos Umovpyd, Theo-
doret. And this contrast is quite just : for Christ, the incarnate
Son of God, was indeed as such, in the state of His self-re-
nunciation and humiliation, dvfpwmos (Rom. v. 15; 1 Cor. xv.
21), and in His human manifestation not specifically different
from other men (Phil. ii. 7; Gal iv. 4; Rom. viii. 3); but
in His state of exaltation, since He is as respects His whole
divine-human nature in heaven (Eph. 1 20 ff.; Phil ii. 9, ii.
20, 21), He is, although subordinate to the Father (1 Cor. iiL
23, xi. 3, xv. 28, et al.), partaker of the divine majesty which
He had before the incarnation, and possesses in His whole
person at the right hand of God divine honour and divine
dominion. Comp. generally, Usteri, Lehrbegr. p. 327 ; Weiss,
Bibl. Theol. p. 306. — kai Oeod watpos] Following out the
contrast, we should expect xai dmo Oeod maTp. But availing
himself of the variety of form in which his idea could be set
forth, Paul comprehends the properly twofold relation under
one preposition, since, in point of fact, with respect to the
modification in the import of the did no reader could doubt
that here the causa principalis is conceived also as medians.
As to this usage of did in popular language, see on 1 Cor. i 9.
Christ is the mediate agent of Paul's apostleship, inasmuch as
Christ was the instrument through which God called him ; but
God also, who nevertheless was the cause principalis, may be
conceived of under the relation of &« (comp. iv. 7; Lach-
mann), inasmuch as Christ made him His apostle olx dvev
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Ocob maTpos, but, on the contrary, through the working of God,
that is, through the interposition of the divine will, which
exerted its determining influence in the act of calling (comp.
1Cor.i1;2Coril;Ephil;Colil;1Timil;2
Tim 1 1). Comp. Plat. Symp. p. 186 E, 8id Tod fcod Tovrod
xvBepratar; and Rom. xi. 36, 8 adrod T4 wdvra; Winer, p.
3541 [E.T. 474]) — The words Oecod matpds (which together
have the nature of a proper name: comp. Phil. ii. 11 ; Eph. vi.
23; 1 Pet. i. 2), according to the context, present God as the
Father of Jesus Christ, not as Father generally (de Wette;
comp. Hilgenfeld), nor as our Father (Paulus, Usteri, Wieseler).
The Father is named after the Son by way of climaz (comp.
Eph. v. 5): in describing the superhuman origin of his apostle-
ship Paul proceeds from the Higher to the Highest, without
whom (see what follows) Christ couid not have called him.
Of course the calling by Christ is the element decisive of the
true amoaTohy (Wieseler) ; but it would remain so, even if Paul,
advancing to the more definite agent, had named Christ after
God. The supposition of a dogmatic precaution (Theodoret,
a p7 Tis UrodBy Umovpyov elvar Tob waTpds ToV vidy, elpav
TpooKeiuevoy TO Oid, émryarye kal Oeol waTpos; comp. Chry-
sostom, Calovius, and others) would be as irrelevant and inap-
propriate, as Riickert’s opinion is arbitrary, that Paul at first
intended merely to write & ’I. X., and then added as an after-
thought, but inexactly (therefore without dmo), xai @eod matpds.
— 7ob éyeipavros avrov ék vexpav] For Paul was called to be
an apostle by the Christ who had been raised up bodily from
the dead by the Father (1 Cor. xv. 8,ix. 1; Acts ix. 22, 26);
so that these words involve a historical confirmation of that
xal Ocod maTpos in its special relation as thoroughly assuring
the full apostolic commission of Paul:! they are not a mere
designation of God as originator of the work of redemption (de
Wette), which does not correspond to the definite connection
with dmwdgroros. According to Wieseler, the addition is in-
tended to awaken fauith both in Jesus as the Son and in God
as our reconciled Father. But apart from the fact that the
Father is here the Father of Christ, the idea of reconciliation
does not suggest itself at this stage ; and the whole self-descrip-
1 Comp. Beyschlag in Stud. u. Krit. 1864, p. 225.
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tion, which is appended to ITadhoes, is introduced solely by
his consciousness of full apostolic authority: it describes by
contrast and historically what in other epistles is expressed
by the simple «AnTos dméaroros. The opinion that Paul is
_pointing at the reproach made against him of not having scen
Christ (Calvin, Morus, Semler, Koppe, Borger ; comp. Ellicott),
and that he here claims the pre-eminence of having been the
only one called by the exalted Jesus (Augustine, Erasmus,
Beza, Menochius, Estius, and others), is inappropriate, for the
simple reason that the resurrection of Christ is mentioned in
the form of a predicate of God (not of Christ). This reason
also holds good against Matthies (comp. Winer), who thinks
that the divine elevation of Christ is the point intended to be
conveyed. Chrysostom and Oecumenius found even a refer-
ence directed against the validity of the Mosaical law, and Luther
(comp. Calovius) against the trust in one's own righteousness.
Ver. 2. Kai oi ovv éuol mwavres ddehdoi] ddedpoi denotes
nothing more than fellow-Christians; but the words oy éuol
place the persons here intended in special connection with the
person of the apostle (comp. ii. 3; Phil. iv. 21): the fellow-
Christians who are tn my company. This is rightly under-
stood as referring to his travelling companions, who were re-
spectively his official assistants, at the time (comp. Pareus,
Hammond, Semler, Michaelis, Morus, Koppe, Rosenmiiller,
‘Winer, Paulus, Riickert, Usteri, Wieseler, Reithmayr), just as
Paul, in many other episties, has conjoined the name of
official associates with his own (1 Cor. i 1; 2 Cor. L 1;
Phil. 1. 1; CoL i 1; 1 Thess. i. 1; 2 Thess. 1 1). Instead
of mentioning their names,' which were perhaps known to the
Galatians at least in part—possibly from his last visit to
them (Acts xviii. 23) or in some other way—he uses the
emphatic wdvres (which, however, by no means implies any
very large number, as Erasmus and others, including Olshausen,
have supposed), indicating that these brethren collectively
desired to address the very same instructions, warnings, ex-
hortations, etc, to the Galatians, whereby the impressive

! Which indeed he might have done, even if the epistle had been, as an
exception, written by his own hand (but see on vi. 11) ; so that Hofmann s view
is erroneous.



16 TIIE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO TIIE GALATIANS.

effect of the epistle, especially as regards the apostle’s op-
pouents, cowld not but be stremgthencd, and therefore was
certainly intended to be so strengthened (comp. Chrysostom,
Theodoret, Jerome, Erasmus, Calvin, and others). At the same
time, there is no need to assume that his opponents had spread
abroad the suggestion that some one in the personal circle of
the apostle did not agree with him in his teaching (Wieseler) ;
actual indications of this must have been found in the
epistle.  Others have thought of all the Christians in the
place whore he was then sogjourning (Erasmus, Estius, Grotius,
Calovius, and others; also Schott). This is quite opposed to
the analogy of all the other epistles of the N. T., not one of
which is composed in the name of a church along with that of
the writer. It would, in that case, have been more suitable
that Paul should have either omitted etw éuol (comp. 1 Cor.
xvi. 20), or expressed himself in such a way as to intimate,
not that the church was avw adrg, but that he was otw adrois.
To refer it (with Beza) to the officc-bearers of the church, is
quite arbitrary; for the readers could not recognise this in
ovv éuol without further éxplanation. — Tals ékxAnoiaws Tis
T'a)at.] consequently a circular epistle to the several indepen-
dent churches. The relations of the churches were different
in Achaia: see on 1 Cor. i. 2; 2 Cor. 1. 1. The fact that
Paul adds no epithet of honour (as x#Anrois dyloss, or the like)
is considered by Chrysostom, Theophylact, Oecumenius, and
by Winer, Credner, Olshausen (comp. Riickert), Hilgenfeld,
Wieseler, a sign of indignation. Comp. Grotius, “ quia coeperant
ab evangelio declinare” And justly so; because it is in
keeping with the displeasure and chagrin which induce him
afterwards to refrain from all such favourable testimony as he
elsewhere usually bears to the Christian behaviour of his
readers, and, on the contrary, to begin at once with blame
(ver. 6). In mno other epistle, not even in the two earliest, 1
and 2 Thess, has he put the address so barely, and so unac-
companied by any complimentary recognition, as in this; it
is not sufficient, therefore, to appeal to the earlier and later
“ usage of the apostle” (Hofmann).

Ver. 3. @eod marpos] refers here, according to the context,
to the Christians, who through Christ have received the viofec(a.
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Sce iv. 206 ff.; Rom. viii. 15.—See, furthcr, on Rom.
i 7.

Ver. 4. This addition prepares the readers thus early for the
recognition of their error; for their adhesion to Judaism was
indeed entirely opposed to the aim of the atoning death of
Jesus. Comp. ii. 20, iii. 13ff. “ See how he directs every
word against self-righteousness,” Luther’s gloss. — Tob Sovros
éaurdy] that is, who did not withhold (épeloaro, Rom. viii. 32),
but surrendered Himself, namely, to be put to death! This
special application of the words was obvious of itself to the
Christian consciouspness, and is placed beyond doubt by the
addition wep} 7. duapt. Hiw. Comp. Matt. xx. 28 ; Eph. v. 25;
Tit. ii. 14; 1 Tim. ii. 6; 1 Macc. vi. 44; and Wetstein in
loc. — mepi T@V dpapT. fu.] in respect of our sins (Rom. viil.
3), on account of them, namely, in order to atone for them. See
Rom. iii. 23 ff.; Gal iii. 12 ff. In essential sense mep( is
pot different from vmép (1 Pet. iii. 18 ; Matt. xxvi. 28 ; Heb.
x. 26, xiii. 11; Xen. Mem. i. 1. 17; Eur. 4lc. 176, comp.
701; Hom. Z/. xii. 243, comp. 1. 444; see Buttmann, Ind.
ad Mid. p. 188; Schaefer, App. Dem. 1. p. 190; Bremi, ad
Dem. Ol p. 188, Goth.), and the idea of satisfaction is im-
plied, not in the signification of the preposition, but in the
whole nature of the case. Hom. 7. 1. 444: $oiBow . . .
éxatopfBny pékar dmep Aavadv (for the benefit of the Danai),
8¢p ilacoueabfa dvaxTa. Asto mepland Imép in respect to
the death of Jesus, the latter of which (never mep() is always
used by Paul when the reference to persons is expressed, see
further on 1 Cor. i. 13, xv. 3. — é7ws éfényTar Huas xT.]
End, which that self-surrender was to attain. The éveotws
alwv is usually understood as equivalent to o aiwv odros, o
viv alév. Certainly in practical meaning évesTws may denote
present (hence in the grammarians, o éveotws ypovos, tempus
praesens), but always only with the definite reference suggested
by the literal signification, setéing in, that is, in the course of
entrance, that which has already begun. So not merely in
passages such as Dem. 255. 9, 1466. 21 ; Herodian, 11. 2. 3
Polyb. 1. 75. 2; 3 Esd. v. 47, ix. 6; 3 Macc. i. 16, but also

! Comp. Clem. Cor. 1. 49, v alpea adros Pwrsy doip Auiv. For instances from
Greek authors of {3wxsy $auriv, see Dissen, ad Dem. de Cor. p. 348.

B
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in Xen. Hell. ii. 1. 5; Plat. Legg. ix. p. 878 ; Dinarch. i. 93 ;
Polyb. i. 83. 2,1.60. 9, vil. 5. 4; 2 Mace. iil. 17, vi. 9; comp.
Schweighauser, Lex. Polyd. p. 219 ; Dissen, ad Dem. de Cor. p.
350. So also universally in the N. T., Rom. viii. 38; 1 Cor.
1l 22, vil. 26; 2 Thess. ii. 2 (comp. 2 Tim. iii. 1 ; Heb. ix.
9). Now, as this definite reference of its meaning would be
quite unsuitable to designate the alwv ofros, because the latter
is not an aeon just begunm, but one running its course from
the beginning and lasting until the mapoveia; and as else-
where Paul always describes this present alov as the alow
ovros (Rom. xii. 2; 1 Cor. i 20; and frequently: comp. ¢
viv alwy, 1 Tim. vi. 17; 2 Tim. iv. 10; Tit. ii. 12), we
must explain it as the period of time which is already in the act
of setting in, the evil time which has already begun, that is,
the time <mmediately preceding the wapovoia, so that the
alwv éveaTws is the last part of the alwv ofros. This alwwy
éveatws is not only very full of sorrow through the dolores
Messiae (see on 1 Cor. vil. 26), to which, however, the ethical
wovnpos in our passage does nof refer; but it is also in the
highest degree émmoral, inasmuch as many fall away from the
faith, and the antichristian principle developes great power
and audacity (2 Thess. il 3ff; 1 Tim. iv. 1ff; 2 Tim. iii. 1
ff.; 2 Pet.iii. 3; Jude 18; 1 Johnii. 18; Matt. xxiv. 10-12).
Comp. Usteri, Le. p. 348 ff.; Liicke and Huther on 1 John
ii. 18. On that account this period of time is pre-eminently
6 aiwv movnpds. With his idea of the nearness of the
wapovaia, Paul conceived this period as having then already
begun (comp. 2 Thess. il 7), although its full development
was still in reserve (2 Thess. ii 8). Accordingly, the same
period is here designated o alwv éveards which in other places
is called kaipos éayatos (1 Pet. i 5), éoyarar fuépar (Acts ii.
17; 2 Tim. iii 1), éoydrn @pa (1 John ii 18), and in
Rabbinic P2 or ®i® or M1 NN (Isa. ii. 2; Jer. xxiil 20;
Mic. iv. 1). See Schoettgen, Hor. ad 2 Tum. iil. 1. Christ,
says Paul, desired by means of His atoning death to deliver
us out of this wicked period, that is, o place us out of fellow-
ship with 4, inasmuch as through His death the guilt of
believers was blotted out, and through faith, by virtue of the
Holy Spirit, the new moral life—the life in the Spirit—was
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brought about in them (Rom. vi. 8). Christians have become
objects of God’s love and holy, and as such are now taken out
of that alwv movnpos, so that, although living in this alew,
they yet have nothing in common with its movnpia! Comp.
Barnabas, Ep. 10, where the righteous man, walking in this
world, Tov dyitov aidva éwdéyerar. The éféanrar, moreover,
has the emphasis and is accordingly prefixed. For how antago-
nistic to this separation, designed by Christ, was the fellowship
with the aiwy movnpos into which the readers had relapsed
through their devotion to the false teachers —Observe, more-
over, that the alwv movnpds forms one idea, and therefore it was
not necessary to repeat the article before movnpot (as Matthias
contends) ; see Kriiger, § 57. 2. 3. — wxata 70 0éAnua x.T\]
strengthens the weight of the émws éEéAnTar £.7.\., to which it
belongs. Comp. Eph. i. 4f.; Col. i. 13 f The salvation was
willed by God, to whom Christ was obedient (Phil ii. 8); the
reference of kara 7. @eh. x.7.\. to the whole sentence from 7o
dovros onwards (Bengel, Wieseler, probably also Hofmann) is
less simple, and unnecessary. The connection with wovnpod
(Matthias) would only be possible, if the latter were predica-
tive, and would yield an idea entirely paradoxical. — 7. ®eod
. watp. Hi.] of God, who (through Christ) is our Father. Comp.
“Phil. iv. 20; 1 Thess. 1. 3,1l 11, 13. As to the «ai, comp.
on 1 Cor. xv. 24; Eph. i. 3: from the latter passage it must
not be concluded that sjuor belongs also to Geod (Hofmann).
The more definite designation x. marp. fudv conveys the
motive of the 8éanua, love.

Ver. 5. To the mention of this counsel of deliverance the
piety of the apostle annexes a doxology. Comp. 1 Tim.1.17;
Rom. xi. 86, ix. 5, xvi. 27; Eph. iii. 21. — 7 8dfa] that is,
the Zonour due to Him for this #é\nua. We have to supply
€in, and not éor{ (Vulgate, Hofmann, Matthias), which s
wnserted (Rom. i 25; 1 Pet. iv. 11) where there is no
doxology. So in the frequent doxologies in the apostolic

1 1t is therefore self-evident how unjust is the objection taken by Hilgenfeld
to our interpretation, that it limits the Redeemer’s death to this short period of
transition. This the apostle in no way does, but he portrays redemption con-
cretely, displaying the whole importance and greatness of its salvation by the
force of strongest contrast. This remark also applies to Wieseler's objection.
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Fathers, eg. Clement, Cor. 1. 20, 38, 43, 45, 50, 58. Comp.
the customary edloynréds, sc. ely, at Rom. ix. 5; Eph. i. 3
See, further, on Eph. iii. 21.

Ver. 6. Without prefixing, as in other epistles, even in those
to the Corinthians, a conciliatory preamble setting forth what
was commendable in his readers, Paul at once plunges in
mediam rem.  He probably wrote without delay, immediately
on receiving the accounts which arrived as to the falling away
of hus readers, while his mind was still in that state of agitated
feeling which prevented him from using his customary preface
of thanksgiving and conciliation,—a painful irritation (mvpos-
pae, 2 Cor. xi. 29), which was the more just, that in the case of
the Galatians, the very foundation and substance of his gospel
threatened to fall to pieces. — favudfw] often used by Greek
orators in the sense of surprise at something blameworthy.
Dem. 349. 3; Sturz, Lex. Xen. IL p. 511 ; Abresch, Diluc.
Thuc. p. 309. In the N. T, comp. Mark vi. 6 ; John vii. 21;
1 John iil 13. — olirw Tayéws] so very quickly, so recently,
may denote either the rapid development of the apostasy (comp.
2 Thess. il 2; 1 Tim. v. 22 ; Wisd. xiv. 28), as Chrysostom
(o08¢ ypovov Séovrar oi dmwatdvres Uuds w..\.), Theophylact,
Koppe, Schott, de Wette, Windischmann, Ellicott, Hofmann,
Reithmayr understand it; or its early occurrence (1 Cor. iv.
19; Phil i 19, ¢t al.), whether reckoned from the last visit
of the apostle (Bengel, Flatt, Hilgenfeld, Wieseler) or from the
conversion of the readers (Usteri, Olshausen). The latter is
preferable, because it corresponds with dmwo Tol xaAécavros
«.7.\., whereby the time of the calling is indicated as the ter-
minus @ quo. Comp. iii. 1-3. This view is not inconsistent
with the fact that the epistle was written a considerable time
after the conversion of the readers; for, at all events, they had
been Christians for but a few years, which the ofrw Tayéws as
a relative idea still suits well enough. By their perarifecfar
they showed themselves to be mpoorarpor (Matt. xiii. 21), and
this surprises the apostle. As to ofrw, comp. on iil. 3. — uera-
Tifeale] peraTifnue, to transpose, in the middle, o alter one’s
opinion, to become of another mind, and generally fo fall
away (with els, App. Hisp. 17; Eeclus. vi. 8; with mpds,
Polyb. xxvi 2. 6). See Wetstein n loc.; Kypke, IL p. 273;
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Ast. ad Plat. de Leg. p. 497 ; from the LXX,, Schleusner, su. ;
and from Philo, Loesner, p. 325. It might also be understood
in a passive sense (Theodorus of Mopsuestia, werarf., not
petdryeale, is used : ds éml arywr; Beza, “verbum passivum
usurpavit, ut culpam in pseudo-apostolos derivet”). But the
use of the middle in this sense is the common one; so that the
passive sense, and the nicety which, according to Beza, is in-
volved in it, must have been more definitely indicated to the
reader in order to be recognised. The present tensc denotes that
the readers were still n the very act of the falling away, which
began so soon after their conversion. According to Jerome,
the word itself is intended to convey an allusion to the name
Galatia: “ Galatia enim translationem in nostra lingua sonat”
(H?EQ hence néia, m‘;;, carrying away). Although approved by
Bertholdt, this idea is nevertheless an empty figment, because
the thing suggested the expression, and these Hebrew words
denote the weratifecfac in the sense of extle (see Gesenius,
Thes. 1. p. 285). But from an Aistorical point of view, the
appeals of Grotius and Wetstein to the fickleness of the Gallic
character (Caes. B. Gall. iii. 19, iv. 5, ii. 1, iii. 10) are not
without interest as regards the Galatians. — amo Tob kaiégav-
Tos Duds v ydpere X.] On dmé, away from, comp. 2 Mace. vii.
24 ; and see generally, Kiihner,§ 622 ¢. The 7o kalécavros
1s not to be taken with Xpiorod, as Syr., Jerome, Erasmus (in
the version, not in the paraphrase and annotations), Luther,
Calvin, Grotius, Bengel, and others, also Morus and Flatt,
understand it; against which may be urged, not (with Matthies
and Schott) the want of the article before XpiaTob (see on Rom.
ix. 5; comp. also 1 Pet. i. 15), but the fact that the calling
inte the kingdom of the Messiah is presented by Paul (and
the apostles generally) so constantly as the work of God, that
we must not deviate from this analogy in explaining the words
(see on Rom. i. 6 ; and Weiss, Bibl. Theol p. 387). Thence,
also, oD kaléo. is not to be taken as meuter, and referred to
the gospel (Ewald); but 6 xaXécas is God, and XpioTod belongs
to év ydpire, from Him who has called you through the grace of
Christ. ’Ev xdpere Xpiorob is instrumental ; for the grace of
Christ (Acts xv. 11; Rom. v. 15; 2 Cor. viil. 9; Tit. iii. 6:
comp. also Rom. xvi. 20; 2 Cor. xii. 9, xiii. 13 ; Philem. 25),
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that is, the favour of Christ unmerited by sinful men, according
to which He gave up His life to atone for them (comp. ver. 4),
1s that by which, that is, by the preaching of which, the divine
calling reaches the subjects of it; comp. Acts xiv. 3, xx. 24.
So xaXeiv with év, 1 Cor. vil. 15; Eph. iv. 4; 1 Thess. iv. 7;
to which passages the interpretation “on the ground of grace”
(Wieseler) 1s not suitable. Others take év for els (Vulgate,
Tertullian, Cyprian, Ambrose, Beza and others, also Borger
and Riickert); so that by brevity of language év, indicating
the result of the direction, includes within it this also; see
Winer, p. 388 [E. T. 514]. This is unnecessarily forced,
for such a constructio praegnans in Greek and in the N. T. is
undisputed only in the case of verbs of motion (as &pyeofas,
eioiévar, éumimrew, k7). Comp. also Hartung, wber d. Kas.
p. 68f In point of sense, moreover, this view is liable to the
objection that the «\7jots always refers to the Messianic kingdom
(1 Thess. 1. 12; 1 Tim. vi. 12; 2 Thess. il. 14; 1 Pet. v.
10; Rev. xix. 9, ¢t al.; also 1 Cor. i. 9, and passages such as
Col 1il. 15; 1 Thess. iv. 7), and the grace of Christ is that
whick procures the Messianic cwrnpia (Rom. v. 15, ¢t al.), and
not the swrnpia itself. On the absence of the article before
xapere, see Winer, p. 118 . [E. T. 147 £]—Observe, moreover.
how the whole mode of setting forth the apostasy makes the
readers sensible of its antagonism to God and salvation! Comp.
Chrysostom and Theodoret. — eis érepov edayy.] to a gospel of
a different quality, from that, namely, which was preached to
you when God called you. Comp. 2 Cor. xi. 4. The contrast
is based on the previous designation of their calling as having
taken place év ydpite Xpiorod (not somehow by the law)—a
statement clearly enough indicating the specific nature of the
Pauline gospel, from which the nature of the Judaistic teach-
ing, although the Galatians had likewise received the latter
as the gospel for which it had been passed off, was withal so
different (érepov). Comp. ver. 8.

Ver. 7. The expression just used, els érepov edaryyéhiov, was
a paradoxical one, for in the true sense there is only one
gospel: it seems to presuppose the existence of several elay-
ryéha, but only serves to bring into clearer light the mislead-
ing efforts of the Judaists, and in this sense the apostle now
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explains it. — 6 odx éoTiw dAho, € py wTN] which érepov
edaryyéhov, to which ye have fallen away, is not another, not a
second gospel, alongside of ¢hat by means of which ye were
called (&\No, not €repov again), except there are certain persons
who perplex you, ete. That is, this érepov edayyéhiov is not
another by the side of the former, only there are certain persons
who perplex you ; so that in this respect only can we speak of
&repov ebayyénov as if it were an @\do. So in substance
Wieseler and Hofmann; comp. Matthias. It must be ob-
served that the emphasis is laid first on o« and then on
&@Mo; so that, although Paul has previously said els érepov
edayyéniov, he yet guards the oneness of the gospel, and
represents that to which he applied the words &repov elayy.
as only the corruption and perversion of the one (of the edayy.
Tob kahégavtos vuds év ydpite Xpiorod). Thus el py retains
its general meaning nmesi, without any need to assume (with
Matthies) an abbreviation for e wf dAho éari Sia TolTo, d7e
Twés elow oi Tapdocaovtes k.TA! The two emphatic words
érepov and d\ho preserve, however, their difference in sense:
dX\Ao meaning absolutely another, that is, a second likewise
existing (besides the one gospel); and &repov one of another
kind, different (Erepov xai avopoiov, Plat. Conv. p. 186 B).
Dem. 911. 7; Soph. Phid. 501, 0. C. 1446 ; Xen. Anabd.
vi 4. 8 (and Kriiger in loc.); Wisd. vil. 5; Judith viil. 20.
In the N. T, comp. especially 1 Cor. xii. 8-10, xv. 40;
2 Cor. x1. 4; Acts iv. 12; also 1 Cor. xiv. 21 ; Rom. vii. 23 ;
Mark xvi. 12 ; Luke ix. 29. Comp. also the expression érepov
mapd Ti, Stallbaum, ad Plat. Phaed. p. 71 A, Rep. p. 337 E.
The interpretation most generally received (Peschito, Chrysos-
tom, Oecumenius, Theodoret, Erasmus, Luther, Castalio, Beza,
Wolf, Bengel, and many others; also Morus, Koppe, Borger,
Flatt, Usteri, de Wette, Hilgenfeld) connects & odx éoTiv aAho

! Fritzsche, ad Marc. vi. 5, takes &/ 4 ironically, and rois in the well-known
sense, people of importance (see on Acts v. 36, and Hermann, ad Viger. p. 731):
““nisi forte magni est facienda eorum auctoritas, qui,” etc. But the article
which follows renders this interpretation not at all necessary (see below).
Besides, in this sense Paul uses only the neuter (see ii. 6, vi. 3; 1 Cor. iii. 7).
Lastly, he is fond of designating false teachers, adversaries, etc., as wuis, that is,
quidam, quos nominare nolo (Hermann, ad Viger. l.c.). See 1 Cor. iv. 18; 2
Cor. iii. 1; Gal. ii. 12; 1 Cor. xv. 12; 1 Tim. i. §.
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merely with edayyéiion,! and for the most part understands el
7 adversatively, “ Neque tamen est ulla alia doctrina de Jesu
Christo vera; sunt vero homines,” etc., Koppe. Against this
interpretation may be urged, first, the fact that ¢repov pre-
viously had the chief emphasis laid on it, and is therefore
quite unwarrantably excluded from the reference of the re-
lative which follows; secondly, that Paul must have logically
used some such expression as w5 8vros dA\ob; and lastly, that
€/ u7j never means anything else than nisi, not even in passages
such as il 16; Matt. xil. 4 (see on this passage); Luke iv.
26; 1 Cor. vil. 17; and Rev.ix. 4, xxi. 27. Comp. Hom.
Od. xii. 325 £, 00dé Tis d\hos yiyver' Emert’ dvéuwy, el uy Edpos
7e Naros 7¢, and the passages in Poppo, ad Thue. IIL 1, p. 216.
Others, as Calvin, Grotius (not Calovius), Homberg, Winer,
Riuckert, Olshausen, refer & to the whole contents of &r¢ ofirw
Tayéws . . . evayyéov, “ quod quidem (sc. vos deficere a Christo)
non est aliud, nisi, etc., the case vs not otherwise than” (Winer).
But by this interpretation the whole point of the relation,
so Pauline in its character, which 8 odx érrw dA\o bears to
€repoy, 1s lost; and why should the more special explanation
of the deficere a Christo be annexed in so emphatic a form, and
not by a simple yap or the like 2 Lastly, Schott (so also Cor-
nelius a Lapide) looks upon 8 odk éotiv dAAo as a parenthesis,
and makes e p1j Twes k.1.\. depend on favudlw x.7.\.; so that
that, which is expressed in the words favudlw .7\, by € u1
Twes kTN “ limitibus circumscribatur proferenda  defectionis
causa, qua perpendenda illud Gavualew vel minuatur vel tolla-
tur” This is incorrect, for logically Paul must have written’
é0avualov dv . . . €l p1 Twes fjoav; and with what arbitrary
artifice & ovx éaTw dAlo is thus set aside and, as it were,
abandoned, and yet the reference of the & to the emphatic
¢repov is assumed! — ot Tapdacovres vpas] The participle
with the article designates the Twés as those whose character-
istic was the Tapdooew of the Galatians, as persons who dealt
in this, who were occupied with it. Comp. the very usual eloiv
ot Myovres ; also Luke xviii. 9 ; Col. ii. 8. See generally Winer,
p- 104 [E. T. 136]; Kriiger, § 50. 4. 3; Fritzsche, Quaest.

1 8o already the Marcionites, who proved from our passage that there was no
other gospel than theirs! See Chrysostom in loc.
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Luk. p. 18; Dissen, ad Dem. de Cor. p. 238.  On 7apdocew,
in the sense of perplexing the faith and principles, comp.
here and v. 10, especially Acts xv. 24 ; Ecclus. xxviil. 9. —
kai Oéovtes petasTpérar] “re ipsa mon poterant, volebant
tamen obnixe,” Bengel ; “volunt . . . sed non valent,” Jerome.
On the other hand, the rapdocew of the Galutiuns actually
took place. — The article before Tap. refers to Oérovres as
well. See Seidler, ad Eur. El. 429 ; Fritzsche, ad Matth. p.
52; Kihner, ad Xen. Mem. i 1. 19. — peractpédrar, to
pervert, that is, to alter so that it acquires an entirely opposite
nature. Comp. LXX. 1 Sam. x. 9; Ecclus. xi. 31 ; Hom. /..
xv. 203 ; Dem. 1032. 1. — 76 edayy. Tob X.] see generally
on Mark i. 1. The genitive is here not auctoris, but, as
expressing the specific characteristic of the ome only gospel
in contradistinetion to those who were perplexing the Galatians,
objectt (concerning Christ). This is evident from ver. 6, where
év xapire Xpuorob indicates the. confents of the gospel.

Ver. 8. AN\a, not but, as an antithesis to odx €oTiv dA\\o
(Hofmann), which has already been fully disposed of by e un
k1A It is rather the however confronting most ernphatically
the Twés elow oi Tapdooovres kot A« There are some, etc. ;
whoso, however, it may be who so behaves, let him be accursed !”
This curse pronounced by the apostle on his opponents is
wndirect, but, because it is brought about by a conclusion «
majort ad minus, all the more emphatic. — wai édav] to be
taken together, even in the case that. See Herm. ad Viger.
p. 832; Hartung, Partekell. I. p. 140 f. — nueis] applies
primarily and chiefly to the apostle himself, but the cdv éuoi
mdvres ddehgol (ver. 2) are also included. To embrace in the
reference the associates of the apostle in founding the Galatian
churches (Hofmann) is premature, for these are only presented
to the reader in the evnyyehioduefa which follows. — dyyeros
€E ovpavot] to be taken together: an angel ovpavifer xarafBds
(Hom. 77. xi. 184). Comp. dyyehor év ovpav, Matt. xxii. 30.
If Paul rejects both his own and angelic authority—conse-
quently even the supposed superhuman intervention (comp.
1 Cor. xiii. 1)—with reference to the case assumed, as accursed,!

1 Comp. Ignatius, ad Smyrn. 6, where it is said even of the angels, iay «»
th'rlvlﬂ'wﬂlv EA'; T aT‘ua X/)W'raﬁ, xllxﬂ’vu; xpfzrl: trei.
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every one without exception (comp. dares dv 77, v. 10) is in the
same case subject to the same curse. The certainty, that no
other gospel but that preached by the apostle to his readers
was the true one, cannot be more decisively confirmed. — mwap’
6 ebnyyehto. vpiv] This 6, which is not to be explained by
evaryyéheor (Schott, Flatt, Hofmann), is simply that which,
namely, as the context shows, as contents of the gospel;
“beyond that which we,” etc. (Bernhardy, p. 259.) This may
mean either praeterquam (Vulgate, Chrysostom, Oecumenius,
Theophylact, Erasmus, Beza, Calovius, Rambach, and others)
or contra (so Theodoret and the older Catholics, Grotius, and
many others; also Winer, Riickert, Usteri, Matthies, Schott,
Baumgarten- Crusius, de Wette, Wieseler, Hofmann). For
the two meanings, see Matthiae, p. 1381 ; Winer, p. 377
[E.T. 503]. In earlier times a dogmatic interest was involved
in this point: the Lutherans, in order to combat tradition,
laying the stress on praeterquam ; and the Catholics, to protect
the same, on conéra. See Calovius and Estius. The contra,
or more exactly, the sense of specific difference, is most suitable
to the context (see ver. 6, ¢repov ebayyé\.). Comp. Rom. xvi.
17. — evnyyehadpueba Duiv] that is, “I and my companions
at the time of your conversion” (comp. mapeldfBete, ver. 9).
The emphasis, however, lies on map'. — dvdfepa éoTw] Let
him be subject to the divine wrath and everlasting perdition (O71),
the same as xatdpa and émwardpatos, iii. 13 ; see on Rom.
ix. 8. The opposite, vi 16. To apply it (Rosenmiiller,
Baumgarten-Crusius, comp. also Grotius and Semler) to the
idea of ezcommunication subsequently expressed in the church
(Suicer, T/es. 1. p. 270) by the word avdfeua, is contrary to
the usage of the N. T. (Rom. ix. 3; 1 Cor. xii. 3, xvi. 22),
and is besides in this passage erroneous, because even a
false-teaching angel is supposed in the protasis. Comp., on
the contrary, v. 10, BaoTdge 70 kpipa; 2 Thess. i. 9. See
generally the thoroughly excellent discussion of Wieseler, p.
39 ff. Mark, moreover, in the use of the preceptive rather
than the mere optative form, the expression of the apostolic
ékovoia, Let him be !

Ver. 9. Again the same curse (“ deliberate loquitur,”
Bengel); but now the addition of an allusion to an earlier



CHAP. 1. 9, 27

ulterance of it increases still more its solemn earnestness. —
@s mpoewprixapev] is referred by Chrysostom, Theophylact,
Theodoret, Oecumenius, Luther, Erasmus, Estius, Grotius,
Bengel, and most of the earlier expositors, also Flatt, Winer,
Matthies, Neander, to ver. 8, But in this case Paul would
have written merely ds elpriraper, waiw Aéyw, or simply
wdrw épd, as in Phil iv. 4. The compound verb mpoetprj-
rapev (v. 21; 2 Cor. vil. 3, xiii. 2; 1 Thess. iv. 6) and «ai
dpre point mnecessarily to an earlier time, in contrast to the
present. Hence the Peschito, Jerome (comp. Augustine, who
leaves a choice between the two views), Semler, Koppe,
Borger, Riickert, Usteri, Schott, Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius,
de Wette, Hilgenfeld, Ewald, Wieseler, Hofmann, Reithmayr,
and others, rightly take it as indicating the presence of the
apostle among the Galatians at the time when he uttered this
curse; comp. v. 3. We must, however, look upon this pre-
sence as the second and not the first visit (Hofmann); for the
expression in the form of curse betrays an advanced stage of
the danger, and not a merely prophylactic measure. — xai
dpti mahw Aéyw] apodosis, “so say I also now (at the present
moment) again;” so that wdiw thus glances back to the
time to which the mpo applied. Riickert regards as . . .
Aéyw together as the profasis (comp. Ewald), in which case
the proper apodosis, so 4 s in fact, before e Tisc would be
wanting. Or rather, if ds . . . Aéyw were the protasis, € Tis
tuas . . . avafepa éorw would be the real apodosis. But why
introduce at all such a forced departure from the separation,
which presents itself so naturally, and is so full of emphasis, of
@s . . . Myo into protasis and apodosis? The reference of
mpoewprjx. to an earlier time is certain enough; and dpri, now,
in the sense of the point of time then present, is very usual
in Greek authors (Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 18 ff) and in the
N. T. — & 7is dpds «.m 1] Paul does not here, as in ver. 8,
again use édv with the subjunctive, but on account of the
actual occurrence puts the positive el,—thus giving to his
utterance a climactic character, as in Acts v. 38 £ (see on the
passage) ; Luke xiii. 9; Winer, p. 277 [E. T. 369]; Butt-
mann, neut. Gr. p. 190; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Phaed. p. 93 B.
Comp. 2 Cor. xii. 20, 21, pifrws — pijres — wi. — As to
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evayyerilecOar with the accusative,! which does not occur else-
where in Paul's writings, see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 268. —
wapehaBere] often used of that which one gets through instruc-
twon. See Kypke, IL p. 222. It may, however, denote either
to take (actively), as in 1 Cor. xv. 1; 1 John i 11; Phil iv.
9; or fo receive (passively), as in ver. 12; 1 Thess. ii. 13;
1 Cor. xv. 3, ¢t al. The latter is preferable here, as a parallel
to ebmyyehoaueba uiv in ver, 8.

Ver. 10. Paul feels that the curse which he had just re-
peated twice might strike his readers as being repulsive and
stern; and in reference thereto he now gives an explanatory
Justification (ydp) of the harsh language. He would not
have uttered that dvdfepa € rw, if he had been concerned
at present to influence men in his favour, and not God, etc.
— dp7e] has the chief emphasis, corresponds to the dprs in
ver. 9, and is therefore to be understood, not, as it usually is
(and by Wieseler also), in the wider sense of the period of
the apostle's Christian life generally, but (so Bengel, de Wette,
Ellicott) in reference to the present moment, as in ver. 9, just
as dp7i always in the N. T., corresponding to the Greek
usage of the word, expresses the narrower idea modo, nuns
ipswm, but does not represent the wider sense of viw (il. 20;
2 Cor. v. 16 ; Matt. xxvi. 53, ¢t al.), which is not even the
case in the passages in Lobeck, p. 20. Hence, often as viv in
Paul’s writings covers the whole period from his conversion,
dpre is never used in this sense, not even in 1 Cor. xiii. 12.
The latter rather singles out from the more general compass
of the vuv the present moment specially, as in the classical
combination vv dpre (Plat. Polit. p. 291 B, Men. p. 85 C).
Now, Paul would say, just now, when he is induced to write
this letter by the Judaizing reaction against the very essence
of the true and sole gospel which he upheld,—mnow, at this
critical point of time-—it could not possibly be his business
to conciliate men, but God ouly. Comp. Hofmann, — avfpw-
wous] is quite genmeral, and is not to be restricted either to

1 The studied design which Bengel discovers in the alternation between suiv
(ver. 8) and duas (ver. 9), ‘‘evangelio aliquem instruere convenit insultationi
falsorum doctorum,” is groundless. For they might say just as boastingly,
** evangelium praedicavimus vobis /" The change in the words is accidental.
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his opponents (Ilofmann) or otherwise. The category, which
is pointed at, is negatived, and thus the generic avfperr. needed
no article (Stallbaum, ad Plat. Rep. p. 619. 13 ; Sauppe, nd
Xen. Mem. 1. 4, 14). — mwelfw] persuadeo, whether by words
or otherwise. The word never has any other signification ;
but the more precise definition of its meaning results from
the context. Here, where that which was repulsive in the
preceding curse is to receive explanation, and the parallel is
Eyrd apéorew, and where also the words % 7ov @eov must fit
in with the idea of welfw, it denotes, as often in classical
authors (Nigelsbach zur Ilins. i. 100), to win over, to conciliate
and vender friendly to oneself (Acts xii. 20, and Kypke
thereon). Comp. especially on melfew Gecv, Pind. Ol 1i. 144 ;
Plat. Pol. iii. p. 390 E, il p. 364 C; Eur. Med. 964 ; also
the passages from Josephus in Krebs. Lastly, the present
tense expresses, I am occupied with it, I make it my business.
See Bernhardy, p. 370. Our explanation of weilfw substan-
tially agrees with that of Chrysostom, Theophylact, Flacius,
Hammond, Grotius, Elsner, Cornelius a ILapide, Estius, Wolf,
Zachariae, Morus, Koppe, and others ; also Borger, Flatt, Winer,
Riickert, Usteri, Matthies, Schott, Olshausen, Baumgarten-
Crusius, de Wette, Ewald (who, however, restricts the reference
of ) Tov @eov, which there is nothing to limit, to the day of judg-
ment), Wieseler, Hofmann, Reithmayr, and others. The inter-
pretations which differ from this, such as “Aumana suadeo or
doceo, an divina” (Erasmus, Luther, Beza, Vatablus, Gomarus,
Cramer, Michaelis); or “suadeone secundum homines an secundum
Deum,” thus expressing the <nfenfion and not the contents
(Calvin) ; or “ suadeone vobis, ut hominibus credatis an wt Deo”
(Piscator, Pareus, Calixtus; so also in substance, Holsten,
z. Bvang. d. Paul. w. Petr. p. 332 ff, and Hilgenfeld), are con-
trary to the meaning of the word: for welfew rTwa always
means persuadere alicus, and is not to be identified with
melfew T (Acts xix. 8, xxviil. 23), placing the personal accu-
sative under the point of view of the thing. — % {976 avbpwmors
apéokew] or do I strive to be an object of Auman goodwill 2
—not tautological, but more general than the preceding. The
stress which lies on avfpwmois makes any saving clause on the
Part of expositors (as, for example, Schott, “ de ejusmodi cogitari
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studio hominibus placendi, guod Deo displiccat”) appear un-
suitable. Even by his winning accommodation (1 Cor. ix.
19 ff, x. 15) Paul sought not at all to please men, but rather
God. Comp. 1 Thess. ii. 4. — € &re dvfpwmors Hpearov k.T.\.]
contains the negative answer to the last question. The
emphasis is placed first on avfpdmors, and next on Xpiorod:
“ If I still pleased men, if I were not already beyond the pos-
session of Awman favour, but were still well-pleasing to men,
I should mot be Christ’s servant.” According to de Wette, é7e
is intended to affirm nothing more than that, if the one existed,
the other could no longer exist. But in this case & must
logically have been placed after odx. The ¢ruth of the pro-
position, et & .7\, in which dvfpdr. is not any more than
before to be limited to Paul's opponents (according to Holsten,
even including the apostles at Jerusalem), rests upon the
principle that no one can serve two masters (Matt. vi. 24),
and corresponds to the odai of the Lord Himself (Luke vi. 26),
and to His own precedent (John vi. 41). But how decidedly,
even at that period of the development of his apostolic con.
sciousness, Paul had the full and clear conviction that he
was an object, not of human goodwill, but of human hatred
and calumny, is specially evident from the Epistles to the
Corinthians composed soon afterwards; comp., however, even
1 Thess. ii. 4 ff In this he recognised a mark of the
servant of God and Christ (2 Cor. vi 4 ff, xi. 23 ff;
1 Cor. iv. 9). The avbpdmors apéckew is the result
of Inreiv avbpwmors dpéorew, and consequently means Zo
please men, not to seek to please or to live lo pleasc them, as
most expositors, even Riickert, Usteri, Schott, Baumgarten-
Crusius,! quite arbitrarily assume, although apart from the con-
text the words might have this meaning; see on 1 Cor. x.
33 ; and comp. avbpwirdpeokos, Eph. vi. 6. — XpiotoD dodhos
otk &v 7unr] is understood by most expositors, following
Chrysostom, including Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Paulus,

! T live to please, to render oneself pleasing, is also Wieseler’s interpretation
(comp. also Rom. xv. 1), who consistently understands the previous &pivxuv in
the same way. Comp. Winer and Hofmann. But there would thus be no
motive for the change from garé &pioxew to #perxoy only, which according to our

view involves a very significant progress. Paul secks not to please, and pleases
not.
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Schott, Riickert, “ so should I now be no apostle, but T should
have remained a Jew, Pharisee, and persecutor of Christians ;”
taking, therefore, Xpia7ol Sodhos in an historical sense. But
how feeble this idea would be, and how lacking the usual
depth of the apostle’s thought! No; Xpiorod doihos is to be
taken in its ethical character (Erasmus, Grotius, Bengel, Semler,
Zachariae, Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, Ewald, Wieseler,
and others): ‘“ Were I still well-pleasing to men, this would
exclude the character of a servant of Christ, and I should not
be such an one; whom men misunderstand, hate, persecute,
revile” As to the relation, however, of our passage to 1 Cor.
x. 32, see Calovius, who justly remarks that in the latter
passage the wdvra maow dpéokw is meant secundum Deum et
ad hominum aedificationem, and not secundum auram et volun-
tatem nudam hominum.

Vv. 11, 12} Theme of the apologetic portion of the epistle.
See Introd. sec. 2. — &¢] carrying on the discourse. The way
having been prepared for this theme in vv. 8-10, it is now
Jformally announced for further discussion? And after the
impassioned outburst in vv. 6-10, the language becomes
composed and calm. Now therefore, for the first time, we
find the address aderdol. — rwwpilw 8¢ tuiv] but (now to
enter more particularly on the subject of my letter) I make
known to yow. This announcement has a certain solemnity
(comp. 1 Cor. xv. 1; 2 Cor. viil. 1; 1 Cor. xii. 3), which is
only enhanced by the fact that the matter must have been
already known to the reader. There is no need to modify the
sense of yvwpilw, which neither here nor in 1 Cor. xv. 1
means monere vos volo or the like (Morus, Rosenmiilller, and
others). — 7o edayyéeov . . . 67i] attraction, Winer, p. 581 f.
[E. T. 781 f] — 70 evayyehwler im’ éuod] which has been
announced by me, among you and among others (comp.
knploow, il. 2); not to be limited to the conversion of the

! See Hofmann’s interpretation of i. 11-ii. 14 in his keil. Schr. N. T. 1.

p. 601, ed. 2. On the other hand, see Hilgenfeld, Kanon u. Kritik d. N. T.
p. 190 1T

? If ydp were the correct reading (Hofmann), it would correspond to the
immediately preceding contrast between Zvpamas and Xpirwov, confirming ver. 10,
but would not introduce a justification of ver. 9, as Hofmann, arbitrarily going
back beyond ver. 10, assumes.
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readers only. — xard dvfpwmov] cannot indicate the mode of
announcement, which would require us to conceive edayyehiocfév
as repeated (Hofmann). Necessarily belonging to odx oy, it
is the negative modal expression of the gospel itself which was
preached by Paul; specifying, however, not its origin (Augus-
tine, Cornelius a Lapide, Estius, Calovius, Wolf, and others),
which «ara in itself never expresses (Fritzsche, ad Matth. p. 3),
but its gualitative relation, although this s conditioned by its
origin (ver. 12). The gospel announced by me is not according
to men, that is, not of such quality as it would be if it were the
work of wmen ; it is not of the same nature as human wisdom,
human efficiency, and the like. Comp. Xen. Mem. iv. 4. 24,
TO ToUs VOuoUs avtols Tols mapafalvovar Tds Tiwwplas éxew
Benriovos ) xat’ &vbpwmov vopobérou Soxel por eivar. Eur.
Med. 673, coporep’ 1 rat dvdpa cvuBaleiv émry.  Soph. 4j.
T47, py kat avlpwmov ¢povel. Comp. A4j. T64; Oed. Col.
604; Plat. Pol. 2. 359 D. The opposite, Vmép dvBpwmor
elvar, Lucian, Vit. auct. 2. Looking to the context, the view
of Grotius is too narrow, “ nihil humani affectus admixtum
habet””  Bengel hits the mark, “ non est Aumani census
evangelium meum.”

Ver. 12. Proof of the statement, 76 edayyéiov . . . ovr
éori kata avbpwmov. — oS¢ yap éyw] for neither I, any more
than the other apostles. On 0dd¢ qdp, for neither, which cor-
responds with the positive xai ydp, comp. Bornemann, ad Xen.
Symp. p. 200; Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 211. The earlier
expositors (also Morus, Koppe, and others) neglect both the
signification of o08é and the emphasis on éyw, which is also
overlooked by de Wette, “for also I have not,” etc.; and
Ewald, “I obtained it not at all” Comp., on the contrary,
Matt. xxi. 27 ; Luke xx. 8; John viii. 11, Riickert, Matthies,
and Schott understand ovdé only as if it were o¥, assuming it
to be used on account of the previous negation ; and see in éyw
a contrast to those, quibus ipse tradiderit evangelium, in which
case there must have been alros instead of éyd. This remark
also applies to Hofmann’s view, “that he himself has not re-
ceived what he preached through human instruction.” Besides,
the supposed reference of éyd would be quite unsuitable, for
the apostle had not at all in view a comparison with his dés-
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eiples; a comparison with the other apostles was the point
agitating his rind. Lastly, Winer finds too much in od&é,
“nam ne ego quidem.” This is objectionable, not because, as
Schott and Olshausen, following Riickert, assume, 008’ éyo vyap
or «xai yap o0d éyw must in that case have been written, for
in fact rdap would have its perfectly regular position (vi 13
Rom. viil. 7; John v. 22, vii. 5, viil. 42, et al.); but because
ne ego quidem would imply the concession of a certain Aigher
position for the other apostles (comp. 1 Cor. xv. 8, 9), which
would not be in harmony with the apostle’s present train of
thought, where his argument turned rather on his equality with
them (comp. 1 Cor. ix. 1). — mapa avfpwmov] from a man,
who had given it to me. Not to be confounded with &n’
avfpwmov (sce on 1 Cor xi. 23, and Hermann, ad Soph. El.
65). Here also, as in ver. 1, we have the contrast between
avbpwmos and 'Ina. Xpiords. — avro] viz. 1o edayyéiov To
edayyehafev vm’ éuod. — odre é8iduybnv] As odre refers only
to the odx contained in the preceding ovéé, and &¢ and 7é do
not correspond, otre is here by no means inappropriate (as
Rickert alleges). See Hand, De part. 7é diss. IL p. 13;
Hartung, Partikell. 1. p. 101 f; Buttmann, neutest. Gr. p.
315, Comp. on Acts xxiil. 8. For neither have I received 1t
Jrom a man, nor learned it. IapéxaBov denotes the receiving
through communication in general (comp. ver. 9), édiddxOnv
the receiving specially through dinstruction duly used. —
d\\a 8/ dmwoxariyr. 'I. X.] The contrast to mapa avfpdmov;
Incod X. is therefore the genitive, not of the olject (Theo-
doret, Matthies, Schott), but of the subject (comp. 2 Cor. xil
1; Rev. 1. 1), by Jesus Christ giving to me revelation. Paul
alludes to the revelations® received soon after the event at

1 Of which, however, the book of Acts gives us no account ; for in Acts xxil.
17, Christ appeared to him not to reveal to him the gospel, but for the purpose
of giving a special instruction. Hence they are not to be referred to the event
at Damascus itself, as, following Jerome and Theodoret, many earlier and more
recent expositors (Riickert, Usteri, Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, Hofinann,
Wieseler) assume. The calling of the apostle, by which he was converted at
Damascus, is expressly distinguished in ver. 16 from the divine aroxaida: =o
vidy iy trear, 50 that this inward dzexéav\us followed the calling ; the calling was
the fact which laid the foundation for the &woxdérvdus (comp. Moller on de

Wette)—the historical preliminary to it. In identifying the droxdrsis of our
Dassage with the phenomenon at Damascus, it would be necesiary to azime thet

C
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Damascus, and consequent therefore upon his calling, which
enabled him to comply with it and to come forward as a
preacher of the gospel. ~ Comp. vv. 15, 16; Eph. iii. 3.
The revelation referred to in 2 Cor. xii. 1 ff. (Thomas, Cor-
nelius a Lapide, Balduin, and others) cannot be meant;
because this occurred at a subsequent period, when Paul
had for a long time been preaching the gospel. Nor must we
(with Koppe, Flatt, and Schott) refer it to the revelations
which were imparted to him generally, including those of the
later period, for here mention is made only of a revelation by
which he received and learned the gospel. — How the dmrord-
Awyjris took place (according to Calovius, through the Holy
Spirit; comp. Acts ix. 17), must be left undecided. It may
have taken place with or without vision, in different stages,
partly even before his baptism in the three days mentioned
Acts ix. 6, 9, partly at and immediately after it, but not
through instruction on the part of Ananias. The év éuol in
ver. 16 is consistent with either supposition.

Ver. 13. Now begins the Aistorical proof that he was in-
debted for his gospel to the dmwoxaivyris he had mentioned,
and mot to Auman communication and instruction. In the
first place, in vv. 13, 14, he calls to their remembrance his
well-known conduct whilst a Jew; for, as a persecutor of
the Christians and a Pharisaice zealot, he could not but be the
less fitted for human instruction in the gospel, which must, on
the contrary, have come to him in that superhuman mode. —
Hxovoate] emphatically prefixed, indicates that what is con-
tained in vv. 13, 14, is something already well known to
his readers, which therefore required only to be recalled, not

Paul, to whom at Damascus the resurrection of Jesus was revealed, had come to
add to this fundamental fact of his preaching the remaining contents of the doc-
trine of salvation, partly by means of argument, partly by further revelation,
and partly by information derived from others (see especially Wieseler). This
idea is, however, inconsistent with the assurance of our passage, which relates
without restriction to the whole gospel preached by the apostle, consequently to
the whole of its essential contents. The same objection may be specially urged
against the view, with which Hofmann contents himself, that the wonderful
phenomenon at Damascus certified to Paul's mind the truth of the Christian
faith, which had not been unknown to him before. Such a conception of the
matter falls far short of the idea of the Zwoxdavss of the gospel throvgh Christ,
espccially as the apostle refers specifically to Lis gospel.
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to Le proved. — Ty éunv dvacTpodiy mote v v Tovdaious)
my previous course of life tn Judaism, how I formerly behaved
myself as a Jew. ’TovBaioués is not Judaistic zeal and acti-
vity (Matthies, “ when I was still out and out a Jew;” comp.
Schott), but just simply Judaism, as his national religious
condition : see 2 Mace. ii. 21, viil. 1, xiv. 38 ; 4 Mace. iv. 26.
It forms the historical contrast to the present Xpioriaviouos
of the apostle. Comp. Ignat. ad Magnes. 8, 10, Philad. 6. —
dvaorpodr) in the sense of course of life, behawviour, is found,
in addition to the N. T. (Eph. iv. 22; 1 Tim. iv. 12, & al)
and the Apocrypha (Tob. iv. 14; 2 Macc. v. 8), only in later
Greek, such as Polyb. iv. 82. 1. See Wetstein. — woTe év
7% 'Tovd.] a definition of time attached to v éunv dvacrpodry,
in which the repetition of 77 was not necessary. Comp. Plat.
Legg. iil. p. 685 D, 5 s Tpolas dAwars To Selrepov. Soph.
0. R. 1043, 7ol Tvpdwvov 7ijs8e yis mwarar moré. Phil. i 26.
Comp. also on 1 Cor. viii. 7 and on 2 Cor. xi. 23. — &7¢ xat’
vmepBoryy k.t A.] a more precise definition of the object of
nrovaate, that I, namely, beyond measure persecuted, ete.  On
kal’ ImrepBony, the sense of which bears a superlative relation
to o¢podpa, comp. Rom. vil. 13 ; 1 Cor. xii. 31; 2 Cor. i. 8,
iv. 17 ; Bernhardy, p. 241. — 700 ©cod] added in the pain-
ful consciousness of the wickedness and guilt of such doings.
Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 9; 1 Tim. i 13. — émopfowr] is not to be
understood de conatu (Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact,
Menochius, and others) ; Paul was then actually engaged in the
work of destruction (Acts xxil. 4, comp. ix. 1, xxvi. 10, 11),
and therefore it is not to be understood (with Beza, Piscator,
Estius, Winer, Usteri, and Schott) merely as vastavi, depopu-
latus sum (Hom. Od. xiv. 264, dypovs mopbeov, ¢t al). Paul
wished to be not a mere devastator, not a mere disturber
(see Luther’s translation), but a destroyer' of the chureh; and
as such he was active (Hom. I/, iv. 308, mohias «ai Teiye
émapfou, ¢t al.). Moreover, in the classic authors also mopfeiv
and mépferw are applied not only to things, but also to men
(comp. Acts ix. 21) in the sense of bringing to ruin and the
like. Sce Heindorf, ad Plat. Prot. p. 340 A; Lobeck, ad Soph.
4j. 1187 ; Jacobs, Del. epigr. 1. 80.

1 [Nicht bloss Verstorer, sondern Zerstorer.
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Ver. 14. Still dependent on §7i. — kal] the mpoxdmrrew v
7@ 'Tovdaioud had then been combined in Paul with his hostile
action against Christianity, had kept pace with 4. — *Iovdaio-
wnos, not Jewish theology (Grotius, Riickert), but just as in ver.
13. Judaism was the sphere in which he advanced further
and improved more than those of his age by growth in Jewish
culture, in Jewish zeal for the law, in Jewish energy of works,
etc. On wpoxowrew as intransitive (Luke ii 52; 2 Tim. ii.
16, iii. 9, 13), very frequent in Polyb, Lucian, etc., comp.
Jacobs, ad Authol. X. p. 35; on év 1. ’Iovd., comp. Lucian,
Herm. 63, év 7ois mabijuact, Paras. 13, &v 7ais Téxvas. —
aurnhikwrs] one of the same age, occurring only here in the
N. T, a word belonging to the later Greek (Diod. Sic. i 53 ?
Alciphr. 1. 12). See Wetstein. The ancient authors use #h¢-
xwrys (Plat. Apol. p. 33 C, and frequently). — év 76 vyéves
pov] a more precise definition of guvphik. ; éver is therefore,
in conformity with the context (comp. év 7o ’Iouvd.), to be
understood in a national sense! and not of the sect of the
Pharisees (Paulus). Comp. Phil. iii. 5; 2 Cor. xi. 26 ; Rom.
ix. 3; Acts vil 19. — mepoaotépws {wrys Imdpywy k.1.\.]
a more detailed statement, specifying i» what way the mpoé-
womroy . . . yévee pov found active expression; “so that I1”
ete. — mepioooTépws] than those woAhol. They, too, were
zealous for the traditions of their fathers (whether like Paul
they were Pharisees, or not); but Paul was so in a more
superabundant measure for his. — Tév maTpikdy pov Tapado-
oewv] endeavouring with zealous interest to obey, uphold, and
assert them. On the genitive of the object, comp. 2 Mace. iv.
2; Aects xxi 20, xxii. 3; 1 Cor. xiv. 12; Tit. il 14; Plat.
Prot. p. 343 A.  The warpwal pov wapadosews, that is, the
religious definitions handed down to me from my fathers (in re-
spect to doctrine, ritual, asceticism, interpretation of Scripture,
conduet of life, and the like), are the Pharisaic traditions
(comp. Matt. v. 21, xv. 2; Mark vii 3); for Paul was Pap:-
gates (Phil iil. 5; Acts xxvi 5), vios Paptoaiwv (Acts xxiii,
6). So also Erasmus (Annot.), Beza, Calovius, de Wette,
Hofmann, and others. If Paul had intended to refer to the

! For with Hecllenist associates, of whom likewise in Jerusalem there could be
mo lack, he does not desire to compare himsell.
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Moswic law, either alone (Xrasmus, Paraphr., Luther, Calvin,
and others) or together with the Pharisaic traditions (Estius,
Grotius, Calixtus, Morus, Koppe, Flatt, Winer, Usteri, Riickert,
Schott, Olshausen, Hilgenfeld, Wieseler, “ the law according to
the strict rule of Pharisaism,” comp. Moller), he would have
named the law either by itself or along with the traditions
(Acts xxi. 20, xxil. 3; 2 Mace. iv. 2); but by wov he limits
the marpicas mapadooes to the special elements resulting from
his descent, which did not apply to those who were in different
circumstances as to descent; whereas the law applied to all
Jews. Comp., as parallel, Acts xxvi. 5. That Paul had
been zealous for the law in general, followed as a matter of
course from 7poékor. év 1. Iovdaioud ; but here he is stating
the specific way in which his own peculiar mpoxomrew év ’Iov-
Saiopuw had displayed itself—his Pharisaic zealotry. It would
have been surprising if in this connection he had omitted to
mention the latter. — warpixds, not found elsewhere in the
N. T., means paternal. Comp. LXX. Gen. 1L 8; Lev. xxil
13; Ecclus. xlii. 10; 3 Esd. 1. 5,29 ; 4 Macc. xviil. 7; Plat.
Lach. p. 180 E, Soph. p. 242 A; Isoer. Evag. p. 218, 35;
Diod. Sic. i. 88; Polyb. i. 78. 1; Athen. xv. p. 667 F. In
this case the context alone decides whether the idea a patribus
acceptus (matporapddoros, 1 Pet. i 18) is conveyed by it, as
in this passage by uov, or not (as, for instance, Polyb. xxi. 5, 7).
The former is very frequently the case. As to the much dis-
cussed varying distinction between mdrpios, mwarpixos, and
maTpgos, comp. on Acts xxii. 3.

Ver. 15. But when it pleased, ete. Comp. Luke xii. 32; 1
Cor. i 21; Rom. xv. 26; Col 1 19; 1 Thess. il 8, iii. 1.
It denotes, of course, the free placuit of the divine decree,
but is here conceived as an act in time, which is immediately
followed by the execution of it, not as from eternity (Beza).
— 0 doploas pe éc roukias unTpos pov] who separated me,
that is, in His counsel set me apart from other men for a
special destination, jrom my mother’s womb; that is, not in
the womb (Wieseler); nor, from the time when I was in the
womb (Hofmann, comp. Mdller); nor, ere I was born (Riickert) ;
but, as soon as I had issued from the womb, from my birth.
Comp. Ps. xxii. 11; Isa. xliv. 2, xlix. 1, §; Matt. xix. 12;
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Acts i1l 2, xiv. 8 (in Luke i 15, where &re is added, the
thought is different). éx ryeverss, John ix. 1, has the samec
meaning. Comp. the Greek éx qaorpds, and the like. We
must not assume a reference to Jer. 1. 5 (Grotius, Semler,
teithmayr, and others), for in that passage there is an essen-
tially different definition of tZme (wpo Tod pe mAdows oe év
xokle k7). We may add, that this designation of God
completely corresponds with Paul's representation of his
apostolic independence of men. What it was, to which God
had scparated him from his birth and bhad called him (at
Damascus), is of course evident in itself and from i 1; but
1t also results from the sequel (ver. 16). It was the apostle-
ship, which he recognised as a special proof of frce and un-
deserved divine grace (Rom. i. 4, xii. 3, xv. 15; 1 Cor. xv. 10);
hence here also he adds & Tis ydpitos adrod! Riickert is
wrong in asserting that xaiécas cannot refer here to the call
at Damascus, but can only denote the calling to salvation and
the apostleship ¢n the Divine mind. In favour of this view he
adduces the aorist, which represents the wAijois as previous to
the edoxnoer dmorariyras, and also the connection of xaAéoas
with adopieas by means of xai. Both arguments are based
upon the erroneous idea that the revelation of the gospel was
coincident with the calling of the apostle. But Paul was first
called at Damascus by the miraculous appearance of Christ,
which laid hold of him without any detailed instruction (Phil.
iii 12), and thereafter, through the apocalyptic operation of
God, the Son of God was revealed in lim: the k\jais at Damas-
cus preceded this dmoxdivyris;? the former called him to the
service, the latter furnished him with the contents, of the
gospel.  Comp. on ver. 12. Moreover, the x\fois is never
an act in the Divine mind, but always an historical fact (Rom.
viii. 30). This also militates against Hofmann, who makes e

! For 3i& =. xdp. airov belongs to xadiras as a modal definition of it, and not
to éxoxariyas, as Hofmann, disregarding the symmetrically similar construction
of the two participial statements, groundlessly asserts. Daul knew himself to
be xrnris &wéorodes di birspares Osov (1 Cor. 1. 1; 2 Cor. i. 1), and he knew that
this fireua was that of the divine grace, 1 Cor. xv. 10, iil. 10; Gal ii. 9;
Rom. i. 5, xii. 3.

2 Hence also ir ixe/ by no means diminishes the importance of the external
phenomenon at Damascus (as Caur and otliers contend).
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kot\(as pnTpds pov belong to xalésas as well—a connection
excluded by the very position of the words. And what a
strange definition of the idea conveyed by xaXelv, and how
completely foreign to the N. T, is the view of Hofmann, who
makes it designate “ an act executed in fhe course of the for-
mation ¢f this man”! Moreover, our passage undoubtedly
implies that by the calling and revelation here spoken of the
consciousness of apostleship——and apostleship in reference to
the heathen—was divinely produced in Paul, and became clear
and certain. This, however, does not exclude, but is, on the
contrary, a divine preparation for, the fuller development of
this consciousness in its more definite aspects by means of ex-
perience and the further guidance of Christ and His Spirit.
Ver. 16. "Amokariyrar] belongs to eddownoev; but év éuol
is 4n my mind, In my consciouspess, in which the Son of
God was to become manifest as the sum and substance of
knowledge (Phil. iii. 8); comp. 2 Cor. iv. 6, év Tals xapdiacs
fudv. See Chrysostom, T7s dmoxalifrews xataaumoions
atrod Ty Yvydr. Comp. Oecum. (eis Tov éow dvfpwmov Tis
yvaoews énfnaaans), Theophylact, Beza, and most expositors.
Calvin, Koppe, Flatt, and others, wrongly hold that it stands
for the mere dative. Comp. Bengel. DBut év is never note
dativi, and all the passages adduced to that effect (such as 1
Cor. ix, 15, xiv. 11; 1 Tim. iv. 15; Acts iv. 12, et al.) are
to be so explained that év shall retain its signification (Winer,
p. 204 [E. T. 272]); as must also be the case in the passages
used to support the sense of the dativus commodt (see Bernhardy,
D. 212). Jerome, Pelagius, Erasmus, Piscator, Vorstius, Grotius,
Lstius, Morus, Baumgarten-Crusius, and others, interpret it
through me, “ut per me, velut organum, notum redderet filium
suum ” (Erasmus, Paraphr.). But the revelation given to the
apostle himself is a necessary element in the connection (ver.
12): Paul was immediately after his birth set apart by God,
subsequently called at Damascus, and thereafter provided in-
wardly with the revelation of the Son of God, in order that he
might be able outwardly to preach, etc. Others, again,! take it

! Comp. Hilgenfeld in loc. and in his Zeitschr, 1864, p. 164 : Paul regarded
his Christinn and apostolic life and working as a revelation of Christ in Lis person.
Similar is the view taken by Paul in Ililgonfeld’s Zeitschr. 1863, p. 208.
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as “on me,” i my case, which is explained to mean either
that the conversion appeared as a proof of Christ's power, etc.
(Peter Lombard, Seb. Schmidt), or that the revelation had been
imparted to the apostle as matter of fact, by means of his own
experience, or, in other words, through his own case (Riickert).
Comp. 1 John iv. 9, épavepwtn 7} aydmny Tod Oeod év Huiv.
But the former explanation is unsuitable to the context, and
the latter again depends on the erroneous identification of the
calling of the apostle at Damascus with the revelation of the
gospel which he received. — 7ov viov avTod] This is the great
foundation and whole sum of the gospel. Comp. ver. 6 f, ii.
20. In his pre-Christian blindness Paul had known Christ
xara capra, 2 Cor. v. 16. — edayyehifwuar] Present tense;* for
the fulfilment of this destination which had even #Zen been
assigned to him by God (Acts ix. 15, xxil 15, xxvi. 17 f)
was, at the time when the epistle was written, still in course
of cxecution (Klotz, ad Devar. p. 618). Thus, in opposition te
his adversaries, the continuous divine right and obligation of
this apostolic action is asserted. — év 7ois éfveaiw] among the
heathen peoples.  See Acts ix. 15, xxii. 21, xxvi. 17, 18 ; Eph.
iii. 8; Rom. xi 13. The fact that Paul always began his
work of conversion with the Jews resident among the Gentiles,
was not inconsistent with his destination as the apostle of the
Gentiles ; this, indeed, was the way of calling adopted by the
Gentile apostle in accordance with that destination (see Rom.
i 16). Comp. Hofmann, Schriftbew. 1L 2, p. 37. — evbéws]
does not belong exclusively either to the negative (Hilgenfeld,
Hofmann) or to the afirmative part of the apodosis (Winer) ;
but as the two parts themselves are inseparably associated,
it belongs to the whole sentence ob wpogaveléuny . . . a\ka
dminBov els *ApaB., “ Immediately I took not counsel with
flesh and blood, nor did I make a journey to Jerusalem,
Lut,” etc. He expresses that which he had done vmmediately
after he had received the revelation, by way of antithesis,
negatively and positively; for it was his object most as-

1 Which, according to Hofmann, is intended to designate the purpose from
the standpoint of the present tine in which it is being realized. This retrospec-
tive interpretation is purely imaginary, by no means suits even Plat. Legg. p.
653 D, and in our passage is opposed to the context (see ver. 17).
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siduously to dispel the notion that he had received human
instruction. Jerome, in order to defend the apostle against
Porphyry’s unjust reproach of presumption and fickleness, con-
nects evféws with edayyerlfwuar; as recently Credner, Einl. 1.
1, p. 303, has also done. No objection can be taken to the
emphasis of the adverb at-the end of the sentence (Kiihner, 11
p. 625; Bornemann, ad Xen. Anab. il 6. 9; Stallbaum, ad
Phaedr. p. 256 E); but the whole strength of the proof lies
not in what Paul was immediately Zo0 do, but in what he
had immediately done. “Notatur subita habilitas apostoli,”
Bengel. We must, moreover, allow elféws to retain its usual
strict signification, and not, with Hofmann,! substitute the sense
of “immediately then,” « just at once” (“ not at a subsequent time
only ™), as if Paul had written %8y éx Téte or the like. Ob-
serve, too, on comparing the book of Acts, that the purposely
added edféws still does not exclude a brief ministry in Damas-
cus previous to the journey to Arabia (Acts ix. 20), the more
especially as his main object was to show, that he had gone from
Damascus to no other place than Arabia, and had not until three
years later gone to Jerusalem. To make special mention of his
brief working in Damascus, before his departure to Arabia,
was foreign to the logical scope of his statement. — o mpocave-
Oéunv] I addressed no communication to flesh and blood, namely,
in order to learn the opinion of others as to this revelation
which I had received, and to obtain from them instruction,
guidance, and advice. pos conveys the mnotion of direction,
not, as Beza and Bengel assert (comp. also Usteri and Jatho),
the idea praeterea See Diod. Sic. xvil 116, Tols pdvreat
mpocavabéuevos mepi Tod omuelov; Lucian, Jup. Trag. 1, éuol
mpogavdbov, AdfBe pe cvpBovioy Tovewy, in contrast to the
preceding xaraudvas cavre Aakels; Nicetas, Angel. Comnen.

1'Who invents the hypothesis, that the apostle had been reproached with
having only subsequently taken up the ground that he did not apply to men in
order to get advice from them. Hofmann strangely appeals to «i4Js, John xiii.
82, and even to Xen. Cyr. 1. 6. 20, where the idea, ‘‘not at a subsequent time
only,” is indeed conveyed by ix wadiov, but not at all by sédis in itself. Even
in passages such as those in Dorvill. ad Charit. pp. 298, 326, sifis, like sidiwg
constantly, means immedialely, on the spot.

2 So, too, Mircker in the Stud. u. Krit. 1866, p. 534, * no further communi-
cation.” 1t is not, however, apparent to what other dvas'¢:sfa: this is conceived
1o refer.
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ii. 5. Comp. C. F. A. Fritzsche in Fritaschior. Opuse. p. 204.
Just so mpocavapéper, 2 Mace. xi. 36; Tob. xii. 15; Polyb.
xxxi 19, 4, xvil. 9. 10. — cap«i kal alpate] that is, to weak
men, in contrast to the experience of God's working.  Sece
on Matt. xvi. 17.  Eph. vi. 12 is also analogous. Comp. the
rabbinical &7 "3 (Lightfoot on Matt. Le.). As the apostle
was concerned simply to show that he was not avfpwmodidarros,
it is wholly unsuitable in this connection to refer capki . afu.
to Zemself (Koppe, Ewald), and unsuitable, as regards kalf the
reference, to apply it to others and the apostle himself (Winer,
Matthies, Schott, comp. Olshausen). He is speaking simply
of the consultation of others (Beza, Grotius, Calovius, Zachariae,
Morus, Rosenmiiller, Borger, Flatt, Raumgarten-Crusius, de
Wette, Hilgenfeld, Wieseler, Hofmann, and others), and that
quite generally : “having received this divine revelation, I did
not take weak men as my counsellors.” In the continuation
of the discourse towards its climax the apostles are specially
brought into prominence as members of this category, and
therefore oapki . atp. is not (with Chrysostom, Jerome, Theo-
phylact, Oecumenius, and others) at once to be referred to the
apostles themselves, although they also are included in it.

Ver. 17. Neither went I away (from Damascus) fo Jerusalem,
unto those who were apostles before me; but I went away tnto
Arabia. So according to Lachmann’s reading ; see the critical
notes. Tods wpo éuod dmoaT. is written by Paul in the con-
sciousness of his full equality of apostolic rank (beginning from
Damascus), in which nothing but greater seniority pertained
to the older apostles. On the twice-employed emphatic
amirbov, comp. Rom. viii. 15; Heb. xii. 18 ff.; Fritzsche, ad
Eom. IL p. 137. — eils Apafiav] It is possible that some
special personal reason, unknown to us, induced him to choose
this particular country. The region was heathen, containing,
however, many Jews of the Diaspora (Acts ii. 11). This
journcy, which is to be looked upon not as having for its
object a quiet preparation (Schrader, Kohler, Riickert, Schott),
but (comp. Rom. Imtrod. § 1) as a first, certainly fervent
experiment of extraneous ministry,! and which was of short

! Our passage bears testimony in favour of this view by eidiws . . . d#%iadas
foluwing immediately on e edwyy. abréy iv vois ifveev, Hence Holsten's view
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duration,’ is not mentioned in Acts. Perhaps not known
to Luke at all, it is most probably to be placed in the
period of the ikavai #uépas, Acts ix. 23,—an inexact state-
ment of the interval between the conversion and the journey
to Jerusalem, which betrays, on the part of Luke, only a
vague and inadequate knowledge of the chronology of this
period. See on Acts ix. 19 fff Paul mentions the journey
here, because he had to show-—following the continuous
thread of the history—that, in the first period after his con-
version, he had not been anywhere where he could have

(die Bedeutung des Wortes sdgf im N. T. p. 25; ueber Inh. u. Gedanlkeng. d.
Gal. Br. p. 171. ; also zum Evang. d. Paul. u. Petr. p. 269f.), that Paul,
“‘ purposely tearing himself away for three years from the atmosphere of the
national spirit at Jerusalem,” had gone to Arabia, ‘“in order to reconcile tle
new revelation with the old by meditating on the religious records of his people,”
is quite opposed to the context. Certainly the system of the apostle’s gospel, as
it is exhibited in the Epistles to the Galatians and Romans, must have taken its
shape gradually, and by means of a long process of thought amidst the widening of
experience ; but even in the absence of such a developed system he might make
a commencement of his ministry, and might preach the Son of God as the latter
had been directly revealed in him by divine agency. Thiersch arbitrarily con-
siders (Kirche in apostol. Zeitalt. p. 116) that he desired to find protection with
Aretas. It is the view also of Acts, that Paul immediately after his conver-
sion followed the divine guidance, and did not postpone his beginning to
preach till the expiration of three years. According to Acts, he preached im-
mediately, even in Damascus, ix. 20; comp. xxvi. 19f. See, besides, on
Rom. Introd. § 1.

! L. Cappellus, Benson, Witsius, Eichhorn, Hemsen, and others, also Anger,
Rat. temp. p. 122, and Laurent, hold the opinion that Paul spent almost the
whole three years (ver. 18) in Arabia, because the Jews at Damascus would not
lave tolerated his remaining there so long. But in our ignorance of the precise
state of things in Damascus, this argument is of too uncertain a character,
especially as Acts ix. 22, comp. with ver. 23, ds 3% ixAnp. #uipas ixavel, points
to a relatively longer working in Damascus. And if Paunl had laboured almost
three years, or, according to Ewald, about two years, in Arabia, and that at the
very beginning of his apostleship, we could hardly imagine that Luke should not
have known of this ministry in Arabia, or, if he knew of it, that he should not
have mentioned it, for Paul never stayed so long anywhere else, except perhaps
at Ephesus. It may indeed be alleged that Luke purposely kept silence as to
the journey to Arabia, because it wonld have proved the independent action of
the apostle to the Gentiles (Hilgenfeld, Zeller) ; but this view sets out from the
premiss that the book of Acts is a partisan treatise, wanting in historical honesty;
and it moreover assumes—what without that premiss is not to be assumed—that
the author was acquainted with our epistle. If he was acquainted with it, the
intentional distortion of portions of his history, which it is alleged he allowed
Limself to make, would be the more shameless, and indeed foolish,
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received instruction from the apostles. — wdAw Uméarpeyra]
makw, used on the hypothesis that the locality of the calling
and revelation mentioned was well known to his readers, refers
to the notion of coming conveyed in méarp. Comp. Acts
xvill. 21; Hom. Od. viii. 301, adris vmoaTpéyras, ¢t al.; Eur.
Ale. 1022 ; Bornemann, ad Cyrop. iii. 3. 60 ; Kiihner, ad Xen.
Mem. 1L 2. 4,

Ver. 18. "Emeita] After that, namely, after my second so-
Journ in Damascus—whence he escaped, as is related Acts ix.
241; 2 Cor. xi. 32f The more precise statement of time
then follows in the words werd érp Tpla (comp. il 1), in
which the terminus a quo is taken to be either his conversion
(as by most expositors, including Winer, Fritzsche, Riickert,
Usteri, Matthies, Schott, Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, de
Wette, Hilgenfeld, Ewald, Wieseler, Hofmann, Reithmayr,
Caspari) or his refurn from Arabia (Marsh, Koppe, Borger).
The former is to be preferred, as is suggested by the context in
ovd¢ amiAbov eis Tepogorvua . . . peta érn Tpla dviAOov els
‘Iepogor. Comp. also on il 1. — dvirfov els “Iepos.] This
is (contrary to Jerome’s view) the first journey to Jerusalem,
not omitted in the Acts (Laurent), but mentioned in ix. 26.
The quite untenable arguments of Kohler (Abfassungszett, p.
11f) against this identity are refuted by Anger, Rat. temp. p.
124 f It must, however, be conceded that the account in
Acts must receive a partial correction from our passage (see on
Acts ix. 26 f); a necessity, however, which is exaggerated by
Baur, Hilgenfeld, and Zeller, and is attributed to intentional
alteration of the history on the part of the author of Acts,
it being supposed that the latter was unwilling to do the very
thing which Paul in our passage wishes, namely, to bring out
his independence of the original apostles. But this conscious-
ness of independence is not to be exaggerated, as if Paul had
felt himself “alien in the very centre of his being” from Peter
(Holsten). — ioTopficas Kn¢av] in order to malke the personal
acquaintance of Cephas; not, therefore, in order to obtain in-
struction. But the position of Peter as xopugatos (Theodoret)
in the apostolic circle, especially urged by the Catholics (see
Windischmann and Reithmayr), appears at all events from this
passage to have been then known to Paul and acknowledged
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by him. ‘Ioropety, coram cognoscere, which does not occur else-
where in the N. T., is found in this sense applied to a person
also in Joseph. Bell. vi. 1. 8, odx daonuos dv dvnp, v éye kat
érelvov (oTdpnoa Tov mokeuov, Antt. i 11. 4, viii. 2. 5 ; fre-
quently also in the Clementines. It is often used by Greek
authors (comp also the passages from Josephus in Krebs, Obss.
p. 318) in reference to things, as Ty mokw, v ywpav, Tyv
vioov k.TA.  See Wetstein and Kypke. DBengel, moreover, well
says: “grave verbum ut de re magna; non dixit ¢8eiv (as in
John xii. 21) sed (ioTopfjoar” Comp. Chrysostom. — rai
éméuewa mwpos avrov] Comp. 1 Cor. xvi. 7. wpos, with, con-
veys the direction of the intercourse implied in éméu. Comp.
Matt. xxvi. 55; John i. 1; and the passages in Fritzsche, ad
Mare. p. 202. Comp. Ellendt, Lex. Soph. IL p. 653. — 7juépas
Sexamévre] For the historical cause why he did not remain
longer, see Acts ix. 29, xxii. 17ff The ntention, however,
which induced Paul to specify the time, is manifest from the
whole connection,—that the reader might judge for himself
whether so short a sojourn, the object of which was to become
personally acquainted for the first time with Peter, could have
been also intended for the further object of receiving evangelic
instruction, especially when Paul had himself been preaching
the gospel already so long (for three years). This intention is
denied by Riickert, because the period of fifteen days was not
so short but that during it Paul might have been instructed
by Peter. But Paul is giving an historical account; and in
doing this the mention of a time so skhor¢é could not but be
welcome to him for his purpose, without his wishing to give
it forth as a stringent proof. This, notwithstanding what Paul
emphatically adds in ver. 19, it certainly was not, as is evident
even from the high representative repute of Peter.' But
the briefer his stay at that time, devoted to making the per-
sonal acquaintance of Peter, had been, the more it told against
the notion of his having received instruction, although Paul

! Hofmann is of opinion that Paul desired his readers to understand that he
could not have journeyed to Jerusaler in order to ask the opinion and advice of
the ““apostolic body " there. As if Peter and James could not have been *‘ apos-
tolic body " enough! Taking refuge in this way behind the distinction between
apostles and the apostolic body was foreign to Puul.
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naturally could not, and would not, represent this time as
shorter than it had really been. Riickert’s arbitrary conjec-
ture is therefore quite superfluous, that Paul mentions the
fifteen days on account of the false allegation of his opponents
that he had been first brought to Christianity by the apostles,
or had, at any rate, spent a long time with them and as their
disciple, but that he sought ungratefully and arrogantly either
to conceal or deny these facts. According to Holsten, Peter
and James were the representatives of the érepov edayy., who
in consequence could not have exerted any influence on Paul's
Gentile gospel. But this they were not at all. See on ii. 1 ff.
and on Acts xv.

Ver. 19. But another of the apostles saw I not, save James
the brother of the Lord. Thus this James is distinguished
indeed from the circle of the twelve (1 Cor. xv. 5) to which
Peter belonged, but yet is included in the number of the
apostles, namely in the wider sense (comp. 1 Cor. xv. 7, ix. 5);
which explains the merely supplementary mention of this
apostle. After e/ w7 we must supply not el8ov merely (as
Grotius, Fritzsche ad Matth. p. 482, Winer, Bleek in Stud. .
Krit. 1836, p. 1059, Wieseler), but, as the context requires,
eldov Tov amooTohav. — €Erepor is not qualitative here, as in
ver. 6, but stands in contrast to the one who is named, Peter.
In addition to the latter he saw not one more of the apostles,
except only that he saw the apostle in the wider sense of the
term—dJames the brother of the Lord (who indeed belonged to
the church at Jerusalem as its president),—a fact which con-
scientiously he will not leave unmentioned. — On the point
that James the brother of the Lord was not James the son of
Alphaeus,—as, following Clemens Alex., Jerome, Augustine,
Pelagius, Chrysostom, and Theodoret, most modern scholars,
and among the expositors of the epistle Matthies, Ustert,
Schott, Baumgarten-Crusius, Jatho, Hofmann, Reithmayr,
maintain,—but a real brother of Jesus (Matt. xiii. 35; Mark
vi 3), the son of Mary, called James the Just (Heges. in Eus.
iL 23), who, having been a Nazarite from his birth, and having
become a believer after the resurrection of Jesus (1 Cor.
xv. 7; Acts i. 14), attained to very high apostolic reputa-
tion among the Jewish Christians (ii. 9), and was the most
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influential presbyter of the church at Jerusalem,! sce on Acts xii.
17; 1 Cor. ix. 5; Huther on Ep. of James, Introd. § 1; Laurent,
neutest. Stud. p. 1751 By the more precise designation,
Tov adehdov Tod kuplov, he is distinguished not ouly from
the elder James, the brother of John (Hofmann and others),
but also from James the son of Alphaeus, who was one of the
twelve. Comp. Victorinus, “cum autem fratrem dixit, apos-
tolum megavit” The whole figment of the identity of this
James with the son of Alphaeus is a result of the unscriptural
(Matt. 1. 25; Luke ii. 7) although ec:lesiastically orthodox
(Form. Conc. p. 767) belief (extending beyond the birth of
Christ) in the perpetual virginity of Mary. Comp. on Matt.
xii. 46 ; 1 Cor. ix. 5. 'We may add that the statement, that
Paul at this time saw only Peter and James at Jerusalem, is
not at variance with the inexact expression Tols amooTolovs,
Acts ix. 27, but is an authentic historical definition of it, of
a more precise character.

Ver. 20. Not a parenthesis, but, at the conclusion of what
Paul has just related of that first sojourn of his at Jerusalem
after his conversion (namely, that he had travelled thither to
make the acquaintance of Cephas, had remained with him
fifteen days, and had seen none of the other apostles besides,
only James the brother of the Lord), an affirmation by oath that
in this he had spoken the pure truth. The tmportance of the
facts he had just related for his object—to prove his apostolic
independence—induced him to make this sacred assurance.
For if Paul had ever been a disciple of the apostles, he must
have become so then, when he was with the apostles at Jeru-

! Wieseler also justly recognises here the actual brother of Jesus, but holds
the James, who is named in ii. 9, 12 (and Acts xii. 17, xv. 13, 21; 1 Cor. xv. 7)
as the head of the Jewish Christians, not to be identical with this brother of the
Lord, but to be the apostle James the son of Alphaeus; affirming that it was
the latter also who was called s 3ixeos. See, however, on ii. 9. The Gospel of
the Hebrews, in Jerome, Vir. ill. 2, puts James the Just among the apostles who
partook of the last Supper with Jesus, but nevertheless represents him as a
brother of the Lord, for it makes him to be addressed by the Risen One as
“ frater mi.” Wieseler, indeed, understands frater miin a spiritual sense, as
in John xx. 17, Matt. xxviil. 10. But, just because the designation of a
Janies as &3:apds wob xwpiov is so solemn, this interpretation appears arbitrary;
nor do we find that anywhere in the Gospels Jesus eddressed the disciples as
brethren.
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salem for the first time after his conversion ; but not only had
he Dbeen there with another object in view, and for so few
days, but he had also met with James only, besides Peter. The
reference to all that had been said from ver. 12 (Calvin,
Koppe, Winer, Matthies), or at least to vv. 15-19 (Hofmann),
is precluded by the fact that émeira in ver. 18 begins a fresh
section of the report (comp. ver. 21, ii. 1), beyond which
there is no reason to go back. — The sentence is so constructed
that & 8¢ ypddw Juiv stands emphatically by itself as an
anacoluthon ; and before &r¢, that, we have again to supply
vpadw, But what I write to you — behold in the sight of God I
write, that I lie not ; that is, in respect to what I write to you,
I write, I assure you before the face of God (nim ‘_!‘9,5, so that
I have God present as witness), that I lie not. Comp. Butt-
mann, neut. Gr. p. 338. Schott takes 6T¢ as since, “coram
Deo scribo, siquidem mon mentior,” whereby & 8¢ wyp. du. does
not appear as an anacoluthon. But this siquidem non mentior
would be very flat; whereas the anacoluthon of the prefixed
relative sentence is precisely in keeping with the fervency of
the language (comp. Matt. x. 14; Luke xxi. 6, and the note
thereon). The completely parallel protestation also, 6 @eos
. oidev . . . 81v ov yrevbopar (2 Cor. xi. 31; comp. Rom.
1 9; 2 Cor. i 33), is quite unfavourable to the explanation of
ott as siquidem. To supply with Bengel, Paulus, and Riickert
(comp. Jerome), an éovi after Oeod (87, that), does not make
the construction easier (Riickert); on the contrary, it is
arbitrary, and yields an unprecedented mode of expression..
Ver. 21. After this stay of fifteen days in Jerusalem
(émeira, comp. ver. 18), I came into the regions of Syria and
Cilicia ; and consequently was again far enough away from
the seat of the apostles ! — 7fjs Jvplas] As it is said in Acts
ix. 30 that Paul was accompanied from Jerusalem to Caesarea,
it is assumed by most modern expositors: “ Syriae eam partem
dicit, cui Phoenices nomen fuit,” Winer. So also Koppe,
Riickert, Usteri, Matthies, Schott. Comp. Matt. iv. 24; Acts
xxi. 3. This view runs entirely counter to the design of
the apostle. For here his main concern was to bring out
his comparatively wide scparation from Judaea, as it had
occurred in his actual history; the whole context (comp. ver.
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22) shows that it was so, and therefore the reader could only
understand 77s Zvplas as meaning Syriz proper (with Antioch
as its capital). It could mot in the least occur to him to
think of Phoenicia (which even Wieseler, though not under-
standing it alone to be referred to, includes), the more espe-
cially as alongside of 77s Jvplas Cilicia, which borders on
Syria proper, is immediately named (comp. Acts xv. 23, 41 ;
Plin. v. 22, xviil. 30). An appeal is also wrongly made to
Matt. iv. 24 (where, in the language of hyperbole, a very
large districc—mnamely, the whole province of Syria, of which
Judaea and Samaria formed portions—is meant to be desig-
nated) and Acts xxi. 3 (where likewise the Roman province
is intended, and that only loosely and indefinitely with refer-
ence to the coast district’). The relation of our passage to
Acts ix. 30 is this: On leaving Jerusalem, Paul desired to
visit Syria and Cilicia; he was accordingly conducted by
the Christians as far as the first stage, Caesarea (the Roman
capital of Judaea, not Caesarea Philippi), and thence he went
on by land to Syria and Cilicia. Comp. on Acts ix. 30.—
For what object he visited Syria and Cilicia, he does not state ;
but for this very reason, and in accordance with ver. 5, it
cannot be doubted that he preached the gospel there. Tarsus
was certainly the central point of this ministry; it was at
Tarsus that Barnabas sought and found him (Acts xi. 25).
Ver. 22. But I was so completely a stranger to the land of
Judaea, that at the time of my sojourn in Syria and Cilicia I
was personally unknown to the churches, etc. These state-
ments (vv. 22-24) likewise go to prove that Paul had not
been a disciple of the apostles, which is indeed the object
aimed at in the whole of the context. As a pupil of the
apostles, he would have remained in communication with Jeru-
salem; and thence issuing, he would first of all have exercised
his ministry in the churches of Judaea, and would have become

1 For any one sailing from Patara and passing in front of Cyprus to the
right has the Syrian coast before him towards the east, and is sailing towards it.
Thus indefinitely, as was suggested by the popular view and report, Luke
relates, Acts xxi. 8, twaiousy tis Svpizy, without meaning by the xal raThxdnuey
sis Tdpoy that follows to make this Zupizv equivalent to Phoenicia. For instance,
2 man might say, *“ We sailed towards Denmark and landed at Gliickstadt,”
without intending it to be inferred that Denmark is equivalent to Holstein,

D
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well known to them. According to Hofmann, the end at which
Paul aims in ver. 22 f. is conveyed by xal é8dfafov w7\ in
ver. 24, so that vv. 22, 23 are only related to this as the
protasis to the apodosis. This idea is at variance with the
independent and important nature of the two affirmations in
vv. 22, 23; if Paul had intended to give them so subordinate
a position as that which Hofmann supposes, he would have
done it by a participial construction (dyvoodvres 8¢ . . . povov
8¢ axovovres, v x.T\., é8cEalov x.T\), perhaps also with the
addition of xaimep, or in some other marked way. In the
form in which the apostle has written it, his report intro-
duced by émecra in ver. 21 is composed of propositions quite
as independent as those following émeita in ver. 18, and vv.
22, 23 cannot be intended merely to introduce ver. 24.
Hofmann is therefore the more incorrect in asserting that Paul,
from ver. 21 onwards, is not continuing the proof of his apos-
tolic independence in contradistinction to the other apostles,
but is exhibiting the harmony of his preaching with the jfaith
of the mother-church at Jerusalem and its apostles. Others,
inconsistently with the context, suppose that Paul desired to
refute the allegation that he had been a learner from the
churches of Judaea (Oecumenius, Gomarus, Olshausen), or that
he himself had faught judaistically in Judaea (Chrysostom,
Theophylact, Grotius; comp. Usteri), or that he had visited
Syria and Cilicia as the deputy of the churches of Judaea
(Michaelis). ~— 7@ mpoowre] as regards the (my) countenance,
that is, personally. Comp. 1 Thess. ii. 17. — Tals éxxAnoias
7is 'Tovd.] This is meant to refer to the churches out of
Jerusalem, consequently in the 'Iovdala 7, John iii. 22. For
that he was known to the church in the capital is not only
a matter of inference from his pre-Christian activity, but is
certain from that fifteen days’ visit (ver. 18), and is attested
by Acts ix. 26-30. Neither in Acts ix. 26-30 nor in Acts
xxvi 19 f (see on these passages) is there any such inconsist-
ency with the passage before us, as has been urged against the
historical character of the Acts, especially by Hilgenfeld, Baur,
and Zeller.

Vv. 23, 24. 4€] places pdvoy drovovres foav in correlation
to Guny dyvooluevos Td mpoowme; it is not, however, to be



CIAD. L 23, 24 51

understood as a mere repetition of the former ¢¢ (Hofmann),
for it introduces another! subject (Baeumlein, Purtik. p. 97).
The masculine refers to the persons of whom those éxxrnoiac
consisted. See Pflugk, ad Eur. Hec. 39 ; Winer, p. 586 [E. T.
787]. The participle with fjoav, however, does not stand for
the simple imperfect (Luther renders quite incorrectly, “ they
had heard ”), but prominence is given to the predicate as the
main point. See Pflugk, ad Fuwr. Hec. 1179. The clause
expresses the sole relation in which they were to Paul; they
were simply in a position to Aear.  Rumor apud illos erat,”
Erasmus. Comp. Vulgate: “tantum autem auditum habebant.”
— 8711 6 Sudkwy Huds mote k. TN 67eis explained most simply,
not by a supposed transition from the indirect to the direct
form (so most expositors, including Riickert and Wieseler),
but as the recitativum (Matthies, Schott, Hilgenfeld, Ewald,
Hofmann), the use of which by Paul is certain not merely in
quotations of Scripture, but also in other cases (Rom. iii. 8;
2 Thess. iii. 10). Moreover, the statement thus gains in vivid-
ness. In o Swokwv nudas, Huas applies to the Christians
generally ; the joyful information came to them from Chris-
tian lips (partly from inhabitants of Jerusalem, partly perhaps
directly from Syrians and Cilicians). The present participle
does not stand for the aorist (Grotius), but quite substantivally :
our (former) persecutor. See Winer, p. 331 [E.T. 444]; Bremi,
ad Dem. adv. Aphob. 17. — Ty wleTw] never means Christian
doctrine (Beza, Grotius, Morus, Koppe, Riickert, and others),
not even in Acts vi. 7, where faith in Christ is conceived as
the authority commanding submission (comp. on Rom. i 5);
it denotes the faith—regarded, however, objectively. Comp. on
iii. 2, 23. He preaches the faith (in the Son of God, ver. 16),
which formerly he destroyed. On the latter point Estius
Justly remarks, “ quia Christi fidelibus fidem extorquere per-
sequendo nitebatur.” Comp. ver. 13. — év éuoc] does mnot
mean propter me (as was generally assumed before Winer),
in support of which an appeal was erroneously made to Eph.
iv. 1 ¢t al.: for év, used with persons, is never on account of

! Hofmann appeals to Eur, Jph. 7. 1367. But in this, as in the other pas-
sages quoted by Hartung, T. p. 169, the well-known vepetition of the sume word
with 3 occurs,
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(Winer, p. 363 [E. T. 484)); but it means, “ they praised Gol
on me,” so that their praise of God was based on me as the
vehicle and instrument of the divine grace and efficacy (1 Cor.
xv. 10). God made Himself known to them by my case, and
so they praised Him; &\ov yap 1o kat’ éué, ¢noi, Tis xdpiros
7w tot Oeod, Oecumenius. Comp. John xvii. 10; Ecclus.
xlvil. 6. See generally Bernhardy, p. 210 ; Ellendt, Lex. Soph.
I p. 598. It was not, however, without a purpose, but with
a just feeling of satisfaction, that Paul added xai é3oEatov év
éuol Tov Oeov; for this impression, which Paul then made on
the churches in Judaea, stood in startling contrast to the hate-
ful proceedings against him of the Judaizers in Galatia.—
Mark further (in opposition to Holstein and others), how ver.
23 rests on the legitimate assumption that Paul preached in
substance no other gospel than that which those churches
had received from Jerusalem, although they were mnot yet
instructed in the special peculiarities of his preaching; as,
in fact, the antagonism between the Pauline teaching and
Judaism did not become a matter of public interest until later
(Acts xv. 1).
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CHAPTER II.

Ver. 5. o ob8é] is wanting in D* Clar* Germ. codd. Lat. in
Jerome and Sedul., Ir. Tert. Victorin. Ambrosiast. Pelag. (?)
Primas. Claudius autissidor. Condemned by Seml, Griesb,
Koppe, Dav. Schulz. But the omission is much too weakly
attested, and arose simply from é¢ in ver. 4 being understood
antithetically, and from the belief, induced by the remembrance
of the apostle’s principle of accommodation, that it was necessary
to find here an analogue to the circumcision of Timothy (Acts
xvi. 3); obd¢ stood in the way of this, and with it, on account
of the construction, of; was also omitted. This o7 was wanting
at most only in manuscripts of the It. (see Reiche, p. 12), and
ought not to have been rejected by Grot., Morus, and Michael.
— Ver. 8. zal 2uo/] With Lachm. and Tisch., read, according to
preponderating testimony, xduoi. — Ver. 9. 'TdxwfBos zal Kzpds]
D ETF G, It, and several Fathers, have Ilérpog xai 'IdzwBes. A
transposition according to rank. — wéy, which is wanting in
Elz. and Tisch. (bracketed by Lachm.), is to be deleted, accord-
ing to BF¥ G H K L®* min. vss. and Fathers. Inserted on
account of the & which follows. — Ver. 11. Here, and also in
ver. 14, Knpdc and Knpg is the correct reading according to pre-
ponderating evidence. Comp. on i. 18. The very ancient fiction
(see the exegetical note) that it is not the Apostle Peter who
is here spoken of, testifies also to the originality of the Hebrew
name. — Ver. 12. sado0] B D* F G §, 45, 73, codd. It, read
a0, So Lachm.  Comp. Orig.: éadévros 'TaxdBov. An ancient
clerical error after ver. 11. — Ver. 14. The position of the
words xe! obx (Lachm. and Tisch. oiy) ’Tovdaiz@e €5z is to be
adopted, with Lachm.,, following decisive testimony. No doubt
xal obx "loudaix@s 18 wanting in Clar. Germ. Ambrosiast. Sedul.
Agapet. ; but this evidence is much too weak to induce us (with
Seml. and Schott) to pronounce the words a gloss, especially as
their omission might very easily be occasioned by the similar
terminations of the two adverbs. — ad¢] Elz. Tisch. read «7,
in opposition to decisive testimony. — The evidence is also

! Who (Praef. p. xii.) conjectures as to this reading that =:v should be read
instead of wivds.
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decisive against the omission of &, ver. 16 (Elz.), which was
caused by ¢/dérsc being understood as the definition of what pre-
cedes, with which view 8 was not compatible. The omission
was facilitated by the fact of a lesson beginning with e/dgres. —
Ver. 18. Instead of ewisrsus read, with Griesb., Scholz, Lachm.,
Tisch., guviordvw. — Ver. 20. wob viol roi ©¢0d] Lachm. reads rob ©cod
xai Xpioroy, according to B D* F G, It. But most probably this
reading arose from the writer passing on immediately from the
first woi to the second, and thus writing 7o ©:3 only; and, as
the sequel did not harmonize with this, xa! Xpiorei was after-
wards added. 1If, as Schott thinks, rot ®¢ci x. Xprorod was written
because God and Christ are mentioned in vv. 19, 20, the original
v6i viel 700 @eod would have been turned into roi @sob x. viod
abrob. If, however, roi ©sol x Xpioroi had been the original
text, there would have been no reason whatever for altering
this into =o¥ viel = O:ol.

CoNTENTS.—Paul continues the historical proof of his full
apostolic independence. On his second visit to Jerusalem,
fourteen years after, he had laid his gospel before those in
repute, and had been, not instructed by them, but formally
acknowledged as an apostle ordained by God to the Gentiles
(vv. 1-10). And when Peter had come to Antioch, so far
was he, Paul, from giving up his apostolic independence, that,
on the contrary, he withstood Peter openly on account of a
hypocritical line of conduct, by which Christian freedom was
imperilled (vv. 11-21).

Ver. 1. On vv. 1-10, see C. F. A. Fritzsche in Fritzschior.
Opusc. p. 158 ff.; Elwert, Progr. Annott. in Gal. ii. 1-10, etc,,
1852 ; Reiche, Comm. Crit. p. 1 ff.  On ver. 1, see Stolting,
Beitrage z. Exeq. d. Poul. Briefe, 1869, p. 155 ff. — émeira]
thereafter, namely, after my sojourn in Syria and Cilicia; cor-
relative to the érerraini 21, and alsoin i 18. *Emerra joius
the statement to what is narrated immediately before. There-
fore not : after the journey to Jerusalem,i. 18 (Wieseler). — &ia
Sexareaodpwy ¢Tdv] interjectis quatuordecim annis, after an
interval of fourteen years: comp. Polyb. xxii. 26. 22, &/ érdw
Tpuoy ; Acts xxiv. 17. The length of this period quite accords
with the systematic object of the apostle, inasmuch as he had
already, up to the time of this journey, laboured for so many
years entirely on his own footing and independently of the
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originul apostics, that this very fact could not but put an end
to any suspicion of his being a disciple of these apostles. As
to the use of &ut, which is based on the idea that the time
intervening from the starting-point to the event in question
is traversed [passed through] when the event arrives (comp.
Hermann, ad Viger. p. 856), see generally Barnhardy, p. 235
Kriiger, § 68. 22. 3; Winer, p. 336 [E. T. 475]; Fritzsche,
ad Mare. p. 50, and in Fritzschior. Opusc. p. 162 f.; Herod. iv.
1, dmodnuijeavras okT® k. elkoot Erea xai Sia ypbdvov TocoUToU
(after so long an interval) katiovras x.7. ; Deut. ix. 11, 8ua
TegaapdrovTa HueEpaY . . . E0wre ripios éuol Tas Svo mhdxas |
Joseph. Antt. iv. 8. 12. Comp. the well-known &i& ypévov,
Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 8. 1; 6 aidwos, Blomfield, Gloss. ad
Aesch. Pers. 1003 ; &z pakpod, Thue. vi. 15. 3; & érous,
Lucian, Paras. 15; & #uépwv, Mark ii. 1, and the like; also
4 Macec. xiii. 20. Following Oeder (in Wolf) and Rambach,
Theile (in Winer's Neue krit. Jour. VIIL p. 175), Paulus and
Schott have understood &ia as within, “ during the 14 years I
have now been a Christian ;” or, as Stolting, acceding to this
explanation, gives to it the more definite sense, “ during a space
of time which has lasted 14 years from my conversion, and is now,
at the time I am writing this epistle, finished.” But against
this view may be urged the grammatical objection that &id is
never used by Greek authors of duration of time, except when
the action extends throughout the whole time (Valckenaer, ad
Herod. vi. 12; Ast, ad Plat. de Leg. p. 399), either continu-
ously, as Mark xiv. 53, or at recurring intervals, as Acts 1 3
(see Fritzschior. Opusc. lc). Even the passages which are
appealed to, Acts v. 19, xvi. 9, xvii. 10, xxiil. 31, admit the
rendering of 8ia Ths vuktds as throughout the might, without
deviation from the common linguistic usage! Moreover, how
unintelligibly Paul would have expressed himself, if, without
giving the slightest intimation of it (possibly by é€ ol év
Xpiord elpt, or in some other way), he had meant the present
duration of his standing as a Christian! Lastly, how entirely

Y See on these passages the Commentary on Acts. There is no cause for
nceusing (with Fritzsche) Luke of an improper deviation from the Greek usus
loquendi. Comp. on dia wwxss, Thuc. ii. 4. 1; Xen. Anabd. iv. 6. 22. On the
Homeric 34 véxra, during the night, see Nigelsbach on the lliad, p. 222, ed. 3.
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1dle and objectless in itself would be such a specification of
time! For that Panl could only speak of ¢he journeys which
he made as a Christian to Jerusalem, was self-evident; but
whether at the time when he wrote the epistle his life as a
Christian had lasted 14 years, or longer or shorter, was a
point of no importance for the main object of the passage,
and the whole statement as to the time would be without any
motive in harmony with the context. — From what point
has Paul reckoned the 14 years? The answer, From the
ascension of Christ (Chronic. Euseb, Peter Lombard, Lud.
Cappellus, Paulus), must at once be excluded as quite op-
posed to the context. Usually, however, the conversion of the
apostle is taken as the ferminus @ quo (so Olshausen, Anger,
Matthies, Schott, Fritzsche, Baumgarten - Crusius, Wieseler,
Hilgenfeld, Ebrard, Ewald, apost. Zeit. p. 55, Stolting), au
appeal being made to the analogy of i. 18. Thus the three
years of i 18 would be again included in the fourteen years.
But 7dAw and the 8id, indicating the interval which in the
meantime had elapsed, point rather to the first journey to
Jerusalem as the terminus a quo. The mwdhw points back to
the first journey, and so &wa Oexareco. érdv presents itself
most naturally as the period intervening between the first
journey and this rddw. If Paul had again written perd,
as In i 18, we might have inferred from the intentional
identity of expression the identity also of the starting-
point; but since he has here chosen the word &:id not
elsewhere employed by him in this sense (after an interval
of fourteen years), the relation of this &ud to mwa\w leads
us to take the first journey to Jerusalem as the starting-
point of the reckoning. This is the reckoning adopted by
Jerome, Chrysostom on ver. 11, Luther,! Ussher, Clericus,
Lightfoot, Bengel, Stroth (in the Repert. far bibl. u. morgenl.
Lit. IV. p. 41), Morus, Keil, Koppe, Borger, Hug, Mynster,
Credner, Hemsen, Winer, Schrader, Riickert, Usteri, Zeller,

11In the Commentary of 1519 (Opp. Jena 1612, I. p. 836 B), *“ Post annos
14, quibus si annos tres, quos supra memoravit, adjunxeris, jam 17 aut 18 annos
eum praedicasse invenies, antequam conferre voluerit.” Kven with ¢is reckon-
ing, his conversion still remains ‘‘the great event by which Paul measures for

himself all Christian time'’ (Ewald); for the whole reckoning begins at i. 18
from this event as its starting-point.



CIIAP. I 1. 57

Reiche, Bleek, and others, as also by Hofmann, who, however,
labours under an erroncous view as to the whole aim of the

section beginning with i. 21 (see on i. 22). — 8exatesadpwy]
emphatically placed before érédw (differently in i. 18), in order
to denote the long interval. Comp. Herod. le. — mdhew

avéBny eis Iepoa.] Paul can mean by this no other than his
seccond' journey to Jerusalem, and he says that between his
first and his renewed (waAw) visit to it a period of 14 years
had elapsed, during which he had not been there. If Paul
had meant a third journey, and had kept silence as to the
second, he would have furnished his opponents, to whom he
desired to prove that he was not a disciple of the apostles,
with weapons against himself; and the suspicion of intention-
ally incomplete enumeration would have rested on him justly,
so far as his adversaries were concerned. Indeed, even if on
occasion of a second visit to Jerusalem, here passed over, he
had not come at all into close contact with the apostles (and
how highly improbable this would be in itself!), he would
have been the less likely to have omitted it, as, in this very
character of a journey which had had nothing to do with
any sort of instruction by the apostles (comp. i. 18), it would
have been of the greatest importance for his object, in opposi-
tion to the suspicions of his opponents? To have kept silence
as to this journey would have cut the sinews of his whole
Listorically apologetic demonstration, which he had entered

! Very correctly put in the Chron. Euseb., & sixs wdrsy, dadovizi iripa ioriv
evafeacis abTy.

2 Wieseler's objection that Paul, according to our view of his historieal argu-
ment, would also have left unmentioned the journey spoken of in Acts xviii. 22,
whereby the reasoning above would fall to the ground as nimium probans, is in-
correct. For if he had shown that up to the apostolic council (see the sequel)
he could not have received the instruction of the apostles, his task of proof was
completely solved ; because on occasion of his presence at that council he received
formal acknowledgment and sanction as the apostle to the Gentiles. If up to
that time he had not been a disciple of the apostles, now, when he had received
in an official way the fullest acknowledgment as an independent apostle, there
could no longer be any discussion as to his having at some subsequent date pro-
cured apostolic instruction in Jerusalem. It would therefore have been purely
unmeaning, and even absurd, to have continued the history of his journeys to
Jerusalem beyond the date of the apostolic council. But up to that date he
could not omit any journey, without rendering his historical deduction nugatory
©a a proof,
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upon in i. 13 and still continues from 1. 21 (though Hofmann
thinks otherwise). Comp. also Bleek, Beitr. p. 55. This
purely exegetical ground is quite decisive in favour of the
view that Paul here speaks of his seccond journey to Jeru-
salem;' and considered by itself, therefore, our passage presents
no difficulty at all. The difficulty only arises when we com-
pare it with Acts. According to the latter, the second journey
(Acts x1. 30, xil. 25) is that which Paul made with Barnabas
in the year 44 in order to convey pecuniary assistance to
Judaea ; hence many hold our journey as identical with that
related in Acts xi. 30, xil. 25. So Tertullian ¢. Marc. i. 20,
Clron. Eusch., Calvin? XKeil (Opusc. p. 160, and in Pott's
Sylloge, 11L. p. 68), Gabler (neutest. theol. Journ. 11 2, p. 210
ff.), Rosenmiiller, Siiskind (in Bengel's Archiv. 1. 1, p. 157 ),
Bertholdt, Kuinoel (ad Act. p. xxv.), Heinrichs (ad Act. p. 59),
Tychsen (on Koppe, p. 149), Niemeyer (de femp. quo ep. ad
Gal. conser. sit, Gott. 1827), Paulus, Guericke (Beitr. p. 80 ff),
Kiichler (de anno, quo Paul. ad sacra Chr. convers. est, Lips.
1828, p. 27 ff), Flatt, Fritzsche, Bottger, Stolting. So also
Caspari (geograph. chronol. Einl. in d. Leb. Jesu, 1869). But
the chronology, through the 14 years, is decisively opposed to
this view. For as the year 44 A.D. or 797 v.C. is the estab-
lished date of the journey in question (see Introd. to Acts), these
14 years with the addition of the three years (i 18) would
carry us back to the year 27 AD.! Among the defenders

1 Bloch, Chronotaz. p. 67f, and Schott find fwo journeys mentioned in
ver. 1 : the former obtains them from sz (after 14 years I made the second
journey to Jerusalem, undertaken with Barnabas); and the latter brings them out
thus: ““intra 14 annos iterata vice adscendi Hierosolymas, cum Barnaba quidem
(Act. xi. 30), posthac (Act. xv.) assumto etiam Tito.” Both views are intro-
duced into the passage inconsistently with the text. For according to Bloch's
explanation, Panl must have spoken previously of a journey made with Barnabas;
and in Schott’s interpretation not only is 3ié wrongly understood (see above),
but it would be necessary at least that instead of svumapeir. xai Tizoy the text
should run, efrz 3t suprapar. x. T. Nevertheless Lange, apostol. Zeitalt. 1. p.
99f., has again resorted to the evasion that zdéaw is to be referred to geeos Bapy,
and presupposes an earlier journey already made with Barnabas (Acts xi.).

2 Among the older expositors, J. T. Major is also named as in favour of this
view, whose Annotata ad Acta Ap. Jen. 1647, 8vo, are quoted by Gabler and
Winer. But in the second edition of Major's Annotata, which appeared after his
death, Jena 1670, 4to, Major (p. 410 ff.) pronounces decidedly for the view which
holds the journey mentioned in Gal. ii. 1 to be identical with that in Acts xv.
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of this view, Bottger has indeed turned 8exaregodpwv into
Tegaapwy; but how little he is justified in this, see below.
Fritzsche, on the other hand, has endeavoured to bring out
the 14 years, by supposing the reckoning of Luke iii. 1 to
begin from the year of the joint regency of Tiberius, that is,
the year 765 v.c., as, following Ussher, has been done by
Clericus, Lardner, and others (see on Luke iii. 1), and now
also by Wieseler in Herzog's Eneykl. XXI p. 547 ff, and
especially in his Beitr. 2. Wiirdigung d. Evang. 1869, p. 177
ff. It is assumed, consequently, that Christ commenced His
ministry in 779, and was crucified in 781 ; that Paul became
a Christian at the beginning of 783, and that 14 years later,
in 797, the journey in question to Jerusalem took place.
But against the assumption that the 14 years are to be
reckoned from Paul’s conversion, see above. Besides, the year
of the conversion cannot, for other chronological reasons, be
put back beyond the year 35 A.p, that is, 788 U.c. (see on
Acts, Introd.). Lastly, the hypothesis, that Luke in fii. 1 did
not reckon from the actual commencement of the reign of
Tiberius, is nothing but a forced expedient based on extraneous
chronological combinations, and finding no support at all in
the plain words of Luke himself (see further, in opposition to
it, Anger, rat. temp. p. 14 £, and 2 Chronol. d. Lehramies Chr.
I). The opinion, therefore, that the journey Gal. ii. 1 is
identical with that mentioned in Acts xi, must be rejected ;
and we must, on the other hand, assume that in point of foct
those expositors have arrived at the correct conclusion who
consider it as the same which, according to Acts xv., was
undertaken by Paul and Barnabas to the apostolic conference.
So Irenaeus, adv. haer. ili. 13, Theodoret, Jerome, Baronius,
Cornelius a Lapide, Pearson, and most of the older expositors,
Semler, Koppe, Stroth, Vogel (in Gabler's Journ. fir auserl.
theol. Lit. 1. 2, p. 249 ff)), Haselaar, Borger, Schmidt (Eunl. 1.
p- 192 and in the Analect. III. 1), Eichhorn, Hug, Winer,
Hemsen, Feilmoser, Hermann (de P. ep. ad Gal. tribus prim.
capp., Lips. 1832), Usteri, Matthies, Schott, Olshausen, Anger,
Schneckenburger, Neander, Baumgarten-Crusius, Baur, Hilgen-
feld, Zeller, Lekebusch, Elwert, Lechler (apost. w. nachapost.
Zeitalt. p. 394 {f), Thiersch, Reuss, Reiche, Ewald, Ritschl,
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Bleck, Ellicott, Hofmann, Laurent, Holsten, Trip, Oertel, and
others! This result is, however, to be based in the first in-
stance not on a comparison of the historical references con-
tained in Gal. ii. and Acts xv., but on 8id Sexatecodpwy éraw;
and the historical references of Acts xv. afterwards serve
merely as a partial, although very material, confirmation. For
the point of view, from which the journey is brought forward
in our passage, is one so special and subjective, that it cannot
present itself in the connected objectively historical narrative
of Acts, whether we take it in connection with Acts xi. or Acts
xv. By the search for points of agreement and of difference,
with the view of thereby arriving at a decision, far too much
room 1s left for argument pro and conira, and consequently for
the play of subjective influences, to reach any certain result.
I Thus in support of the identity of the journey Gal ii. 1
with that of Acts x1 xii, it is argued (see Fritzsche, lc. p. 227)
—(1.) That the journey follows on the sojourn in Cilicia and
Syria (L 21, ii. 1; comp. Acts ix. 30, xi. 25ff). But why
should not Paul, in the émeira, ii. 1, have also mentally
included his first missionary journey (to Cyprus, Pamphylia,
Pisidia, and Lycaonia, Acts xiii. xiv.) as preceding, seeing that
he made this journey from Antioch and after its completion
again abode in Antioch for a considerable time, and seeing
that his object made it important not so much to write a
special history of his labours, as to show at what time he
had first come into closer official connection with the apostles,
in order to make it plain that he had not learnt from them ?
(2.) That it is probable that Paul soon after the beginning of
his labours as the apostle to the Gentiles (Gal. i. 23; Acts
xi. 251 ; comp. Acts xv. 23, ix. 30) expounded his system
of teaching at Jerusalem, and laid it before the apostles for
their opinion. But this is an argumentum nimium probans,
since it is evident from i 16 that Paul commenced the exer-
cise of his vocation as an apostle to the Gentiles immediately
after his conversion; so that, even if the 14 years are reckoned

! Riickert does not come to a decision, but (in his Commentary and in the
exeget. Mag. 1. 1, p. 118 ff.) denies the identity of our journey with that related
in Acts xi. xii., and leaves it a matter of doubt whether the journey mentioned
in Acts xv, or that in xviii, 22 is the one intended.
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from the conversion, there still remains this long period of 14
years during which Paul allowed this alleged requirement to
be unsatisfied. According to our interpretation of ii. 1, this
period is increased from 14 to 17 years; but, if Paul had
taught 14 years without the approbation of the apostles, he
may just as well have done so for 17 years. (3.) That the
sanction given to Paul and Barnabas as apostles to the Gentiles
(ii. 9) must have been consequent on the journey mentioned
in Acts xi. xii., because otherwise the Holy Spirit would not
have set them apart (Acts xiii. 2 f.) as apostles to the Gentiles.
But might not the ordination of the two to be teachers of the
Gentiles (Acts xiii. 2) have taken place previously, and the
formal acknowledgment of this destination on the part of the
apostles in Jerusalem have followed at a subsequent period ?
This latter view, indeed, is supported even by the analogy of
avtol 6¢ els Ty, wepirouny (Gal. i. 9), inasmuch as James,
Peter, and John had been already for a long time before this
apostles to the Jews, but now arranged that as their destina-
tion formally in concert with Paul and Barnabas. (4.) That
the stipulation respecting the poor (il 10) was occasioned by
the very fact of Paul and Barnabas having brought pecuniary
assistance (Acts xi. 30). But the care for the poor lay from
the very beginning of the church so much at its heart, and was
so much an object of apostolic interest (Acts ii. 44 f, iv. 34
ff, vi. 1 ff)), that there was certainly no need of any special
occasion for expressly making the remembrance of the poor
one of the conditions in the concert, ii. 9 £ (5.) That the
apostles, according to ii. 3, had insisted on the circumcision of
Titus,—a non-emancipation from Mosaism, which might agree
with the time of Acts xi. xii, when the conversion of the
Gentiles was still in its infaney, but not with the later time
of Acts xv. But see the note on ver. 3. Even if we allow
the (erroneous) idea that the apostles had required this cir-
cumcision, we should have to consider that James at a much
later point (Acts xxi. 17 ff) required Paul to observe a com-
pletely Jewish custom, from which it is evident how much,
even at a very late date, the Jewish apostles accommodated
themselves to the Jewish Christians, and Paul also assented
to it. (6.) That in Acts xv. there is no trace of the presence



62 TIIE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE GALATIANS.

of John at Jerusalem. But although John is not mentioned
by name, he may very well have been included in the general
o¢ awooroor (Acts xv.). (7.) Lastly, Fritzsche remarks,
“ Paulum novem circiter annos in Cilicia commoratum esse
(v. Act. ix. 30, xi. 25; Gal 1. 18, cf. Gal. ii. 1; Act. xi. 30),
quis tandem, quum multorum ab apostolis actorum memoria
aboleverit . . . praefracte negare sustineat?” etc. Paul may
certainly have been a long time in Syria and Cilicia, but
low long, must remain entirely undetermined after what we
have remarked on (1). Besides these arguments' it has been
urged (see especially Siiskind and Keil), that the conduct of
Peter at Antioch (il 11 ff)) is too contradictory to the apos-
tolic decree of Acts xv. to permit our identifying the journey
in question with that made to the conference; that in the
whole of the epistle Paul makes no mention at all of the autho-
rity of the conference; and lastly, that aféer the conference
Paul judged more mildly as to the nullity of circumecision
than he does in our epistle. But nothing can be built on
these arguments; since (a) even if our journey were that
mentioned in Acts xi. xii, still the reproach of inconstancy
(grounded on his natural temperament) would rest upon Peter,
because he had in fact at an earlier period been already
divinely instructed and convinced of the admissibility of the
Gentiles to Christianity (Acts x. 8ff, xi. 21f); () in the
principle of his apostolic independence Paul had quite suffi-
cient motive (comp. Introd. § 3) for not mentioning the apos-
tolic decree, especially when dealing with the Galatians;® and
lastly (c) the severe judgment of the apostle as to the nullity
of circumcision in our letter was, in his characteristic manner,
adapted altogether to the polemical interest of the moment:
for that he should pass judgment on the same subject, accord-
ing to circumstances, sometimes more severely and sometimes

! As a revelation afforded to Paul himself must certainly be intended, the
assertion often brought forward, that xas’ dxoxdavysr in ii. 2 applies to the
narrative about the prophet Agabus (Acts xi. 28f.), is so evidently incorrect,
that it does not merit notice. Also the special ground brought forward by
Bittger, in order to confirm the identity of the journey Gal. ii. 1 with that
Zescribed in Acts xi. xii., carries with it its own refutat'on. See, on the con-
tiary, Riickert, in the Magaz. f. Breg. u. Theol. des N T. 1.1, p. 1181l

? Comp. Ritschl, altkathol. K. p. 149.
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more mildly, accords completely with the vigorous frcedom
and elasticity of his mind; hence the passages cited for the
freer view (Acts xvi. 3; 1 Cor. ix. 20ff; Acts xxi. 20 ff)
cannot furnish any absolute standard. — II. To prove the
identity of our journey with that of Acts xv., appeals have
been made to the following arguments: (1) That Titus, whom
Paul mentions in ii. 1, is included in Twas &Ahovs éf avTav,
Acts xv. 2; (2) That in ver. 2, dve@éunv airois 70 edayy. 5
knp. év Tols &v. is parallel to Acts xv. 4, 12; (3) That the
Judaizers mentioned in Acts xv. 5 are identical with the
mapeicdrrols Yevdadéhdors, Gal. ii. 4; (4) That the result of
the apostolic discussions recorded in Acts xv. quite corresponds
with @A\’ 08¢ Téros . . . jrayrdaln mwepirunbBivae, Gal. ii. 3
(5) That in an historical point of view, Gal il 11 agrees
exactly with Acts xv. 30; (6) That in Acts xi. Barnabas
still has precedence of Paul, which, however, is no longer the
case throughout in Acts xv. (only in vv. 12, 25); (7) That
in our epistle Paul could not have omitted to mention the
important journey of Acts xv. But on the part of those who
lock upon our journey as that related in Acts xi. xii,, or even
in Acts xviiL 22 (Wieseler), such grounds for doubt are urged
against all of these points (see especially, Fritzsche lLe. p.
224 ff.; Wieseler, p. 557 ff), that they cannot be used at
least for an independent and full demonstration of the identity
of our journey with that of Acts xv., but merely furnish an
important partial confirmation of the proof otherwise adduced ;
to say nothing of the fact that the accounts in Gal ii and
Acts xv. present also points of difference, from which at-
tempts have been made with equal injustice to deny the
whole historical parallel, and to abandon unduly the his-
torical truth of the 15th chapter of the Acts (Baur, Schwegler,
Zeller, Hilgenfeld, Holsten). — The result of all the discus-
sion is as follows :—d4s Paul, #n accordance with his own clear
words in Gal. 1. 1 as well as with his whole plan and aim in
the passage, can mean no other journey whatever except the
second which he made as an apostle to Jerusalem ; and as,
moreover, the Sia Sexatecodpwy érdv forbids our thinking
of that journey which s related in Acts xi. xii. as the second; the
Journey represented by him in Gal. ii. 1 as his sccond journey



64 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE GALATIANS,

must be held to be the same as that represented by Luke in Acts
xv. as the third,—an identity which 1is also confirmed by the
lastorical parallels to be found in Gal. ii. and Acts xv.! 1In
this way, doubtless, the account of the Epistle to the Galatians
conflicts with that of Acts;? but, in the circumstances, it is not
difficult to decide on which side the historical truth lies.
The account of Luke, as given in Acts xi. xii.,, that Paul came
to Jerusalem with Barnabas to convey the moneys collected,
must be described as in part unhistorical. Perhaps (for it is
not possible definitely to prove how this partial inaccuracy
originated) Paul went only a part of the way with Barnabas

! Accordingly, the opinions that our passage relates to a journey still later
than that reported in Acts xv. fall to the ground of themselves, for the journey
Acts xv. can neither be historically disputed nor can it have been omitted by
Paul. Following Jac. Cappellus, Whiston, and others, Kohler (4bfassungsz. p.
8) has found our jourrey in Acts xviii. 22,—a view more recently defended by
‘Wieseler, Chronologie d. ap. Zeitalt. p. 201 ff., and Komment. p. 553 ff., also in
Herzog's Encykl. X1X. art. Galaterbrief; but Schrader transfers it to the
interval between vv. 20 and 21 of Acts xix.—to the time of the composition of
the Second Epistle to the Corinthians. Against Kéhler and Schrader, see espes
cially Schott, Erirterung, p. 22 ff. ; Wurm, in the Tiibing. Zeitschr. 1833, L. p.
50ff. ; Anger, ral. temp. p. 153 ff. According to Epiph. Haer. xxviii. 4, even
the journey of Acts xxi. 15-17 is the one intended! Against Wieseler, who is
supported by Lutterbeck, see Baur in the theol. Jakrb. 1849, p. 460 ff. ; Zeller,
Apost. p. 218f. ; Hilgenfeld, in his Zeitschr. f. wiss. Theol. 1860, p. 144 1L ;
Moller on De Wette (ed. 8), p. 35ff. Comp. also Diisterdieck in Reuter’s Repert.
Sept. 1849, p. 222; Schaff, Gesch. d. ckr. K. 1. p. 181 ff. ; Holtzmann, in
Schenkel’s kirchl. Zeitschr. 1860, 8, p. 55ff. ; Ebrard, and others. It is un-
necessary for us here to go further into Wieseler’s arguments from an exegetical
point of view ; for the supposition of some later journey than Acts xv. must at
all events from Gal. ii. 1 appear an exegetical impossibility, so long as we allow
this much at least of truth to the Acts of the Apostles—that Paul was at the
apostolic council. The journey to this council cannot have been passed over by
Paul in his narrative given in our passage; and consequently the journey Acts
xviii. 22—which, too, he cannot have taken in company with Barnabas (Acts
xv. 36 ff.)—cannot have been the one intended by him. This is completely suffi-
cient to invalidate even the latest discussions of Wieseler. Reiche aptly observes
(Comm. crit. p. 3): *‘Paulus aut non affuisse in apostolorum conventu Act. xv.,
aut male causae suae consuluisse, silentio id praeteriens, censendus esset.”

2 Hofmann (with whom Laurent agrees) still contents himself with the
superficial current evasion, that Paul had no need to mention the journey re-
lated in Acts xi., because it did not afford his opponents any matter for sus-
picion. As if his opponents were to be reckoned so innocent and guileless in
their judgment, and as if Paul would not have been shrewd enough to sce the use
that would be made of his passing over in silence one of the journeys made by
Lim to the seat of the apostles ]
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(Acts xi. 30), and then, probably even before reaching Judaea
(see below), induced by circumstances unknown to us, allowed
Barnabas to travel alone to Jerusalem; and thereafter the
latter again met Paul on his way back, so that both returned
to Antioch together (Acts xji 25), but Barnabas only visited
Jerusalem in person.  Schleiermacher (Ewnl. in’s N. T. p.
369 f) assumes an error on the part of Luke as author; that,
misled by different sources, he divided the one journey, Acts
xv., into two different journeys, Acts xi. and xv. But the
total dissimilarity of the historical connection, in which these
journeys are placed by the narrative of Acts, makes us at once
reject this supposition; as, indeed, it cannot possibly be enter-
tained without unjustifiably giving up Luke’s competency for
authorship, and by consequence his credibility, in those portions
of his book in which he was not an eye-witness of the facts.
Credner also (Zinl. I. 1, p. 315) has pronounced himself
inclined to the hypothesis of an error on the part of Luke.
He, however, makes the apostle travel with Barnabas (Acts
xi. xii) as far as Judaea, only not as far as the capital; assum-
ing that Paul remained among the churches of the country dis-
tricts, and made the acquaintance with them presupposed in
i 22-24, RBom. xv. 19. But, on the one hand, looking at
his apostolic interest, it is not in itself probable that, having
arrived in the neighbourhood of Jerusalem, he would fail,
after so long an absence, to be drawn towards the mother-seat
of the church, especially when he had come as deputy from
Antioch; on the other hand, we should expect that, in order
to preclude his opponents from any opportunity of misrepre-
senting him, he would have briefly mentioned this presence
in Judaea (comp. i 22), and mentioned it in fact with the
express remark that at that time he had not entered Jeru-
salem itself. And, as regards the acquaintance with the
churches in the country districts presupposed in i. 22-24, he
may have made it sufficiently during his journey to the con-
ference. The fact itself, that Paul during the journey recorded
in Acts xi. was not at Jerusalem (which is admitted by Neander,
ed. 4, p. 188, following Bleek, Beitr. p. 55, and has been
turned to further account by Baur and his school against the
historical character of the narrative of the Acts; see on Acts
E
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xi. 30), remains independent of the possible modes of explaining
the so far unhistorical account there given. — pera BapvaBa]
The following ovumapa). k. Tirov shows that Paul recognised
himself as on this occasion the chief person, which agrees
with Acts xv. 2, but not with Acts xi. 25, 30, xii. 25. —
cvumapakaBwv kai Titov] having taken along with us (as travel-
ling companion) also Titus. This xai finds its reference in uera
Bapvafla, to which the odw in cuumapa). also refers; not among
others also (Wieseler),—a meaning which is not suggested by
the text. Whether, however, at Acts xv. 2, Titus is meant to
be included in xai Tewas @ANovs €€ adrdy, must remain an open
question. If he is meant to be included, then our passage
serves to put the statement on the more exact historical foot-
ing, that Titus was not sent with the others by the church at
Antioch, but was taken by Paul on his own behoof. The idea
that he was sent on the part of the opposite party (Fritzsche),
cannot, on a correct view of Acts lc., be entertained at all

Note.—Teosdpay, which Ludwig Cappellus, Grotius, Semler,
Keil, Bertholdt, Heinrichs, Kuinoel, and others, also Guericke,
Rinck, Kjichler, Bohl, Matthaei (Religionsl. d. Ap. 1. p. 624),
Schott (in his Jsagoge, p. 196, not in his later writings), Wurm,
Ulrich, and Bottger, wish to read instead of dexaressctpun, is a
mere conjectural emendation on chronological grounds, con-
firmed by no authority whatever, not even by the Chronic.
Euseb., from the words of which it is, on the contrary, dis-
tinctly evident that the chronographer read &exaresodpws,' but
on account of the chronology, because he took the journey for
that recorded in Acts xi. xii., suggested reoodpav.? See Anger,
Rat. temp. 128 ff.; Fritzsche, l.c. p. 160 ff.; Wieseler, Chronol. p.
206 f. Nevertheless Reiche, in the Comm. Crit., has again judged
it necessary to read reoodpwy, specially because the few matters
related of Paul in Acts x.—xv. cannot be held compatible with
his having been seventeen years an apostle, and also because
so early a conversion, as must be assumed from the reading
exaresod.pwy, does not agree with Acts i.~ix., several of the narra-
tives of which, it is alleged, lead us to infer a longer, perhaps a
ten years', interval between the ascension of Christ and the

1 Ty elaeiv abroy i 13 iray zaxu',uu Tovs xpéyw; 7Ly AMoTTIAWY Tobs Lo THS
dvardgsws dpfpsiy abriv. . . . Kal ¢l ph voiro dopw, shpdicsras ¢ xpives 4@’ o
ifarrictn xel dvifarde, &g wipiyoven al Npdkes, Trn ¥

% It is therefore a pure error, when rssodswr is sometimes styled a varia lectio,
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conversion of the apostle; as indeed the existence of churches
already established in Judaea at the time of this conversion (Gal.
i. 22) points to the same conclusion, and 2 Cor. xii. 2 ff,, where the
amondAuig refers to the conversion, agrees with ressdpuy, but not
with dexaregodpwy in our passage. But when we consider the
great incompleteness and partial inaccuracy of the first half of
Acts, the possibility of explaining the establishment of the
Judaean churches even in a shorter period embracing some four
years, and the groundlessness of the view that 2 Cor. xii. 2 (see
on the passage) applies to the conversion of the apostle, these
arguments are too weak to make us substitute a conjecture for
an unantmously attested reading.

Ver. 2. 4é] continuing the narrative, with emphatic repeti-
tion of the same word, as in Rom. iii. 22; 1 Cor. ii. 6 ; Phil
ii. 8, et al. Klotz, ad Devar. p. 361 ; Baeumlein, Partik.
p. 97. — kara dmwoxarvrw] in conformity with a revelation
recesved. 'What an essential element for determining the bear-
ing of the whole narrative ! Hence dvé3. 6¢ «. am. is not paren-
thetical (Matthias). But what kind of amoxavyrs it was—
whether it was imparted to the apostle by means of an ecstasy
(Acts xxii. 17; 2 Cor. xii. 11f), or of a nocturnal appearance
(Acts xvi 9, xviil. 19, xxill. 11, xxvii. 23), or generally by a
prophetic vicion (so Ewald), or by a communication from the
Spirit (Acts xvi. 6, 7, xx. 22, 23), or in some other mode—
remains uncertain. According to Acts xv. 2, he was deputed
by the church of Antioch to Jerusalem; but with this statement
our xata dmoxdlvyrv does mnot conflict (as Baur and Zeller
maintain) : it simply specifies a circumstance having reference
to Paul himself individually, that had occurred either before
or after that resolution of the church, and was probably quite
unknown to Luke. Luke narrates the outward cause, Paul the
inward motive of the concurrent divine suggestion, which led to
this his journey; the two accounts together give us its historical
connection completely. Comp. Acts x., in which also a reve-
lation and the messengers of Cornelius combine in determining
Peter to go to Caesarea. The state of the case would have to be
conceived as similar, even if our journey were considered iden-
tical with that related Acts xi. xii, in which case xata amoxa-
v would apply not — possibly —to the prophesying of
Agabus, but likewise to a divine revelation imparted to Puul
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kamsclf. Hermann (de P. ep. ad Gal. trib. prim. capp. Lips. 1832,
also in his Opusc. V. p. 118 ff)), as before him Schrader, and
after him Dav. Schulz (de aliquot N. T. locor. lectione et interpr.
1833), have explained it: “ explicationis causa, 1.e. ut patefieret
inter ipsos, quae vera esset Jesu doctrina” No doubt xard
might express this relation: comp. Wesseling, ad Herod. ii.
151; Matthiae, p. 1359 ; Winer, p. 376 [E. T. 502]. But,
on the one hand, the account of Acts as to the occasion of our
journey does not at all require any explaining away of the
revelation (see above); and, on the other hand, it would by
no means be necessary, as Hermann considers that on our
interpretation it would, that xara 7iva dmoxadurw should
have been written, since Paul’s object is not to indicate some
sort of revelation which was not to be more precisely defined
by him, but to express the qualifying circumstance that he
had gone up not of his own impulse, but at the divine com-
mand, not d¢’ éavrod, but xara dmoxalwjrw, conformably to
revelation. Moreover, it is the only meaning consonant with
the aim of the apostle, who from the beginning of the epistle
has constantly in view his apostolic dignity, that here also, as
in i 12, 6, dwoxaX. should express a divine revelation (comp.
Eph il 3), as in fact the word is constantly used in the N.
T.in this higher sense: comp. i. 12. — dveféunv] I laid before
them, for cognisance and examination. Comp. Acts xxv. 14 ;
2 Mace. iii. 9, and Grimm thereon. Among Greek authors, in
Plutarch, Polyh., Diog. L., etc. — adrols] that is, the Christians
at Jerusalem, according to the well-known use of the pronoun
for the inhabitants of a previously named city or province;
Bernhardy, p. 288 ; Winer, p. 587 [E. T. 788]. The restric-
tion of the reference to the apostles (Chrysostom, Oecumenius,
Calvin, Koppe, Schott, Olshausen, and others), who are of
course not excluded, is, after els ‘Tepoodivua, even still more
arbitrary’ than the view which confines it to the presby-
terium of the church (Winer, Matthies). Reuss also (in the

11f abroi; applied to the apostles, there was no need for regarding (with
Chrysostom and others) xar’ izy 3i 7ois Joxoios as a more precise definition of
&vfipny airols ; for if so, Paul would have expressed himself in a way very
illogical and liable to misunderstanding, because zz7' Jizv ¥ would be without

meaning, if it was not intended to denote some act different from the general
&nfiuny abroi;.  Paul must have written simply &vefipny abrols x.7.2., dvifiun
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Tevue théol. 1859, p. 62 1) wrongly denies the consultation of
the church. — 7o edaryy. 6 knplocw év Tois é9v.] The main doc-
trine of which is that of justification by faith. Chrysostom aptly
remarks, 70 ywpls mwepitouss. The present tense denotes the
identity which was still conténuing at the time the epistle was
written (comp. 1. 16); év Tols éfvea: does not, however, mean
among the nations (Usteri), but that it was his gospel to the
Gentiles which Paul laid before the mother-church of Jewish
Christianity. Comp. Rom. xi. 13. — xat’ idiav 8¢ Tols Soxolo]
sc. aveBéuny 7o ebayy. § kmploow év Tois é0v.  But apart, that
is, in one or more separate conferences, fo those of repute.
On xav’ idlav, comp. Matt. xvil. 19; Mark iv. 34, ix. 28;
Valckenaer, ad Eur. Phoen. p. 439. 1t is, like the ¢8iz more
usual in the classical authors (Thue. i 132. 2, ii. 44. 2; Xen.
Mem. iil. 7. 4, Anab. v. 7. 18, vi. 2. 13; Ast, Lex. Plat. 1L
p. 88), the coutrast to xowj or Snuosia (comp. Mace. iv. 5).
Tois Soxodo singles out the aestumatos from the body of Chris-
tians at Jerusalem. This, however, is not meant to apply to
the esteemed members of the church generally (comp. dvdpas
ryovuévous év Tals ddengpols, Acts xv. 22), but (see on ver. 9)
to James the brother of Christ, Peter, and Jokn. The other
apostles who were still alive appear already to have ceased
from personal connection with the church at Jerusalem. Vv.
6, 7, 9 show, that it is not the anti-Pauline partisan adherents
of those three who are referred to (Grotius); and, indeed, it
would have been entirely opposed to his apostolic character
to lay his gospel specially before the Soxoio: in this semse.
Moreover, the designation of the three apostles as o Soxotvres
is not “an ironical side-glance” (Schwegler, I. p. 120), nor has

8t rois dox. This remark applies also against the view of Baur and Zeller, who,
although they allow that the language warrants our view, take the sense to be,
““1 set it forth to them, but only to those of highest repute in particular.” On
the contrary, if adreis applied to the apostles, the meaning, as the passage runs,
would have to be taken as Schott (comp. Olshausen) gives it: ‘‘ doctrinam . . .
apostolis omnibus exposui, privatim vero (uberius ac diligentius) iis, qui magni
acstumantur, apostolis auctoritate insignibus, Petro, Johanmi, Jacobo.” But
how improbable it is in itself, that Paul should have held such a separate con-
ference with a select few of the apostles, and should not have vouchsafed an
equally circumstantial and accurate exposition of his teaching to the whole of
the apostles as such! Apart, however, from this, the three Joxedvrss appear to
have beeu the only apostles present in Jerusalem at that tiwe.
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it proceeded from the irritation of a bitter feeling against those
who had habitually applied this expression to these apostles
(Cameron, Riickert, Schott, comp. Olshausen); but it is used
1n a purely historical sense: for an ironical designation at this
point, when Paul is about to relate his recognition on the part
of the earlier apostles, would be utterly devoid of tact, and
would not be at all consonant either to the point of wiew of
« colleague, which he constantly maintains in respect to the
other apostles, or to the humility with which he regards this
collegiate relation (1 Cor. xv. 8 ff). He has, however, pur-
poscly chosen this expression (“the authoritics”), because the
very matter at stake was his recognition. Homberg, Paulus,
and Matthies wrongly assert that Tols Soxolot means putanti-
bus, and that the sequel belongs to it, “ qui putadbant, num forte
w vanum currerem.” Vv. 5,6, 9 testify against this interpre-
tation; and the introduction of ¢oBeicfa: into the notion of
Soxetw is arbitrary, and cannot be supported by such passages as
Hom. 71 x. 97, 101 (see, on the contrary, Hartung, Partikell.
IL p. 138 f). Besides, it would have been inconsistent with
apostolic dignity to give such a private account to those who
were suspicious. In classical authors also of Soxodyres, with-
out anything added to define it, means those of repute, who
are much estcemed, nobiles. See Eur. Hee. 295, and thereon
Schaefer and Pflugk; Porphyr. de abstin. ii. 40, ef al.; Kypke,
IL p. 274 ; Dissen, ad Pind. Ol xiii. 56. Comp. also Clem.
Cor. 1. 57. Just so the Hebrew 3¢7.  See Gesenius, Zhes. 1.
p. 531 ; Buxtorf, Lex. Talm. p. 839 f Comp. Soxipuor, Plat.
Pol. x. p. 618 A; Herod. i 65; Blomfield, Gloss. in Aesch.
Pers. p. 109.—But why did Paul submit Lis gospel not merely
to the Christians in Jerusalem generally, but also specially to
the three apostles? By both means he desired to remove
every suspicion which might anywhere exist in the minds of
others (comp. Chrysostom), that he was labouring or had
laboured in vain; but how easy it is to understand that, for
this purpose, he had to address to the apostles a more thorough
and comprehensive statement, and to bring forward proofs,
experiences, explanations, deeper dialectic deductions, ete,'

! This was a case in which the principle beyond doubt applied, sopiay 2i
Amraiuey by oz wshuois, 1 Cor. 1. 6.
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which would have been unsuitable for the general body of
Christians, among whom nothing but the simple and popular
exposition was appropriate! Therefore Paul dealt with his
colleagues «ar’ (dlav. But we must not draw a distinction
as to matter between the public and the private discussion,
as Estius and others have dome: “publice ita contulit, ut
ostenderet gentes non debere circumcidi et servare legem

Mosis . . . privato autem et secreto colloquio cum apostolis
habito placuit ipsos quoque Judaeos ab observantia Mosaicae
legis . . . esse liberandos,” etc. In this way Paul would

have set forth only the half of Ais gospel to the mass of
the Christians there; and yet this half-measure, otherwise so
opposed to his character, would not have satisfied the Jewish-
Christian exclusiveness. Thiersch also (Kirche vm apost. Zeitalt.
p- 128) wrongly holds (comp. Lange, apost. Zeitalt. p. 100)
that the subject of the private discussion was Paul’s apostolic
dignity ; it was nothing else than 7o edayyéhiov w.7.\., and
only 4n so far his apostolic legitimacy. The object of the
private discussion was, in Winer's opinion: “ ut ne, si his (the
Soxoto) videretur P. castigandus, publica expostulatione ipsius
auctoritas infringeretur.” But this also is not in accordance
with the decided character of Paul; and if he had dreaded a
public expostulation, he would not have ventured first to set
forth his gospel publicly, because the apostles, in the event of
disapproval, would not have been able to withhold public con-
tradiction. The view that the private discussion with the
Soxobo preceded the general discussion with the church (so
Neander, p. 277; Lekebusch, Apostelgesch. p. 295), runs
counter to the account of our passage, which represents the
course of events as the converse. — prjmws €is kevov Tpéyw 7
&pauov] Taken by itself, ujrws may signify either lest possibly,
ne jforte, and thus express directly the design of the dveféumy
(so, following the Vulgate and the Greek Fathers, Erasmus,
Luther, and most expositors, including Winer, Fritzsche, Riick-
ert, Schott), or whether . . . not possibly, num forte (Usteri,
Hilgenfeld, Hofmann, Wieseler), thus indirectly 4nferrogative.
The former interpretation is decidedly to be rejected, because
the indicative aorist é8pauov does not suit it ; for, according to
the Greek use of the particles of design with the indicative aorist
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or imperfect (see on iv. 17), the dveféuny would not actually
have taken place; and besides this, we should have to assume
—without any ground for doing so in the context—that Tpéyw
and épauov are said ex aliorum judicio, and that tpéyw is sub-
Junctive, although by its connection with €8pauov it evidently
proclaims itself indicative. Hence ujmws must be rendered
num forte, and the reference of the num is supplied by the
idea, “ for consideration, for examination,” included in dveféuny
(Hartung, Partikell. 11 pp. 137,140). The passage is there-
fore to be explained: “ I laid before them my gospel to the
Gentiles, with a view to their instituting an investigation of the
question whether I am not possibly running or have run in vain.
The apostle kimself, on his own part, was in no uncertainty
about this question, for he had obtained his gospel from
revelation, and had already such rich experience to support
him, that he certainly did not fear the downfall of his previous
ministry (Holsten?); hence prjmws is by no means to be under-
stood, with Usteri and Hilgenfeld, also Buttmann, neut. G.
p. 303, and Holsten, as implying any uncertainty or appre-
hension of his own (én order o see, in order to be certain, whether).
But he wanted to obtain the judgment and declaration of the
church and the apostles (so, correctly, Wieseler); comp. Hofmann,
Schriftbew. 11. 2, p. 44 £, who, however, keil. Schr. N. T. L p. 86,
supplies only dve@éunv (without 7o evayy. x.r.\.) after . Soxodos,
thus making wimws k.7.\. the matter itself laid before them ; but
this would be at variance with the essential idea of laying
before them the gospel, of which Paul is speaking, for he does
not repeat dveféuny, and that alone. According to Hofmann,
the state of the case would amount to this, that Paul desired
to have the answer to the question p7mws .7\ from the Soxodae
only, and not also from the church,—a view which would
peither harmonize with the position of the latter (comp. Acts
xv. 22 f), nor would leave apparent in the text any object
for his submitting his gospel to the church at all. Observe,

1 Those who do not agree with this, fall into forced interpretations, as
Fritzsche, Opusc. p. 175 : *‘ne forte frustra etiam tum, quum epistolam ad
Galatas scrileret, apostolus laboraret, aut . . . ante iter jam laboravisset.”

2 Against Holsten's exaggeration Hilgenfeld (in his Zeitschr. 1860, p. 117 £)

has justly declared himself. The counter remarks of Holsten, z. v d. Petr.
w. Paul. p. 277, are immaterial.
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moreover, that the apostle does not say elmws (whather possibily) ;
but, with the delicate tact of one who modestly and confidently
submits himself to the judgment of the church and the apostles,
while hostile doubts as to the salutary character of his labours
are by no means unknown to him, he writes urmws, whether

. not posstbly (iv. 11; 1 Thess. iii. 5), that is, in the posi-
tive sense, whether perhaps! In no case has the apostle in
pimws k.7 expressed the intention of procuring for hvmself
a conviction of the correctness of his teaching? — eis kevov]
an cassum. See Jacobs ad Anthol. VII. p. 328. Comp. the
passages from Josephus in Kypke ; from the LXX,, Isa. 1xv. 23
et al.; from the N. T, 2 Cor. vi. 1, Phil. ii. 16, 1 Thess.
iii. 5. Comp. also the use of els xowwév, eis raipov, els kalov,
and the like, in Bernhardy, p. 221. Paul conceives his run-
ning as vain, that is, not attaining the saving result aimed
at? if his gospel is not the right and true one. — Tpéyw] a
figurative expression, derived from the running in the stadiwm,
for earnestly striving activity—in this case, official activity, as
in Phil. ii. 16, 2 Tim. iv. 7; in other passages, Christian
activity in general, as 1 Cor. ix. 24 £, Gal v. 7, Heb. xii. 1.
Comp. Rom. ix. 16. The present indicative transfers us into
the present time of the dveféuny, from which édpauor then
looks back into the past. A clear and vivid representation.
As to the indicative generally with the indirect interrogative
w1, whether not, see Bernhardy, p. 397 ; Hermann, ad Viger.
p. 810 ; also Ellendt, Lex. Soph. II. p. 104.

! In pizws x..x., let us conceive to ourselves the moment when the apostle
has laid his gospel before those assembled, and then says as it were, *Here you
have my gospel to the Gentiles ; by it you may now judge whether I am perhaps
labouring in vain, or—if from the present I look back upon the past—=have so
laboured!” The supposition of érony (Marcker in the Stud. u. Krit. 1866, p. 537)
is not warrantable amidst the gravity of the whole surrounding circumstances.

2 Winer (p. 470) justly lays stress upon this in opposition to Fritzsche, but
is of opinion (with de Wette) that Paul desired to obviate the frustration involved
in phzws ».+.A., by inducing the assent of the apostles to his gospel, ‘‘because
without this assent and recognition the Christians who had been converted
by him would have remained out of communion with the others™ (de Wette).
But this latter idea is unnecessarily introduced; and even in the event of
non-recognition, Paul, looking to his direct calling and the revelation he hal
received, could not have regarded it as involving the result of his labour being
in vain,

3 Comp. the classical dvéinra woreiv, Plat. Rep. p. 486 O
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Nofe.—Acts xv. 4, 12 must not be adduced as proof either for
or against (Fritzsche, Wieseler, and others) the identity of our
Journey with that of Acts xv, The two facts—that related in
Acts xv. 4, 12, and that expressed by dvebéum x.r.A in Gal. ii. 2
—are two dyfferent actions, both of which took place at that
visit of the apostle to Jerusalem, although what is stated in
our passage was foreign to the historical connection in Acts
xv., and therefore is not recorded there. The book of Acts
relates only the transactions conducive to his object, in which
LPaul took part as deputy from the church at Antioch. What
he did besides in the personal interest of his apostolic validity
and ministry,—namely, his laying his gospel as well before the
church (not to be identified with the assembly of the council)
as before the doxsivrec also separately,—forms the subject of
his narrative in Gal. ii,, which is related to that in the Acts,
not as excluding it and thereby impugning its historical
character, but as supplementing it (contrary to the view of
Baur, Schwegler, Zeller, Hilgenfeld). Comp. on Acts xv.
19 f. As to the non-mention of the apostolic decree, see
Introd. § 3.

Ver. 3. Observe, that Paul does not pass on to the result of
his discussions with the 8oxofor until ver. 6, and consequently
it is ver. 6 ff. which corresponds to the xar' idiav 8¢ oxoias
in ver. 2; so that vv. 3-5 have reference to the result of
the laying his gospel to the Gentiles before the Christians in
Jerusalem generally, and correspond with the first part of ver.
2 (aveBéuny avrols 70 elaryy. & xnp. év 7. &0v.). — But so little
had that exposition of my gospel to the church at Jerusalem
a result counteracting it and implying the els xevov Tpéyw 7
&Spapov, that, on the contrary, not even Tutus, etc. Thus dAN
ovdé (comp. Luke xxiii. 15; Acts xix. 2) introduces a fact
which—in contrast to the idea of “running in vain,” which
had just been brought forward as the point for inquiry in
that exposition of his gospel-—serves as the surest palpable
proof how triumphantly the Gentile gospel of the apostle
(which rejected the necessity of circumcision for the Hellenes)
maintained its ground then before the church of Jerusalem,
and how very far people were from ascribing to the apostle a
running, or having run, in vain. For otherwise it would have
been absurd, if the church had not pleaded for, and carried
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out, the circumcision at least of Titus! “ But not even this
was done, to say nothing of its being a duty of the church
to reject my gospel which was altogether opposed to the cir-
cumeision of Gentiles, and to decide that I els xevor Tpéyw
7 ¢8papov!” This line of argument involves a syllogism, of
which aAN o08¢ . . . weprrunbivas is the minor. — "EXnw
av] Although a Hellene, a Gentile* We have no further de-
tails as to his descent. — 7varyxdafn] ¥From vv. 4, 5 it follows
that, on the part of certain Christians at Jerusalem (not of the
apostles also, who are not referred to until ver. 6, where the
kat (8lay 8¢ Tols ox. is resumed), the circumcision of Titus
had been wurged, but had not been complied with on the
part of Paul, Barnabas, and Titus, and this resistance was
respected by the church;® hence the otk jvayrdsbn mepirun-
Onvau, there was not imposed on him the necessity of submitting
to be circumcised. Most expositors, however, adopt the common
opinion that ovde . . . 7vayrdafn meper. implies that the
circumcision of Titus had not been demanded, which is adduced
by Paul as a proof of his agreement with the apostles. See
Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, Oecumenius, and many
others, including Winer, Usteri, Matthies, Schott, de Wette,
Hofmann. This view is decisively set aside by the sequel (see
on ver. 4), apart from the fact that here the relation to the
apostles is not yet under discussion. Moreover, if the circum-
cision of Titus had not been demanded, there would have been
no occasion for the expression Avaykacfy. Certain individuals
in the church, no doubt instigated by the false brethren (ver.
4), had really come forward with the demand that Titus
must submit to be circumcised. Comp. the subsequent case

1 The latter, as associated with the apostle in teaching, must, in his uncir-
cumcised Gentile condition, have been specially offensive to those who had
Judaistic views.

2 This ““ although a Hcllene” refers to & sb» imei. Paul is conscious of the
boldness, nay, of the defiance (comp. Jerome on ver. 1, ‘ qusus sit '), which was
involved in bringing the Hellene with him to the council at Jerusalemn, the seat
of Judaism. In the sense of my official colleague (Reiche, Wieseler), the simple
¢ oby iuof is not in harmony with the context.

3 For the svayrdody mpruadive, it it had occurred, could only have occurred
through the chnrch—and indeed possibly even the apostolic college (as the
Tiibingen erilicism asscrts)—joining in the demand made on Titus, and adopting
it as their own.
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of Timothy, who under different circumstances was circum-
cised by Paul himself (Acts xvi. 3). To look upon the false
brethren themselves as those who demanded the circumcision
of Titus (Bleek, Wieseler, and others) does not suit ver. 4,
in which they appear only as the more remote cause of the
demand ; they kept in the background.}

Note—An inconsistency with Acts xv., in which the argu-
ment and decision are against the necessity of circumcision,
would only emerge in ver. 3, if the matter in question here
had been the principal transactions of the council itself, and if
those who required the circumcision of Titus had been the
apostles (or had at least included the apostles), as Fritzsche,
Baur, Hilgenfeld, Holsten, and others assume. Bub as neither
of these is the case, and as, indeed, it does not even follow from
our passage that the apostles had so much as merely advised
the circumcision of Titus (Wieseler’s earlier opinion, which he
has now rightly abandoned), this passage cannot furnish argu-
ments either against the identity of the journey Gal. ii. with
that of Acts xv. (Fritzsche, p. 224), or against the historical
character of Acts xv (Baur and his followers).

Ver. 4f The motive, why the demand of circumecision made
as to Titus was not complied with by Paul, Barnabas, and
Titus (comp. eifaper, ver. 5). It was refused on account of the
Jalse brethren, to whom concession would otherwise have been
made in a way conducive to their designs against Christian
freedom. — 8ua 8¢ ToUs mapeiadrTovs revdadérdous] sc. odx
Hvayxdatln mwepitpunbivair® These words, however, are not, pro-
perly speaking, to be supplied ; in Sz 8é 7. . 4. they receive
their more precise definition, made specially prominent by &,
autem : on account, however, of the fulse brethren. Though Paul
might have subjoined this immediately without &, he inserts
the 6¢ not superfluously (Jerome, Theodoret, Theophylact), but
on account of the important bearing of the matter on his argu-

1 Holsten wrongly reverses the relation, when he holds that behind the false
brethren Paul saw the Christians of Jerusalem and the Joxsivees.

2 To supply merely #sayxioln weprp. without obx (Koppe), 50 that dayxdstn
is to be understood in the altered sense, ‘‘ But on account of the false brethren,
it was insisted on in his case,” is entirely inadmissible, both on account of this
very diversity of sense, and also because in ver. 3 the negation is essential and
indeed the chief point.
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ment. The case is similar when a more precise definition is
made prominent by &, the same word being repeated, as in
ver. 2. So, in substance, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Augustine,
Camerarius, Erasmus, Castalio, Piscator, Bos, Calovius, Estius,
Bengel, and others; more recently, Schott, Fritzsche, Baum-
garten-Crusius, de Wette, Ellicott, Reithmayr; also Matthies,
who, however, so explains the passage that we should rather
expect it to run, &id 8¢ TAY wapeodrTwy Yrevdadirgwr. On
&é Bengel justly remarks, “declarat et intendit,” as in fact &
is often used by classical authors for giving prominence to an
explanatory addition in which the previous verb is of course
again understood (Klotz, ad Devar. p. 359). As to the matter
itself, observe how Paul under other circumstances, where there
was no dogmatic requirement of opponents brought into play,
could bring himself to allow circumcision; see Acts xvi. 3.
Consequently after ver. 3 a comma only is to be placed, not
a full stop, or even a colon (Lachmann, Tischendorf). Others,
as Zachariae, Storr, Borger, Flatt, Hermann, Matthias, supply
avéBnv, which, however, after ver. 3, could not possibly occur
to the mind of a reader! Rinck, Zucubr. crit. p. 1701 (so
previously Grotius, and recently Wieseler), assumes an ana-
coluthon,—that odx eifapev was intended to follow on Sua 8¢
ToUs wapeicdkT. Yrevdadérg., but that Paul had been led off by
the long parenthesis and had then added ols. Buttmann,
neut. Gr. p. 329 £, leaves the choice to be made between this
view and ours. But if Paul had intended to write, on account
of the false brethren we have not yielded, he would not in doing
so have represented the false brethren as those to whom he
had not yielded ; by using ols he would thus have altered® the
sense of what he had begun to say, and would simply have
occasioned perplexity by the mixture of on account of and to

1 Qlshausen takes a similar but still more harsh and arbitrary view, that the
idea in Paul's mind was, ‘I went indeed up to Jerusalem, in order to lay my
gospel before the apostles (?) for examination; on account of these, however, it
was really not at all necessary . . . but, on accouunt of the false brethren, 1
found myself induced to take steps.” In the ardour of his language, Paul had
allowed himself to be diverted from the construction he had begun; and de-
scribed instead the nature of the false teachers.

2 Wieseler seeks to avoid this by taking diz 31 meds wepus. Jeudad. as equiva-
lent to rav 3 Niud«BiAPwy xiAsvivTay TouTo : with their demand Paul had not ex-
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whom. But there is no need to resort at all to an anacoluthon
when, as here, what immediately precedes presents itself to
complete the sense. This remark holds good also against
Winer, p. 529 [E. T. 711], who (comp. Hilgenfeld) assumes that
Paul mixed up the two thoughts: “ We did not have Titus cir-
cumcised on account of the false brethren;” and, “ I might
nowise yield to the false brethren.” Hofmann (comp. his
Schriftbew. I1. 2, p. 46) also produces an unnecessary ana-
coluthic derangement of the sentence, by supposing that a
new sentence begins with 8id 8¢ wapetodrr. Yrevd, but that
the relative definition oiTwes x.7.\. does not allow it to be
completed ; that, in fact, this completion does not take place at
all, but with ver. 6 a new period is begun, attached to what
immediately precedes. Following the example of Tertullian,
¢. Marc. v. 8, Ambrose, Pelagius, and Primasius (opposed by
Jerome), Riickert, who is followed by Elwert, supplements
the passage as follows: “ But on account of the false brethren
I withal allowed Titus to be circumcised” (consequently wepier-
u76n).  According to his view, this is the course of thought in
the passage: “ Even Titus was at that time not forced to be
circumcised ; there was not, and could not be, any question of
compulsion ; but because I saw that there were false brethren,
whose sole endeavour was to discover a vulnerable point in
us, I considered it advisable to give them no occasion (?), and
had Titus circumecised Nevertheless, to yield out of obedience to
them, and to acknowledge a necessity in respect to all Gentiles,
never occwrted to me for a moment,” etc. Against this view
it may be decisively urged, first, that in ver. 3 the emphasis
is laid on T¢ros and not on prayrdsfn, and in ver. 5 on mpos
dpav and not on 77 vmotayy; sccondly, that the idea of “ac-
knowledging a mecessity in respect to all Gentile Christians”

hibited comyplisnce. But 3é means nothing else than on account of, that is,
according to the context, with r¢ference to them (comp. Acts xvi. 3), namely,
because they lurked in the background in the matter, and it was inexpedient to
take account of their designs or to give them any free scope. Also in Heb. ii.
10, vi. 7, John vi. 57, 3:¢ with the accus. is simply on account of, and has to
reccive its more precise meaning from the context. In the passages quoted by
Wicseler (Xen. Cyr. v. 2. 35, and Plut. Camn. 35), ¥d, according to the well-
known Greek usage, is * for the sake of,” that is, throvyh wnerit or throuyh fault
of any one.
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is not even hinted at by any word of Paul; and thirdly, the
general consideration that a point so important and so debate-
able as the (alleged) permission of the circumcision of Titus
would have been, would have needed, especially before the
Galatians (comp. v. 2), a very different elucidation and vindi-
cation from one so enigmatically involved, in which the chief
ideas could only be read between the lines. But such a
compliance itself shown towards jfalse brethren,—mot for the
sake, possibly, of some weak brethren, who are imported
into the case by Elwert, nor on account of the Jews, as in
the circumcision of Timothy (Acts xvi. 3),—would have
been quite unprincipled and wrong. Very near to the in-
terpretation of Riickert comes that of Reiche, who places
the (supposed) circumcision of Titus not at the time then
being and at Jerusalem, but at an earlier period, at which it
took place either in Antioch or elsewhere: “.Af wero . . .
ut rem aliam hic interponam, vv. 3—6 (nam ver. 6 oratio ad
apostolos redit), Titi nimirum circumecisionem, quam quis
forte modo dictis ver. 2 opponat, quasi apostolorum alio-
rumve auctoritate vel jussu fecerim, aut ipse circumcisionem
legisque observationem necessariam duxerim 6 f. parum mihi
constans, sufficiat monuisse :—nec Titus ille comes meus et ad-
Jutor, Graecus natus, minime est coactus circumcids a me vel a
quocunque ; propter falsos autem fratres, qui tum nos specula-
bantur, quomodo immunitate a lege Mos. a Christo nobis parta
uteremur, eo consilio, u¢ denuo nos sub legis servitium redigerent
. . . propter hos dico Titus ritum hunc externum . . . suscepit
volens, ut istis calumniandi nocendique ansa et materies prae-
ripiatur,” etc. But against this view may be urged partly the
arguments already used against Riickert, and in addition the
arbitrary procedure involved in shifting vv. 3—6 to an earlier
time ; although Tiros 0 adv éuol, evidently referring back to
cvumaparaBwv ral Tirov in ver. 1, precludes our taking this
event out of the course of the mnarrative begun in ver. 1.
Moreover, mepietpurfin as supplied by Reiche cannot be invested
with the sense “liber ¢t wvolens circumcisionem suscepit,’—a
sense which, for the very sake of the contrast, since the
cmphagsis lies on liber ef wolens, would need to be expressed
(by é0eNovryv mepieTuaifn or the like). Lastly. an un-Pauline
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compliance' would be the result of ¢he sense which would
follow from the omission of ols ov8é in ver. 5 (see the critical
notes) : “ But on account of the false brethren . . . I gave way
momentarily and caused Titus to be circumcised,” to which
also the sentence of purpose which follows, va % a\jfea
k1., would be utterly unsuitable; for, according to the point
of vicw of our epistle, the “truth of the gospel” could only
continue with the Galatians if such a compliance did not
take place. — mapeiadrrouvs) subintroductos (Vulgate), brought
in by the side, that is, privily and illegitimately,—namely, into
the association of Christian brotherhood, of which they are not
at all true members. See the note after ver. 5. The word
does not occur elsewhere in ancient authors (Prol. Sir. in
Biel, IIL p. 43, and Schleusner, IV. p. 228, wpéroyos wapei-
cakTos adniov); but it must have been employed on several
occasions, as wapelgarxTov is quoted by Hesychius, Photius,
Suidas, and wapeicaxrous by Zonaras, being explained by
a\AéTpiov and arhorpiovs. The word has also been preserved
as a name (by-name) in Strabo, xvii. 1, p. 794, IlapeicaxTos
émucanfels IItorepaios. The verb mapesdyw is very current
in later authors (Plut. Mor. p. 328 D; Polyb. ii. 7. 8, vi. 56.
12; Diod. xii. 41; 2 Pet. ii. 1). Comp. mapeicédvoay, Jude
4. — ~jrevdadérgous] as in 2 Cor. xi. 26, persons who were
Christians indeed, but were not so according to the true nature
of Christianity—from the apostle’s standpoint, anti-Pauline,
Judaizing reactionaries against Christian freedom. The article
points out that these people were historically known to the
readers, Acts xv. 1, 5. — olrwes x.T\.] quippe qui, contains
the explanation as to the dangerous character of these persons,
by which the &z 8¢ 7. . yr is justified. — mapeiciirbor]
Comp. Lucian, Asin. 15, e Avkos mapeiocénos; Polyb. ii.
55. 3. The idea of being smuggled in (which is denied by
Hofmann) is here accordant with the context, and indicated

1 Reiche seeks to evade this by thus explaining ver. 5 : *‘ quibus, quanquam
prudentiae fuerit, propter eos Titum circumcidere, attamen ceterum, in rebus ad
fidem libertatemque Christianam fere facientibus, ne paulisper quidem cessimus
iis obtemperantes.” We should thus have in ver. 5 a saving clause, the most
essential point of which (*‘ceterum, in rebus,” ete.) would have to be mentally
supplicd,
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purposcly by the twice-rcpeated mapers. Comp. gemerally
on Rom. v. 20, and see Chrysostom on our passage. — xata-
aromfioar] in order to spy out, hostilely to reconnoitre, to watch.
Comp. Josh. ii. 2,3 ; 2 Sam. x. 3; 1 Chron. xix. 3; Eur. Hel.
1623 ; Polyb. x. 2; also xardakomos, ¢ spy. — #v &xopev év
Xpiord 'Inc.] a more precise definition of the preceding
nuow. Comp. Eph. ii. 4 et «l. This freedom is, as may be
gathered from the entire context, nothing else than the free-
dom from Mosaism (Rom. x. 4) through justification by faith.
Comp. iii. 13, v. 1. Matthies introduces also the Chris-
tian life, but without warrant; the spying of the pseudo-
Christians was directed to the point, whether and to what
extent the Christians did not conform to the enactments of
the Mosaic law. 'Evr Xptord implies as its basis the solemn
idea of the év Xpiord €lvar (v. 6; 2 Cor. v. 21; Eph. iii. 6,
et al. Comp. Eph. i 7, iii. 12). Hence: in Christ, as our
element of life by means of faith (comp. 2 Cor. iii. 17), as
Christians. — a 7nuas xaradovlwoovaw'] is the dangerous
design which they had in view in their katacromijoar. ‘Hpuas
applies, as before, to the Christians as such, not merely to
Paul and Titus (Winer, de Wette), or to Paul and the Gentile
Christians (Baur) ; for it must be the wider category of those
to whom, as the genus, the dueis in ver. 5 belong as the
species. We must also notice Siauelvp in ver. 5, which is

1 The Recepta, defended by Reiche, is zeredovidewyrar. But B** F G, 17, Dam.,
have xaradovrdowsy; and A B*CD E N, min., xzradevrariwery (so Lachmann,
Scholz, Tischendorf). The middle (to which, moreover, Lucian, Soloec. 12,
assigns an unfounded difference from the active) is aceordingly abandoned unani-
mously by the best mss., and is the more readily to be given up, because in this
case the versions cannot come into consideration, and consequently the import-
ance of the Mss. is all the greater. The middie being most familiar from the
LXX. (Gen. xlvii. 21 ; Ex. i. 14, vi. 5; Lev. xv. 46 ; Ezek. xxix. 18 ; the active,
only in Jer. xv. 14, xvii. 4; the Apoerypha has the middle only), intruded itself
unsought. This much in opposition to Reiche, who derives the active from
2 Cor. xi. 20. Further, as xar«dsvrsrove has the great preponderance of testi-
mony, and was very easily liable to the alteration into the subjunctive usual after
vz, it is to be adopted (with Usteri, Schott, Wieseler, Hofmann), but is not to
be considered (with Fritzsche) as a corruption of the subjunctive. The Recepta
xaredowrdrwvrar, which K and most of the later Mss. have, shows that the
change into the subjunctive must have been very prevalent at an early date.
Nevertheless L and one min. have xaradwAdsorras, which must have sprung
from the original xaradovrswovas.

¥
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correlative to the €youev in ver. 4. The future after Wa in-
dicates, that the false brethren expected their success to be
certaln and enduring.  See Matthiae, p. 1186 ; Klotz, ad
Devar. p. 683; Rost, ad Duncan. Lex. p. 870. In classical
authors we find only émws, d¢pa, and usj thus construed, and
not wa, as Brunck, ad Eur. Bacch. 1380, supposed (Klotz, ad
Devar. p. 629), but in the Hellenists and Fathers &a also.
Comp. Winer, p. 271 [E. T. 361]; Buttmann, neut. G». p. 202.
Kata strengthens the idea of the simple verb: to make us wholly
slaves (of Mosaism), 0 enslave us. Comp. 2 Cor. xi. 20; Plat.
Pol. i p. 315 B, dovrhotclar adikws xai xatadedovdabas:
Thue. 1ii. 70. 2, and Duker in loc. The mode in which the
apostle looks at these people does not confound the result with
the intention (de Wette); it represents the latter correctly
according to the fact (they desire to bind the Christians to the
law), but in the form which it assumed from the Pauline point
of view. Comp. vi 12f

Ver. 5. Connection :— On account of the false brethren,
however, Titus was not compelled to be circumecised; ¢o
vhese we did not yield even for an howr. Had we consented
to the suggestion, which was made to us by Christians at
Jerusalem (see on ver. 3), at least to circumecise Titus, we
should have thereby yielded to the false brethren standing in
the background, who declared the circumcision of Gentile
Christians to be necessary ; but this did not at all take place.”!
— ois] in the sense of 7Tovrows yap. See Stallbaum, ad Phal.
p- 195 £ ; Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. 1. 1. 64 ; Ellendt, Lex. Soph.
IL p. 371. — mpos dpav] not even for an hour, indicating a
very short duration of time. Comp. 2 Cor. vii. 8; Philem.
15; John v. 35; 1 Thess. il 17; also wpos piav pomny,
Wisd. xviil. 12; mpos é\iyov, mpos Bpayy, and the like. —
elfapev] namely, I and Barnabas and Titus. — 77 vmorays]
belongs not to OSwapeivy (Matthias), an inverted arrangement
which would be without motive, but to elfauev, beside which it
stands : “through the obedience claimed by the false brethren,”
that is, by rendering to them the obedience which they desired.
On the matter itself, see Acts xv. 1, 5. Matthies regards 773

1 Paul was therefore by no means *‘ nearly compelled to have Titus circum-
cised ” (Hilgenfeld in Lis Zeitschr. 1860, p. 121).
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Umotayf as an appositional explanation of ofs (as to this usage,
see Fritzsche, Diss. vn 2 Cor. II. p. 135 f). But the yield-
ing takes place not to the obedience, but to the demand (17
évrons}). Fritzsche correctly takes it in an ablative sense, but
explains, “eo obsequio praestito, quod apostols postularent”
But in combination with ols . . . elfaper, and with {a Juas
xarabovh. preceding, it would not occur to the reader to
think of anything else than the obedience claimed by the
Jrevdaberpor.  Besides, it was not the apostles at all who
demanded the circumcision of Titus, but (see on ver. 3) Chris-
tians at Jerusalem, acting on the instigation of the yrevéderdor,
so that these latter would have been obeyed by the circumci-
sion in question. Comp. the state of matters at Acts xxi. 21.
Holsten, without any indication of support in the context,
interprets : “ by the subordination to the Soxoivres, which had
been demanded by the false brethren.” Lastly, Hermann
(who is followed by Bretschneider), entirely in opposition to
the context, explains it, “ quibus ne horae quidem spatium
Jesu obsequio segnior ful” — Ha 79 dhjfea k1 N] Object of
this non-compliance at that time, which, although in the
nature of the case it concerned Pauline Christians generally, is
represented concretely as referring to the Galatians: “in order
that the truth of the gospel may abide with yow ; in order that
by our conduct the principle of Christian freedom should not
be shaken, and ye should not be induced to deviate from the
truth, which forms the subject-matter of the gospel (ver. 14 ;
Col. i. 5), by mixing it up with Mosaism” (comp. érepov edary-
ryéhtov, 1. 6). A purpose, therefore—and this the readers were
intended to feel—to which their present apostasy entirely ran
counter | — mpos vuds] as mpos adTov, i. 18, comp. 1 Cor. xvi.
7; here also it is not the with of simple rest, but expresses
the relation of an active bearing on life; Bernhardy, p. 265.
Besides, Paul might justly say mpos vuds, as the Galatians
were for the most part Gentile Christians, and in that opposi-
tion to the false brethren it was the freedom of the Gentile
Christians which he sought to maintain. The Juds indivi-
dualizes the readers of the letter (iii. 26, iv. 6; Col. 1. 25;
Eph, iii. 2, and frequently). The reference to the yet wun-
converted Gentiles, whom the truth of the gospel had still to
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reach (mpos uds), as suggested by Hofmann! is in completo
opposition to the text. — Siauelvy] permancret ; denoting the
abiding continuance. The truth which they have received
was not again to be lost. Heb.i 11; 2 Pet, iil. 4; Luke
xxii. 8; and frequently in Greek authors.

Note—As by the Jevddéerpor (vv. 4, 5) cannot be meant the
Judaizers at work among the Galatians (which is assumed by
Fritzsche entirely in opposition to the connection), but only
the same persons mentioned in Acts xv. 1, 5; they cannot be
described as false brethren in relation to any one particular
church (e.g. to the church of Antioch, into which they had crept
Jrom Jerusalem, as Baur and Reiche think). On the contrary,
the general form of their antagonism, vv. 4, 5, as well as the
further account in vv. 7-10, and the whole argument of the
epistle, admit only of one point of view,—that the apostle, out
of the certainty of the arzdei o5 edayyenion, styles them false
brethren in relation to Christianity gemerally, of which they
had, as regards their Judaizing character and action looked at
from a Pauline standpoint, falsely pretended to be professors.
This does not in itself exclude the fact that they had come
from Jerusalem to Antioch (Aects xv. 1).. The inflexible op-
position offered to them by the apostle in Jerusalem doubtless
contributed much to the bringing about of the apostolic decree.
Comp. Mircker, Le. p. 539.

Ver. 6. Paul having described in vv. 3-5 the momentous re-
sult of his relations towards the Christians in Jerusalem (adrois,
ver. 2), now passes on (corresponding to the xar’ i8iav 8¢ Tois
Soxodat, ver. 2) to his relations towards the apostles, explaining
that the same result had then followed his discussions with
them. — The construction is anacoluthic. For when the apostle
wrote amo 8¢ Tav doxovvtwr elval i, he had it in view subse-
quently to finish his sentence with o08év &laBov, oddév éBi-
8axBnv, or something of that kind; but by the intervening
remarks omoiol wote . . . hapSBaver he was completely diverted
from the plan which he had begun, so that now the thought
which floated before his mind in dmwo 8¢ Tdv Sorolvrwy elvai
7¢ is no longer brought into connection with these words, but
is annexed in the form of a ground (yap) to wpocwmor Oeos
avBpwmov ob AouBdver; and this altered chain of thought

t Comp. Windischmann,
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occasions éuol to be now placed emphatically at the berin-
ning. Properly speaking, therefore, we have here a parenthesis
beginning with omolos, which, without any formal conclusion,
carries us back again by éuol wap x.7A to the main thought,
leaving the words dmo 8¢ Tév SoxoUvrwy elval Tu entirely un-
connected, and merely pointing back by means of o/ Soxodves,
as by a guide-post, to that abandoned commencement of the
sentence. For it is only in substance, and not in form, that the
parenthesis is concluded with AapBdver. Comp. Rom. v. 12 ff;
Eph. ii. 1ff. An anacoluthon is also assumed by Erasmus,
Luther, Calvin, Piscator, Cornelius a Lapide, Grotius, Estius,
Morus, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Winer, Usteri, Matthies, Schott,
Baumgarten - Crusius, de Wette, Hilgenfeld, and others; so
that—according to the usual view (Wieseler takes the correct
one)—with éuoi yap «.7.A. Paul again takes up the thread of
the discourse which had broken off with amé 8¢ Soxovvrawv
eivai T, and merely continues it actively instead of passively
(Winer, p. 529 [E. T. 711]). But this is opposed both by
énoi, which logically would not be in its proper place at the
head of the resumed sentence, and also by yap, which does not
correspond to the mere inguam (odv, 8¢) after parentheses, but
in the passages concerned (also Rom. xv. 27; 1 Cor. ix. 19)
is to be taken as explaining or assigning a reason. Hermann
makes out an aposiopesis, so that quid metuerem? has to be
supplied after dmo . . . eival 7e.! But this is not suggested
by the context, nor is it permitted by the tranquil flow
of the discourse, in which no such emotion as warrants an
aposiopests is discoverable. Fritzsche supplies the very same
thing which in ver. 4 was to be supplied after yrev8adéxovs,
making Paul say, “a viris autem (nempe), qui auctoritate vale-
rent [circumecisionis necessitatem sibi imponi non sivit]” But
however easy and natural this supplement was in ver. 4 after
Jrevbadérous, because it was suggested as a matter of course
by the words immediately preceding, in the present case it
appears both harsh and involved, as the whole body of ideas in
vv. 4, 5 intervenes and hinders the reader from going back to
that supplement. And how abrupt would be the position of the

! Comp. Dav. Schulz, who believes that quidnam tandem adversus me actuni
eal 7 is suppressed.
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following omofor k7.1 Lastly, the (erroneous) idea, that the
apostles had demanded the circumcision of Titus, is thus vio-
lently imported into the text. Holsten’s involved construction
(2. Evang. d. Paul. w. Pctr. p. 273 f)—according to which dmd
8¢ 7éw ox. kT is to be carried on to ver. 9 in conformity
with the notion of Sefias NauBdvew dmé—is shown by éuol
vap x.7\, where the Soxodvres already reappear, to be an im-
possible solution of the anacoluthon, which even thus is not
avoided. The passage is explained without supposing either
supplement or anacoluthon:—1. Most simply, and without
violence to the language, by Burk, in the Stud. w. Krit. 1865,
p- 7534 ff,, making elvai v belong to od8év por Siagpéper: «“ That
on the part of those in authority (by their recognition) I am
something (namely, as respects my outward position), I reckon
of no value.” But, in reality, Paul attached to his recognition
by the original apostles the true and great value which it ne-
cessarily had for him in confronting his opponents ; and hence
he very carefully relates it in ver. 7. This interpretation
therefore runs counter to the context. Comp. also, against it,
Mircker in Stud. u. Krit. 1866, p. 532 ff. 2. Just as little
allowable is it (with Mércker) to connect dmo 8¢ 7. Sox. & 7. with
the words preceding, « but certainly (this enduring confirmation
of Christian freedom was only possible) through the authority of
the Sokodvres elval 7.” But to the signification of dwd, from
the side of, a sense would thus be arbitrarily ascribed, which
is not justified by passages such as Matt. xvi. 21, and must
have been expressed by some such explanatory addition as in
Acts ii. 22. It was impossible also for Paul—above all in
this epistle—to conceive the maintenance of the truth of his
Gentile gospel as conditional on the authority of the original
apostles. Lastly, instead of the sentence which next follows
asyndetically (omoior #.7.\.), we should expect an emphasized
antithesis (such as dAN ¢moior k.7.\.). 3. The Greek Fathers,
Castalio, Calovius, Zachariae, Bolten, Borger, and others, inter-
pret the passage, “ But as regards those of repute, it is one and
the same thing to me,” etc., by which, however, dwo is quite in
violation of language interchanged with mepi. So also Riickert,'

1 Comp. Olshausen, who, however, assumes that in using &= Paul had at
first some other phrase in his mind, but that he afterwards inexactly followed it
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who at the same time wishes to preserve for dmo its due
signification (“ on the part of any one, it makes no difference
to me; that is, what concerns him, is quite indifferent to me™),
without authority, however, from any actual linguistic usage.
4. Following Homberg, Ewald understands it as if it stood év
8¢ SorolvTwy . . . olbév Biadépw, “ But compared with those who
etc., however high they once stood, I am in nothing <nferior.”
5. Hofmann (comp. above, against Holsten) brings dmo 8¢ Taw
Soxobvtwy €lval Ti (dmo, from the side of) into regimen with
ver. 9, and in such a manner that the three Soxoivtes oriNos
elvar in ver. 9 are supposed to form the subject of the period
beginning with dmoé «.7.A. in ver. 6 ; but this mode of construc-
tion is decisively condemned by its very inherent monstrosity,
with its parentheses inserted one within another; and besides
this, the repetition of oi Soxolvres in ver. 6 would be entirely
without aim and simply perplexing, if the continuation of the
construction as regards amd 8. 7. 8. e. 7. were still to follow, as
is supposed by Hofmann. Nevertheless, Laurent, neut. Stud.
p. 29 £, has agreed with the latter, but has at the same time
arbitrarily removed from the disjointed construction omofos . . .
TovvavTior as a marginal note of the apostle,—another make-
shift, whereby éA\Aa Todvavtiov, so violently dealt with by Hof-
mann, finds the connection with {3évres, which it evidently has
(see below), dissevered. — On doxely elvai T, which may mean
either o reckon omesclf to be something great, or to be estecmed
great by others (so here), see Wetstein. Comp. Plat. Buthyd. p.
303 C, tav moM\@v avfpamwy kal OV ceuvdv 8 kai SoxolvTwy
7L €lvar 008év Juiv wéer. The same persons are meant who
are referred to in ver. 2 by Tols Soxovor. But the addition of T
evar, and the omolor x.7.\. which follows, betray here a certain
irritation in reference to the opponents, who would not con-
cede to Paul an estimation equal to that given to the original
apostles, as if elval 7¢ belonged pre-eminenily to the latter. —
omoiol mote foav] Now come the parenthetical remarks, on
account of which Paul leaves his dmo 6¢ Tdv Sok. elval T¢
standing alone, but which he introduces, lest the high esti-
mation of those apostles—which in itself, according to the

up with o034 gos Jiz@ips.  In all essential points Matthias agrees with Riickert,
&3 does also Reithmayr, who improperly compares Xen. Cyr. iv. 1. 4,
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real (and by him undisputed) circumstances of the case, he by
no means calls in question—should lead to the inference that
he had needed instruction from them. Comp. the subsequent
€uoi nap oi Sox. ovdév mpogavéd., and the thought already
floating before the apostle’s mind in the anacoluthic dmd 8¢
Tov doxovvTwy elval Ti (see above). Wieseler affirms too gene-
rally, that “ Paul desired to check the overvaluing of the older
apostles.” The real state of the case is this: Paul, with all
decision, by way of countervailing that Soxeiv elval T of those
men of high standing which he does not dispute, throws into
the scale his own independence of them. And the weight of
this countervailing lies precisely in omoiol 7ote fjoav, so far as
the latter belongs to 008év por Siapéper, and is not, as Hofmann
will have it, an appendage to 7dv Soxotvrwy elvai Ti. — The
wo7é, with a direct or indirect interrogative, is the strengthen-
ing cungue or tandem which occurs constantly in Greek authors
(Kithner, ad Xen. Mem. 1. 1), although not elsewhere in the N.
T. (comp. 2 Macc. xiv. 32); see also Ellendt, Lex. Soph. IT. p.
615 f  Whosoever they were, in whatsoever high repute they
stood ! while I was then with them, it <s all the same to me.
Riickert makes omotoc mean, “ whether high or low, apostles
or what else;” holding that Paul speaks intentionally in an
indefinite way of these men in high repute, as if he did not
exactly know that they were apostles (?), in order to give the
less offence in what he said. How strange this would be! for
every reader knew whom he meant. And how unsuitable to his
purpose ! for what Paul desires to tell, is the recognition he re-
ceived from the apostles. Many refer omofor more fioav back to
the lefetime of Jesus, when those apostles had been His trusted
disciples : some taking moté as olim (Vulgate, Jerome, Pelagius,
Luther, Beza, and others, including Matthies, Schott, Olshausen,
Hilgenfeld, Wieseler, Ewald); and others, with us, as cunque
(“ quiqui illi fuerunt, etiam si ab ipso Jesu instituti, perinde
est” Hermann; comp. Winer). But in the case of James (see
on ver. 9) this reference would not be even historically appli-
cable, or it would need at least to be applied to a different
Lind of relation (that of kinship); see Hilgenfeld. And be-

! Not: how friendly and brotherly they were towards me (Matthias), to which
meaning oidiv pos Jiapipu is far from suited.
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sides, there is nothing at all to indicate any such retrospective
reference to that remote past; the context points merely to
the time of Paul's sojourn in Jerusalem. Hence also it must
not, with others still, be referred to—what was quite foreign
to the apostle’s aim—the pre-Christian condition of the apostles,
in which they had been sinners (Estius; comp. Augustine),
or Sidrar and fishermen (Ambrose, Thomas, Cajetanus, Cor-
nelius a Lapide, and others), woré being likewise understood
as olim! — oUdév pov Siadéper] matters to me nothing. See
Schaefer, ad Dion. Hal. p. 294 ; Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 394.
— mpéowmor Ocos dvfpdmov ob AauBdve:) ) n~n5x v 3D
¥Y3, an asyndetic, and thereby more forcible and weighty,
statement of the reason for oddév por Siapéper. “ Dei judicium
sequebatur Paulus,” Bengel D98 8V, mpéowmov AapBdvew,
properly, to accept the countenance of any one (not to dismiss),
is used in the O. T. both in a good sense (fo be inclined, or
gracious, to any one, Gen. xix. 21, xxxil 21, ¢t ol) and in a bad
sense, implying a favour and respect which is partial, deter-
mined by personal considerations (Lev. xix. 15; Deut. x. 17,
et al.; Ecclus. iv. 27; 3 Esr.iv. 39). In the N. T. 4t s used
solely in this bad sense (Matt. xxil. 16 ; Mark xii. 14; Luke
xx. 21; Jude 16. Comp. Acts x. 34; Jas. ii. 9; Rom. ii.
11; Eph. vi. 9; Col. iii 26; Jas. ii. 1). The transposed
arrangement of the words lays the chief emphasis upon po-
cwmoy, and then by ©ecos dvfpamov makes us sensible of the
conirast between the manner and dignity of the divine pro-
cedure and such partiality for Auman authority. Comp. Hom.
0d. xix. 363 £, 9 oe mepi Zevs dvbpomov xbnpe Oeovdéa
Oupov Uyovra. — époi yap of Soxodvres oldév Tpocavéfevro]
Proof, not of his independence of the apostles generally, but
specially for what he had just said, mpéowmor Oeos avlp. ov
AapBdver, from personal experience. Hence éuol is emphati-
cally placed first: “for fo me for my part—although others
may have received instruction from them, fo me—they have
communicated nothing.” Paul’s idea therefore is, that if God

' It was entirely in opposition to the context, that Chrysostom, Theophylact,
and Jerome referred it to the earlier teaching of the apostles ; taking Paul to say,
that whether at an earlier date they had been Juduizers or not was to him a
matter of indifference.
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had been partial, He would not have placed him on such parity
with the doxodoe, that to him, etc. Ritckert, wrongly antici-
pating, says that the prefixed éuo/ finds its antithesis in ver.
11: “to me they have communicated nothing, etc.; but indeed,
‘when Peter came to Antioch, / was compelled to admonish
him”  But in this case, at least ver. 11 must have begun
with éyw 8¢ or dA\' éyd. According to Wieseler, Paul in
€uol is thinking of “to me, the former persecutor” an idea
gratuitously introduced. In Hofmann’s view the antithesis is
intended to be, that not o him jfrom the others was anything
submitted, but the converse. Comp. Twés in Chrysostom, and
the paraphrase of Erasmus. But if this were so, Paul must
have written ol yap éuol x.T\., just as afterwards dAAd Tod-
vavtiov avtoi k.7, in order to have given at least a bare
indication of this alleged antithesis. — 008y 7rpocavéferro)
quite as in L 16 (comp. also Hofmann): they addressed no com-
munications (“ nihil contulerunt,” Vulgate) fo me, namely, in
order to instruct and advise me,—a sense which is here also
demanded by the context; see the sequel, and comp. i. 12. Itis
usually understood : oVéév mpoaéfnrav, 0vdév Sudpbwaav (Chry-
sostom), “ nihil illi praesumserunt iis adjicere, quae prius a
Christo accepta docueram inter gentes,” Beza; as also Valla,
Estius, Grotius, Bengel, Koppe, Morus, Borger, Flatt, Winer,
Usteri, Matthies, Schott,! and others. Comp. Wieseler, Marcker,
and Hilgenfeld: “ They submitted nothing in addition to that
which had been submitted by me; they approved the gospel,
which I am preaching among the Gentiles.” But mpds ex-
presses merely the direction, and not insuper (see on i 16).
Should dwvarifnut, however, be understood as to <mpose, mpos
would certainly express the idea movum opus imponere (Xen.

1 Baur arbitrarily (I p. 141, ed. 2) brings in the thought, ‘They have
brought forward nothing against me, wherein I should have had to acknowledge
thein in the right.” 0idév is made to mean, nothing conclusive and convincing—
nothing whereby they would have confuted him and brought him over to their
side (comp. Baur in the theol. Jakrb. 1849, p. 463). There is not the most
remote allusion in the passage to any conflict between Paul and the original
apostles ; on the contrary, it implies the complete understanding on hoth sides,
which was the result of the discussion. The conflict affected the members of the
church who were stirred up by the y:v3é3cagos and the false brethren themselves
(vv. 3-5).
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Ifem. ii. 1. 8); as Riickert (so also Bretschneider and Lechler,
p. 412) explains it, “ they imposed on me no further cbligations,”
the observance of the law being the point principally alluded
to. Comp. also Zeller, Apostelgesch. p. 235. But in opposition
to this view, apart from the fact that it involves a quite need-
less departure from the signification of the same word in i. 16,
the circumstance is decisive, that mpogavarifnus in the middle
would necessarily mean “ suscipere novum opus,” as Xen. Mem.
le., and not “ vmponere novum opus,” even though the com-
parison of the apostle’s obligation to a burden (comp. 1 Cor.
ix. 16 f.) should appear sufficiently justified by the legal nature
of the matters imposed. — o0ddév] either the accusative of the
object, or more strongly (comp. i. 16), ¢n ne point, in no
respect whatever. The idea that a revelation is intended as
the contents of 7pocav. (Holsten), must be sought for in the
context: it is not conveyed by the words per se.

Ver. 7. ’ANAa Totwavtiov] to be separated merely by a
comma from the preceding, being still connected with wydp.
“To me they made no kind of communication; but, on the
contrary, when they had seen etc., the three pillar-apostles
concluded with me and Barnabas the apostolic alliance,” etc.
(ver. 9). Hofmann, with a view to extort a regimen for dwo
T@v SoxolvTwy in ver. 6, very arbitrarily tears asunder the clear
and simple connection which the words obviously present,
taking dA\a Todwavriov by itself and dissevered from what
follows, and supplementing the sense by the insertion, “ They
have not proposed anything to me, but conversely, I to them.”
Comp. on Totwavriov, 2 Cor. ii. 7, 1 Pet. iii. 9 ; very frequently
(also Tavavria) occurring in Greek authors (Schaefer, ad Fos.
Eill. p. 297). DBut this strange ellipsis is a device utterly
unprecedented.! — 86vres] after they had seen, namely, from
the way in which I to them xat 8lav dve@éuny 7o edayy. &
knpboaw év Tois €fveat (ver. 2). Usteri, “ from the blessed
result of my preaching.” So also Rosenmiiller, Winer, Baur,
Milgenfeld, Holsten, Hofmann; Riickert, Schott, de Wette,

1 Certainly the &ax& sedvayrior was, for Hofmann at least, the most refractory
part of the sentence, which had in some sort of way to be forcibly torn from its
natural connection with Révrss,—a connection justly unessailed by expositors.
And he has managed it by the device of the above mentioned ellipsis?
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Wieseler, mix the two views; and Fritzsche includes the pre-
vious labours of the apostle among the Gentiles, eg. in Tarsus
and Antioch, among the grounds of knowledge. But nothing
beyond what we have just given can be gathered from the con-
text. Erasmus appropriately paraphrases, “ ubi communicato
cum illis evangelio meo perspexissent.” — 67¢ wemioT. 7. ebayy.
7. akpof. k.7 1] The emphasis is laid on xabws ITérpos Tis
mepet., as ver. 8 shows. They saw that my having been divinely
entrusted with the gospel for the Gentiles was just such (just:
as undoubted, true, direct, etc.), as was Peter’s divine trust
with the gospel for the Jews; consequently there could be no
question of any mpooavaleivar, and nothing could follow but
complete recognition (ver. 9). The construction (comp. Rom.
iii. 2; 1 Cor. ix. 17) in the sense of wemiorevral pot 70 edayy.
(as F G, 19%, 46™* actually read) is regular; as to the perfect,
used of the enduring subsistence of the act, see Winer, p. 255
[E. T. 339] — 7is arpoBuorias] that is, Tdv dxpoBicTwy
(Rom. ii. 26, iii. 30; Eph. ii. 11), the gospel which belonged
to the uncircumcised, and was to be preached to them. —
kafws Ilérpos Tijs aepiropw.] Thus Peter appears as the re-
presentative of the Jewish apostles, in accordance with his su-
periority among them (Matt. xvi 18; Acts il iil. iv. v. et al.).
The destination of Peter as an apostle to the Gentiles also (Acts
xv. 7; 1 Pet. 1 1) is not negatived, but a potior: fit denomi-
natio. That this passage relates not to two different gospels,
but to the same gospel for two different circles of recipients, to
whose peculiarities respectively the nature and mode of preach-
ing required special adaptation, is obvious of itself, and is clear
from vv. 8, 9. But the passage cannot be worse misunder-
stood than it has been by Baur, according to whom there was
a special gospel of the uncircumcision and a special gospel of
the circumcision, differing in this respect, that the one main-
tained the necessity of circumcision, while the other allowed it
to drop. Comp. Holsten, who discovers the distinctive feature
of the Gentile gospel in the “gnosis of the death of the cross,”
in spite of 1 Cor. L 23 f. In opposition to such a separation,
see also Ritschl, altkath. K. p. 127 f.

Ver. 8. A parenthetic historical substantiation of the pre-
ceding wemlorevpar 10 ebaryy. s dxpof., xabis Iletp. Tis
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areper.: for He who Las been efficacious for Peler as regards the
upostleship to the circumeision, has also been efficacious for me
as regards the Gentiles; that is, “for God, who has wrought
effectually ! in order to make Peter the apostle to the Jews,
has also wrought effectually for me, to make me an apostle to
the Gentiles.” The stress lies on évepyrioas and évipynoe: God
has been not inactive, but efficacious, ete. Dut that in o évep-
vyroas Paul did not refer to Christ (Paulus, comp. Chrysostom),
is evident not only from passages such as 1 Cor. xii. 6, Phil.
ii. 13, Col. 1. 29, but also from the fact that he constantly
considers his apostleship to be the gift of God's grace, bestowed
upon him through the mediation of Christ (i. 1, 15; Rom. i 5,
xv. 15; 1 Cor. xv. 10; Eph. iii. 2, 7, et al.). — IIérpe is the
dativus commodi; comp. Prov. xxix. 12 (xxxi. 12), according
to the usual reading, évepyel yap 76 avdpi els ayabd. — eis Ta
é9vn] in reference to the Gentiles. The precise sense follows
from the first half of the verse, namely, eis dmogToryy Taw
éfvidv. The well-known comparatio compendiaria. See Kithner,
ad Xen. Mem. iii. 5. 4; Winer, p. 578 [E. T. 778]; Fritzschi-
orum Opusc. p. 217 £ There is therefore the less reason
for assuming that Paul desired to avoid the expression eis
amoor. T. &vwv (Holsten). Observe, however, how Paul
places himself on @ par with Peter; © perfecta auctoritas in
praedicatione gentium,” Ambrosiaster.

Ver. 9. Kal wvévres] is connected, after the parenthesis,
with 8ovres wrh. in ver. 7.2 — Ty xdpw Ty Sobeicdy po:]
is not arbitrarily to be limited either to the apostolic office
(Piscator, Estius, and others; also Hofmann), or to the pros-

1 Namely, by communicating the requisite endowments, enlightenment,
sirengthening, and generally the whole equipment belonging thereto. It is
not the divine action towards the attainment of the &worrors (Vatablus, Schott,
Fritzsche) that is meant, but the making fit for it ; the atfainment was indicated
in ver. 7, and is substantiated in ver. 8 by the further divine action which had
taken place, But neither are the results of the office, bronght about by God's
helptul operation, referred to (Winer, Usteri, Baur, de Wette, Hofmann), which
would anticipate the sequel.

2 While i3svrss denotes the immediate impression of the phenomenon, yvivrss
represents the knowledge of reflcction. A further step in the description. Hol-
mann wrongly remarks, ‘‘ It signifies nothing further than that they had heard
of the occurrence of his calling.” Dut this they must have already known yuws
before (1. 181.).
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peros successus of the same (Morus, Koppe, Winer, Fritzsche ;
de Wette, both); but is to be left quite general: the grace which
had been given me. They recognised that Paul was highly
gifted with grace, and was—Dby the fact that God had so dis-
tinguished him by means of His grace and thereby legitimized
him as His apostle—fully fitted and worthy to enter into
the bond of collegiate fellowship with them. His apostolic
mission, his apostolic endowments, the blessed results of his
labour, are all included in the ydpis which they recognised,
—a general term which embraces everything that presented
itself In him as divinely - bestowed grace and working on
behalf of his office. — ’IdxwBos] the same as in i 19;
not the brother of John (Augustine), who at that time had
been long dead (Acts xii 2); also not the son of Alphaeus
(Wieseler on 1 19, and in the Stud. u. Krit. 1842, p. 95 f);
but the brother of the Lord, as is obvious of itself after what
has been remarked on i 19. Comp. on Acts xii. 17. See also
Hilgenfeld, p. 158 ff.; and Ewald, Gesch. d. apost. Zeit. p. 221 ff.
The mention of his name here before the other two is not in
compliance with the view of the false teachers (Windischmann),
but is quite in due form, as the apostle is relating an official
act done in Jerusalem, where James stood at the head of the
church (comp. Credner, Einl. I 2, p. 571 ff). There is a
certain decorum in this—the tact of a respectful consideration
towards the mother-church and its highly-esteemed represen-
tative, who, as the Lord’s actual brother, sustained a more
peculiar and unique relation to Him than any of the twelve.
The higher rank possessed by Peter and the apostles proper
generally as suck, is surely enough established by i. 18 f But
James, just as the brother of the Lord, had already attained a
certain archiepiscopal position in the Jewish-Christian mother-
church, and consequently for Jewish Christianity generally,
agreeably to the monarchic principle which was involved in
the latter. If James had been precisely one of the twelve,
Paul would 7nof (comp. 1. 18) have given him precedence over
Peter ; for, as mouthpiece of the twelve, Peter was the first for
Jerusalem also and for the whole of the Jewish Christians (ver.
7). The precedence, however, finds its explanation and its justi-
fication solely in the unigue personal relation to Christ,—which
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belonged to none of the apostles. James, as the eldest of the
brethren of the Lord (Matt. xiii. 55 ; Mark vi. 3), was, as it
were, his legitimate hereditary successor kard odpra in Israel.
— of SokodvTes aTONoL €lvar] who pass (0ot passed, see vv. 2, 6) a3
pillars, namely, of the Christian body, the continued existence
of which, so far as it was conditioned by human agency (for
Christ is the foundation), depended chiefly on them. The
metaphor (comp. 1 Tim. iii. 15; Rev. iii. 12 ; Clem. Cor. I. 5)
is current in all languages. Pind. O/ ii. 146,” Extop’ éopale
Tpolas dpayov dotpaBf xiova; Eur. Iph. T. 50. 67 (Jacobs,
ad Anthol. VIL. p. 120); Hor. Od. i. 35. 13, and Mitscherlich
tn loc. Comp. Maimonides, in More Nevoch. ii. 23, “ accipe a
prophetis, qui sunt columna generis humont ;” also the passages
in Schoettgen, Hor. p. 728 f.; and the Fathers in Suicer, Z7es.
IL p. 1045 f Looking at the frequent use of the figure, it
cannot be maintained that Paul here thought of the body of
Christians exactly as @ temple (1 Cor. iil. 16; Eph. il 21),
although he certainly regarded it as eixobous, 1 Cor. iii 9.
These Soxodvres aTiho’ elvas, according to their high repute
now, when the decisive final result is brought forward, desig-
nated with solemn precision and mentioned by name, are the very
same who were characterized in ver. 2 as of SoxoDrtes, and in
ver. 6 as doxoduTes eival Te, as is evident from the uniform term
o¢ Soxodvres being used three times. Hofmann nevertheless
understands the expression in vv. 2 and 6 more generally, so
that what the three Soxodvres orihor elvar did is supposed to
be designated as that which was done for the sake of the fulse
brethren on the part of those standing in special repute; but this
view is based on the misinterpretation, by which an awkward
grammatical connection with ver. 9 is forced upon the ana-
coluthic dmo 6¢ Tov Soxolyvtwy in ver. 6, and at the same
time—in the interest of harmonizing (with Acts xv.)—a posi-
tion in relation to the older apostles, unwarranted by the text,
is invented to explain the notice &ia 8¢ Tols mapeioakT. Yrev-
Sadérg. in ver. 4. — Sefias . . . wowwvias] On the separation
of the genitive from its governing noun (in this case, because
the following clause of purpose, fva 7jueis xTX., gives the

1 The accentuation usual before Lachmann, sdda, is incorrect. See Lipsius,
gramimn. Unters. p. 43.
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explanation of xowevias), see Winer, p. 179 f. [E. T. 238];
Kiihner, § 865. 1; Fritzsche, ad Rom. IL p. 330f Both
words are without the article, because Sefids did not require
it (1 Mace. vi 58, xi. 62, et al.; Kriiger, § 50. 2. 13); and
in cowwvrias the qualitative element is to be made prominent :
Tight hands of fellowship. For the giving of the right hand is
the symbol of alliance (Dougt. Anal p. 123), 1 Macc. vi. 58,
and Grimm <n loc. In opposition to the idea of an alliance being
concluded, the objection must not be made (with Hofmann,
who finds merely a promise of fellowship) that the act took
place on the part of the apostles only; for, as a matter of
course, Paul and Barnabas clasped the proffered hands. — tva
nuels eis Ta E0vy krx] The verb to be supplied must be fur-
nished by the context, and must correspond with els; see
Buttmann, ncut. Gr. p. 338. Therefore either wopevfauev
and 7opevfia. (Bengel, Fritzsche, Wieseler), or apostolatu fun-
geremur, ver. 8 (Erasmus, Schott, and many others), or edayye-
Mowpefa (Winer, Usteri, de Wette). The latter, in no way
unsuitable to es (see on 2 Cor. x. 16), is to be preferred,
because it is suggested immediately by the protasis in ver. 7,
from which, at the same time, it is evident that the recognition
was not merely that of a guvepyos, but really amounted to an
acknowledgment of apostolic equality (in opposition to Hol-
sten). Moreover, as regards the partition here settled, the
ethnographical bearing of which coincided on the whole with
the local division of territory, we must not supply any such
qualification as praecipue (Bengel, Schott, and others). On the
contrary, the agreement was, “ Ye shall be aposties to the Gentiles,
and we to the Jews;” and nothing beyond this, except the
appended clause in behalf of the poor, was thereby settled:
so that the state of things hitherto existing in respect to
the field of labour on both sides remained undisturbed. The
modifications of this arrangement obviously and necessarily
connected with its practical working, primarily occasioned by
the existence of the Jewish &iacmopd—in accordance with
which the principle of the division of the spheres of labour
could in fact be carried out merely relatively, and without
exclusive geographical or ethnographical limitation (comp.
Lechler, p. 415)—were left an open question, and not dis-
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cussed. The idea that the recognition of Paul on the part
of the apostles was merely external—simply an outward con-
cordat—and that they themselves would have wished to know
nothing of the ministry among the Gentiles (Baur, Zeller), is
not conveyed in the text, but is, on the contrary, inconsistent
with the representation given vv. 7-9. According to this, the
apostles recognised the twofold duwine call to apostleship, by
which two nationally different spheres of labour were to be
provided with the one gospel; but a merely external and
forced agreement, without any acknowledgment or ratification
of the principles and modes of procedure which had long
regulated the action of Paul and Barnabas, would have been
as little compatible with such a recognition as with the apos-
tolic character generally. If, however, we take the xowwvia in
our passage to be true and heartfelt,' then the doubts thrown
by Baur and his followers upon the truth of the account of
the apostolic council in Acts fall in substance to the ground.
How little Paul especially considered his apostolic call to
the Gentiles as excluding the conversion of the Jews from his
operations, may be gathered, even laying Acts out of view,
from passages such as 1 Cor. ix. 20, Rom. i 16, ix. 1 ff,
xi 14.

Ver. 10. After poévov interpreters usually supply a verb
such as airodvres or wapaxarotvres, which in itself would be
allowable (Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 207 £), but is nevertheless
quite superfluous; for pévov Tév wTwxdY Wa pvnu. appears
dependent on Sefias édwxav €uoi xal Bapy. kow., so that it is
parallel with the preceding #a and limits it. Comp. Matthies,
Fritzsche, Hofmann. “They made with us a collegiate alliance,
to the end that we should be apostles to the Gentiles; . . .
only that we should not omit to remember the poor of the
wepiropun) (not merely of the mother-church) as to support.”
In that alliance nothing further, in respect to our relation to
the mepiTou), was designed or settled. On prnuovelew in the
sense of beneficent care, comp. Ps. ix. 12; Hom. Od. xviil

1 Thiersch (Kirche im apost. Zeit. p. 129) well remarks : *‘ When they bade
farewell, it was not a parting like that when Luther in the castle at Marburg
rejected the hand of Zwingli, or when Jacob Andreae at Montbeliard refused
that of Theodore Beza."

G
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26%7. — wovor, which belongs to the whole clause, and Tév
mTexdv stand before tva on account of the emphasis laid upon
them. Comp. on Eph. iii. 18; 1 Cor. vil. 29; 2 Cor. ii. 4;
2 Thess. ii. 7, et al. The poverty of the Christians of Pales-
tine, which was the principal motive for this proviso being
added, finds its explanation in the persecutions which they
underwent, in the community of goods which they had at
first, and perhaps also in the expectation of the Parousia as
near which they most of all cherished. Moreover, the povov
x.7\ by no means excludes the ordinances of the apostolic
council, for Paul here has in view nothing but his recognition
as apostle on the part of the original apostles in the private
discussions held with the latter. How Baur misuses wévov
&7\, as contrasted with the supposed ¢rreconcilable diversity
subsisting in doctrine, may be seen in the theol. Jahrd. 1849,
p- 470 ; Paulus, I p. 142 ff. ed. 2 ; comp. also Holsten. In the
face of real antagonism of doctrine, the older apostles cer-
tainly would not have tendered Paul their hands ; and had they
desired to do so, Paul would have refused them his.! — & «ai
éomovdaga alTé TolTo woifioar] The aorist, not used instead of
the pluperfect, relates to the time from that apostolic alliance
to the composition of the epistle. Paul, however, continues in
the singular ; for soon afterwards he separated himself from
Barnabas (Acts xv. 39). So, correctly, Estius, Winer, Usteri,
Schott. Those who identify our journey with that related in
Acts xi. xii. must conclude, with Fritzsche, that Paul desired
to report concerning himself, and hence only mentioned Bar-
nabas (and Titus) as well, where ¢ was necessary. Nevertheless
this joint-mention, although not necessary, would have been
very natural in our passage; for fva pvnuovedwuev had just
been said, and then in a single stroke of the representation,
with & xai éomovdaca k.7, is given the conclusion of the
matter so referred to. — ad7o To070] is not superfluous (Piscator,
Vorstius, Grotius, Morus), as neither alro alone (Winer, p.
140) nor 7odro alone (see Matthiae, p. 1050 ; Kithner, 11 p.
527) is used; it is the emphatic epexegesis of &, hoc ipsum

! Tertullian (de praescr. 23) already gives the right view : ““inter se distribu-
tionem officii ordinaverant, non separationem evanyelii, nec ut aliud alter, sed ut
wlus alter praedicarent.”
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(sce Bornemann, Schol. in Luc. p. LIIL), whereby Paul makes
his readers feel the contrast between the Jewish Christian
antagonism and his zeal of love thus shown. Studer and Usteri
find in avto ToiTo the tacit antithesis, “but nothing further
which the apostles had imposed on me.” Inappropriately,
for the idea of any other matters imposed was already ex-
cluded by the previous account. Schott proposes to take ¢ as
& & (see on Acts xxvi. 16), but the assumption of this poetical
use cannot be justified except by a necessity such as is pre-
sented to us in the N. T. only at Acts xxvi. 16. Still more
easily might adro 7olro be explained (Poppo, ad Xen. Cyrop.
iv. 1. 21 ; Matthiae, p. 1041 ; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Symp. p.
204 A) as on that very account (2 Pet. i 5; Xen. Anab. i. 9.
21). But in that case ¢ would so naturally take up what
preceded, that there would be no reason why Paul should
have brought on that very account so prominently forward.
It would rather have the appearance of suggesting that, if it
had not been for the agreement in question, Paul would nof
have cared for the poor. — We have no historical vouchers for
the truth of 6 «ai éomoidaca k.T.\.; for the conveyance of the
contributions in Acts xi. took place earlier than our journey;
and the collection mentioned 1 Cor. xvi,, 2 Cor. viil f,, Rom.
xv. 27, comp. Acts xxi. 17 f, xxiv. 17, occurred ajter the composi-
tion of our epistle. But who would be inclined to doubt that
assurance ? Looking at the more or less fragmentary accounts
in Acts and the Pauline epistles, who knows how often Paul
may have sent pecuniary assistanee to Palestine ? as indeed
he may have brought the like with him on occasion of his own
journey, Acts xviil. 20-22. It has, however, been wrongly
asserted that, by means of this obligation in respect to the
poor, a connection was intended to be maintained between the
Gentile churches and the primitive church, and that at the
bottom of it lay the wish ¢o bring over the preliminarily con-
verted Gentiles gradually more and more to the principles and
the mode of life of the primitive church (Hilgenfeld, in his
Zeitschr. 1860, p. 141). This is an insinuation derived from
mere fancy.

Ver. 11. Paul now carries still further the historical proof
of his apostolic independence ; “ad summa venit argumentuw,”
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Bengel. For not only has he not been instructed by the
apostles; not only has he been recognised by them, and received
into alliance with them ; but he has even asserted his apostolic
authority against one of them, and indeed against Pefer. There
is no ground in the text for assuming (with Hofmann) any
suspicion on the part of the apostle’s opponents, that in
Antioch he had been defiant, and in Jerusalem submissive,
towards Peter. — dre 8¢ 7\fe Kndas x.7.\.] After the apos-
tolic conference, Paul and Barnabas travelled back to Antioch,
Acts xv. 30. During their sojourn there (Acts xv. 33) Peter
also came thither,—a journey, which indeed is not mentioned
in Acts, but which, just because no date is given in our
passage, must be considered as having taken place soon after
the matters previously related (not so late as Acts xviii 23,
as held by Neander, Baumgarten, Lange ; and by Wieseler, in
favour of his view that the journey Gal il 1 coincides with
that of Acts xviil 22).! — Kn¢as] The opinion deduced from
the unfavourable temor of this narrative, as bearing upon
Peter, by Clement of Alexandria ap. Buseb. 1 12, that the
person meant is not the apostle, who certainly in this case is
far from corresponding to his destination as “the rock” of the
church, but a certain Cephas, one of the seventy disciples, has
been already refuted by Jerome, and also by Gregory, Hom. 18
in Ez. — rata wpoowmov] To s face I opposed him. See Acts
iii. 13; often in Polybius. Comp. war’ édpfaruovs, Herod. i.
120; Xen. Hiero, 1, 14: Gal iii. 1; and xar’ dupa, Eur.
Rles. 421, Bacch. 469. Not coram omnibus (Erasmus, Beza,
Vatablus), which is not expressed until ver. 14. The opinion
of Jerome, Chrysostom, Theodoret, and several Fathers, that
the contention here related was nothing more than a conten-

1 Grotius, although he considers the journey Gal. ii. 1 as identical with that
in Acts xv., strangely remarks : ‘‘ Videtur significare id tempus, de quo in Act.
xiii. 1.” Also Hug and Schueckenburger, Zweck d. Apostelg. p. 108 {L., place
the occurrence at Antioch earlier than the apostolic council,—a view which, ac-
cording to the chronological course of Gal i. ii., is simply an error; in which, how-
ever, Augustine, ep. 19 ad Hieron., had preceded them.—Whether, moreover,
Peter then visited the church at Antioch for the first time (Thievseh, Kirche im
apost. Zeitalt. p. 432) must be left undecided ; but looking at the length of time
during which this church had already existed, it is not at all probable that it
was his first visit,



cuAD, IL 1L 101

tion in semblance (katd mpéowmov = secundum speciem ), is
only remarkable as a matter of history.! — &é7¢ kareyrwouévos
av] not “ quia reprehensibilis or reprehendendus erat” (Vulgate,
Cagtalio, Calvin, Beza, Cornelius a Lapide, Elsner, Wolf, and
others; also Koppe, Borger, Flatt, Matthies); for the Greek
participle is never used, like the Hebrew, for the verbal adjec-
tive (Gesenius, Lehrgeb. p. 791 ; Ewald, p. 538), neither in
Jude 12, Rev. xxi. 8, nor in Hom. 77 i. 388, xiv. 196, xviii.
427 ; and what a feeble, unnecessary reason to assign would
be 61t kaTeyvwouévos 7y in this semse! Moreover, xata-
yiyvwarew Tva (not to be confounded with xaray. Twes ¢, as
is done by Matthias), so far as its significations are relevant
here, does not mean reprehendere at all, but either #o accuse,
which here would not go far enough, or condemnare (comp:
1 John iii. 20, 21; Ecclus. xiv. 2, xix. 5). Hence also it is
not: gquia reprchensus or accusatus erat (Ambrose, Luther,
Estius, and others; also Winer, Schott, de Wette), but: quic
condemnatus erat, whereby the notorious certainty of the offence
occasioned is indicated, and the stringent ground for Paul's
coming forward against him is made evident. Peter, through
his offensive behaviour, had become the object of condemnation
on the part of the Christians of Antioch; the public judgment
had turned against him; and so Paul could not keep silence,
but was compelled to do what he certainly did with reluc-
tance. The passive participle has not a vis reciproca (Bengel,
comp. Riickert, “ because ke had an evil conscience”) ; the con-
demnation of Peter was the act of the Chrestian public in
Antioch. The idea “ convicted before God” (Ewald) would
have been expressed, if it had been so meant. If the condem-
nation is understood as having ensued through his own mode
of action (Bengel, Lechler, p. 423 ; comp. Windischmann and

1 A contest arose on this point between Jerome and Augustine. The former
characterized the repreliensio in our passage as dispensatoria, so contrived by
Peter and Paul, in order to convince the Jewish Christians of the invalidity of
the law, when they should see that Pcter had the worst of it against Paul.
Aungustine, on the contrary, asserted the correct sense, and maintained that the
interpretation of Jerome introduced untruth into the Scriptures. See Jerome,
Ep. 86-97 ; Angustine, Ep. 8-19. Subsequently Jerome gave up his view and
adopted the right one: ¢. Pelag. i 8; Apol. adv. Ruyin. iii. 1. Sce Mohler,
yesymmelte Schriften, 1. p. 14,
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Hofmann), the question as to the persons from wlom tha
condemnation proceeds is left unanswered.

Ver. 12 ff. Paul now relates the particulars of the occur-
rence. — amo 'IaxdBov] sent by James. It belongs to é\feiv.
Comp. Plat. Prot. p. 309 B, dn' éxelvov &pyopar: Matt. xxvi.
47; Mark v. 35; 1 Thess. iii. 6. Why they—and, to judge
from the impression made upon Peter, they were certainly men
of importance, strict in their Jewish-Christian observances
—were sent to Antioch by James, we know not, any more
than why Peter journeyed thither! But the conjecture that
they belonged to the yrevddderdor of ver. 4 (Winer, Schott),
conflicts directly with the fact, that they were sent by James :
for at the apostolic conference the latter had nowise made
common cause with the yrevddderdor ; and therefore in sending
any of them to Antioch he would have acted very unwisely, or
would, with reactionary intent (so de Wette, whereby, how-
ever, the character of James is placed in a very awkward
position, which is not to be supported by Acts xxi. 18), have
simply supplied new fuel to the scarcely settled controversy.
Others (as Studer, Usteri, Zeller?), connecting the words with
Tivas, understand adherents of James (comp. oi amwo ITdrwvos
and the like; Schaefer, Melet. p. 26 ff.; Bernhardy, p. 222),

1 The book of Acts is silent both on this point and also as to the whole scene
between Peter and Paul,—a silence indeed, which, according to Baur and Zeller,
is supposed to be maintained intentionally, and in consistency with the false
representation of the transactions in Jerusalem. According to Ritschl (altkath.
Kirche, p. 145), they were deputed by James to bring the relation between the
Jewish and Gentile Christians back to the rule of the apostolic decree, as James
understood 1it, that is, according to Ritschl, in the sense of a retractation of
the Jewish-Christian defection from the law, and on behalf of restoring the sepa-
ration between the two parties as respected their customs of eating. This assumed
task of the =és is neither in any way intimated in the text, nor is there a trace
of it in Acts (comp., on the contrary, xv. 30 ff.). Just as little can it be proved
that, as Ewald thinks, a decree had been passed in the church at Jerusalem
that the Jewish Christian should refrain from eating in company with Gentile
Christians (because he did not know whether blood or something strangled
might be among their food), and that those swés had come to Antioch to make
known this new decree. Hilgenfeld also assumes that those sent by James
had some charge relating to withdrawal from the Gentile Christians. Comj.
Holsten, z. Evang. d. Paul. u. Petr. p. 357, in whose opinion they were sent after
Peter, because his intercourse with the Gentiles had been notified at Jerusalem.

* So also Vomel, Br. a. d. Gal. mit deutsch. Uebers. . krit. Anm., FrankL
1862, p. 29.
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or, as Winer (comp. Wolf) says, “ qui Jacobi auctoritate sive
jure seu secus utchantur;” but this brings upon James the
designation of a party-chief (some Jacobites !), which would he
neither necessarily nor wisely introduced here, even supposing
Winer's modification to be mentally supplied. Lastly, the
explanation of Beza, Grotius, Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius
(following Chrysostom), that dmo 'IaxwBov means mnothine
more than from Jerusalem, because James was the president of
the church there (comp. Koppe), is an unauthorized setting
aside of the person, who is named expressly and not without
due reason, — uera Tav é0vdv cuviobiev] he joined in meals
with the Gentile Christians. Comp. on ocwvvesfiew in this
sense, Plat. Legg. ix. p. 881 D; Luke xv. 2; 1 Cor. v. 11.
Notice the imperfect. The Jew might not eat with Gentiles
without incurring Levitical defilement (Acts xi. 3); but Peter,
who previously by special revelation (Acts x. f), had been
instructed as to the invalidity of this separation in Christianity,
had in the apostolic conference defended Christian freedom
(Acts xv. 7 ff.), and taken part in passing the decree that, as
regards food, the Gentile brethren should only have to abstain
from meat offered to idols, things strangled, and blood (Acts
xv. 29). This decree was received and accepted with jov
by the church at Antioch (Acts xv. 30 f). It would there-
fore have been all the easier for Peter in Antioch to follow his
divinely attained conviction,' and to take part without hesita-
tion in the more familiar intercourse of meals with the Gentile
Christians there—free from any scruple that he should defile
himself by Gentile food, which no legal enactments restricted
except as to those three points. But to this free and correct
standpoint the stricter Jewish Christians, who were still en-
tangled in the observances of the Levitical precepts as to
purity (comp. Acts xxi. 20), had not been able to rise; and to
this class belonged the Tewés (ver. 12). When, therefore, these
peopled arrived from Jerusalem and from James, Peter un-
happily no longer continued his previous liberal-minded con-
duct in Antioch, but drew back and separated himself from

1 That the Christian fellowship in meals included also the joint observance
of the agapae (which Thiersch, Hilgenfeld, and others take to be meant), is
obvious. It is not, however, expressly denoted by suviodies.
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intercourse at meals with the Gentile Christians, whereby lio
gave a practical denial to his better conviction. How similar
to his conduct in his former denial of the Lord! Calovius,
however, justly, in conformity with the temperament of Peter,
remarks, “wuna haec fuit Petri actio, non habitus.” — ¢oBov-
pevos Tovs €k mepir.] By this are meant the Jewish Christians
generally, as a class, so far as they were represented by those
Twés, who belonged to the stricter school. DPeter feared the
Jewish-Christian strictness, displeasure, disapprobation, ete.
The explanatory gloss of Chrysostom (o9 TodTo poBovuevos u3
xwlvvevay, GAN a um dmosrdaw; comp. Theophylact, w7
oravdalolévres amoaripticwas Ths wloTews), which is fol-
lowed by Piscator, Grotius, Estius, and others, favours Peter
quite against the literal sense of the words (Matt. x. 26, xiv.
5; Mark ix. 18; Luke xil. 5; Acts v. 26 ; Rom. xiii. 3). —
Observe also, on the one hand, the graphic force of the mper-
Jects Iméar. and d¢up., and, on the other hand, the expression
of his own bad precedent, éavrov, which belongs not merely to
apwp., but also to vméor. (Polyb. vii. 17. 1, xi. 15. 2,1 16.
10); he withdrew Aimself, etc, and thereby induced his
Jowrsh-Christian assoctates also to enter on a like course (ver.
13). It is not, according to the context, correct that these
imperfects express an enduring separation (Wieseler); the
behaviour begins when the Tiwés dmo "IaxwB. have come; it
excites the unfavourable judgment of the church, and Paul
immediately places himself in decided opposition to Peter.
The imperfects are therefore the usual adumbrativa; they
place the withdrawal and separation of Peter, as it were,
before the eyes of the readers. On the other hand, the
cuvvrexpif. which follows is the wider action which took
place and served further to challenge Paul; hence the aorest.

Ver. 13. And the rest of the Jewish Christians also played
the hypocrite jointly with him—those, namely, living in An-
tioch, who previously, in harmony with the liberal standpoint
which they had already attained to, had held fellowship at
meals with the Gentile Christians of the place, but now, misled
by the influential example of Peter, had likewise drawn back.
This was hypocrisy on their part and on Peter’s, because,
although at the bottom of their hearts convinced of Christian
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freedom, they, from fear of men (ver. 12), concealed the more
liberal conviction of which they were conscious, and behaved
just as if they entertained the opposite view. It is true thag
the apostolic council had not decided anything as to the con-
duct of the Jewish Christians among Gentile Christians; but
the immorality consisted in the inwardly untrue duplicity of
their behaviour, which was more than a meve <nconsistency
(Baur) of reformed Judaism, conceived by Paul as being hypo-
crisy (Hilgenfeld). The view of Holsten, z. Ev. des Poul. w.
Petr. p. 357 ff, is similar. — On ovvvmrexpif., comp. Polyb.
iii. 92. 5,v. 49. 7; Plut. Mar. 14. 17 ; Joseph. Bell. xv. 7. 5.
— kai Bapvdf3.] even Barnabas, who was my associate withal
in the apostleship to the Gentiles (ver. 9), and should conse-
quently least of all have ventured insincerely to deny the
principle of Christian freedom, to the disparagement of the
Gentile Christians! So injurious was the effect of Peter’s
example ! — cwvamiybn] was jointly led away (led astray),
namely, from his own standpoint. Comp. 2 Pet. iii. 17 (Rom.
xii. 16, and Wetstein n loc.). dare with a finite verd, in the
secondary sentence (comp. John iii. 16), denotes the conse-
quence simply as a fact which has occurred. See Tittmann,
Synon. IL. p. 70 ; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I1. p. 1012 £ ; Klotz,
ad Devar. p. 772. The ¢nfinitive would make the representa-
tion subjective (the seduction being conceived as a necessary
result). — adTdr] that is, avTod kai Tdv Aowmdv ‘Tovd. 1t is
cmphatically prefixed. The dative is instrumental: by their
hiypocrisy, not to their hypocrisy (Luther and others). No
one can, without wronging Paul in respect to the choice of
his strongly inculpating expression,! either call in question the
fact that the conduct of Pefer is here expressly designated as
Rypocrisy (Schwegler, I. p. 129), or reduce it to a mere
supposition ; although Ritschl, p. 145, is of opinion that the

1 This expression is all the more strictly to be understood as it stands, since
Paul has not anywhere else in his epistles or speeches used either the word swo-
xalvicfes, O Smexpris, or (with the exception of 1 Tim. iv. 2) dwixpois. He
vwould be the less likely to have omitted to weigh the gravity of the reproach
conveyed in this very word otherwise strange to him, especially seeing that it
wasg used after so long a time and was directed against Peter. This remark
also applies in opposition to Schneckenburger in the Stud. u. Krit. 1855, p.
551f, and to Moller on de Wette.
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reproach thus used does not quite evince a clear and
thorough conviction of the rightness of the non-Jewish prac-
tice. The purposely chosen expression in our passage shows,
on the contrary, that Peter's conviction, which was well Iknown
to Paul, agreed with the conviction of Paul himself, although
it was Aypocritically denied by the former. Peter's dmokpias,
according to the text, consisted in the 'Tovdaifew, to which he
had drawn back after his intercourse with the Gentile Chris-
tians, not in his previous fellowship with them, which is
alleged to have been “a momentary unfaithfulness to his
real conviction” (Baur, in the theol. Jahsb. 1849, p. 476 ;
Schwegler, Zeller, Hilgenfeld). And the censure which Paul
—certainly unwillingly, and with a complete realizing and
appreciating of the moral situation to which it has reference—
has directed against Peter expressly on the ground of Aypo-
crisy! exhibits plainly the agreement in principle of the per-
sonal convictions of the two apostles (comp. Wiesinger, de
consensu locor. Gal. ii. et Act. xv. p. 36 ; Lechler, p. 426).
Ver. 14. "Ot1: ovx dpfomoboiar] opbomodeiv (comp. 6&pbo-
Batetv, Anthol. ix. 11. 4), not preserved elsewhere in Biblical
language, undoubtedly means to be straight-footed, that is, to
walle with straight feet (comp. épfomovs, Soph. Ant. 985 ;
Nicand. Alexiph. 419, 6pfomodes Baivovres). Here used in a
figurative sense—as words expressive of walking are favourites
with Paul in representing ethical ideas (comp. mepimateiy,
orouyeiv x.T.\)—equivalent to acting rightly (with straight-
ness), conducting oneself properly (opfomparyeiv, Aristot. Pol. i.
5. 8). Vulgate, “ recte ambularent.”* It is the moral épféTns
wpdfews (Plat. Men. p. 97 B), the opposite of the moral axoeiy
(Plat. Gorg. p. 525 A), orpeBrov (Ecclus. xxxvi. 25), yokiv
(Heb. xii. 13). According to the leaning of Greek authors

1 Not merely (comp. de Wette) on account of an easily excusable want of
firmness and clearness in conviction (Bisping), or of a momentary throwing of
the same into the background under pressure of circumstances (Reithmayr).
Even Erasmus exerts himself to come at length to the result, that ‘¢ Pauli
objurgatio nihil alind fuit quam confirmatio parum adhuc sibi constantium.”

2 Hofmann, ““to stand with straight foot.” But comp. vredeiv, dxumadeiy,
to be swift-footed, that is, swift in running. The standing would probably have
been expressed, as perhaps by iplerrariv. The iplowadiy is mot lame (xwiid),
but makes spoyiis b s rois wosiv, Heb. xii. 13.
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towards the direct mode of expression, the prescit is quite
regular. See Kiihner, § 846. — mpos i aMif. Tod ebaryyén.]
mpos is understood as secundum (2 Cor. v. 10; Luke xii. 47,
Bernhardy, p. 265) by most expositors (including Winer, Riic-
kert, de Wette, Ewald, Wieseler); by others in the sense of
derection towards the mark (Flacius, Grotius, Estius, Wolf,
Morus, Hofmann), which would mean, “so as fo maintain and
promote the truth of the gospel” The former interpretation is to
be preferred, because it is the more simple and the first to
suggest itself, and it yields a very suitable sense. Hence:
corresponding to the truth, which is the contents of the gospel
(ver. 5). Certainly Paul never in verbs of walking expresses
the rule prepositionally by mpds, but by rard (Rom. viii. 4,
xiv. 15; 1 Cor. iii. 3, ef al); but in this passage mpos «.T.\.
is the epexegesis of 6pfés, according to its ethical idea. — éu-
wpoolev mwavrwy] consequently, not under some four eyes
merely, but in the sight of the whole church although not
assembled expressly for this purpose (Thiersch); 7ots auap-
TdvorTas €vwmiov wdvTwy Eheyye, Wa xai ol Aovmoi $oBov
éywar, 1 Tim. v. 20. “Non enim utile erat errorem, qui
palam noceret, in secrelo emendare,” Augustine. — e ov
"Tovdaios Umdpywv «.7.\.] that is, “ If thou, although a born
Jew, orderest thy mode of living in conformity with that of the
born Gentiles, ywpis "Tovdaiksis maparnprioess (Chrysostom),
and not with that of the born Jews—a course of conduct,
which thou hast just practically exemplified by eating in com-
pany with Gentile Christians—how comes it to pass that
thou (by the example of the wholly opposite conduct which
thou hast now adopted since the arrival of those Tewés)
urgest the born Gentiles to adopt the custom of the born
Jews ?”  What a contradiction of conduct is it, thus in one
breath to live éfvixds and to urge the éfvn to the "Tovdailew !
The present {fis denotes that which was constant, accordant
with principle, in Peter’s case (contrary to the view of Hil-
genfeld and others). This is /aid down by Paul, with the
argumentative e, as certain and settled, and that not merely by
inference from his recent experience of Peter having eaten in
company with Gentiles, but also on the ground of his knowledge
otherwise of this apostle and of his practical principles on
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this point, with which the éfuxds &iv just before actually
curied out by Peter was in accordance. Groundlessly and
erroneously Riickert labours (since it does not run: émetdy . . .
éfnoas) to extract an entirely different meaning, understanding
"Tovdaixds &is in an ideal sense (Rom. ii. 28 f.; John i. 48),
and €fwds &is as its opposite: “ By thy present conduct
thou showest thyself truly not as a genuine Jew, but as a
Gentile (sinner); how art thou at liberty to ask that the
Gentiles should adopt Jewish customs, which by thy beha-
viour thou thyself dost not honour ?” But, in fact, the reader
could only take the explanation of the éfuikds &is from perd
Tov €0viw auvijofier (ver. 12), and of the 'Iovdaikds &is from
UméTTENNE . . . TepiTopsjs (ver. 12). No one could light upon
the alleged ideal view (reverting, in the apodosis, to the em-
pirical ), the more especially as the breaking off from eating
with the Gentiles would have to be regarded as a Gentile habit
(in an ethical sense)! The v is not the moral living accord-
ing to the Gentile or the Jewish fashion, but the shaping of
the life with reference to the category of external social observances
within the Christian communion, such as, in the individual
case in question, the following (Iovdaixds) or non-following
(éBvikas) of the Jewish restrictions as to eating. — mads] qus
Jit, ut (Rom. iii. 6, vi 2, x 14, and frequently), indicating the
incomprchensibleness of this morally contradictory behaviour. —
Ta é0vn dvaykdlews *Tovdailew] indirect compulsion. For the
Gentile Christians in Antioch must very naturally have felt
themselves constrained by the imposing example of the highly-
esteemed Peter to look upon the Jewish habit of living—the
observance of the special peculiarities of the outward legal
Judaism (the 'Tovdailew : comp. Esth. viit. 17; Plut. Cic. 7%)
—as something belonging to Christianity, and necessary for
partaking in Christian fellowship and for attaining the Mes-
slanic salvation; and they would shape their conduct in prac-
tice in accordance with this view (comp. Usteri, p. 66 f.).
De Wette (comp. also Wieseler, Chronol. p. 198 £, Komment.
p. 168) assumes, that the emissaries of James preached the

! Where a freedman is spoken of, who was #voxes 74 'TevdeiZuy, and in reference
to whom Cicero says, =i lawdaiy wpds xoipev; comp. also Ignat. ad Magnes. 10,
Ecomiv iovs Xpiwiv Inoooy Aadsiv xai "Lowdailmr.
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principle of the neccssity of observing the law, and that
Peter gave his support, at least tacitly, to this preaching. This
13 not at all intimated in the text, and is not rendered
necessary by the literal sense of dvayrxd&ew, which is suffi-
ciently explained by the moral constraint ot the inducement
of so influential an example, as it is often used in classical
authors, “ de varia necessitate quam praesens rerum conditio
efficit” (Sturz, Lexw. Xen. 1. 18. 6). The view which understands
the word here not at all of indirect constraint, but of definite
demands (Ritschl, p. 146), by which Peter sought to turn
them back into the path of Jewish Christianity, is opposed
to the divine instruction imparted to this apostle, to his utter-
ances at the council, and to our context, according to which
the dvaykdlerw can have consisted in nothing more than the
obk dpfomoleiv as it is represented in ver. 12 f, and conse-
quently must have been merely a practical, indirect compulsion,
not conveyed in any express demands. Wieseler obscures the
intelligibility of the whole passage by understanding the *Tov-
dailew of the observance of the restrictions as to food enacted by
the apostolic council. In decisive opposition to this view it may
be urged, that in the whole context this council is left entirely
unmentioned ; further, that these restrictions as to food had
nothing to do with the Jewish proselytes (on whose account,
possibly, their observance might have been called an ’Iov-
dailew) ; lastly, that the compliance with the same on the part
of the church at Antioch, especially so soon after the council
(see on ver. 11), cannot, according to Acts xv. 30, at all be a
matter of doubt. Moreover, how could Paul, who had him-
self together with Peter so essentially co-operated towards this
decree of the council, have—in the presence of Peter, ot the
Christians of Antioch, and even of those who were sent by
James—characterized the obedience given to the restrictions in
question by the inapplicable and ill-sounding name 'Tovéailew?
It would have shown at least great want of tact.

Ver. 15. A continuation of the address to Peter down to ver.
21. So Chrysostom, Theodoret, Jerome, Estius, Bengel, Rosen-
1iiller, Tittmann (Opusc. p. 365), Knapp (Ser. var. arg. II. p.
452 f£), Flatt, Winer, Riickert, Schott, Baumgarten-Crusius, de
Wette and Moller, Hilgenfeld, Ewald, Holsten.  Others have
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looked upon vv. 15-21 as addressed o the Galatians (Theodore
of Mopsuestia, Oecumenius, Calvin, Beza, Grotius, Semler,
Koppe, Matthies, Hermann, Hofmann, Wieseler, Reithmayr) ;
but to this view it may be objected, that Paul himself does
not indicate the return to his readers until iii. 1, and that the
Lare, brief reproach in ver. 14 would neither correspond to
the historical character of so important an event, nor stand
in due relation with the purpose for which Paul narrates it
(see on ver. 11); as indeed he himself has in vv. 11 and 14
so earncstly prepared the way for, and announced, his opposi-
tion, that the reader could not but expect something more than
that mere question—so hwrriedly thrown out—of indignant
surprise.! And how could he have written to his (for the
most part) Gentile-Christian readers rueils ¢ioer *Iovdaior
w7\, without telling them whom he meant thereby ? Just
as little can we assume that Paul again turns to the Galatians
with xai 7pets in ver. 16 (Calovius, Paulus), or in ver. 17
(Luther, Calvin), or in ver. 18 (Cajetanus, Neander); or that
he (Erasmus and Estius by way of suggestion, Usteri) has
been imperceptibly led away from the thread of his historical
statement, so that it is not possible to show how much belongs
to the speech at Antioch. No, the whole of this discourse
(vv. 15-21)—thoroughly unfolding the truth from principles,
and yet so vivid, and in fact annihilating his opponent—
harmonizes so fully with the importance of a public step
against Peter, as well as with the object which Paul had in

! Indeed the practical renunciation (not mere denial) of the principle of
Christian freedom required a renewed apology for, and windication of, the
latter ; especially as Paul had called Peter to account before the assembled church,
whereby the act assumed a solemnity to which the brief question in ver. 14
alone could in no way seem adequate, and least of all could it suffice to procure
a duly proportionate satisfaction for the offence given to the church (ver. 11),
He does not, however, *‘ demonstrate” his explanation to Peter (Wieseler's diffi-
culty), but presents it in the most vivid and striking dialectic, compressing
cverything which would have afforded matter for a very copious demonstra-
tion sharply and sternly, towards the defeat of the great opponent who had been
unfaithful to himself. Hofmann inconsiderately holds that, if Paul after the
concession éwxis (s x. obx "lovdeizws had thus explained himself in a detailed
statement to Peter, hie would have acted absurdly. It would have been absurd,
if Paul, in order to say the two or three words to Peter recorded in ver, 14, had
Lrought the whole act of the xard wpivwmoy ziry &yricrny before the assemlled
church,
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view in reluting this occurrence to the Gulatians especially
(among whom indeed these very principles, against which
Teter offended, were in great danger), that, up to its grave
conclusion dpa XpioTos Swpeav dméfaver (ver. 21), it must be
regarded as an unity—as the effusion directed against Peter at
Antioch; but, at the same time, it cannot be maintained that
Paul spoke the words quite literally thus, as he here, after so
long a lapse of time, quotes from lively recollection of the scene
which he could not forget. — 7ueis ¢pvoer "Tovdaior, xai ovx ¢E
é0viv apapt.] Paul begins his dogmatic explanation in regard to
the reproach expressed in ver. 14 with a concession: “ We are
Jews by birth (in this Paul feels the whole advantage of belong-
ing to the ancient holy people of God, Rom. iii. 1 f, ix. 1 ff.),
and not sinners of the Gentiles (by Gentile descent).” Gentiles
as such, because they are dvouwor and dfeor (Rom. ii. 12; 1
Cor. ix. 21 ; Eph. 1i. 12), are to the Israelite consciousness
dpaptwhol and &dwcor (1 Sam. xv. 18; Tob. xiil. 6; Wisd
x. 20: comp. Luke xviil. 32, xxiv. 7; 1 Cor. vi. 1); and
from ¢this—the theocratical—point of view Paul says &£
é0vév auaptwhoi, born Gentiles, and as such sinners, as all
Gentiles are. Not as if he would look upon the ’Iovéulovs
as not sinners; according to the sequel, indeed, they needed
justification equally with the Gentiles (see Rom. ii. 3, 22 £,
v. 12; Eph.ii. 2f). But the passage affirms that the Jews—
as the possessors of the revelation and the law, of the ancient
theocratic wviofec/a and the promises (Rom. ix. 4), and as
belonging to the holy dwapy7 and root-stock of the theocracy
(Rom. xi. 16)—possessed as their own a religious consecration
of life, whereby they stood on a certain stage of righteous-
ness in virtue of which, although it was not that of the
true Suwkaioaivy, they were mevertheless exalted far above the
Gentiles in their natural state of sinfulness (Eph. il 12;
Tit. iii. 5). Luther well says: “ Nos natura Judaei in legal
justitia excedimus quidem gentes, qui peccatores sunt, si
nobis conferantur, ut qui nec legem nec opera ejus habent;
verum non in hoc justi sumus coram Deo, externa est illa
justitia nostra.” If duaptwiol/ had not been unduly under-
stood according to the purely ethical idea (the opposite of
sinlessness), the discourse would not have been so broken
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np as by Elsner, Er. Schmidt, and others: “ Aus natura
Judact, licet non ex gentibus, peccatores;” comp. Paulus.
Hofmann’s view is also similar: “that the apostle excluded
from himself that sinfulness only, which was implied in
Gentile descent—characteristic of those not belonging natu-
rally to the Jewish nationality ;” comp. his Schriftbew. I
. 564, 610 (“our sinfulness does not bear the character-
istic Gentile shape”). TPaul wishes, not to affirm the different
nature of the sinfulness of those born as Jews and Gentiles
respectively, but to recall the thcocratic advantage of the Jews
over the sinners of Gentile descent; in spite of which advau-
tage, however, ete. (ver. 16). The contrast lies in the idea of
a theocratic sanctitas, peculiar to the born Jew, on the one hand ;!
and on the other, of a profane witiositas, wherewith the Gentile
descent is burdened. — 7juets] has the emphasis: We on our
part (I and thou). wév is not to be supplied here (Riickert,
Schott) ; but the concession in ver. 15 stands by itself, and the
contrast s added without preparation in ver. 16. Comp.
Fritzsche, ad Rom. 11. p. 423 ; Bremi, ad Isocr. Paneg. 105,
“ quando altera pars per & sit evehenda.” The contrast thus
strikes one more vividly, and hence the absence of the uév
can afford no ground for calling in question (with Hofmann)
the sense of a concession. Comp. also Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem.
L 8.15. On the difference between ’Tovdaior (theocratic bond
of union) and ‘EpBpaio (nationality), see Wieseler, dber d.
Hcbréerbrief, 1861, 1L p. 28.

Ver. 16 is usually construed so that eidéres . . . Xpiorod
is a parenthesis; and either the sentence is made to begin
with 7uels in ver. 15, and this 7uets is again taken up by
the subsequent xai 7ueis (so Castalio and others, Winer,
Matthies, Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, Holsten, Reithmayr),
or sumus is supplied after duaprwhor, a mnew sentence is
commenced by eilores, and kai rjuels xTA is taken as
apodosis (Beza and others; also Riickert, Usteri, Schott,
Fritzsche, de conform. N. T. Lachm. p. 53, Hilgenfeld, Ewald,
Hofmann, Matthias, Moller). Both forms of construction
would give el8éres . . . Xpioroh as the motive for the éme-

! Calvin appropriately says: ‘‘Quia autem promissio hacreditariam benedic-
tionem faciebat, ideo naturale vocatur hoc bonum.”
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oreboaper. But in this way the statement, how Paul and
Peter (for these are the subject; see on ver. 15) attained
to faith, would not tally with history, for the conversion
of these two apostles did not at all take place by means of
logical process in the argumentative way of eibores . . . émi-
areboauey. Both of them were in fact miraculously and sud-
denly laid hold of by Christ; and thereby, on their becoming
believers, the light of the statement of purpose in the sequel
dawned upon them. We must therefore consider as correct
the punctuation of Lachmann,' who is followed by Wieseler: a
comma only before el8éres, and a period after Xpigrod, “ We
are Jews by birth and not sinners of the Gentiles, knowing how-
ever” (eldotes still belonging to the éopéy, which has to be sup-
plied), that is, since we nevertheless know, that @ man is not
justified, ete.; so that what thou, Peter, doest (ver. 15), com-
pletely conflicts with this certainty, which we have notwith-
standing of our Jewish pre-eminence.—ov Stxatoirar dvfpwmos]
The emphatically prefixed Sixatofrar is negatived: a man s
not justified. As to the idea of Sikatotobfas, see on Rom.i. 17.
Here also it appears clearly as an actus forensis, and as incom-
patible with the perversion of the idea by the Catholics and the
followers of Osiander. See especially Wieseler in loc. From
works of the loaw, which would be the determining ground of
God’s acquittal; by means of faith, which is imputed by God as
righteousness (Rom. v. 5, 24 £.),—these are the contrasted points,
while the idea of Sixaiodobar is the same. Comp. on Rom. iii.
25 f. — ¢éE épyov vépov] vopov is mnot subjective (works, which
the law by its precepts calls forth), but objective: works, which
relate to the law, that is, works by which the precepts of the law
are jfulfilled, which have as their opposite the duaprriuara
vouov, Wisd. ii. 12. See on Rom. ii. 15. Our passage testifies
also in favour of this view by the contrast of wiocrews 'Inood
Xpiorod, inasmuch as the one relation (épywr) to the one
object (vopov) stands correlatively contrasted with the other
relation (mwigTews) to the other object (Incod XpioTod).
Schott, following the older expositors (including Theodoret,
Pelagius, Erasmus), quite erroneously limits véuos to the cere-

! In the small edition ; in the larger one the usual punctuation is followed.
H
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montal law,—a limitation which never occurs in the N. T!
(see on Rom. iii. 20, and Schmid, bbl. Theol. II. p. 336), and,
especially where justification is the matter in question, would
be quite unsuitable; for the impossibility of justification by
the law has reference to the whole law, viewed in its require-
ments jointly and severally, which in its full extent, and in
the way willed by God, no man can fulfil. Comp. iil. 10;
Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 259.—¢éav psj] not a compromise between
justification by works and justification by faith in the Jewish-
Christian consciousness (Holsten, in spite of the apodosis), but
a transition to another mode of conception: A man is not
justified by the works of the law; %e s not justified, except by
etc. Comp. Hymn. Cer. 77 £, 008é Tis dA\os alTios dfuvdtawy,
€l un vepermyepéra Zevs. Comp. on Matt. xii. 4; Rom. xiv.
14. See also on i 7. Consequently we have here neither
Justification by the works, which are done by means of faith (the
Catholic view), nor Christ's fulfilment of the law, which is
apprehended by faith® The former is not Pauline? and the
latter has only its indirect truth (for the N.T. nowhere teaches
the imputation of Christ’s obedience to the law), in so far as the
atoning work of the Lord completed on the cross, which is the
specific object and main matter of justifying faith, necessarily
presupposes His active, sinless obedience (2 Cor. v. 21), of
which, however, nothing is here said. But here in éav un
we have the “sola fide” of Luther and his Church. Comp.
on Rom. iii. 28. It is only the man justified solely by faith,
who thereupon fulfils by means of the Spirit the require-
ments of the law; see on Rom. viii. 4. This is the moral
completion of the relation of the law to redemption. — 'Iood
Xpiorod] object: on Jesus Christ. Comp. Mark xi. 22; see
on Rom. iii. 22, and Lipsius, Rechifertigungsl. p. 112.—éE and

1 Althongh, according to the context, at one time the ethical, and at another
the ritual, aspect of the law preponderates. Comp. on Rom. iii. 20.

2 So also Jatho, Br. an d. Gal. p. 18f.

3 See the constantly repeated attacks on the part of the Catholics against
the evangelical doctrine of justification by faith, in Mohler, Symbol. p. 132,
ed. 4; Reithmayr, p. 179 More unprejudiced is Dollinger, Christenth. u.
Kirche, pp. 187, 202, and elsewhere. On the other hand, Romang (in the Stud.
u. Krit. 1867, 1, 2) has made too much concession to the Catholic justification

by works, and has, like Hengstenberg, erroncously assumed a gradual progress
of justification.
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Suc denote the same idea (of causality) under two forms (that
of origin and that of mediate agency), as Paul in general is fond
of vorying his prepositions (see on Rom. iii. 30 ; 2 Cor. iii 11 ;
Eph. i. 7). In 8d (comp. iii. 26) faith is conceived as the
subjective condition of justification—the presence of which is
the necessary causa medians of the latter. Certainly the man,
as soon as he believes, enters smmediately into the state of
justification ; but the preposition has (notwithstanding what
Hofmann says) nothing to do with this relation, any more
than €£ postpones the being righteous, as the result of action,
until the very end of life, whereas it may be conceived at any
moment of life, as a result for the time being. — rai nueis]
begins a new sentence (see above). That which Paul had
just laid before Peter as a point on which both were con-
vinced,—87¢ od Sikatobrar dvfpwmos EE Epywv vopov, éav wy)
Swa wior. 'I. X.—he now confirms by reminding him of the
righteousness which they also had aimed at in having become
believers (émioTedoauev); so that kal fuels, even we both, sup-
plies the special application of the foregoing general d&vfpwmos.
The order XpioTov 'Incodv lays a greater stress on the
Messianic character of the historical person who is the object
of faith, than is the case in the usual order (comp. ver. 4,
iil. 26). — 67e €§ &ywv vopov ob Sikaiwbicerar waca cdpf]
Comp. Rom. iii. 20. These words, é¢ &ywv vopov, take up
again what had just been said with solemn emphasis, by
means of the confirmatory &ri, since indeed. Ildoa cdpf con-
veys the idea of “ all men” (comp. above, &vfpwmos), with the
accompanying idea of moral weakness and sinfulness, on which
is based both the need of justification, and also its impossibility
by means of works in the sight of the justifying God. Comp.
on Acts ii. 17. Looking at the difference in the terms used
and the absence of the usual formula of quotation, it is not to
be assumed that Paul intended here to give a Seripture-proof
(from Ps. cxliil. 2), as Wieseler and others think. An invo-
luntary echo of the language may have occurred, while the idea
was more precisely defined. The negation is here also not
to be separated from the verb; for it is not mdoa odpg which
is negatived, but Swarwbijcerar in reference to masa odpé.
Fritzsche (Diss. IL. in 2 Cor. p. 26) aptly says: “non pro-
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babitur per praestitum legi obsequium quicquid est carnis.”
Lastly, the fufure denotes that which never will occur. The
reference to the judgment (Rom. v. 19), which is discovered
here by Hofmann and the earlier expositors, is quite out of
place.  Comp. ver. 21. It is otherwise, v. §; 2 Tim. iv. 8.
Ver. 17. The & dialectically carries on the refutation of
Peter; but the protasis beginning with e cannot have its
apodosis in elpéfnuev k. & au. (Hofmann'); on the contrary,
it runs on as far as duaprwiol, which is then followed by the
interrogatory apodosis. Consequently : But if we (in order to
show thee, from what has been just said, how opposed to
Christ thy conduct was), although we sought to be justificd in
Christ, were found even on our part sinners. This protasis sup-
poses that which must have been the case, if Peter’s Judaizing
conduct had been in the right; namely, that the result would
then have been that faith does not lead to, or does not suffice
for, justification, but that it is requisite to combine with it
the observance of the Jewish law. J[f faith does nof render
the "Tovdaifew superfluous, as was naturally to be concluded
from the course of conduct pursued by Peter, then this seek-
ing after justification in Christ has shown itself so ineffectual,
that the believer just stands on an equality with the Gentiles,
because he has ceased to be a Jew and yet has not attained
to righteousness in Christ: he is therefore now nothing else
than an duapTwidss, just as the Gentile is. But if this is the
case, the apodosis now asks, Js Christ, therefore, minister of
stn (and mpot of righteousness) ?—seeing that our faith in
Him, which seeks for righteousness by Him, has the sad
result that we have been found like the Gentiles in a
state of sin. The answer to this question is, Far be ¢¢t! It
is a result to be abhorred, that Christ, instead of bringing
about the righteousness sought in Him, should be the pro-
moter of sin. Consequently the state of things supposed in
the protasis is an anti-Christian absurdity. — The subject of

! Hofmann explains it, as if Paul had written « 3 i{nroduer (if we, when we
became believers, sought, ete.) Sizaiwdivas iv Xpioas, edpifnpey x.7. 2. (We thereby
exhibit ourselves at the same time as sinners). According to Hofrann, the
sigifnpey is intended to apply to both members of the sentence,—a foried, artifi-
cial view for which the context affords neither right nor reason.
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{yrodvres and elpéOnuev is, as before, Peter and Panl —
{yrotwtes] emphatically prefixed, in reference to the preceding
sentence of purpose, wa Sikaiwlduey k1. \.; s0 that this &nreiv
dikatwB. is mot in reality different from the moTedew eis
XptoT., but denotes the same thing as respects its tendency.
To the {prodvres then corresponds the elpéfmuev, which intro-
duces an entirely different result: if we have been found, if it
has turned out as a matter of fact, that, ete. (Rom. vii. 10;
1 Cor. iv. 2, xv. 15; 2 Cor. xi. 12). As to elpéfnuer we
must, however, notice that—as in the apodosis apa XpiaTos
xTA we cannot without proceeding arbitrarily supply any-
thing but the simple éo7w, and not &v 7w (iii. 21)—the aorist
requires the explanation: dnventi sumus (Vulgate, Beza, Calvin,
and many others'), and therefore neither reperimur (Erasmus,
Castalio) nor znventi essemus (de Wette and many others), nor
should be found (Luther), nor were to be found (Schott). Observe,
moreover, that in efpéf.,, in contrast to {nrolvres w1, the
accessory idea of something unexpected suggests itself (eomp.
on Matt. i. 20). — év Xpiard)] nothing else than what was
previously put as éx mioTews XpioTod, but expressed according
to the notion that in Christ, whose person and work form the
object of faith, justification has ts causal basis (2 Cor. v. 21 ;
Acts xiil. 39; Rom. iii. 24). Its opposite: év woue, iil. 11,

and the 8/a Suxatocvn, Rom. x. 3. — kal adrol] et ipsi, also
on our part, includes Peter and Paul in the class of auaprorol
previously referred to in ver. 15. — dpa X. auapt. Sudx.] is,

at any rate, e question (Vulgate, numquid), for with Paul up
vévorro is always preceded by a question (Rom. il 4, vi. 2

1 So correctly also Lipsius in Hilgenfeld's Zeitschr. 1861, p. 73fl. He,
however, improving on Holsten’s similar interpretation, thus explains the whole
passage : ““If we, being born Jews, have, by our seeking after the salvation in
Christ, confessed our sinfulness (and consequently, at the same time, the im-
potence of the law to make us righteous), does it thence follow that Christ, by
inviting also us Jews to seek righteousness in Him and not in the law, has led
us astray to a life in Gentile impurity 2 But this inference does not stand in
logical consistency with the protasis, and could not even suggest itself as a false
conclusion ; for dueprias is assumed to be taken in a different sense from &pmp-
Twioi,—the latter in the sense of defectus justitiae, the former as vitiositus
ethnica. Holsten also understands épeprias as the unfettering of sin in the
moral life (comp. v. 13; Rom. i. 6f., et al.),—an idea which is here forcign to
the context.
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Gal.iil. 21, et al). With this, however, either mode of writing,
apa (Lachmann) or dpa (Tischendorf), may stand. Both ex-
press gitur, rebus sic se habenttbus; but dpa (Luke xviii. 8;
Acts viii. 30), although Paul does not elsewhere use it (but
Just as little does he use an interrogative &pa'), is the livelier
and stronger. See Klotz, ad Devar. p. 180; Baeumlein,
Partik. p. 39 f. To take dpa for dp’ od, nonne (Olshausen,
Schott), is a purely arbitrary suggestion, which fails to appre-
hend the subtlety of the passage, the question in which (not
Gpa in itself, as held by Hartung) bears the trace of an ironical
suspicion of doubtfulness (comp. Buttmann, ad Plat. Charmid.
14, ed. Heind.). Besides, dpa is never really used for &p’ of),
although it sometimes seems so (Herm. ad Viger. p. 823;
Heind. ad Plat. Theaet. p. 476 ; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. 1. p. 2186).
See Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 6. 1. Riickert has mistaken
the sense of the whole passage: “ If we, although we seek
grace with God through Christ, nevertheless continue to sin,
etc., do ye think that Christ will then take pleasure in us,
greater pleasure than in the Gentiles, and thus strengthen and
further us in our sin?” Against this it may be urged, that
Taul has not written edptorouefa ; that the comparison with the
Genttles implied in xai avrol would be unsuitable, for the sin
here reproved would be hypocritical Judaizing,; and that ver. 18
would not, as is most arbitrarily assumed, give the reason for
the w7 yévorto, but, passing over the ua «yévorro and the apodosis,
would carry us back to the protasis and prove this latter.
The nearest to this erroneous interpretation is that of Beza
and Wieseler, who (so also essentially Reithmayr) find ex-
pressed here the necessity of the union of sanctification with
justification? But the right sense of the passage, as given

! Which is assumed by Wieseler, Buttmann, Hofmann.

? They take the essential sense to be: *‘ If the man who is justified in Christ
has sinned, Christ is not to blame for this ; for (ver. 18) the man himself is to
blame for the transgression, because he builds again the dominion of sin which He
had destroyed.” So Wieseler. This interpretation is utterly unsuitable, if ver.
15 ff. is still addressed to Peter. It may be urged also against it, that Paul, by
using edpifnpesy (instead of edprxipela), would have written in a way both obscure
and misleading ; further, that the relapse of the justified man into sin did not at
all suggest or presume as probable the conclusion that Christ was to blame for it;

1moreover, that the expression duapriws Jiéxovos must assert something of a far
stronger and more positive character (namely, sin-producer); lastly, that ver, 18,
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nbove, is found in substance, although with several modifi-
cations, and in some cases with an incorrect apprehension of
the norist elpéfnuev (see above), in Chrysostom, Theodoret,
Occumenius, Theophylact, Erasmus, Luther, Castalio, Calvin,
Calovius, Estius, Wolf, Wetstein, and others; also Semler,
Koppe, Borger, Flatt, Winer, Usteri, Matthies, Schott, Baum-
garten-Crusius, de Wette, Hilgenfeld, Ewald, Matthias; several
of whom, however, such as the Greek Fathers, Luther, Calovius,
Koppe, Usteri, Lachmann, taking the accentuation &pa, do not
assume any question, which does not alter the essential sense,
but does not correspond with the w7 ryévorro which follows;
while Hilgenfeld unnecessarily supposes a breviloguence: “then
I ask, Is then Christ,” ete. 2— Xpiords] “ in quo tamen quae-
rimus justificari,” Bengel. — duapr. dudx.] duapr. emphatically
prefixed, in contrast to the Sikaiwbijvac: one, through whom sin
receives service rendered, sin is upheld and promoted.! The
opposite, Sidkovor Siratoaivns, 2 Cor. xi. 15.

Ver. 18. Ground assigned for the u3 yévorro: No! Christ
is not a minister of sin; for—and such is the result, Peter,
of the course of conduct censured in thee—if I again build
up that which I have pulled down, I show mysclf as trans-
gressor ; so that Christ thus by no means appears, according to
the state of the case supposed in ver. 17, as the promoter of
sin, but the reproach—and that a reproach of transgression—
falls upon myself alone, as I exhibit myself by my own action
— Remark the emphasis—energetically exposing the great
personal guilt—which is laid first on wapaBarny (in contrast
to duaprias Sidrovos), then on éuavréy (in contrast to Xpiatds),
and jointly on the juxtaposition of the two words.— In the
butlding up of that which had been pulled down Paul depicts the
behaviour of Peter, in so far as the latter previously, and even
taken in Wieseler's sense, would, notwithstanding its carefully-chosen expres-
sions, contain nothing more than an almost meaningless and self-evident thought,
in which, moreover, the destruction of the dominion of sin, which has been
accomplished by Christ or by the justifying grace of God (Rom. viii. 8), would
Dbe attributed to man (xavirvea).

! Luther’s gloss: ‘“ Whoever desires to become pious by means of works,
acts just as if Chuist by His ministry, office, preaching, and sufferings, made us
first of all to be sinners who must become pious through the law ; thus is Christ

denied, crucified again, slandered, and sin is built up again, which had previously
beon done away by the preaching of faith.”
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still in Antioch (ver. 12), had pronounced the Mosaic law not
to be obligatory in respect of justification on the Christian
who has his righteousness in Christ and not in the law, and
had thus pulled it down as a building thenceforth useless,
but subsequently by his Judaizing behaviour again repre-
sented the law as obligatory for righteousness, and thus, as
it were, built up anew the house which had been pulled
down.! Paul is fond of the figure of building and pulling
down. See Rom. xv. 20; 1 Cor. viil. 1,x. 23 ; Eph.ii. 20f;
Rom. xiv. 20; 2 Cor. v. 1, ¢¢ al. Comp. Talmud, Berach.
63. 1, in Wetstein: “jam aedificasti, an destruis ? jam sepem
fecisti, an perrumpes ?”—The first person veils that, which had
happened with Peter ¢n concrefo, under the milder form of a
general proposition, the subject of which (= one, any one) is
individualized by 7 (comp. Rom. vil 7). — 7afra] with em-
phasis: this, not anything else or more complete in its place.
— wapaflaTyv] not sinner generally, as Wieseler, according to
his interpretation of the whole passage, is forced to explain it
(see on ver. 17), but ¢ransgressor of the law (Rom. iv. 15, ii.
25); so that, in conformity with the significance of the figure
used, vdpov is obviously supplied from the context (vv. 16,
19),—and that as the Mosaic law, not as the vouos s wloTews,
the gospel (Koppe, Matthies). But kow far does he, who re-
asserts the validity of that law which he had previously as
respects justification declared invalid, present himself as a
transgressor of the same? Not in so far as ke proves that he
had wrongly declared it invalid and abandoned it (Ambrosius,
Oecumenius, Erasmus, Vorstius, Baumgarten, Zachariae, Rosen-
miiller, Borger, Usteri, de Wette, Hilgenfeld, Ewald), or as he
has in the pulling down sinned against that whick is to him
right, as Hofmann interprets it,? but, as ver. 19 shows, because

1 Comp. Holsten, z. Evang. d. Paul. u. Petr. p. 283,

2 The application to be made of the general proposition is said to be this :
““Whosoever desires and seeks to become righteous in Christ would not do so, unless
he recognised the matter in which he sinned as a breach of the law, which ke has
again to make good, and that which he does to make it good is self-confession as
a tramsgressor.” This forced perversion should have been precluded by the very
consideration that xarziduy in reference to the law cannot be understood in the
sense of breaking it, like Adus =6 véffaror, John v, 18 (comp. vii. 26), but only in

the sense of Matt. v. 17, according to which, of course, the building up again is
10 making good again. Comp. on xaraiiuy Tebs vipovs, Polyb, iii. 8, 2,
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the law itself has brought about the freedom of the Christian
from the law, in order that he may live to God; consequently
he that builds it up again acts in opposition to the law, and
thus stands forth as {ransgressor, namely, of the law in its real
sense, which cannot desire, but on the contrary rejects, the re-
exchanging of the new righteousness for the old. Comp. Rorm.
iii. 31. See the fuller statement at ver. 19. Comp. Chry-
sostom and Theophylact (adros qdp . . . 6 wopos . . . pe
&8irynae mpos Ty wioTiv kal Emewoer adelvar adTov). Bengel,
moreover, well says: “ Vocabulum horribile, legis studiosiori-
bus.” The word is purposely chosen, and stands in a climactic
relation to duaprwhol (ver. 17),—the category which includes
also the Gentiles without law. — cumordvw] I show. See
Wetstein and Fritzsche, ad Rom. iii. 5; Munthe, Obss. p. 358 ;
Loesner, p. 248. But Schott explains it as commendo, laudo (2
Cor. iil. 1, v. 12, x. 12), making it convey an dronical reference
to the Judarsts, who had boasted of their Judaizing behaviour.
This idea is not in any way indicated;' and the ironical refer-
ence must have rather pointed at Pefer, who, however, had not
made a boast of his Judaizing, but had consented to it in a
timid and conniving fashion. Hence Bengel's explanation is
more subtle: “ Petrus voluit commendare se ver. 12 fin.; ejus
commendationis tristem Paulus fructum hic mimesi ostendit.”
But according to the connection, as exhibited above, between
ver. 18 and ver. 17, the idea of commendation is so entirely
foreign to the passage, that, in fact, éuavrov cvrioTdvew expresses
essentially nothing more than the idea of ebpéfnuev in ver. 17;
bringing into prominence, however, the self-presentation, the
self-proof, which the person concerned practically furnishes in
his own case: he establishes Aimself as a transgressor.

Ver. 19 f, containing the “ summa ac medulla Chris-
tianismi” (Bengel), furnishes the confirmation of ver. 18 ; for
which purpose Paul makes use of his own experience (not—as
Olshausen and Baumgarten-Crusius hold, contrary to the con-
text—designating himself as representative of believers generally)

1 Schott should not have appealed to the form svwsrdva. Both forms have
the same signification. Hesychius : covierdvin, ixamiv, pavipoiy, f1Buiiy, rzpz-
7ifivas,  Only the form suvisrdva is less frequent and later, Polyb. iv. 5, 6, xxviii.
17. 6, xxxii. 15. 8; 2 Cor. ui. 1, v. 12
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with sublime self-assurance and in a way suflicient to shame
Peter: For I for my own part (to give utterance here to the
consciousness of my own experience, apart from the experi-
ence of others) am through the law dead to the law, in order
to live to God. In this view the contrast to Xpiaros is not
expressed already by this éyw (Hofmann); but only by the
éyo of ver. 20. The point confirmatory of ver. 18 lies in
8ia wouov; for he, who through the law has passed out of the
relation to the law which regulated his life, in order to stand
in a higher relation, and yet reverts to his legally-framed life,
acts against the law, wagaBdrny éavrov avviardver, The vépos
in both cases must be the Mosaic law, because otherwise the
probative force and the whole point of the passage would be
lost; and because, if Paul had intended wéuov to refer to
the gospel (Jerome, Ambrose, Erasmus, Luther, Vatablus, Zeger,
Vorstius, Bengel, Michaelis, Koppe, Morus, Rosenmiiller, Bor-
ger, Vater), he must have added some distinguishing definition
(Rom. iii. 27, viil 2, ix. 31; comp. 1 Cor. ix. 21). The im-
mediate context, that is, the XpioT@ ovvesralpwpar k.7 1. which
closely follows (and not ver. 16), supplies precise information
bow Paul intended the &ia vouov voue dmébavov to be under-
stood. By the crucifixion the curse of the law was fulfilled
in Christ (1. 13); and so far Christ died through the law,
which demanded, and in Christ's death received, the accom-
plishment of its curse. In ome, therefore, who is crucified
with Christ, the curse of the law is likewise fulfilled, so that
in virtue of his ethical fellowship in the death of Jesus he
knows himself to be dead 8ua vduov,' and consequently at the
same time dead ¢0 the law (comp. Rom. vii. 4); because, now
that the law has accomplished in his case its rights, the bond
of union which joined him to the law is broken; for xarnp-
yifnuey amo Tob wopod, dmobfavovres év & rarevyoueba, Rom.
vii. 6. So, in all essential points, Chrysostom? and others,
Zachariae, Usteri (Schott wavers in his view, Riickert still

! Not, therefore, as Hermann interprets, ¥& viuov v xaridvra, through the
law rejected by myself.

2 He indeed also specifies the interpretation, by which vigev is understood of
the gospel, as well as the view, which takes séuov of the Mosaic law, but eluci-

dates the relation o: 3:d by Deut. xviii. 18, He nevertheless evidently gives
the preference to the interpretation given above.
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more s0) : comp, Lipsius, Le. p. 81 f.; Weiss, &ibl. Theol. p. 363 ;
Moller on de Wette, p. 50. This is the only interpretation
which kecps closely to the context, and is therefore to be
preferred to the views of others, who understand i vouou to
refer to the Messianic contents of the law and the prophets, by
which Paul had been induced to abandon the law (Theodoret,
Corn. a Lapide, Hammond, Grotius, and others; also Baum-
garten-Crusius), and of others still, who find the ensufficiency of
the law for salvation expressed, as Winer (“ lex legem sustulit ;
ipsa lex, cum non posset mihi salutem impertire, mei me juris
fecit atque a suo imperio liberavit ), Olshausen, Matthias, and
likewise Hofmann, who understands it to refer to the know-
ledge acquired through the law, that it was impossible to
attain righteousness in the way of the law,—which righteous-
ness, therefore, could only be attained by means of faith;
comp. Hilgenfeld, Reithmayr, also Ewald, whose interpretation
would seem to call for &2 7ov vouov. Neither is there sug-
gested in the context te reference to the pedagogic functions
of the law, iii. 24, which is found by Beza (“lex enim terrens
conscientiam ad Christum adducit, qui unus vere efficit, ut
moriamur legi, quoniam nos justificando tollit conscientiae
terrores”), Calvin, Wolf, and others; also by Matthies, who,
Lowever, understands &t as quite through (*“having passed
quite through the law, I have it behind me, and am no
longer bound to it”). De Wette thus explains the pedagogic
thought which he supposes to be intended: “By my having
thoroughly lived in the law and experienced its character in my
own case, I have become conscious of the need of a higher
moral life, the life in the Spirit; and through the regeneration
of my inner man I have made my way from the former to
the latter.” So also, in all essential points, Wieseler, although
the usus paedagogicus of the law does not produce regenera-
tion and thereby moral liberation from its yoke (which, how-
ever, dia vopov must affirm), but only awakens the longing
after it (Rom. vil. 21 ff.), and prepares the ground for justifica-
tion and sanctification. The inner deliverance from the yoke
of the law takes place &ia mreduaros (v. 18; Rom. viil. 2).
A clear commentary on our passage is Rom. vii. 4-6. — {a
Ocd Uiow] that I might live to God, that my life (brought
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about by that dméfavor) might be dedicated fo GQod, and
should not therefore again serve the vduos,'—which is the
case with him who & xaté\vee TaiTa md\w olrkodouel (ver.
18). Comp., moreover, Rom. vi. 11. — Xptor¢ cvvesralpopar]
Situation in which he finds himself through that 8ia véuov
vour dmébavov, and accompanying information how this event
took place in him. Corresponding with this, afterwards in
ver. 20, & . . . Xpiords contains information as to the way
in which a Oed fjow was realized in him. With Christ
I am cructfied, thus expressing the consciousness of moral
fellowship, brought about by faith, in the atoning death of
Christ,—a subjective fellowship, in which the believer knows
that the curse of the law is accomplished on himself because
it is accomplished on Christ (comp. iii. 13) (8w vduov dmé-
favov), and at the same time that his pre-Christian ethical
state of life, which was subject to the law, is put an end to
(vouw amébavov). Comp. Rom. vi. 6, viL. 4, and on Col. ii.
20. Observe also how in this very passage it is evident
from the whole context, that ¢dv in owvesradp. and in the
corresponding expressions (Rom. vi. 8; Col ii. 12, 20, et al)
denotes mot the mere typical character of Christ or the
resemblance to Him (Baumgarten-Crusius), but the actual fel-
lowship, which, as accomplished and existing in the conscious-
ness of faith, is matter of real experience. On the perfect,
which expresses the blessed feeling of the continuance of what
had taken place, comp. vi. 14. Here it is the continuance of
the liberation of the moral personal life from the law, which
was begun by the crucifixion with Christ.

Ver. 20. Zo 8¢ odrért éyw, & & év éuol Xpioros] The
comma which is usually placed after {& &8¢ is correctly ex-
punged by Lachmann, Riickert, Usteri, Matthies, Schott,
Tischendorf, Wieseler, Hofmann ; for, if & . . . éyw were not
to be conjoined, aAAd must have stood before odxéri. The
second 8¢ is our but tndeed after a negative (Hartung, Partikell.
I p. 171), and & and & are on both occasions emphatically
prefixed : alive however no longer am I, but alive indeed s

1 %y @c; Ydrw is therefore not (with Chrysostom, Cajetanus, Calvin, and
others) to be joined to Xpesrs cuvirradpupasr ; for it essentially belongs to the
completeness of the thought introduced by y4p.
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Christ in me; whereby the new relation of life is forcibly con-
trasted to the previonsly expressed relation of death (XpioTe
ogvveer.). After the crucifixion of Christ followed His new
life ; he, therefore, who is crucified with Christ, thenceforth
lives also with Him ; his whole pre-Christian moral person-
ality is, in virtue of that fellowship of death, no longer in life
(6 mwahaws atrod dvfpwmos cuvesTavpwln, Rom. vi. 6), and
Christ is the principle of life in him. This change is brought
about by faith (see the sequel), inasmuch as in the believer,
according to the representation here given of Paul's own ex-
perience, it is no longer the individual personality that is the
agent of life (“ mortuus est Saulus,” Erasmus), but Christ, who
is present in him (through the Spirit, Rom. viii. 9 f.; Eph. iii.
16 £), and works, determines, and rules everything in him, {@
3¢ otkéri éyw, & 8¢ év éuol Xpioros: the mind of Christ is
in him (1 Cor. ii. 16), the heart of Christ beats in him (Phil
i 8), and His power is effectual in him. Thereby is the
proof of the words a Ocd Gjow rightly given; see on Rom.
vi. 10.— 9 8¢ viv {6 év oapxi x.7\.] Explanation of what
has just been said, & . . . Xpuoros: but that which I now
live in the flesh, I live in foith on, etc. This explanation
is placed by &¢ in formal contradistinction to the preceding
apparent paradox. The emphasis, however, lies on viv, now,
namely, since the beginning of my Christian condition of life, so
that a glance is thrown back to the time before the Xpiord
cuvesTavpwpat, and viv corresponds with odxére. Niw is often
understood—as by Erasmus, Grotius (adhuc), Riickert, Usteri,
Schott, following Augustine and Theodoret—in contrast not
with the pre-Christian life, but with the future life after death
(rather: affer the mapovoia). A reference of this kind is,
however, entirely foreign to the context, does not harmonize
with the emphasis which is laid on »iv by its position, and is
by no means required by év gapxi; for this addition to @ is
made by Paul simply with a view to indicate that after his
conversion the material form of his life remained the same,
although its ethical nature had become something entirely
different. — év capwi] denotes life in the natural human
phenomenal form of the body consisting of flesh. The context
does mot convey any reference to the ethical character of
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the gapf (as sedes peccati). Comp. Phil i 22; 2 Cor. x. 3.
— év wioTe] not per fidem (Chrysostom, Beza, and others),
but, corresponding to év gapxi, in faith; so that faith—and
indeed (comp. 1. 16) the faith in the great sum and substance
of the revelation received, in the Son of God (notice the
anarthrous wioTer, and then the article affixed to the more
precise definition)—is the specific element in which my life
moves and acts and is developed. It is prefixed emphatically,
in contrast to the entirely different pre-Christian sphere of
life, which was the vopoes. — Tob dryamijoavros pe «.1.\.] points
out the special historical fact of salvation, which is the subject-
matter of the faith in the Son of God, giving impulse to this
new life. Comp. Rom viii. 37; Eph v. 2. Kal is explana-
tory, adding the practical proof of the love. Observe also the
péand Imép éuod (see oni. 4) as expressive of the conscious and
assured fiducia in the fides.!—Lastly, the construction is such,
that & is the accusative of the object to ¢&, and the whole
runs on in connection: the life which I live, I live, ete. See
Bernhardy, p. 106 ; Fritzsche, ad Eom. I p. 393 £ ; Dissen
ad Dem. de cor. p. 302. The interpretation: quod vero attinet,
quod, ete. (Winer), is indeed grammatically admissible (see on
Rom. vi 10), in so far as & is likewise retained as the accu-
sative of the object; but it needlessly injures the flow of the
discourse.

Ver. 21. Negative side—opposed to an antagonistic Juda-
ism — of the life which Paul (from ver. 19) has described
as his own. By this negative, with the grave reason
assigned for it, el ydp w7\, the perverse conduct of Peter is
completely condemned. — I do not annul (as is done by
again asserting the validity of the law) the grace of God (which
has manifested itself through the atoning death of Christ). —
@fer@] as in iil 15, Luke viL 30, 1 Cor. L 19, 1 Tim. v. 12,
Heb. x. 28 : make of none effect; see the sequel. It is here
the annulling—practically involved in the Judaistic courses—

1 Luther well says, * Hae voces: dilexit me, plenissimae sunt fidei, et qui
hoc breve pronomen me illa fide dicere et sibi applicare posset, qua Paulus,
etiam futurus esset optimus disputator una cum Paulo contra legem.” But this
faith is not the fides formata (Catholics, including Bisping and Reithmayr),
although it is the source of Christian love and Christian life.
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of the grace of God in Christ, which is in fact rendered in-
operative and cannot make righteous, if righteousness is fur-
nished by the law. The rejection of grace (Vulgate and others,
abjicio) which is involved in this, is a practical rejection’ As
to aferetv generally, which does not occur until after Polybius,
see Schweigh. LZex. Polyb. p. 12. — el ydp x.7.\.] justifies what
has just been said, odx dferd. — &ia vopov) through the law,
namely, as the institute which brings about justification by
virtue of the works done in harmony with it (comp. on iii. 11).
This is emphatically prefixed, so that XpioTos corresponds in
the apodosis. — Swpedv] not : without result (Erasmus, Paraphr.,
Piscator), a meaning which it never has either in classical
authors (in whom it occurs in the sense of gratis only) or in
the LXX, but: without reason, without cause, as 1 Sam. xix. 3,
Ps. xxxiv. 8 (not Job 1. 9): comp. John xv. 25; Ecclus. xx.
21, xxix. 6 f; Ignat. 7Trall. 10, 8wpeav olv amofricrw.
Chrysostom justly says: meperros o Tob XpioTob Odvaros,
which was the very act of the grace which desired to justify
men. This death would have taken place unnecessarily; it
would have been, as it were, an act of superfluity (comp.
Holsten), if that which it was intended to effect were attain-
able by way of the law. Erasmus aptly remarks,  est autem
ratiocinatio ab impossibili.” Observe the exclusive expression
of the clause assigning the reason of o« dfer®, which allows of
no half-and-half division of justification between law and grace.

Note—Paul is discreet enough to say nothing as to the im-
pression which his speech made on Peter. Its candour, resolu-
tion, and striking force of argument would, however, be the less
likely to miss their aim in the case of Peter, seeing that the
latter was himself convinced of Christian freedom (Acts xv.
71f), and had played the hypocrite in Antioch only by con-
nivance from fear of men (ver. 13). But as, according to this
view, an opposition of principle between the two apostles
cannot be conceded (contrary to the view of Baur and his
followers), we must abstain from assuming that this occurrence
at Antioch had any lasting and far-reaching consequences; for
it simply had reference to a moral false step taken in opposi-
tion to Peter’s own better judgment, and the scandal ar.sing
therefrom, It was therefore so essentially of a personal nature,

1 So that # ydpi; obxiti yiviras xéps, Rom. xi. 6.
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that, if kuown at all by Luke, it might well have remained un-
mentioned in Acts—censidering the more comprehensive his-
torical destination of that work—without suggesting any sus-
picion that the absence of mention arose from any intentional
concealment (comp. on Acts xv.). Such a concealment is but
one of the numberless dishonest artifices of which the author of
Acts has been accused, ever since certain persons have thought
that they recognised in our epistle “the mutely eloquent
accuser of the Book of Acts” (Schwegler), which is alleged to
throw “a veil of concealment” over the occurrences at Jeru-
salem and Antioch (Baur, Paulus, I p. 148, ed. 2).
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CHAPTER IIL

Ver. 1. After Bdoxave Elz. (and Matth.) has rj axnfeia wa
meifecban, against decisive evidence. An explanatory addition
from v. 7. — év u@] is wanting in A B C &, min., and several

_vss. and Fathers, and is omitted by Lachm. But not being
required, and not understood, how easily might it be passed
over! There was no reason in the text for attaching it as a
gloss, least of all to xar' spduruwods wpoeyp. (as conjectured by
Schott), for these words were in fact perfectly clear by them-
selves. Justly defended also by Reiche. — Ver. 8. éveuroynés-
oovrar] Elz. gives sinroy., against decisive testimony. In Acts
ili. 25 also, éveunoy. is exchanged in several authorities for the

usual simple form. — Ver. 10. According to decisive evidence,
ér1 15 to be adopted (with Griesb.,, Lachm., Scholz, and Tisch.)
before émixardpares. — Ver. 12. After aire Elz. has édvpwroc,

against decisive testimony. Addition from the LXX. Lev.
xviil. 5; Rom. x. 5. — Ver. 13. Instead of yéyp. yép, read, on pre-
ponderating testimony, with Lachm. and Tisch., ér yiypamras
approved by Griesb. The former arose from ver. 10. — Ver. 17,
After @:of, Elz., Scholz, Reiche, have &ic Xpioréy, in opposition to
A B O x, min,, several vss. and Fathers. Added as a gloss, in
order, after ver. 16, to make it evident from ver. 24 what covenant
is intended, although this is obvious from the context, and the
addition was therefore by no means necessary (as maintained
by Ewald and Wieseler). In the sequel, #ry is (with Griesb,
Lachm., Scholz, Tisch.) to be placed after the number, according
to decisive evidence. — Ver. 19. mposerisy] Griesb. and Scholz
(following Mill and Bengel) read ré0n. Not sufficiently attested
by D* ¥ G and a few min,, vss., and Fathers; and the compound
verb appeared to conflict with ver. 15. — Instead of ¢ éxgyyerras,
only L and many min,, along with some Fathers, read & éz7yy.
A reading arising from the fact that ¢ was not understood. —
Ver. 21. rob @:07] is wanting only in B, Clar. Germ. Ambrosiast.
(bracketed by Lachm.), and is therefore so decisively attested
that it cannot be regarded as an explanatory addition. The
self-evident meaning and the previous reference without rot @<l
(see ver. 16 ff.) led to the omission, — Ver. 21. & éx wiwou #v]
1
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Many variations. F G have merely éx viuov;! D* Damase., ix
viwov 7iv; A B C, Cyr., éx véuou (B, & véuw) & #v.  In default of in-
ternal evidence, the latter is, with Lachm,, Tisch., Schott, to be
preferred as the best attested (comp. N, éx véuou #v &v). The
omission of dv arose from the % following, just as casily as the
omission of % from the following 5. The Recepta is to be con-
sidered as the restoration of the original & in a wrong place.
— Ver. 23. ovyxexhacuiva] A B D* ¥ G ¥, 31, Clem. (once) Cyr.
Damasc. read ovyxreiouéiver. Recommended by Griesb., adopted
by Lachm,, Scholz, Schott. The Recepta, specially defended by
Reiche, is an ancient emendation of the not-understood present
participle. Ver. 28. €fs fore év Xpiord "Inool] A has iore Xpiorod
"Inool; and W, éore & Xpior I But ¢f¢ was very easily suppressed
by the preceding iuer, and then é Xpiora 'Incel was altered in
accordance with the beginning of ver. 29. The reading &
instead of ¢ in F G and several vss, also Vulgate, It., and
Fathers, is an interpretation. — Ver. 29. x«/] is wanting in
ABCDERr 89* and a few vss. and many Fathers, and is
expunged by Lachmann, Tisch., and Schott; justly, because it
was Inserted for the purpose of connection.

CoNTENTS.—Paul now begins to unfold to his readers
that righteousness comes not from the law, but from faith.
‘With this view, after having expressed censure and surprise,
he refers in the first place to their own experience, namely, to
their reception of the Holy Spirit (vv. 1-5). He then passes
on tc Abraham, who had been justified by faith, and of whom
believers were the sons who, in conformity with Scripture,
were to enjoy with Abrahain the blessing announced to him
(vv. 6-9). For those that trust in works of the law are
cursed, and by the law can no man be justified (vv. 10-12).
It is Christ who by His atoning death has freed us from the
curse of the law, in order that this blessing should reach the
Gentiles through Christ, and the promised Holy Spirit should
be received through faith (vv. 13, 14). But the covenant of
promise concluded with Abraham, which moreover applied not
merely to Abraham, but also to Christ, cannot be abrogated by
the law which arose long after (vv. 15-18). This leads the
apostle to the question as to the destination of the law,

! Which Buttmann in the Stud. . Krit. 1858, p. 488, considers as probably
the original readiug.
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which he briefly answers in ver. 19 positively, and then in
vv. 20—23 negatively, to the effect that the law is not opposed
to the promises. Before the period of faith, the law had the
office of a maidaywyss in reference to Christ; but after the
appearance of faith this relation came to an end, for faith
brought believers to the sonship of God, because by baptism
fellowship with Christ was established, and thereupon all dis-
tinctions apart from Christ vanished away (vv. 23-28). And
this fellowship with Christ includes the being children of
Abraham and heirs of the promises.

Ver. 1. O drrational Galatians! With this address of severe
censure Paul turns again to his readers, after the account of
his meeting with Peter; for his reprimand to the latter (ii.
15-21) bad indeed so pithily and forcibly presented the
intermixture of Judaism with faith as absurd, that the excited
apostle, in re-addressing readers who had allowed themselves
to be carried away to that same incongruous intermingling,
could not have seized on any predicate more suitable or more
naturally suggested. The more inappropriate, therefore, is
the idea of Jerome (comp. also Erasmus, and Spanheim ad
Callim. H. @n Del. 184, p. 439), who discovered in this ex-
pression a nafural weakness of understanding peculiar to the
nation. But the testimony borne on the other hand by The-
mist. Or. 23 (in Wetstein, on i. 6) to the Galatian readiness
to learn, and acuteness of understanding—the consciousness of
which wonld make the reproach all the more keenly felt—is
also (notwithstanding Hofmann) to be set aside as irrelevant.
Comp. Luke xxiv. 25; Tit. iii. 3. — 75 Juas éBdoxave] Tis
conveys his astonishment at the great ascendency which the
perversion had succeeded in attaining, and by way of emphatic
contrast the words 7is Uuds are placed together: Who hath
bewitched you, betore whose eyes, etc.? Comp. v. 7. —
Backalve (from Balw, to speak) means here Zo cast & spell
upon (male lingua nocere, Virg. Eel. vil. 28), to bewitch by
words, to enchant (Bos, Exercitatt. p. 173 {, and Wetstein),—
a strong mode of describing the perversion, quite in keeping
with the indignant feeling which could hardly conceive it
possible. Comp. Bacxavia, fascinatio, Plat. Phaed. p. 95 B;
Bdagkav s, Plut. Symp. v. 7; dBackavros, unenchanted. Hence
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the word is not to be explained, with Chrysostom and his
followers : who has envied you, that is, your previous happy
condition ?—although this signification is of very frequent
occurrence, usually indeed with the dative (Kiihner, IL p.
247 ; Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 462 ; DPiers. ad Herodian. p. 470
f.), but also with the accusative in Ecclus. xiv. 6, Herodian.
il 4. 11. — ols kat édpbaruodls 'Ins. Xp. wpoeypddn év
vuiv éoravpwuéves] This fact, which ought to have guarded
the Galatians from being led away to a Judaism opposed to
the doctrine of atonement, and which makes their apostasy
the more culpable, justifies the question of surprise, of which
the words themselves form part; hence the mark of interroga-
tion is to be placed after éoravp. — kar’ ddpfatuois] before
the eyes. See examples in Wetstein. Comp. «ar* dupara,
Soph. A4nt. 756, and on ii. 11. — wrpoeypddn] is explained
by most expositors, either as antea (previously) depictus est
(Chrysostom, Luther, Erasmus, Castalio, Beza, Cornelius a
Lapide, and others; also Hilgenfeld, Reithmayr), or palam
depictus est (most modern expositors, following Calvin ; includ-
ing Winer, Paulus, Riickert, Usteri, Matthies, Olshausen, Baum-
garten-Crusius, de Wette, Reiche, Ewald, Wieseler, Hofmann,
Holsten), with which Hofmann compares the brazen serpent
in the wilderness, and Caspari (in the Strassh. Beitr. 1854,
p- 211 £) even mixes up a stigmatization with the marks of
Christ’s wounds, which Paul, according to vi. 17, is supposed
to have borne on his own body. But these interpretations are
opposed not only by the words év duiv (see below), but also by
the usus loguendi. For, however frequent may be the occurrence
of ypddew in the sense of fo paint, this signification can by no
means be proved as to mpoypddew, not even in Arist. 4v. 450
(sce Rettig in Stud. w. Krit. 1830, p. 97). The Greek ex-
pression for showing how to paint, tracing ouf, in the sense of
% picture given to copy, is imoypagew. Following Elsner and
thers, Morus, Flatt, and Schott understand it as palam scriptus
st (1 Mace. x. 36 ; Lucian, Z%n. 51 ; Plut. Mor. p. 408 D,
Demetr, 46, Camill. 11 ef al'): “ita Christus vobis est ob

! On this meaning is based the interpretation of Ambrose, Augustine, and
Lyra, ““He was proscribed, that is, condemned,” which is indeed admissible so
far as usage goes (Polyb. xxxii. 21, 12 xxxii. 22, 1; Plut. Brut. 27), but quite
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oculos palam descriptus, quasi in tabule wvobis pracseriptus,’
Morus. This is inconsistent with & duiy, for these words
cannot be joined with éoravpwuévos (see below); and Schott's
interpretation : in animis vestris—so that what was said figura-
tively by ols . .. mpoeyp. is now more exactly defined sermone
proprio by év duiv—makes the év Juiv appear simply as some-
thing quite foreign and unsuitable in the connection, by which
the figure is marred. In the two other passages where Paul
uses wpoypdpery (Rom. xv. 4; Eph. iii. 3) it means o write
beforehand, so that wpé has a temporal and not a local significa-
tion (comp. Ptol. viii. 25. 15, and see Hermann on our passage);
nor is the meaning different in Jude 4 (see Huther). And so
it is to be taken here! Paul represents his previous preaching
of Christ as crucified to the Galatians figuratively as a writing,
which he had previously written (wpoeypadn) in their hearts
(év duiv). Comp. 2 Cor. iii. 2 f 1In this view xar’ épfa-
povs is that trait of the figure, by which the personal oral
instruction is characterized: Paul formerly wrote Christ defore
their eyes in their hearts, when he stood before them and preached
the word of the cross, which through kis preaching impressed itself
on their hearts. By his vivid illustration he recalls the fact
to his readers, who had just been so misled by a preaching
altogether different (i. 6). With no greater boldness than in
2 Cor. ili. 2 f, he has moulded the figure according to the
circumstances of the case, as he is wont to do in figurative
langnage (comp. iv. 19); but this does not warrant a pressing
of the figure to prove traits physically imcompatible (an objec-
tion urged by Reiche). Jerome and others, also Hermann, Bret-
schneider, and Rettig, Le. p. 98 ff, have indeed correctly kept
to the meaning olim scribere (Rettig, however, remarking un-
decidedly, that it may also mean palam scribere), but have
quite inappropriately referred it to the prophecies of the O. T.:
* quibus ante oculos praedictio fuit Christi in crucem sublati,”
Hermann. Apart from the circumstance that the precise mode
unsuitable to the context. Comp. Vulgate : proscriptus est, instead of which,
however, Lachmann has praescriptus est.

1 8o taken corrcctly also by Matthias, who, however, explains the expression
from the idea of an amulet used aguninst the enchantment. But this idea would

presuppose some secret writing, the very opposite of which is conveyed by the
expression.
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of death by crucifivion is not mentioned in the prophetical
utterances, this would constitute a ground for surprise on the
part of the apostle of a nature much too general, not founded
ou the personal relation of Paul to his readers, and therefore by
no means adequate as a motive; and, in fact, vv. 2—4 carry back
their memory to the time, when Paul was at work among them.
—— év duiv] is not, with Grotius, Usteri, and others, to be set
aside as a Hebrew pleonasm (B33 W), but is to be understood
as in animis vestris (comp. 2 Cor. iil. 2; Soph. Phil. 1309 :
vpagov ¢peviv &ow; Aesch. Prom. 791, Suppl. 991, Choeph.
450), and belongs to wpoeypddn; in which case, however, the
latter cannot mean either palam pictus or palam scriptus est,
because then €v ouiv would involve a contradictio in adjecto, and
would not be a fitting epexegesis of ols (Winer, comp. Schott),
for the depicting and the placarding cannot take place otherwise
than on something external. To take év Juiv as among you
and connect it with wpoeyp., would yield not a strengthening
of ols (as de Wette holds), but an empty addition, from which
Reiche and Wieseler also obtain nothing more than a purport
obvious of itself’ On the other hand, Hofmann hits upon the
expedient of dividing the words ofs . . . éoravp. into fwo
independent sentences : (1) Before whose eyes ts Jesus Christ ; (2)
as the Crucified One, He has been freely and publicly delineated
among you. But, apart from the linguistically incorrect view of
wpoeypden, this dismemberment would give to the language
of the passage a violently abrupt form, which is the more
intolerable, as Paul does not dwell further on the asyndetically
introduced wpoeyp. v Tuiv éoravp. or subjoin to it any more
particular statement, but, on the contrary, in ver. 2 brings
forward asyndetically a new thought. Instead of introducing
it abruptly in a way so liable to misapprehension, he would
have subjoined mpoeypddn — if it was not intended to belong
to ofs —in some simple form by wyap or &r¢ or 8s or dove.
Without any impropriety, he might, on the other hand, figura-
tively represent that he who preaches Christ to others writes

! Reiche, ““id factum esse a se, gentium apostolo, inter eos praesente” (not,
it might be, alio loco or per homines sublestae fidei, not clanculum, but cunctis,
publico eorum conventu, etc.). Wieseler: ““not merely from a distance by means
of an epistle.”
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(not placards or depicts) Christ before their eyes in their hearts.
Most expositors connect év vuiv with éoravp, and explain
either as propter vos (Koppe), contrary to the use of év with
persons (sec on i 24); or, unsuitably to the figurative idea xar’
oplarpovs .1\, in animis vestris ;' or (as usually) infer vos :
“go clearly, so evidently . . . just as if crucified among you,”
Riickert. But the latter must have been expressed by ds év
vuiy éoravp., and would also presuppose that the apostle’s
preaching of the cross had embodied a vivid and detailed
description of the crucifixion. It was not this however, but
the fact ttself (as the ilagTipiov), which formed the sum and
substance of the preaching of the cross; as is certain from the
apostle’s letters. Lastly, Luther’s peculiar interpretation, justly
rejected by Calovius, but nevertheless again adopted in sub-
stance by Matthias,—that év dulv éoravp. is a severe censure,
“ guod Christus (namely, after the rejection of grace) non vivit,
sed mortuus wn eis est (Heb. vi. 6),” which Paul had laid before
them arqumentis praedictis—is as far-fetched, as alien from
the usual Pauline mode of expression, and as unsuitable to the
context as the view of Cajetanus, that, according to the idea
“ Christ suffers in His members” (Col. 1. 24), év Jp. éoravp. is
equivalent to for the sake of whom ye have suffered so much. —
éotavp.] as the Crucified One, is with great emphasis moved
on to the end. Comp. 1 Cor. ii 2,1 23.

Ver. 2. The foolishness of their error is now disclosed to
them, by reminding them of their reception of the Holy Spirit.
“Vide, quam efficaciter tractat locum ab experientia,” Luther,
1519. — 7odro povor Oérw palbeiv &’ vudv] This only—mnot to
speak of other self-confessions, which I might demand of you
for your refutation—rthis only I wish to become aware of from you.
Bengel pertinently remarks:  uovoy, grave argumentum.” To

1 To this category belongs Bengel’'s mystical interpretation, *‘forma crucis
ejus in corde vestro per fidem expressa, ut jam vos etiam cum illo crucefigeremini. "
Thus the expression would signify the killing of the old man which had taken
place through ethical fellowship in the death of Christ, to which iy ip.
icravp. is referred by Storr also. A similar view is taken by Jatho, Br. an d.
Gal. p. 24: that iv suiv is proleptic, *“so that He, as the atoning One, came
into and abode in you ;” comp. Ewald, ‘“to paint clearly before the eyes that
Christ is now really crucified in them, and, since they have Him in them, He
has not been crucified for them in vain;” also Windischmann,
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take wafeiv (with Luther, Bengel, Paulus) in the narrower sense
to learn—the apostle thus representing himself ironically as a
scholar—is justified neither by the tone of the context nor by
the tenor of the question, which in fact concerns not a doctrine,
but simply a piece of information; pav@dve is well known in
the sense of to come to know, cognoscere. See Acts xxiil. 27 ;
Ex. il 4; 2 Macc. vii. 2; 3 Mace. i 1; Xen. Cyr. vi. 1. 31
Hell 1i. 1. 1; Aesch. Agam. 615. Comp. Soph. Oed. Col. 505 :
70076 Sovhouar pabeiv. — dd’ Judv] is not used instead of map’
vudv (Riickert); for amo also may denote a direct uafeiy (comp.
especially Col. L 7): see on 1 Cor. xi. 23. And this is what
Paul means, for he conceives himself speaking with his readers
as if they were present. — é§ épywv vopov k.7.\.] Was it your
fulfilment of works which the law prescribes (comp. on ii. 16),
or was it the preaching to you of faith (that is, faith in Christ),
which caused your reception of the Spirit? The mvefua is
the Holy Spirit (the personal divine principle of the whole
Christian nature and life), and the Holy Spirit viewed gene-
rally according to His very various modes of operation, by
which He makes Himself known in different individuals;
not merely in relation to the miraculous gifts, 1 Cor. xii~xiv.
(Chrysostom, Theophylact, Jerome); for Paul reminds the
whole body of his readers of their reception of the Spirit, and
it is not till ver. 5 that the Suwduers are specially brought
forward as a specific form of the operations of the Spirit.
Comp. Hofmann, Schriftbew. IL 2, p. 27 f—The % which
follows means: or, on the other hand ; “ duo directe opposita,”
Bengel. The dkoyy wioTews is explained either as the hearing
of faith (reception of the gospel preached: Vulgate, Beza,
Bengel, Morus, Riickert, Usteri, Schott, Matthias, Reithmayr,
and others), or as that whick is heard, i.e. the report, the message
of faith, which treats of faith. axosj admits of either meaning
(for the former, comp. Plat. Theaet. p. 142 D.; Plut. Mor.
p. 41 E; Soph. ElL 30; LXX. 1 Sam. xv. 22: and for
the latter, comp. Plat. Phaedr. p. 274 C; Dem. 1097. 3;
LXX. Isa. lii 1; John xii. 38; 1 Thess. ii. 13 ; Rom. x. 17
Heb. iv. 2; Ecclus, xJi 23). But miorews is decisive in
favour of the latter, for it is never the “ doctrina fidei” (see
on i 23), but always the subjective faith, which however, as
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here, may be regarded objectively; and hence also adherents of
the second interpretation (as Calvin, Grotius, Zachariae, Rosen-
miiller, and others) are wrong in taking wioTis as system of
doctrine. Moreover, dako7, in the sense of preaching (discourse
heard), but not in the sense of auditio, is familiar in the N.
T. (so even in Rom. x. 16, John xii. 38, passages which
Matthias seeks to explain differently); hence Holsten incor-
rectly takes mlotews as the genitive of the subject to dwoijs,
so that the wioTes is the drodovoa,—a view opposed also by
Rom. x. 17. But Hofmann also is incorrect in holding that
it should be construed éx miotews drofs (faith in news an-
nounced) ; against which the antithesis é£ épywv vopou is de-
cisive. Through the news concerning faith, which was preached
to them, the readers had become believers (Rom. x. 1'7; Heb.
iv. 2), and consequently partakers of the Holy Spirit. Lastly,
Flatt and Matthies, following a few ancient expositors, have
quite arbitrarily and, although not without linguistic precedent
in the LXX. (1 Sam. xv. 22), without any countenance from
the N. T., understood dxofjs as equivalent to vmraxoss (Rom. i. 5,
xvi 26; 1 Pet. i. 22). The acceptance of the dxoy wiocTews
which took place on the part of the readers was understood
by them as a matter of course, since from this axor proceeded
the reception of the Spirit. They were in fact called through
the gospel.

Ver. 3. Areye to such a degree trrational 7—pointing to what
Jollows. The interrogative view (in opposition to Hofmann) is
in keeping with the fervour of the language, and is logically
justified by the indication of the ZAigh degree implied in
oirws. On olrws, comp. Soph. Ant. 220, odx éotw olTw
pdpos: John il 16 ; Gal i 6; Heb. xil. 21; and see Voigt-
linder, ad Lue. D. M. p. 220 ; Jacob, ad Luc. Alex. p. 28. —
évapEduevor myedpare, viv capri émireeicle ;| After ye have
begun by means of the Spirit, are ye now brought to completion
by means of the flesh? The second part of the sentence is
ironical: “ After ye have made a beginning in the Christian
life by your receiving the Holy Spirit (ver. 2), are ye now to be
made perfect by your becoming persons whose life is subject
to the government of the gdp£? Do ye lend yourselves to
such completion as this ?” In the same measure in which the
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readers went back to the legal standpoint and departed from
the life of faith, must they again be emptied of the Holy Spirit
which they had received, and consequently be re-converted
from mvevuatixol into caprixol (Rom. vii. 5, 14), that is, men
who, loosed from the influence of the Holy Spirit, are again
under the dominion of the odpf which impels to sin (Rom.
vii. 14 ff, viii. 7 f, e al). For the law cannot overcome the
oap (Rom. viil. 3, 4; 1 Cor. xv. 56). According to this view,
therefore, mvedua and odpf! designate, not Christianity and
Judaism themselves, but the specific agencies of life in Chris-
tianity and Judaism (Rom. viL 5, 6), expressed, indeed, with-
out the article in qualitative contrast as Spirit and flesh, but in
the obvious concrete application meaning nothing else than
the Holy Spirit and the unspiritual, corporeal and psychical
nature of man, which draws him into opposition to God and
inclination to sin (see eg. Rom. iv. 1; John iii. 6). — évapfd-
pevor] What it is which they have begun, is obvious from
7vebua €iafere in ver. 2, namely, the state into which they
entered through the reception of the Spirit—the Christian
life? This reception is “ the indisputable sign of the existence
and working of true Christianity,” Ewald. — émirelelobe] is
understood by most modern expositors (including Baumgarten-
Crusius, de Wette, Hilgenfeld, Ewald, Wieseler, Hofmann) as
middle (comp. Luther, Castalio, and others); although Koppe
(with whom Riickert agrees) entirely obliterates the literal
sense by the assumption, that it is put so only for the sake of
the contrast and denotes “tantum id, quod nunc inter Gol.
Jfieri solebat, contrarium pristinae eorum sapientioe,” etc. Winer
explains more definitely : “ carne finire, h. e. ita ad T odpra
se applicare, ut in his studiis capxixois plane acquiescas;”
and Wieseler: “instead of your advancing onward to the goal,

! Following Chrysostom, Theophylact, and many ancient expositors, Riickert,
Usteri, and Schott believe that sap=i is chosen with special reference to circum-
cision (Eph. ii. 11). But the context by no means treats specially of circum-
cision, and the contrast of itself necessarily involved szpxi.

2 Bos, Wolf, and others, as also Schott, assume the figurative idea of a race
in the stadium. But this reference would require to be suggested by the confext
(asin v. 7); for although ixireieirfas is used of the completion of a race, as of
every kind of completion (Herodian. viii. 8. 5, iii. 8. 17 f., iv. 2. 7), it has not
this special meaning of itself, but acquires it from the context.
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ye make the most shameful retrogression;” comp. Hofmann.
But émireheiv and émitereiofar always denote ending in the
sense of completion, of accomplishing and bringing fully to
a conclusion (consummare): see especially Phil. 1. 6, o évapfi-
uevos . . . émrenéoer; 1 Sam. iii. 12, &pbopar xai émirerécw :
Zech. iv. 9; Luke xiii. 32; Rom. xv. 28; 2 Cor. vii. 1, viii.
6, 11; Heb. viil 5, ix. 6. Comp. Thueyd. iv. 90. 4, éoa 5v
vmohovma émirenécar: Xen. Anab. iv. 8. 13. If, therefore, the
word is taken as middle, it must be explained : “ After ye have
begun (your Christian life) with the Spirit, do ye now bring
(that which ye have begun) to completion with the flesh?”
Comp. Holsten. DBut the active to complete is always in the
N.T. represented by émereXetv, not by émirehelofae in the middle
(comp., on the contrary, 1 Pet. v. 9), however undoubted is the
occurrence of the medial use among Greek authors (Plat. Phil.
p- 27 C; Xen. Mem. iv. 8. 8; Polyb. 1 40. 16, ii. 58. 10, v.
108. 9). Moreover, the Tocaira émwdfere eixsi which follows
(see on ver, 4) makes the subject of émirexeicfe appear as suf-
Jering, and thereby indicates the word to be passive, as, follow-
ing the Vulgate (consummaminz), Chrysostom, and Theophylact,
many of the older expositors have understood it,'—viz., so
that the Judaistic operations, which the readers had experience
of and allowed to be practised on themselves, are expressed by
antiphrasis, and doubtless in reference to their own opinion
and that of their teachers, as their Christian completion (Téeiot
mowelafel). Comp. also Matthias, Vomel, Reithmayr. But how
cutting and putting to shame this irony is, is felt at once from
the contradictory juxtaposition of carne perficimini! Nearest
to our view (without, however, bringing forward the <ronical
character of the words) comes that of Beza, who says that per-
Jictming applies to the teaching of the pseudo-apostles, who
ascribed “ Christo tantum <nitia, legi perfectionem jJustitiae”
Comp. Semler. The present denotes that the Galatians were
just occupied in this emiterelofas. Comp. i. 6. The emphatic
viy (“mnune, cum magis magisque deberetis spirituales fieri
relicta carne,” Bengel) should have prevented it from being
taken as the Attic future (Studer, Usteri).

1 Some of them indecd translating it passively, but in the interpretation (comp.
Erasmus, Calvin, and others, also Bengel) not strictly maintaining the passive sense,
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Ver. 4. After Paul, by the viv capxi émitelelofe, has re-
minded his readers of all that they had most foolishly sub-
mitted to at the hands of the false apostles, in order to be
made, according to their own and their teachers’ fancy, finished
Christians, he now discloses to them the uselessness of it in
the exclamation (not interrogation), “ So much have ye suffered
without profit!” What he means by Tocaiita éwdbere, is there-
fore everything with which the false apostles in their Judaistic
zeal had molested and burdened the Galatians,—the many
exactions, in name of compliance with the law, which these
had necessarily to undergo at the hands of their new teachers.
Comp. 1. 6 f,1v. 10,v. 2,8, vi 12,ii. 4 Comp. 2 Cor. xi.
20. Bengel refers it to the patient endurance of the apostle’s
ministry, produced through the Holy Spirit; but this view is
not at all suggested by the context, and would not correspond
to the sense of waoyew (but rather of dvéyeofar). All the
expositors before Schomer (in Wolf) and Homberg, as also
Grotius, Calovius, Wolf, Semler, Michaelis, Morus, Riickert,
Olshausen, Reithmayr, and others, understand it (following
Chrysostom and Augustine) of the sufferings and persecutions
on account of Christtanity ; so that Paul asks, “ Have ye suf-
fered so much in vain? Seeing, namely, that ye have fallen
away from the faith ard hence cannot attain to the glory
which tribulation brings in its train” (2 Cor. iv. 17; Rom.
viii. 17). But, apart from the fact that no extraordinary suffer-
ings on the part of the Galatians are either touched upon in
the epistle (iv. 29 is quite general in its character) or known
to us otherwise, this interpretation is completely foreign to
the connection. After Schomer and Homberg, others (includ-
ing Schoettgen, Raphel, Kypke, Zachariae, Koppe, Rosenmiiller,
Borger, Flatt, Winer, Usteri, Schott, Baumgarten-Crusius, de
Wette, Hilgenfeld, Wieseler, Hofmann, Matthias) explain it:
“ So many benefits (by means of the Spirit) have ye experienced
in vain?” So also Fritzsche, Diss. I in 2 Cor. p. 54, and
Holsten. Certainly mdoyw, something befalls me, is a vox media
(hence Matthies even wishes to understand it of the agree-
able and disagreeable together), which, according to the well-
known Greek usage, as the passive side of the idea of roteiy,
may be employed also of kappy experiences (Xen. Anab. v. 5.
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9: dyabov pév T wdoyew, kaxov 8¢ undév); but, as the latter
use of the word always occurs with a qualitative addition
either expressed (eD, ydpwv, Tepmvov, dryabd, dvjoipa, or the like)
or indicated beyond doubt by the immediate context (as Joseph.
Antt. i1, 15. 1 : doa wabovres é£ alrod xal myhikwy edepyeciiw
perahafBovtes), it is not to be found at all in the whole of the
New Test.,, the LXX., or the Apocrypha (not even Esth. ix.
29). Thus the interpretation, even if rocaira could convey
any such qualitative definition of the text, is without precedent
in the usage of Scripture. Paul in particular, often as he
speaks about the experiences of divine grace, never uses for
this purpose mdoyew, which with him always denotes the ex-
perience of suffering. He would have written, as the correla-
tive of the bestowal of grace, éxdBere or é8éfacfe (2 Cor. Vi
1). Ewald’s suggestion of powerful and vehement movements
of the Spirit is forced, and unwarranted by the text. The
very word 7TooavTa points to the suffering of evi/, just as
oM, pdha moAAa wabelv, without xaxd or the like, is fre-
quently so used in Greek authors. — elye xal elxs)] A hint
that the case might be still worse than was expressed in e« : of
indeed it s only in vain (and not even to the positive jeopardy
of your Messianic salvation) that ye have suffered. On «ai,
compare Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 136 ; Baeuml Partik. p. 150.
So, in substance, Beza, Grotius, Wolf, Semler, Kypke, Michaelis,
Rosenmiiller, Paulus, Matthies, Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius,
de Wette, Ewald, Wieseler, Matthias, and others. Chrysostom
and his followers discover a matigation and encouragement to
improvement in the words (el yap BovAnBeinté ¢mow dvavipyras
kai dvaxmicaclar éavrods, otk eixd, Chrysostom), as also
Ambrose, Luther}! Erasmus, Calvin, Clarius, Zeger, Calovius,
Cornelius a Lapide, Estius, Zachariae, Morus, and others. In
this case xal must be understood as really (Hartung, I. p.
132); but the idea of “mprovement, whereby the supposed case
of the eix7) would be cancelled, is not indicated by aught in the
context. Even should the words be taken as merely leaving
open the possibility, that matters had not actually already gone
so far with the readers (Hofmann), Paul himself would have

1 ¢Objurgat quidem, sed ita ut semper oleum juxta infundat, ne eos ad des-
perationem adigat. . . . Non omnino abjeci spem de vobis.”
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rendered his very earnest reproach TocaiTa éwdf. elxs; both pro-
blematical and ambiguous, and would thus have taken the whole
pith out of it.—-elye] assuming, namely, that ye even only, etc.,
makes the condition more prominent, and serves to intensify
the mere €. Paul fears that more may take place than that
which was only expressed by eix. This, however, is conveyed
by the context, and is independent of the ¢, instead of which
7ép might have been used. See Baeuml lc. p. 64 £ Comp.
on 2 Cor. v. 3; Eph.iiil 2. Still more marked prominence
would have been given to the condition by elmep ye xal (Plat.
Theact. p. 187 D ; Herod. vi 16).

Ver. 5. After the logical parenthesis (vv. 3, 4), odv resumes
(Hartung, Partikell. 1L p. 22 f.; Klotz, ad Devar. p. 719)
what was said in ver. 2, but in an altered tense (the pre-
sent), in order to annex the example of Abraham as a proof
of justification by faith. — émuyopnydv and évepyav are not
to be understood as imperfect participles (Castalio, Bengel,
Semler, and others) ; for, if referring to the reception of the
Spirit for the first time corresponding to érdBere in ver. 2,
Paul must have written émuyopnyrioas and évepyioas. No,
he denotes the émexopnyev k.7.\. as still continuing among the
Galatians ; it has not yet ceased, although now, of course, in
consequence of the active efforts of the Judaizers under which
they had suffered, it could not but be less strong and general
than previously (vDv capki émirereiofe, ver. 3); “ nondum
ceciderant, sed inclinabantur, ut caderent,” Augustine. — In
émuyopnyeiv the émi is not insuper, but denotes the direction,
as in the German  darreichen, zukommen lassen’ (2 Cor. ix. 10;
Col ii. 19; 2 Pet. i 5; comp. also Phil i. 19). — «ai évepy.]
and —to make mention of a particular ydpioua — which,
ete. — Suvdpeis] may be miracles (1 Cor. xil 10), in which
case év is among (Winer and others); or miraculous powers
(1 Cor. xil 28), in which case év is within you (Borger,
Usteri, Matthies, Schott, Olshausen, Wieseler, and others).
The analogy of 1 Cor. xii. 6 (comp. Phil. ii. 13; Eph. ii. 2)
favours the latter. — é€ &pywv vopov, 4 ¢€ dxofjs wiat.] sc.
mowt Tobro (Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 336), or émiyopnyel Duiv
70 wvebpa . évepyel Suvdpers év Upiv ; Is this his operation
upon you caused by works of the law or by the news of faith ?
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comes it in consequence of your prosecuting those works, or of
such news being communicated to you? by the former way
of active merit, or by the latter way of the reception of divine
preaching ? As to dwon wioTews, here also not (with Hof-
mann) = wioTis drofjs, see on ver. 2.

Ver. 6. The answer, obvious of itself, to the preceding
question is: é£ drofjs mioTews ; and to this, but not directly to
that question itself (as Hofmann holds, according to his wrong
interpretation of dxofis wioTews), Paul subjoins—making use
of the words well known to his readers, Gen. xv. 6, according
to the LXX —that great religious-historic argument for the
righteousness of faith, which is presented in the justification
of the progenitor of the theocratic people. Seeing that Paul
has just specified the operation of the Spirit caused by the
preached news of faith, as that which proves the justifying power of
Jaith, he may with just logic continue: even as Abrakam believed
God (trusted His Messianic promise; comp. on John viii. 56),
and 4t (this faith) was counted to him as righteousness, that is,
in the judgment of the gracious God was imputed to him as
rectitude! Neither, therefore, is a colon to be placed (with
Koppe) after *ABp., nor (with Beza and Hilgenfeld) is ver. 6
to be considered as protasis and ver. 7 as apodosis, for ver. 7
is evidently independent, and it would be a very arbitrary
course (with Hilgenfeld) to take ver. 6 as an anacoluthon.
See, moreover, on Rom. iv. 3; Hoelemann, de justitie ex fide
ambabus in V. T. sedibus, Lips. 1867, p. 8 ff. For the reward
of Abraham’s justifying faith according to Gen. lc., see Jas. ii.
221 ; 1 Macc. ii. 52; and Mechilta in Jalkut Stm. L £ 69. 3,
“hoc planum est, Abrahamum neque hunc mundum neque
futurum haereditate consequi potuisse, nisi per fidem, qua
credidit, g. d. Gen. xv. 6.”

Ver. 7. Know ye ther¢fore (since Abraham’s faith was
counted to him for righteousness) tkat those who are of faith,
ete. — ywwokere is taken as indicative by Cyprian, ep. 63 ad
Caecil., Jerome, Ambrose, Luther, Erasmus, Beza, Menochius,

1 1t is self-evident from the words of the text, how improperly the idea of
sanctification is here mixed up with justification by the Catholics (also Bisping
and Reithmayr). We have here justification simply as an actus forensis of the
divine judgment, and that proceeding from grace. Rom. iv. 2ff,
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Discator, Semler, Rosenmiiller, Riickert, Reithmayr, and others.
The tone of the passage is more animated by taking it as 1m-
perative’ — of éx mior.] designates believers, according to
this their specific peculiarity, under the point of view of origin.
It is faith from which their spiritual state of life proceeds.
Comp. Rom. il 8, iil. 26, iv. 14; John xviii. 37, ¢t al. —
ovro] has the emphasis (comp. Rom. viii. 14, ix. 6): these, and
no others. The contrast here is usually supposed to be: not
the bodily descendants of Abraham. But how foreign to the
context is a comparison between the bodily and spiritual
children of Abraham! The only interpretation in harmony
with the context is: “these, and mot those who are éf Epywv
vouov.”  See vv. 8-10. So also, correctly, Riickert and
Wieseler. — vioi *ABp.] children of Abraham in the true
sense. For the true vio/ can have no nature different from
the essential nature of the father. Comp. John viii. 8, 39;
Rom. iv. 11 £

Vv. 8§, 9. After having pointed out from the Scripture that
none other than believers are soms of Abraham, Paul now
shows further according to Scripture that none other than
these have a share in Abraham’s bdlessing, that is, are justified.

Ver. 8. A4é] marks the transition from the sonship of
Abraham pertaining to believers to the participation in his
blcssing. — mpoidodaa] personification. Comp. ver. 22 ; Rom.
iv. 8, ix. 17; John vii. 38. The Scripture foresaw and the
Scripture announced beforehand, inasmuch as whatever God
foresaw and announced beforehand-—in reference, namely, to
that which is at present taking place—{formed an element of
Scripture, and was expressed in it. Comp. the frequent Aéyes
7 ypar] ; likewise Siphra, f. 186. 2 : Quid vidit (MXN) scriptura,
etc. — éx wioTews] is the main point of the participial
sentence : of faith, not of the works of the law as the causal
condition on the side of man. — 8ucatoi] present, for the time
foreseen (mpoidodoa) was the Christian present. — Ta &fvn]
the Gentiles (comp. ver. 14), so that the latter have not to
subject themselves to the law in order to become righteous.
— wpoevnryyehigaTo] pre-announced the glad tidings.  wpo

1 The Vulgate has in Lachmann’s text, cognoscite. So also Castalio, Calvin,
and others, as well as most modern expositors.
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refers, as in mpoidolica, to the future realization in Christian
times. This promise was a gospel before the gospel. The
word does not occur elsewhere in the New Test., in the LXX |
or the Apocrypha; but it is found in Philo, de opif. m. p. T A,
de nom. mut. p. 1069 D; also Schol. Soph. Trach. 335. -
ot évevhoynfno. év goi wdvta Ta é0vn] Gen. xii. 3, quoted
according to the LXX. with the recitative &rs, but so that,
instead of mdoas ai purai Ths s, mavta Ta é0vn is adopted
from Gen. xviii. 18 (comp. also xxii 18); and this not
accidentally, but because Paul is dealing with Gentile Chris-
tlans, whom it was desired to subject to the law. Hence
(and see ver. 14) it is not to be explained (with Winer,
Matthias, Schott, Baumgarten-Crusius, following earlier expo-
sitors) of all nations, both Jews and Gentiles. — The emphasis
in this utterance of promise is to be laid, not on wavra (Schott),
but on the prefixed évevhoynfijgovrar. For if the Seriptum
had not foreseen that faith would justify the Gentiles, it would
not have promised blessing in Abraham to all the Gentiles;
from which it follows (ver. 10) that it is deleevers who receive
this blessing, and not those of the law, on whom indeed the
Scripture pronounces not blessing, but curse (ver. 10). The
characteristic évevhoy. can only be meant to apply to those
who are of faith, and not to those who are of the law. What
it is that in Paul's view is expressed by évevhoyeiofac, Gen.
xil. 3, in its Messianic fulfilment, is evident from the preced-
ing &71 éx wioTews dukatol Ta €vn, namely, God's gracious gift
of justification (the opposite of the xatdpa, vv. 10, 11), which,
because it is promised as blessing, can only be shared by
belicvers, and not by those of the law who are under curse!
The correctness of this view is certainly confirmed by ver. 14,
where to the reception of the blessing there is annexed, as a
Jurther reception, that of the Holy Spirit, so that the bestowal

! De Wette, who is followed by Wieseler, understands the blessing to be
*¢ the whole salvation of the kingdom of God,"—an idea too comprehensive for
the context. Bahr (in Stud. u. Krit. 1849, p. 920) erroneously concludes from
ver. 14, that by the blessing is meant the reception of the Spirit. See on ver. 14.
This reccption, as well as the Messiunic salvation generally,—or, ¢‘the good
which is intended for mankind,” as Hofmann puts it,—ensues as a consequence
of the sroyiz, as the Messianic &xdiua ensues as a consequence of the
xavdpe, if the latter, as in the case of those who adhere to the works of the law,

K
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of the Spirit is not included in the idea of the edhoyla, Lut
this idea is limited in conformity with the context to the justi-
fication, with which the whole reception of salvation begins.
~— év ool is not: per tuam posteridatem, v.e. Christum (Jerome,
Oecumenius, Menochius, Estius, Calovius, Rambach, Morus,
Borger, Flatt, Schott; comp. also Bengel), by which interpre-
tation the personal oof (and how much at variance with ver.
9 1) is entirely set aside, as if év 7@ omwéppati gov (ver. 16)
were used. But it is: ¢n thee; that is, in the fact that thow
art blessed (art justified) is involved (as a consequence) the
blessedness of all the Gentiles, in so far as all the Gentiles
are to attain justification by faith, and it is in the blessing of
Abraham, the father of all the faithful (Rom. iv.), that the
connection between faith and justification is opened and in-
stituted for all future time. Comp. Ellicott. On évevhoryeicfar,
to be blessed in the person of any one, a word which does not
occur in Greek authors, comp. Acts iii. 25, Ecclus. xliv. 21.
Ver. 9. “207¢] The general result from vv. 7, 8. If, namely,
believers are sons of Abraham (ver. 7), and if the Scripture, in
its promise of blessing to Abraham, has had in view faith as
the source of divine justification for the Gentiles, believers
accordingly are those who are blessed with believing Abraham.
@ore is used in its common acceptation of the actual conse-
quence, and is therefore not to be explained in the sense of
obrws viv, to which Hofmann’s view comes. — o éx mioTews]
has the whole emphasis, as in ver. 7.— oov 7@ moTp "ABp.]
Paul does not repeat év, but writes ovv, because he looks
from the present time of edAoyolvrar into the past, in which
Abraham stands forth as the blessed one, with whom those
who become blessed are now placed on a like footing. oiw
is not, however, equivalent to xafos, a view on behalf of
which appeal ought not to be made to Rom. viii. 32 (Koppe and
others); but it expresses fellowship, for believers, inasmuch

is not cancelled (ver. 10). The siroyiz, therefore, is not yet the blessing of
Messianic saivation itself, the zAmpoveuiz, but, as Hunnius (in Calovius) aptly
expluins it, *‘ Benedici in hac promissione est liberari maledictione legis aeternae
et vicissim haeredem scribi justitiae et bonorum coelestium.” Grotius is much
too indefinite : * Summa b-na adipiscentur.” Also Ewald’s paraphrase, ‘‘the
olessing of the true religion,” is too general. Beza, Usteri, Riickert, take the
right view ; comp. also Moller (on de Wette) and Reithmayr.
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as they are blessed (justified), share with believing Abraham
the same divine benefit which began in his person and is ex-
tended to believers as the viods homogeneous with him. The
predicate moTg is added to "A4Bp., in order to denote the simi-
larity of the ethical character, which necessarily accompanies
the similarity of the result.

Ver. 10. Argumentum e contrario for the correctness of the
result exhibited in ver. 9.' For how entirely different is the
position of those who are workers of the low! These, as a
whole, according to the Scripture, are under « curse; so that
it cannot be supposed that they should become blessed. The
extension of the argumentative force of the vdp to the whole
series of propositions, vv. 10-14 (Holsten, Hofmann), so that
ver. 10 would only form the introduction to the argument, is
the less to be approved, because this ydp is followed by a
second and subordinate rydp, and then in ver. 11 an argument
entirely complete in itself is introduced by 8 Moreover, by

. the quotation of Scripture in ver. 10 that which it is intended
to prove (8oc x.T.\.) is proved completely and strikingly.? —
door yap € épywv vopouv elolv] the opposite of the of é«
wioTews in ver. 7: for all who are of works of the law, that
is, those whose characteristic moral condition is produced and
regulated by observance of the law (comp. on Rom. ii. 8),
the men of law, of éyouevor Tod wopov, Oecumenius. Comp.
o épyafopevos, Rom. iv. 4. — The quotation is from Deut.
xxvil. 26 freely after the LXX.; and the probative force of
the passage in reference to 8oor . . . Um0 rardpav elol twns
on the fact that no one is adequate, either quantitatively or
qualitatively, to the éuuéverw év mase w7\ ; consequently
all who are éf é&pywv viuov are subjected to the curse here
ordained. He alone would not be so, who should really render
the complete (év maor) and constant (éupéver) obedience to the
law, by virtue of which he as a doer of the law would neces-
sarily be pronounced righteous (Rom. ii. 13), and would have

1 The conclusion is based upon the dilemma : either from faith or from the
law. Tertium non datur. This is no supposititious idea (as Hofmann objects),
but a necessary logical assumption, such as exists in every argument e con-
trario.

% In opposition to Holsten, z. Evang. d. Paul. w. Petr. p. 290.
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a claim to salvation as épe/nua (Rom. iv. 4); but ses Rom.
. 9-20, vil. 7-25. — émwardparos] sc. éari, WY, xaTnpd-
pevos, Matt. xxv. 41, that is, has incurred the divine dpys.
Comp. Rom. iv. 15. The word does not occur in Greek
authors, among whom «xardparos is frequently used. But
comp. Wisd. iii. 13, xiv. 8; Tob. xiii. 12; 4 Macc. il 19.
The amwheta, eternal death, the opposite of the &joerar in
ver. 11, ensues as the final destiny of the émikardparos (comp.
Matt. xxv. 41), the consummation and effect of the xatdpa.
— &5 ovk éuuéver] What is written in the book of the law is
conceived as the normal range of action, which man steps be-
yond. Comp. Acts xiv. 22 ; Heb. viil. 9; 2 Tim. iii. 14; Xen
Ages. 1. 11; Thue.iv. 118. 9 ; Plat. Zegy. viii p. 844 C; Polyb.
il 70. 4; Isocr. de Pace, p. 428 fin.; Liban. IV. 271, Reiske;
Joseph. Antt. viil. 10. 3, et al. More frequently used by
classical authors with the mere dative than with év. — 7rdo:]
as well as the previous wds, is found in the Samaritan text
and in the LXX, but not in the Hebrew. Jerome, however,
groundlessly accuses the Jews of mutilating the text on pur-
pose (to mitigate the severity of the expression). — 7od mouij-
cai avrd] design of the éupéver kT

Ver. 11 £ 4€] carrying on the argument. After Paul in
ver. 10 has proved the participation of &elievers in the bless-
ing of Abraham by the argumentum e contrario, that those who
are of the law are under curse, it is his object now—in order
to complete the doctrinal explanation begun in ver. 6 on
the basis of Scripture—to show, on the same basis, the only
way of justification, and that (@) megatively : it is mnot by
the way of the law that man becomes righteous (vv. 11, 12),
and () positively : Christ has made us free from the curse of
the law (ver. 13). Observe (in opposition to Wieseler’s ob-
jection) that in Sikatobrar wapa 7. Oeg, the being justified in
spite of the curse, and consequently the becoming free from it,
is clearly and necessarily implied by the context preceding
(ver. 10) and following (ver. 13). — Vv. 11 and 12 contain
a complete syllogism ; o Sikatos éx wior. {oeras forming the
major proposition, ver. 12 the minor, and év voue oldels
Sikarobrar mapa 176 Oedp the conclusion. The subtle objec-
tions of Hofmann are refuted not only by the combination o
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8ixaros éx mioTews, but also by the necessary inner correlation
of Sikatoavn and w1, which are put as reciprocal. — The first
ore is declaratory, and the second causal: “but #hat through
the law no one . . ., is evident, because,” etc. Homberg and
Flatt take them conversely: “ But because through the law no
one . . ., itisevident that,” ete. The circumstance that éjhov
é7rc must mean it 4s evident, that (Flatt), comp. 1 Cor. xv. 27,
is not to be adduced as favouring the latter view; for in our
interpretation also it has this meaning, only ém: is made to
precede (see Kiihner, II. p. 626). Against it, on the other
hand, we may urge, that ver. 12 would be quite superfluous
and irrelevant to the argument, and also that ¢ Sikxaios éx
wioTews Gjoerae, as a well-known aphorism of Seripture, is far
more fitly employed to prove than to be itself proved. Far
better is the view of Bengel, who likewise is not inclined to
separate éfhov 87e: “ Quod attinet ad id (the former ére thus
being equivalent to eis éxetvo, 67¢, 2 Cor. i. 18, xi. 10; John
ii. 18, ix. 17), quod in lege nemo justificetur coram Deo, id
sane certum est,” etc. The usual view is, however, more na-
tural’ and more emphatic. Hofmann, in loc. and Schriftbew.
I p. 615 f, wishes to take vv. 11, 12 as protasis to vv. 13,
14 ; according to his view, 7. specifies the cause, and Sfnov
(or Smrovére) only introduces the illustration of this cause.
But we thus get a long parenthetically involved period,
differing from the whole context, in which Paul expresses
himself only in short sentences without periodic complica-
tion; moreover, the well-known use of Syhovérs as namely
(see especially Buttmann, ad Plat. Crit. p. 106; Bast, Palaeogr.
P. 804) does not occur elsewhere in the N. T., although the
opportunities for its use were very frequent (1 Cor. xv. 27,
1 Tim. vi. 7, are wrongly adduced) ; further, it is & priors very
improbable that the two important quotations in vv. 11, 12
should be destined merely for incidental illustration (comp. Rom.
1. 17); and lastly, there would result an awkward thought, as
if, namely, Christ had been moved to His work of redemption,

1 For if we take Bengel's explanation, the 37aev will not suit well the fol-
lowing words, because they form an utterance of Scripture. We should expect
possibly adyparras, so that then the first &= would have to be nnderstood as:
ive si3%7s, iz (Fritzsche, Quaest. Luc, p. 59 {f. ; Schaef. ad Dem. 11, p. 71).
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in the death on the cross, by the 7¢flection contained in vv. 11,
12 (comp., on the contrary, iv. 3-5; Rom. viii. 3; 2 Cor.
v. 21). — év voue] not: by observance of the law, which would
be €& épywv vouov (Erasmus, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, and others),
but: through the law, in so far, namely, as the law is an insti-
tution which does not cancel the curse so pronounced and
procure justification ; for otherwise faith must have been its
principle, which is not the case (see the sequel). The law is
consequently, ¢n principle, not the means by the use of which
a man can attain to justification. On this ddbvatoy Tob viuov
(Rom. viiL. 3), comp. Lipsius, Rechifertigungsl. p. 68 ; Neander,
I1. p. 658 ff.; Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 286 £ Xpiorés in ver.
13 corresponds to the emphatically prefixed év vépe (what by
the law is not done, Christ has effected) ; therefore év is not
to be understood (with Riickert, de Wette, and others) as: n,
in the condition of Judaism, or in the sense of the rule
(Wieseler), but as: through, by means of. — mwapa 76 Oeg]
Judice Deo, opposed to the judgment of men. Comp. Rom.
il 13; Winer, p. 369 [E. T. 492]. — o dlkaios éx mioTews
Cigerar] an aphorism of Scripture well known to the readers,
which therefore did not need any formula of quotation (D*
EF G, Syr. Erp. It, have yéypanmrar rydp before ére, F G also
omitting 6fdov). Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 27; Rom. ix. 7; and van
Hengel tn loc. The passage is from Hab. ii. 4, according to the
LXX. (0 8¢ 8ixaios éx mioT. pov Goeras, or, according to A.:
0 8¢ 8ik. pov éx . p. &), where it is said: The righteous (P™1%)
shall through his fidelity (towards God) become partaker of
(theocratic) life-blessedness. The apostle, glancing back from
the Messianic fulfilment of this saying—which he had every-
where in view, and experienced most deeply in his own con-
sciousness—to the Messianic destination of it, recognises as
its prophetic sense: “ He who 1is righteous through faith (in
Christ) shall obtain (Messianic) life” Comp. on Rom. i. 17.
In so doing Paul, following the LXX., which very often
renders MR by wioTes, had the more reason for retaining
this word, because the faithful self-surrender to God (to His
promise and grace) is the fundamental essence of faith in
Christ; and he might join ék migTews to 6 Sikaos, because
the life éx miotews presupposes no other rightenusness than



CHAP, III. 12. 151

that €x mioTews. Ilere also, as in Rom. Le. (otherwise in Heb.
x. 38), the words ¢ 8iratos érx miloTews are to be connected
(Chrysostom, Cajetanus, Pareus, Bengel, Baumgarten, Zacha-
riae, Michaelis, Semler, Morus, Griesbach, Knapp, Riickert,
Winer, Gramm. p. 129 [E. T. 170}, Hilgenfeld, Reithmayr,
Hoelemann, and others), and not ék wiorews Gjoerar (s0 most
of the older expositors, following Jerome and Augustine; also
Borger, Winer, Matthies, Schott, de Wette, Wieseler, Ewald,
Holsten, Hofmann, Matthias): for Paul desires to point out
the cause of the righteousness, and not that of the life of the
righteous, although this has the same cause; and in ver. 12,
o moujoas alrd stands in contrast not to o Sikaios merely, but
to o Sixaios éx mioTews. Compare, besides, Hoelemann, Le. p.
41f 7Paul, however, did not write o éx mioTews Sikatos or
dixaios o éx mioTews, because this important saying was well
known and sanctioned by usage in the order of the words given
by the LXX.; so that he involuntarily abstained from the
freedom of dealing elsewhere manifested by him in quoting
from Scripture. The grammatical correctness of the junction
of éx mioT. to 8lkaos is evident from the fact that the phrase
Suxatobobar éx wior. is used; comp. ver. 8.

Ver. 12. Minor proposition ; 6¢é the syllogistic atqui. See
on ver. 11. — ovx éoTw éx miogTews, is not of faith, is not an
institution which has faith as the principle of its nature and
action. Comp. ver. 10. — dAN o wovjoas x.7.\.] but he who shall
have done them (namely, the mposrdypara and xpiuara of God,
Lev. xviil. 5) shall live (shall have life in the Messiah’s king-
dom) through them, so that they form, in this way of doing, the
channel of obtaining life. Thus in the express words of the law
(Lev. xviii. 5), likewise presumed to be familiar to his readers,
Paul introduces the nature of the law as contrasted with éx
mioTews. Comp. Rom. x. 5. After AN, ryéypanrar 1s not
(with Schott) to be supplied (comp. also Matthias, who under-
stands even oUx €oTw as runs not); but, as the form with the
apostrophe indicates, Paul has connected eAN' immediately
with ¢ mowjoas adtd, leaving it to the reader not only to ex-
plain for himself adrd and év avrols from his acquaintance
with the O. T. context of the saying referred to, but also to
complete for himself the connection from the first half of the
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verse: “ The law, however, has not faith as its principle; but
the doer of the commandments—this is the axiom of the law
—shall live by them.” Comp. on Rom. xv. 3; 1 Cor. i. 31.

Ver. 13. Connection: “ Through the law no one becomes
righteous (vv. 11, 12); C%hrist has redeemed us from the curse.”
See on ver. 11. The asyndcton renders the contrast stronger.
Comp. Col. iii. 4. Riickert (comp. also Flatt, Koppe, Schott,
Olshausen) reverts to ver. 10, supplying wév in ver. 10, and
&¢ in ver. 13. This is incorrect, for Xpioros finds its appro-
priate antithesis in the words immediately preceding; and, as
in general it is a mistake thus to supply wév and &, it is
here the more absurd, because 8ooc in ver. 10 has expressly
received in qap its reference to what precedes it. Against
Hofmann’s interpretation, that ver. 13 is apodosis to wvv.
11, 12, see on ver. 11. — 7uds] applies to the Jews; for
these were under the curse of the law ' mentioned in ver. 10,
and by faith in Christ made themselves partakers of the re-
demption from that curse accomplished by Him, as Paul had
himself experienced. Others have understood it as the Jews
and Gentiles (Gomarus, Pareus, Estius, Flatt, Winer, Matthies).
But against this view it may be urged, that the Gentiles
were not under the curse of the Mosaic law (Rom. ii. 12);
that a reference to the natural law as well (Rom. ii. 14, 15)
is quite foreign to the context (in opposition to Flatt); that
the law, even if it had not been done away by Christ, would
vet never have related to the Gentiles (in opposition to Winer),
because it was the partition-wall between Jew and Gentile
(Eph. ii. 14 f); and lastly, that afterwards in ver. 14 els 7a
&0vn is placed in contrast to the 5uds, and hence it must not
be said, with Matthies, that it so far applies to the Gentiles
also, since the latter as Christians could not be under obliga-
tion to the law,—which, besides, would amount to a very
indirect sort of ransom, entirely different from the sense in
which it applied to the Jews. — égnydpacer] Comp. iv. 5;
1 Cor. vi. 20, vil. 23; Eph. i 7; 2 DPet. ii. 1; Matt. xx.
28; Rev.v. 9 Diod Ezc. p. 530. 4; 1 Tim. ii. 6; Polyb.

1 Which is not to be turned into a subjective condition, as Bihr (Stud. u.

Krit, 1849, p. 922) wishes, who explains it as the state of spirvitual death, in
consequence of his erroneous view of 1dasyi« in ver. 8.
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iii. 42. 2. Those who are under obligation to the law as the
record of the direct will of God,' are subject to the divine
curse expressed therein; but from the bond of this curse,
from which they could not otherwise have escaped, Christ has
redeemed them, and that by giving up for them His life upon
the cross as a Avtpov paid to God the dator et vindex legis,—
baving by His mors satisfactoria, suffered according to God’s
gracious counsel in obedience to the same (Rom. v. 19 ; Phil
ii. 8), procured for them the forgiveness of sins (Eph. i 7;
Col. i. 14; Rom. ili. 24; 1 Tim. ii. 6: Matt. xx. 28, xxVi.
28), so that the curse of the law which was to have come
upon them no longer had any reference to them. This modus
of the redemption is here expressed thus: “by His having
become curse for ws,” namely, by His crucifixion, in which He
actually became the One affected by the divine épy7. The
emphasis rests on the xatdpa, which is therefore placed at the
end and is immediately to be vindicated by a quotation from
Scripture. This abstract, used instead of the concrete, is pur-
posely chosen ?o strengthen the conception, and probably indeed
with reference to the D‘t‘f)?f: n‘_;f)l?, Deut. xxi. 23 ; comp. Thilo,
ad Protev. Jac. 3, p. 181. But xardpa is used without the
article, because the object is to express that which Christ has
become as regards the category of quality—He became curse,
entered into the position, and into the de facto relation, of one
visited with the divine wrath; it being obvious from the con-
text that it was in reality the divine curse stipulated in the
law, the accomplishment of which He suffered in His death,
as is moreover expressly attested in the passage of Scripture
that follows. Comp. Weiss, 0ibl. Theol. p. 321, d; Kahnis,
Dogm. 1. p. 518f, IIL. p. 382; Delitzsch, z. Hebr. p. 714
The idea of xardpa as the curse of God—obvious of itself
to every reader—forbids us to explain away (with Hofmann)
the “ becoming a curse” as signifying, not that God accom-
plished His curse on Christ, but that God decreed respecting
Christ that He should suffer that which men did to Him as
fulfilment of the curse of the law, which was not incurred by,

1 For in the apostle’s view everywhere, and here also, the law is this, and ver,

19 is not at variance with its being so (in opposition to Ritscll in d. Jahsrb. f.
4. Theol. 1863, p. 523f.). Comp. on Col. ii. 15.
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and did not apply to, Him. The exact real parallel, 2 Cor. v. 21,
ought to have prevented any such evasive interpretation. And
if Paul had not meant the curse ¢f God, which Christ suffered
Umép mudv,—as no reader, especially after the passage of Scrip-
ture which follows, could understand anything else,—he would
have been practising a deception. Christ made sin by God,
and so suffering the divine curse—that is just the foolishness
of the cross, which is wiser than men (1 Cor. i 25). Comp.,
besides, Rich. Schmidt, Paulin. Christol. p. 81, who, however,
regards the contents of our passage and of 2 Cor. v. 21 under
the point of view of the cancelling of sin (sin being viewed as
an objective power), and thus comes into contact with Hof-
mann’s theory. — v7ép fudv] That dmép, as in all passages in
which the atoning death is spoken of, does not mean instcad of
(so here, Bengel, Koppe, Flatt, Riickert, Reithmayr, following
earlier expositors; comp. also Lipsius, Rechifertigungsl. p. 1341),
see on Rom. v. 6. Comp. on i. 4. The satisfaction which
Christ rendered, was rendered for our benefit; that it was vi-
carious,' is implied in the circumstances of the case itself, and
not in the preposition. The divine curse of the law must have
been realized by all, who did not fully satisfy the law to which
they were bound (and this no one could do), being compelled
to endure the execution of the divine dpy7 on themselves; but
for their deliverance from the bond of this curse Christ inter-
vened with His death, inasmuch as He died as an accursed
one, and thereby, as by a purchase-price, dissolved that rela-
tion to the law which implied a curse. Comp. 1 Cor. vi. 20,
vih 23; Col ii 14. This effect depends certainly on the
sinlessness of Christ (2 Cor. v. 21), without which His sur-
rendered life could not have been a Adrpov (Matt. xx. 28),
and He Himself, by the shedding of His blood, could not
have been a iAaotrprov (Rom. iii. 25), because, with guilt of

! As is expressly stated in Matt. xx. 28, 1 Tim. ii. 6, by évri. Comp.
Thomasius, Chr. Pers. u. Werk, 111. 1, p. 88 fl. ; Gess, in the Jakrd. f. Deutsche
Theol. 11. 4, 111. 4. The less satisfactory is it, therefore, with Schweizer in the
Stud. w. Krit. 1858, p. 425 ff.,, to find that the essential import of our passage
only amounts to this, that the Mosaic law had been set aside on the appearance
of Christianity, and that this setting aside was decisively evinced by the death
on the cross. See, on the other hand, Baur in Hilgenfeld's Zeitschrift, 1859, p.
226 ff., and in his neut. Theol. p. 156 £.
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His own, He would have been amenable to the curse on His
own account, and not through -taking upon Him the guilt of
others (John i 29); but utterly aloof from and foreign to the
N. T. is the idea which Hilgenfeld here suggests, that the curse
of the law had lost its validity once for all, because it had for
once shown itself as an unrighteous curse. The death of Christ
served precisely to show the righteousness of God, which has
its expression in the curse of the law. See on Rom. iii. 235.
— 671 yéyp. . . . Edhov is not an epexegesis to yevou. v 7.
wat. (Matthias, who writes 8, i), but is a parenthesis in which
the yevduevos xatdpa, which had just been said of Christ, is
vindicated agreeably to Scripture, by Deut. xxi. 23, freely
quoted from the LXX.! _Accursed (visited with the wrath of
God) 4s every one who (according to the LXX., in which the
article is wanting, every one, of he) s hanged on a iree. The
original historical sense of this passage applies to those male-
factors who, in order to the aggravation of their punishment,

1 The LXX. has xexarnpzubvos bms ©:00 was xpiudpevos tai Evrov. The dxs
©:00 is also expressed in the Hebrew. Jerome accuses the Jews here also of
intentional falsification of the text, alleging that in an anti-Christian interest
they had inserted the name of God into the original text. Biahr, in the Stud. u.
Krit. 1849, p. 928 ff., is of opinion that Paul purposely omitted ixi €545, so as
not to represent Christ as cursed by God (with which Hofmann agrees); that He
was called cursed only because, through His death, He appeared as cursed before
all to whom the law was given. But this is incorrect, because the expression is
not Paul’s, and because, so interpreted, the whole proof adduced would amount
only to a semblance, and not to a reality. Christ has certainly averted from men
the curse of God which was ordained in the law (ver. 10), by the fact that He,
as the bearer of the divine curse, died while hanging on the cross. Having
thus actually become imixzrdparos, He became the propitiatory sacrifice for those
who were subject to the law, whom He consequently redcemed from the definite
divine curse of the law (ver. 10), so that on the part of God the actus forensis of
justification now commenced ; and for this reason, although the erucified One
was tmixardpaces, Paul could elsewhere represent Him as sops stwdias (Eph. v. 2).
Luther aptly remarks : ‘“8i vis negare eum esse peccatorem et maledictum, negato
etiam passum, crucifivum et mortuum.” The cause of the non-adoption of fxs
©cov cannot be that Paul, under the influence of a subordinate value assigned to
the law as not directly given by God, had the passage imprinted on his mind
without s €05 (Ritschl, l.c. p. 526), for he did not entertain any such estimate
of its inferior value. We must, in fact, simply abide by the explanation that he
quoted the passage of Scripture from a free recollection (as is already shown by
iminaripare; and the addition of ¢), and in doing so, having in view only the
““cursed” as the point of the passage, left unnoticed the entirely obvious is
®:5.  In a similar way, in ver, 11, in the quotation Hab. ii. 4, he does not adopt

lie wou of the LXX.
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were after their execution publicly hung up on a (probably
cross-shaped) stake,! but were not allowed to remain hanging
over the night, lest such accursed ones should profane the holy
land (Deut. xxi. 23; Num. xxv. 4; Josh. x. 26; 2 Sam. iv.
12). See Luud, Juid. Heiligth. ed. Wolf, p. 536 ; Saalschiitz,
Mos. B. p. 460 f.; Bahr in the Stud. u. Krit. 1849, p. 924 f.
Now, so far as Christ when put to death hung upon a stake
(comp. Acts v. 30, x. 39; 1 Pet. ii. 24), the predicate émixa-
Taparos applies also to Him ; and this furnishes the scriptural
proof of the preceding yevouevos xardpa.

Ver. 14. Divine purpose in Christ's redeeming us (the
Jews) from the curse of the law; in order that the blessing
promised to Abraham (justification; see on ver. 8) might b
imparted in Christ Jesus to the Gentiles (not: ¢o all peoples, as
Olshausen and Baumgarten-Crusius, following the earlier ex-
positors, take Ta &y, in opposition to the context). So long,
namely, as the curse of the law stood in force and conse-
quently the Jews were still subject to this divine curse, the
Gentiles could not be partakers of that blessing; for, according
to that promise made to Abraham, it was implied in the pre-
ference which in the divine plan of salvation was granted to
the Jews (Rom 1 17, xv. 8, 9, iii. 1, 2, ix. 1-5), that salva-
tion should issue from them and pass over to the Gentiles
(comp. Rom. xv. 27; John iv. 22, xi. §2). Ilence, when
Christ by His atoning death redeemed the Jews from the
curse of the divine law, God, in thus arranging His salvation,
must necessarily have had the design that the Gentiles, who
are expressly named in the promise made to Abraham (ver. 8),
should share in the promised justification, and that not in
some way through the law, as if they were to be subjected to
this, but in Christ Jesus, through whom in fact the Jews had
been made free from the curse of the law. The opposite of
this liberation of the Jews could not exist in God's purpose in
regard to the Gentiles. Riickert takes a different view of the
logical connection (as to which most expositors are silent), in
the light of Eph. ii. 14 ff.: “So long as the law continued, an
impenetrable wall of partition was set up between the Jewish

! Analogous to our former custom of fastening criminals on the whecl, in
o1Ger Lo aggravate the punishent.
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and the Gentile world; . . . and just as long it was simply
impossible that the blessing should pass over to the Gentiles.”
DBut the context speaks not of the luw itself as having been done
away, but of the curse of the lmw, from which Jesus had re-
deemed the Jews; so that the idea of a partition-wall, formed
by the law dtself standing between Jew and Gentile, is not
presented to the reader. Usteri thus states the connection:
“ Christ by His vicarious death has redeemed us (Jews) from
the curse of the law, in order that (justification henceforth
being to be attained through faith) the Gentiles may become
partakers in the blessings of Abraham, since now there 7s
vequired for justification a condition possible for all—namely,
Jeith”  Comp. Chrysostom, Oecumenius, and Theophylact.
But since the point of the possibility of the justification of the
Gentiles is not dealt with in the context, this latter expedient
is quite as arbitrarily resorted to, as is Schott’s intermingling of
the natural law, against the threatenings of which faith alone
yields protection (Rom. ii. 12 ff, iii. 9 ff.). — eis Ta éfvy] might
reach to the Gentiles (Acts xxi. 17, xxv. 15), that is, be im-
parted to them (Rev. xvi. 2). Comp. on 2 Cor. vii. 13 £
Such was to be the course of the divine way of salvation, from
Israel to the Gentiles. Observe, that Paul does not say «ai eis
7. &vy, as if the Gentiles were merely an accessory. — 9
ebhoyia Tod 'ABp.] the blessing already spoken of, which was
pre-announced to Abraham (ver. 8), the opposite of the
rardpa ; not therefore life (Hofmann), the opposite of which
would be Odvaros, but justification—by which is meant the
benefit itself (Eph. i 3; Rom. xv. 29), and not the mere
promise of it (Schott). — év Xpiorg 'Insod] so that this recep-
tion of the blessing depends, and is founded, on Christ (on His
redeeming death). The &ia 77js wiorews which follows expresses
the matter from the point of view of the suljective medium,
whilst év XpioTd presents the ofjeciive state of the case—the
two elements corresponding to each other at the close of the
two sentences of purpose. — &a T émayyeliav x.T\.] cannot
be subordinated to the previous sentence of purpose (Riickert’,
for it contains no benefit specially accruing to the Gentiles
(Paul must have written AdBweot, which Chrysostom actually
read—evidently an alteration arising from misunderstandiny).
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It is parallel to the first sentence of purpose by way of climax:
comp. Rom. vii. 13; 2 Cor. ix. 3; Eph. vi. 19f  After Paul
had expressed the blessed aim which the redeeming death
of Christ had in reference to the Gentiles,—namely, that they
should become partakers of the elAoyia of Abraham,—he raises
his glance still higher, and sees the reception also of the Holy
Spirit (the consequence of justification) as an aim of that re-
deeming death; but he cannot again express himself in the
third person, because, after the justification of the Jews had
been spoken of in ver. 13 and the justification of the Gentiles
in ver. 14 (va els Ta &y . . . ’Incod), the statement now
concerns the justified generally, Jews and Gentiles without
distinction : hence the first person, AdBwpuev, is used, the sub-
ject of which must be the Christians, and not the Jewish
Christians only (Beza, Bengel, Hofmann, and others). This by
no means accidental emergence of the first person, after Ta
évn had been previously spoken of in the #hird, is incom-
patible with our taking the reception of the Spirit as part
of the edioyla (Wieseler), or as essentially <dentical with it
(Hofmann). — v émayyeiav Tob mveduatos] Ty émayyehiay
AapBdvew means fo become partakers in the realization of the
promise (Heb. x. 36 ; Luke xxiv. 49; Acts i. 4); but 7od
mvebpaTos may be either the genitive of the subject (that which
is promised by the Spirit) or of the olject (the promised Spirit).
The latter interpretation (comp. Acts il 33; Eph. i 13)is
the usual and correct one! For if (with Winer) we should
explain it, “ bona illa, quae a divino Spiritu promissa sunt”
(Luke xxiv. 49 ; Acts i 4), then, in conformity with the con-
text, this expression must refer back to ver. 8 (mpoidoiica 7
ypady kT wpoevyyyekicato T@ 'ABp. kr); and to this
the first person AdBwuev would not be suitable, as Paul re-
ferred that promise given to Abraham in the Scripture (by
the Holy Spirit) to the Gentiles. And if 73w érayyeriav Tob
wrvedpatos were essentially the same as the elloyia Tod *4Bp.,
it would be entirely devoid of the ¢=planatory character of an

1 8o that i $rayyerizy is to be referred to the O. T. promise of the com-
munication of the Holy Spirit (Joel iii.; Acts ii. 16),—a promise well known to
all the apostle's readers, Hilgenfeld incorrectly holds that * the promise given
to Abraham is directly designated as an iweyyiria vos wviduaro; (a promise, the
substance of which is the #veipa).”
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epexegesis. — Sua 7. wior.] For faith is the causa apprehendens
both of justification and of the reception of the Spirit; comp
vv. 2-5, v. &.

Vv. 15-18. What Paul has previously said concerning
justification, not of the law, but of faith, with reference to that
promise given to Abraham (vv. 8-14), could only maintain
its ground as true before the worshippers of the law, in the
event of its being acknowledged that the covenant once entered
into with Abraham through that promise was not deprived of
validity by the subsequent institution of the law, or subjected
to alteration through the entrance of the law. For if this
covenant had been done away with or modified by the law,
the whole proof previously adduced would come to nothing.
Paul therefore now shows that this covenant had mnot been
snvalidated or altered through the Mosaic law.

Ver. 15.' *A8erdor] Expressive of loving urgency, and con-
ciliating with reference to the instruction which follows. Comp.
Rom. x. 1. How entirely different was it in ver. 1! Now the
tone of feeling is softened. — rata dvfpwmov Aédyw] not to be
placed in a parenthesis (Erasmus, Calvin, and many others),
points to what follows—to that which he is just about to say
in proof of the immutability of a divine diafrjxn. The analogy
to be adduced from a Auman legal relation is not intended to
be excused, but is to be placed in the preper point of view;
for the apostle does not wish to adduce it from his higher
standpoint as one enlightened by the Spirit, according to the
measure of divinely-revealed wisdom, but he wishes thus to ac-
commodate himself to the ordinary way among men (of adducing
examples from common life), so as to be perfectly intelligible
to his readers (not in order to put them to shame, as Calvin
thinks). Comp. avfpwreiws and dvfpwmivws (Dem. 639. 24,
1122. 2; Rom. vi. 19). See generally on Rom. iii. 5; 1 Cor.
ix. 8; and van Hengel, Annot. p. 211 f. — Suws] yet. The
logical position would be before oddeis. A Siabrnxn, although
human, no one yet cancels. Such a ¢ransposition of the
6uws (which here intimates a conclusion & minors) is not un-

1 As to vv. 15-22, ses Hauck in Stud. u. Krit. 1862, p. 512 ff. ; Matthias,
d. Abschn. d. Qal. Br. iii. 15-22, Casscl, 1866. As to vv. 15-29, see Dull, in the
Luther, Zeitschr. 1867, p. 1 i
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frequent in classical authors, and again occurs in the case of
Paul, 1 Cor. xiv. 7. See on this passage. There is there-
fore all the less reason for writing it ouds, in like manner
(Morus, Rosenmiiller, Jatho), which would be unsuitable, since
that which is to be illustrated by the comparison only follows
(at ver. 17). Riickert (so also Olshausen and Windischmann)
takes it in antithetical reference to xara dvfp. Méyw: “I de-
sire to keep only to human relations; nevertheless,” etc. This
would be an illogical antithesis. Others, contrary to linguistic
usage, make it mean yet even (Grotius, Zachariae, Matthies),
or quin wmo (Wolf), and the like. — wexvpwuévny] ratified,
made legally valid, Gen. xxiii. 20 ; 4 Macc. vii. 9 ; Dem. 485.
13; Plat. Pol. x. p. 620 E; Polyb. v. 49. 6 ; Andoc. de myst.
\ 84, p. 11; comp. on 2 Cor. il 8. — 8iabrjxnv] not testament
(Heb. ix. 16 f), as the Vulgate, Luther, Erasmus, and many
others, including Olshausen, render it, quite in opposition to
the context; nor, in general, voluntary ordainment, arrange-
ment (Winer, Matthies, Usteri, Schott, Hofmann : “ destination
as to anything, which we apply for one’s benefit,” Holsten, fol-
lowing earlier expositors); but in the solemn biblical significa-
tion of N3, covenant (Jerome, Beza, Calvin, Zachariae, Semler,
Koppe, Flatt, de Wette, Hilgenfeld, Wieseler, Matthias, Reith-
mayT, and others ; also Ewald: “contract”), asin iv. 24 and all
Pauline passages. The emphatic prefixing of avfpwmov points
to the majus, the Suabixn of God; and God had entered into
a covenant with Abraham, by giving him the promises (ver.
17. Comp. Gen. xvii. 7; Ex. ii. 24; Lev. xxvi. 42; Luke i
72; Acts ili. 25; 2 Mace. i. 2; Ecclus. xliv. 20, 22). The
singular (avfpwmov) is not opposed to this view; on the con-
trary, since dvfpwmov OEualblien is put as analogue of the
Sabirn of God (which God has established), there could, in
accordance with this latter, be only ome contracting party
designated: a ratitied covenant, which @ man has established.
The ratification, as likewise follows from the Siafnrn of God, is
not to be considered as an act accomplished by a third party ;
but the covenant is legally valid by the definitive and formal
conclusion of the parties themselves who make the agreement
with one another.— ot8els dferel # émibiar.] viz. no third party.
Such an interference would indeed be possible in itself, and



CHAPD. IIL 1s. 161

not inconsistent with the idea of a covenant (as Hofmann
objects). But cases of this sort would be exceptional, and,
in the general legal axiom expressed by Paul, might well be
left unnoticed. On aferelv Siabix., to do away a covenont,
srritum  facere, comp. 1 Mace. xv. 27; 2 Mace. xiii. 25;
Polyb. xv. 1. 9, iii. 29. 2, xv. 8. 9. That odlels is not the
same subject as avfpimov (Holsten'), is evident both from the
expression in itself, and from the application in ver. 17, where
the Jmo 7od @eod corresponds to the dvbpdmov and the (per-
sonified) véuos, which comes in as a third person, to the ovdeis.
—- 9 émibatdooeras] or adds further stipulations thereto, which
were not contained in the covenant. That the éni in the
word émibiardooerar (not occurring elsewhere) denotes contra
(Schott), is inconsistent with the analogy of émeliaTifnue,
émibiaywdoke, émidiakpivew, and so forth (comp. Joseph. Bell.
il 2. 8, d&dv Tiis émbiabiens Ty Swabrirny elvar kvpuwTépav,
Antt. xvil. 9. 4) ; in that case dvribiatdooerar must have been
used. Erasmus, Winer, Hauck, and others wish at least to
define the nature of the additions referred to as coming into
conflict with the will of the author of the 8iafljxn or changing
it; but this is arbitrary. The words merely affirm: no one
prescribes any addition thereto; this is altogether against the
general rule of law, let the additions be what they may. —
Chrysostom aptly remarks: un 7oApd Tis dvatpérar pera
rabta éNOwv %) mpoclear Ti, TolTo ydp éoTw 4 émidatdo-
geTal.

Ver. 16. This verse is usually considered as minor proposi-
tion to ver. 15, so that vv. 15-17 contain a complete syllogism,
which is, however, interrupted by the exegetical gloss o Aéyet
k.TA., and is then resumed by Tolto 8¢ Aéye in ver. 17 (see
Morus, Koppe, Riickert, Schott, de Wette, Hilgenfeld). But
against this view it may be urged, (1) that the minor pro-
position in ver. 16 must necessarily, in a logical point of
view,—as corresponding to the emphatic dpws avfpwmov in
ver. 15,—bring into prominence the divine character of the
promises, and must have been expressed in some such form

! ¢¢Yet in the sphere of the human no one cancels his voluntary disposition,
which has become legally valid.” Matthies also identifies the subject in oidsis
with the founder of the dixdixn.

L
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as Oeoc 8¢ 76 "ABp.; and (2) that the explanation as to xal T¢
omépuarte adrod, so carefully and emphatically brought in (not
merely “ allusive,” Hilgenfeld), would be here entirely aimless
and irrelevant, because it would be devoid of all reference to
and influence on the argument. The train of ideas is really
as follows (comp. also Wieseler) :—After Paul has stated in
ver. 15 that even a man’s legally valid covenant is not in-
validated or provided with additions by any one, he cannot
immediately link on the conclusion intended to be deduced
from this, viz. that a valid covenant of God is not annulled
by the law coming afterwards; but he must first bring forward
the circumstance which, in the case in question, has an essential
bearing on this proof, — that the promises under discussion
were issued not to Abraham only, dut at the same time to his
descendants also, that is, to Christ. From this essential circum-
stance it is, In fact, clear that that covenant was not to be a
mere temporary contract, simply made to last up fo the time of
the law. Accordingly, the purport of vv. 15-17 is this: “ Even
a man’s covenant legally completed remains uncancelled and
without addition (ver. 15). DBut the circumstance which con-
ditions and renders incontestable the conclusion to be thence
deduced is, that the promises were spoken not merely to
Abraham, but also to his seed, by which, as.is clear from the
singular Té amwéppar, is meant Christ (ver. 16). And now—
to complete my conclusion drawn from what I have said in
vv. 15 and 16—what I mean is this: A covenant previously
made with legal validity by God is not rendered invalid by
the law, which came into existence so long afterwards” (ver.
17). — 76 8¢ *APBp. éppéinoay ai émaryyeliar k. ¢ amépuate
airod] The emphasis is laid on kai 7¢ oméppare airod, the
point which is here brought into prominence as the further
specific foundation of the proof to be adduced. This element
essential to the proof lies in the destination of Christ as the
organ of fulfilment; in the case of a promise which had been
given not merely to the ancestor himself, but also to Christ,
the fulfiller, it was not at all possible to conceive an éférnas
by the law. Comp. also Holsten, z. Ev. d. Paul. u. Peir. p,
204. The passage of the O. T. to which Paul refers in «ai
76 omépuar. abrod, is considered by most expositors, fol-
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lowing Tertullian (de carne Christ, 22) and Chrysostom, to be
Gen. xxil. 18 : évevroyndijoovras év 76 oméppati gov mhvra
Ta é0vn Tis yhs. But, from the words ob Méyer xai Tols amép-
paaw k7N which follow, it is evident that Paul was thinkines
of a passage in which xal 76 omwépuati cov is expressly
written. Hence (with Estius and Bengel, Baumgarten-Crusius,
de Wette, Hilgenfeld, Wieseler, Hofmann, Reithmayr, Buhl) the
passages Gen. xiil. 15, xvii. 8, are rather to be assumed as those
referred to,—a view confirmed by the expression #Anpovouia in
ver. 18} Comp. Rom. iv. 13. — é3péOnoav?®] they were spoken,
that is, given, as some min., Eusebius and Theophylact, actually
read édofnaav. The datives simply state to whom the promises
were spoken, not: <n reference to whom (so Matthias),—an in-
terpretation which was the less likely to occur to the reader,
well acquainted as he was with the fact that the promise
was spoken directly to Abraham, who at the same time repre-
sented his omépua. — ai émayyeniar] in the plural: for the
promise in question was given on several occasions and under
various modifications, even as regards the contents; and in-
deed Paul himself here refers to a place and form of promise
different from that mentioned above in ver. 8. In «ai 7¢
oméppare avrod he finds that Christ is meant; hence he adds
the following gloss (Midraseh) : od Aéyer kai Tols oméppaciv
x.7\., in which the singular form of the expression is asserted
by him to be significant, and the conclusion is thence drawn
that only one descendant (not: only one class of descendants,
namely the spiritual children of Abraham, as, following Augus-
tine, Cameron and others, Olshausen and Tholuck, d. 4. 7. im
neuen T. p. 65 ff. ed. 6, also Jatho, hold) is intended, namely
Christ. That this inference is purely rabbinical (Surenhusius,
xatad\. p. 84 f; Schoettgen, Hor. p. 736 ; Dopke, Hermeneut.
L p. 176 ff)), and without objective force as a proof, is evident

I The correct view is found even in Ovigen, Comment. in Ep. ad Rom. iv.
4, Opp. IV. p. 532 ““Ipse enim (apostolus) haec de Christo dicta esse inter-
pretatur, cum dixit : ‘ Scriptum est, ¢ibi dabo ferram hanc et semini two. Non
dixit: et seminibus, tanquam in multis, sed semini tuo, tanquam in uno, qui est
Christus,”” Comp. also p. 618, and Homil. 9 in Gencs. Opp. 1L p. 85 ; and
earlier, Irenaeus, Haer. v. 32. 2; later, especially Jerome.

2 As to this form, which has preponderant attestation (Lachm., Tisch.),
eomp. on Rom. ix. 12; Kiihner, L p. 810, ed. 2.
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from the fact that in the original text ¥ is written, and this,
in every passage in the O. T. where it expresses the idea of
progenes, is used in the singular (in 1 Sam. viii. 15, DO are
scgetes vestrae), whether the posterity consists of many or of one
only (Gen. iv. 25; 1 Sam. i 11; Targ. Ps. xviii. 26, where
Isaac is called Abraham’s ym*). Also the later Hebrew and
Chaldee usage of the plural form in the sense of progenies (see
Geiger in the Zeitschr. d. morgenl. Gesellsch. 1858, p. 307 ff)
does not depend, any more than the Greek use of omépuara
(Soph. 0. C. 606. 1277; 0. R. 1246 ; Aesch. Eum. 909), on
the circumstance that, in contradistinction, the singular is to
be understood ws é¢’ évos. Comp. 4 Mace. xviil. 1: & Tdv
"ABpapaivv omepudrov dmwiyovor maides "Iapanhita, mwelfeale
v$ voup Toire. The classical use of afuara is analogous
(comp. on John i. 13). Moreover, the original sense of these
promises, and also the 7¢ omépuare of the LXX.,, undoubtedly
apply to the posterity of Abraham generally : hence it is only
in so far as Christ is the theocratic culmination, the goal and
crown of this series of descendants, that the promises were
spoken to Him ; but to discover this reference in the singular
«al T¢ améppat cov was a mere feat of the rabbinical subtlety,
which was still retained by the apostle from his youthful
culture as a characteristic element of his national training,
without detriment to the Holy Spirit which he had, and to
the revelations which had been vouchsafed to him. Every
attempt to show that Paul has not here allowed himself any
rabbinical interpretation of this sort (see among recent ex-
positors, particularly Philippi in the Mecklenb. Zeitschr. 1855,
p- 519 ff.: comp. also Hengstenberg, Christol. I. p. 50 f;
Tholuck, l.c., and Hofmann) is incompatible with the language
itself, and conflicts with the express és éore Xpiorés ; which

11In the so-called Protevangelium also, Gen. iii. 15, the LXX. translators
have referred eaipue to an individual (to a son); for they translate, aiwis sov
Topios xsparsv. But it does not thence follow that this subject was the Messiah,
to whom the %myph, correctly understood by the LXX., but wrongly by the
Vulgate (conteret), is not suitable. The Messianic reference of the passage lies
in the enmity against the serpent here established as the expression of a moral
idea, the final victorious issue of which was the subject-matter of the Messianic
hope, and was brought about through the work of the Messiah. Comp. Heng-
stenberg, Christol. 1. p. 26 ff. ; Ewald, Jakrb. 1L p. 160 f. ; also Schultz, alttest,
Tleol. L. p. 4661,
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clearly shows that we are not to understand omeppdreov with
éml moMA@Y, nor omwépuatos with é¢’ évés (Hofmann, Buhl),
but that the contrast between many persons and one person
is the point expressed. Dut the truth itself, which the gloss
of the apostle is intended to serve, is entirely independent of
this gloss, and rests upon the Messianic tenor of the promises
in question, not on the singular ¢ emépuare. — ob Néyed] sc.
Ocds, which is derived from the historical reference of the pre-
vious éppéfnaav, so well known to the reader. Comp. Eph. iv.
8, v. 14. — &5 émi modM\&v] as referring to many individuals,
in such a manner that He intends and desires to express a
plurality of persons. On émi, upon, that is, in reference to,
with the genitive along with verbs of speaking, see Heindorf,
ad Plat. Charm. p. 62 ; Bernhardy, p. 248 ; Ast. Lex. Plat. L
p. 767. — &5 éore Xpioros] which omépua, denoting a single
individual, is Christ. The feebly attested reading 8 is a mis-
taken grammatical alteration; for how often does the gender
of the relative correspond by attraction to the predicative
substantive! See Kiihner, IL p. 505. Xpioros is the per-
sonal Christ Jesus, not, as some, following Irenaeus (Haer. v.
32. 2) and Augustine (ad iii. 29, Opp. IV. p. 384), have
explained it: Christ and His church (Beza, Gomarus, Crell,
Drusius, Hammond, Locke, and others; also Tholuck, Olshausen,
Philippi le., Hofmann), or the church alone (Calvin, Clericus,
Bengel, Ernesti, Doderlein, Nosselt, and others). Such a mys-
tical sense of Xpioros must necessarily have been suggested by
the context (as in 1 Cor. xii. 12); here, however, the very
contrast between moAév and évés is decidedly against it.
See also vv. 19, 22, 24, 27, 28. Ver. 29 also is against,
and not in favour of, this explanation; because the inference
of this verse depends on the very fact that Christ Himself is
the omépua 100 ABp. (see on ver. 29). The whole explanation
is a very superfluous device, the mistaken ingenuity of which
(especially in the case of Tholuck and Hofmann) appears in
striking contrast to the clear literal tenor of the passage.

1 Tholuck holds that in ver. 16 Paul desired to show that the promises could
not possibly extend to ‘‘ the posterity of Abraham in every sense,” and that
consequently the natural posterity was not included ; that the singular points
rather to a definite posterity, namely the belicving. The latter are taken along
with Christ as an unity, and, partly as the spiritual successors of the patriarch,
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1t is not, however, Christ in His pre-human existence, in
so far as He according to the Spirit already bore sway in the
patriarchs (1 Cor. x. 1 ff), who is here referred to, because it
1s only as the Adyos €voapkos that He can be the descendant
of Abraham (Matt. 1. 1; Rom. 1 3). Comp. ver. 19.

Ver. 17. Result of vv. 15 and 16, emphatically introduced
by Toliro 8¢ Aéyw, but this which follows (see on 1 Cor. i. 12)
I say as the conclusion drawn from what is adduced in vv.
15 and 16: 4 covenant which has been previously made valid
(ratified) by God, the law . . . does not annul. What covenant
is here intended, is well known from the connection, namely,
the covenant made by God with Abraham, through His giving
to him, and to his ewépua included along with him, the pro-
mises in Gen. xiL 3, xviil. 18 (ver. 8), xiiL 15, xvii. 8 (ver.
16). The wlpwais (comp. on ver. 15) is not any separate act
following the institution of the covenant, but was implied in
the very promises given: through them the covenant became
valid. The 7po in mpoxekuvp. is correlative with the subsequent
uera, and therefore signifies: previously, ere the law existed, —
0 wera Terpaxdoia x.r.\.] cannot be intended to denote a com-
paratively short time (Koppe), which is not suggested by the
context; but its purport is: The law, which came into existence
so long a time after, cannot render invalid a covenant, which
had been validly instituted so long previously by God and
consequently had already subsisted so long. “ Magnitudo in-

partly in their oneness with the great Scion proceeding from his family, they con-
stitute the descendants of Abraham. But in this case Paul, instead of & ixi
woxAsy, must at least have written ds izl wdrrav; instead of ds i@ ivds, o5 tari
~ov #vos ; and instead of & iomi Xpm-r&, he must have written & iz % ixxAncie
ooy Xpieris. — According to Hofmann, in loc. (not quite the same in his Sclrift-
bew. 11. 1, p. 107 £.), Paul, following the analogy of Gen. iv. 25 and thinking
in wois ewippaay of several posterities by the side of each other, lays stress on the
oneness of Abraham's posterity expressed in the singular, the expression in the
singular serving him only as the shortest means (?) for asserting a fact testified
to by Scripture generally ; but, on the other hand, he has, by means of estimat-
ing this unit of posterity in the light of the history of redemption, been able,
and indeed obliged, to interpret =4 sxippasi vov as referring to Clrist, the pro-
mised Saviour, without thereby maintaining that this expression in the singular
could signify only an individual, and not a race of many members. But in this
way everything which we are expected to read in the plain words is imported
into them, and artificially imposed upon them, by the expositor. Besides, in
Gen. iv. 25 exépuz irepav means nothing more than another son.
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tervalli auget promissionis auctoritatem,” Bengel — According
to Hofmann, the statement of this length of time is intended
to imply that the law was something new and different, which
could not be held as an element forming part of the promise.
But this was obvious of itself from the contrast between pro-
mise and law occupying the whole context, and, moreover,
would not be dependent on a longer or shorter interval. With
regard to the number 430, Paul gets it from Ex. xii. 40 (in
Gen. xv. 13 and Acts vil. 6 the round number 400 is used);
but in adopting it he does not take into account that this
number specifies merely the duration of the sojourn of the
Israelites in Egypt. Consequently the number here, taken by
itself, contains a chronological inaccuracy ; but Paul follows
the statement of the LXX., which differs from the original
text—the text of the LXX. being well known to and current
among his readers—without entering further into this point
of chronology, which was foreign to his aim. In Ex. xil
40 the LXX. has 7 8¢ xatoiknoiws 7év vidv 'Iop. v kate-
knoav év of Aly. xal év 97 Xavadrv (the words «. & . X
are wanting in the Hebrew), érn Terpaxdoia Tpidrovra. This
text of the LXX. was based upon a different reckoning of the
time—a reckoning which is found in the Samaritan text and
in Joseph. Antt. ii. 15. 3. See Tychsen, Exc. X. p. 148.
The interval between God’s promise to Abraham and the
migration of Jacob to Egypt—an interval omitted in the
430 years—cannot indeed be exactly determined, but may
be reckoned at about 200 years; so that, if Paul had wished
to give on his own part a definition of the time, he would not
have exceeded bounds with 600 years instead of 430. The
attempts to bring the 430 years in our passage into agree-
ment with the 430 years in Ex. xil 40 are frustrated by
the unequivocal temor of both passages.! — qeyoves] is not

1 F.g. Grotius: The time in Ex. xii. 40 is reckoned from Abreham’s
journey to Egypt. Perizonius, Orig. deg. 20; and Schoettgen, Hor. p. 736
The 430 years do not begin until after the period of the promises, that is, after
the time of the patriarchs, and of Jacob in particular, Bengel, Ordo temp. 162 :
The terminus a quo is the birth of Jacob. Comp. Olshausen: Paul reckons
from Jacob and his journey into Egypt. In like manner Hofmann: The ter-
minus @ quo is the time ‘‘at which the promise given to Abraham was a¢ all
repeated ;" also Hauck: ‘‘Trom Jacob, as far as the pure, genuine exijua
'ABp. reached.”
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said ad postponendam legem (see, on the contrary, John i 17),
as Bengel thinks (“ non dicit data, quasi lex fuisset, antequam
data sit”) ; for every law only comes into existence as law with
the act of legislation.—On dxupotl, invalidates, overthrows, comp.
Matt. xv. 6; Mark vii. 13; 3 Esr. vi. 32; Diod. Sic. xvi. 24;
Dion. H. vi. 78; and dxvpov moweiv, in more frequent use
among Greek authors. — els 70 rarapy. Tyv émayy.] Aim of
the dwvpol: tn order to do away the promise (by which the
Swabixn was completed), to render it ineffective and devoid
of result. Comp. Rom. iv. 14. “ Redditur autem inanis, si
vis conferendae haereditatis ab ea ad legem transfertur,” Bengel.
Observe once more the personification of the law.

Ver. 18. “I am right in denying, that through the law the
Suabijxny passes out of force and the promise is to cease.” The
proof depends on the relation of contrast between law and
promise, whereby the working of the one excludes the like
working of the other. For if the possession of the Messianic
salvation proceeds from the law, which must have been the case
if God’s covenant with Abraham had lost its validity by means
of the law, then this possession comes no longer from promise,—
a case which, although necessary on that supposition, cannot
occur, as is evident from the precedent of Abraham, to whom
salvation was given by God ¢hrough promise. The mode of
conclusion adopted in Rom. iv. 14 is similar. — éx véuov] so
that the law is the institution which causes this result (in the
way of following its commandments). Comp. on év vouep, Ver.
11. — 75 wx\npovepia] the possession, ﬁ?q;, refers in the theo-
cratic-historical sense of the O. T. to the land of Canaan and
its several portions (Deut. iv. 21 ; Josh. xiii. 23); but in its
N. T. sense, the conception of the sAnpovouia is elevated to
the idea of its Messianic fulfilment (Matt. v. 5), so that the
lingdom of the Messiak and the whole of its fulness of sal-
vation and glory are understood thereby (1 Cor. vi. 9; Gal.
v. 21; Eph. v. 5; Acts xx. 32, ¢t al). Comp. on Rom. iv.
13; Eph i 11. So also here; and Paul uses this word (not
7 cwrnpia, 7 fwrj, or the like) because he has previously (see
on ver. 16) referred to passages in which the xAnpovouia (that
is, according to this Christian idealizing of the O. T. historical
sense : the Lingdom of the Messiah) is promised. — ovkéri] The
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one relation, if it exists, cancels the other. It is (in opposition
to Koppe) the logical (not historical) no longer. Comp. Rom.
vil. 17, xi. 6. — &/ émaryyellas] by means of promise, so that
In his case the possession of the Messianic salvation is the
fulfilment (by way of grace) of a promise, and not the possible
result (by way of reward) of rendering prescribed services,
and the like, which fall under the idea of the wopos. — «e-
xdpiaTar) sc. Ty shnpovopiav donavit (Vulgate), bestowed by
way of gift (the contrast to épeidnua, Rom. iv. 4, 16), namely,
as a future possession to be realized at the time of the mapovsia
(Matt. viii. 11). On yapileafar Twi 11, comp. Rom. viii. 32;
1 Cor. ii. 12; Phil i 29, ii. 9; Acts xxvii. 24; Xen. Cyrop.
viii. 6. 22; Polyb. xvi. 24. 9. Without supplying anything,
Schott and Matthias render: to Abraham God has, through
promise, been gracious. Comp. Holsten: He has bestowed a
JSavour on him. But the supplying of Tyv sAnpovoulav har-
monizes best with the immediate context and the logical
relation of the two divisions of the verse, the second of which
forms the propositio minor, and therefore, like the major, must
speak of the #Anpovouia' Caspari (in d. Strassh. Beitr. 1854,
p. 206 ff.), following classical usage, but not that of the N. T,
has wrongly taken keydptorar in a passive sense, so that God
is conceived as the inheritance. This is in opposition to the
context, and also against the view of the N. T. generally, ac-
cording to which the #Anpovoula proceeds from God (Rom.
viil. 17), and is not God Himself, but eternal life (ver. 21;
Tit. iii. 7; Matt. xix. 29, e al), the kingdom of the Messiah
(v. 21; 1 Cor. vi. 9, xv. 50; Jas. il 5), and its salvation
(Rom. 1 16) and dominion (Rom. iv. 13 f.; Matt. v. 5; 2
Tim. ii. 12).

Ver. 192 After Paul has shown in vv. 15-18 that the law
does not abolish the far earlier covenant of promise, he might
very naturally be met by the inquiry, © According to this
view, then, what sort of end is left to be served by the law
in connection with the history of salvation ?” Hence he him-
self raises this question and answers it. — 7 odv 6 vopos] sc.

1 Ver. 18 is a syllogismus conditionalis of the nature of a dilemma, the con-
clusion of which, because self-obvious, is not expressed.
3 On ver. 19, see Stolting, Beitrige 2. Ecegese d. Puul. Br. 1869, p. 50 ff.
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¢ote: how docs 1t stand therefore (if it is the case that the law
does mnot abolish the covenant of promise) with the law? A
general question, in which, to judge from the answer that
follows, the apostle had in view the purpose for which God
gave the law. On the neuter 7/, with a nominative follow-
ing, comp. 1 Cor. iii. 5 (in the correct reading): 7¢ odw éorwv
"AmoXkws; and see Stallbaum, ad Gorg. p. 501 E; Bernhardy, p.
336 f. Following J. Cappellus, Schott (also Matthies, though
undecidedly, Jatho and Wieseler) takes i for &ud 7/; very
unnecessarily, however, and in opposition to the constant use
of the 7/ odv so frequently recurring in Paul's writings (Rom.
iiL 1, iv. 1, et al.; comp. Gal iv. 15). — 7dv wapaBdaewy
Xxdpw mpoaeréln) for the sake of transgressions it was added ;
that is, in order that the transgressions of the law might be
brought out as real, it was, after the covenant of promise was
already in existence, superadded to the latter (wapeisiinGev,
Rom. v. 20). The law namely, because it gives occasion to
the potency of sin in man to bring about in him all evil
desire (Rom. vil. 5, 8), and nevertheless is too weak as a
counter-power to oppose this sinful development (Rom. viii.
3), is the 8dwaus Tijs duaprias (1 Cor. xv. 56 ; and see Rom.
vii. 7ff); but sin — which, although existing since Adam
(Rom. v. 13), is yet increased by that provocation of the law
—has only come to assume the definite character of wapdBacis
in virtue of the existence of the law and its relation thereto
(Rom. iv. 15). The same purpose of the law is expressed in
Rom. v. 20, but without the stricter definition of sin as mapd-
Baais. Accordingly, Tév wapaf. ydpw is not (with Wetstein)
to be rationalized to this effect: “ Lex sine dubio eo consilio
lata est, ut servaretur, Umakorjs ydptv; vitio tamen hominum
evenit, ut peccata multiplicarentur.” This is in itself correct
(comp. Rom. vii. 12), but is irrelevant here, where the point
in question is the position of the law in connection with the
divine plan of salvation, the final aim of which is redemption.
The real idea of the apostle is, that the emergence of sins—
namely, in the penal, wrath-deserving (Rom. iv. 15), moral form
of transgressions—which the law brought about, was designed by
God (who must indeed have foreseen this effect) when He gave
the law, and designed in fact as a mediate end in reference to
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the future redemption ; for the evil was to become truly great,
that it might nevertheless be outdone by grace (Rom. v. 20).
The result, which the law, according to experience, has on the
whole effected, and by which it has proved itself the Slvaus
Ths apaprias (comp. also 2 Cor. iii. 6), could not be otherwise
than the aim of God. Comp. Ritschl, p. 74 f; Baur, neutest.
Theol. p. 140 f.; Hilgenfeld, Wieseler, Holsten, Hofmann,
Reithmayr, Matthias (who, however, assumes the intentional
appearance of an ambiguity), Stélting, and others ; also Lipsius,
Rechifertigungsl. p. 75; Lechler, apost. Zeit. p. 110. Luther
(1519) strikingly remarks: “ Ut remissio propter salutem, ita
praevaricatio propter remissionem, ita lex propter transgres-
sionem.” Observe, further, the article before mapaf., which
summarily comprehends, as having really that character, the
transgressions arising and existing since the giving of the
law; comp. Holsten, z. Ev. d. Paul. u. Petr. p. 297. Others'®
consider that by 7dv wapafB. xdpw the recognition of sins is
expressed as the aim of the law. So Augustine, Calvin, Beza,
Piscator, Calovius, Wolf, Schoettgen, Michaelis, Windischmann,
and others; also Winer (“ ut manifestam redderet atque ita
argueret illam, quam Judael peccando sibi contrahebant, cul-
pam”). But (1) this idea could not have been expressed by
the mere 7év mwapaB. ydpw; for although ydpww is not always
exclusively used in its original sense, for the sake of, in favour
of, but may also be taken simply as on account of? still, in
order to be intelligible, Paul must have written s émyvacews
T@y mapafacewy ydpiw as signifying: in order to bring sins
to recognition as transgressions. And (2) the point of the re-
cognition of sin was entirely foreign to this passage; for in
tév wapaB. xaprw Paul desires to call attention to the fact
that the law, according to the divine plan, was intended to pro-
duce exactly the objective, actual (not merely the subjective)
opposite of the 8ikaioguvn (comp. vv. 21, 22). On account
of this connection also the interpretation of many expositors,

1 Some unexegetically combine lie two explanations, as Bengel : *‘ ut agnos-
cerentur et invalerescerent.”

2 Ellendt, Lex. Soph. 1L p. 947, appropriately remarks: ** xdpv cum genitive
dictum : in gratiom alicuius, inde alicuius aut hominis aut vei causa significans,

quamquam minime semper gratia adsignificatur, quae Amwonii doctrina est, p.
53.” Comp. 1 Johniii. 12
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ad cocreendas transgressiones, is wholly to be rejected, Lecauce
opposed to the context. So Jerome, Chrysostom, Oecumenius,
Theophylact, Erasmus, Grotius, Zachariae, Semler, Morus,
Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Paulus, Riickert, Olshausen, Neander,
Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, Baur, Ewald (“in order fo
punish them more strictly”); also Messner, Lehre d. Ap. p.
222, and Hauck, comp. Buhl; several, such as Grotius and
Rickert, think that the inclination to Egyptian idolatry is
chiefly referred to. This view is decidedly disposed of by
the expression wapafdoewy, since mapaBdoers as such could
only come into existence with the law (Rom. iv. 15); pre-
viously there were sins, but no transgressions,—a view with
which Rom. v. 14 -does not conflict, because the matter in
question there is the transgression of a quite definite, positive
command of God. Z%e two last interpretations are combined
by Flatt and Schott, as also by Reiche, following older ex-
positors (comp. also Matthies),—a course inconsistent with
hermeneutical principles in general, and here in fact involv-
ing an amalgamation of two erroneous views. — mpogeréfn] 1t
was added, 1s not incorsistent with what was said in ver. 15,
oddeis . . . émbiatdogerar, because in the latter general pro-
position under od8eis third persons are thought of The law,
moreover, was not given as émiSiabijxn (see on ver. 15), but
as another institution, which, far from being a novella to the
Swabrikn, was only to be a temporary intermediate measure
in the divine plan of salvation, to minister to the final ful-
filment of the promise. See the sequel, and comp. Rom. v.
20, x. 4. — dypis ob é\fOn 1o omépua kTN] terminus ad
quem of the merely provisional duration of this added insti-
tute. But these words are neither to be connected, in disregard
of their position, with Siararyels (Hofmann), nor to be placed
in a parenthesis; for the construction is not interrupted. As
to dypes ob Oy, usque dum wvenerit, comp. on Rom. xi. 25.
According to the general usage of the N. T. (Buttmann, neutf.
Gr. p. 198), the subjunctive, and not the optative (Matthiae, p.
1158), is used. Paul has not put dv, because there was no
idea in his mind of any circumstances which could have
hindered the event. See Stallbaum, ad Phaed. p. 62 C;
Hermann, de part. dv, p. 110 ff.: Hartung, Partekell. 1L p.
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291 ff Comp. on 1 Cor. xi. 26. — 70 omépua & émryy.]
that is, Christ, whose advent, according to ver. 16, necessarily
brought with it the fulfilment of the promise. The dative,
however, does not stand for els v (Winer, Usteri), but just
as in ver. 16: fo whom the promise was made. émijry-
yextar] not promiserat (Vulgate, Bengel, Flatt, Hofmann),
comp. Rom. iv. 21, Heb. xii. 26; but promissio jfacta est
(2 Mace. iv. 27), because thus it is not requisite to supply
@eos, and the expression corresponds very naturally with
éppébnoav ai émayyeliar in ver. 16. Hence also it is super-
fluous to supply 7 wAnpovouia (Ewald).—~Swataryeis 8 dyyérwy
év x. pea.] the mode in whickh o vopos mpocerédn, or the form
of this act: Zawing becn ordained through angels, etc. On
Swardocew vopov, comp. Hesiod, &oy. 274. The simple 7do-
cew vopov is more frequently used, as in Plat. Legg. p. 863 D.
It means fo ordain a law, that is, to issue 1t for obedience, not
to arrange ot for publication (Stolting), so that the angels
would be described here as the diaskeuastai of the law—an
idea which has no support anywhere, and would run counter
to the view of the directly divine origin of the law (Ex. xxxi.
18, xxxii. 16 ; Deut. ix. 10). As to the use of the aorist
participle in the language of narration, see Hermann, ad Viger.
p. 774 ; Bernhardy, p. 383. The tradition that the divine
promulgation of the law took place amidst the ministry of
angels, is first found in the LXX., Deut. xxxiil. 2 (not in the
original text); then in Heb. ii. 2, Aects viL 38, 53, Joseph.
Antt. xv. 5. 3, and in the Rabbins, and also in the Samaritan
theology. Comp. on Acts vii. 53 ; Delitzsch, on Hebr. ii. 2.
Because the tradition itself and its antiquity are thus beyond
doubt, and there is no warrant for supposing that Paul did not
know it or was not likely to adopt it (as, indeed, he adopted other
traditional teachings, 1 Cor. x. 4, 2 Cor. xii. 2), it is a mere
mistaken evasion to explain 8id as infer or coram (Calovius,
Loesner, Morus), which would have ultimately to be referred
to the idea “ by the mediation of” (as 2 Tim. ii. 2). The same
remark applies to the view which looks upon the dyyéwr even
as men, like Moses and Aaron (Zeger, and revived by Cassel,
d. Mittler e. exeq. Versuch, 1855); Chrysostom left it optional
to understand it either of priests or of angels. As to the
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monstrous amplifications which this tradition of the agency
of the angels underwent at the hands of the later Rabbins,
see Eisenmenger, entdecktes Judenth. 1. p. 309 £ Paul does
not look upon the angels as authors of the law (as held by
Schulthess, Voigtlinder in Keil and Tzschirner's Anal. IV. p.
139 ff,, and Huth, Commentat. Altenb. 1854),—a point which
is certain from the whole view taken in biblical history of the
law generally as divine (see the apostle’s own designation of
the law as vopos Ocod, Rom. vil. 22, 25), and as ypag] (vers.
10, 13,1v. 21 f, ¢f al.), and here especially is all the more
decidedly indicated by the use of the 8wz (and not vmd), for
every reader in fact conceived of the angels as ministering
spirits of God (comp. LXX. Deut. xxxiil. 2: éx Seftdov adTad
aryyelot per’ avrod), who accompanied the Lord appearing in
majesty ; and consequently no one could attach any other
sense to &ud than “ministerio angelorum,” which is clear as
the meaning in Heb. il 2 from &g Tod wuplov in ver. 3. —
év yewl peairov'] For Moses received the tables of the law
from God, and carried them down to the people. Thus in the
legislation he was the middle person between the Giver of the
law and its recipients; with the tables in his hand, he was God’s
envoy to Israel, acting between the two parties. On account
of this historical circumstance (Ex. xxxi. 18, xxxii 15), év
xepl is to be understood not merely as a vivid mode of desig-
nating the mediation (7'3), but quite literally: comp. Ex.
xxxil. 15; Lev. xxvi. 46. In the N. T. the designation of
Moses as peoitns forms the basis of the expression in Heb.
viil. 6, ix. 15, xil. 24; and on the subject itself, comp. Acts
vii. 38. This designation does not occur in the O. T. or in
the Apocrypha; but by the Rabbins Moses is called mediator
Mo, WEDN, also oY, See Schoettgen, Hor. p. 738 f.; Wetstein,
p. 224. Comp. Philo, de vita Mos. IL p. 678 f. A; and on the
matter itself, Deut. v. 5; also Joseph. Antt. iti. 5. 3. The
better known and the more celebrated Moses was as mediator
of the law (comp. Aboth R. Nath. i. 1, “ Legem, quam Deus
Israelitis dedit, non nisi per manus Mosis dedit”’), the more
decidedly must we reject every interpretation in which the

Y psoirng is a word that belongs to the later Greek (Polyhb., Lucian, ef al.).
Comp. Lobeck, ad Plryn. p. 121. It occurs in the LXX only in Job ix, 33.



CHAP. IIL. 19. 175

ueo{rns—not more precisely defined by Paul, but presumed to
have its historical reference universally familiar—is not re-
ferred to Moses. This applies not only to the view of most
of the Fathers (Origen, Athanasius, Ambrose, Jerome, Augus-
tine, Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact; so also Beza, Lyra,
Erasmus, Calvin, Pareus, Calovius, and others), who, following
1 Tim. ii. 5, Heb. viii. 6, ix. 15, xii. 24, take the Mediator to
be Christ! but also to Schmieder's view (nove interpr, Gal. iii.
19, 20, Numburg. 1826), that an angel is intended—the angel
of the law, who, according to Jewish theology, had the special
duty of teaching Moses the law. Certainly the Rabbins speak
of an angel of the law (he was called Jefifin; see Jalkut
Rubent, f. 107. 3); but this part of their teaching cannot be
shown to have existed in the time of the apostles, nor can
it find a biblical basis in the passages quoted by Schmieder
(Ex. xix, 19 f, xx. 18, xxxiii. 11; Num, xil. 5-8; Dent.
v. 4f; also Ex. xxxiii. 18-23, xL 35; Deut. xxxiii 2;
Ps. 1xviii. 18; Acts vii. 53 ; Mal iii. 1). See also, in opposi-
tion to Schmieder? especially Liicke in the Stud. u. Krit. p.
97 f. — The object for which Paul has added Siarayels . . .
peaitov, is not to convey the impression of an inferior, subordi-
nate position held by the law in comparison with that of the
gospel or that of the promise, inasmuch as the former was
ordained not directly by God, but through angels and a
mediator® (Luther, Elsner, Wolf, Estius, Semler, Rosenmiiller,
Tychsen, Flatt, Riickert, Usteri, de Wette, Baur, Ewald, Hof-
mann, Reithmayr, Hauck, and others; comp. also Olshausen,
and Lipsius, Rechtfertigungsl. p. 77 ; Vogel in the Stud. w. Krit.

1 80 also very recently Culmann, zum Verstindn. der Worte Gal. iii. 20,
Strassb. 1864.

2 With whom Schneckenburger agrees. See on ver. 20.

3 Luther, 1538 : “‘Lex est servorum vox, evangelium Domini.” Hofmann :
Paul gives his readers to understand that the event of the giving of the law was
no fulfilment of the promise (see, however, on ver. 20). Bengel : God committed
the law to angels *‘ quasi alienius quiddam et severius.” Buhl confines himself
to saying that Paul wished to represent the difference between the mode of re-
velation in the case of the law and that of the covenant of promise. But the
question regarding the purpose of this representation as bearing on the apostle’s
argument thus remains unanswered. According to Hilgenfeld, Paul’s intention
was to detach as far as possible the origin of the law from the supreme God; and
in this respect also he was the precursor of Gnosticism,
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1865, p. 530), but to enable the reader to realize the glory of
the law in the dignity and formal solemnity of its ordination.
So Calvin and others, including Winer, Schott, Baumgarten-
Crusius, Wiescler, Matthias ; comp. Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 284.
It may be decisively urged in favour of the latter view, (1)
that, if the mention of the angels was intended to suggest a
lower relation in comparison with a higher, this higher relation
must have been distinctly expressed (as in Heb. ii. 2), or at
least must have been quite definitely discoverable from the im-
mediate context (by the addition of a wévov perhaps, or the like).
Tlegarded in themselves, the appearance of angels and the agency
of angels (comp. also 1. 8) are always conceived as something
majestic and glorifying,! even in respect to Christ (Matt. xxiv.
51, xxv. 31; John i 52 ; 1 Tim. iil 16, ¢ al), and especially
in respect to the law (LXX. Deut. xxxiii. 2; Acts vii. 38, 53),
the bestowal of which was one of the high divine distine-
tions of Israel (Rom. ix. 4). Just as little can it be said (2)
that év yewpi peaiTov is a depreciatory statement, for in fact
the gospel also is given év yeipl peaiTov; to which argument
the objection cannot be made, that the Mediator of the gospel,
as the Son of God, is far more exalted than the mediator of
the law: for év yepl peairov does not state at all what kind
of mediator it was who intervened in the promulgation of the
law, but leaves the dignity or lowliness of his person entirely
out of view, and asserts only that a mediator was employed in
the giving of the law; so that in respect of this relation re-
garded by itself there was no qualitative difference between
the law and the gospel : both were mediated, given through the
hand of a mediator. By way of comparison and contrast with
the gospel, év yewpl dvfpwmov or some such expression must
have been used, whereby the mediation of the law would
be characterized as inferior to that of the gospel. Lastly, (3)
it by no means formed a part of the plan and object of the
apostle to depreciate the law as a less divine institution,—a
course which, besides being inconsistent with his recognition
of the law elsewhere (Rom. vii. 12—25), would have been even

! Hence we must not say with Schmid, ibl. Theol. II. p. 280, that the in-
tertion was to intimate that the giving of the law was not the absolute normal
act” of the divine economwmy.
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unwise in dealing with zealots for the law; whereas it was in
the highest degree appropriate to acknowledge the high dignity
of the law as evinced in the majesty and solemn formality of its
promulgation, and then to show that it had by no means can-
celled the promises. Thus the glory of the law glorified the
covenant of promise, while the apostle’s opponents could not
find any antagonism to that law. In opposition to these argu-
ments, the appeal to o Oeos, ver. 20 (Usteri, Schneckenburger,
de Wette), has the less weight, because in mwposeréfn and &ia-
Taryels (ver. 19) God in fact is obviously the acting subject, and
the promise also was expressed passively by émryyertar (with-
out @ebs). According to Holsten, z. Evang. d. Paul. u. Petr. p.
299 ff,, Paul intends to express “ the pneumatic truth,” that, in
the purpose of God, the significance of the law in the economy
of salvation was to be that of a mediator, viz. between promise
and fulfilment. But if this were so, how wonderfully would
Paul have concealed his thoughts! He must have said that
this mediatorial position of the law exhibited itself in the form
of its bestowal; for this in itself, and apart from any other
intimation, could in no way be known to the reader, to whom
angelic and mediatorial agency presented themselves only as
historically familiar attributes of the majesty and divinity of
the law. The law itself would not be placed by these attri-
butes in the category of the wesimns. Nor is Stolting's view
more worthy of acceptance, who, in Staray. 8.’ dyyéhwy, detects
the idea: “in order that the Jews might obtain the blessing of
Abraham” (Heb. 1. 14), and explains év yeipi peoitov to mean
that the law served as an instrument to the mediator for re-
conciling discordant parties with one another (and these parties
are alleged to have been the Jews and Gentiles). These two
ideas, which are only in a very indirect way compatible with
the scope of the Pauline teaching as to the relation of the law
to the gospel, or with history itself, could not have been found
out by the readers, especially after ver. 18, and after Twv
wapafac. ydpw, and would have needed a more precise ex-
planation in what reference they were to be taken. In unison
with the Aistory of the giving of the law, which was familiar to
every reader, the two points could only be understood as remini-
scences of the historical circumstances in question ; and pegirys
M
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in particular could not be conceived as a reconciling mediator,
but only in the sense conveyed in Acts vii. 38.

Ver. 20 down to wy vyévorro, ver. 21. “But from the fact
that the law was ordained through a mediator, it must not at
all be concluded that <t is opposed to the promases of God.” The
expression just used, év yepl peciTov, might possibly be turned
to the advantage of the law and to the prejudice of the pro-
mises, in this way, that it might be said: “Since the idea of a
mediator supposes not one subject, to whom his business relates,
but more than one, who have to be mutually dealt with, and
yvet God (who gave the law through a mediator) is one, so that
there could not be one God who gave the law and another
who gave the promises (for there are not more Gods than
one); it might possibly be concluded that, because the law
was ordained by God in a different way from the promises,—
namely, by the calling in of a mediator acting between the
two parties,—the earlier divine mode of justification (that of
faith) opened up in the promises was abolished by the law,
and instead of it, another and opposite mode of justification
(that of the works of the law) was opened up by God.”
T’aul conceives the possibility of this inference, and therefore
brings it forward, not, however, as an objection on the part of
opponents, but as his own reiection ; hence he expresses the
concluding inference, o odv wopos x.TA., in an interrogative
form, to which he thereupon replies by the disclaimer, w7
yévorro. The explanation of the words, which in themselves
are simple enough, is accordingly as follows: « But the media-
{or—not to leave unnoticed an inference which might possibly
be drawn to the prejudice of the promises from the év yerpi
peaitov just said—but the mediator, that is, any mediator, does
not belong to a single person, but intervenes between two or
more ; God, on the other hand, is a single person, and not a plu-
rality. ZIs 1t mow—when these two propositions are applied
in concreto to the law and the promises—is 1t now to be thence
inferred that the law, which was given through a mediator, and
in which therefore there took part more subjects than one,
in point of fact two (namely, God and Israel), between whom
the mediator had to deal, is opposed to the divine promises, in
which the same cne God, who in the case of the law acted
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through a mediator and so implied two parties, acted directly ?
God forbid! From this point of difference in the divine be-
stowal of the law and the promises, by no means is any such
conclusion to be arrived at to the prejudice of the latter, as if
now, through the law mediatorially given by the one God,
another divine mode of justification were to be made valid.”
In this view, ver. 20 contains two loci communes, from the
mutual relation of which in reference to the two concreta under
discussion (the law and the promises) in ver. 21 a possible in-
ference is supposed to be drawn, and proposed by way of ques-
tion for a reply. The &€ is in both cases adversative: the
first introducing a supposed objection, and the second an inci-
dental point belonging to this objection, the relation of which
incidental point to the first proposition strengthens the doubt
excited; o peairns denotes the mediator absolutely as genus
(“ quae multa sunt cunctis in unum colligendis,” Hermann, ad
Iph. Aul. p. 15, pref): évos odx €orw is predicate, negativing
the évos elvar as regards the mediator, with emphatic stress
laid on the prefixed évos (not on the odw, as Hofmann thinks),
and évés is masculine, without requiring anything to be sup-
plied: eis éoTw is predicate, and efs, in conformity with the
axiom of monotheism here expressed, is used quite in the
same purely numerical sense as évos previously. Lastly, in the
interrogative inference, ver. 21, 6 wouos is used, as the close
annexation by odv sufficiently indicates, in precise correlation
to o umesirys in ver. 20 (for the law was given through a
mediator, ver. 19), and 1oy émayyehi@dv Tod Ocod to & émry-
vehtat, ver. 19 ; but the emphasis in this question of ver. 21
is laid upon rard, for Paul will not allow it to be inferred
from the two propositions expressed in ver. 20 (un yévorro),
that the law stood in a relation to the promises which was

1 Not neuter, as Holsten takes it, although ¢ 3 0:ds ¥ ée+iv which follows can
only indicate the masculine, Holsten, notwithstanding all his subtle acuteness,
errs also in making the law itself, in opposition to the tenor of the words, to be
the usrirns (see on ver. 19), and in explaining the predicate & attached to s ©sss
in the sense of the immutability of the divine will; holding that the law stands,
not in unity with the promise, but between the two component parts of the latter
(the giving of the promise and its fulfilment), and that God's one saving will
reveals itself in the promise and its two parts. See, in opposition to Holsten,
Milgenfeld in his Zeitschr, 1860, p. 230 fl.
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antagonistic to them and opposed to their further validity
as regards justification. — The numerous different interpreta-
tions of this passage—and it has had to undergo above 250
of them — have specially multiplied in modern times: for
the Fathers of the Church pass but lightly over the words
which in themselves are clear, without taking into considera-
tion their difficulties in relation to the general scope of the
passage,—mostly applying the o 8¢ peaitys évos olk éotuw,
taken correctly and generally, to Christ,! who is the Mediator
between God and man, and partly casting side-glances at the
oppoments of Christ’s divinity (see Chrysostom); although
a diversity of interpretation (some referring upesitns to Moses,
and others to Christ) is expressly mentioned by Oecumenius.
Although no special dogmatic interest attached to the passage,
nevertheless in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries (see
Poole’s Synopsis) the variety of interpretations was already such
that almost every interpreter of importance (yet, as a rule,
without polemical controversy, because the dogmatic element
did not come into play) took a way of his own. It became,
however, still greater after the middle of the eighteenth
century (especially after grammatico-historical exegesis gained
ground, but with an abundant intermixture of its philological
aberrations), and is even now continually increasing. How
often have the most mistaken fancies and the crudest conjec-
tures sought to gain acceptance in connection with our pas-

! Jerome, however, explains the passage as referring to the two natures of
Christ : ‘‘manu mediatoris potentiam et virtutem ejus debemus accipere, qui
cum secundum Deum unum sit ipse cum Patre (¢ 9 6¢s5, as God), secundum
mediatoris officium (¢ 3t geriras) alius ab eo intelligitur ” (ivis obx Zrriv)! Theo-
doret understands s 3t gerizas definitely of Moses, who intervened between God
and the people (i»s odx frrwv), but holds that ¢ 3 €5 s trriw affirms that it is
one and the same God who first gave the promises to Abraham, then gave the
law, and now has shown the goal (¢ xipas) of the promises. M:rizas is explained
as referring to M oses by Gennadius in Oecumenins (p. 742 C); on the other hand,
Chrysostom and Theophylact take as a basis the conelusion, dore x«i 5 Xporsg
do muviy fors pigiTs, Ol SnAudy zai évdparwy (Theophylact).—Among modern
Catholic expositors, Windischmann and Bisping have closely followed Jerome in
the reference of the second half of the verse to the two nafures of Christ. The
meaning is supposed to amount to this, that the promise was directly addressed
from God to God (i.e. to Christ), and the passage is thus a locus classicus in
Javour of the divinity of Christ. Not so Reithmayr, who in sulstance {ollows
the interpretation of Theodoret.
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sage, the explanation of which was regarded as a feat of
exegetical skill! For a general view of the mass of interpre-
tations, the following works are of service :—Koppe, Fze. VII.
p- 128 ff. ed. 3: Bonitz, Plurimor. de I. Gal. 1ii. 20 sententiae
cxaminatae movaque ejus interpr. tentata, Lips. 1800 ; also his
Spicileg. observatt. ad Geal. iii. 20, Lips. 1802 : Anton, Diss. I,
Gal. iii. 20 critice, historice, et exeg. tract. in Pott’s Sylloge, V.
p. 141 £ : Keil (seven programmes), in his Opusc. 1. p. 211 ff.:
Winer, Exe. I1L.: Schott, p. 455 ff.: Wieseler, and de Wette
ed. Moller, 7n loc. It is enough that out of the multitude of
various interpretations — omitting the criticism in detail of
the earlier views down to Keil '—we specify the more recent
literature, and adduce the following: 1. Keil, who comes

1 Luther, 1519 : ‘“Ex nomine mediatoris concludit, nos adeo esse peccatores,
ut legis opera satis esse nequeant. Si, inquit, lege justi estis, jam mediatore non
egetis, sed neque Deus, cum sit ipse unus, secum optime conveniens. Inter duos
ergo quaeritur mediator, inter Deum et hominem, ac si dicat ; impiissima sit in-
gratitudo si mediatorem rejicitis, et Deo, qui unus est, remittitis,” ete. Erasmus
in his Paraphr., understanding Christ as referred to (in the Annotat. he says
nothing at all about the passage): ‘“ Atqui conciliator, qui intercedit, inter plures
intercedat oportet ; nemo enim secum ipse dissidet. Deus autem unus est, quo-
cum dissidium erat humano generi. Proinde tertio quopiam erat opus, qui
naturae utriusque particeps utramque inter sese reconciliaret, Deum placans sua
morte, ¢t homines sua doctrina ad verum Dei cultum pelliciens.” Calvin also,
explaining the passage of Christ, considers: ““diversitatem hic notari inter Judaeos
et gentiles. Non unius ergo mediator est Christus, quia diversa est conditio
eorum, quibuscum Deus, ipsius auspiciis, paciscitur, quod ad externam per-
sonam., Verum P. inde aestimandum Dei foedus negat, quasi secum pugnet aunt
varium sit pro hominum diversitate.” Castalio gives the sense of the words
correctly : “‘Sequester autem internuntius est duorum, qui inter sese aliquid
paciscuntur : atqui Deus unus est, non duo,” but then draws therefrom the
strange inference: ‘itaque necesse est Mosen Dei et Israelitarum internuntium
fuisse, nec enim potest Dei et Dei internuntius fuisse, cum duo Dei non sint ;”’
and from this again he infers that both parties had thus promised something,
God promising life and the Israelites obedience ; and lastly, with equal arbitrari-
ress: ‘‘nunc quoniam legi parere nequeunt, supplicio sunt obnoxii.” Grotius
(comp. Beza): ““Non solet sequester se interponere inter eos, qui unum sunt
(iv%5, neuter), i.e. bene conveniunt; Deus sili coustat,” from which he arbitrarily
infers: *“ quare nisi homines se mutassent, nunquam opus fuisset mediatore neque
tum neque nune.” Comp. Schoettgen, who, however, assumes the first part of
the verse to be an objection on the part of the Jews, and s 2i ©:65 &i; toriv to be
Paul's reply. Wolf, although referring gssirov in ver. 19 to Moses, yet in ver.
20 understands geeizas of Claist: *“Ille vero mediator (qui imprimis hie respi-
ciendus est) unius non est (sed duorum), quornm unus est Deus.” Clarke, who
vnderstands geeiz, in ver. 19 as referring to Christ: ‘“Quilibet vero wssizzs est
duarum partium.  Deus est una pars. irgo quorwm erit Chiristus mediator nisi
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nearest to our view, explains thus (see Opuse. I p. 365 fT.):
“ Mediatorem quidem mon wnius sed duarum certe partium esse,
Deum autem, qui Abrahamo beneficic aliquid promiserit, unum
modo fuisse; hincque apostolum id a lectortbus suis colligi volu-
usse, 1n lege ista Mos. pactum mutuum Deum inter atque popu-
lum Israclit. mediatoris opera intercedente initum fuisse, contra
vero in promissione rem ab unius tantum (Dei sc., qui solus eam
dederit) voluntate pendentem transactam, hincque legi isti nihil
plane cum hac rei fuisse, adeoque nec potuisse ea novam illius
promassionis implendae conditionem constitui, eoque 1pso promis-
stonem hanc omnino tolli” But (a) to take the second half of
the verse not generally, like the first, but historically, as if v
was written, is an arbitrary deviation from the parallelism ;
and (b) the conclnsion professedly to be drawn by the reader,

Dei et hominum ?” Bengel discovers the syllogism : ¢ Unus non utitur media.
tore illo (i. e. quisquis est unus, is non prius sine mediatore, deinde idem per
mediatorem agit); atqui Deus est unus (non est alius Deus ante legem, alius
deinceps, sed unus idemque Deus); ergo mediator Sinaiticus non est Dei, sed
legis, Dei antem promissio.” Wetstein : ¢“Sicut quando arbitrum vel medium
vel sequestrum dicimus, intelligimus ad officium ejus pertinere, ut non uni tan-
tum partium faveat, sed utrique sese aequum praebeat ; ita etiam quando Deum
dicimus, intelligimus non Judaorum solum, sed omnium hominum patrem.
Unde statim colligitur, Mosen, qui inter Judaeos solum et Deum medius fuit,
non veri nominis medium fuisse, sed a bonitate Dei expectari debere alium,
totius humani generis negotium gerentem, i. e. Christum.” Michaelis (follow-
ing Locke): *‘ But this law cannot, in respect to the Gentiles, alter anything in
the former covenant of God. For one of the parties who had a share in this
covenant, namely the Gentiles, had not empowered Moses as a mediator and
knew nothing of him ; but God Himself is only one party, and cannot alter His
covenant through a mediator appointed on one side only.” Nosselt (Ezerci-
tatt. ad s. s. interpr. p. 143 f.) and Rosenmiiller: ¢‘Ille autem (Moses nempe)
mediator illius unius (prolis Abrahamicae, the Christians?) non est, Deus autem
est unus (communis omnium) Deus.” Morus, interpreting it as a syllogism
with an interrogative major: ‘‘ Hic vero (Moses) nonne est mediator ejus, qui im-
mutabilis est ? Subsumtio: atqui vero Deus est immutabilis. Conclusio ; num ergo
lex adversari potest, etc?”’ Gabler (Prolus. ad Gal. iii. 20, 1787) has the same
alteration in the sense of &fs: *“ He (Moses) was not, however, a mediator of
something immutable,” etc. Koppe: “Jam quidem non vipw Mosis tantum suus
est perivng (plures fuerunt, imprimisque & psoirns i xaw. dubinas Jesus), sed
unus tamen idemque Deus est, qui misit omnes, i8 adeo debet sibi constare nee
potest secum ipse pugnare.” So also in substance, Baumgarten-Crusius: &vis
means for one matter; and the sense is, *“ that the law has been one of the many
divine institutions, but as such it must stand in connection with the general
plan of the divine government.”—Some of these interpretations condemn them-
selves, and others find their refutation in our examination of the more modern
interpretations after Keil
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Lineque legi istt mikil, etc., is quite without warrant, for Paul
himself puts as a question in ver. 21 the inference which he
conceives may be possibly drawn from ver. 20. 2. Schleier-
macher’s explanation is essentially similar (in Usteri, Lehrbeyr.
p- 186 f£): « The mediator of an agreement does not exist where
there is only one person, but always presupposes two persons ; these
were God and the Jewish nation. But God is One in reference to
His promises; that is, God therein acts quite freely, uncondition-
ally, independently, and for Himself alone, as One numerically,
because it s no agreement between two, but His free gift (xdps).
Does the law therefore conflict, ete. 2" But in this view (a)
the application of ver. 20 to the concreta of the law and the
promises, which is in fact not made until ver. 21, is imported
into and anticipated in ver. 20. Moreover, (b) els imperceptibly
changes from its numerical sense into the idea of aloneness
and independence ; and (c) the idea of free grace is arbitrarily
introduced, and is not expressed by Paul. Nearest to this
Interpretation of Schleiermacher and Usteri comes Hilgenfeld,
whose interpretation,® accompanied essentially by the same
difficulties, ultimately amounts to the non-Pauline idea, that
the position of God as a party in regard to the law is not in
harmony with the divine unity (that is, with the divine
monarchy). Comp. also Lipsius, Rechifertigungsl. p. 77, ac-
cording to whom Paul negatively “strikes the law to the
ground as incompatible with the sole agency of God.” But
how could Paul desire to strike to the ground the law, which

!In essential points, Usteri (Kommentar, p. 121; comp. with Beilage, p.
239) agrees with Schleiermacher in his explanation. Moreover, the substance of
Schleiermacher’s interpretation is already to be found in Zachariae, who para-
phrases as follows: ‘‘ A mediator presupposes two parties who make some pro-
mise to each other, inasmuch as a promise made on one side without a counter
promise does not need any mediation between two. But in the case of Abraham
God alone promises, who grants him a promise out of free grace.”

2In his Commentary. He takes another view in his Zeitschr. 1860, p.
236 ff. : ‘“ Paul wished to express that the covenant of the law, being ordained
through angels and a mediator, and consequently through a plurality, shows
itself thereby to be entirely different from the covenant of promise which was given
by the divine unity, and consequently cannot cancel the latter.” But this can-
celling might certainly have been inferred from the very difference ; besides, the
plurality, which is supposed to be implied in ivds eix izsiv, would have nothing
at all to do with the angels, but would necessarily refer only to the mediator, who
has to mediate between two—in this case, between God and the Israelites.
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to him was dytos, dyafos, and mvevparicss (Rom. vii. 12, 14)1
No, all he desires to show is, that, notwithstanding the diver-
sity of its divine bestowal from the mode of giving the pro-
mise, it is not opposed to the promise. 3. Winer: “ Non potest
peaitTns cogitart aut fingi, qui sit évds, untus k. e. unius par-
tis: o 8¢ Oecos els éori, Deus est unus, una (altera) tan-
tummodo pars; ita quaenam est altera? gens Israel. Jam si
hoc, sponte efficitur, legem Mos. pertinere etiam ad Judaeos, hosque
legi isti observandae adstrictos fuisse”* Thus ver. 20 contains
only a parenthetical idea, Paul having in view to re-establish
the dignity of the law, which appeared weakened by r@v mapaB.
xdpw wpoaeréln : « Lex Mos. data fuil peccatorum gratia; prop-
terea wero mon est, quod quis eam tangquam ista émaryyelia
longe inferiorem contemnat; data entm et ipsa est auctoritate
divina — Siatayy. 80 dyyéhwv— gentique Hebr. tanquam
ogendi morma proposita. v xeipl peaiT. ds ovk €aTiv €vos.”
It cannot be urged against Winer, that Paul must necessarily
have written o els (see Winer, Gramm. p. 110 [E. T. 144)).
But (a) in the logically exact chain of argument there is no
indication at all that ver. 20 is to be taken as a paren-
thesis. (b) Since o peairns is subject, o @eas, which likewise
is placed at the beginning of the sentence, may not be arbi-
trarily understood as predicate. (c¢) It must have been more

11In the explapation of the words Kern (in the 7%ib. Zeitschr. 1830, 3)
agrees with Winer, only he does not insert tantummodo in the second clause.
He looks upon the words as an opponent’s objection, and in ¢ 3¢ 8eds eis toriv
he finds the idea intimated, that God in consequence took it upon Himself to
bless those who obey the law ; whence the question follows: Does therefore the
law, by which God has bound Himself to make blessed on account of works,
conflict with the promises of God? But against this view it may be urged that
there is absolutely nothing to indicate ver. 20 as the language of an opponent;
further, that the points brought forward against Winer, under (b}, (c), and (d),
equally apply here; and lastly, that the idea found in ¢ 3t @cds ¢fs iomiv is not
suggested by the context, but arbitrarily introduced. Baur also, Paulus, II.
p- 2151 ed. 2 (comp. his neutest. Theol. p. 157), agrees with Winer in his
conception of the words : the mediator belongs not to ome, but to two parties,
but God is only the one of the two parties. By this Paul is supposed to
intimate, that the law has a merely subordinate significance, just as that of
the mediator, insomuch as he is not himself one of the two parties, is merely
subordinate : ““the irayyiria, as a diwdixn in which God ¢i¢ ieri without
¢ peoirns having anything to do with it, stands higher than the véuos, which
cannot be conceived without the weoiras and is essentially conditioned by him.”
Bat in this interpretation Paul would nof have said what he meant to say, and
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precisely indicated by Paul, if it were intended that the first
éoriv should be understood as the copula of a general judg-
ment, and the second as historical (appears in the giving of the
law); for every reader, if he had understood the first half of the
verse as a general judgment, would naturally understand the
second in like manner. (d) It would not occur to any reader
to refer eis to a suppressed o érepos: for évds had just been
used absolutely in a numerical sense, in which therefore els at
once presents itself; and this the more, because the first sentence,
by its negative form, has prepared the way for an antithesis
to follow. (¢) The idea which ¢ 8¢ Oeos els éoruw is supposed
to indicate: therefore the law is obligatory on the Israelites,
conveys something which is so entirely a matter of course,
that it could not be made use of at all as an element of
the dignity of the law; for the law was, in fact, given to
the Israelites, and even to think of that obligation as non-
existent would have been incongruous. And (f) even assum-
ing such a superfluous idea, in what a strangely mysterious
way would Paul have intimated it! That which he meant to
say, he would wholly without reason have concealed, and have
given out as it were a riddle. Apart from the unsuitableness
of the idea generally, and from the inappropriate els, he must
have said : o 8¢ 'Iopan\ efs éorw. 4. Schulthess has sought to
vindicate his interpretation (proposed in Keil and Tzschirner’s

would have said what he did not mean. The view of Holsten ( Deutung u. Bedeut.
d. Worte Gal. iii. 20, Rostock 1853, and /nhalt u. Gedankengang des Gal. Br.
1859, pp. 39 ff., 63 fI.) is allied to the explanation of Baur. Holsten understands
psoirns as referring to the law, and makes évés neuter : Between the law and the
promise the relation is not that of an #, but of an essential distinction: but God
is at one with Himself, not presenting any difference with Himself, namely,
in the sense of the immutability of the divine will. This explanation cannot
be accepted, because it starts from the supposition that the law is placed under
the category of the wesirns. Paul cannot have so conceived it, because he has
said that the law was ordained through a gssirxs ; therefore law and media-
tor must have been present to his mind as different ideas. — Steinfass (in
Guericke’'s Zeitschr. 1856, p. 237) understands the literal sense definitely and
correctly, but from the words s 3t ®sds &7 irzuv derives the tacit idea : God there-
fore is not the other party, and consequently is not under the law—by which
the freedom of Christ as the Son of God from the law is supposed to be proved.
But this is an idea foreign to the context and imported into the passage, not
even quite Pauline; for submission to the law certainly formed a part of the
state of humiliation of the Son of God (Gal. iv. 4), while as to the stute of
exaltation His elevation above the law is a matter of course.
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Anal. I1. 3, p. 133 ) in his Engelwelt, Engelgesetz und Engel-
dienst, Ziirich 1833, and in de G. Hermanno, enodatore ep. P. ad
Gal., Zirich 1835, viz.: “ Hic mediator (Moscs) non est mediator
wnius, t.e. communis ilius Det, qui olim Abrahamo spopondsit,
per ewm aliquando gentes beatum Ure, ¢ qui est unus, s. communis
omnium parens, sed est potius mediator angelorum.”'  But (a)
how erroneous it is to assume that the anarthrous évos should
denote the universal God of men, and how alien this reference
is to the context! (b) How opposed is the &' dyyérowv to the
notion, that Moses was “ mediator angelorum”! (c) How at
variance is the idea of the law as the work of angels with
the conception throughout the Bible (comp. on ver. 19) of the
law as the work of God! In how wholly different a way
must Paul have spoken of and proved such a paradox, and
how frequently would he have reverted to it (especially in the
Epistle to the Romans) in his antinomistic discussions! 5.
Alkin to this, as far as the idea is concerned, is the interpreta-
tion of Schmieder (Nova ¢nterpr. I. Paul. Gal. iii. 19 f, Numb.
1826, and in Tholuck’s literar. Anz. 1830, No. 54): “ Quivis
minister vel mullorum est wvel unius: atqui mediator non est

! Similar also is the interpretation of Caspari (in the Strassb. Beitr. 1854, p.
206 ff.), that ‘“ Moses, the middle-man of the angels who gave the law, is not
the mediator of the One who gave the promise; he is the mediator of many
angels, but God is one.” Vogel's explanation (in the Stud. u. Krit. 1865, p.
524) comes in substance to the same effect : ‘¢ Where there is a mediator, there
is a plurality of those commissioning him; such a plurality existed in the
giving of the law; but God is one; consequently the law proceeded from a
plurality distinet from God, and the angels form this plurality.” In opposition
1o Vogel, see Hilgenfeld, in his Zeitschrift, 1865, p. 452 ff. ; Matthias, in the
monograph quoted at ver. 19, p. 30 ff. ; Hauck, in the Stud. u. Krit. 1866, p.
699 ff. Nevertheless Hauck (in the Stud. u. Krit. 1862, p. 541 ff.) has likewise
assumed a plurality in periras—the plurality of men, whom Moses represents as
one out of the midst of them (but gscizzs does not mean this) ; hence he cannot be
representative of the one God. Nothing in our passage can be regarded as more
certain than that ¢ wesirns, applied to the act of giving the law, embraces in
itself the idea : &y #3wxs xdpos (not directly, but) &va picoy abirov xai dvd pivoy
Twy viay ’lrpzﬁl iy 7@7 5';5/ Zlvﬁ &y x!lﬁ; Mwvey (Lev. XXV 46). Buhl, lc. P- 13,
has interpreted the passage similarly to Hauck, but with an incorrect inference
from the negation of necessity to the negation of possibility: the mediator always
represents a great number of persons; but God is single, and as such does not
neced any mediator: therefore the mediator (ver. 19) cannot be the representa-
tive of God, but, on the contrary, can only accept the law for a plurality of
recipients. Thus the law stands in contrast to the covenant of promise, which
was given to the One ewijua.



CHAP. 1II. 20, 21. 187

unius : ergo est multorum minister. Qui multorum est minister,
ad quod genus mediator pertinet, non est unius: atqui Deus (ab-
solute) unus est : ergo cum multorum sit mediator, non est Dei
minister”” The connection is supposed to be: “ Concedo legem
per angelos datam esse a Deo, non humana arte inventam, sed eo
ipso, quod per angelos ministros, non per Dewm aut Der filium
promulgata cst, inferior est evangelio.”* This interpretation is
objectionable, (@) in a general point of view, because it rests
wholly on the erroneous view that pesirov in ver. 19 applies
not to Moses, but to the angelus mediator; (b) because Paul
could not have expressed so peculiar an antinomistic argument
more obscurely or more enigmatically than by thus omitting
the essential points; (c) because the idea of weoitns by no
means implies that the weoirys is the “minister multorum:” he
may be commissioned as well by one as by many, as, in fact,
Christ was commissioned as a wpecitys by One, viz. by God.
See also, in opposition to Schmieder, Liicke in the Stud. 1.
Krit. 1828, p. 95 ff.; Winer, Exe. ITL. p. 171 ff. 6. Steudel, in
Bengel's Archiv 1. p. 124 ff,, supposes that ver. 19 is an oppo-
nent’s question: “ 7o what purpose then serves the law?  Was
1t bestowed merely somehow as an additional gift on account of
transgressions (in order to be transgressed), until the seed should
come to whom the promise applied? And yet was 1t made known
through angels, and by the ministry of a mediator #” To which
Paul answers, “ Certainly through the ministry of a mediator ;
only he was not the mediator of an wnited seed (of the omép-
patos TV mioTebovTwy, ver. 16), but God is one (not another
for the Gentiles).” But () there is nothing that indicates any

1 Schneckenburger's explanation (in his Beitr. p. 189 ff., and in the Stud. u.
Krit. 1835, p. 121) agrees with Schinieder’s. Huth’s attempt at an explanation
(Comment. de loco Gal. iii. 19f., Altenb., 1854) agrces partly with Schmieder and
partly with Schulthess; he understands v xupi pecizos of an ““angelus mediator,”
and then in ver. 20 finds the idea that the law proceeds from angels, and not from
God, as follows : ** Mediatore enim nihil opus fuisset, si unus tantummodo legem
tulisset ; at si multitudo quaedam, qualis est angelorum, legem ferre vult, tum
rei summa exsequenda tradilur wii, qui mediatoris vicem inter legis latores et
eos gerat, quibus lex destinata est. Haec autem ratio cadere non potest in Deun,
quippe qui unus numero sit, ideoque mediatore non indigeat. Ex hoc ipso igitur,
quod in ferenda lege Mosaica opus fuit mediatore, colliyendum est, originem ejus
repeti non debere ab uno Deo, sed a pluribus, h. e. ab angelis, quorum mediator
vice fungebalur.”
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such division of the passage into dialogue ; and (b) how strange
it would Dbe that Paul should have grasped, and furnished a
reply to, nothing but the last part of the opponent’s question,
€v xewpl peaiTou, which, moreover, would be only a subordinate
part of it! () The article must be added to évds, if it is to
apply to the owéppa already spoken of (as assumed also by
Jatho); but 7o supplement whatever to évés is suggested by the
context ;' and if rob évds amépparos were read, then, according
to ver. 16, it would mean not the body of Christians, but
Christ Himself? (d) évés and els would be taken in different
senses : wunited and one® 7. Sack (in the Twb. Zeitschr. 1831,
I p. 106 £) supposes that Paul avails himself of the idea of
a mediator to lémat the recognition of the law, which perhaps
some Jewish Christians were disposed to assert to an exag-
gerated extent, and says: “ The mediator, however, is not of one
kind, but God ©s One and the same. For us Christians there 1s
certainly another mediator than Moses; but God, the God in
both Testaments, is nevertheless One and the same” But it is
obvious that évds éoriv cannot mean unius gemeris est, and it
i1s equally evident that the clause, “ for us Christians there is
certainly,” etc, is arbitrarily brought in. See also Schnecken-

1 This applies also against Kaiser's strange attempt (de apologetic. Ev. Joh.
consiliis, Erl. 1824, p. 7ff.) to obtrude the entirely foreign supplement of wiss :
¢ Hic mediator Moses non est unius filius, Deus autem (nempe) est unus :” Moses
is not to be compared with Christ, the only-begotten Son of God.

2 This remark also applies to the very forced and arbitrary explanation of
Mich. Weber (Paraphr. cap. I1I. ep. ad Gal. 1863): “ Hic autem interventor
(Moses) non est inlerventor unius illius posteritatis Abrahami, quam paulo
ante Christianos esse dixi, Israelitarum xera wveipe, sed Israclitarum xacs
cdpxe interventor quippe in quo spem suam fiduciamque ponunt (Joh. ii. 45).
Ex Lac igitur parte, in interventore, Jsraelitae xara ocdpxa differunt ab Israelitis
rara wyvivpea, QUippe qui spem fiduciamque suam mnon in Mose, sed in solo
Clristo ponunt, peciry Ot x. avfparwy (1 Tim. ii. 5). JIn Deo autem (s 8
8:5:) nulla est diversitas; nihil discriminis Israelitis xare ecdpxa cum Israelitis
zuTe wvope intercedit, eundem Deum verum colunt illi quem hi, Deus est unus
idemque. Utrique habent quidem é&aioy xai &raov intcrventorem, non autem
a22.0v xal &arov Deum.”

3 And in % the relation of God to the Jews and Gentiles would be arbitrarily
assumed. This is also done by the anonymous writer in the Stud. u. Krit. 1867,
p. 331 ff., according to whom our passage is intended to assert that the mediator
of the law was not only the mediator of God, but also had reference to the Jewish
people, whereas God with His promise had reference to all the nations of the
earth, both Jews and Gentiles.
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hurcer, Beitr. p. 187 £, and (in opposition to Stéudel, Kern,
and Sack) Winer, Zeitschr. f. wissensch. Theol. 11. 1, p. 31 ff.
8. Hermann : “ Inferventor non est unius (i.e. interventor wubi
est, ditos minimum esse oportet, inter quos tlle interveniat); Deus
autem unus est: ergo apud Dewm non cogitart potest interventor;
essct enim s, qui intercederet inter Deum et Dewm, quod absur-
dum est.” And the connection is: “Jd agebat P. ut ostenderet,
legem Mosis, quae nihil neque cum promissione Abrahamo data
neque cum praesente effectione promissionts commune haberet, dum-
tazat interim valuisse, jam autem non amplius valere. ERationem
reddit hane, quod superaddite sit (ideo mpooeTeln dixit), eoque
non pertineat ad testamentum, cui non liceat gquidgquam addz;
deinde quod non, sicut testamentum illud, ab ipso Deo condita et
data, sed disposite per angelos allataque sit manu interventoris:
atqui interventori, quod interventor non sit unius, non esse locum
apud Dewm, qui wnus sit, utpote testator, cujus unius ex volun-
tate nemine intercedente haereditatem capiat haeres” DBut (a)
it could not be expected that the reader should derive from
ver. 20 the idea that no mediator is conceivable in the case of
God on account of His oneness; nor could it be so conceived
by Paul himself, for, in fact, with the one God a mediator may
certainly have a place—mnot, however, “ <nter Deum et Deum,”’
into which absurdity no one could fall, unless Paul so expressed
it, but enter Deum et homines, in which office the history of the
theocracy showed so many mediators and at last Christ Him-
self. (b) The question in ver. 21 (odv), with the answer expres-
sive of horror, us ryévoiro, presupposes that the subject-matter
of this question—consequently an antagonistic relation of the
law to the promises—might possibly (although quite unduly)
be derived from wver. 20. But according to Hermann, Paul in
vv. 19 and 20 has already proved that an antagonism of the
law to the promises does not exist, that the law was no longer
valid, and had nothing at all in common with the promises. So,
in a logical point of view, the question in ver. 21, o odv vépos
rr A, could not be asked, nor could the answer w3 yévosro be
made. (¢) It may, besides, be urged against Hermann, that
not only is &8 dyy. év xepi peo. regarded as lowering the
authority of the law, but a quite undue stress is also laid wpon
wpogeréfy ; for in ver. 19 the emphasis lies on Tov mwapaB
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xapw. 9. Matthies (as in substance also Rinck, Lucubr. crit.
p. 172 ff, and in the Stud. w. Krit. 1834, p. 309 ff) inter-
prets: “ But the mediator . . . does not relate to one, Jor his
nature s in fact divided or disunited, since he is placed between
two sides or parties opposed to one another; and therefore in
conncection with him we cannot think of unity, but only of dua-
lity, or of the variance subsisting between two parties; but God
is One, comprchends in Himsclf nothing but wnity, so that
His nature contains no variance or disunmion.”” Thus also, in
the main, de Wette,' and among the older expositors Jac. Cap-
pellus.  But the simple numerical conception of unity is thus
arbitrarily transformed into the philosophical idea, and the
contrast of plurality is turned into the contrast of disunion.
How could a reader discover in ¢ @eos €ls éorw anything
else than the popular doctrine of Monotheism ? 10. Schott:
“ Meduiator quidem mon uni tantum (eidemque tmmutabili) ad-
dictus est homini s. parti, ©. e. in quavis cousa humana, quae
mediatore tndiget, duae certe adsunt partes, quibus peoiTys in-
serviat, swe res inter duos tantum homines singulos transigatur,
sive multitudo sit ingens eorum, qui alterutram wvel utramque
partem constituant (v. c. populus) . . . ubt plures imo multi ejus-
dem foederis participes sunt et fiunt ( praesertim ubi mazxime est
singulorum vicissitudo, dum mortuis succedunt postert), facile
etiam mutetis animorum consiliis atque propositis, foedus muta-
tur aut tollitur, peairn cujus ope constitutum fuerat haud im-
pedicente . . . proinde ex eo quidem, quod lex Sinaitica év yeipl
peaiTov promulgota est (ver. 19), non sequitur auctoritatem et
competere perpetuam [his verbis P. corrigere voluit perversam
corum opinionem, qui in defendenda legis auctoritate perpetua
valitura ad personam Mosis mediatoris provocarent] . . . attamen
Dews est unus, qui semper idem manet Deus vmmutabilis, foedus
legislationis Sinaiticae non fuit humanae, sed divinae auctori-
tatis, neque ab arbitrio hominum, sed a volumtate Dei pendebat
tmmutabilis. His perpendendis quaestio excitabatur (ver. 21),
an forte haec legislatio Sinait. auctoritate divina insignis ipso
Lco jubente promissionem Abrahamo datam ¢jusmods limitibus

1 According to him, the idea in the sccond clause is merely: ““that whicl
God in Himself, irrespective of the disunion which has arvisen between Flim and
men, has promised, is elevated above this disunion,”



CHAP. III. 20, 21. 191

circumseribere (mutare) voluertt, ut non amplius esset promissio,
cujus eventus liberae tantum Det gratice adnecteretur”’ How
much is supplied by the expositor in this interpretation so
copiously provided with modifying clauses! But it is decid-
edly erroneous, on account of the sense of els and évos being
changed into the idea of mmutabilis (for which Schott should
not have appealed to Rom. iii. 30, Phil. i. 27); and also because
the proposition o6 8¢ peaiTns évos odx €oruv is limited to causar
humanae, and yet the inference is supposed to be therein
conveyed that the Sinaitic legislation is not always valid.
Paul assuredly could mnever have thus illogically corrected
the zealots for the law, and then in the very same breath
have set aside the inference by attamen Deus est wnus. 11.
Gurlitt (in the Stud. w. Krit. 1837, p. 805 ff.; 1843, p. 715 ff)
refers évés to the Gentile Christians, as one of the two di-
visions of the omépua *ABp.: “ The law was given through
angels and through a mediator, and God indeed s throughout
only One; what proceeds from Him, thercfore, demands in every
case equal recognition. It must nevertheless be taken into con-
sideration, that the mediator is no mediator of those who were
previously Gentiles, and that therefore the low was not destined
Jor the latter by God Himself” But, apart from the fact that
in this view of évds there must have been previous mention
of a twofold posterity of Abraham and 7ol évos must have
been here used, and not to mention that the évos and els
are not taken as alike in sense, the interpretation must be at
once pronounced decidedly wrong, because it depends upon the
erroneous view that the eméppa, vv. 16, 19, means not merely
Christ Himself, but also the corpus mysticum of Christ. 12.
Olshausen, taking ¢ 8¢ Oeos €ls éoTw as: God <s one or «
stngle one, and consequently only one party, explains it thus:
“ Mediation presupposes a state of separation, and there can
be no mediation in the case of one; since God is the one
party, there must also have been a second, viz. men, who were
separated from God. In the gospel it is otherwise: in Christ,
the representative of the Church, all are one; all separations
and distinctions are done away in Him” (ver. 28). Thus
Paul, in order to call attention to the inferiority of the law
to the gospel, gives a cursory, parenthetic explanation as to tle
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idea of a mediator. This is (1) unsuitable to the context; for
in ver. 19, Siaray. & dyyéiov év xepl peo. has set forth the
glory of the giving of the law. (2) The idea: and consequently
also only ome party, is quite arbitrarily added to ¢ 8¢ @eos
€s éorew.  (3) In like manner, all the rest which is supposed
properly to constitute the sense of the words (“ men, who were
separated from God;” “in the gospel it is otherwise,” etc.) is
the pure invention of the expositor. 13, Matthias} cor-
rectly explaining the first half of the verse, sees in ¢ 8¢ Oeds
€is éorw the minor premiss of an enthymeme, which has to be
completed by supplying the major premiss and conclusion :
“If God 1is one of those two parties, the law, although ordained
Ly angels, is nevertheless an ordinance of God; but God s
this; and consequently the law, etc, s an ordinance, not of
angels, but of God.” Against this interpretation we may urge
that the special connection with the point Siararyeis 8/ ay-
vé\wv is not conveyed by the text; that the explanation of eis
by alter is contrary to the context; that ver. 21 would be un-
suitably subjoined from a logical point of view (see on xatd,
ver. 21); and lastly, that the idea of the law being an ordi-
nance of God was one altogether undisputed and not needing
auy proof. 14. Ewald (comp. also his Jakrb. IV. p. 109)
assumes that Paul with this “ quick flash of thought” intended
to say: “The idea of the mediator necessarily presupposes
two different living beings between whom, as being at vari-
ance or separated, mediation has to take place; because the
mediator of one is not, does not exist at all, is an impossibility.
But since God is in strictness only One, and does not consist of
two inwardly different Gods or of an earlier and later God, it
is evident that Moses as mediator did not mediate between the
God of the promise and the God of the law, and thereby mix up
the law with the promise and cancel the promise by the later
law; but he only mediated (as is well known) between God
and the people of that time.” But even this interpretation,
the thought of which would probably have been expressed
most simply by Paul writing o 8¢ ueairns Oeod éotw, 0 8¢
Oeos eis éoruw, is liable to the objections urged above (under 8)

! After several earlier attemnpts, according to his last view of 1866, in the
mouograph quoted at ver. 15.
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against Hermann’s explanation. 15. According to Hofmann
(compare also his Schriftbew. 11. 2, p. 55 ff.), the first half of
the verse is intended to affirm that, where there s only one to
whom something 1s to be given, there is no room jfor mediutor-
ship; such an individual recipient may receive it directly.
Now, as the promise ran to Abraham’s posterity as an wnity,
it is evident that the giving of the law, just because it was
destined for a plurality of individuals, could be no fulfilment
of the promise. The second half of the verse, which with &¢
passes on to the divine side of the event, places the unity of God
in contradistinction to the plurality of angels; that which comes
to men through the latter must be of a different kind from the
promaised gift, whick the One was to give to the One—the one God
to the one Christ. Thus on this side also it is clear that the
giving of the law was not the fulfilment of the promise, but
was only ordained for the time, until Christ should come.
But (a) all this artificial interpretation must at once fall to
the ground, because it conceives évos to be opposed to a
plurality of recipient subjects; for it is not true that the be-
stowal through a mediator presupposes such a plurality, seeing
that it may take place just as well with one as with many re-
cipients. (b) It is incorrect that the unity of God is placed
in contrast with the plurality of angels (which is not even
marked, by moAA@v aryy. or the like) : it stands in contrast to
the évos odx éoriw, and it is untrue that the « mediateness of
the giving involved its taking place through many”—just as
if the mediate giving could not with equal fitness take place
through one, as in fact it has very often been given by God
through one! (¢) Paul’s intention is, not to show that the
giving of the law was not the fulfilment of the promise, but,
as is clearly evident from ver. 21, to show that the law
was not opposed to the promise. — 16. Wieseler: “ Moses as
mediator, however (8¢ being restrictive), has reference not merely
to God (but also to men): for a mediator from his noture has
not reference to one (but to two parties) ; but God is one. Con-
sequently the failure of that mediatorial office of Moses was
based on the fact, that he as mediator had to do nof only
with God, but also with men. The fault does not lie with the
faithfulness of God, who appointed him as mediator,—an idea
N
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which cannot be entertained,—but rather with the action
of men,’ etc. Against this interpretation it may be urged,
not only that the words els éoriw imperceptibly acquire the
sense: 15 only one of the two parties, which Paul would cer-
tainly have been able to express otherwise than by the con-
fession of monotheism (Deut. vi. 4; Jas, il 19 ; Rom. iii. 30;
1 Cor. viil 4, 6, et al), but also that the idea of a fatlure
on the part of the law-giving, and of the blame due for it,
was remote from the apostle’s mind, and would here be un-
suitable to the divine purpose expressed in ver. 19. The law
became to men the &uvauis Tis duaprias (1 Cor. xv. 56);
but this falls to be regarded mnot as a failure on the part of
the law-giving, but as a necessary stage in the development of
the divine plan of salvation (ver. 22 ff; Rom. vii). 17.
According to Stolting (Beitrdge 2. Exeg. d. Paul. Br. 1869,
p. 86 ff)), évos and els are to be taken in the sense of absolute
unity. Ver. 20 is supposed to contain a syllogism with a sup-
pressed conclusion: viz., A mediator does not belong to one; but
God is one ; consequently a mediator does not belong to God.
Accordingly God is absolutely excluded from any mediation
through the law : the objects of this mediation are on the one
hand the Jews, and on the other hand their contrast, the Gentiles;
and the law was to unite these two dissociated parts, which it
effected by showing that the Jews were in need of redemption,
and by making the Gentiles capable of redemption (Rom. iii.
22 £, 29f). The mediator, with the law in his hand, is sup-
posed to have placed himself befween Jews and Gentiles, and to
have made both egual through the law,—an equalization which
does not take place with God, as there is not one God of the
Jews and another God of the Gentiles, between whom media-
tion might occur, but only a single God, who treats Jews and
Gentiles with equal justice, being, as He is, a single Person
without opponent, an absolute unity. Even this acutely
carried out interpretation is not tenable: for (a) the reader
finds no indication in the text that évds and els are to be
taken in the pregnant sense of absoluteness; and Paul, in
order to be understood, must at least have written, in the
second half of the verse, something like 6 8¢ @eos o dvrws els
(or o amiéds els) éorw. Nor () is it correct that absolute
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unity excludes the being an object of mediation; because the
absolutely one God has allowed mediation to take place be-
tween Himself and man, not only through Christ, but also in
the ancient history of salvation, through His ministers (the
angels, Moses, and the prophets). (c) There is nothing in the
words of the passage to make us think of the Jews and
Gentiles as objects of the mediation ; since the law is rather
to be recognised as the uesororyov (Eph. il 14) between the
two, which had to be removed by Christ in order to their
union. To the national consciousness, not only of the apostle,
but also of his readers, God and Israel could alone occur as
the parties reconciled with one another through the geairns.
(d) 1t is not correct that the conclusion drawn from ver. 20
is not expressed. It is expressed in ver. 21, and rejected as
erroneous.—Lastly, Riickert confines himself to the correct
translation of the words, “ The mediator does not refer to one
(but always to more than one); but God s one;” from which
1s to be concluded, “ Therefore the mediator does not refer to
God alone, but also to others.” He, however, at the same time
confesses that he does not see any way, in which these pro-
positions and this conclusion are to be connected with the fore-
going passage, so as to yield any relevant and lucid thought.
While Riickert has thus despaired of an explanation on his
own part, he has not questioned the title of the passage to
receive an explanation. But this course, to which Michaelis
was already inclined,'! has been actually adopted by Liicke
(in the Stud. w. Krit. 1828, p. 83 ff)), who holds ver. 20 to
be a gloss, which had originally served, on the one hand, to
explain the conclusion of ver. 19 (the mediator was inter-
preted as applying to Christ, and it was desirable to point
out that this mediator belonged not merely to the Jews, but
also to the Gentiles), and, on the other, to give a reason
for the beginning of ver. 21. DBut the witnesses in favour
of its genuineness? are so decisively unanimous, that no other

147 wished, in fact, that it were allowable for me in the explanation to
Pass over 1he whole verse, and to give it out as a marginal note of some reader
not understanding Paul, which had found its way into the text.”—DMichaelis,
Payaphr. p. 33, ed. 2.

2 There is not even the slightest variation in the individual words, or in their
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passage can appear better attested. Liicke only makes use of
an argumentum a stlentio—namely, that Irenaeus, Tertullian,
and Origen do not cite our verse (Clement of Alexandria has
it at least once, in the Zheodot. ed. Col. p. 797 A); Dbut little
stress can be laid on this, when we consider how lightly in
general the Fathers were wont to pass over the words in
question, without even discerning in them any special import-
ance or difficulty.

Ver. 21. o odv vopos kata TGV émayyehdv ;| ov, the refer-
ence of which is differently explained according to the different
interpretations of ver. 20, draws an inference, not from the
definition of the object of the law in ver. 19 (Castalio, Luther,
Gomarus, Pareus, Estius, Bengel, and others, including Liicke,
Olshausen, de Wette, Wieseler, Hofmann, Stolting), but from
ver. 20, which is not arbitrarily to be set aside, or to be treated
merely as an appendage of ver, 19.! The law, namely, which
was given through a mediator, and therefore essentially other-
wise than the promise, might thereby appear to introduce on
the part of God another way of granting the Messianic sal-
vation than the promises, and consequently to be opposed to
the latter. See the fuller statement at ver. 20. — kara Tow
émraryyensdv] See vv. 8, 16. The katd is the usual contra, in
opposition to. Matthias incorrectly explains it : “ Is it included
under the idea of the promises ¢” Since the simple éori—and
not, possibly, 7doaerar (see Lobeck, Phryn. p. 272)—is to be
supplied, the expression would be wholly without the sanction
of usage. Moreover, looking to the specific difference in the
ideas of the two things, Paul could not have asked such a
question at all. — el yap €806y wopos wr\] ground assigned
for the 7 ryévorro, and therefore proof that it would be incor-
reet to conclude from ver. 20 that the law was opposed to the
promises. For if it had been opposed to the promises, the lax

arrangement,—a fact which, judging by eritical analogy, would be searcely con
ceivable in a text compiled from a double gloss. Only the Eth. adds duorum
gt the end, evidently an exegetical addition, the author of which appears to
have had in his mind some explanation which bore a similarity to that of
Clarke, Locke, Winer, or Gurlitt.

1 Also in 1 Cor. vi. 15, oJv {in opposition to Stolting’s appeal to the passage)
introduces a possible (mischievous) inference from what immediately precedes,
to be at once repelled with horror by g4 yévaro.
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must have been in a position to procure life;' and if this
were so, then would righteousness actually be from the low®
which, according to the Scriptures, cannot be the case (ver.
22). — vdpos] just as in the whole context: the Mosaic luw,
although without the article, as in ii. 21, iii. 11, 18 ; Winer,
p. 117 [E. T. 152] — o Svvdu. {wom.] The article marks off
the definite quality which, in the words el yap é860n vopos, is
conceived by the lawgiver as belonging to the law (Winer,
p. 127 [E. T. 167]; Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 7,13): as that
which s able to give life; and this is the point of this condi-
tional sentence. — {womoujoar] “ Hoe verbo praesupponitur
mors peccatori intentata,” Bengel. The &w#, however, which
the law is not able to furnish, is not the being alive morally
(Winer, Riickert, Matthies, Olshausen, Ewald, Wieseler, Hauck,
Hofmann, Buhl, and others, following older expositors), but, in
harmony with the context, the everlasting Messianic life (see
Kiuffer, de bibl. Lwfis alwviov notione, p. 75), as is evident
from ver. 18 (el yap éx vépov 7 kAnpovoula) and from ver. 22.
Comp. also 2 Cor. iii. 6. The moral quickening is presupposed
in this fwomotfjgar. The law, in itself good and holy, could
not subdue the dominion of the principle of sin in man (Rom.
viii. 3), but rather necessarily served to promote this dominion
(see on ver. 19), and was therefore unable to bring about the
eternal life which was dependent on obedience to the law
(ver. 12): given unto life, it was found unto death, Rom.
vil. 10. Paul never uses {womotetv of the moral quickening,
nor ovlwomoteiy either (Eph. ii. 5; Col ii. 13). The w9 is
the eternal life which is manifested at the Parousia (Col iii.
3 f), and therefore in reality the wxAnpovouia (vv. 18, 29).
Comp. &joerar, ver. 12, to which our {wom. glances back. —
8vTws ék vopov dv 1y 7 OSikaioobvy] then in reality (not merely

1 This consequence depends upon the dilemma : Life may be procured either
through the promises or through the law. If, therefore, the law stands in oppo-
sition to the promises, so that the latter shall no longer be valid, the law must
be able to procuve life. This dilemma is correct, because no third possibility is
given in the divine plan of salvation.

2 Even if & be not genuine, this interpretation is not altered (Buttmann,
neut. Gr. p. 194, 6); and we cannot explain (with Hofreann) : ““If there was
given, etc., then was,” ete. This imperfect (erat) would be illogical; Puaul
would have written iewiv or piyover.
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in Jewish imagination) the law would be that, from which the
cxistence of rightcousness would proceed, namely, by its enabling
men to offer complete obedience. The argument proceeds ab
cflectu (Swomorioar) ad causam (3 Sucatocdvy), for, without
being righteous before God, man cannot attain eternal life:
not as Riickert, Wieseler, Hofmann, and others, in accord-
ance with their view of {wom., are compelled to assume, a
causa (the mew moral life whereby the law is fulfilled)
ud effectum (the Sikatosdvy which would be acquired by the
fulfilment of the law). The relation between Cwomoujoar
and % &wkatocivn is aptly indicated by Oecumenius: odw
éowoer old¢ édikaiwoev, and by Bengel: “ Justitia est witae
Jundamentum.”

Ver. 22. But the case supposed (é8¢6n wvipos ¢ Suvapu.
fworrocfioar) does not exist: for, on the contrary, according
to the Scriptures all men have been subjected to the dominion
of sin, and the purpose of God therein was, that the promised
salvation should not come from the law, but should be bestowed
on believers on account of faith in Christ. What sort of posi-
tion is assigned under these circumstances to #he law, is then
stated in ver. 23. — cuvékheiger 7 rypady k.T.\.] Scripture is
personified, as in ver. 8. That which God has done, because
it is divinely revealed and attested in Scripture (see Rom. iiL
9-19) and thereby appears an infallible cerfainty, is repre-
sented as the act of Scripture, which the latter, as in its
utterances the professed sclf - revelation of God, has accom-
plished. The Scripture—that is, when regarded apart from
the personification, God, according to the divine testimony of
the Scripture—~7has brought all into ward under sin, that is, has
put the whole of mankind without exception into the relation
of bondage, in which sin (comp. Rom. iil. 9) has them, as it
were, under lock and key, so that they cannot escape from
this control and attain to moral freedom. On the figurative
expression, and on the conception of the matter as a divine
measure (not a mere declaration), compare on Rom. xi. 32.
Tollowing Chrysostom (7AéyEev) and others, Hermann finds
the sense: “ per legem demum cognitum esse peccatum” (Rom.
viit. 7 £, iii. 19 ff)), which, however, does not correspond with
the significance of the carefully-chosen guvékhetoer, and is
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also at variance with # gpa¢y, which is by no means—
as, following the Fathers (but not Theodoret), Beza, Calvin,
Baumgarten-Crusius and others think—equivalent to wouos,
but denotes the O. T., whilst ¢ wopos in the whole connec-
tion is the snstitute of the law. The bond of guilt which is
implied in the dominion of sin is obvious of itself, without any
need for explaining duapriav as the guilt of sin. — Moreover,
the emphasis is on the prefixed cvvékhetoev: included, so that
freedom, that is, the attainment of 8ixatoctyy, is not to be
thought of.  Juvyxheleww, however, does not denote: to include
together, with one another, as Bengel, Usteri, and others hold
(not even in Rom. xi. 32), which is clearly proved by the fact
that the word is very often used of the shutting up of one,
unaccompanied by others (I Sam. xxiv. 19; Ps. xxxi 9;
Polyh. xi. 2.10; 1 Macc. xi. 66, xii. 7); but owv corresponds
to the idea of complete custody, so that the enclosed are en-
tirely and absolutely held in by the barriers in question.
Comp. Herod. vil. 129: Auvn ovykinicuévn mdvrofeyv, Eur
Hee. 487 ; Polyb. i 17. 8,1 51. 10, it 117. 11; also Plat.
Tim. p. 71 C, where it is used with éudparrew; 1 Mace. iv.
31, v. 5. Una includere would be ouvyxaraxielew, Herod. i
182; Lucian, Vit auct. 9, D. mort. xiv. 4. — 7a wdvra] the
collective whole, not: all which man ought to do (Ewald), but like
Tods mdvras, Rom. xi. 32. The neuter used of persons, who are
thus brought under the point of view of the general category :
the totality. See on 1 Cor.i 27 ; Arrian. v. 22. 1. According
to Calvin, Beza, Wolf, Bengel, and others (comp. also Hofmann),
Ta wavra is supposed to refer not merely to men, but also to
everything which they are, have, or do. But the figurative
ovvékhetgey, and also the context by rois mioTedovor and the
personal indications contained in ver. 23 ff,, give the prefer-
ence to our interpretation. Besides, 74 wdvra, taken of things,
would mean all things (Xen. Mem. i. 11 ; Rom. xi. 36, et al.),
which is here unsuitable. Comp. on the matter itself, Rom.
iil, 9, 19. — fa 7 émayyedia x1\] the purpose of God, be-
cause that which was previously represented as the action of
Seripture was in reality the action of God. Therefore we must
not (with Semler, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Winer, Matthias,
and others) explain logice : quo appareat dari, ete. — 17 émway-
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venia] that which was promised, a semse which the abstract
receives through 8of7. Comp. ver. 14. That which is meant
is the promised gift, already well known from the context,
namely, the xAnpovouia, vv. 16, 18. — éx miorews] not from
obedience to the law, which with that subjection under the
control of sin was impossible, but so that the divine bestowal
proceeds, as regards its subjective cause, from faith in Jesus
Christ; comp. ver. 8. The emphasis is on this éx mior. 'L
X, and not on émayyeria (Hofmann); see ver. 23 ff. — tols
mioTebovar] is explained by Winer and others as an apparent
tautology arising from the importance of this proposition (and
therefore emphatic); but without adequate ground (and passages
such as ver. 9, Rom. 1. 17, Phil iii. 9, are not relevant here) ;
the expression, on the contrary, is quite in keeping with the
circumstances of the Galatians. That salvation was intended
Jor believers, was not denied ; but they held to the opinion that
obedience to the law must necessarily be the procuring cause
of this salvation. Paul therefore says: in order that, in virtue
of faith in Jesus Christ, not in virtue of obedience to the law,
salvation should be given to the believers—so that thus the
believers have no need of anything further than faith, Comp.
v. 4f

Ver. 23. 4¢] no longer connected with aa\d (Hofmann),
but leading over to a new portion of the statement (the coun-
terpart to which is to follow in ver. 25),—namely, to the posi-
tion which #Ze law held under the circumstances expressed in
ver. 25. Before the introduction of faith, it was to guard and
maintain those who belonged to it in this relation of bondage,
so that they should not get rid of it and become free,—a libera-
tion which was reserved for the faith which was to come. —
mpo Tod 8¢ eAbeiv] &€ in the third place with the prepositional
phrase. See Ellendt, Lex. Soph. 1. p. 397; Klotz, ad Devar.
IL p. 378 £ — Here also wiores is neither doctrina fidem pos-
tulans, the gospel, as most ancient expositors and Schott think,
nor the dispensation of faith (Buhl, comp. Riickert), but subjec-
tive faith, which is treated objectively. Comp. on i 23, iii, 2.
As long as there was not yet any belief in Christ, faith was
not yet present; but when on the preaching of the gospel men
believed in Christ, the faith, which was previously wanting,
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had come, that is, had now set in, had presented itself—
namely, in the hearts of those who had become believers, On
éAfeiv as applied to mental things and states, which set in,
comp. Pind. Nem. 1. 48 (hopes); Plat. Pol. iii. p. 402 A (under-
standing) ; Soph. 0. R. 681 (8knows). Comp. also Rom. vii. 9.
— Um0 wopov édpovpotueda auyrheidpevor] (see the critical
notes) : under the law we were held in custody, so that we were
placed in ward with a view to the faith about to be revealed.
The subject is : we Jewrsh Christians (ver. 25); the emphasis
is on ¥mo vouov, and afterwards on mwicTiv. The law is repre-
sented as a ruler, under whose dominion (Umo vouov) those who
belonged to it were held in moral captivity, as in a prison; so
that they, as persons shut up in the ¢povpa under lock and
key, were placed beyond the possibility of liberation—swhich
was only to ensue by means of the faith that was to be re-
vealed in the future! The words and the context do not yield
more than this: the paedagogic efficacy of the law is mnot in-
Jerred till ver. 24, and is not to be anticipated here. This view
is opposed to that of many expositors (Chrysostom, Theophy-
lact, Oecumenius, Erasmus, Grotius, Estius, Winer, Riickert,
Schott, Ewald, and others), who find already expressed here
that paedagogic function, which, however, is understood in the
sense of the “usus politicus” of the law (but see on ver. 24):
“in severam legis disciplinam, quae ne in omnem Lbidinem
effunderemur cavit, traditi,” Winer. But the whole explana-
tion of the law guarding from sin (to which also Wieseler
refers éppovp.) is opposed to the correct interpretation of réwv
wapaBacewy ydpw (ver. 19), and also to ver. 22. The cap-
tivity so forcibly described by Paul is just the sinful bondage
under the law, Rom. vii. 1; 1 Cor. xv, 56. Observe, more-

! If, with Winer, Usteri, and Schott, #@pevp. is explained merely as asservada-
mur (1 Pet. 1. 5),—comp. Hofmann, ‘‘we were Leld in keeping,”—it yields, accord-
ing to the connection with suyxexasiguivas, and with the inference thereupon of
the paedagogic function of the law, too weak a thought. Comp. Wisd. xvii. 16.
Luther, Calvin, and many others, including Riickert and de Wette, have rightly
found in é@povp. and suyxexa. the figurative idea of a prison (gpadpisy, Plat. Az. p.
365 E; ppovpd, Plat. Phaed. p. 6211.). The prison, however, is not the law
itself; but the latter is the ruler, under whose power the captives are in prison,
—Dbecause, namely, under thelaw, as the 8dvewss 74 dpaprias (1 Cor. xv. 56), they
are not in a position to attain to the freedom of moral life.
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over, in order to a just understanding of the passage, that
Um0 vouov, according to the very position of the words, cannot
without proceeding arbitrarily be connected with cuyeh. (so
de Wette, Wieseler, and many others, also my own former
interpretation),—a connection which is not warranted by the
other thought, ver. 22,—but must be joined to éppovp. (Augus-
tine and many others, also Hofmann, Reithmayr, Buhl); and
further, that the present participle cuyxhewopevor (with the els
79v X\, x.7.\ belonging to it) forms the modal definition of
édpovpovpeba, representing the continued operation of the latter,
which, constantly appearing in fresh acts, renders liberation im-
possible. Hofmann (comp. his Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 59) under-
stands ouyseiew eis in the sense of constraining to something ;
it expresses in his view the constraining power, with which
subjection to the law served to keep the people directed
towards the faith which was to be revealed in the future.!
Such an use of the phrase is indubitably found among later
Greek authors, and is especially frequent in Polybius (see
Raphel, and Schweighiuser, Lex. Polyd. p. 571 £); but how im-
probable, and in fact incredible it is, that Paul should have here
used this word in a different sense from that in which he used
it immediately before in ver. 22, and in the kindred passage,
Lom. xi. 32 (he has it not elsewhere)! This sense could not
liave occurred to any reader. Besides, the idea of constraint
against onc's will, which must be conveyed in ocuyxheidpu.
els (see Fritzsche, ad Rom. IL p. 545), and which Hofmann
obliterates (“the law conferred on the people its distinctive
position, and its abiding in this distinctive position was at the
same time an abiding directed towards the faith that was to
come ”), would neither agree with the text (vv. 22, 24) nor
harmonize with history (Rom. xi; Acts xxviii. 25 ff.). — els
T pé\hovoav wioTw dmokalvdlivar] As els in ver. 24 is
evidently to be understood as Zelic, and as the temporal inter-
pretation usque ad (Erasmus, Grotius, Michaelis, Koppe, Morus,
Rosenmiiller, Riickert, Usteri, and others) after mpo Tod éAfeiy
v wioTw, which includes in itself the ferminus ad quem,

1 Raphel, Polyb. p. 518, has understood ewyxiciny sis in a similar way to
Hofmann, and finely paraphrased it : ** eo necessitatis quem adigere, ut ad fidem
tanquam sacram ancoram confugere cogatur.” Comp. Dengel.
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would be very unmeaning, els is to be explained : fowards the
Jailh, that is, with the design, that we should pass over into
the state of faith. Luther (1519) aptly remarks: “in hoc, ut
fide futura liberaremur.” In accordance with the view of
Oecumenius, Theophylact, Augustine, Calovius, Raphel, Bengel,
Hofmann, els «.7A. is to be connected with cuyrhewduevor,
because the latter, without this annexation of the telic state-
ment els x7A, would not form a characteristic modal defini-
tion of éppovp. This els x.7.\. is, in the history of salvation,
the divine aim of that oiyxheists, which was to cease on its
attainment; Christ is the end of the law. Comp. ver. 22,
where a w7\ corresponds with the els x.7.A. here. — uén-
Aovoav] is placed first (Paul did not write, els 7. wioT. 7. péA.
amox.), because with that earlier situation is contrasted the sub-
sequent futwre state of things which was throughout the object
of its aim. Comp. on Rom. viii 18. Similarly in 1 Pet.
v. 1, 2 Mace. viil. 11. — dmoxalvdtijvai] for so long as there
was not yet belief in Christ, faith had not yet made its appear-
ance: it was still a (in the counsel of God) Aidden element of
life, which became revealed as a historical phenomenon, when
Christ had come and the gospel—the preaching of faith (vv. 2,
5)—was made known. ’Amoxa). cannot be understood as the
infinitive of design and, according to the reading ouyxexheia-
wévou, as belonging to the latter word (Matthias: “in order to
become manifest, as those who were under the ban with a view
to the future faith”), because in the religious-historical con-
nection of the text it must signify the final appearance of the
blessing of salvation, which hitherto as a pvorspior had been
unknown (Rom. xvi. 25). Besides, Paul would thus have
written very far from clearly ; he must at least have placed the
infinitive before cuyrexeto.

Ver. 24. Accordingly the law has become our paedogogue unto
Christ. As a paedagogue (see on 1 Cor. iv. 15) has his wards
in guidance and training for the aim of their future majority,
so the law has taken us into a guidance and training, of which
Christ was the aim, that is, of which the aim was that we
in due time should no longer be under the law, but should
belong to Christ. This munus paedagogicum, however, re-
sulting from ver. 23, did not consist in the restriction of
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stn}or in the circumstance that the law “ ad inhonestis minarum
asperitate deterreret” (Winer, and most expositors, including du
Wette, Baur, Hofmann, Reithmayr, but not Usteri, Hilgenfeld,
Wieseler),~—views decidedly inconsistent with the aim ex-
pressed in ver. 19, and with the tenor of ver. 23, which by no
means expresses the idea of preparatory improvement; but it
consisted in this, that the law prepared those belonging to it
for the future reception of Christian salvation (justification by
faith) in such a manner that, by virtue of the principle of sin
which it excited, it continually brought about and promoted
transgressions (ver. 19 ; Rom. vil. 5 ff.), thereby held the
people in moral bondage (in the ¢povpd, ver. 23), and by pro-
ducing at the same time the acknowledgment of sin (Rom.
111, 20) powerfully brought home to the heart (Rom. vii. 24)
the sense of guilt and of the need of redemption from the
divine wrath (Rom. iv. 15),—a redemption which, with our
natural moral impotence, was not possible by means of the
law itself (Rom. iii 19 f, viii 3). Luther appropriately re-
marks: “Lex enim ad gratiam praeparat, dum peccatum
revelat et auget, humilians superbos ad auxilium Christi
desiderandum.” See also Weiss, dibl. Theol. p. 287 £.; Hol-
sten, z. Evang. d. Paul. w. Petr. p. 315 f.  Under this paeda-
gogal discipline man finally cries out : Tahairwpos éyw, Rom.
vil 24. — els Xpiorov] not usque ad Christum (Castalio, J.
Cappellus, Morus, Rosenmiiller, Riickert, Matthias), but desig-
nating the end aimed at, as is shown by @a ée m. duwe;
comp. ver. 23. Chrysostom and his successors (see Suicer,
Thes. IL pp. 421, 544), Erasmus, Zeger, Elsner, and others,
refer els to the idea that the law mpos Tov Xpiorov, 8s éaTiw o
Si8dorahos, dmiye, just as the paedagogi had to conduct the
hoys to the schools and gymnasia (Plat. Zys. p. 208 C; Dem.
313. 12; Ael V. H iii. 21). But this introduces the idea
of Christ as a teacher, which is foreign to the passage ; He is
conceived of as reconciler (va éx wloT. dik.). — a ék mioTews
Sucarwd.] is the divine destination, which the paedagogic func-
tion of the law was to fulfil in those who were subject to it.

1 Comp. Liban. D. xxv. P- 576 C: ')rpa.;"rnv ‘u‘sv n,u; Wz:?a'ywy'/fn,ulv abrdy oy
Tpozipiaiy, b v Thy Lwd Tob vopov {npiny dvadviptvas cwPpoveiv dvayxélwyras.  Comp,

elso Simplic. Epict. 10, p. 116, ed. Schweigh. ; and see Grotius on our passage,
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The emphatic €x wioTews (by jfawith, not by the law) shows
Low erroneously the paedagogic efficacy of the law is referred
to the restriction of sin.

Ver. 25. No longer dependent on the dore in ver. 24,
Paul now desires to unfold the beautiful picture of the salva-
tion which had come. — ovkéri] This is the breathing afresh of
freedom. On the matter itself, comp. Rom. vi. 14, x. 4, vii.
25. — vmo mwawdary.] without article : under tutoricl power.

Ver. 26. The argumentative emphasis is laid first on wawres,
and then, not on wvio/—which expositors have been wont to
understand in the pregnant sense: sons of full age, free,in con-
trast to the 7ato! implied in maidaywyss (see, against this view,
Wieseler and Matthias)—but on viei @eod, because in this
Bcod the viol actually Zas its express and full definition, and
therefore to supply the defining idea is quite unwarrantable.
All of you are sons of God by means of faith ;* but where all
without exception and without distinction are soms of God,
and are so through faith, none can be, like Israel before the
appearance of faith, under the dominion of the law, because
the new state of life, that of faith, is something altogether
different,—mnamely, fellowship with the viorys of Christ (ver.
27). To be a son of God through faith, and to be under the
old tutorial training, are contradictory relations, one of which
excludes the other. The higher, and in fact perfect relation’
excludes the lower. — mdvres] Paul now speaks in the second
person, because what is said in ver. 26 f held good, not of
the Jewish Christians alone (of whom he previously spoke in
the first person), but of all Christians in general as such, conse-
quently of all his readers whom he now singles out for address ;
whether they may have previously been Jews or Gentiles, now
they are sons of God. Hofmann supposes that Paul meant by
the second person his Gentile-Christian readers, and wished to
employ what he says of them in proof of his assertion respect-
ing those who had been previously subject to the law. In

132 = wicr. stands third in the order of emphasis, but has not the main
stress laid upon it in contradistinction to the advrss (Hofmann), as if it stood
immediately after wdvrss ydp.

2 Theodoret aptly remarks : €3ufs oy wsmirriuxiTwy T TiAsior' Tf Y&p TsAuibe
Tepav Tly niwy xpnftu*rlZévrrwv Ozav;
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this case he must, in order to be intelligible, have used some
such words as wal yap uels &y wdvres xTA.  According
to the expression in the second person used without any
limitation, the Galatian Christians must have considered
themselves addressed as @ whole without distinction,—a view
clearly confirmed to them by the oot (ver. 27), and the
"Tovdaios o8¢ “EXAqv comp. with wdvres Juels (ver. 28).
Where, on the other hand, Paul is thinking of the Galatians
as Gentile Christians (so far as the majority of them actually
were s0), this may be simply gathered from the context (iv. 8).
— év Xpiorg Inoob] belongs to wioctews. According to the
construction wigTedew & T (see Mark i 15; Eph i 13;
LXX. Ps. Izxxviii. 22, Jer. xii. 6; Clem. 1 Cor. 22: 4 é
Xpworg miores, Ignat. ad Philad. 8: év T¢ edayyedlo ob
miaTebw), 7 wiaTis év Xpiore is fides in Christo reposita, the
faith resting in Christ; the words being correctly, in point of
grammar, combined so as to form one idea. See Winer, p.
128 [E. T. 169]; Fritzsche, ad Marc. p. 63, ad Rom. L p.
195f Comp. Eph. i 1,15; Col.i 4; 1 Tim. iii. 13. But
Usteri, Schott, Hofmann, Wieseler, Ewald, Matthias, Reith-
mayT (Estius also pronouncing it allowable), join év Xp. 'I. with
viol Ocod éate, of which it is alleged to be the modal defini-
tion ; specially explaining the sense, either as “wipote Christo
prorsus addicti” (Schott), or of the « inclusion in Christ” (Hof-
mann), or as assigning the objective ground of the sonship,
which has its subjective ground in 8w 7. wloT. (Wieseler; comp.
Hofmann and Buhl). But all these elements are already
obviously involved in &wd 7. wrioT. itself, so that év X. 'I., as
parallel to 8w 7. 7., would be simply superfluous and awk-
ward ; whereas, connected with &a T ., it expresses the
emphatic and indeed solemn completeness of this idea (comp.
ver. 22), in accordance with the great thought of the sentence,
coming in all the more forcibly at the end, as previously in the
case of éxfeiv (ver. 23) and éxbovans (ver. 25) the wloTis was
mentioned without its object, and the latter was left to be
understood as a matter of course.

Ver. 27. The words just used, vioi @ecol éate, expressing
what the readers as a body are through faith in Christ, are
now confirmed by the mention of the origin of this relation ;
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and the ground on which the relation is based is, that Christ is
the Son of God. Comp. Chrysostom: el ¢ XpioTos vics 70D
Ocod, av 8¢ alrov €vdéduaat, Tov viov Exwy év éavTd xal wpos
altov opowwlels els plav cvyyéveav kal plav i8éav Fjyrs.
Luther, 1519 : “8% autem Christum induistis, Christus autem
Jilius Det, e wvos eodem indumento filiv Dei estis” — 8oo.]
corresponding to the emphatic mavres in ver. 26. — eis
Xpiarov] tn relation to Christ (see on Rom. vi. 3), so that
ye who belong to Christ through baptism become partakers
in fellowship of life with Him. — Xpioror évedioasbe)
laying aside the figure, according to the connection: Ye have
appropriated the same peculiar state of life, that is, the very
same specific relation to God, in which Christ stands; conse-
quently, as He is the Son of God, ye have likewise entered
into the sonship of God, namely by means of the wwedua
vicBealas received at baptism (iv. 5—7 ; Rom. viii. 15; 1 Cor.
vi 11; Tit. iii. 5). Observe, besides, how baptism neces-
sarily presupposes the perdvoia (Acts il 38) and faith (comp.
Neander, II. p. 778 f; Messner, Lehre der Ap. p. 279). The
entrance on the state of being included in Christ, as Hofmann
from the point of view of elva: év X. explains the expression, is
likewise tantamount to the obtaining a share in the sonship of
God. The figure, derived from the putting on of a charac-
teristic dress]! is familiar both to the Greek authors and the
Rabbins (Schoettgen, Hor. p. 572). See on Rom. xiii. 14.
In the latter passage the putting on of Christ is enjoined, but it
is here represented as having taken place; for in that passage
1t is conceived under the ethical, but here under the primary
dogmatic, point of view., Comp. Luther, 1538. Usteri in-

t Looking at the very general occurrence of the figure, and seeing that the
oontext contains no indication whatever of any special reference, we must en-
tirely reject any historical or ritual references. See the many discussions of the
earlier expositors in Wolf. By some the figure was looked upon as referring to
heathen customs (as Bengel : ¢ Christus nobis est toga wirilis”), by others to
Jewish customs (¢ it applies to the putting on of the robes of the high priest
at his appointment,” Deyling, Obss. I11. p. 480, ed. 2), by others to Cliristian
customs (‘“it applies to the putting on of new—at a later time white—gar-
ments after baptism,” Beza). The latter idea is especially to be set aside,
because the custom concerned cannot be shown to have existed in apostolic
times; at any rate, it has only originated from the N. T. idca of the putting on
of the new man, and is its emblematic representation.
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correctly desires to find in the évdieafar Xpiorév of our pas-
sage, not the entering into the sonship of God, but the putting
on of the mew man (Col. iii. 9—11), having especial reference
to the thought of the universalistic, purely human element,
in which all the religious differences which have hitherto
separated men from one another are done away. This view
1s Incousistent with the word actually used (Xpiordv), and
with the context (viol Oecod, ver. 26). Nevertheless, Wieseler
has in substance supported the view of Usteri, objecting to
our interpretation that vioi @eod expresses a sonship of God
different from that of Christ, who was begotten of God. It is
true that Christians are the sons of God only by adoption
(vioBeaia); but just by means of this new relation entered
upon in baptism, they have morally and legally entered into
the like state of life with the only-begotten Son, and have
become, although only His brethren by adoption, still His
brethren.  Comp. Rom. viil 29. This is sufficient to justify
the conception of having put on Christ, wherein the meta-
physical element of difference subsists, as a matter of course,
but is left out of view. On the legal aspect of the relation,
comp. ver. 29; Rom. viii. 17, — Moreover, that the formula
év XpioT elvar is not to be explained from the idea XpioTov
évdloaabas, see in Fritzsche, ad. Rom. IL p. 82. Just as
little, however, is the converse course to be adopted (Hof-
mann), because both elvar & T and ééloacbai Twa or T¢
are frequently used in the N. T. and out of it, without any
correlation of the two ideas necessarily existing. The two
stand independently side by side, although in point of fact it
is correct that whosoever ¢s év Xpiorg has put on Christ
through baptism.

Ver. 28. After ye have thus put on Christ, the distinctions
of your various relations of life apart from Christianity have
vanished; from the standpoint ‘of this new condition they
have no further validity, any more than if they were not in
existence. — &] is an abbreviated form for &veare (1 Cor. vi.
5; Col. iil. 11; Jas. i 17), not the adverbially used preposi-
tion (Hom. Od. vil 96 ; Schaefer, ad Bos. p. 51; Kiihner,
1L § 618), as Winer, Usteri, Wieseler, and others assume,
with the accent thrown back. Against this view it is decisive,
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that very frequently &n and év are used together (1 Cor. vi. 5,
and frequently in Greek authors, as Xen. Anab. v. 3. 11;
Herod. vii. 112), and yet there is no éo7{ added, whereby the
& shows that it stands independently as a compound word
= &veoris or &veor.  Comp. Ellendt, Lez. Soph. 1. p. 591.
Translate : there s not, namely, in this state of things when ye
have all put on Christ, @ Jew, etc. The duels in vv. 28, 29
shows that the ¢ndividualizing form of statement, applying to
the readers, is still continued ; therefore Hofmann is wrong,
although consistent with his erroneous interpretation of the
second person in ver. 26 f, in taking & as general: “in
Christ,” or “ now since faith has come,” on the ground that év
vuiv is not added (which was obvious of itself from the con-
text). As to the idea generally, comp. Col. iii. 11; Rom. x
12; 1 Cor. xii. 13. — dpoev xai Ofrv] Comp. Matt. xix. 4.
The relation here is conceived otherwise than in the previous
obk . . . ovd¢, namely: there are not male and female, two
sexes; so that the negative is. not to be supplied after ra:
(Bornemann, ad Act. xv. 1). — mdvres yap x.7.\.] Proof from
the relation cancelling these distinctions, which is now con-
stituted: For ye all are one, ye form a single moral person;
so that now those distinctions of individuals outside of Chris-
tianity appear as non-existent, completely merged in that
higher unity to which ye are all raised in virtue of your fel-
lowship of life with Christ. This is the els xawds dvfpwmos,
Lph. ii. 15. Observe the emphatic mdvres as in ver. 26, and
éooc in ver. 27. — év Xpiord 'Incot] Definition of els éore.
They are one, namely, not absolutely, but in the definite sense
of their relation as Christians, inasmuch as this unity is causally
dependent on Christ, to whom they all belong and live (ii. 20 ;
2 Cor. v. 15 f.; Rom. xiv. 8). See Col. iil. 11.

Ver. 29. But by your thus belonging to Christ ye are also
Abraham’s posterity : for Christ is indeed the oméppa 'AB.
(ver. 16), and, since ye have entered into the relation of Christ,
ye must consequently have a share in the same state, and
must likewise be Abraham’s oméppa; with which in confor-
mity to the promise is combined the result, that ye are heirs,
that is, that ye, just like heirs who have come into the pos-
scssion of the property belonging to them, have as your own

0o
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the salvation of the Messianic kingdom promised to Abraham
and his seed (the realization of which is impending). — &]
drawing a further inference, so that, after the explanation con-
tained in ver. 28, el 8¢ Jueis XpioTod in point of fact resumes
the Xpiorov évelboacbe of ver. 27. The emphatic vueis has
as its background of contrast the natural descendants of Abra-
ham, who as such do not belong to Christ and therefore are
not Abraham’s owépua. — Tob *ABp.] correlative to Xpiorod,
and emphatically prefixed. Ye are Abraham's seed, because
Christ is so (ver. 16), whose position has become yours (ver.
27).  Comp. Theodoret and Theophylact. — «a7’ émayy.] for
76 "ABp. éppibnoav ai émayyeniar kai T¢ awépuate adrod,
ver. 16. It is true that this omépua in ver. 16 is Christ: but
Christians have put on Christ (ver. 27), and are altogether one
in Christ (ver. 28); thus the xat’ émwayy. (in conformity with
promise) finds its justification. But the emphasis is laid, not
on kxar’ €mayy. as contrasted with xara wouov (Baumgarten-
Crusius, Ewald, Wieseler), or with anotker order of heirs (Hof-
mann), or with natural inheritance (Reithmayr), but on xAnpo-
vopor, which forms the link of connection with the matter
that follows in ch. iv., and both here and at iv. 7 constitutes
the important key-stone of the argument. This xAnpovduor is
the triumph of the whole, accompanied with the seal of divine
certainty by means of kat émaryy.; the two together forming the
final death-blow to the Judaistic opponents, which comes in
all the more forcibly without xai (see critical notes). The
alleged coutrast was obvious of itself long before in the words
oméppa Tob 'ABp. (comp. ver. 18). The article was no more
requisite than in ver. 18. — #Anpovouor] The connection with
the sequel shows, that the sense of %eir is intended here. Tod
"ABp. is not, however, to be again supplied to wAnpovouor, as
might be inferred from emépua; but, without supplying a geni-
tive of the person inherited from, we have to think of the
k\npovopia of the Messianic salvation. Comp. Rom. viil 17.
Against the supplying of 7o 'ABp. we may decisively urge not
only the sequel, in which nothing whatever is said of any in-
heriting from Abrakam, but also xat’ émrayy. For if Paul had
wished to express the idea that Christians as the children of
Abraham were also the heirs of Abraham, the ka7’ émayy.



CHAP. IIL 29. 211

would have been inappropriate ; because the promise (ver. 16)
had announced the heirship of the Messianic kingdom to
Abraham and his seed, but had not announced this heir-
ship in the first instance to Abraham, and then announced
1o his seed in their turn that they should be Abrakam’s heirs.
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CHAPTER IV.

Ver. 6. 7uav] Elz. has tudy, against decisive testimony, after
the foregoing éorf. — Ver. 7. xanpovéuwos] Elz. and Scholz add
@:ol 81 Xpioroi. There are many variations, among which xxzp.
éie @0 has most external attestation, viz. A B C* n* Copt.
Vulg. Boern. Clem. Bas. Cyr. Didym. Ambr. Ambrosiast. Pel. ;
so Lachm., Schott, Tisch. The Recepta xinp. ©:00 &1 Xpioroi is
defended by C. F. A. Fritasche in Fritzschiorum Opusc. p. 148,
and Reiche ; whilst Rinck, Zucubr. ¢rit. p. 175, and Usteri, hold
only z2zp. 8i& Xprorei as genuine, following Marian.** Jerome
(238, lect. 19, have xnnp. &ia *Tnool Xpiorod); Griesb. and Riick,,
however, would read merely xAzporéuoc (s0 178 alone). Theophyl.
Dial c. Maced., and two min., have from Rom. viil. 17 xinp. uiv
©:43, suyxAqp. Ok Xporos. Amidst this great diversity, the much
preponderating attestation of xazp. 81 @cod (in favour of which
F G also range themselves with xazp. sz @eé) is decisive; so
that the Recepta must be regarded as having arisen from a gloss,
and the mere xAzpovéues, which has almost no attestation, as
resulting from a clerical omission of di¢ @:o. — Ver. 8. ploe ur]
So A B C D* E K, min, vss.,, Ath. Nyss. Bas. Cyr. Ambr. Jer.
Approved by Griesb, adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. But Elz.
Matth. Scholz, Schott, Reiche, have u4 @b, Opposed to this is
the decisive weight of the evidence just given, and the internal
ground, that in ro7z w4 ples oder d20i; people might easily find the
entire non-existence of the heathen gods, which could not but
be more satisfactory than our reading, leaving as this does to the
wods reality in general, and only denying them actual divinity.
The same cause probably induced the omission of gisesin X, 117,
Clar. Germ. codd. Lat. in Ambr. Ir. Victorin. Ambrosiast. —
Ver. 14. aapaopiv pwov viv] So Elz. Matth. Scholz, Tisch. Reiche,
following D*** K L, many min,, and a few vss. and Fathers.
But A B C** D* F G n*, 17, 39, 67*, Copt. Vulg. It. Cyr. Jer.
Aug, Ambrosiast. Sedul., have ~spaouiv tuir. Recommended by
Mill. and Griesb., adopted by Lachm. And justly; iudv not
being understood, was either expunged (so C*%, min,, Syr. Erp.
Arm. Bas. Theophyl.; approved by Winer, Riick., Schott,
I'ritzsche), or amended by wov 7.  Comp. Wieseler. — Ver. 15.
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=i; o] Grot., Lachm., Riick.,, Usteri, Ewald, Hofm., read 3 o3y,
which is indeed attested by A B C F G &, min,, Syr. Arr. Syr. p.
(in the margin), Arm. Copt. Vulg. Boern. Dam. Jer. Pel, but
by the explanations of Theodore of Mopsuestia (v oy ris dvruife
dvri rob wob 6 wunap.), Theodoret, Theophyl,, and Oecum,, is pretty
well shown to be an ancient interpretation.— The 7+ which
follows is omitted in A B C L 8, min., Aeth. Damase. Theophyl.
Theodoret. ms. Expunged by Lachm. and Scholz, also Tisch.
Rightly. According as s/ was understood either correctly as
expressing quality, or as equivalent to wof, either #» (D E K
et al) or éors (115, Sedul. Jer), or even viv (122, Erp.), was
supplied. In Oecum. the reading #v is combined with the ex-
planation @i by recourse to the gloss: viv ydp oby épm alriv. —
év] before #8wx. is wanting in A B C D* F Gy, 17, 47, Dam.
Deleted by Lachm. and Tisch.: a grammatical addition.
Ver. 17. éxuheioas bpds] Elz. has éxx). nuds, which is found only
in a very few min., was introduced into the text by Beza,! and
must be looked upon as an unnecessary conjecture. — Ver. 18.
=5 {nhoiodos] A C and four min, Damasc. have {#Aelsfes merely
(so Lachm.), while B &, and three min., Aeth. Vulg. Jer. Ambro-
siast., read {nnoiode. The latter is an ancient error in transerib-
ing, which involved the suppression of the article. The correct
form Znroeieda: was restored, but the article, which seemed super-
fluous, was not recovered. — Ver. 21. éxolere] D E F G, 10, 31,
80, Vulg. It. Sahid. Arm, and Fathers, have aaywdoners. An
ancient interpretation. — Ver. 24. 8] Elz. has ai 8%, against
decisive testimony. — Ver. 25. "Ayap] is wanting in C ¥ G x,
17, 115, Aeth. Arm. Vulg. Goth. Boern. Cyr. Epiph. Damasec.
Or. int. Ambrosiast. Jer. Aug. Pel. Sedul. Beda. Deleted by
Lachm. and Wieseler, condemned also by Hofmann, who refers
Ayap to the Syriac Church, although it is attested by A BD E
K L, and most min., Chrys., and others. But instead of ydp,
A BDE, 37, 73, 80, lect. 40, Copt. Cyr. (once), have &. The
Jjuxtaposition of ydp *Ayup led to the omission sometimes of the
"Ayup, and sometimes of the ydp. After the latter was omitted,
in a part of the witnesses the connection that was wanting
was restored by 6%; just as in the case of several, mostly more
recent authorities, instead of ydp after douneles, 8¢ has crept in
(so Elz.), because the argument of the apostle was not under-
stood. — overeiyei 8:] D* F G, Vulg. It. Goth., read 4 susroryoios ;
D* however, not having the article. A gloss, in order to ex-
hibit the reference to “Ayep in ver. 24. — Ver. 26. juav] Elz
reads advrav fuiv; Lachm. has bracketed wdvrwv. But it is

1 Beza himself allows that dués stands in all the codd. (in the fifth edition
he adds : Latin), but considers that the sense requires apzs.
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wanting in BC* D E F G N, some min,, most vss., and many
Fathers. Deleted by Tisch.; defended by Reiche. An amphi-
fying addition, involuntarily occasioned by the recollection of
1il. 26, 28, and the thought of the multitude of the réxve (ver. 27).
— Ver. 28. fuei . .. fouéy) Lachm. and Schott, also Tisch., read
dusis #ore, Tollowing B D F G, some min., Sahid. Aeth. Ir. Vie-
torin. Ambr. Tychon. Ambrosiast. Justly; the first person was
introduced on account of vv. 26 and 31. — Ver. 30. xAnpovouson)
Lachm. reads xAznpovousae, following B D E & and Theophylact ;
from the LXX. — Ver. 31. é&pa] A C, 23, 57, Copt. Cyr. Damasc.
Jer. Aug., have 7uex 3:; B D* E N, 67**, Cyr. Marcion, read
éii.  The latter is (with Lachm. and Tisch.) to be preferred ;
for sus’% 8¢ aderpoi 1s evidently a mechanical repetition of ver.
28 (Rec.), and épa is too feebly attested (F G, Theodoret, have

> b
ape ouv).

CONTENTS.—Further discussion of the K\mpoviuous elvas (iii.
29), as a privilege which could not have been introduced bdefore
Christ, while the period of nonage lasted, but was first intro-
duced by means of Christ and Christianity at the time appointed
by God, when the earlier servile relation was changed into
that of sonship (vv. 1-7). After Paul has expressed his
surprise at the apostasy of his readers, and his anxiety lest he
may have laboured among them in vain (vv. 8-11), he entreats
them to become like to him, and supports this entreaty by a
sorrowful remembrance of the abounding love which they had
manifested to him on his first visit, but which appeared to have
been converted into enmity (vv. 12-16). He warns them
against the selfish zeal with which the pseudo-apostles courted
them (ver. 17), while at the same time he reproves their
fickleness (ver. 18), and expresses the wish that he were now
present with them, in order to regain, by an altered mode of
speaking to them, their lost confidence (vv. 18-20). Lastly,
he refutes the tendency to legalism from the law itself, namely
by an allegorical interpretation of the account that Abraham
had two sons, one by the bond-woman, and one by the free
woman (vv. 21-30), and then lays down the proposition that
Christians are children of the free woman, which forms the
groundwork of the exhortations and warnings that follow in
ch. v. {ver. 31).

Ver. 1. Aéyw 8] Comp. iii. 17,v. 16 ; Rom. xv. 8; 1 Cor.
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i. 12: now I mean, in reference to this kAnpovouia brought in
through Christ, the idea of which I have now more exactly to
illustrate to you as for the first time realized in Christ. This
illustration is derived by Paul from a comparison of the pre-
Christian period .to the period of the non-free, slave-like child-
hood of the heir-apparent. — ép’ éoov ypovor] As in Rom. vii,
1; 1 Cor. vii. 39. — 6 xAnpovouos] The article as in o peairys,
iil. 20: the heir in any given case. K\zp. i3, however, to be
conceived here, as in Matt. xxi. 38, as the beir of the father’s
goods, who is so not yet in actual personal possession, but de
jure-—the heir apparent, whose father is still alive. So Cameron,
Neubour (Bibl. Brem. v. p. 40), Wolf, Baumgarten, Semler,
Michaelis, and many others, including Winer, Schott, Wieseler,
Reithmayr. But Riickert, Studer (in Usteri), Olshausen (unde-
cided), Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, Hilgenfeld, Hofmann, fol-
lowing Chrysostom, Theodoret, and most of the older expositors,
conceive the heir as one whose father is dead. Incorrectly,
on account of ver. 2; for the duration of the guardianship (in
‘which sense vzro émurpomeus, ver. 2, must then be understood)
could not have been determined by the will of the father,' but
would have depended on the low (Hermann, Staatsalterth.§121).
Hofmann thinks, indeed, that the point whether the father was
bound by a law of majority is not taken into account, but only
the fact, that it is the father himself who has made arrange-
ments respecting his heir. But in this view the wpofeopuia,
as prescribed by the father, would be entirely illusory; the
notice would be absurd, because the mpofecuia would be
not 7od watpés, but Tod wopov. — wimios] still in boyhood.
Comp. 1 Cor. xiil. 11. “Imberbis juvenis tandem custode
remoto gaudet equis,” ete, Virg. den. ix. 649. Quite in oppo-
sition to the context, Chrysostom and Oecumenius refer it to
mental immaturity (Rom. ii. 20; Hom. 71 v. 406, xvi. 46, et
al.). — ov8év Siadéper Sovhov] because he is not sui juris.
Comp. Liban. 4n Clats, p. 11 D, in Wetstein. — «dpios wdvtov

1 Baumgarten - Crusius, indeed, appeals to the proof adduced by Géttling
(Gesch. d. Rom. Staatsverf. pp. 109, 517), that Gaius, I. 55. 65, 189, comp.
Caes. Bell. Gall. vi. 19, mentions the existence of a higher grade of the patric
potestas among the Galatians. But in this way it is by no means shown that

the time of majority was, after the death of the father, dependent on the settle-
ment which he had previously made.
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wv] although he s lord of all, namely de jure, tn eventum, as
the hewr-apparent of all the father's goods. Consequently
neither this nor the preceding point is inconsistent with the
hypothesis that the father is still alive (as Hofmann and
others have objected). Comp. Luke xvi. 31. — The «Anpo-
vopos wijmios represents, not the people of Isracl (Wieseler);
but, according to the connection with iii. 29 (comp. iv. 3), the
Christians as a body, regarded in their earlier pre-Christian
condition. In this condition, whether Jewish or Gentile, they
were the heir-apparent, according to the idea of the divine
predestination (Rom. viii. 28 ff.; Eph. i 11; John xi. 52), in
virtue of which they were ordained to be the Israel of God
(vi. 16), the true omépua of Abraham.

Ver. 2. ’Ewmitpomos means here not guardian (épgaviw
émitporos, Plat. Legg. p. 766 C; Dem. 988. 2; Xen. Mem. i. 2.
40; 2 Mace. xi 1, xiil. 2, xiv. 2; comp. also the rabbinical
DEaN in Schoettgen, Hor. p. 743 f), as it is explained by
all who look upon the father as dead (see, however, on ver. 1),
but overseer, governor, and that without any more special defini-
tion (Herod. i 108; Pind. OL i. 171; Dem. 819. 17; Xen.’
Occ. 21. 9; and very frequently in classical authors); it is
neither therefore to be taken (as in Matt. xx. 8; Luke viii. 3)
as synonymous with olxovépos (which would give a double
designation without ground for it), nor as equivalent to ratba-
ywyés (which would be an arbitrary limitation). The term
denotes any one, to whose governorship the boy is assigned
by the father in the arrangement which has been made of
the family affairs; and from this category are then specially
singled out the olxovduo:, the superior slaves appointed as
wanagers of the household and property (Luke xvi. 1), on
whom the wrijmios was dependent in respect to money and
other outward wants. — dypt Tijs mpobeoulas Tob Tarpos]
Until the appointed time of the father, until the term, which
the father Las fixed upon for releasing his son from this state
of dependence. % mpobeoula, tempus praestitutum, does not
occur elsewhere in the N. T., but is frequent in classical
authors. See Wetstein ; also Jacobs, Ach. Tat. p. 440.

Ver. 3. ‘Hpueis] embraces Christians generally, the Jewish
and Gentile Christians together. In favour of this view we may
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decisively urge, (1) the sense of ororyela Tob réouov (see
below); (2) ver. 5, where the first va applies to the Jewish
Christians, but the second, reverting to the first person, applies
to Christians generally, because the address to the readers
which follows in ver. 6 represents these as a whole, and not
merely the Jewish Christians among them, as included in the
preceding {va Ty vioBeoiav dmordBwuev; lastly, (3) that the
orért and Tote, said of the Galatians in vv. 7 and 8, point
back to the state of slavery of the s5jueis in ver, 3. Therefore
nuels is not to be understood as referring either merely to the
Jewish Christians (Chrysostom and most expositors, including
Grotius, Estius, Morus, Flatt, Usteri, Schott, Baumgarten-
Crusius, de Wette, Wieseler) ; or—as Hofmann in consistency
with his erroneous reference of iii. 29 to the Gentile readers
holds—to “ the Old Testament church of God, which has
now passed over into the New Testament church;” or to the
Jewish Christians pre-eminently (Koppe, Riickert, Matthies,
Olshausen) ; or, lastly, even to the Gentile Christians alone
(Augustine). — &ve fjuev vijmeoc] characterizes, in terms of the
prevailing comparison, the pre-Christian condition, which, in
relation to the Christian condition of the same persons, was
their age of boyhood. Elsewhere Paul has represented the con-
dition of the Christians before the Parousia, in comparison with
their state after the Parousia, as a time of boyhood. See
1 Cor. xiii. 11; Eph. iv. 13. — Jmwo T4 ororyeia Tod roouov
ey Sedoul.] corresponds, as application, to the ov8év Siagbépes
Sovhov . . . dANa Umo émitpomouvs éoTi wal oixov. The word
oToryetov—which denotes primarily a stake or peg standing
in a row, then a [letter of the alphabet (Plat. Zheact. p. 202 E;
Xen, Mem. ii. 1. 1; Arist. Poet. 20. 2 ; Lucian, Jud. voc. 12),
then, like dpyr, element (see Rudolph on Ocell. p. 402 ff)—-
means here at all events element,! which signification has de-
veloped itself from the idea of a letter, inasmuch as a word is

1 A point on which almost all expositors agree. Yet Luther, 1519, following
the precedent of Tertull. ¢c. Mare. v. 4, adopted the signification of letters: *‘ pro
ipsis literis legis, quibus lex constat. . . . Mundi autem vocat, quod sint de iis
rebus, quae in mundo sunt.” So also in 1524, and at least to a similar effect in
1538. More recently Michaelis has also explained it as letters; holding that the
acts of the Levitical law were intended, because, taken as a whole, they had
Preached the gospel by anticipation. Similarly Ndsselt, Opusc. I1. p. 209, takes
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a series of the letters which form it (Walz, Rhetor. VL p. 110).
In itself, however, it might be used either in the physical sense
of elementary substances, which Plato (Ruhnk. ad Tim. p. 283)
calls also wévn (2 Pet. iil. 10, 12; Wisd. vil. 17, xix. 18; 4
Mace. xii. 13 ; Plat. Z%m. p. 48 B, 56 B, Polit. p. 278 C; Philo,
de Opif. m. p. 7, 11, Cherub. p. 162; Clem. Hom. x. 9), as it
frequently occurs in Greek authors applied to the so-called
Jour elements (comp. Suidas, s.v.), or in the infellectual sense of
rudimenta, first principles (Heb. v. 12 ; Plut. de pueror. educ.
16; Isocr. p. 18 A; Nicol ap. Stob. xiv. 7. 31; see Wetstein).
In the latter sense the verb orouyeoiv was used to signify the
instruction given to catechumens; Constitt. ap. vi. 18. 1, vii.
25. 2. Comp. our expression the 4, B, C of an art or science?
In the physical sense—in which it is used by later Greek
authors for designating the stars (Diog. L. vi. 102 ; Man. iv.
624 ; Eustath. Od. p. 1671, 53)—it was understood by most
of the Fathers: either as by Augustine (de civ. D. iv. 11), who
thought of the Gentile adoration of the heavenly bodies and
of other mnature-worship; or as by Chrysostom, Theodoret,
Ambrose, Pelagius, who referred it to the Jewish observance
of new moons, feasts, and Sabbaths, which was regulated by
the course of the moon and sun. So, combining the Gentile
and Jewish cultus, Hilgenfeld, p. 66 (comp. in his Zeitschr.
1858, p. 99; 1866, p. 314), who ascribes to the apostle the
heterogeneous idea of “sidereal powers of heaven,” that is, of the
stars as powerful animated beings (comp. Baur and Holsten);
and Caspari (in the Strassh. Beitr. 1854, p. 206 ff.), in whose
view Paul is supposed to have placed Mosaism in the cate-
gory of star and nature worship; and likewise Reithmayr,
although without such extravagances. But because the expres-
sion does not apply either merely to the circumstances of the
heathen, or merely to those of the Jewish, cultus (see, on the
contrary, vv. 8—10),—to the latter of which it is in the physical

oroyeie as signs (Arist. Eccl. 652, where it is used for the shadow of the plate
on the sun-dial ; comp. Lucian, Gall. 9, Cronos. 17), holding that the Jewish
ceremonies are thus named because they prefigured the future Christian wor-
ship. These views are all erroneous, because the expression croytiz 7. xiopou
applies also to Gentile habits.

! Comp. generally, Schaubach, Commentat. quid sroyea 7iv xiopsw in N. T,
sebi velint, Meining, 1862
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sense not at all suitable, for the Jewish celebrations of days
and the like were by no means a star-worship or other (pos-
sibly unconscious) worship of natwre, under which man would
have been in bondage, but were an imperfect worship of God—
and because the context suggests nothing else than the contrast
between the imperfect and the perfect religion, as well as also
on account of the correlation to wymeoe, the physical sense of
oToryelov is altogether to be rejected.! Besides, it would be
difficult to perceive why Paul, if he had thought of the stars,
should not have written 7od olpavod instead of Tod xéopov.
Hence Jerome (also 7wés in Theophylact, and Gennadius
in Oecumenius, p. 747 D), Erasmus, Castalio, Beza, Calvin,
Grotius, and most of the later expositors, though with various
modifications, have correctly adhered to the sense rudimenta
disciplinae, which alone corresponds to the notion of the vymiérys
(for the age of childhood does not get beyond first prineiples).
The o7ouyeia Tob woouov are the elements of non-Christian
humanity (koopos; see 1 Cor vi. 2, xi. 32, ¢ al), that is, the
elementary things, the immature beginnings of religion, which

1 With strange arbitrariness Schulthess {Engelwelt, pp. 113, 129) has recent!y
anticipated Hilgenfeld in re-asserting this sense ; holding that the stars are meant,
but that Paul is glancing at the Jewish ministry of angels (Job xxxviil. 7 (1)).
More thoroughly Schneckenburger (in the theol. Jahrb. 1848, p. 445 ff.) has
again defended the physical reference (elements of the visible world). Comp.
Holsten, z. Ev. d. Paul. u. Petr. p. 323. In this interpretation the law must
be excepted (as is done by Holsten) from the srorysiz,—an exception which is
forbidden by the whole connection with ch. iii., and is also inconsistent with the
concrete instances in vv. 8 and 10 ; see above. Neander also—who, however,
introduces the idea of the sensuous forms of religion—would retain the physical
reference, which is decidedly assumed by Lipsius (Rechtfertigungsl. p. 83), who
specially commends the interpretation of Hilgenfeld ; whilst Messner (Lehre d. Ap.
P. 226) agrees in substance with Neander, holding that 2:dova. das v& sraysiz Tob
zisuov is ‘‘ the dependence of the religious consciousness on the earthly, sensuous,
perishable things, of which this earthly xésues, as to its fundamental elements,
consists.” But why, then, the restriction ““as to its fundamental elements ?"
And the idea of perishableness is imported. Ewald understands by it the
elements of the world, into the whole of which life must be brought through the
spirit, and unity and meaning through God ; it comprehends the Jewish observ-
ances as to meats and days, as well as the heathen star-worship. Yet how unsuited
to popular apprehension (as pertaining to natural philosophy) would the whole
expression thus be! an enigmatic designation for the heathen worship, and an
unsuitable one for the Jewish cultus, which is based on divine precept. As to
the way in which Hofmann understands the material elements of the world, see
the sequel.
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occupy the minds of those who are still without the pale of
Christianity. Not having attained to the perfect religion, the
koruos has still to do with the religious elementary state, to
which it is in bondage, as in the position of a servant. TRudi-
ments of this sort are expressly mentioned in ver. 10; hence
we must understand the expression, not in a onesided fashion
as the elementary Znowledge, the beginnings of religious per-
ception in the non-Christian world (comp. Kienlen, in the
Strassb. Beutr. 11 p. 133 ff)—with which neither the idea of
the relation as slavery, nor the inclusion of the Jewish and
Gentile worships under one category would harmonize—Dbut
as the rudimenta ritualia, the ceremonial character of Judaism
and heathenism! with which, however, is also combined the
corresponding imperfection of religious knowledge. Comp.
Col ii. 8, 20. Against the explanation, “ religious elemen-
tary things of the world,” the objection has been made, that
this idea is not suitable either to Judaism, in so far as the
latter was a divine revelation, or even to heathenism, which,
according to Paul, is something foreign to religion ; see espe-
clally Neander. But the latter part of the objection is erro-
neous (Acts xvii. 22, 23); and the former part is disposed of,
when—in the light of the pretensions put forth by the apostle’s
opponents, which were chiefly based on the ceremonial side of
the Jaw—we take into account the relative character of the idea
rudimenta, according to which Judaism, when compared with
Christianity as the absolute religion, may, although a divine
institution, yet be included under the notion of oToiyeia,
because destined only for the vrjmioc and serving a transitory
propaedeutic purpose. Comp. Baur, Paulus, IL. p. 222, ed. 2;
Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 289 ; also Ritschl, altkath. K. p. T73.
Most of the older expositors, as also Olshausen, Baumgarten-
Crusius, de Wette (with many various and mistaken inter-
pretations of wéopos; see Wolf and Riickert 4n loc.), have
referred the expression merely to Judaism (the law “ as a
means of training calculated only for the age of childhood,” de
Wette, who is followed by Wieseler), whilst Koppe and Schott
only allow the analogous nature of ethnicism to be included inci-
dentally ; but, besides what has been above remarked on 7jueis,
1 Comp. Schaubach, Lec. p. 9 ff.
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these views are at variance with the idea of 700 kéomov. This
idea is, at all events, too wide to suit the law, which was given
to the people of Israel only ; whether it be taken as applying to
mankind generally (de Wette, Wieseler), or to the unbelieving
portion of mankind, in contrast to the &ywoe in a Christian
sense.! Certainly it might appear unwise (see especially
Wieseler) that Paul should have placed Judaism and heathen-
ism in one category. But, in point of fact, he has to deal
with Judaistic seductions occurring in churches chiefly Gentile-
Christian : he might therefore, with the view of more effec-
tually warning them and putting them to shame, so designate
the condition of bondage to which by these seductions they
were induced to revert, as to comprehend it in the same cate-
gory with the Aeathen cultus, from the bondage of which they
had been not long before liberated by Christianity. According
to Hofmann, the a7oiyela T. koopov are contrasted with the
promise given to Abraham of the xAnpoveuia xécpov, Rom. iv.
13. He supposes that out of the destruction of the material
elements of the present world (2 Pet. ili. 10) the olwovuévn
pé\ovoa (Heb. ii. 5) will arise, and that this will derive its
nature and character from the Spiri, the eommunication of
which is the beginning of the fulfilment of that promise.
Israel, however, has been in bondage under the material
elements of which the present world is composed, inasmich
as i what 1t did and what <t left undone it was subject to
stringent laws, which had reference to the world in its existing
materiality ; it had to conform itself to the things of this
corporeal world, whilst the promise had been made to it that
it should be lord of all things. Apart from the erroneous
application of 7jueis (see above), every essential point in this
interpretation is gratuitously introduced. In particular, the
contrast on which it is based-——mamely, that of the new world
of the aiwv which is to come—is utterly foreign not only to

1 Olshausen, feeling the difficulty which the idea of xérzues puts in the way
of the reference to Judaism, hits upon the arbitrary expedient of taking the
expression to apply to the merely cxternal and literal way of apprehending
the 0. T., which confines itself merely to the actions, without considering the
idea involved in them. *‘This was the procedure of the Judaists, and in thig
shape the Old Test. appeared not merely as the beginning of divine life, but also
as given over to the world,” ete.
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the whole context, but even to the words themselves; for, if
Paul had had this contrast in view, he must, in order not to
leave his readers wholly without a hint of it, have at least
added a Tovrov (1 Cor vii. 31, i. 20, iii. 19; Eph. ii. 2) to
Tob koouov.! It is, moreover, incorrect to discover in the
aToryeia the opposite of the future world, so far as the latter
has its nature from the Spirit. The world of the alwv ué\wv,
as the new heaven and the new earth (2 Pet. iii. 13), must
likewise be corporeally material, and must have its aToryela,
although the oyfua of the old world will have passed away
(comp. on 1 Cor. vii. 31). — suev dedovwu.] may be taken
either together, or separately; the latter is to be preferred,
because it corresponds more emphatically to the o8¢y Siadépe:
Sovhou (ver. 1) and the dmro émirpormovs éore (in ver. 2): we were
enslaved ones.

Ver. 4. "Ore 8¢ jAfe 70 mAjpwpa Tod ypévou] corresponds to
the dype Tijs wpobeap. Tod warp. (ver. 2). The time appointed
by God, which was to elapse until the appearance of Christ (¢
xpovos)—consequently the pre-Messianic period—is conceived
as a measure which was not yet full, so long as this period had
not wholly elapsed (comp. Gen. xxix. 21; Mark i 15; Luke
xxl 24; John vil 8; Joseph. Antt. vi. 4. 1, ¢t al). Hence
70 TATjpwpa Tod ypovov is: that moment of time, through which
the measure of time just mentioned became full. Comp. on Eph.
i 10, and Fritzsche ad Rom. IL p. 473.—On what historical
conditions Paul conceived that counsel as to the fulness of time
to depend (Theophylact: é7e wav eibos xaxias SicEeboiga 7
¢vaus 1) avbpwrivy édeiro epamelas. Baur: “ when mankind
was ripe for it ;” de Wette: “ conditioned by the need of cer-
tain preparations, or by the necessity of the religious develop-
ment of mankind which had reached a certain point ”), cannot,
after his view of the destination of the law which intervened
between the promise and its fulfilment (iii. 19, 24; Rom. v.
20), remain doubtful. ~Theophylact takes in substance the
right view. The need had reached its height. Comp. Chry-
sostom, ad Eph. i. 10: 8te pdhiara éuehhov dmorivabar, ToTe
Siecwbnoav. Without due ground Baur perceives here (see

1 He does not add rsdrew in Col. ii. 8, 20, just because the contrast snggrsted
by Hofmann was far from his thoughts.
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his neul. Theol. p. 173) the idea that Christianity proceeded
from a principle inherent in humanity, namely, from the ad-
vance of the mind to the freedom of self-consciousness. —
ebaméareinev] He sent forth from Himself. Ver. 6; Acts vil.
12, xi. 22, xvii. 14, et al.; Dem. 251. 5; Polyb. iii. 11. 1,
iv. 26. 2, iv. 30. 1, and frequently. The expression presup-
poses the idea of the personal pre-existence of Christ (see
Ribiger, Christol. Paul. p. 16 ; Lechler, apost. Zeit. p. 50 ;
Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 316 ff.), and therewith at the same
time His personal divine nature (Rom. viii. 3, 32; Phil ii
6; 2 Cor. vili. 9); so that <n reality the apostle’s idea
coincides with the Johannean o Adyos 7w wpos 7. Oedv and
©Ocos v 6 Adyos, but is not to be reduced to the notion of
“the ideal first man” (Hilgenfeld), whose human birth, on
account of His pre-existence, is conceived by Paul as mnot
without a certain Docetism.! This remark also applies against
the view of Beyschlag referring it to the pre-existent prototype
of man {(Christol. d. N. T. p. 220 ff)), in connection with which
the Messianic name of Son is supposed to be carried back from
the historical to the pre-historical sphere. This is at variance
with the express designation as mpwToToxos wdons kTicews
(Col. L 15), which likewise forbids us to say, with Hofmann :
“ By the very fact, that God has sent Him forth from Himself
into the world, He s the Son of God.” According to Col. i
15, He 1s, even before the creation, in the relation of Son to
the Father, as begotten by Him,—a relation, therefore, which
could not be dependent on the subsequent sending forth, or
given for the first time along with the latter. — yevouevov éx
yuvaikos] so that He was born of a woman; the relation of the
aorist participle is the same as in Phil ii. 7 f The reading
yevwwuevor—attested only by min, and otherwise feebly, al-
though recommended by Erasmus, adopted by Matthias, and
defended by Rinck—is a correct interpretation (as to the mean-
ing, but not as to the tense; see Phot. Qu. Amphil. 30), which
also occurs at Rom. i 3, in Codd. mentioned by Augustine.
Who this yury was, every reader knew; we must not, however,
say with Schott, following many of the older expositors, “de

U See, on the contrary, Rom. i. 3 ; indeed, Paul throughout is the very opposits
cf Docetisi.
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virgine sponsa dicitur” (comp. Augustine, Scrm. 16 de temp. ;
Jerome, and others); but comp. Job xiv. 1 ; Matt. xi. 11. Nor
is anything peculiar to be found in éx (“ex semine matris . . .
non viri et mulieris coitu,” Calvin; comp. Cornelius a Lapide,
Estius, Calovius, and others; Theophylact, following Basil,
Jerome, and others: éx 7is odoias avtis odua AaBovra); on
the contrary, éx is quite the wsual preposition to express the
being born (John iii. 6 ; Matt. i. 16; 1 Pet. i. 22, ¢t al.; 3
Esr.iv. 16 ; 4 Mace. xiv. 14 ; frequently used also in classical
authors with qiyveafar). This very fact, that Christ, although
the Son of God, whom God had sent forth from Himself,
entered into this life as man (Rom. v. 15; 1 Cor. xv. 21 ; Acts
xvil. 31) and—just as an ordinary man enters into temporal
life—as one born of woman, Paul wishes to bring into promi-
nence as the mode of carrying out the divine counsel. Comp.
Rom. viii. 3; Phil ii. 7. The supernatural generation which
preceded the natural birth was not here in question; its
mention would even have been at variance with the connec-
tion which points to Christ’s humiliation: it is not, however,
anywhere else expressly mentioned by the apostle, or certainly
indicated as a consequence involved in his system (Weiss).
Comp. on Rom. 1 3. Nor is it to be inferred from éfamé-
oretkev, in connection with the designation of Him who was
sent forth as the Son (Hofmann, comp. also his Sehriftbew. I
1, p. 84); because, while it is assumed that as the Son of God
He was already, before His incarnation, with God (6 Adyos 7y
wpos Tov Oedv), the mode of His incarnation—how He was
born xara capra éx oméppares david (Rom. 1. 3; comp. ix.
5; 2 Tim. il 8; Acts ii. 30)—is not defined. — ryevouevov
Umo vopov] Luther: “ made under the law;” and so most
expositors : legi subjectum. But it is arbitrary to take yevopu.
here in another sense than before ;! and the vivid emphasis of
the twice-used eyevou. is thus lost. Hence Michaelis, Koppe,
Matthies, Schott, de Wette, Lechler, rightly understand wyevopu.
as natum. Thus also, in fact, “ the beginning of an elvat Umo

! Viewed by itself, yiveefas iws with the accusative, in the sense to be subject
to, is, in a linguistic point of view, quite as correct (1 Mace. x. 38 ; Thuec. i
110. 1 ; Lucian. 4bdic. 23) as with the dative (Herod. vii. 11 ; Xen. 4nal. vii,
2. 3, vii. 7. 52 ; Thue. vil. 64. 2).
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vopoy” (Hofmann) is expressed, and expressed indeed mors
definitely. Paul desires to represent the birth of the Son of
God not merely as an ordinary hwman birth, but also as an
ordinary Jewish birth (comp. Heb. ii. 14-17); and he there-
fore says: “ born of a woman, born under the law,” so that He
was subjected to circumcision and to all other ordinances of
the law, like any other Jewish child. But God caused His
Son to be born as an ordinary man and as an ordinary Israelite,
because otherwise He could not have undergone death—either
at all, or as One cursed by the law (iii. 13), which did not
apply to those who were not Jews (Rom. i 12)—and could
not have rendered the curse of the law of none effect as regards
those who were its subjects. Comp. Rom. viii. 3 f; Heb. 1ii.
14 £ For this reason, and not merely on account of the con-
trast to Tov viov adrod (Schott), Paul has added yevou. éx quv.,
ryev. Umd vou., as a characteristic description of the humiliation
into which God allowed His Son to enter. See the sequel. —
‘With respect, moreover, to the perfect obedience of Christ o the
law, it was a preliminary condition necessary for the redeeming
power of His death (because otherwise the curse of the law
would have affected Him even on his own account); but it is
not that which is @mputed for righteousness: on the contrary,
this is purely faith in the ihacTipiov of His death. See
on iii. 13; Rom. iv. 5, 24, v. 6 ff,, ¢t al. The doctrine of
the Formula Concordiae as to the imputation of the obedientia
Christi activa (p. 685) is not borne out by the exegetical proof,
of which our passage is alleged to form part; but the atoning
death of Christ is the culminating point of His obedience to-
wards God (Rom. v. 19; Phil ii. 8; 2 Cor. v. 21), without
the perfection of which He could not have accomplished the
atonement; and the form which this obedience assumed in Him,
in so far as He was subject to the law, must have been that of
legal obedience (comp. Hofmann, Schriftbew. II. 1, p. 130).
Ver. 5. The object for which God sent forth His Son, and
sent Him indeed yevdu. éx yuvai., yevép. tmd vouov. — Tovs
Umo vopor] The Israelites are thus designated in systematic cor-
respondence to the previous yevou. vmo véuov. Comp. iii. 25,
iv. 21, v. 18 ; Rom. vi. 14. — éEayopdopn] Namely, as follows
from Tods Ume wopov, from the dominion of the law, vv. 1-3
P
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(in which its curse, iii. 11, is included), and that through ITis
death, iii. 13.  Erasmus well says: “dato pretio assereret
in libertatem.” — a Ty viofea. amordB.] The aim of this
redemption ; for of this negative Lenefit the viofecia was the
immediate positive consequence. But Paul could not again
express himself in the fhird person, because the viofesia had
been imparted to the Gentiles also, whereas that redemption
referred merely to the Jews; but now both, Jews and Gen-
tiles, after having attained the viofecia no longer vmo 7a
oTouyela Tob Koopov joay Seovhwuévor (ver. 3): hence Paul,
in the first person of the second sentence of purpose, speaks
from the consciousness of the common faith which embraced
both the Jewish and the Gentile portions of the Christian body,
not merely from the Jewish-Christian consciousness, as Hof-
mann holds on account of éoré in ver. 6. Comp. the change
of persons in iil. 14. — The viofeaia is here, as it always is,
adoption (see on Eph. 1 5; Rom. viii. 15; and Fritzsche, in
loc.)—a meaning which is wrongly denied by Usteri, as the
signification of the word allows no other interpretation, and the
context requires no other. Previously not different from slaves
(vv. 1-3), as they were in the state of wymidns, believers
have now entered into the entirely different legal relation
towards God of their being adopted by Him as children.
Comp. Weiss, bill. Theol. p. 338 f. The divine begetting (to
which Hofmann refers) is a Johanncan view; see on John
i 12. In the divine economy of salvation the gracious gift
of the viofeaila was needed in order to attain the wAnpovoula ;
while in the Zuman economy, which serves as the figure, the
heir-apparent becomes at length heir as a matter of course.
Accordingly Paul bas not given up (Wieseler) the figure on
which ver. 1 ff. was based—a view at variance with the express
application in ver. 3, and the uninterrupted continuation of the
same in ver. 4 ; but he has merely had recourse to such a free
modification tn the application, as was suggested to him by the
certainly partial difference between the real circumstances of
the case and the ficure set forth in vv. 1, 2. Comp. ver. 7.
— amondfB.] not: that we might again receive, as is the mean-
ing of dmorauP. very often in Greek authors (see especially
Dem. 78. 3; 162, 17), and in Luke xv. 27 ; for before Christ
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men never possessed the wviofesla here referred to (although
the old theocratic adoption of the Jews was never lost, Rom.
ix. 4): hence Augustine and others are in error when they
look back to the sonship that was lost in Addem. Nor must
we assume with Chrysostom, Theophylact, Bengel, and others,
including Baumgarten-Crusius, Hofmann, and Reithmayr, that,
because the viofeaia is promised, it is denoted by dmoraf. as
operropévn,—a sense which is often conveyed by the context
in Greek authors and also in the N. T. (Luke vi. 34, xxiii. 41;
Rom. i. 27; Col. iii. 24; 2 John 8), but not here, because it
is not the viofesia expressly, but the kinpovouia (iii. 29, iv. 7',
which is the object of the promise. As little can we say, with
Riickert and Schott, that the sonship is designated as fruit
(dmo=1nde) of the work of redemption, or, with Wieseler, as
fruit of the death of Jesus apprehended by faith: for while 1t
certainly 4s so in point of fact, the verb could not lead to it
without some more precise indication in the text than that
given by the mere éfaryop. On the contrary, amordB. simply
denotes: to take at the hands of any one, fo receive, as Luke
xvi. 25; Plat. Zegg. xil p. 956 D, and very frequently in
Greek authors.

Ver. 6. A confirmation of the reality of this reception of
sonship from the experience of the readers; for the éoté,
which, after the foregoing more general statement, now comes
in with its ¢ndividual application (comp. iil. 26), does not
refer to the Galatians as Gentile Christians only (Hofmann),
any more than in iii. 26-29. — 87¢] is taken by most ex-
positors, following the Vulgate, as guoniam (Luther, Castalio,
Beza, Calvin, Grotius, Bengel, Semler, Morus, Rosenmiiller,
Paulus, Olshausen, Baumgarten - Crusius, de Wette, Baur,
Hilgenfeld, Ewald, and others). And this interpretation (on
87e, because, at the beginning of the sentence, comp. 1 Cor.
xil. 15; John xx. 29, xv. 19) is the most simple, natural, and
correct ; the emphasis is laid on viof, which is therefore placed
at the end: but because ye are sons, God has sent forth the
Spirit of His Son, etc. He would not have done this, if ye
had not (through the viofesia) been wiof; thus the reception
of the Spirit is the experimental and practical divine testi-
mony to the sonship. If not sons of God, ye would not be the
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recipients of the Speret of His Son. The Spirit is the scal of
the sonship, into which they had entered through faith—the
divine onueiov attesting and confirming it; comp. Rom. viii. 16.
See also Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 340.  Others (Theophylact,
Ambrose, Pelagius, Koppe, Flatt, Riickert, Schott) take é7¢ as
that, and treat it as an abbreviated mode of saying: “ But that
Ye are sons, s certain by this, that God has sent forth,” ete.
(comp. iil. 11). This is unnecessarily harsh, and without any
similar instance in the N. T.; modes of expression like those
in Winer, p. 575 £ [E. T. 774], and Dissen, ad Dem. de Cor. p.
205, are different. Wieseler takes it as equivalent to els éxeivo,
o7i (see on Mark xvi. 14; John il 18,1ix. 17,x1. 51, xvi. 19;
1 Cor. 1. 26; 2 Cor. i 18, xi. 10): “as concerns the reality
(éoré is to have the emphasis) of your state as sons” But
this would unnecessarily introduce into the vivid and direct
character of these short sentences an element of dialectic re-
flection, which also appears in Matthias’ view. Hofmann
handles this passage with extreme violence, asserting that &7
8¢ is an elliptical protasis,—the completion of which is to be
derived from the apodosis of the preceding period, from éfaméar.
in ver. 4 onward,—that éoré vioi is apodosis, and that the fol-
lowing éfaméar. k.7.\. is the further result connected with it.
In Hofmann’s view, Paul reminds his (Gentile) readers that
they are for this reason sons, because God has done that act
ékaméaTeiker k.7 )\ (ver. 4), and because He has done it in the
way and with the design stated in ver. 4 f This interpreta-
tion is at variance with linguistic usage, because the supposed
elliptical use of 67 8¢ does not anywhere occur, and the ana-
logies in the use of ei &, etc., which Hofmann adduces—some
of them, however, only self-invented (as those from the epistles
of the apostle, 2 Cor. il 2, vilL 12)—are heterogeneous. And
how abruptly éfaméor. 0 @eos x.r.\h would stund! But, as
regards the thought also, the interpretation is unsuitable; for
they are sons, ete., not because God has sent Christ, but be-
cause they have become believers in Him that was sent (iii. 26 ;
John i 12); it is not that fact itself, but their faith in it,
which is the cause of their sonship and of their reception
of the Spirit; comp. iil. 14. To refer the sending of the
Spirit to the event of Pentecost (as Hofmann does), by which
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Cod caused His Spirit to initiate “a presence of o new Lind”
in the world, is entirely foreign to the connection; comp., on
the contrary, iii. 2, v. 14. — éfaméoreiher 6 Oeds ] for
it is 70 mvedua 76 éx Oeob, 1 Cor. il 12. Observe the sym-
metry with éfaméer. T\ in ver. 4. The phrase conveys, in
point of form, the solemn expression of the objective (ver. 4,
and subjective (ver. 5) certainty of salvation, but, in a dogmati;
point of view, the like personal relation of the Spirit, whom
God has sent forth from Himself as He sent forth Christ. —
70 Tveiua Tob viod adrod] So Paul designates the Holy Spirit,
because he represents the reception of the Spirit as the proof
of sonship ; for the Spirit of the Son cannot be given to any,
who are of a different nature and are not also viol @ecob.
Comp. Rom. viii. 9. But the Holy Spirit is the Spirit of
Clrist, inasmuch as He is the divine principle of Christ’s self-
communication, by whose dwelling and ruling in the heart
Christ Himself (comp. on 2 Cor. iii 17) dwells and rules
livingly, really, and efficaciously (ii. 20) in the children of God.
See on Rom. viii. 9, 14. Comp. the Johannean discourses as
to the self-revelation and the coming of Christ in the Paraclete.
— npdv] The change of persons arose involuntarily from the
apostle’s own lively, experimental consciousness of this blessed-
ness. Comp. Rom. vii. 4. — xpdfor] The strong word expresses
the matter as it was: with crying the deep fervour excited by
the Spirit broke forth into appeal to the Father. Comp.
Rom. viii. 15; also Ps. xxii. 3, xxviil. 1, xxx. §; Baruch iil
1,iv. 20. The Spirit Himself is here represented as crying
(it is different in Rom. lLc.), because the Spirit is so com-
pletely the active author of the Abba-invocation, that the man
who invokes appears only as the organ of the Spirit. Comp.
the analogy of the opposite case—the crying of the unclean
spirits (Mark i 26, ix. 26). — ’ABBa ¢ marijp] The usual
view taken by modern expositors,' following FErasmus and
Beza, in this passage, as in Rom. viii 15 and in Mark xiv.
36, is, that o warsp is appended as an explanation of the Ara-

1 See the usual view of the ancient expositors, following Augustine, in Luther.
““ Abba pater cur geminarit, cum grammatica ratio non appareat, placet vulgata
ratio mysterii, quod idem Spiritus fidei sit Judaeorum et gentium, duorum popu-
loruin unius Dei.”  Comp. Calvin and Bengel.
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maic A4bba for Greek readers (so Koppe, Flatt, Winer, Riickert,
Usteri, Schott) ; along with which stress is laid on the “ child-
like sound™ of the expression, so foreign to the Greek readers
(Hofmann). But see, against this view, on Rom. viii. 15, No;
"AB8a, the address of Christ the Son of God to His Father,
which had been heard times without number by the apostles
and the first believers, had become so established and sacred
in Christian prayer that it had assumed the nature of a
proper mame, so that the deep and lively emotion of the con-
sciousness of sonship could now superadd the appellative ¢
7atijp; and the use of the two in conjunction had gradually
become so habitual (Bengel appropriately remarks, “haec
tessera filiorum in Novo Testamento ”), that in Mark xiv. 36,
by an hysteron proteron, they are placed even in the mouth of
Christ. In opposition to this view, which is adopted by Hil-
genfeld and Matthias, it has been objected by Fritzsche, ad
Rom. IL p. 140, that o warijp expresses exactly the same as
the Aramaic N2¥, and that, if a8 had assumed the nature of
a proper name, this name would very often have occurred in
the N. T. and afterwards instead of @eds; and people would
not have said constantly ’ABBa o watrp, but also "4BB& o
Oecos. But these objections would only avail to confute our
view, if it were maintained that *48Ba had become in general
a proper name of God (as was ma* in the O. T. and the other
names of God), so that it would have been used at every kind
of mention of God. The word is, however, to be regarded
merely as a name wused in prayer: only he who prayed ad-
dressed God by this name; and just because he was aware
that this name was an original appellative and expressed the
paternal character of God, he added the purely appellative
corresponding term o watijp, and in doing so satisfied the
Jervour of his feeling of sonship. This remark applies also
to Wieseler's objection, that "ABBE& could only have continued
to be used as an appellative. It might become a name just
as well as, for instance, Adonat, but with the consciousness
still remaining of its appellative origin and import. Moreover,
that the address in prayer ’ABBa 6 marrp took its rise among
the Greek Jewish-Christians, and first became habitual among
them, is clear of itself on account of the Hebrew Abba. It is
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to be remarked also, that, according to the Rabbins, analogous
emotional combinations of a Hebrew and a Greek address,
which mean quite the same thing, were in use. See Erub.
£ 53. 2: ™ v (mi domine, ms klpie). Comp. Schemoth rabb.
f.140. 2: an*mp.  See Schoettgen, Hor. p. 252, Fritzzche's
view is, that the 48B4 of prayer, which had through Christ’s
use of it become sacred and habitual, was so frequently ex-
plained on the part of the teachers of the Gentile Christians,
as of Paul, by the addition of 6 marsp, that it had become a
habit with these teachers to say, ’ABB4 o warijp. But this
would be a mechanical explanation which, at least in the case
of Paul, is & prior: not probable, and can least of all be assumed
in & case where the fervid emotion of prayer' is exhibited. Paul
would have very improperly allowed himself to be ruled by
the custom. Wieseler contents himself with the strengthening
of the idea by two synonymous expressions, but this still fails
to explain why wdrep, wdrep (comp. Soph. O. C. 1101), or
warep 6 maTnp Hudv (comp. xipie 6 wlpios Hudv, Ps. viil. 2),
is not said, just as «vpee, kvpee, and the like. — On the nomi-
native with the article, as in apposition to the vocative, see
Kriiger, § 45. 2. 7.

Ver. 7. “2a7e] Inference from vv. 5 and 6. — odxéri] no
longer as in the pre-Christian condition, when thou wast in
bondage to the oToryeia 7ol xdopov. — el] The language,

addressing every reader, not merely the Gentile readers
(Hofmann), advances in its individualizing application: ver.
5, amondBwpev; ver. 6, éare; ver. 7, el. Comp. v. 26, vi 1.
— €t 8¢ vios, xai k\npovouos] But if thow art a son (and not
a slave, who does not inherit from his master), thou art also an
heir, as future possessor of the Messianic salvation, and art
so (not in any way through the law, but) through God (82
Ocod ; see the critical notes), who, as a consequence of His
adoption of thee as a son, has made thee also His heir. To
Him thou art indebted for this ultimate blessing, to be
attained by means of sonship. This &2 Oeod cannot also
apply to viés (Hofmann), so that &\\' should include all the

1 And let it be noticed, that in all the three passages where "AfBz & waxip
occurs (Rom. viii. 15; Gal. iv. 6; Mark xiv. 36), the most fervid tone of
prayer prevails.
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rest of the verse in one sentence. With e 8¢ a new sentence
begins. Otherwise Paul must have written: dAN viss, vids Sé
@v kal kK\npovéuos. Riickert unjustly blames the apostle for
having, in el 8¢ viss, xal xAnp., departed from the right track
of his thoughts, because in ver. 1 he had started at once from
the idea of xkAnpovouos. But in ver. 1 the apostle, in fact, has
not started from the Messianic idea of xkAnpovduos, but from its
lower analogue in civil life. 'With respect to the legal aspect
of the conclusion itself, e/ 8¢ vids, xai kAnp. (comp. Rom. viil.
17),—in which, by the way, the father is conceived as dividing
the inheritance during his lifetime,—the idea is not based on
the Jewish law of inheritance,' according to which the (legiti-
mately born) sons alone? if there were such,—the first-born
among these taking, according to Deut. xxi. 17, a double por-
tion,—were, as a rule, intestate heirs (see Keil, Archdol. 1L
§ 142; Ewald, Alterth. p. 238 £ ; Saalschiitz, M. R. p. 820 ).
The apostle’s idea is founded on the intestate succession of
the Roman law, with which Paul as a Roman citizen was
acquainted, as in fact it was well known in the provinces
and applied there as regarded Roman citizens. Comp. also
Fritzsche, Tholuck, and van Hengel, on Rom. viii. 17. Aec-
cording to the Roman law sons and daughters, whether born
in marriage or adopted children (and Paul conceives Christians
as belonging to the latter class), were intestate heirs. It is
evident in itself, and from iii. 28, that viss, which Paul used
here on account of its correlation with 8od\os, does not, in the
popular mode of expression, exclude the female sex. On the
whole of this subject, see C. F. A. Fritzsche, utrum Pouli
argumentatio Rom. viiL 17 et Gal. iv. 7, Hebraeo an Romano
Jure aestimanda sit, in Fritzschior. Opusc. p. 143 ff.  To assume
a mere allusion to general human laws of succession (Wieseler)
is not sufficient ; for Paul has very distinctly and clearly con-
ceived and designated the viorys of the Chruistian as a relation
of adoption, which presupposes for his conclusion as to the
heirship a special legal reference, and not merely the general

1 So Grotius, who says: ““Jure Hebr. filii tantum haeredes, sed sub illo
nomine indicantur omnes fideles cujusque sint sexus.” The fact that Christians
are the adopted children of God, is decidedly opposed to this,

2 In Prov. xvii. 2 nothing is said of adoptiow.
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and vague correlation of the ideas of childship and heirship.
The clear precision of his thought vouches for this, and it
ought not to be evaded by declaring such a legal question even
Joolish, (Hofmann),—a dogmatical judgment which is all the
more precipitate, as the specific Johannean idea of the divine
begeiting of the children of God (comp. Weiss, bibl. Theol. p.
717 ff) can by no means be found in the Pauline wvebua
viofealas? (see on Rom. viil. 15). Besides, viofecia is, and
after all remains, nothing else than the quite definite legal
idea of adoption, which separates the vio! eicmoinTol or ferci
(Pollux, iii. 21) from those begotten or yrnoio.

Ver. 8. "AA\a] Nevertheless, how fearfully at variance is
your present retrograde attitude with the fact of this divine
deliverance from your previous lost condition! This topic is
dealt with down to ver. 11. Observe that dAAd introduces
the two corresponding relations Tore wpév and viv & in con-
Junction.” — Téte] then ; reminds the readers of the past time,
in which they were still Sodhoc (ver. 7). — olk eilores Oeov]
Cause of the édovhedoare which follows. In the non-know-
ledge of God (for ok ei8or. forms one idea) lies the funda-
mental essence of the heathenism, to which the apostle’s
readers had mostly belonged. Comp. 1 Thess. iv. 5; Acts
xvil. 23, 30, ¢¢ al. As to the relation of the thought to
Rom. i. 20 f, see on that passage. — édovAedoare] The aorist
simply designates the state of bondage then existing as now
at an end, without looking at its duration or development.
See Kiihner, IL p. 73 f — 7ois ¢loer un odor Oeols] to the
gods, who by nature however are mot so! TFor, in the apostle’s
view, the realities which were worshipped by the heathen as
gods, were not gods, but demons. See on 1 Cor. x. 20. In
his view, therefore, their nature was not divine, but at the

1 The adoption into the state of children takes place on God’s part along with
justification, and is on man’s part certain to the believing self-consciousness, to
which the #vbpe wisdisias also attests it. Beyschlag (Christol. p. 222) wrongly
holds that the communication of the Spirit is itself the viefseiz. No, those who
receive the Spirit are already believing, justified, and thereby visdiras, and obtain
through the Spirit the testimony that they are vlof,—a testimony which agrees
with that of their own consciousness, svguesrvper, Rom. viii. 16.

? But so, that the thought introduced by 2i (ver. 9)is the main thougl:t.
Comp. Baeumlein, Partikell. p. 168,
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same time not of mere mundane maiter (Ewald) (comp. Wisd.
xiil. 1 ff1); it was demoniac,—a point which must have been
well known to the Galatians from his oral instruction. — The
negation denies suljectively, from the apostle’s view. Comp.
2 Chron. xill. 9: éyévero eis lepéa TG w1y dvrr Oeg.

Ver. 9. T'vovres Oeov] After ye have known God through the
preaching of the gospel. Olshausen’s opinion, that e8éres
denotes more the merely external knowledge that God is,
while yvovres signifies the inward essential cognition, is shown
to be an arbitrary fancy by passages such as John vii. 37,
viil. 55; 2 Cor. v. 16. — ua\ov 8] imo wero, a corrective
climax (Rom. viii. 34; Eph. v. 11; Jacobs, ad Ach. Zat. II. p.
955 ; Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. iii. 13. 6 ; Grimm, on Wisd. viii.
19), in order to give more startling prominence to the follow-
ing wds émwoTpédere kT, as indicating not a mere falling
away from the knowledge of God, but rather a guilty opposi-
tion to Him. — yvwofévres Imo Ocod] after ye have been known
by God. This is the saving knowledge, of which on God’s
part men become the objects, when He interests Himself on
their behalf to deliver them. Into the experience of having
been thus graciously known by God the Galatians were
brought by means of the divine work which had taken place
in them, anticipating their own volition and endeavour—the
work of their calling, enlichtenment, and conversion;! so
that they therefore, when they ZAncw God, became in that
very knowledge aware of their being known by God,—the one
being implied in the other—through their divinely bestowed
admission into the fellowship of Christ? See on 1 Cor. viil
3, xiil. 12; also Matt. vii. 23. Hofmann desires the con-
dition of the acceptance of grace to be mentally supplied; but
this is arbitrary in itself, and is also incorrect, because those,

1 Hence in point of fact Theophylact (following Chrysostom) rightly ex-
plains: wpsranplivris ixé @106,  Decause of God’s knowing them they have known
God; consequently not, ** proprio Marte vel acumine sui ingenii vel industria,
sed quia Deus misericordia sua eos praevenerit, quum nihil minus quam de ipso
cogitarent,” Calvin.

* Comp. Jgnat. ad Magnes. interpol. 1: 3’ of (through Christ) {yvwrs @iy,
pardoy 3i iw' abreb iyviofqars, Similarly, in an opposite sense, ad Smyrn. 6: &
mives dyvoobrrss apvedvras (abnegant), parror 3 Apvifnoay (alnegali sunt) io' abrov
(by Clirist),
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who are the objects of God’s gracious knowledge, are already
known to Him by means of His mpoyvwais as the credituri
and are ordained by Him to salvation (see on Rom. viii. 29 f).
But the literal sense cognoscere is not to be altered either into
approbare, amare (Grotius and others), or into agnoscere suos
(Wetstein, Vater, Winer, Riickert, Usteri, Schott, Baumgarten-
Crusius, and others) ; nmor is it to be understood in the sense
of Hophal : brought to the knowledge (Beza, Er. Schmidt, Cor-
nelius a Lapide, Wolf, Nosselt, Koppe. Flatt, and others); nor
can we, with Olshausen, turn it into the being penetrated with
the love wrought by God, which only jfollows upon the being
known by God, 1 Cor. viii. 3. Lastly, there has been intro-
duced, in a way entirely un-Pauline, the idea of the self-
recognition of the Divine Spirit in us (Matthies), or of the
consciousness of the identity of the human and the divine
knowing (Hilgenfeld). On the deliberate change from the
active to the passive, yvovres, yvwafévres, comp. Phil iii. 12.
Luther, moreover, appropriately remarks, “non <deo cognos-
cuntur guta cognoscunt, sed contra quia cogniti sunt, ideo
cognoscunt.” — mas] “ interrogatio admirabunda™ (Bengel),
as in il 12. — walw] does not mean backwards (Flatt, Hof-
mann), as in Homer (see Duncan, Zexr. ed. Rost, p. 886;
Nigelsbach 2. Ilias, p. 34, ed. 3),—a rendering opposed to the
usage of the N. T. generally, and here in particular to the
wd\w dvwber which follows; it means iterum, and refers to
the fact that the readers had previously been already in bond-
age to the ororyeia, namely, most of them as Acathen. Now
they turn indeed (fmioTpédere, present tense, as in i 6) to the
Jewish ordinances; but the heathen and Jewish elements (on
the latter, see Heb. vii. 18 f) are doth included in the cate-
gory of the orotyela Tod Kkoouov (see on ver. 3), so that Paul
is logically correct in using the wrdiw; and the hypothesis of
Nosselt (Opusc. I. p. 293 ff.; comp. Mynster in lis Al theol.
Sclr. p. 76 ; Credner, Einl, and Olshausen), that the greater
part of the readers had been previously proselytes of the
gate, is entirely superfluous, and indeed at variance with the
description of the pre-Christian condition of the Galatians
given in ver. 8; for according to ver. 8, the great mass of
them must have been purely heathen before their conversion,
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hecause there is no mention of any intermediate condition
between 7ére and viv. According to Wieseler (comp. also
Reithmayt), mdxw is intended to point back to their conversion
to Christ, so that the turning to the orovyela is designated as
a second renewed conversion (émiocTpédere), namely, in pejus.
This would yield an ironical contrast, but is rendered impos-
sible by the words ols md\ww dvwfev Sovh. Oénere. Wieseler
1s driven to adopt so artificial an explanation, because he
understands the a7otyeia as referring to the law only; and
this compels him afterwards to give an incorrect explanation
of ols. — aofevf) k. wTwyd] because they cannot effect and
bestow, what God by the sending of His Son has effected and
bestowed (ver. 5). Comp. Rom. viii. 3, x. 12 ; Heb. vii. 18,
— wdA\w dvwler] for those reverting to Judaism desired to
begin again from the commencement the slave-service of the
arovyeia, which they had abandoned; dpyals mpotépais émo-
uevor, Pind. OL x. 94. Comp. Wisd. xix. 6. Not a pleonasm,
as wmd\w éx Sevrépov (Matt. xxvi 42), wdhw adris (Hom. 71
1. 59), or Serepov adfis (Hom. II. i 513); but the repetition
is represented as a new commencement of the matter, as éx véas
avlis apyis (Plut. solert. anim. p. 959), and wdAw €€ apyijs
(Barnab. Ep. 16). It is just the same in the instances in
Wetstein. The ols is, however, the simple dative as in ver. 8
and usually with Sovhedew; it is not equivalent to év ols
(Wieseler), with SovA. used absolutely. — @éxere] ye desire,
ve have the wish and the longing for, thie servitude! Comp.
ver. 21.

Ver. 10. Facts which vouch the émioTpédere mdhw r.TA.
just expressed. — The 4nterrogative view, which Griesbach,
Koppe, Lachmann, Tischendorf, Hilgenfeld, following Battier
(Bibl. Brem. VL p. 104), take, has been again abandoned by
Usteri, Schott, and Wieseler ; and Hofmann prefers the sense
of sorrowful exclamation. But the continuance of the re-
proachful interrogative form (ver. 9) corresponds better to
the increasing pitch of surprise and amazement, and makes
ver. 11 come in with greater weight. — maparnpeiabe] Do ye
already so far realize your @énere?  Ye take care, sedulo vobis
observatis, namely, to neglect nothing which is prescribed in
the law for certain days and seasoms. Comp. Joseph. Ant.
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iil. 5. 5: waparnpeiv Tas éB8ouddas; also Dio Cass. liii. 10
(of the observance of a law). The idea superstitiose (Winer,
Dretschneider, Olshausen, and others) is not implied in wapa,
nor the praeter fidem which Bengel finds in it. — %uépas]
Sabbaths, fast and feast days. Comp. Rom. xiv. 5, 6. —
phvas] is usually referred to the new moons. But these, the
feast-days at the beginning of each month, come under the
previous category of 7uépas. In keeping with the other
points, maparnpetobar pivas must be the observance of cer-
{ain months as pre-eminently sacred months. Thus the seventh
month (Z%sri), as the proper sabbatical month, was specially
sacred (see Ewald, Alterth. p. 469 f; Keil, Adrchdol. 1. p.
368 ff.); and the fourth, fifth, seventh, and tenth months
were distinguished by special fasts. — xacpovs] DWW, Lev.
xxiii. 4. The holy festal seasons, such as those of the Pass-
over, Pentecost, and the Feast of Tabernacles, are meant;
“ quibus hoc aut illud fas erat aut nefas,” Erasmus. — éveav-
ToUs] applies to the sabbatical years (see, as to these, Ewald,
p- 488 ff.; Keil, p. 371 ff.), which occurred every seventh year,
but not to the jubilee years, which had, at least after the time
of Solomon, fallen into abeyance (Ewald, p. 501). But that the
Galatians were at that time in some way actually celebrating
a sabbatical year (Wieseler), cannot be certainly inferred from
évavr., which has in reality its due warrant as belonging to
the consistency and completeness of the theory. On the whole
passage, comp. Col. ii. 16, and Philo, de septenar. p. 286. —
From our passage, moreover, we see how far, and within what
limits, the Galatians had already been led astray.! They had
not yet adopted circumerision, but were only in danger of being
brought to it (v. 2, 3, 12, vi. 12, 13). Nothing at all is said
in the epistle as to any distinction of meats (comp. Col lLc),
except so far as it was implied in the observance of days,
ete. Usteri (comp. Riickert) is of opinion that Paul did not
mention circumecision and the distinction of meats, because
he desired to represent the present religious attitude of his
readers as analogous to their Zeatkhen condition. But, accord-

t De Wette.very arbitrarily considers that the present tense denotes, not the

reality then present, but only the necessary consequence of the irirrp. and 3sua.
#irsrs, conceived as being already present.
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ing to the comprehensive idea of the ororyela Tod wéouov,
even the mention of circumeision and the distinctions of meats
would have been in no way inappropriate to the wdAw dvwfev.
Olshausen quite arbitrarily asserts that the usages mentioned
stand by synecdoche for all.

Ver. 11. ®oBobuar duds, pprws k... not attraction (Winer,
Usteri, Olshausen, Hilgenfeld, Wieseler, Buttmann), because, if
this had been the case, Uuels must have been the subject of
primos k7 (Plat. Legg. x. p. 886 A: poBodual ye Tods poy-
Onpods . . . wj wws Vudy katappovijowow. Phaedr. p. 232 C,
Pofobuevor Tovs uév obolav kextnuévovs, ur) yprpacw abdrols
vrepSahwrrat.  Diod. Sie. iv. 40 ; Thue. iv. 1. 1; Xen. Anabd.
1L 5. 18, vil. 1. 2; Soph. Trach. 547): see the passages in
Winer, p. 581 ff. [E. T. 781 f.]; Kriiger, gramm. Unters. I11.
p. 162 ff.; Kithner, IL. p. 611. On the contrary, ¢oBoiuas
vuds is to be taken by itself, and wimws xT.\. as a more
precise definition of it: “I am afraid about you, lest perhaps
17 ete. Comp. Plat. Phaedr. p. 239 D: 7owiTor cdpa of
¢iroe . . . ¢poSBoivras (are apprehensive about it). Soph. 0. R
767: Sédoud’ éuavrov . . ., pm moNN dyav elonués [ por. It
is not without cause that Paul has added vuas, but in the con-
sciousness that his apprehension had reference not to kts own
interests (his possibly fruitless labour, taken by itself), but to
his readers; they themselves were the object of his anxiety,
their deliverance, their salvation. The mode of expression is
analogous also in a Zostile sense, eg. Xen. Hell. il. 3. 18: édo-
Botvre Tov Onpauévmy, uy qvppvelngay wpds alrov of wolirtal.
Thuc. iv. 8. 5: Tyv O¢ vijgov Tavrny poPBobuevor, uy €€ adris
Tov Tohepov odlot moidvTal. — elxh] without saving result
(iv. 11; 1 Cor. xv. 2), because ye are in the course of falling
away from the life of Christian faith, which through my labours
was instituted among yow — kexomiaxa] Perfect indicative;
for the thought was before the apostle’s mind, that this case
had actually occurred. Hermann, ad Zur. Med. 310, Elmsl. ;
Winger, p. 469 [E. T. 6317 ; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Phaed. p. 84 E.
— eis pas] for you; eis denotes the reference of the toilsome
labour which he had undergone ¢o the Galatians. Comp. Rom.
xvi 6. — Luther (1524), moreover, aptly remarks on ver. 11:
“Lacrymas Pauli haec verba spirant.”
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Ver. 12.! After this expression of anxiety, now follows the
exhortation to return, and with what cordiality of affection !

“Subito . . . 40y xal wdfy, argumenta conciliantia et moventia
admovet,” Bengel. — wiveale s éyw, oTe xdyw> ds tuels]

is explained in two ways,—either as a summons to give up
Judaistic habits, or as a summons to love. The correct inter-
pretation is: “ Become as I, become free from Judaism as I am,
Jor I also have become as you; for I also, when I abandoned
Judaism, thereby became as a Gentile (ii. 14; Phil. iii. 7 f),
and placed myself on the same footing with you who were
then Gentiles, by non-subjection to the Mosaic law. Now
render to me the reciprocum, to which love has a claim.” So
Koppe, Winer, Usteri, Neander, Fritzsche, de Wette, Hilgenfeld.
This interpretation is not only in the highest degree suitable
to the thoughtful delicacy of the apostle—who might justly
(in opposition to Wieseler's objection) represent his former
secession from Judaism as a service rendered to his readers (as
Gentiles), because he had in fact seceded to be a converter of
the Gentiles—Dbut is the only explanation in harmony with the
words and the context. ’Evyevounv must be supplied in the
second clause, and to take it from yiveafe is just as allowable
as in 1 Cor. xi. 1 (in opposition to Hofmann). Comp. Phil
ii. 5; and see generally, Kriiger, § Ixii. 4. 1; Winer, p. 541 £.
[E. T. 728]; Xen. Anab. vii. 7. 13: wpoepdv dmep adrd. Asto
kdryw, comp. on 1 Cor. xi. 1. Following Chrysostom, Theodoret
and Theophylact, Erasmus (in his Paraphrase), Vatablus,
Semler, and others, also Matthies, interpret:  Become as 7,
abandon Judaism ; for I also was once a zealous adherent of it
like youw, but have undergone a change” But as éyevouny is
the only supplement which suggests itself in harmony with the
context, Paul must have written the fjunr, which on this view
requires to be supplied (as Justin. ad Graec. ii. p. 40. ed. Col.
yilveale s éyw, 6Ti Kayw Funr os Vuels), and this fugr would
in that case have conveyed the main element of the motive
(fui, nec amplius sum). But as Paul has written, the point
of the passage lies in his desire that his readers should be-
come like unto him, as he also had become like to the readers.
Schott (comp. Rosenmiiller and Flatt) correctly supplies éyevo-
¥ As to vv. 12-20, see C. F, A. Fritzsche, in Fritzschior. Opusc. p. 231 ff.
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pnv, but he again supplies éyevéofe with duels: “siquidem ego
quoque factus sum, quales vos facti estis, cum Jesu Christo
nomen daretis, abjeci studia pristina Judaismi pariter atque
vos olim abjecistis.” Incorrectly, because this would presup-
Pose that Paul was speaking to Jewish Christians, and because
the motive, thus understood, could only have been of real avail
as a motive in the event of Paul having been converted later
thau the Galatians. Jerome, Erasmus (in his .4nnotationes),
Cornelius a Lapide, Estius, Michaelis, Riickert, interpret : “ Be-
come as I, lay aside Judaism, for I also have lovingly accom-
modated myself to youw;” comp. Wieseler : “ Because I also, when
I brought the gospel to you, from a loving regard toward you
Gentiles put aside Jewish habits” (ii. 14; 1 Cor. ix. 21). So
also in substance Olshausen, Ellicott, Reithmayr, and others;
similarly also Hofmann' Against this view it may be urged,
that, in Paul's working as an apostle to the Gentiles, his
non-Judaistic attitude was a matier of principle, and not a
matter of considerate accommodation, and that long defore he
preached to the Galatians. Besides, the result would be a
dissimilar relation between the two members; for Paul cannot
require the putting away of Jewish habits as a matter of affec-
tionate consideration, but only as a Christian necessity. The
reciprocity of what is to be done under ¢.is aspect is the point
of the demand. According to Ewald, Paul says, “ As Chris-
tians, follow ye entirely my example, because I too am a simple
Cliristian and, strictly speaking, not more than you” But thus

! According to Hofmann, Paul says of himself that Le places himself on an
equalily with Lis Gentile readers (inasmuch as, where his vocation requires it, he
lives awmong the Geutiles as if he were not a Jew), and, on the other hand,
requires of them that they shall place themselves on an equality with him (and
therefore shall not live after the Jewish manner, but shall share his freedom from
the Jaw, alter Lie has accommodated himself to their position aloof from the law).
Hofmann insists, namely, on the supplying of yisepes (present), which, as well
as yivsefs, e understauds in the sense of bekaving and conducting themselves.
This sense, however, is not suitable, since the readers are really to become different,
and not merely to accomniodate themselves Lo another line of conduct; the yivseéas
would not therefore retain the same sense in the two halves of the verse. See
also, in opposition to this view, Moller on de Wette, The use of yiveedes in the
sense of se praestare is, however, in itself linguistically admissible (see Kiihner,
ad Xen. Anab. i 7. 4), but not in conformity with the proofs adduced by
Hofmann ; as to which Dissen, ad Dem. d. Cor. p. 239 f., takes the correct
view.
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the very idea that was most essential (a simple Christian)
would not be expressed. Others, including Luther, Beza,
Calvin, Grotius, Calovius, Wolf, Bengel, Zachariae, and Morus,
find the sense: “ Love me, as I love you.” But how could the
reader discover this in the words, since Paul has not yet said
a word as to any deficiency of love to him ? Beza and Grotius
wrongly appeal to the mode of designating one who is beloved
as an alter ego, an idea which @s éyd and ds Juels do not at all
convey. — adehgoi, Séopar vudv] The language of softened and
deeply moved love. The words are to be referred not to the
scquel (Luther, Zeger, Koppe, and others), in which there is
nothing besought, but to the previous summons, with which
he beseeches them to comply. — 008y pe #unrjocare] suggests
a motive for granting his entreaty yiveafe ws éyw, by recalling
their relation to him, as it had stood at the time when he first
preached the gospel to them: “ How should ye not grant me
this entreaty, since ye have done no injury to me (and certainly
therefore in this point just asked for, will not vex me by non-
compliance); but ye know,” etc. According to Chrysostom,
Theophylact, Augustine, Pelagius, Luther, Calvin, Estius,
Windischmann, and others, including Winer, the words are
intended to give an assurance that the previous severe language
had not flowed from displeasure and irritation against his
readers. But Paul has in fact already changed, immediately
before, to the tone of love; hence such an assurance here
would come in too late and inappropriately. Nor would the
o0déy ue pdiknaare, which on account of the connection with
ver. 13 evidently applies to the period of his first visit, neces-
sarily exclude a subsequent offence; so that the “ igitur non
habuy, quod vobis irascerer” (Winer), which has been discovered
in these words, is not necessarily implied in them. The fem-
poral reference of the o08év ue dikrjcare, which is definitely and
necessarily given by ver. 13, excludes also the view of Beza,
Bengel, Riickert, Ewald, and others, that Paul represents the
vexation occasioned to him by the relapse of his readers as
having not occurred (“all was forgotten and forgiven,” Ewald),
in order to encourage them by this meiosis to a compliance
with the «yivecfe @s éyw. Lastly, those interpretations are
incorrect, which, in spite of the enclitic ue, lay an antithetic
Q
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emphasis on the latter; as that of Grotius (“me privatim ™),
that of Rettig in the Stud. . K7i. 1830, p. 109 (not me, but
God and Christ), and that of Schott (nihil mihi nocuistis, vobis
tantum). Nor is Hofmann’s view more correct: that Paul,
taking occasion by a passage in the (alleged) epistle of his
readers, desired only to say to them that the oddév pe 78ikro.
was not enough ; instead of having merely experienced nothing
unbecoming from them, he could not but expect more at their
hands, for which reason they ought to recall what their attitude
to him had been at his first visit to them. In this view what
1s supposed to form the train of thought is a purely gratuitous
importation, with the fiction of a letter written by the Galatians
superadded; and the assumed strong contrast to the sequel must
have been marked by a wév after o08év (as to Plat. Rep. p. 398
A, Hartung, Partek. I p. 163, forms a right judgment), or by
a\\d instead of &, in order to be intelligible. — On d8ixeiv
with accusative of the person and of the thing, comp. Acts
xxv. 10; Philem. 18; Wolf, Lept. p. 343 ; Kiihner, ad Xen.
Anab. i 6. 7.

Vv. 13, 14. Contrast to the preceding o08év pe #8tk. Comp.
Chrysostom: “Ye have done nothing to injure me; but ye
doubtless know, that I on account of weakness of the flesh
preached the gospel to you the former time, and that ye,” ete.
— & dobéveiav Tis gapros] The only correct explanation,
because the only one agreeable to linguistic usage, is that
adopted by Flatt, Fritzsche, Hilgenfeld, Wieseler, and others,
also by Winer, Gramm. p. 373 [E. T. 499], on account of weak-
ness of the flesh:! so that it is clear, that on Paul’s first
journey through Galatia (Acts xvi. 6) he was compelled by

1 Bengel also translates correctly : *“ propter infirmitatem,” but erroneously
explains that the weakness was not indeed *‘causa praedicationis ipsius,” but
$‘adjumentum, cur P. efficacius praedicaret, cum Galatae facilius rejicere posse
viderentur.” Similarly, but still more incorrectly, Schott, who detects an
““acumen singulare” in Paul’s saying: “‘per ipsam aegritudinem carnis doctri-
nam divinam vobis tradidi;" for the fact that Paul, although sick, had preached
very zealously, had been of great influence in making his preaching more suc-
cessful. In this interpretation everything is mistaken : for 3¢ must have been
used with the genitive; the *“ipsam’ and the thought of successful preaching
are quite gratuitously imported ; and the whole of the alleged ¢‘acumen ™ would
be completely out of place here, where Paul wishes to remind his readers of their
love then shown to Lim, and not of the efficacy of his preaching.
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reason of bodily weakness to make a stay there, which pro-
perly did not form a part of his plan; and that during this
sojourn, forced on him by necessity, he preached the gospel to
the Galatians. How he suffered, and from what cause, whether
from natural sickness (comp. 2 Cor. xil. 7)! or from ill-treat-
ment which he had previously endured on account of the
gospel (comp. Gal. vi. 17), we do not know. The mention
of an nvoluntary or rather gquite wunpremeditated working
among the Galatians is not opposed to the apostle’s aim (as
Riickert objects), but favourable to it ; because the love which
received him so heartily and joyfully must have been all the
greater, the less it depended on the duty of befitting grati-
tude for a benefit previously destined for the recipients, and
for exertions made expressly on their account. Many others
have understood dwd as denoting the apostle’s condition: “amidst
bodily weakness” which is then referred by some, and indeed
most expositors, following Chrysostom and Luther, to persecu-
tions and sufferings, by others to his insignificant appearance
(Calvin), by others to sickness (Riickert, Matthies, Olshausen,
Ewald; comp. also in Jerome), and by others even to embar-
rassment and perplexity on account of the strange circumstances
(Baumgarten-Crusius). But in this case 8:d must have been
used with the genitive (see Matthiae, p. 1353 ; Fritzsche, ad
Rom. 1. p. 138); for expressions such as &z ddua, Sia vikra,
84 ordua, 8 aifépa, kT, in which &d denotes stretching
through, are merely poetical (see Schaefer, ad Mosch. 4. 91;
Bernhardy, p. 236 £ ; Kiihner, II. p. 282). We should be
obliged to think of the occasioning state (as in dia Tobro, Sia
moAAd, «.7.\.), which would just bring us back to our inter-
pretation. Hence we must reject also the explanation of
Grotius: “per varios casus, per mille pericula rerum perrexi,
ut vos instituerem.”  Others still have gone so far as to refer
80 dof. This capxds to weakness of the Galatians, to which Paul
accommodated himself. So Jerome, Estius, Hug, and Rettig lec.
p- 108 ff.: “I have preached to you on account of the weakness of
your jflesh,” which is supposed to mean: “I have in my preach-

1 In respect to 2 Cor. Le., Holsten, in Hilgenfeld's Zeitschrift, 1861, p. 250 f.,
conceives it to refer to epileptical disturbances of the circulatory and nervous
system, such as occur among visionaries, Comp. his Ev. d. Paul. u. Petr. p. 85.
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ing had respect to the infirmity of your flesh.” Utterly mis-
taken: Dbecause Paul must necessarily have added a modal
definition to elnyy. (even if it had only been an oiirws), or
must have written wat dgf. instead of &' dcf.; moreover, év
TH capxi wov in ver. 14 shows that Paul meant the doféveia
TS @apxos to apply fo himself. — To wpdrepor] may mean
either: earlicr, at an earlier time, so that it would be said
from the standpoint of the present (Thuc. i 12. 2: v viv
Bowrtiav, mpotepov 8¢ Kadunida iy xahovuévmp, Isocr. de
pace, § 121 and Bremi in loc.), which in relation to the past
is the later time (John vi 62, vii 51,ix. 8; 2 Cor. i 15;
1 Tim i 13; 1 Pet. i 14; Heb. x. 32; LXX. Deut. ii. 12
1 Chron. ix. 2; 1 Mace. xi. 27); or the former time, so that
the same fact (the preaching) took place twice (Heb. iv. 6,
vil. 27). It is interpreted in the former sense by Usteri and
Fritzsche, and in the latter by Koppe, Winer, Riickert, Matthies,
Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, Wieseler, Hilgenfeld, Ewald,
Hofmann, and others.! The latter is the correct view, so that
T0 wpbTepoy presupposes a second sojourn of the apostle among
the Galatians. For if he had preached among them only once,
7o mpoTepoy would have been quite an idle, superfluous addi-
tion. But Paul adds it just in order to denote quite distinctly
his first visit, during which he founded the churches (Acts
xvi 6): at his second visit (Acts xviil. 23), the happy expe-
riences which he had enjoyed 7o mpérepor were not repeated
in such full measure; the churches were already tainted by
Judaism. Comp. Introd. § 2, 3. Fritzsche, indeed, maintains
that vv. 18, 19 imply that Paul before the composition of
the epistle had only once visited the Galatians; but see on
ver. 19.

Ver. 14. Still dependent on &7, as is logically required by
the contrast to obdév pe %8k, which is introduced by oiSate 8¢,
é1e. — Tov Tewpacuov Vudv év T4 gapkl pov k.T] As to the
reading Judv, see the critical notes. The sense is: that ye
were put to the proof as respected my bodily weakness (namely, as

! The older expositors, translating it jam pridem (Vulzate), or prius (Erasmus,
Peza, Calvin), or antea (Castalio), do not for the most part attempt any more
precise explanation. Luther : ““ for the first time.” Chrysostom, Theodoret,
and Theophylact do not give any explanation of =4 mpir.
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to your receiviug and accepting my announcements, demands,
ete, notwithstanding this my suffering and impotent appear-
ance ; see the antithesis, aAN ds «.7.\.) ; this proof ye have not
rejected with disdain and aversion, but on the contrary have
submitted yourselves to it so excellently, that ye recetved me os
an angel of God, as Christ Jesus. The xal is not and yet
(Koppe, Winer, Matthies), but the simple and, continuing the
address (oidate, 87¢ kT N). — év 75 caprl pov] is the more
precise definition of 7ov mespagu. dudv, specifying wherein the
readers had to undergo a trial,—mnamely, in the fact of Paul's
having then preached to them in such bodily weakness. Comp.
Plat. Phal. p. 21 A: é ool mepwpeda, upon thee we would
make the trial. Hom. Il xix. 384, meprifln . . . év évreou.
Comp. also BacavilecOas év, Plat. Pol. vi. p. 503 A. Hence év
75 oapxi did not require the connecting article, as it is in
reality blended with Tov metpacudy dudv so as to form one idea.
See on iii. 26. And the definition of the sense of év 13 capr
pov is derived from &' dobéveiav Ths capxés in ver. 13.
Fritzsche, l.c. p. 245, objects to the sense which is given by
the reading Judv: 1. sententiam ab h. I abhorrere. But how
aptly does the negative assertion, that the Galatians, when
they were put to the trial by the apostle’s sickness, did not
despise and reject this trial, correspond with the positive idea,
that, on the contrary, they have received him as an angel of
God! And how suitable are the two ideas together to the
previous odév pe ndikrjoare! 2. Sententiam verbis parum
aptis conceptam esse ; expectaras kalds vmepelvaTte But this
xal®s Umepelvare is in fact most exhaustively represented by the
negative and positive testimony taken fogether; the negative
testimony expresses the acceptance, and the positive the stand-
ing, of the mewpagucs. 3. The sense does not suit the following
@\ . . . é0éfacBé pe. But even with the adoption of the
reading vu@v the rejection of the apostle is in point of fact nega-
tived ; hence 7ov wewpacuor tudy . . . éferTicare cannot be
inappropriate to the édéfacé we which follows. Lachmann
(comp, Buttmann in Stud. u. Krit. 1860, p. 379) makes «ai
Tov Tepac. Y. €v T. 0. p. dependent on oidarte (placing a
colon after év 15 capxi pov), whereby the flow of the discourse
is quite unnecessarily broken.— éfemrrioare] expresses the sense
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of €fovd. figuratively and by way of climax, adding the idea
of detestation. Comp. Rev. iii. 16, and the Latin despuere,
respuere.  So forcible an expression of the negative serves to
give the greater prominence to the positive counterpart which
follows. In the other Greek writers, besides the simple
wroew (Soph. Ant. 649. 1217), there occur only ratamriew
Tewos, amortéew Twd (4 Mace. iiil. 18 ; Eur. Zroad. 668, Hec.
1265 ; Hes. &y. 724), and Siamrrdew 7ovd (in Philo also mapa-
arrvew) in this metaphorical sense (see Kypke, IL p. 280;
Ruhnk. Ep. erit. p. 149 ; Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 17); but éx-
wrvew is always used in the proper sense (Hom. Od. v. 322;
Aristoph. Vesp. 792 ; Anthol. Theodorid. 2 ; Apoll. Rhod. 478),
as also éumriew 7wl (Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 17). Even in the
passage quoted by Kypke, Plut. de fort. vel wvirt. Alex. L p.
328, it is used in the proper sense, because damep yahwov
stands beside it. 'We are bound to acknowledge this devia-
tion from the Greek usage, and it must be considered as caused
by éfovd., as in fact Paul is fond of repeating, not without
emphasis, compounds presenting the same preposition (ii. 4,
13; Rom. il 18, xi. 7, et al.). — ds Xpiorov "Incoiv] a climax
added asyndetically in the excitement of feeling, and present-
ing to a still greater extent than és dyyel. @eod (Heb. i 4;
PLil. ii. 10; Col i 16) the high reverence and love with
which he had been received by them, and that as a diwvine
messenger. Comp. Matt. x. 40; John xiii, 20. Observe
also, that even among the Galatians Paul doubtless preached
in the first instance to the Jews (whose loving behaviour
towards the apostle was then shared in by the Gentiles also) ;
hence the comparison with an angel and with Christ in our
passage is in keeping with the apostle’s historical recollection,
and does not render it at all necessary to assume an JoTepov
mporepoy in the representation, which would thus anticipate
the already Christian view.

Note—According to the Recepta s wep. pov rbv év 7. 0. ., O,
as the first wou has special evidence against it, according to the
reading riv wep. Tov év 7. 0. w., the explanation must be: “ My
bodily temptation ye have not despised or disdainfully rejected,”
that is, “ Ye have not on account of my sickness, by which I
Lave been tried of God, rejected me, as the bodily impotence
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in which it exhibited me to you might have indnced you to
do.” Taken by itself, this sense, and the mode of expressing
it, would be suitable enough (in opposition to Wieseler), even
without the hypothesis, based on é£exr., of some nauseous sick-
ness (in opposition to Fritzsche).

Ver. 15. Of what nature, then, was your self-congratulation ?
A sorrowful question! for the earnestness with which the
Galatians had then congratulated themselves on the apostle’s
account, contrasting so sadly with their present circumstances,
compelled him to infer that that congratulation was nothing
but an effervescent, fleeting, and fickle excitement. Hence
the reading mod odwv (see the critical notes) is a gloss in sub-
stance correct; comp. Rom. iii. 27. Others explain it: On
what was your self-congratulation grounded? Why did you
pronounce yourselves so happy? So Bengel, Koppe, Winer,
Matthias, and Schott.! In this case gualis would have to be
taken in the peculiar sense: how caused, which, however,
would require to be distinctly suggested by the context.
Others still, as Erasmus, Luther, Beza, Piscator, Calovius,
‘Wolf, and including Baumgarten-Crusius, Hilgenfeld, Reiche,
‘Wieseler, interpret : “ How great (comp. Eph. i. 14) therefore
was your congratulation! how very happy you pronounced
yourselves!” But then the dore in ver. 16 would be deprived
of its logical reference, which, according to our interpretation,
is contained in 7is odv ¢ warap. bu. And the words would, in
fact, contain merely a superfluous and feeble exclamation. —
The parxapiouds (comp. Rom. iv. 6, 9), with which dudv stands
as the genitive of the subject (comp. Plat. Rep. p. 590 D), and
not as the genitive of the object (Matthias),—for the object is
obvious of itself,—refers to the circumstance that they had
congratulated themselves, not that they had been congratulated by
Paul and others (Jerome, Theodoret, Theophylact, Oecumenius),
or even that they (the Galatians) had congratulated the apostle
(Estius, Locke, Michaelis). See the sequel. The word, synony-
mous with eddatpoviauds, is never equivalent to paxapiorns
(Erasmus, Luther, Piscator, Homberg, Calovius, comp. Olsh.).

1 Schott, in opposition to the context, and all the more strangely seeing that
he does not even read 4y, but merely supplies it, lays stress upon this 3v: *“illo
tempore, nunc non item,;"” comp. Occumenius.



248 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE GALATIANS.

— papTupd yap Juiv k7] justification of the expression just
used, 0 pakapiauos Sudy. — Tols opbakuols k.rA.] A descrip-
tion of the overwhelming love, which was ready for any sacri-
fice. Such proverbial modes of expression, based upon the
high value and indispensableness of the eyes (Prov. vii. 2;
Ps. xvii. 8 ; Zech. ii. 8; Matt. xviii. 9; and comp. Vulpius and
Doering, ad Catull. i. 3. 5), are cwrrent in all languages.
Nevertheless, Lomler (in the Annal. d. gesammi. theol. Lit,
1831, p. 276), Riickert, and Schott have explained the pas-
sage quite literally : that Paul had some malady of the eyes,
and here states that, if it had been possible, the Galatians
would have given him their own sound eyes. But comsider-
ing the currency of the proverbial sense, how arbitrarily is
this view hazarded, seeing that nowhere else do we find a trace
of any malady of the eyes in the apostle!! Riickert and
Schott, indeed, found specially on €/ Swwatdr, and maintain
that, to express the meaning of the ordinary view, Paul must
have written: “if it had been necessary” But in any case
the idea was a purcly imaginary one, and as a matter of fact
practically tmpossible (a8ivarov); if Paul, therefore, had said: “if
it had been necessary,” he would at any rate have expressed him-
self unswitably. Besides, e Suvatdv expresses the self-sacrificing
love in a yct far stronger degree. And, if Paul had not spoken
proverbially, the whole assurance would have been so Ayper-
bolical, that he certainly could not have stood sponsor for it
with the earnest paprupd vuiv. — éfopvf.] the standing word
for the extirpation of the eyes. See Judg. xvi. 21; 1 Sam.
xi. 2; Herod. viii. 116 ; Joseph. A4ntt. vi. 5. 1; Wetstein, <n
loc. — édwraté poi] namely, as property, as a love-pledge of
the most joyful self-sacrificing devotedness, not for use (Hof-
mann, following older expositors),—a view which, if we do not

! Lomler and Schott trace back the alleged disease of the eyes to the
blindness at Damascus, and identify it with the exirey) (2 Cor. xii. 7). The
latter idea is just as mistaken as the former. For the sziroyy was, in the
apostle’s view, an operation of Satan, whereas the blindness at Damascus arose
from the effulgence of the celestial Christ. And this blindness, as it had arisen
supernaturally, was also supernaturally removed (Acts ix. 17, 18). That a
chronic malady of the eyes should have been left behind, would be entirely
opposed to the analogy of the N. T. miracles of healing, of which a complete cure
was always the characteristic,
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explain it of a discase of the eyes in the apostle’s case, leads
to a monstrous idea. Without é&v (see the critical notes) the
matter is expressed as more indubitable, the condition con-
tained in the protasis being rhetorically disregarded. See Her-
mann, ad Soph. El 902; de part. av, p. 70 ff.; Bremi, ad
Lys. Ezc. IV. p. 439 £.; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Symp. p. 198 C;
Buttmann in the Stud. . Krit. 1858, p. 490. But Ellendt
(Lez. Soph. I. p. 125) well remarks, “ Sed cavendum, ne in
discrimine utriusque generis, quod pertenue est, constituendo
argutemur.”

Ver. 16. "Rare] Accordingly; the actual state of things which,
to judge from the cooling down—which that painful question
(rls odv o pakapioucs udv ;) bewails—in the self-sacrificing
love depicted in vv. 14, 15, must have superseded this love, and
must now subsist.! The words contain a profoundly melancholy
exclamation: “ Accordingly, that is my position ; I am become
your enmemy!” etc. So great a change has the relation, pre-
viously so rich and happy in confidence and love, experienced
by the fact that <t is my business to speak the truth to yow (mark
the present participle dAnfedwr). This conduct which I pursue
towards you, instead of confirming your iunclination towards
me and confidence in me, has taken them away; I have
become your encmy! To place (with Matthias) a note of in-
terrogation after réyova, and then to take ainf. Juiv as an
exclamation (an enemy, who tells you the truth!), breaks up
the passage without adequate ground. Utterly groundless,
illogical, and unprecedented (for the dare of an inferential
sentence always follows the sentence which governs it) is the
inversion forced upon the apostle by Hofmann, who makes
out that dore «.7. is dependent on {yrobow duds: “so that
I am now your enemy, of I tell you truth, they court you;” it
is the result of these courtings, that, when the apostle agree-
ably to the truth tells his converts (as in i 8 f) what is to
be thought about the teaching of his opponents (?), he thereby

1 Sgas cannot specify a reason, as Wieseler thinks, who, anticipating ver. 17,
explains: ““For no other reason than because ye pronounced yourselves so happy
on my account, am I (according to the representation of the false teachers) bea

come your enemy,” etc. Wieseler therefore takes dews, as if it had been 3.z
70;7’0-
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comes to stand as their enemy. In this interpretation the
special reference of dinfedwy vuilv is purely gratuitous. To
explain the dore consecutivum with the indicative the simple
rule is quite sufficient, that it is used de 7e facta; and the
emphasis of the relation which it introduces lies in its betoken-
ing the gquality of the preceding, to which the consccutivim
refers. Comp. Ellendt, Lex. Soph. 1L p. 1012: “ Rem qualis
sit, addita rev consequentis significatione definit.” Hofmann in-
creases the arbitrary character of his artificial exposition by
subsequently, in ver. 17, separating o xa\ds from &nhodow
vuas, and looking upon these words as an opinion placed
alongside of dare éxbp. Uu. oéy, respecting this mode of
courting. His interpretation thus presents at once a vio-
lent combination and a violent separation. — éyfpos vudv]
The context permits either the passive sense: hated by yow
(de Wette, Windischmann, and older expositors), or the active:
your enemy (Vulgate, Beza, Grotius, and many others; also
Riickert, Matthies, Schott, Hilgenfeld, Ewald, Hofmann) ; the
latter, however, so taken that éyfp. Judv yéyova is said in ac-
cordance with the (altered) opinion of the readers. This active
interpretation is to be preferred, because the usage among
Greek authors (and throughout in the N. T. also) in respect
to the substantive éyfpos with the genitive is decisive in its
favour (Dem. 4359. 19. 1121. 12; Xen. Anab. iii. 2. 5, de
venat. 13. 12 ; Soph. 4j. 554). From the time of Homer,
éxfpos means hated only with the dative (Xen. Cyrop. v. 4.
50; Dem. 241, 12. 245. 16; Lucian, Sacrif. 1; Herodian.
itl. 10. 6), which either stands beside it or is to be mentally
supplied (Rom. v. 10, xi. 28 ; Col i 21). — ryéyova] To what
time does this change (having become), which by the perfect is
marked as continuing, refer? It did not occur in conse-
quence of the present epistle (Jerome, Luther, Koppe, Flatt,
and others), for the Galatians had not as yet read it; mnor
at the first wisit, for he had then experienced nothing but
abundant love. It must therefore have taken place af the
second wvisit (Acts xviil 23), when Paul found the Galatian
churches already inclined to Judaism, and in conformity with
the truth could no longer praise them (for only émawérns Tob
Sikaiov annbeder, Plat. Pol. ix. p. 589 C), but was compelled
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to blame their aberrations. — éAnbfedwy uiv] For “ wveritus
odium parit” (Terent. Andr. 1. 1. 40), and épyilovrac dmavres
Tols perd mappnolas T arndf Aéyovor (Lucian, Abdic. 7). As
to aanbedew, to speak the truth, see on Eph. iv. 15.

Ver. 17. The self-seeking conduct of the Judaizing teachers
(i. 7), so entirely opposed to the dAnfevwy uiv. The fact that
they are not named is quite in keeping with the emotion and
irritation of the moment; “ nam solemus suppresso nomine de
iis loqui, quos nominare piget ac taedet,” Calvin. — &{yhobow
vuas| that is, they exert themselves urgently to win you over
to their side; they pay their court to you zealously. So, cor-
rectly, Erasmus, Castalio, Er. Schmid, Michaelis, and others,
including Flatt, Winer, Usteri, Schott, Fritzsche, Olshausen,
Baumgarten- Crusius, de Wette, Ewald, Wieseler, and Iof-
mann. For the contrast to the behaviour of the apostle har-
monizes well with this sense; which is also accordant with
linguistic usage, since {y\ow with the accusative means fo be
zealous about a person or thing, and obtains in each case the
more precise definition of its import from the context; Dem.
1402. 20. 500. 2; Prov. xxiv. 1; Wisd, 1. 12; 1 Cor. xii
31; and see Wetstein. Next to this interpretation comes
that of Calvin, Beza, and others, including Riickert (comp.
Vulgate: acmulantur): they are jealous of you (2 Cor. xi. 2
Ecclus. ix. 1). Taking it so, it would not be necessary to
conceive of Paul and his opponents under the figure of wooers
of the bride (the bridegroom being Christ; see on 2 Cor.
xi. 2), of which nothing is suggested by the context; but it
may be urged against this explanation, that va adTods fyrodre
is not appropriate in the same sense. This remark also applies
to the interpretation of Koppe and Reithmayr, following Am-
brose, Jerome, and Theodoret: “they envy yow (Acts vii. 9),
are full of an envious jealousy of your freedom;” and to
that of Chrysostom and Theophylact: they vie with you (comp.
Borger) ; Giros pév éoTw dyallos Srav Tis dpetny pipdiral Tivos,
&iros 8¢ ob kalds, Stav Tis omweldn éxBakelv Tis dpetijs ToV
katopfodvra (Theophylact). The factitive explanation: they
make you to be zealous (Matthias), is opposed to linguistic usage,
which only sanctions wapafnhow, and not the simple verb,
in this sense. — o0 xaAds] not i a morally fasr, honourable
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way, as would have been the case, if it had been done for your
real good. — éxkheloar] To exclude ;' they desire to debar
yow; in this lies the wickedness of their {Hros. The ques-
tion which arises here, and cannot be set aside (as Hofmann
thinks): Exclude from what? is answered by the emphatic
altovs which follows, namely, from other tcachers, who do not
belong to their clique? These “other teachers” are naturally
those of anti-Judaizing views, and consequently Paul himself
and his followers; but the hypothesis that Paul only is referred
to (“a me meique communione,” Winer; so also Luther,
Calvin, Grotius, Bengel, Kypke, Michaelis, Riickert, Olshausen,
Reiche, and others) is the less feasible, as the very idea of
éxxeioas in itself most naturally points to a plurality, to
an association. Since the adrovs which follows applies to the
false teachers as feachers, we must not conceive the exclusion
(with Borger and Flatt) as from the whole body of Christians,
nor (with Schott) as from all Christians thinking differently ;
comp. Hilgenfeld: “from the Pauline church-union.” It is
arbitrarily taken by Chrysostom, Oecumenius, and Theo-
phylact, as exclusion from the state of true knowledge; by
Erasmus and Cornelius a Lapide, from Christian freedom ;
by Luther (1519), a Christo et fiducia ejus; by Matthies,
from the Lingdom of truth (comp. Ewald: from genuine Chris-
tianity) ; by Wieseler and Reithmayr, from the Zingdom of
heaven ; by Matthias, from salvation by jfaith. All inter-
pretations of this nature would have needed some more
precise definition. Koppe falls into a peculiar error: “a
consuetudine et familiaritate sua arcere vos volunt” (il 12).
— Wa alrovs {probre] As lva is used here with the present

1 Syr. translates includere, and consequently read iyxisiras. This would
mean: they desire to include you in their circle, so that ye should not get free
from them and come to associate with other teachers, Thus, in point of
fact, the same sense would result as in the case of ixxAticas, only regarded
from a different point of view. Fritzsche’s reference of iyxa. to the legis
Mos. carcerem is not suggested by the context. The reading is altogether
so weakly attested, that it can only be looked upon as an ancient error of
transcription.

2 The wish expressed by Erasmus in his Annott.: ‘ Utinam hodie nulli sint
apud Christianos in quos competat haec Payli querimonia!l” is still but too
applicable to the present day.
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indicative, it cannot mean in order that;' but must be the
particle of place, ubi (Valckenaer, ad Herod. ix. 27: la Soxées
#.7A). This ubt may, however, mean either: <n which position
of things ye are zealous for them (my former explanation), as
in 1 Cor. iv. 6 (see on that passage, and Ellendt, Lex. Soph.
I p. 839); or, in its purely local sense: “ they wish to debar
you there, where you are zealous for them,”—namely, in
the Judaistic circle, in which 1t 1s they themsclves who are
zealously courted by you, whose favour you have to seek, etc.
The latter view, as the simplest, is to be preferred. On the
usual explanation of {va as a particle of design, recourse is had
to the assumption of an abnormal construction of degenerate
Greek (Winer, Olshausen, Hilgenfeld, Wieseler, Hofmann,
Reithmayr, and others); or of a mistake on the part of the
author or of the transcriber (Schott); or, with Fritzsche, to the
reading {yAdTe (which only 113 and 219** have). But all
these makeshifts are quite as arbitrary as the assumption of a
faulty formation of mood (Riickert, Matthies). The interpreta-
tion of fa as wbt is based not on an “exaggerated. philological
precision,” * but on a linguistic necessity, to which the cus-
tomary interpretation, yielding certainly a sense appropriate
enough in itself, must give way, because the latter absolutely
requires the subjunctive mood.

Ver. 18. Paul knew that the state of things mentioned in ver.
17 was but too assuredly based upon reality. So long as he
had been with them (on the first occasion, and still even during
his short second visit), the Galatians had shown zeal <n that
which was good, viz. in the actual case: zeal for their apostle
and his true gospel, as was their duty (consequently what was

1 Zaxobrs is not the Attic future (Jatho). See Winer, p. 72 [E. T. 88]; Butt-
mann, p. 38, In Thue. ii. 8. 3, and iii. 58. 4, ixevdepoias and ipnuoizs are presents;
see Kriiger in loc.

2 As Hilgenfeld thinks, who appeals in favour of he, uf, with the indicative
to Clem. Hom. xi. 16: v undly vy mparxvvovpivay doriipxv.  This is certainly not
“¢ philological precision,” but inattention to linguistic fact; for in this Clemen-
tine passage the quite customary ¥z, ut, is used with the indicative of the preterite,
*“quod tum fit, quando ponitur aliquid, quod erat futurum, si aliud quid factum
csset, sed jam non est factum,” Klotz, ad Devar. p. 630 f. ; Herm. ad Viger.
p. 850f. ; Kiihner, II. § 778. 'With regard to the respective passages from
Barnabas and Ignatius, in support of iz with the present indicative, see on 1
Cor. iv. 6.
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morally right and good). But after his departure this zeal
veered round in favour of the Judaizing teachers and their doc-
trine. Hence the apostle continues, giving a gentle reproof,
and for that reason expressing the first half of the sentence
merely in a general form: “ Good, howcver, is the becoming
zealous tn a good thing always, and not merely during my presence
with you ;” that is, “ It is good when zealous endeavours are
continuously applied in a good cause, and not merely,” etc.
The chief emphasis rests on this mavrore with its antithesis.
The special form, in which Paul has clothed his thought,
arises from his inclination for deliberately using the same
word in a modified shade of meaning (Rom. xiv. 13; 1 Cor.
iii. 17, et al.; comp. Wilke, Rhetor. p. 343 £). But the very
point of this mode of expression requires that {7Aodcfas should
not be taken in a sense essentially different from the correct
view of it in ver. 17; consequently neither as tnvidiose trac-
tari (Koppe), nor as fo endure envy (Rickert), which, besides,
cannot be conveyed by the simple passive. In Usteri’s view
Paul intends to say, “ How much was I not the object of your
Gios (zeal and interest), when I was with you! Butif it
should cease again so soon after my departure from you, it
must have lost much of its value.” But the very xal uy povov
& 7% mapeival pe mwpos uds plainly shows that Paul did not
conceive himself as the object of the {niolobas; in order to
be understood, he must have added this ue to &protebas, since
there was no previous mention of Aimself as the object of the
&ros. This ohjection also applies to the view of Reiche,
although the latter takes it more distinctly and sharply:
* Bonum, honestum et salutare (vi. 9; 1 Cor. vil. 1; 1 Thess.
v. 21), wero est, expeti akiorum studio ef amore, modo et consilio
honesto, év xard (conf. 2 Cor. xi. 2; @eod &i\y), idque continuo
ac semper wdvTote, nec tantum praesente me inter vos.” But év
kare' cannot mean “ mado et consilio honesto” (this is expressed
by xaAds in ver. 17); it denotes the olject of the &nhodoba,
and that conceived of as the sphere in which the {yhodafas takes
place. Schott interprets, unsuitably to the xai uy povov KT\,

1°E, read, used adverbially, means either at the fit ¢ime (Plat. Pol. ix. p.
§71 B; Xen. Hell. iv. 3. 5) or at the suitable place (Xen. Hell. ii. 1. 25), and
in general, fitly (see Sturz, Lex. Xen. I1. p. 643), but docs not occur in the N, 'T,
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which follows: “ Laudabile est, quovis tempore appeti vel trahs
ad partes alicujus, si agitur de bono et bonesto colendo.” So also,
in substance, de Wette, with relation to the passive demeanour
of the Galatiang, and with an extension of the idea of the verb:
“ 1t 4, however, beautiful to be the olject of zealous attention
in what is good,” by wiich are indicated the qualities and
advantages on account of which people are admired, loved,
and courted.! Similarly Ewald: “ It is beautiful fo be the
object of zealous love in what is beautiful” &yrobow and
Eyhovre in ver. 17 being understood in a corresponding sense.
But this interpretation also does not harmonize with the xai
un povov k.t which follows; and hence Ewald changes the
idea of {yrodobac into that of being worthy of love, and conse-
quently into the sense of {pAwrov elvar. Hofmann over-refines
and obscures the correct apprehension of the passage, by
bringing ver. 18, in consequence of his erroneous reference of
wote éxfpos k.TA. (see on ver. 16), into connection with thig
sentence, considering the idea to be: “ Just as his person had
formerly been the object of their affection, it ought to have
remained so, instead of his now being their enemy in conse-
quence of the self-seeking solicitude with which his opponents
take pains about them if he speaks to them the truth. For in
his case the morally good had been the ground, on account of
which he had been the object of their loving exertion,” etc. The
earlier expositors,” as also Olshausen and Matthias (the latter
in keeping with his factitive interpretation of the active),
mostly take {yAobofac as middle, in sense equivalent to
Enhodv, with very different definitions of the meaning? but
Inconsistently with the wusus loquends.

1 Theophylact (comp. also Chrysostom and Theodoret) has evidently under-
stood the passage substantively, just as de Wette: vovro zivivrsras, ds &pz Inrwrol
vicay waeiy bxi vh veAusrari.  Linguistically unobjectionable. Comp. Xen. Mem.
il. 1. 19: trauvopivovs x. Lnrovpivovs baro awy drdwy. Sympos. 4. 45; Hiero, 1. 9
Eur. Ale. 903; Soph. El. 1016 ; Aesch. Pers. 698+, Plat. Gorg. p. 473 C, Lnrw=os
wy xa) sdeipwonliptves, See generally, Blomf. Gloss. Aesch. Prom. 338 ; Pierson,
ad Moer. p. 169.

2 Not all. The learned Grotius has evidently understood it passively : ¢‘Rectum
erat, ut semper operam daretis, ut ¢go a vobis amari expeterem ; est enim hoe
amari honestum.” Also Michaelis (comp. Er. Schmidt) : ‘It is good when others
court our favour.” Both interpretations come very near to that of Usteri.

3 Erasmus, Paraphr.: ‘ Vidistis me legis ceremonias negligere, nihil prae-



256 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE GALATIANS.

Ver 19. This verse is not to be attached to the preceding
(Bos, Bengel, Knapp, Lachmann, Riickert, Usteri, Schott,
Ewald, Hofmann),—a construction which makes this earnest,
touching address appear awkward and dissimilar in character
to what is previously said,—but the words are to be sepa-
rated from what precedes by a full stop, and to be joined
with what follows, the tender affection of which is quite in
harmony with this loving address. Difficulty has been felt
as to & in ver. 20 (which therefore is omitted in Chrysostom
and some min.); but only from inattention to the Greek use
of & after the address, when the writer turns to a new thought,
and does so with a tacit antithesis, which is to be recognised
from the context. It is found so not merely with questions
(Hom. 7l xv. 244 ; Plat. Legg. x. p. 890 E; Xen. Mem. i. 3.
13, 1. 1. 26; Soph. 0. €. 323. 1459), but also in other
instances (Herod. i 115; Xen. Anab. v. 5. 13, vi. 6. 12).
Here the slight antithetic reference lies, as the very repetition
of mapeivar wpos vuds indicates, in his glancing back to xai un
povor k.7, namely: “ Although zeal in a good cause ought
not to be restricted merely to my presence with you, I yet
would wish to be now present with you,” etc. The &¢ of the
apodosis, which Wieseler here assumes, is not suitable, because
H0exov 8¢ k.t does not stand in any kind of antithesis to
Tekv. pov obs wdA. @dvw x.TA. ; and besides, no connected
construction would result from it; for the idea: “ Because ye
are my children . . . I would wish,” does not correspond
dicare praeter Christum, aemulabamini praesentem. 8i id rectum erat, cux
nunc absente me vultis alios aemulare in iis, quae recta non sunt?” Luther,
1524: ‘“Bonwm quidem est aemulari et imitari alios, sed hoc praestate in re
bona semper, nunquam in mala, non tantum me pracsente, sed etiam absente.”
Comp. Calvin: ‘‘ Lmitari vel eniti ad alterius virtutem.” Beza: ¢ At noster
amor longe cst alius ; vos enim bonam ob causam non ad tempus, sed semper,
non solum praesens, sed etiam absens absentes vehementissime complector.”
Locke (ir xz2.4 masculine): *“ Vos amabatis me praesentem tanquam bonum, fas
itaque est idem facere in alsentemn.” DBengel: ¢‘ Zelo zelum accendere, zelare
inter se.” Morus: ‘¢ Laudabile autem est, sectari praeceptorem in re bona
semper, neque solum,” etc.; substantially, therefore, as Erasmus. Others in-
terpret in various ways. Olshausen: ** Paul desires to make known that he finds
the zeal of the Galatians in itself very praiseworthy, and certainly would not
damp it ; and he therefore says, that the being zealous is good if it takes place

on account of a good cause, and is maintained not merely in his presence, but
also in his absence.” So already Calovius aud others.
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with tho words. According to Hilgenfeld, that which the
nddress is intended to introduce (viz. to move the readers to
return) is wholly suppressed, and is supposed to be thereby the
more strikingly suggested. Comp. also Reithmayr. But the
affectionate tenor of the wish which follows in ver. 20 har-
monizes so fully with the tender address in ver. 19, that that
hypothesis, which Calvin also entertained (“ hic quasi moerore
exanimatus in medio sententiae tractu deficit ), does not seem
warranted. Nevertheless Buttmann also, neut. Gr. p. 331,
assumes an anacoluthon. — 7exvia pov] The word Texvia, so
frequent in John, is not found elsewhere in Paul's writings.
But Lachmann and Usteri ought not to have adopted (following
B F G »*) the reading 7éxva, since it is just in this passage,
where Paul compares himself to a mother in childbirth, that
the phrase “ my [little children” finds a more special motive and
warrant than in any other passage where he uses Téxva (1 Cor.
iv.14; 2 Cor. vi 13 : comp. also 1 Tim.1i. 18; 2 Tim. iL. 1).
— otis] The well-known constructio kara oivecw. Winer, p.
133 [E. T. 176]. — md\w @divw] whom I once more travail
with. Paul represents himself, not, as elsewhere (1 Cor. iv. 15;
Philem. 10), as a father, but in the special emotion of his love, as
a2 mother who is in travail, and whose labour is not brought to
an end (by the actual final birth) until nothing further is requi-
site for the full and mature formation of the Texviov. So long
as this object is not attained, according to the figurative repre-
sentation, the @8ivery still continues! Bengel remarks very
correctly : “ Loguitur ut res fert, nam in partu naturali formatio
est ante dolores partus.” The point of comparison is the loving
exertion, which perseveres amidst trouble and pain in the effort
to bring about the new Christian life. This metaphorical divew
had been on the first occasion easy and joyful, ver. 13 ff.
(although it had not had the full and lasting result; see after-
wards, on dypts ob x.7.\.); but on this second occasion it was
severe and painful, and on this account the word @dive is

1 Heinsius, Grotius, Koppe, Riickert, and others, erroneously hold that &3iveo
here means fo be pregnant, which it never does, not even in the LXX., Isa.
xxvi. 17 ; Ps. vil. 15 ; Song of Sol. viii. 5; Philo, quod Deus immut. p. 313 B ;
Dlat. Theaet. p. 148 C, 210 B. On &3ivsy with the accusative of the person,
comp. parturire aliguem, Isa, li. 2 ; Song of Sol. viil. 5; Eur. Iph. 4. 1234.

R
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chosen (and not TikTw or yewwd), which, however, is also appro-
priate to the earlier act of bearing intimated in waXw, since the
1dea of pains is essential to the conception of a birth, however
slight and short they may be. The sense, when stripped of
JSigure, is: “ My beloved disciples! at whose conversion I am
labouring for the second time with painful and loving exer-
tion, until ye shall have become maturely-formed Christians.”
This continuous ods wdhw @divw is to be conceived as begun, so
soon as Paul had learned the apostasy of his readers and had
commenced to counteract it; so that his operations during his
second visit (comp. aAnfedwr Juiv, ver. 16) are thus also in-
cluded : hence we cannot, with Fritzsche (Z.c. p. 244) and Ulrich
(in the Stud. w. Krit. 1836, p. 459), consider vv. 18, 19 as in-
timating that Paul had ounly once visited Galatia. According
to Wieseler, wahir @divw is intended to express the idea of
the waleyyevsaia, Tit. il 5; Paul had regenerated his readers
already at their conversion, and here says that he is stll con-
tinuously occupied in their regeneration, until they should
have attained the goal of perfection on the part of the Chris-
tian — similarity with Christ.  This is incorrect, because
7dhv must necessarily denote a second act of travail on the
part of Paul. Paul certainly effected the regeneration of his
readers on occasion of the first ddlvew, which is presupposed
by mdhw; but because they had relapsed (i 6, iil. 1, iv. 9 £,
et al), he must be for the second time in travail with them,
and not merely still continuously (an idea which is not ex-
pressed) their regenerator, so that the idea of the wdAw, the
repetition, would be on the part of the 7caders. Theophylact
(comp. ‘Chrysostom) aptly defines the sense of wdiw @dww
not as that of a continued dwayévrnais, but as that of maiew
érépas dvayericews. The sense, “ whose regeneration I am
continuing,” would have been expressed by Paul in some such
form as ofs od malouar dvaryevvédv or obs ére kai viv dvayevve.
— dypis o0 poppwli XpioTos év vuiv] A shadow is thus
thrown on the result of the first conversion (birth), which had
undergone so sudden a change (1 6). The reiterated labour
of birth is not to cease until, ete. This meaning, and along
with it the emphasis of the dyps of «.7.\, has been missed
Ly Hofmann, who, instcad of referring waiw to @dive only, ex-
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teuds it also to &ypts of k7 A.  In connection with the general
scope of the passage, however, the stress is on popdwby : “ until
Christ shall have been formed, shall have attained His due
conformation, in you,” that is, until ye shall have attained to
the fully-formed inner life of the Christian. For the state of
“ Christ having been formed in man ” is by no means realized
“so soon as a man becomes a Christian” (Hofmann), but, as
clearly appears from the notion of the dypis ob, is the goal of
development which the process of becoming Christian has to
reach. 'When this goal is attained, the Christian is he in
whom Christ lives (comp. on ii. 20); as, for instance, on Paul
himself the specific form of life of his Master was distinctly
stamped. So long, therefore, as the Galatians were not yet
developed and morally shaped into this complete inward
frame, they were still like to an immature embryo, the internal
parts of which have not yet'acquired their normal shape, and
which cannot therefore as yet come to the birth and so put an
end to the @divew. In the Christian, Christ is to inhabit the
heart (Eph. iii. 17): in him there is to be the wods of Christ
(1 Cor. ii. 16), the mwebua of Christ (Rom. viii. 9), the
omhayyva of Christ (Phil. i. 8); and the body and its members
are to be the body and members of Christ (1 Cor. vi. 13, 15).
All this, which is comprehended in the idea Xpiords év duiy,
is in our passage rendered intelligible by the representation
that Christ is to be jformed in us, or to become present in the
life-form corresponding to His nature. This view is not dif-
ferent in reality, although it is so in the mode of representation,
from that of spiritual transformation after the image of Christ
(2 Cor. iii. 18); for, according to our passage, Christ Himself is
in Christians the subject of the specific development. Bengel
moreover, well remarks : “Christus, non Paulus, in Galatis for-
mandus.” — popdow] occurs here only in the N. T.; but see
LXX. Isa. xliv. 13 (ed. Breit.); Symmachus, Ps. xxxiv. 1; Arat.
Phaen. 375 ; Lucian, Prom. 3 ; Plut. de anim. generat. p. 1013 ;
Theophr. c. pl.v. 6, 7. See also Jacobs, ad Anthol. VL. p. 345.

Ver. 20. As to the connection of thought of the & with
ver. 18, see on ver. 18. — 7jfehor] namely, if the thing were
possible, Comp. Rom. ix. 3; Acts xxv. 22. See Stallbawm,
ad Plat. Gorg. p. 235 ; Kiihner, II. p. 68 ; Fritzsche, ad Lom.
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IL. p. 245. — d&pr.] just now, presently (see on i. 9), has the
emphasis. — dA\dfar v Pwviy mov] The emphasis is on
alkafar.  But in harmony with the context (see vv. 16, 18,
and the foregoing &c7d), this changing can only refer to the
second visit of the apostle to the Galatians, not to the language
now employed in his letter, as many expositors think! Erro-
neously, therefore—and how sharply in opposition to the pre-
vious affectionate address!—Ambrosius, Pelagius, Wetstein,
Michaelis, Rosenmiiller, Riickert, Baumgarten-Crusius, take the
sense to be: fo assume a stern language of reprogf. Hofmann
also erroneously holds that Paul means the (in oral ex-
pression) more chastened tone of a didactic statement—aiming
at the bringing the readers back from their error—after the
strongly excited style in which, since the word Bavudlw in
i 6, he had urged his readers, as one who had already been
almost deprived of the fruit of his labours. As if Paul had not
previously, and especially from iii. 6 to iv. 7, written didaec-
tically enough; and as if he had not also in the sequel (see
immediately, ver. 21, and chap. v. and vi. down to the abrupt
dismissal at the end) urged his readers with excitement enough!
The supposition, however, which Hofmann entertains, that
Paul has hitherto been answering a letter of the Galatians, and
has just at this point come fo the end of if, is nothing but a
groundless hypothesis, for there is no trace of such a letter to
be found in the epistle. No; when Paul was for the second time
in Galatia, he had spoken sharply and sternly, and this had
made his readers suspect him, as if he had become their enemy
(ver. 16): hence he wishes to be now with them, and ¢o speak
to them with a wvoice different from what he had then used, that
is, to speak to them in a soft and gentle tone® By this, of

! So also Zachariae (who is followed by Flatt): ‘“to lay aside my present
mournful language, and to adopt that of tenderness and contentment.” In this
case Paul must have used 3/vzséas; for unless his readers had improved in their
conduct, it would have been impossible for him to speak contentedly. Bengel, in
opposition to the idea of éardfes : ““molliter seribit, sed mollius loqui vellet.”
Jerome explained the passage as referring to the exchange of the vox epistolica
for the vivus sermo of actual presence, which might have more eflect in bring-
ing them back ad veritatem.

2 Not exactly weeping, as Chrysostom thinks : zediews xai daxple xui advra tis

bpirey ixisxdruciu.
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course, he means not any deviation in the substance of his teach-
ing from the dAnfedew (ver. 16), but a manner of language
betokening tender, mother-like love. A wish of self-denying
affection, which is ready and willing, in the service of the cause
and for the salvation of the persons concerned, to change form
and tone, although retaining ¢wvav Jrevdéwy dyvworov (Pind. OL
vi. 112). The latter was a matter of course in the case of a Paul,
willingly though he became all things to all men; comp. on
1 Cor. ix. 22. Many other expositors, as Theodoret, Theodore
of Mopsuestia, Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, Grotius, Estius, Koppe,
Borger, Winer, Matthies, Schott, de Wette, understand it as:
to speak according to the circumstances of euch case, with ten-
derness and affection to one, with severity and censure to another.
Comp. Corn, a Lapide: “ut scilicet quasi mater nunc blan-
direr, nunc gemerem, nunc obsecrarem, nunc objurgarem vos.”
But this cannot be expressed by the mere daAXafur T. ¢, which
without addition means nothing more than Zo change the
voice (comp. dANdrrew ywpav, Plat. Parm. p. 139 A; ellos,
dur. Baech. 53 ; ypdua, Eur. Phoen. 1252; otolas, Gen.
xxxv. 2), that is, to assume another voice, to let oneself be
heard otherwise, not differently. See Artem. ii. 20, iv. 56 ; Dio
Chrysostom, lix. p. 575, in Wetstein. Comp. Rom. i 23;
Wisd. iv. 11, xii. 10; frequently in the LXX. Paul must
have added either a more precise definition, such as eis
woAhoVs Tpomovs, els popdas mhelovas (Lucian, Vit Auct. 5),
or at least some such expression as mwpos 79w ypelav (Acts
xxviil. 10), wpos 1o ovudépor (1 Cor. xiL 7), mpds Sdkpiow
xalov Te xai xkaxod (Heb. v. 14), Fritzsche incorrectly inter-
prets it: to adopt some other voice, so that ye may believe that
ye are listening to some other teacher, and not to the hated Paul.
What a strange, unseemly idea, not at all in keeping with the
thoughtful manner of the apostle! According to Wieseler, the
sense intended is: fo exchange my speaking with you; that is,
to enter into mutual discourse with you, in order most surely
to learn and to obviate your counter-arguments. But in this
view “ with you” is a pure interpolation, although it would be
essentially requisite to the definition of the sense; and aAAdo-
gew Adyous, to say nothing of dAN. ¢wwiy, is never so used.
What Wieseler means is expressed by dueiBecbal Tiva Néyous
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(Hom. Od. iii. 148, ¢t al.), mpooSiakéyeabal Twr (Plat. Theact.
p. 161 B), ovlmreiv Tun, or mpos Twa (Acts vi. 9; Luke xxii.
23), Aoyous dvriSdihew awpos (Luke xxiv. 17), Sodval e kal
amodeacfar Noyov (Plat. Bep. p. 531 E). — §re amopoduar év
vuiv] justifies the wish of aAAdar Ty ¢pwv. pov. The usual
interpretation is the correct one: I am perpleved about you;
€v Uulv is to be taken as in the phrase fappd év Juiv, 2 Cor.
vil. 16, so that the perplexity is conceived as inherent in the
readers, dependent on their condition as its cause (comp. also
1. 24). The perplexity consists in this, that he at the time
knows no certain ways and means by which he shall effect
their re-conversion (ver. 19); and this instils the wish (§7¢)
that he could now be present with them, and, in place of the
severe tone which at the preceding visit had had no good effect
(ver. 16), could try the experiment of an altered and milder
tone. The form dmopoluar is, moreover (comp. dmopnfeis,
Dem. 830. 2, and amopndijoeras, Ecclus. xviii. 7), to be taken
passwely (as a middle form with a passive signification), so that
the state of the amopeiv is conceived of as produced on the
subject, passively (Schoemann, ad Isaeum,p. 192). Fritzsche,
le. p. 257, holds the sense to be: “ Nam haerctis, quo me loco
habeatis, nam sum wobis suspectus.” Thus év duiv would be
among you, and amopoduar: I am an object of perplexity, ac-
cording to the well-known Greek use of the personal passive
of intransitive verbs (Bernhardy, p. 341 ; Kiihner, II. p. 34 f).
Comp. Xen. de rep. Lac. xiil. 7: dote Tdy Seopévov yilyvecbas
ovdev dmopetras, Plat. Soph p. 243 B, Legg. vii. p. 799 C. But
the sense: “sum vobis suspectus” is interpolated, and there is
no ground for deviating from the use of amopoluar throughout
the N. T. (2 Cor. iv. 8 ; Luke xxiv. 4; Acts xxv. 20; John
xiil. 22); as, indeed, the idea “sum wobis suspectus” cannot
give any suitable motive for the wish of the éAAdEar v pwwify,
unless we adopt Fritzsche’s erroneous interpretation of dAaas.
To disconnect (with Hofmann) év Juiv from dmopoduar, and
attach it to dANdE 7. Pwwiy pov, would yield an addition en-
tirely superfluous after mapeivas mpos Tuds, and leave amopoi-
par. without any more precise definition of its bearing. And
the proposal to attach &t amop. év Uuiv as protasis to the fol-
lowing Aéyeré wor (Matthias) would have the effect of giving
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to the Aéy. woe, which stands forth sternly and peremptorily,
an enfeebling background.

Vv. 21-30. Now, at the conclusion of the theoretical por-
tion of his epistle, Paul adds a quite peculiar antinomistic
disquisition,—a learned Rabbinico-allegorical argument derived
from the law itself—calculated to annihilate the influence of
the pseudo-apostles with their own weapons, and to root them
out on their own ground.

Ver. 21, without any connecting link, leads most ener-
getically (Aéyeré poc: “urget quasi praesens,” Bengel) at once
o mediam rem. On the Aéyeré pot, so earnestly intensifying
the question, comp. Bergler, ad Aristoph. Acharn. 318. — ot
Umo vopov k.TN.] Ye who wish to be under the law. This refers
to the Judaistically inclined readers, who, partly Gentiles and
partly Jewish Christians, led astray by the false teachers (i. 7),
supposed that in faith they had not enough for salvation,
and desired to be subject to the law (ver. 9), towards which
they had already made a considerable beginning (ver. 10).
Chrysostom aptly remarks: xa\ds elmer or Oélovres, od yap
TS TAY wpayudTtwy dxohovlias, a\Aa Tis éxelvwr axalpov
Phoveclas TO wpaypa Ty. — TOV vouov olk dxovere ;| Hear
ye not the law? s it not read in your hearing? Comp. John
xii. 34; 2 Cor. iii. 14. The public reading of the venerated
divine Scriptures of the law and the prophets, after the
manner of the synagogues (Rom. ii. 15; Acts xv. 21; Luke
iv. 16), took place in the assemblies for worship of the Chris-
tian churches both of Jewish and of Gentile origin: they
contained, in fact, the revelation of God, of which Christianity
is the fulfilment, and an acquaintance with them was justly
considered as a source of the Christian knowledge of salva-
tion; for its articles of faith (1 Cor. xv. 3 f) and rules of
life (Rom. xiil. 8-10, xv. 4) were to be «ara Tas ypadds.
Now the Aearing of the law must necessarily have taught the
Galatians how much they were in error. Hence this question
expressive of astonishment,' which is all the stronger and con-
sequently all the more appropriate, the more simply we allow

1 Hofmann (comp. also his Schriftbew. I1. 2, p. 57) deals with our passage in
an unwarrantable and intolerably violent manmer by writing of (as relative), but
makes the summons (tell me, ye who, wishing to be under the law, do not hear the
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axovere to retain its primary literal signification. Ience we
wmust neither explain it (with Winer; comp. Matthies) as
audisse, . e. nosse, notum habere (see Heind. ad Plat. Gorg. p.
9503 C; Ast, ad Plat. Legg. i. p. 9; Spohn, ZLectt. Theocr. i.
P 25); nor, with Jerome and many others, including Morus,
Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Borger, Flatt, Schott, Olshausen, as Zo
understand (comp. on 1 Cor. xiv. 2), which Paul conceives
as the hearing of the mvedua speaking behind the gpduua
(so Holsten, z. Evang. d. Paul. w. Petr. p. 382); nor, with
Erasmus, de Wette, Ewald, Wieseler, Hofmann, as dxovew
Twos, to give attention, that is, to bestow moral considera-
tion (rather, o have an ear for,as 1 Cor. xiv. 2; Matt. x. 14;
John viii. 47). — wéuos is used here in a twofold sense
(comp. Rom. iii. 19): it means, in the first place, the institute
of the law; and secondly, the Pentateuch, according to the
division of the Old Test. into Law, Prophets, and Hagiographa.
See on Luke xxiv. 44. The repetition of the word gives
emphasis.

Ver. 22. T'ap] now gives the explanation of and warrant
for that question, by citing the history, narrated in the law,
of Ishmael and Isaac, the two sons of the ancestor of the
theocratic people. See Gen xvi. 15f, xxi. 2f — é s
mawdlaxns] by the (well-known) bondswoman, Hagar. See Gen.
xvi. 3. As to the word itself (which might also denote a free
maiden), see Wetstein, I. p. 526 f.; Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 259 f.
— éx 15 éxevl.] Sarah.

Ver. 23 presents the relation of diversity between the two,
in contrast to the previously mentioned relation of similarity,
according to which they both were sons of Abraham. — rara
odpra] according to the flesh, so that the birth was the result
of a natural carnal intercourse. Differently in Rom. i. 3, ix.
5. — qeyévrprar] is born; the perfect realizes the historically
existing relation as present. — &ua Tis émayyelias] through
the (well-known) promise, Gen. xvii. 16, 19, xviii. 10; Rom.
ix. 9. This must not, however, be rationalized (with Grotius,
Rosenmiiller, and others) into “ per eam vim extraordinariam,

law) to be only prepared for by ver. 22ff., and that which Paul had in view in
the Aiyssi por of ver, 21 to follow at length in ver. 30. The address runs on
simply and appropriztely, and affords no occasion for any such intricacy.
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quam Deus promiserat,” which does viclence to the history in
Genesis, as above ; nor, with Hofmann, to the effect that the
promise, with which Abraham had been called, was realized in
the procreation tself; but it is to be definitely explained in
accordance with the tenor of the words and with Gen. xxi. 1:
“ by virtue of the promaise he is born,” so that in his procrea-
tion (Matt. 1. 2; Luke iii. 34) the divine promise made to his
parents, which had assured them of the birth of a son, was the
procuring cause of the result, which would not have occurred
without such an operation of the power of the divine promise
(Gen. xviil, 14), seeing that the two parents were in them-
selves incapable of the procreation of Isaac; for Sarah was
barren, and both were already too old (Gen. xviii. 11; Rom.
iv. 19). Comp. Chrysostom.

Ver. 24. "Arwa] quippe quae, quae quidem, taking up the
recorded facts under the point of view of a special quality.
— éoTw aNApyopoiueva) are of allegorical import. The word
aX\yopely, not occurring elsewhere in the N. T., means dAlo
dryopetery, so to speak (to set forth, to relate), that another sense
is expressed than the words convey ; which further meaning lies
concealed behind the immediate meaning of what is said.
Hesychius: aA\nyopla d\Xo T¢ mwapd 70 dxovouevoy Umodeik-
viovoa. Comp. Quinetil. vili. 6; see Plut. Mor. p. 363 D,
Athen. ii. p. 69 C; Philo, de migr. Abr. p. 420 B; Joseph.
Antt. procem. 4. In the passive: fo have an allegorical mean-
ing,' Schol. Soph. 4j. 186 ; Porph. Pytk. p. 185; Philo, de
Cherub. I. p. 143 ; and see generally, Wetstein®> The under-
standing of the O. T. history in an allegoric semse was, as

1 Not : to be the object of allegorical conception (Hofmann). The allegorical
sense is @ priori contained and given in the facts which stand recorded ; they
have, contained in them, the allegorical import which is only exhibited by the
explanation. If isrsv 4rAny. were to be takem, mnot in the semse of beiny
expressed, but in that of being conceived as such, which is certainly found in
Plutarch, Synesius, and elsewhere, Paul must have written &ainyopsivas, or the
verbal adjective axrnyopnrios. Moreover, &AAnyopiv is related to aivivrsades as
species to genus ; but Hofmann arbitrarily asserts that the latter requires for its
interpretation wit, the former understanding. Alvirriséas includes every obscure
or veiled discourse (Herod. v. 56 ; Plat. Rep. p. 332 B, and frequently ; Soph.
Aj. 1187 ; Eur. Jon. 430; Lucian, V. H. i. 2), whether it be in an allegorical
form or not, and whether it require wit or not.

® In the older Greek, allegory was termed owivax (see Tlut. de aud. poet. p.
19 £), Plato, de Rep. p. 378 D; Xen. Symp. 3. 6; Ruhnk. ad T'im. p. 200 {).
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is well known, extremely prevalent among the later Jews.
Synops. Sohar. p. 25. 1: “ Quicunque dicit narrationes legis
alium non habere sensum, quam illius tantum historiae, istius
crepet spiritus.” See generally, Dépke, Hermeneut. I p. 104 ff.;
Gfrorer, Gesch. d. Urchristenth. 1. 1. p. 68 ff.  But on account of
the Rabbinical training in which Paul had been brought up
(comp. Tholuck in the Stud. w. K»it. 1835, p. 369 ff.; Weiss,
bidl. Theol. p. 295 £), and on account of his truthful character,
nothing else can be assumed than that e himself was convinced
that what he related contained, in addition to its historical
sense, the allegorical import set forth by him; so that he did
not intend to give a mere argumentum xar &vfpwmoy, but
ascribed to his allegory the cogency of objective proof. Hence
he has raised it into the keystone of his whole antinomistic
reasoning, and has so earnestly introduced (ver. 21) and
carried it out, that we cannot hold (with Schott) that it was
intended to be an argumentum secundarium, gquod insuper
accederct.  But in the view of a faith not associated with
Ralbinical training, the argument wholly falls to the ground
as a real proof (Luther says that it is “ too weak to stand the
test”) ;1 while the thing proved is none the less established
independent of the allegory, and is merely illustrated by it.
“ Nothing can be more preposterous than the endeavours of
interpreters to vindicate the argument of the apostle as one
objectively true” Baur, Paulus, IL p. 312, ed. 2. — adra:]
namely, Hagar and Sarah; for see afterwards 7rs éoriv
"Ayap. Hence not equivalent to aira, sc. T dAMyyopoducva

1 We must be on our guard against confounding the idea of the allegory with
that of the Z#pe (1 Cor. x. 6, 11 ; Rom. v. 14 ; comp. Heb. ix. 24; 1 Pet. iii. 21),
as Calvin and many others have done: ‘‘a familia Abrahae similitudo ducitur
ad ecclesiam ; quemadmodum enim Abrahae domus tunc fuit vera ecclesia, ita
minime dubium est, quin praecipui et prae aliis memorabiles eventus, qui in ea
nobis contigerunt, nobis totidem sint ¢ypi.” Also Tholuck (d. 4.7\ im N. 7. p
39, ed. 6) and Wivseler understand éanrnyopodesva as equivalent to rvminds Aeyiuve,
But even Philo, de opif. m. 1. p. 88. 10, puts the type not as equivalent, but only
as similar to the allegory; and Josephus, Antt. prooem. 4, speaks of Moses as
speaking in a partly allegorical sense, without intimating that he intended /is-
torical types. The allegory and the type are contrasted on the one hand with that
which is only #3éepara pifwy, and on the other hand with that which is said iZ
eifeias (directly, expressly). Dut neither does a type necessarily rest on allegorical

interpretation, nor does the allegory necessarily presnppose that what is so in-
terpreted is a type ; the two may be independent one of the other. Thus, e.q.,
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(Calovius and others), as is assumed, in order not to admit here
an elvar onuavTikdy, — elos] namely, allegorically, and so
far = signify. Comp. Matt. xiii. 20, 38, et al. — 8ve Sialfjxa.]
two covenants, not : institutions, declarations of will (Usteri), or
generally “ arrangements connected with the history of salva-
tion” (Hofmann), any more than in iii. 15. The characteristic
of a covenant, that there must be two parties, existed actually
in the case of the 8wabffxar (God and the men, who were sub-
jeet to the law,—God and the men, who believe in Christ).
Comp. 1 Cor. xi. 25. — pla pév dmo Gpovs wi] One pro-
ceeding from Mount Sinai, which was instituted on Mount
Sinai, and therefore issues from it. Instead of &mo, the mere
genitive might have been used (Bernhardy, p. 223), but the
former is more definite and descriptive. The pév is without
any corresponding &¢ (Kithner, II. p. 430), for in none of
the cases where &8¢ subsequently occurs is it correlative
to this wév. In point of fact the contrast anticipated in
pla pév certainly follows in ver. 26, but not in conjunction
with upév; see what is sald on ver. 26. — eis SovAelav ryev-
voa] bringing forth unto bondage, that is, placing those who
belong to this covenant, by means of their so belonging, in
a state of bondage, namely, through subjection to the Mosaic
law. See ver. 1 ff. The notion of a mother has caused the
retention of the figurative expression yevwdoa. — 75 foTiv
"Ayap] %ris, quippe quae, is neither predicate (Bengel) nor
> ] p o
attributive definition (as that dwabixm, which Hagar is; so
Hofmann), as if it were written “Avyap odea; but it is the
the allegory of the name of Hagar, in Philo, Alleg. TI. p. 135. 29, is anything
but typology. See the passages themselves in Wetstein. At any rate, the
allegory has a much freer scope, and may be handled very differently by different
people; ¢“ potest alius aliud et argutius fingere et veri cum similitudine suspicari;
potest aliud tertius, potest alind quartus, atque ut se tulerint ingeniornm opin-
antium qualitates, ita singulae res possunt infinitis interpretationibus explicari.”
Arnobivs. The fype is a real divine preformation of a N. T. fact in the O. T.
history. Comp. on Rom. v. 14; also Tholuck, Ze¢. p. 47 ff. But one fact
siguifies another allegorically, when the ideal character of the latter is shown
as figuratively presenting itself in the former; in which case the significant
fact needs not to be derived from the O. T., and the interpretations may be
very varfous. Comp. Kleinschmidt in the Mecklend. theol. Zeitschr. 1861, p.
859. Matthias, in the interpretation of our passage, abides by the wider idea ol

“ figure ;” but this does not satisfy the strict idea of the allegorical, so fir as
this is the expression of an inner, deeper significance,—of an irésws vooiecvor.
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subject, just as drwa and adrat, and also fi7is in ver, 26, The
name, not as yet expressed, is now emphatically added. The
Sinaitic covenant is that which Hagar is in the history
referred to—is allegorically identical with Hagar.

Ver. 25. The 7j7is éoriv "Ayap, just said, has now a reason
assigned for it, from the identity of the name “ Hagar™ with that
of Mount Sinai. To wyap "Avyap . . . 'ApafBia, however, is
not to be placed in a parenthesis, because neither in the con-
struction nor in a logical point of view does any interrup-
tion occur; but with overoryel 8¢ a new sentence is to be
commenced. “ This covenant 4s the Hagar of that allegorical
history—a fact which is confirmed by the stmilarity of the name
of this woman with the Arabian designation of Mount Sinad.
Not of a different nature, however,—to indicate now the cor-
responding relation, according to which no characteristic dis-
simtlarity may exist between this woman and the community
belonging to the Sinaitic covenant, because otherwise that 7jris
éoriv "Ayap would be destitute of inner truth—not of a dif-
Jferent nature, however, but of a stmilar nature is Hogar with the
present Jerusalem, that is, with the Jewish state; because the
latter 1s, as Hagar once was, in slavery together with those who
belong to 4t.” This paraphrase at the same time shows what
emportance belongs to the position of cvororyel at the head of
the sentence. — 70 yap "Ayap Zwa dpos éorw év 7. 'Apaf.]
That the name Hagar (76 "Ayap denotes this; see Eph. iv. 9
Kiihner, I1. p. 137) accorded with the Arabic name of Sinai,
could not but be a fact welcome to the allegorizing Paul in
support of his 77 éaTiv”Ayap. Comp. John ix. 6. — He now
writes Swa &pos, and not dpos Zwd as in ver. 24, because
“Ayap and Swa are intended to stand in juxtaposition on

account of the coincidence of the two mames. In Arabic =
means lapts; and although no further ancient evidence is pre-
served that the Arabs called Sinal war éfoyrv the stone! yet
Chrysostom in his day says that in their native tongue the

! We may add that ); occurs elsewhere as a geographical proper name in
Arabia Petraea. Thus the Chald. Paraphr. always gives the name N1 to
the wilderness called in the Hebr. 33¢). As to the town J;’ which is, however,
1o be pronounced Hidschr and not Hadschr, and, on account of its too remote
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name Sinaiwas thus interpreted; and indeed Biisching, Erdbes:/.r.
V. p. 535, quotes the testimony of Harant the traveller that
the Arabs still give the name Hadschar to Mount Sinai—a
statement not supported by the evidence of any other travellers.
Perhaps it was (and is) merely a provincial name current in
the vicinity of the mountain, easily explained from the granitic
nature of the peaks (Robinson, I. p. 170 f), with which also
the probable signification of the Hebrew '3'D, the pointed
(see Knobel on Ez. p. 190), harmonizes,! and which became
known to the apostle, if not through some other channel pre-
viously, by means of his sojourn in Arabia (L 17). Comp.
also Ewald, p. 495 ; Reiche, p. 63. It is true that the name

of Hagar (M7) does not properly correspond with the word -

(um), but with <> Jugit ; but the allegorizing interpretation

of names is too little bound to literal strictness not to find
the very stmilarity of the word and the substantial resemblance
of sound enough for its purpose, of which we have still stronger
and bolder examples in Matt. ii. 23, John ix. 6. Beza, Calvin,
Castalio, Estius, Wolff, and others, interpret, “ for Hagar is a
type of Mount Sinat in Arabia ;”*? but against this view the
neuter 7o “Ayap is decisive. — év 'ApaBia] not in Arabic

site, cannot come into consideration here (in opposition to Grotius and others),
see Ewald, p. 493 f., and Jahsd. VIII. p. 290.

! As to the mineralogical beauty of the mountain, see Fraas, dus d. Orient
geolog. Beobacht. 1867.

2 At the same time Calvin and others remark on &y 'ApafBiz: ‘“hoc est extra
limites terrae sanctae, quae symbolum est aeternae haereditatis.” This reference
is also discovered by Wieseler, who, with Lachmann, reads only i . Siva dpas
torly iy 7. Apef3., ““ for the Sinai mountain lies beyond the Holy Land, and indeed
in Arabia, where also the alien Hagar is at home.” In his view, Paul meant
to say that, through their alien nature, the Sinaitic Jizésxn and Hagar showed
themselves to answer to each other,—mnamely, as intervenient elements in the
history of salvation. But this Paul Aas not said ; the substance of it would
have to be read befween the lines. How very natural it would have been for
him at least to lhave written, instead of or in addition to ir = "ap2B., #¥w (or
purpiy dwi) Tis yds Xavady, in order thus at least to give some intimation that
the alien character was the point! This also applies against the view of Hof-
mann (comp. also his Schriftbew. 11. 2, p. 70 £), who likewise follows the
reading omitting "Ayep, and agrees in substance with Wieseler's explanation,
taking Mount Sinai as contrast to Siom, and Arabia as contrast to the land of
promise. Comp. also, in opposition to this exposition, which imports elements
wholly gratuitous, Ewald, Jahrb. X. p. 239.
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situm (Schott and older expositors)—for how idle would be
this topographical remark® in the case of a mountain so uni-
versally known!—nor equivalent to dpaBiari, so that *Apag.
would be an adjective and Stadékre would have to be supplied
(Matthias); but: in Arabia the name Hagar signifies the Mount
Sinai®  So Chrysostom, Theophylact, Luther (“ for Agar means
n Arabia the Mount Sinai”), Morus, Koppe, Reiche, Reith-
mayT, and others. — avaroryei] The subject is, as Theodore of
Mopsuestia rightly has it, Hagar, not Mount Sinar (Vulgate,
Jerome, Ambrose, Chrysostom and his followers, Thomas,
Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, Estius, Wolf, Bengel, and others ;
also Hofmann now),—a view which runs entirely counter to
the context, according to which the two women are the subjects
of the allegorical interpretation, while 76 yap *Ayap Jwa pos
€otw év 1) "Apaf. was merely a collateral remark by way of
confirmation. Incorrectly also Studer and Usteri, de Wette,
Baumgarten-Crusius (also Hofmann formerly), Windischmann,
ReithmayT, hold that the subject is still ula wév amo Jpovs
Swa, the Stnaitic constitution. In this way there would be
brought out no comparison at all between the subject of
cuaToryel and the present Jerusalem ; and yet such, according
to the signification of cuvaTouyelv (see afterwards), there must
necessarily be, so that in Sovheder qdp w.r\ lies the Zertium
comparationis. The Sinaitic Siafljxn is not of a stmilar nature
with the present Jerusalem, but is itself the constitution of it ;
on that very account, however, according to the allegorical
comparison Hagar corresponds to the present Jerusalem.
cvoTotyelv means fo stand in the same row (see Polyb. x.
21. 7, and Wetstein); that is, here, to stand in the same
category (avaToiyin, Aristot. Metaph. i. 5, pp. 986, 1004), to be
of the same nature and species, aVaroryov elvar (Theophr. c. pl.

! Which is not (with Bengel) to be brought into an antithetical relation to
svoroyer 3t (the Mount Sinaiisindeed situated in Arabia, but corresponds, etc.),
as if it were accompanied by a wév (and with the adoption of Lachmann’s read-
ing); for in this case the allegorical signification of the Hagar would not be
based on any ground.

2 Observe that the apostle does not at all wish to say that Hagar is in the
Arabic language generally the name of Sinai; but, on the contrary, by iy 74
'svofiz he cliaracterizes that name as a name used in the country, provincial,
Hofwann unjustly finds in the words according to our reading *‘ absurdity.”
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vi. 4. 2; Arist. Meteor. i. 3 ; Luclan, g. List. conser. 43).  Conse-
quently . Huagur belongs to the same category with the present
Jerusalem, is of a like nature with it (comp. Polyb. xiii. 8. 1:
bpota kai olortorya), has in common with it the same charac-
teristic relation, in so far namely that, as Hagar was a bond-
woman, the present Jerusalem with its children is also in
bondage. See below. Thus cvaT. expresses the correspondence.
But it is incorrect to take it as: ske confronts as parallel
(Riickert, Winer)." This must have been expressed by avri-
orovyel (Xen. Symp. 2. 20, Anab. v. 4. 12 ; comp. dvriaToryos,
Eur. Andr. 746, and dvriororyia, Plut. Mor. p. 474 A).
Many of those who regard Sinai as the subject (see above)
interpret: ¢4t extends as far as Jerusalem” (Vulgate, Jerome,
Ambrose, Chrysostom, Theophylact, Erasmus, Luther, Wolf,
and others). This would have to be more exactly defined
with Genebrardus, ad Ps. cxxxiii. 3, following out the literal
meaning of the word cuorToryei: “perpetuo dorso sese versus
Sionts montes exporrigit.” Dut even granting the geographical
reality of the description, and setting aside the fact that Sinai
is not the subject, Paul must have named, instead of =7 »iv
‘Iepova., Mount Zion. Hofmann, in reference to the position
of Sinai in Arabia and of Jerusalem in the land of promise,
interprets the expression locally indeed, but as indicative
of the non-local relation, that the present Jerusalem belongs
to the same category with the mountain although Arabian,
which has it side by side on the same line in the order of the
history of salvation. An artificial consequence of the geogra-
phical contrast introduced as regards év *ApaB., as well as of
the erroneous assumption that Mount Sinai is the subject.
At the same time a turn is given to the interpretation, as if
Paul had written ovoToryet 8¢ avtd 7 viv Tepove. — 15 viv
‘Iepovaahiu] does not stand in contrast to the former Salem
(Erasmus, Michaelis), but in Paul’s view means the present
Jerusalem belonging to the pre-Messianic period, as opposed to

! Comnp. also Wiescler : “‘ corresponds to it; not, however, at a lie, but at a
different stage,” whereby the idea of a fype is expressed.  This view is not to be
supported by Polyb. x. 21. 7, where ovluvyotvras xai svoroobvras dizpivay Means
to remain in rank and file (*° servare ordines secundum zepuorrdéras et iTifdres,”
Schweighiuser), so that as well the svoyobires as the ovoragoivres always forw
ene row with one another.



272 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE GALATIANS.

7 avw "Tepove. (ver 26), which after the wapovoia will take its
place. See on ver. 26. Moreover, the present Jerusalem and
its children (“<nhabitants ;" see Matt. xxiil. 37, Ps. cxlix. 2)
vepresent the Israelitic commonwealth and its members. Comp.
Tsa. x1. 2. — Sovheder yap x.7\.] namely, to the Mosaic law.
The bondage to Rome (Pelagius) is not, according to the con-
text, referred to either alone (Castalio, Ewald) or joinily
(Bengel). The subject is % viv ‘Iepove., and not*Ayap (Cornelius
a Lapide, Grotius, and others). Looking at the usage both of
classical authors and the N. T., there is nothing surprising in
the change of subject (Stallbaum, ad Plat. Gorg. p. 510 C;
Winer,p. 586 [E.T. 787 f.]). Lachmann (also Ewald) has in-
correctly placed the words Souhedes . . . adrijs in a parenthesis.

Note—TIf the reading of Bengel and Lachmann, «} 5. Sna
tpos éeriv & . 'Apxf3., be adopted, the interpretation would
stmply be: “ for the Sinai-Mount is in Arabia;” so that é =7
"ApaB. would serve to support the allegorical relation of Hagar
to Sinai, seeing that Hagar also was in Arabia and the ances-
tress of the Arabians. This certainly forms a ground of support
much too vague, and not befitting the dialectic acuteness of the
apostle. In the case of the Recepta also, év 77 *Apaf., taken as a
geographical notice, is so superfluous and aimless, that Schott's
uncritical conjecture, treating the words =o 7.”Ay. Op. S. 2 & 7.
"Apaf. as a double gloss, is not surprising. Bentley, who is fol-
lowed by Mill, Prolcg. § 1306, even wished to retain nothing of
the passage but = 6:" Ayup cuaroryel 77 vIv ' Iepove. x.7.A. Against the
interpretation of év 77 " ApaB. by Wieseler and Hofmann, see above.

Ver. 26. But altogether different from the position of the
present Jerusalem is that of the uppcr Jerusalem, which is free ;
and this upper Jerusalem is our mother. — &¢] places the dvw
‘Iepove. in contrast with the previous 75 wviw ‘Iepova. The
wnia pév of ver. 24 has been left, in consequence of the digres-
sion occasioned by the remarks made in ver. 25, without any
correlative to follow it (such as % 8¢ érépa),—an omission
which is quite in harmony with the rapid movement of Pauline
thought. Comp. Rom. vii. 12, ¢ al.; also Rom. v. 12. He
leaves it to the reader to form for himself the second part of
the allegorical interpretation after the similarity of the first,
and only adduces so much of it as is directly suggested by
the coutrast of the just characterized 74 »iv ‘Iepove. He
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leaves it, thercfore, to the reader to supply the following
thought: “ But the other covenant, which is allegorically re-
presented in this history, is the covenant instituted by Christ,
which brings forth to freedom: this is Sarah, who is of the
same nature with the upper Jerusalem; for the latter is, as
Sarah was, free with its children, and to this upper Jerusalem
we Christians as children belong” — % 6¢ dvw Iepovoariu]
is neither the ancient Jerusalem, the Salem of Melchizedek
(Oeder, Michaelis, Paulus), nor Mount Zion, which is called
in Josephus 7 dvw moles (see the passages in Ottii Spicil. ex
Josepho, p. 400 £), as among the Greeks the Acropolis at Athens
was also so named (Vitringa, Elsner, Mill, Wolf, Rambach,
Moldenhauer, Zachariae). Both interpretations are opposed to
the context, and the former to linguistic usage.! The contrast
between heaven and earth elsewhere conveyed by dvw, as used
by Paul (Phil. iil. 14; Col iii. 2), is found here also, since 7
viv ‘Tep. is the earthly Jerusalem. It is true that this con-
trast would have been more accurately expressed if, instead
of 75 viv Iepove., he had written 79 rdrew ‘Iepovo. (e 2ben
nw); but in using the »iv he thought of the future Jerusalem
as its contrast (lleb. xiii. 14), and afterwards changed his mode
of representation, by conceiving the future as the wpper: for
it is the heavenly Jerusalem, called by the Rabbins Sv odben
noyw, which, according to Jewish teaching, is the archetype in
heaven of the earthly Jerusalem, and on the establishment of
the Messiah’s kingdom is let down to earth, in order to be
the centre and capital of the Messianic theocracy, just as
the earthly Jerusalem was the centre and capital of the
ancient theocracy. Comp. Heb. xi. 10, xii. 22, xiii. 14; Revw.
i1 12, xxi. 2. See generally Schoettgen, de Hieros. coelest. in
his Horae, p. 1205 ff. ; Meuschen, N. T. ¢z Talm. <ll. p. 199 if. ;
Wetstein, 40 loc. ; Bertholdt, Christol. p. 211 ff.; Ewald, ad
Apoc. p. 11, 307.  And as previously the present Jerusalem
represented the Jewish divine commonwealth, so here the upper
Jerusalem represents the Messianic theocracy, which before the

1 %yw always means ebove. When it appears to mean olim, it denotes the
ascending line of ancestry, as e.g. in Plat. Legg. ix. p. 880 B: n wzpi 4 im
évwripw, Theaet. p. 175 B al. ; the earlier time Iying behind being regarded as
Ligher (Polyb. v. 6. 1, iv. 2. 3, iv. 50. 3).
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wapovela is the church, and after the wapovaia is the glorious
kingdom of the Messiak. With justice, accordingly, the church
on earth (not merely the “ecclesia triumphans”) has at all
times been deemed included in the heavenly Jerusalem (see
Luther, and especially Calovius, ¢n loc.); for the latter is, in
relation to the chureh, its woA{revua, which is in heaven (Phil.
iii, 20). The heavenly completion of the church in Christ
ensues at the mapovaia, in which Christ who rules in heaven
will manifest in glory the life—hitherto hidden with Him
in God (see on Col iii. 3 f)—of the community, which is
the body and 7mAjpwua of Him its Head (Eph. i 22f). Thus
the church on earth is already the theocracy of the heavenly
Jerusalem, and has its wolirevua in heaven; but this its
xAnpovouia is, until the rapoveia, only an ideal and veiled,
although in hope assured, possession, which at the second
coming of the Lord at length attains objective and glorious
realization. It is, however, by no means to be asserted that
Paul entertained the sensuous Rabbinical conceptions of the
heavenly Jerusalem (see Eisenmenger, entdeckt. Judenth. 1L
p. 839 ff); for he nowhere presents, or even so much as
hints, at them, often as he speaks of the mapovela and the
consequences connected with it. In his view, the heavenly
Jerusalem was the national setting for the idea—founded on
the exalted Christ as its central point—of the kingdom of the
Messiah before and after its glorious realization. — é\evbépa
éorw] that is, independent of the Mosaic law (opposite of the
Sovheder in ver. 25), in free, moral self-determination, under
the higher life-principle of the Spirit (Rom. viil. 2; 2 Cor.
iii. 17). — dj7res éori prrnp nudv] correlative with the above-
mentioned pera Tdv Tékv. avriis ; hence, if Paul had wished to
lay the stress upon sju@y (Winer, Matthias), he must have
made this evident by the marked position #res Hudv ujr. é
The emphasis lies rather on #res, that is, she who, etc. (comp.
on ver. 24), quippe quae libera Hierosol. 7o this Jerusalem
as our mohirevua we Christians belong, as children to their
mother (Phil. iii. 20; Eph. il 19). In bondage, it would
not be our mother. Hofmann interprets differently: “ the
freedom of this Jerusalem may be seen in her children.” But
this would be a correlative retrospective conclusion, since Paul
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has neither written &r¢ (but #7¢s), nor has he expressed him-
self participially odoa wjr. fu. piprnp without the article is
qualitative. That sudv applies to the Christians generally,
including also the Gentile Christians, is obvious of itself
from the context, and does not require the addition of wdvrwy
in the Textus receptus, which is defended by Ewald (in opposi-
tion to Reiche), to make it evident.

Ver. 27. Proof from Scripture! that no other than fhds, the
Jree Jerusalem (firis), is our mother. This, namely, is accord-
ing to Paul the subject addressed, the unfruitful one, because
Sarah—who, according to the allegory, answers to the heavenly
Jerusalem—was, as is well known, barren. The Aistorical
sense of the prophecy (Isa. liv. 1, exactly according to the
LXX\)) is the joyful promise of a great increase to the de-
pressed people of God in dts state of freedom after the Baby-
lonian exile. The desolate, uninhabited Jerusalem, which
had become like an unfruitful wife, is summoned to rejoice,
because it—and in this light, certainly, it is poetically com-
pared with itself as a second person (in opposition to Hof-
mann)—is to become more populous, more rich in children,
than formerly, when it was the husband-possessing spouse
(of Jehovah). The fulfilment of this Messianic prophecy—
Messianic because pervaded by the idea of the victorious theo-
cracy—is discerned by Paul in the great new people of God,
which belongs to the dve “Iepovoaniu, to this Sarah in the
sense of the fulfilment, as its mother. Before the emergence
of the Christian people of God, this heavenly Jerusalem was
still unpeopled, childless; it was oTeipa, o¥ TikTovca, ok
@divovaa, &muos (solitaria, that is, in conformity with the
contrast : without conjugal intercourse), consequently quite the
Sarah of the allegory, before she beeame the mother of Isaac.
But in and with the emergence of the Christian people of
God, the dve ‘Iepovsahsju has become a fruitful mother, re-
joicing over her wealth of children, richer in children than 7
viv ‘Iepovaahip, this mother of the ancient people of God,
which hitherto, like Hagar, had been n‘gw:g,ﬁ éxovoa Tov dvdpa.

! For this Scriptural proof, the particular passage Isa. liv. 1 is selected with

great skill and true tact, since the &vw ‘Ispovrarsu is the allegorical counter-
part of Saral, this eralpa # of ixzevea x. 7. A
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This av7jp is God (not the law, as Luther interprets), whese
relation to the theocratical commonwealth of the old covenant
is conceived as conjugal intercourse. In virtue of this idea,
the relation of God to the viv ‘Tepovoahrju—the latter re-
carded as a woman 7 éyovoa Tov dvdpa—Iis the counterpart of
the relation of Abraham to the wawdiorxn Hagar, whose descen-
dants came into life xata odpra. On the other hand, the rc-
lation of God to the dvw ‘Iepoveatiju— the latter likewise
regarded as a woman, who, however, had hitherto been oTelpa
x.r.h-—is the counterpart of the relation of Abraham to
the free Sarah, whose far more numerous descendants were
children of promise (ver. 28). Comp. Rom. ix. 8. — % o?
Tikrovaa] not for the past participle (Grotius and others), but
expressing the state of the case as it stands: *“ which does not
bear,” the consequence of oreipa, sterilis, unfruitful, as Sara
was T02¥. In the same way afterwards, % odx wdivovoa. —
pnkov] ey is usually supplied. For many instances of
pryvupe pwviy or avdiy (Eur. Suppl. 710), to unchain the
voice, that is, to speak aloud, see Wetstein, 4n loc.; Loesner,
Obss. p. 333 ; Jacobs, ad Anthol. X. p. 385, XI. p. 57, XIL p.
131. Comp. the Latin rumpere vocem (Drakenborch, ad Sil.
It. iv. 528). But since the verb alone is never thus used, it
is safer to derive the supplement from what has preceded;
hence Kypke and Schott correctly supply eddpogivmy (rumpe
Jubilum, begin to rejoice), not because N30 'I¥2 stands in the He-
brew (Schott), but because el¢ppoaivygy flows from the previous
ebppdvbnTe ;] “rejoice, let it break jforth.” The opposite is
priyvvpe khavbudy (Plut. Per. 36), piyv. daxplwy vipata (Soph.
Trach. 919). — ateipa x.1.1.] applies in the connection of the
original text to Jerusalem, and is also here necessarily (see
ver. 26)—according to the Messianic fulfilment of the pro-
phecy, in the light of which Paul apprehends the Scriptural
saying—to be referred to Jerusalem, but to the dve ‘Iepov-
caliju, fris éaTi piTnp Hudy, whereas the 7 éyovoa Tov dvdpa
which is placed in comparison with it is the viv ‘Iepovoariu.
See above. Chrysostom and his successors, Bengel and others,
consider that the words orefpa «.7.\. apply to the Gentile Chris-
tians (she who had the husband being the Jewish church);
1 The LXX. probably did not read 127,
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Lut against this view it may be urged that that fres doti prjryp
nudv, which refers to all Christians, is to be proved by ver. 27.
— oM\ . . . waihov %] not used instead of mhelova %, which
would leave the multitude of children entirely undetermined ;
but it affirms that both kad many children,—the solitary one,
however, the greater number: for numerous are the children
of the solitary one in a kigher degree thun those of her who
possessed the husband. So the LXX. bas rightly understood
the Hebrew %2w D37,

Ver. 28. It is not till ver. 29 that a new thought is entered
on; hence ver. 28 is to be regarded as a remark explaining
the fulfilment of the prophetic utterance, which has its actual
realization in #he case of Christians, and is to be annexed to ver.
27 (by a semicolon). So correctly, in opposition to the usual
separation from ver. 27, Hofmann, Ewald, Wieseler. — But
the Christians (Uuels individualizing; see the critical notes)
are the many children of that spiritual Sarah, the heavenly Jeru-
salem ! — rara 'Ioadx] After the manner of Isaac; comp
1 Pet. i. 15; and see Wetstein and Kypke, also Heindorf, ad
Dlat. Gorg. p. 225 £ — émayyelas Térva] émaryy. is empha-
tically prefixed: children of Abraham, who are not so by
carnal descent like Ishmael, but by promise. So, namely, as
Isaac was born to Abraham in wvirtue of the promise (ver. 23),
are Christians by means of divine promise also children of
Abraham, in virtue of the fact that they were promised by
God to Abraham as Tékva; without which promise, having refer-
ence to them, they would not stand in the relation of sonship
to Abraham. Comp. Rom. ix. 8. We must not on account
of ver. 23 explain the expression here, any more than in Rom.
ix. 8 (see in loc.), as liberd promisst (Winer and others).

Vv. 29, 30. Nevertheless, notwithstanding this their higher
state of sonship, these spirifual children of Abraham are per-
secuted by the bodily children of Abraham, as was formerly
the case with Isaac and Ishmael; but (ver. 30) how wholly
without ultimate success is, and, according to the Scripture,
must be, this persecution! This is not a collateral trait
(Holsten), but the consolatory practical result in which the
allegory terminates—its triumphantly joyful conclusion. Comp.
on ver, 31, — 7d7e] then, namely, at that time when the alle-
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gorically-significant history came to pass. — ¢ xard odpra
yevvnbeis] see ver. 23. — &Slwke] persecuted. It is true that

in Gen. xxi. 9 Ishmael is designated only as a mocker (of
Isaac)) But Paul follows the ¢radition, which, starting from
the basis of that statement, went further. See Beresch. R. liii.
15 : “Dixit Ismael Isaaco: eamus et videamus portionem nos-
tram in agro; et tulit Ismael arcum et sagittas, et jaculatus
est Isaacum et prae se tulit ac si luderet.” According to
Hofmann, Paul in the word &idrew probably intends a run-
ning after Isaac wantonly to annoy him (just as the partisans
of the law jfollowed after the believing Gentiles in order to
annoy them, v. 10, 12). Quite unsupported by any histori-
cal evidence, and very inappropriate to the rapdacew of the
Judaists (of which there is no mention here at all); comp.
1 7. — 7ov kara mvedua] him that is born according to the
Spirit, that is, him who was born in consequence of the inter-
vening agency of the Holy Spirit (for the divine wvedua, as
the principle of the divine promise, is instrumental in the
efficacy of the latter). By means of the vis carnis Isaac
could not have been born, but only by means of the wis
Spiritus divint, which, operative in the divine promise, fur-
nished at his procreation (Rom. iv. 17 ff)) the capacity of gene-
ration and conception. In fact, therefore, Tov xara mvedua
conveys the same idea as Tov &t Tis émayyehias yevvnbévra,
ver. 23. The explanation: per singularem efficacitatesn Dei
(Schott), compares things which are in their nature different
(Luke i 35), and is not verbally accurate. And Hilgenfeld
unnecessarily assumes (comp. Bengel) that the expression is
to be explained by a blending together of the ideal reference
of the allegory to the Christians, and of its historical basis. —
oftw xai vov] So also now the children of Abraham accord-
ing to the flesh (the Jews) persecute those who are Abraham’s
children xata wvetua (Christians, érayyehias Téxkva, ver. 28).
Comp. 1 Thess. ii. 15. This ofrw xai vov does not exclude
any kind of persecution which the Christians suffered at the

1 The idea that Paul, in using #/wxs, really intended nothing more than this
mocking (‘‘nulla enim persecutio tam molesta esse nobis debet, quam dum im-
plorum ludibriis videmus labefactari nostram vocationem,” Calvin), is not in
harmouy with the comprehensive seuse of the word.
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hands of the Jews; but that which is intended must have
been actual persecutions, such as those to which the Christians
as a body were so generally at that time subjected by the Jews,
and not the Tapdooew on the part of the Judaists (Hofmann ;
see on é8lwke). — dMN& TL Néyer 7 ypady ;]| triumphantly in-
troduces the divine certainty of the want of success, which
will attend this Siwwew, to the destruction of the persecutors
themselves. Observe how the importance of the utterance is
brought out more vividly by the <nferrogative announcement.
Comp. Rom. iv. 3, x. 8, xi. 2, 4; Dissen, ad Dem. de cor.
p. 186, 347 ; Blomfield, Gloss. ad Aecsch. Pers. 1013. The
quotation is from Gen. xxi. 10, almost exactly following the
LXX. Instead of uera Tod viod pov 'Icade in the LXX.
(which therefore D* E? F G, codd. of the Itala, and some
Fathers read also here), Paul has written pera Tod viod s
éxevlépas, not accidentally, but in order to give prominence
to the contrast, which significantly refers back to the chief point
of the allegory (comp. ver. 22). — éxBare x7\.] The words
of Sarah to Abraham (which, however, in Gen. xxi 12 are
expressly approved by God and confirmed with a view to
fulfilment), requiring the expulsion of Hagar and her son from
the house. From this, looking to the scope of the allegory, the
Galatians are to infer the exclusion of the non-free Jews, who
were now persecuting the free Christians, from the people of
God. This exclusion already actually exists even in the pre-
sent alwy, in so far as the true Israel which is free from the
law (the 'Iopagh Tod Ocod, vi. 16) has taken the place of the
ancient people of God, and will attain its perfect realization
at the mapovola, when none but the free Christian family of
God will share in the sAnpovoula of eternal Messianic salva-
tion. Comp. iii. 18, 29. According to Hofmann (comp. also
his Scariftbew. 11. 2, p. 71), the meaning is, that as Abraham
separated Ishmael from Isaac, so also the readers are to dismiss
Jrom among them, as unentitled to share in their inheritance,
those who desired to force upon them their own legalism; the
Christian body ought to remain wndisturbed by such persons.
This weakening of the idea is impossible with a correct con-
ception of Suwkew in ver. 29 ; the sure divine Nemesis against
the persecutors must be meant—the divine éxdiknais (Luke
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xviii. 7f.; comp. 2 Thess. i. 6, 8). — o yap p#h KAyper.] pre-
fixed with great emphasis; the son of the bond-woman shall
assuredly mot inherit.  Comp. Gen. xxv. 5 £ As to the exclu-
sion, according to the Israclite law, of the children of a concu-
bine from the right of inheritance, see Selden, de success. ad leg.
Hebr. p. 28 ; Saalschiitz, M. R. p. 831 ; Ewald, Alterth. p. 266.

Ver. 31 is usually looked upon as the keystone, as the final
result of the previous discourse. “ Applicat historiam et alle-
goriam, et summam absolvit brevi conclusione,” Luther, 1519.
But so taken, the purport of ver. 31 appears to express far too
little, and to be feeble, because it has been already more than
once implied in what precedes (see vv. 26, 28). We do not
get rid of this incongruity, even if with Riickert we prefer
the reading 7ueis 8¢, also approved by Hofmann (see the crit.
notes), and assume the tacit inference: “ consequently the
inheritance cannot escape us, expulsion does not affect us.”
For, after the whole argument previously developed, any such
express application of ver. 30 to Christians would have been
entirely superfluous; no reader needed it, in order clearly to
discern and deeply to feel the certainty of victory conveyed
in ver. 30; hence ver. 31 would Dbe halting and without
force. Noj; wer. 31 begins a new scetion. Comp. Lachmann,
de Wette, Ewald, Hofmann. The allegorical instruction, which
from ver. 22 onwards Paul has given, comes to a close forcibly
and appropriately with the triumphant language of Scripture
in ver. 30 ; and now Paul will follow it up by the exhortation
to stand fast in their Christian liberty (v. 1). But first of all,
as a basis for this exhortation, he prefixes to it the proposition
resulting from the previous instruction—which forms the
« pith of the allegory” (Holsten), and exactly as such is fitted
to be the theoretical principle placed at the head of the prac-
tical course of action to be required in the sequel, ver. 31.
This proposition is then followed by 75 é\evfepla juas Xpiaros
Hhevbépwaey, v. 1, which very forcibly serves as a medium of
transition to the direct summons orijxere otw. “ Therefore,
brethren,—seeing that our position is such as results from
this allegory,—we are not children of a bond-woman (like the
Jews), but of the free woman ; for freedom Christ has made us
Jree: stand therefore fast,” ete.
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CHAPTER V.

Ver. 1. =5 #nevlepie, 7 ués Xpisrds Hhevdipmee, orfzere] So Griesbh.
(reading, however, Xpioris #uds), Rick., Tisch., Wieseler. But
Elz., Matth., Winer, Rinck, Reiche, read 3 ¢r.eufepic oSy, 5 Xproris
nubc Anevlipuee, orqzere, Lachm., followed by Usteri, reads =7
éneulepiq nuis Xpiotds fheubipwoev. orirere oby, which was also ap-
proved of by Mill, Bengel, Griesb.; and Winer does not reject
it. Scholz gives 77 éxeuepic, 51 Xpioris nuéis #hcvbipuss, orinsre v,
Schott lastly, following Rinck, joins 7 éhevbepics, 7 quds Xpiovig
7Aevbipwosy to iv. 31, and begins the new sentence with srixsr:
oiv. So also Ewald. Lachmann’s reading, which is also followed
by Hofmann, must be held to be the original one: (1) because
amidst the numerous variations it has a decided preponderance
of testimony in its favour, for 7 is wanting in A B C D* & and
8 min., Dam., and v after orjxere is written in A B C D* (in
the Greek) ¥ G & and some 10 min,, Copt. Goth. Aeth. Boern.
Vulg. ms. Cyr. Bas. ms. Aug. Ambrosiast.; (2) because from it
the origin of the rest of the readings can be explained easily,
naturally, and without prejudice to the witnesses—namely, from
the endeavour to connect % érevd. 4. X. 4reud. immediately with
iv. 31. Thus in some cases 77 was merely changed into 7
(F G, It. Vulg. Goth. and Fathers); in others 7 was inserted
before sués (Griesh.), allowing 7 to remain. The relative thus
introduced led others, who had in view the right connection
with eryxere, either to omit the olv (after orixere), which the
presence of the relative rendered awkward (E, Vulg. It. Syr. p.
Fathers; Griesb,, Riick.,, Tisch.), or to place it immediately after
énevleple (C*** K L, min,, Fathers; Elz). Lastly, the trausposi-
tion Xpiords #udis was an involuntary expedient to place the
subject first, but is condemned by the decisive counter-weight
of the evidence. It is a dubious view which derives the
different readings of our passage from the accidental omission
in writing of H before Huas (Tisch., Wieseler), especially since
very ancient witnesses, in which 7 is wanting, read not juéds
Xprords, but Xporis quds (as C L N** Marcion, Chrys.).—Ver. 3.
=dav] is wanting in D* ¥ G, 78, 74, 76, It. Chrys. Theophyl.
Victorin. Jerome, Aug. Ambrosiast. The omission is caused by
the similarity of the s/ which follows. — Ver. 7. éséxe-e] The
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Lz reading diéxobs is opposed to all the uncials and most min.,
and is therefore rightly rejected by Grot., Mill,, Bengel, Matth.,
Lachm,, Tisch, Reiche, whereas Usteri sought very feebly to
defend it. — The ¢ which follows is wanting in A B x* But
the article forms a necessary part of the idea (comp. ii. 5, 14),
and the omission must be looked upon as a mere error in copying.
Without just ground, Semler and Koppe consider the whole
&hnd. wi weilesdos to be not genuine ; and the latter is disposed,
instead of it, to defend wnden! meidests, which is found in F G,
codd. Lat. in Jer. and some vss. and ¥athers, after aeifesfar, but
is manifestly a gloss annexed to the following # aeiouovy x.7.h
Still more arbitrarily, Schott holds the whole of ver. 7 to be an
inserted gloss. — Ver. 9. {uuor] D* E, Vulg. Clar. Germ. codd.
Lat. in Jer. and Sedul,, and several Fathers, read doxoi Approved
by Mill. and Valck. Sehol. IL p. 178. An interpretation, because
n this passage the leaven represents something corrupting
(otherwise in Matt. xiii. 33). Comp. on 1 Cor. v. 6. — Ver. 14,
& ivi Aéyw] Marcion (in Epiph. and Tert.) read Su®, and D*
E F G, 1t. Ambrosiast. have # iui ¢ & Adyw. Marcion’s read-
ing 1s of antinomistic origin (hence he also omitted the follow-
Ing év =»); but the iu® introduced by it became subsequently
blended with the original text. — @Anpoires] Defended by
Reiche; but A B C 8, min.,, Marcion (in Epiph. and Tert.)
Damasc. Aug. read semripwrasr. Justly; the meaning of the
perfect (which is also adopted by Lachm., Riick., Schott, Tisch.)
was not apprehended by mechanical transcribers. — ocavrdr]
Elz., Matth., Schott, read tavréin. Certainly in opposition to
A BCDEKNAE, min, and Greek Fathers; but the pronoun of
the second person was very likely to occur to the copyists (in
the LXX. Lev. xix. 18, there is the same variety of readings),
and indeed the final letter of the foregoing &s might easily lend
support to the szauréy: hence tavriv is to be restored, in opposition
to Griesb., Scholz, Lachm,, Tisch., and others. Comp. on Rom.
xiii. 9. — Ver. 17. raira 8¢] Lachm. and Schott read raira ydp,
following BD* EF G *,17, Copt. Vulg. It. and some Fathers.
Looking at this preponderance of attestation, and seeing that
the continuative ¢ might easily appear more suitable, ydp is to
be preferred. — Ver. 19 f. poyeix] is wanting before wopy. in
A B C x* min, and many vss. and Fathers; 76, 115, Epiph.
Chrys. Theophyl. have it after mepveia. In opposition to Reiche,
but with Griesb., Lachm.; Scholz, Schott, Tisch., and others, it
is to be deleted, since it has been introduced, although at a very
early date (It. Or.), most probably by the juxtaposition of the
two words in other passages (Matt. xv. 19; Mark vii. 21;
comp. Hos. ii. 2), well known to the transcribers. — &pesg, {Hiror]
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Lachm. and Tisch. have the singular, following weighty evidence;
the plurals were introduced in conformity to the adjoining. —
Ver. 21. géwr] is wanting in B §, 17, 33, 35, 57, 73, and several
Fathers, but in no version. Rejected by Mill, Seml.,, and
Koppe, bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. On account of
the similarity of sound with the preceding word it might just as
easily be omitted, as it might be added from Rom. i. 29. Hence
the preponderance of witnesses determines the point, and that
in favour of the retention.

CoNTENTS.—-Exhortation to stedfastness in Christian free-
dom, and warning against the opposite course. If they allowed
themselves to be circumcised, Christ would profit them nothing,
and they would be bound to the law as a whole; by legal
justification they would be severed from Christ and from
grace, as is proved by the nature of Christian righteousness
(vv. 1-6). Complaint and warning on account of the apostasy
of the readers, respecting whom, however, Paul cherishes
good confidence; whereas he threatens judgment against the
seducers, whose teaching as to circumcision is in no sense his
(vv. 7-12). A warning against the abuse, and an exhortation
to the right use, of Christian freedom, which consists in a
demeanour actuated by mutual love (vv.'13-15); whereupon
he then enters into a detailed explanation to the effect that
the Holy Spirit, and not the flesh, must be the guiding power
of their conduct (vv. 16—25). After this, special moral exhor-
tations begin (ver. 26).

Ver. 1. Tj énevfepia nuds Xpioros frevbépwaev] On this
reading, see the critical notes. The sentence forms, with iv.
31, the basis of the exhortation which follows, oT7jxere ofw
A See on iv. 31.  For freedom, in order that we should
be free and should remain so, that we should not again become
subject to bondage, Christ has set us jfree (iv. 1-7T), namely,
from the bondage of the orouyela Tod wéopov (iv. 3). The
dative 77 éxevd. is therefore commods, not instrumenti. Comp.
also Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 155; Holsten, Hofmann, Reithmayr.
By so taking it, and by attending to the emphasis, which lies
not on Xpioros, but on the 17 éAevfepla following immediately
after Tijs éxevbfépas in iv. 31, we obviate entirely the objection
of Riickert (comp. Matthies and Olshausen) that Paul must
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have written: X. fuds é\evfepla HhevBépwoen, or els énevd.,
or 7 €\evd. TaiTy, or fy Eyoue, or some other addition of the
kind. — orikere olv] stand fast therefore, namely, in the free-
dom, which is to be inferred from what goes before; hence the
absence of connection with 75 éXevf. does not produce any
obscurity or abruptness (in opposition to Reiche). On the
absolute o7ijxere, which obtains its reference from the context,
comp. 2 Thess. ii. 15. — xai uy) wdhw x.1\.] and be not again
held in @ yole of bondage. Previously they had Leen {most of
them) in the yoke of heathenism ; now they were on the point
of being held in the yoke of Mosaism (only another kind of
the groryeia Tov koopov). The yoke is conceived as laid on
the neck: Acts xv. 10 ; Ecclus. li. 26 ; Dem. 322. 12; Hom.
I Cer. 217. As to wd\w, comp. on iv. 9. SovAelas denotes
the characteristic gquality belonging to the yoke. Comp.
Soph. 4j. 924 : mpos ola Sovhelas {uyd ywpoduev. Eur. Or
1330; Plat. Legg. vi p. 770 E: 8ovrewor uyov, Ep. 8, p.
354 D; Dem. 322. 12; Herod. vil. 8. — évéyecfas, with the
datwe (Dem. 1231. 15; 2 Mace. v. 18; 3 Mace. vi. 10) or
with év (Dem. 1069. 9), is the proper expression for those who
are Leld either in a physical (net or the like) or ethical (law,
dogma, emotion, sin, or the like) restriction of liberty, so that
they cannot get out. See Kypke <n loc., and Markland ad
Lys. V. p. 37, Reisk. Here, on account of the idea of a yoke,
the reference is physical, but used as a figurative representation
for that which is mental, which affects the conscience.

Note—1If we take the reading of the Recepta, and of Griesbach
and his followers (see the critical notes), we must explain it:
“In respect of the freedom, [therefore], for whick Christ has set us
Jree, stand fast, and become not again, etc.!”—so that i inevdepice
is to be taken like 7 #/ores in 2 Cor. i. 24 and Rom. iv. 20, and
7 as the dative commodi (Morus, Winer, Reiche). 7 mloht also
(with the Vulgate, Luther, Beza Calvin, Piscator, Ruckert
Schott, Hﬂ"enfeld Wieseler, and many others) be taken as
ablative (instrumentally): “gua nos liberavit,” after the analogy
of the classical expressions 3y Biw, boas Ldars z.r.A. (Bernhardy,
p. 107; Lobeck, Paral. p. 523 f.), and of the frequent use both in
the LXX. and the N. T. (Winer, p. 434 [E. T. 584]) of “ cognate”
nouns in the dative. But this mode of expression does not
oceur elsewhere with Paul, not even in 1 Thess. iii. 9. According
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to Schott, Ewald, and Matthias, who join it to iv. 31 (see the
critical notes), we get the meaning: © We are not children of o
bond-maid, but of the frec woman through the freedom, with which
Claist made us free; stand fast therefore.” Thus 7 ér.evdepin  7pés
Xpior. 42800, becomes a self-evident appendage; and Xpis=és receives
an emphasis, just as in iii. 13, which its position does not warrant.

Ver. 2. Paul now in a warning tone reveals to them the
fearful danger to which they are exposed. This he does by
the address i8¢ in the singular (comp. Soph. Trach. 824),
exciting the special attention of every individual reader, and
with the energetic, defiant interposition of his personal autho-
rity : éyw Iladros, on which Theophylact well remarks: T
Tol oixelov mwpoocwmwov afiomiaTiay dvti waans dmodeifews
7inoe. Comp. 2 Cor. x. 1; Eph. iii. 1; Col. i. 23 — éaw
mepiréuvnabe] To be pronounced with special emphasis. The
readers stood now on the very verge of obeying thus far—
and therefore to the utmost — the suggestions of the false
apostles in taking upon them the yoke of the law, after
having already consented to preliminary isolated acts of legal
observance (iv. 10). — Xpiworés Tuds otdéy adersoe] comp.
ii. 21. Xpiwros is emphatically placed first, and immedi-
ately . after meper.  Chrysostom, moreover, aptly remarks: o
TEPUTEUVOpEVOS s vouov Sedotkws mepiTépvetal, 6 O0¢ Sedokids
amioTel i) Suvduer TiS xdpiTos, 0 8¢ amiaTGY ovdév replaiver
wapd Ths amieTovnérns.  On such a footing Christ cannot be
Christ, the Mediator of salvation. Paul's judgment presup-
poses that circumcision is adopted, not as a condition of a
Loly life (Holsten), but as a condition of salvation, which was
the question raised among the Galatians, ii. 3, 5; Acts xv. 1,
xvi. 3.  Comp. Lechler, apost. Zeitalt. p. 248. The jfuture,
opeljoe, which is explained by others (de Wette, Hofmann,
aad most) as referring to the consequence generally, points to
the nearness of the Parousia and the decision of the judgment.
Comp. ver. 5: énmida Siratoaiyns, just as previously the idea
of the xK\mpovoula in iv. 30.

Ver. 3. With regard to the judgment just expressed, Xpioros
o0y Uuds @dehjoe, Paul now, with increasing emotion
(napTipopar, mavti avfp. meper.), gives an explanation (vv.
3, 4) which clearly discloses the entire certainty of this
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negation. — The &8¢ is not potius (Schott), because it is not
preceded by any antagonistic assertion, but is the autem which
leads on to more detailed information (Herm. ad Viger. p. 845).
— papripouar] in the sense of paprvpd, as in Acts xx. 26 ;
Iph. iv. 17; Joseph. Bell. iii. 8. 3; and also Plat. Phal. p. 47
D, while in classical authors it usually means o summon
as a witness and obtestor.  Paul festifies that which with
divine certainty he knows. The context does not warrant us
to supply feov, with Bretschneider and Hilgenfeld. — mdaw]
not contra (Erasmus, Er. Schmid, Koppe, Wahl; comp. Usteri),
which is never its meaning (see Fritzsche, ad Matth. p- 166 f),
but again, not however in the sense that ver. 3 is described
as a repetition of what was said in ver. 2 (Calvin, Castalio, Calo-
vius, Wolf, Zachariae, Paulus, and others), which it is not; nor
in the sense that Paul is thinking merely of the testifying in
atself, and not of its purport (Hofmann; comp. Fritzsche, Winer,
de Wette),—an interpretation which cannot but be the less
natural, the more necessarily that which is attested wd\w
stands in essential inner connection with the axiom which
had been previously expressed (*“ probatio est proximae senten-
tiae sumta ex loco repugnantium,” Calvin); but in the sense
that Paul calls to the remembrance of his readers hus last presence
among them (the second), when he had already orally assured
them of what he here expresses (Moldenhauer, Flatt, Riickert,
Olshausen, Wieseler). Comp. on i 9, iv. 16. — mavri dvbp.
meptr.] stands in a climactic relation to the foregoing duiv,
remorselessly embracing all: to every one I testify, so that no
one may fancy himself excluded from the Dearing of the
stateraent. According to Chrysostom and Theophylact, with
whom Schott and others agree, Paul has wished to avoid the
appearance kat éxfpav Taira Aéyealar; but in this view the
whole climactic force of the address is misunderstood. —
éxov] has the emphasis; comp. Jas. ii. 10. Circumecision
binds the man who accepts it to obey the whole law, because
it makes him a full member of the covenant of the law, a pro-
selyte of righteousness, and the law requires from those who
are bound to it its entire fulfilment (iii. 10). Probably the
pseudo-apostles had sought at least to conceal or to weaken
this true and — since no one is able wholly to keep the law
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(Acts xiii. 38, xv. 10; Tlom. viii. 3)—yet so fearful conse-
quence of accepting circumcision, as if faith in Christ and
acceptance of circumecision might be compatible with one
another. On the contrary, Paul proclaims the decisive aut . . .
aut. The state of the man who allows himself to be circum-
cised stands in a relation contradictory to the state of grace
(comp. Rom. vi. 14 f, xi. 6).

Ver. 4. But whosoever is justified through the law—a way
of justification which necessarily follows from the already men-
tioned obligation—is separated from Christ, etc. A complete
explanation is thus given as to the Xpioros Tuds olbév dde-
Mjoer.  Asyndetic (without &é), and reverting to the second
person, the language of Paul is the more emphatic and vivid.
— karnpyifnre] In the first clause the stress is laid upon
the dread separation which has befallen them, in the second
on the benefit thereby lost,—a striking alternation of emphasis.
The pregnant expression, katapyeicfar amé Twos (comp. Rom.
ix. 3; 2 Cor. xi. 3; see generally, Fritzsche ad Rom. IL p.
250), is to be resolved into karapyeicfar xai ywpilecbar dmo
Twos, that is, to come o nothing in regard to the relation hitherto
subsisting with any one, so that we are parted from him. Just
the same in Rom. vil. 2, 6. Hence the sense is: your con-
nection with Christ s annulled, cancelled ; dmwexomnre, Oecu-
menius. Justification by the law and justification for Christ’s
sake are in truth opposita (works—faith), so that the one ex-
cludes the other. — olrwes év vouw Sikatoliabe] ye who are being
Justified through the law. The directly assertive and present
dukaiotiofe is said from the mental standpoint of the subjects con-
cerned, in whose view of the matter the way of salvation is this:
“ through the law, with which our conduct agrees (comp. iii. 11),
we become just before God.” Hence the concrete statement
is not to be weakened either by taking &ikaiobofac in the
sense of &nprety Sukaiobobac, ii. 17 (Riickert, Baumgarten-Crusius,
and earlier expositors), or by attributing a Aypothetical sense
to ofrwes (Hofmann, who erroneously compares Thue. v. 16. 1).
‘Whomsoever Paul hets with his oirives x.7.\., he also means.
— rijs ydpitos éfeméoare] that is, ye have forfeited the rela-
tion of being ohjects of divine grace. The opposite: tmo ydpw
eivar (Rom. vi. 14), to which divine grace faith has led (Rom.
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v. 2).  On the figurative ékmimrew, comp. 2 Det. iii. 17
Plut. Gracch. 21: éxmeaelv kai arepeabar Tis wpos Tov SHuov
edvodas, Polyb. xii. 14. 7; Lucian, Cont. 14; Ececlus. xxx1. 4.
Whoever becomes righteous by obedience to the law, becomes
so no longer by the grace of God (Swpedy, Rom. iii. 24), but
by works according to desert (Rom. iv. 11, 16, xi. 6); so that
thus his relation of grace towards God (which is capable of
being lost) has ceased.

Ver. 5. Ground e contrario for the judgment passed in ver.
4 on those becoming righteous by the law ; derived, not gene-
rally from what males up the essence of the Christian state
(Hofmann), but specially from the specific way in which Paul
and those like him expect to be justified. The reasoning pre-
supposes the certainty, of which the apostle was conscious,
that the 7uels are those who are not separated from Christ
and have not fallen from grace. — sjueis] we, on our part:
“qui a nobis dissentiunt, habeant sibi,” Bengel. — 7rveduar:
éx mioTews] is not (with Luther) to be considered as one idea
(* Spiritu, que ex fide est”), since there is no contrast with any
other spirit, but rather as fwo points opposed to the év véuq
in ver. 4: “ by means of the Spirtt, from faith, we expect,” etc.;
so that the Holy Spirit is the divine agent, and faith in Christ
13 the subjective source of our expectation. On mveduars,
comp. Rom. vii. 6, viii. 4,15f, Eph 1 13 £, ii. 22, ¢ al.; and
on éx mioTews, comp. ii. 16, iv. 22, Rom. 1. 17, iii. 22, ix. 30,
x. 6, ¢t al. 'We must not therefore explain mveduars either as
the spirit of man simply (with Grotius, Borger, Fritzsche, and
others), or (comp. on Rom. viii. 4) as the spiritual nature of
man sanctified by the Holy Spirit (Winer, Paulus, Riickert, and
others ; comp. Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, Hofmann) ; but
similarly to ver. 16, as the objective mvedua dyiov, which is the
divine principle of spiritual life in Christians, and which they
have received éf dxofs mioTews (il 2, 5, iv. 6). And the
Holy Spirit is the divine mainspring of Christian hope, as
being the potential source of all Christian sentiment and
Christian life in general, and as the earnest and surety of
eternal life in particular (2 Cor. i 22,v. 5; Eph.i. 14; Rom.
viii 11, 23). — éwida Sixatooivns dmendey.] dmexdéyealas
(Rom. viii. 19, 23, 25; 1 Cor. i. 7; Phil iii. 20; 1 Pet. iil
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20) does not indeed denote that he who waits ds wlolly spent in
waiting (Hofmann), but rather (comp. generally Winer, de verb.
compos. IV. p. 14) the persistent cwaiting, which does not slacken
until the time of realization (C. F. A. Fritzsche in Fritzschior.
Opuse. p. 156). The genitive Swkatoatvns is not appositionis
(Wieseler), so that the semnse would be: “the righteousness
hoped for by ws,” the genitive with émis never being used in
this way; but it is the genitive objecti: the hope of beiny
Justified, namely, in the judgment, where we shall be declared
by Christ as righteous. At variance with the context, since
justification dtself is in question (see ver. 4), others understand
it as the genitive subjects, as that which righteousness has to hope
for! that is, the hoped for reward of righteousness, namely,
eternal life. So Pelagius, Beza, Piscator, Hunnius, Calovius,
Bengel, Rambach, Baumgarten, Zachariae, Koppe, Borger,
Paulus, Windischmann, Reithmayr, and others; comp. also
Weiss, bibl. Theol. pp. 333, 8341. The fact that the Sivatooivn
itself—that is, the righteousness of faith, and not that of a holy
life (Holsten)—is presented as something jfuture, need not in
itself surprise us, because during the temporal life it exists
indeed through faith, but may nevertheless be lost (see vv. 2,
4), and is not yet a definitive possession, which it only comes to
be at the judgment (Rom. viii. 33 £). In a corresponding way,
the viofeaia, although it has been alveady entered upon through
faith (iii. 26, iv. 5), is also the object of hope (Rom. viii. 23).
This at the same time explains why Paul Aere speaks in par-
ticular of an é\wis 8ikacooivns; he thereby indicates the
difference between the certainty of salvation in the conscious-
ness (Rom. viii. 24) of the true Christians, and the confidence,
dependent upon works, felt by the legally righteous, who say :
év vouw Owaiolpeba, Lecause in their case the becoming
righteous is something in a continuous course of growth by
means of meritorious obedience to the law. Lastly, the ex-
pression dmexdéyeabar é\wrida is not to be explained by the

1 Hofmannm, ‘in fact, arrives at the same result, although he rejects the inter-
pretation of the genitive as the gen. subjecti: ‘‘To wait for the blessing of
righteousness already prepared for him, which constitutes the substance of his
liope,”—consequently for the sripaves of his Jixaisiva, 2 Tim. iv. 8 (see Huther
in loc. ed. 8).

T
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supposition that Paul, when he wrote é\wida, had it in lis
mind to make &youev follow (Winer, Usteri, Schott),—an inter-
pretation which is all the more arbitrary, because there is no
intervening sentence which might divert his thought,—but the
hope is treated objectively (comp. on Col. i 5; Rom. viii. 24;
Heb. vi. 18), so that dwexdéyeafar éAmida belongs to the
category of the familiar expressions {jv Biov, mioTevew Sofav
(Lobeck, Paralip. p. 501 ff). Comp. Acts xxiv. 15: é\nlda
.« . ©w kai alrol ofror mpoodéyovras, Tit. il 13; Job ii. 9;
Isa. xxviii. 10; 2 Mace. vil. 14; Eur. 4lc. 130: viv 8¢ =&
éry Biov é\mida mpoadéywpar; Dem. 1468. 13: rida . . .
mpoodoxdofar.  The Catholic doctrine of the gradual increase
of righteousness (Trident. vi. 10. 24, Déllinger) is entirely un-
Tauline, although favoured by Romang, Hengstenberg, and
others. Justification does not, like sanctification, develope
itself and increase; but it has, as its moral consequence (iv.
G), sanctification through the Spirit, which is given to him who
is justified by faith. Thus Christ is to us Swkatocivy Te xal
ayaoucs, 1 Cor. 1 30.

Ver. 6. Warrant for the éx wiorews: for in Christ Jesus, in
fellowship with Christ (in the relation of the év XpioTd eivas),
neither elreumceision nor uncircumcision is of any avail; the
fact of a man being or not being circumcised is of mo influ-
ence, but faith, which is operative through love, sc. loyver Te.
The 7¢ ioyve is to be left in the same general and unlimited
form in which it stands. Circumecision and uncircumcision
are circumstances of no effect or avail in Christianity. And
yet they were in Galatia the points on which the disturbance
turned! On the faith active in love, which is the effective
saving element in the state of the Christian, comp. 1 Tim. i.
5; 1 Thess. 1 3; 1 Cor xiil.; also Jas. ii. 22. By means
of this faith man is xawsy «rioew, vi. 15. Bengel well says:
“ Cum fide conjunxit ver. 5, spem, nunc amorem ; in his stat
totus Christianismus.” How very necessary it was for the
Galatians that prominence should be given to the activity of
faith in love, may be seen from vv. 15, 20, 26. The passive
view of évepyouu., which is given by the Fathers and many
Catholics, such as Bellarmine, Estius, Reithmayr, in whom the
interest of dogmatic controversy against the Protestants came
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to a great extent into play, is erroneous, because évepryeicfus
in the N. T. is always middle (vim suam exserere). See on 2
Cor. i, 6; Fritzsche, ad Rom. vil. 6, IL p. 18. It does not
mean, “ having been rendered energetic through love” (Reith-
mayr), but working through love, expressing thereby its vital
power. Moreover, our passage is not at variance with justifi-
cation solely by faith: “ opera fieri dicit ex fide per caritatem,
non justificar: hominem per caritatem,” Luther. Comp. Calo-
vius : “ Formatam® etiam fidem apostolus refellit, cum non per
caritatem formam suam accipere vel formari, sed per caritatem
operosam vel efficacem esse docet. Caritatem ergo et opera non
fidem constituere, sed consequi et ex eadem fluere certum est.”
It must, however, be observed that love (the opposite of all
selfishness) must be, from its nature, the continuous moral
medium of the operation of faith in those who are thereby
justified? 1 Cor. xiil. 1 fff Comp. Lipsius, Rechifert. p. 192 ;
Romang, in Stud. w. Krit. 1867, p. 90 ff,, who, however, con-
cedes too much to the idea of fides formata.

Vv. 7-9. How naturally—and, in conformity with the
apostle’s lively emotion, asyndetically—the utterance of this
axiom of the Christian character and life, which the readers had
formerly obeyed, is followed by disapproving surprise at the
fact that they had not remained faithful to it (ver. 7), and then
by renewed warning against the false teachers, based on the
ungodly nature (ver. 8) and the destructive influence (ver. 9)
of their operations | — érpéyere xards] that is, your Christian
behaviour—your Christian life and effort—was in course of
excellent development. A figurative mode of presenting the
activity of spiritual life very frequently used by the apostle.
Comp. ii. 2; Phil iii. 11. — 74 duas évéxoyre] A question of
surprise (comp. iii. 1): who hindered you? Comp. 1 Thess. ii.
18; Rom. xv. 22; 1 Pet. iii. 7. In Polyb. xxi. 1. 12 it is
used with the dative. So also Hippocr. pp. 28, 35; for it
means properly: to make an incision. — 77 dAnfelg 7
welfeabas] from obeying the truth, that is, the true gospel,

1 The ¢“fides formata” is also found here by Bisping, and especially Reith-
mayr, following the T'rid. Sess. vi. 7, de justif. See, on the other hand, 4pol.
Conf. Aug. p. 811.

2 Comp. also Dorner, Qesch. d. prot. Theol. p. 232 fL.
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according to which faith alone is that which justifies. pif is
employed, as usual, after verbs of hindering. See Hermann,
ad Viger. p. 810 f.; Pflugk, ad Eur. Hee. 867; Winer, p.
561 [E. T. 755). The nfinitive with uj denotes that which,
so far as the will of the hinderer is concerned, shall not tdke
place. — 7) wewopovy k.T.\] After the surprise comes the warn-
tng. % meigpor) occurs again only in Apoll. Synt. p. 195. 10,
in Eustath. (Zl. ¢, p. 637. 5, @, pp. 21, 26, ¢t al.; see Wetstein),
and in the Fathers (Ignat. ad Rom. 3 inferpol.; Just. Mart. Ap.
1.53, p. 87; Epiph. Haer. xxx. 21; Chrysostom, ad 1 Thess. i.
4). 'Whether, however, the word is to be understood acﬁvelg/,
as persuasion, Or passively, as compliance, is a point which must
be decided in the several passages by the context. In this
passage 1t is understood as persuasion by Mss. of the Itala
(suasio), Vulgate (persuasio), Erasmus, Castalio, Calvin, Beza,
Cornelius a Lapide, Wolf, Michaelis, Zachariae, Koppe, Borger,
Tlatt, Paulus, Usteri, Schott, Hilgenfeld, Wieseler, Matthias,
Holsten, and others; on the other hand, Chrysostom (olx
€mt TouTOws éxdheger Tuds o kaldv, daTe oltw calelecbar),
Oecumenius (v0 weobijvar Tols Méyovow Tuly wepiréuveabas),
Theophylact (70 weiflecbar Tois dmardow), Luther (1519 and
1524 ; but in 1538, and in his translation : such persuasion),
and others, including Morus, Winer, Riickert, Matthies, Ols-
hausen, Reiche, Hofmann, Reithmayr, explain it as compliance!
which, however, does not fit the word used absolutely. The
latter rather yields the thought: The persuasion is not of your
caller, is not a thing proceeding from God (see, on the con-
trary, 2 Cor. xi. 15). Paul would have this applied to the
mode of operation of the pseudo-apostles, who worked upon
the Galatians by persuasion (talking over), so that they did
not remain obedient to the truth, but turned dmwoé ToD xahé-
cavtos abrols év ydpire Xpworod to an érepov edaryyéliov (1.
6). If it were to be taken as compliance, some more precise
definition must have been appended;? because compliance is

1 This view serves to explain the omission of the »0x in D*, min., Cod. lat.
in Jer. and Sedul. Clar. Germ. Or. (once), Lucifer. Theodoret also appears
not to have read it, as he gives the explanation: iy 405 76 xarsiv, 7i 3 weifiofes

2 At least cpdy, which is actually read by Syr. Erp. codd. in Jer. Lucif.
Aug. Ambrosiast. Sedul. Arm. has alras y&p wucxevs. Vomel and Hofmann



CITAD. V. 7-90, 203

ungodly not in itsclf, but only according to the nature of the
demand, the motive, and the moral circumstances generally.
Some have made it to mean credulitas (Estius, Winer, Baum-
garten-Crusius, and others), but the sense of the word is thus
altered. The talling over, however, did not need anything
added, since it is of itself, in matters of faith at any rate,
objectionable; hence it was very superfluous in Luther, Grotius,
and many others, to take the article as demonstrative. More-
over, the active sense is excellently adapted to the designation
of God by o xa\dv Duds, inasmuch as the talking over is a
mode of operating on men characteristically different from the
divine calling : the former not befitting the divine dignity like
the latter; the former bound up with human premeditation,
art, and importunity, taking place év mefois codlas Aéyois
(1 Cor. ii. 4), counteracting free self-determination, and so
forth. Comp. Soph. Fragm. 744, Dind. : 8etvov 7o Tds ITetfois
mpoowmov, Aesch. Agam. 385: Biarar § & Tdhawa mebo.
Bengel, Morus, and de Wette understand it as obstinacy (the
“ clinging to prejudices,” de Wette), making it correspond
with the foregoing 7§ dAnbela pn mwelfecbar. So also Ewald,
although translating it as self-confidence, and comparing 7isvvos.
But the passages cited above from Eustathius do not make
good this signification; and, in particular, Od. x. p. 785. 22,
is quite improperly adduced in its favour (see Reiche, p. 79 £.).
Reiche, preferring the signification complionce, takes the sen-
tence as asking indignantly : “ Annon assensus, obsequinm
veritati praestandum e Deo est, qui vos vocavit?” But why
should Paul have expressed this by the singular word meio-
povr) not used by him elsewhere, and not by the current and
unambiguous wiocTis or vmakoy Tis mwloTews? By employing
the latter, he would, in fact, have also suited the foregoing
meifeafar. — The wardv vuds is neither Christ (Theophylact,
Erasmus, Michaelis, and others) nor the apostle (Locke, Paulus),
seek to remove the indefiniteness by reading instead of the article the relative 7:
which obedience. But, according to this view, # wsru. must have been corre-
lative to the foregoing #sifsedzs (comp. Wisd. xvi. 2), and this consequently
must have been defined not negatively, but positively, somewhat as if Paul, in-
stead of @ &and. ws wsifsedes, had written drépa cdayyedin rsifiofar. But having

written =. &anf. uh weifsrfas, he must, in correlation with w3 os/é:sfas, have con-
tinued relatively with 4 éiidua,
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but God.  Sce on i 6. The present participle is not to le
understood of a continuing call “ad resipiscentiam” (Beza),—
a view at variance with the constant use of the absolute xa\eiv
(1. 6, v. 13; Rom. viii. 30, ¢t al); nor does it represent the
calling as lasting up to the time of their yielding compliance
against the truth (Hofmann), which would be an idea foreign
to the N. T. (i. 6; Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 386 £); but it is to
be taken substantivally, your caller, the definition of the time
being left out of view. Comp. 1 Thess. v. 24 ; Winer, p. 331
[E. T. 444] God, the caller to everlasting salvation, has as-
signed to every one, by calling him at his conversion (Phil.
iil. 14), the “normam totius cursus” (Bengel). — pixpa &oun
«.7.] The meaning of this proverbial warning (see on 1 Cor.
v. 6) is: “If the false apostles have, by means of their per-
suasion, succeeded in making even but a small beginning in
the work of imparting to you erroneous doctrines or false
principles, this will develope itself to the corruption of your
whole Christian faith and life.” So, taking the figure with
reference to doctrine, in substance also Chrysostom, Theo-
phylact (who, however, explain uixpa {Jun too specially of
circumetsion), Luther, Calvin, Cornelius a Lapide, and many
others, including F¥latt and Matthies. It is true that the
dogma of his opponents was in itself fundamentally subver-
sive (as Wieseler objects); but its ¢nfluence had not yet so
far developed itself, that the {Jun might not have been still
designated relatively as pekpd. Others interpret it as referring
to persons: “vel pauci homines perperam docentes possunt
omnem coetum corrumpere,” Winer (comp. Theodoret, Jerome,
Augustine, Erasmus, Grotius, Estius, Locke, Bengel, Dorger,
Paulus, Usteri, Schott, de Wette, Hilgenfeld, Wieseler, Hof-
mann, Windischmann, Reithmayr, and others); but against
this it may be urged that the number of the false teachers,
as it is in itself a matter of indifference, and does not acquire
areater significance through their having intruded themselves
from without, remains also unnoticed throughout the epistle,
and the point in question was solely the influence of their
teaching (comp. metopovs), which was the leaven threatening
to spread destructively. Comp. i 7 ff, iii. 1.

Ver. 10. After the warning in vv. 8, 9, Paul now assures
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his rcaders how he cherishes confidence in them, that their
scntiments would be in conformity with this warning; but
those who led them astray would meet with punishment. —
éyw] with emphasis: I on my part, however much my oppo-
nents may think that they have won over your judgment to
their side. Groundlessly and arbitrarily Riickert affirms that
what Paul says is not altogether what he means, namely, “ I
indeed have done all that was possible, so that I may be
allowed to hope,” etc. — eis vuds] towards yow. Comp. Wisd.
xvi. 24. TUsually with the dative or éwi. — év wvplp] In
Christ, in whom Paul lives and moves, he feels also that his
confidence rests and is grounded. Comp. Phil. il 24; 2
Thess. iil. 4; Rom. xiv. 14. — 008év dANo] is referred by most
expositors, including Luther, Calvin, Winer, Riickert, Matthies.
Schott, Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, Ewald, to
the previous purport of the epistle generally as directed against
Judaism. But what is there to warrant this vague reference ?
The warning which immediately precedes in vv. 8, 9 (not ver.
7, to which Wieseler, Hofmann, and others arbitrarily go back)
has the first claim to have o08év &Alo referred to it, and is
sufficiently important for the reference. The antithesis o 8¢
Tapacowy also suits very appropriately the subjects of that
warning, % wetouovij and {un, both of which terms characterize
the action of the seducers. Usteri interprets: that ye will
not allow any other than your hitherto subsisting sentiments.”
No, a change, that is, a correction of the sentiments previously
existing, is precisely what Paul hopes for. — ¢povijoere] ye
will have no other sentiments (the practical determination of
thought). The future (comp. vi. 16) refers to the time when
the letter would be received. Hitherto, by their submissiveness
towards those who were troubling them, they seemed to have
given themselves up to another mode of thinking, which was
not the right one (&AXo, comp. Lys. ¢n Eratosth. 48 ; &repos is
more frequently thus used, see on Phil. iii. 15). — ¢ 8¢ Tapdo-
awv vuas] The singular denotes not, as in 2 Cor. xi. 4, the totum
genus, but, as is more appropriate to the subsequent éaris av 7,
the ¢ndividual who bappened to be the troubler in each actual
case. Comp. Bernhardy, p. 315. The idea that the apostle
refers to the chief person among his opponents, who was well
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known to him (Erasmus, Luther, Tareus, Estius, Dengel,
Riickert, Olshausen, Ewald, and others; comp. also Usteri),—
formerly even guessed at by name, and identified with Peter
himself (Jerome),—has no warrant in the epistle. See, on the
contrary, even ver. 12, and compare i. 7,iv. 17. — 8ois dv 7]
is to be left entirely general: without distinction of personal
position, be he, when the case occurs, who he will. The
reference to Zigh repute (Theodoret, Theophylact, Luther,
Estius, and many others ; including Koppe, Flatt, Riickert, de
Wette) would only be warranted, if ¢ rapdoo. applied definitely
to some particular person. — 70 xpiua] the judicial sentence
xat’ éoxaw, that is, the condemnatory sentence of the (impend-
ing) last judgment. Comp. Rom. ii. 3, il 8; 1 Cor. xi. 29.
Of excommunication (Locke, Borger) the context contains
nothing!— Basrdae] the judicial sentence is conceived as
something Zheavily laid on (2 Kings xviii. 14), which the con-
demned one carries away as he leaves the judgment-seat. The
idea of AauBavew xpipa (Rom. xiii. 2; Jas. iili. 1; Luke xx.
47, et al) is not altogether the same.

Ver. 11. But I, on my part. The Judaistic teachers, whom
the apostle thus confronts, had (see Chrysostom), as is evident
from our passage—with the view of weakening the hindrance,
which among Pauline churches they could not but encounter
in the authority of the apostle opposing them—alleged (per-
haps making use of Timothy’s circumcision, Acts xvi. 3, for
this purpose) that Paul himself still (in other churches)
preached circumcision; that is, that, when Gentiles went over to
Christianity, they should allow themselves to be cireumeised.
This calumny (comp. also Hilgenfeld in his Zeitschr. 1860, p.
216 ff) was sufficiently absurd to admit of his dismissing it, as
he does here, with all brevity, and with what a striking experi-
mental proof ! But if I am still preaching circumcision, where-
Jorc am I still persccuted ? For the persecution on the part of
the Jews was based on the very fact of the antagonism to the
law, which characterized his preaching of the Crucified One. See
the sequel. — e wepiTouny érv kmpioow] Paul might also have

1 Jatho also explains the word as referring to this and other ecclesiastical
penalties. But it was not the manner of the apostle to call for the discipline of
the church in so indirect and veiled a fashion (comp. 1 Cor. v.).
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said, e 7. € éxijpvaaoy, 7. & 8uwrduny dv, for he means what
objectively is not @ real matter of fact. But he transfers him-
self dircctly into the thought of his oppoments, and just as
directly shows its absurdity ; he assumes the reality of whut
his opponents asserted, and then by the apodosis annuls it as
preposterous : hence the sense cannot be, as it is defined by
Holsten, that his persecution on account of no longer preaching
circumcision had not, possibly, the alleged pretext of making
the Gentiles complete members of the theocracy, but only the
one motive of national varity and selfishness, to annul the
offence of the cross.! — The emphasis is laid on mepirourny; but
ér, still (see Schneider, ad Plat. Rep. p. 449 C), does not con-
vey the idea that Paul, as apostle, had formeily preached cir-
cumcision.  For although the enlightenment of the Holy Spirit
produced in none of the apostles at once and absolutely
the laying aside of all religious error previously cherished, but
led them forward by gradual and individual development into
the whole truth (see Liicke’s apt remarks on John ii. 10, p.
501); yet in the case of Paul especially, just because he was
converted in the midst of his zealotry for the law, the assump-
tion that he had still preached the necessity of circumcision
for salvation, and had thus done direct homage to the funda-
mental error opposed to the revelation of Ged in him (i. 15),
and to His gospel which had been revealed to him (i. 11 f),
would be quite wnpsychological. And in a historical point of
view it would be at variance with the decidedly antinomistic

' Holsten has, in a special excursus (z. Evang. d. Paul. u. Petr. p. 837 fl.),
acutely explained his interpretation, and endeavoured to vindicate it. At the
close he puts it in this shape : ‘‘ Paul wishes to denounce to the Galatians the
secret, unexpressed ground of his persecution on the part of his opponents: ‘7,
dear brethren, am only persecuted because I no longer preach circumcision ; for,
if I still preach it as the divine will, why am I still persecuted ? — Thus indeed is
the offence of the cross annulled !’” But still I'aul must have had some special
inducement for positing, in s/ x.7.A., a notoriously non-real case as a logical
reality ; and this inducement could only be found in the corresponding accusa-
tion of his opponents. Otherwise it would be difficult to see why he should not
have thrown his language into such a form, that the protasis should have begun
either with ¢ and the imperfect or with &= (because), and the expression of the
apodoses should have undergone corresponding modification. According to Hol-
sten’s view, the words have a dialectic enigmatical obscurity, which, looking at
the simplicity of the underlying idea, would be without motive.
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character of his whole apostolic labours as known to us (comp.
Acts xxi. 21), as well as with the circumstance that the
requirement of circumecision in the case of the Gentile Chris-
tians, Acts xv., came upon the apostolical church as something
quite new and unheard of, and therefore produced so much
excitement, and in fact occasioned the apostolic conference. Ina
purely exegetical point of view, moreover, such an assumption
is not compatible with 7¢ ér¢ Sudrouar, because we should
thereby be led to the inference that, so long as Paul preached
circumcision, he had nof been persecuted ; and yet at the very
Leginning of his Christian labours he was persecuted by the
Jews (Acts ix. 24 f; 2 Cor. xi. 32 f). Riickert (comp.
Baumgarten-Crusius and de Wette) is of opinion that in using
¢re they only mean to say that Paul, although he preached
Christ, required that, notwithstanding this, they should still allow
themselves to be circumeised. Comp. Olshausen, who refers &re
to the inferiority of the tendency. But in Olshausen’s view, the
reference to an earlier kmplrrew mepiTousiy still remains un-
removed ; and in that of Riickert, the &r: is unwarrantably
withdrawn from the apostle and passed over to the side of
those to whom he preached. Even if (with Hofmann') we
understand the ér: as in contradistinction to the earlier time,
when the preaching of circumceision had been of general occurrence
and had been in s due place, the reference of this ére is
transferred to a gemeral practice of the earlier time, although,
according to the words of the apostle, it clearly and distinctly
assumes Ais o'n previous sijpvocew meper. The correct view
is the wusual one, adopted also by Winer, Usteri, Matthies,
Schott, Hilgenfeld, Ewald, Wieseler, that ér¢ points back to
the period before the conversion of the apostle. Certainly the
objection is made (see Reithmayr and Hofmann), that Paul at

! According to Hofmann, the apostle’s meaning is, *‘that they would have no
longer any cause for persecuting him, so soon as his preaching of Jesus Christ
shiould be that, which it is not—a continuance of the preaching of circumecision at
the present time.” This is also unsuitable, because ¢/ would introduce a sumtio
ficti, end that indeed in the view of Paul himself. Certainly ¢ with the present
indicative might be so put ; but in the apodosis the optative with #» must have
been used, as is the case in the passages compared by Hofmann himself (Xen.
Anab. vii. 6. 15, v. 6. 12. See also Memor ii. 2. 3 ; Bornemann, ad Sympos.
4. 10, 5. 7; Klotz, ad Devar. p. 487).
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that time, as a Jew among Jews, and coming in contact with
Jewish Christians only, had no occasion at all to preach cir-
cumcision. But looking at our slight acquaintance with the
circumstances of the apostle’s pre-Christian life, this conclusion
is formed much too rashly. For, as {prwr7s for God and the
law (Acts xxil. 8; comp. Gal i 14; Phil iii. 5), Saul, who
was an energetic and (comp. Acts xxii. 4, 5) esteemed Pharisaic
Rabbi, might often have had occasion enough to preach and
to defend ecircumecision, partly in the interest of proselytizing,
and partly also in polemic conflict with Christians in and
beyond Judaea, who maintained that their faith, and not
their ecircumcision, was the cause of salvation. — 7/ én
Swwopar ;] This ére also, which by most (including de Wette
and Wieseler) is taken as logical, as in Rom. iii. 7, ix. 19, can-
not without arbitrary procedure be understood otherwise than
as temporal : “ Why am I yet always persecuted ?”  Why have
they not yet ceased to persecute me? They could not but in
fact have seen how groundless this OSuwoxew was!— dpa
ratipynrar k.T\] dpa 18, as always, sgitur, rebus sic se habent-
bus (if, namely, I still preach circumcision). Paul gives infor-
mation concerning the foregoing question,—how far, namely,
there no longer existed any cause, etc. : thus therefore is the offence
of the cross done away, that is, the occasion for the rejection of
the gospel, which is afforded by the circumstance that the
death of Christ on the cross is preached as the only ground of
salvation (1 Cor. i. 23; Phil. iii. 18). If Paul had at the
same time preached circumcision also as necessary to salvation,
then would the Jew have seen his law upheld, and the cross
would have been inoffensive to him; but when, according to
his decisive principle, ii 21, he preached the death of the
cross as the end of the law (iii. 13; Rom. x. 3, ¢ al.), and
rejected all legal righteousness—then the Jew took offence at
the cross, and rejected the faith. Comp. Chrysostom and Theo-
phylact. To take it as an inferrogation (Syr., Bengel on ver. 12,
Usteri, Ewald, and others)—with which the accentuation might
Lave been dpa (comp. on il. 17)—appears logically not inap-
propriate after 7i ére Suwkouar, but yields a less striking con-
tinuation of the discourse.

Ver. 12. The vivid realization of the doings of his opponents,
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who were not ashamed to resort even to such falsehood (ver.
11), now wrings from his soul a strong and bitterly sarcastic
wish' of holy indignation: Would that they, who set you in
commaotion, might mutilate themselves! that they who attach
so much importance to circumecision, and thereby create com-
motion among you, might not content themselves with being
circumcised, but might even have themselves emasculated! On
Sperov as a particle, see on 1 Cor. iv. 8. “ Omnino autem
observandum est, dpedov (as to the form dperow, see Interpr.
ad Moer. p. 285 {) non nisi tum adhiberi, quum quis optat,
ut fuerit aliquid, vel sit, vel futurum sit, quod non fuit aut est
aut futurum est,” Hermann, ad Viger. p. 756. It is but very
seldom used with the future, as Lucian, Soloec. 1. See Her-
mann lc.; Graev. ad Luc. Sol. IL. p. 730. — xal] the climactic
“even,” not that of the corresponding relation of retribution
(Wieseler), in which sense it would be only superfluous and
cumbrous. — gmokdyrovrar] denotes castration (Arrian, Epict.
i 20. 19), either by incision of the wena seminalis (Deut.
xxiil. 1) or otherwise. See the passages in Wetstein. Comp.
amoxaTros, castrated, Strabo, xiiL p. 630 ; dmoxexoppévos, Deut.
xxiii 1. Owing to sxai, which, after ver. 11, points to
something more than the circumcision therein indicated, this
interpretation is the only one suited to the context: it is
followed by Chrysostom and his successors, Jerome, Ambrose,
Augustine, Cajetanus, Grotius, Estius, Wetstein, Semler, Koppe,
and many others ; also Winer, Riickert, Usteri, Matthies, Schott,
Olshausen, de Wette, Hilgenfeld, Hofmann, Reithmayr, Holsten;
comp. Ewald, who explains it of a still more complete mutila-
tion, as does Pelagius, Theodore of Mopsuestia, and others. In
opposition to the context, others, partly influenced by an
incorrect aesthetical standard (comp. Calovius: “glossa impura”),
and sacrificing the middle signification,—which is always re-
flexive in Greek prose writers (Kiihner, IL p. 19), and. is also

! According to Hofmann, indeed, it is ““quite earnestly meant,” and is supposed
to contain the thought that ““their perversity, which is now rendered dangerous
by their being able to appeal to the revealed law, would thereby assume a shape
in which it would cease to be dangerous.” How arbitrarily the thought is
imported! And yet the wish, if earnestly meant, would be at all events a silly
one. For a similar instance of a bitterly pointed saying against the Judaistie
overvaluing of circumecision, see Phil. iiL 2
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to be maintained throughout in the N. T. (Winer, p. 239,
[E. T. 316]),—have found in it the sense : “ exittum imprecatur
impostoribus ” (Calvin, acknowledging, however, the word as
an allusion to circumecision; Calovius, and others); or have ex-
plained it of the divine extirpation (Wieseler); or: “ may they be
excommunicated ” (Erasmus, Beza, Piscator, Cornelius a Lapide,
Bengel, Michaelis, Zachariae, Morus, Baumgarten-Crusius,
‘Windischmann, and others) ;' or: “ may all opportunity of per-
verting you be faken from them” (Elsner, Wolf, Baumgarten) ;
or: “may they cut themselves off from you” (Ellicott). —
avacTatoby] stronger than rapdooew, means here fo stir up
(against true Christianity), to alarm. Comp. Acts xvii 6,
xxi. 38. The word, used instead of the classic dvdoTaTov
moieiv, belongs to the later Greek; Sturz, diel. Mac. p. 146.
Ver. 13. “It is with justice that I speak so indignantly
against those men; for g, who are being worked upon by them
to bring you under the bondage of the law, have received God’s
call to the Messianic kingdom for an object entirely different,
—in order that ye may be free” Thus the apostle again
reminds his readers of the great Dbenefit already indicated in
ver. 1, but now with the view of inculcating its single necessary
moral limitation. — én’ éevfepla] that ye should be free; ém.
used of the ethical aim of the xakeiv. Comp. 1 Thess. iv. 7;
Eph. ii. 10; Soph. Oed. C. 1459 : rafloy’ éd’ & rakels. —
povoy p7 x.rA\] Limiting exhortation. But the verb, which is
obvious of itself (rpémere, perhaps, or even éyete), is omitted,
the omission rendering the address more compact and precise.
Comp. Matt. xxvi. 5; Buttmann, neut. Gr. 338. This also
corresponds (in opposition to Hofmann's groundless doubt) to
the usage of the Greeks after the prohibitory wr.  See Hein-
dorf, ad Plat. Prot. p. 315 B; Hartung, Partikell. II. p. 153;
Klotz ad Devar. p. 669; Winer, p. 554 f. [E. T. 745] — eis

! Luther, in his translation, rendered it : Zo be extirpated (thus like Calvin);
in his Commentary, 1519, he does not explain it specially, but speaks merely of
a curse which is expressed. In 1524, however, he says characteristically: ¢‘Si
omnino volunt circumcidi, opto, ut et abscindantur et sint eunuchi illi amputatis
testiculis et veretro, i. e. qui docere et gignere filios spirituales nequeunt, extra
ecclesiam ejiciendi.” On the other hand, in the Commentary of 1538, he says
quite simply, ‘“allusit . . . ad circumcisionem, q. d. cogunt vos cireumeidli,
utinam ipsi funditus et radicitus excindantur.”
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adoputy T4 caprl] for an occasion to the flesh ; do not use
your liberty so that it may serve as an occasion for the non-
spiritual, psychico-corporeal part of your nature to assert
its desires which are contrary to God. Comp. Rom. vii. 8.
As to gapf in the ethical sense, see Rom. iv. 1, vi. 19, vii. 14;
John iii. 6. — a\\a 8d Tijs dydmys Sovh. aANA.] but let love
(through which your faith must work, ver. 6) be that by means
of which ye stand in a relation of mutually rendered service.
An ingenious juxtaposition of freedom and brotherly serviceable-
ness in that freedom.  Comp. Rom. vi. 18, 22; 1 Cor. ix. 19;
1 Pet. il 16; 2 Pet. ii. 19. The special contrast, however,
which is here opposed to the gemeral category of the odp,
has its ground in the circumstances of the Galatians, and its
warrant in what is about to be said of love in ver. 14.

Ver. 14 Reason assigned for the && 7ds dydmnys wrTA.
Just said : for the whele law is fulfilled in one utterance; that is,
compliance with the whole Mosaic law has taken place and
exists, if one single commandment of it is complied with,
namely, the commandment, “ Love thy neighbour as thyself.” If,
therefore, ye through love serve one another, the whole point
in dispute is thereby solved; there can no longer be any
discussion whether ye are bound to fulfil this or that precept
of the law,—ye bave fulfilled the whole law. ¢ Theologia
brevissima et longissima ; brevissima quod ad verba et senten-
tias attinet, sed usu et re ipsa latior, longior, profundior et
sublimior toto mundo,” Luther. o6 mas vopos (comp. 1 Tim. i.
16; Acts xix 7, xx. 18; Soph. El 1244 ; Phil. 13; Thuec. ii.
7. 2, viil. 93. 3; Kriiger, § 50. 11. 12) places the fotality of
the law in contradistinction to its single utterance. The view
of Hofmann, that it denotes the law collectively as an unity, the
Julfilment of which existing in the readers they have in the lovc
which they are to show, falls to the ground with the erroneous
reading, to which it is with arbitrary artifice adapted; and
in particular, ¢ wds vduos means not at all the law as unity,

! Hofmann reads the verse: & 4. #&s vipos iv ipiv Texdipurair dyariocus x.m. X,
A form of the text so destitute of attestation (Tertullian alone has in vobis in-
stead of iv i 2iyw), that it is simply equivalent to a (very strange) conjecture.
Also the omission of /v r4 is much too feebly attested. In the text, followed
above, A B C X agree
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but the whole law:' comp. also 2 Mace. vi. 5; 3 Mace. vi. 2
et al.; Herod.i. 111. In point of fact, the phrase does not
differ from 6&\os o wopos, Matt, xxii. 40. Without alteration
in the sense, the apostle might also have written mas vap o
vopos, which would only have made the emphasis fall still
more strongly on mds. — memhjpwrac] As to the reading, see
the critical notes. The perfect denotes the fulfilment as com-
plete and ready to hand, as in Rom. xiii. 8.  Chrysostomn,
Theodoret, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Estius, Baumgarten,
Semler, Morus, Riickert, Matthies, Schott, Baumgarten-
Crusius, de Wette, Wieseler, and others, have correctly ex-
plained wAnpobobfar of compliance with the law; for the
explanation comprehenditur (Erasmus, Castalio, Luther, Calvin,
Rambach, Michaelis, Zachariae, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Winer,
Usteri, Olshausen, Reiche, and others), that is, dvaxepalaiotrar
(which, however, in Rom. xiil. 9 is distinguished from mAn-
podobdar), is at variance with the universal usage of mAnpoiv
Tov vopov in the N. T. (comp. éxmipmhdvar 7. vopov, Herod. 1.
199; so also Philo, de Abrah. I. p. 36). See vi. 2; Matt. iii.
15; Rom. viil. 4, xiii. 8; Col iv. 17. The thought is the
same as in Rom. xiii. 8, 6 ayamdv Tov érepov vépov memhjpwie,
and xiii. 10, m\jpwpa vépov % dydmn.  Grotius interprets
mAnp. in the same way as in Matt. v. 17: “sicuti rudimenta
implentur per doctrinam perfectiorem.” This interpretation is
incorrect on account of was, and because a commandment of
the Mosaic law dtself is adduced. — év 7¢] that is, in the
saying of the law ; see Winer, p. 103 [E. T. 135]. — ayamnoes]
Lev. xix. 18. Respecting the imperative future, see on Matt.
i 21; and as to éavrdv used of the second person, see on Rom.
xill. 9; Jacobs, ad Anthol. IX. p. 447. On the idea of the
s éavr, see on Matt, xxii. 39. Comp. Cic. de Legg. 1. 12:
“Nihilo sese plus quam alterum homo diligat.” The neighbour
is, for the Christian who justly (Matt. v. 17) applies to himself
this Mosaic commandment, his fellow-Christian (corp. ver. 13,
aaAjhoss, and see ver. 14), just as for the Jew it is his fellow-

1 [This is an approximate rendering of the passage, the meaning of which is
not, to me at least, very clear. Hofmann seems to have been conscious of this
want of clearness, for in his revised edition just issued he has considerably altered
his mode of expression, but still leaves the matter somewhat obscure. —Ebp.]
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Jew. But how little this is to be taken as cxcluding any other
at all, is shown not only Ly distinct intimations, such as vi.
10, 1 Thess. iii. 12, 2 Pet. i. 7, but also by the whole spirit
of Christianity, which, as to this point, finds its most beautiful
expression in the example of the Samaritan (Luke x.); and
Paul himself was a Samaritan of this kind towards Jews and
Gentiles. — The question, how Paul could with justice say of
the whole law that it was fulfilled by love towards one’s neigh-
bour, is not to be answered, either by making véuos signify
the Christian law (Koppe), or by understanding it only of the
moral law (Estius and many others), or of the second table of
the Decalogue (Beza and others; also Wieseler; comp. Ewald),
or of every divinely revealed law in general (Schott) ; for, ac-
cording to the connection of the whole epistle, 6 7as vduos
cannot mean anything else than the whole Mosaic law. DBut
it is to be answered by placing ourselves at the lofty spiritual
standpoint of the apostle, from which he regarded all other
commandments of the law as so thoroughly subordinate to the
commandment of love, that whosoever has fulfilled #4¢s com-
mandment stands in the moral scale and the moral estimation
just as if he had fulfilled the whole law. From this lofty and
bold standpoint everything, which was not connected with the
commandment of love (Rom. xiii. 8-10), fell so completely
into the background,' that it was no longer considered as
aught to be separately and independently fulfilled; on the
contrary, the whole law appeared already accomplished in love,
that is, in the state of feeling and action produced by the
Spirit of God (ver. 22 f.; Rom. xv. 30), in which is contained
the culminating point, goal, and consummation of all parts of
the law.? The idea thus amounts to an impletio totius legis
dilectione formata, by which the claim of the law is satisfied
(ver. 23). The view of Hofmann, that here the law comes into
consideration only so far as it is not already fulfilled in faith;
that for the believer its requirement consists in the command-

! Especially the precepts as to cultus, in the apostle’s view, were included
among the eraiytia Tob xispov, iv. 3.

2 Therein lies the essence of the so-called fertius usus of the law, the further
development of which is given in the Epistle to the Romans, Comp. Sieffert,
in the Jakrb. f. D. Theol. p. 271 L.
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ment of love, and even the realization of this is already existing
an him, so that he has only to show the love wrought in him
by God—simply emanates from the erroneous form of the text
and the wrong interpretation of ver. 14 adopted by him. That
the apostle, moreover, while adducing only the commandment
of love towards one's neighbour, does not exclude the command-
ment of love towards God (comp. Matt. xxii. 37 £.), was obvious
of itself to the Christian consciousness from the necessary con-
nection between the love of God and the love of our neighbour
(comp. 1 John iv. 20; 1 Cor. viii. 1, 3). Paul was induced
by the scope of the context to bring forward the latter only
(vv. 13, 15).

Ver. 15. Addxvere xai xarecflere] A climactic figurative
designation of the hateful working of party enmity, in which
they endeavoured mutually to Aurt and destroy one another.
Figurative expressions of this nature, derived from ravenous wild
beasts, are elsewhere in use. See Maji Obss. II. p. 86 ; Jacobs,
ad Anthol. VIIL p. 230 ; Wetstein, in loc. xatecfiew is not,
however, to be understood (with Schott) as o gnaw, but must
retain the meaning which it always has, to eat up, to devour.
See on 2 Cor. xi. 20 ; Hom. 77. 1. 314, xx1. 24, 0d. 1. 8, et al.;
LXX. Gen. x1. 17; Isa. 1 7; Add. ad Esth. i 11. Observe
the climaz of the three verbs, to which the passive turn of the
final result to be dreaded also contributes: w7 dmwo AR wY
avarwlrire] lest ye be consumed one of another—consumaming ;
that is (for Paul keeps by his figure), lest through these mutual
party hostilities your life of Christian fellowship be utterly
ruined and destroyed. What is meant is not the ceasing of their
status as Christians (Hofmann), in other words, their apostasy ;
but, by means of such hostile behaviour in the very bosom of
the churches, there is at length an utter end to what constitutes
the Christian community, the organic life of which is mutually
destroyed by its own members.

Ver. 16. With the words “ But I mean” (iii. 17, iv. 1) the
apostle introduces, not something new, but a deeper and more
comprehensive exhibition and discussion of that which, in vv.
13-15, he had brought home to his readers by way of admoni-
tion and of warning—down to ver. 26. Hofmann is wrong in
restricting the illustration merely to what follows after aaha,

U
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—a view which is in itself arbitrary, and is opposed to the
manifest correlation existing between the contrast of flesh and
spirit and the d¢popus, which the free Christian is not to afford
to the flesh (ver. 13). — wvedpare mepimareire] dative of the
norma (kara mvebpa, Rom. viil. 4). Comp. vi. 16; Phil
iii. 16 ; Rom. iv. 12; Hom. Il xv. 194: oirt duws Béopar
¢péaw. The subsequent wveduare dyesfe in ver. 18 is more
favourable to this view than to that of Fritzsche, ad Rom. 1. p.
225, who makes it the dative commods (spiritut divino vitam
consecrare), or to that of Wieseler, who makes it instrumental,
so that the Spirit is conceived as path (the idea is different in
the case of 8ua in 2 Cor. v. 7), or of Hofmann, who renders: “ by
virtue of the Spirit.”  Calovius well remarks: “juxta instinc-
tum et impulsum.” The spirit is not, however, the moral
nature of man (that is, o érw dvfpwmos, ¢ vods, Rom. vii. 22,
23), which is sanctified by the Divine Spirit (Beza, Gomarus,
Riuckert, de Wette, and others; comp. Michaelis, Morus, Flatt,
Schott, Olshausen, Windischmann, Delitzsch, Psychol. p. 389),
in behalf of which appeal is erroneously (see also Rom. viii. 9)
made to the contrast of aapf, since the divine wvebua is in fact
the power which overcomes the odpf (Rom. vii. 23 ff, Rom.
viii. 1 ff)); but it is the Holy Spirit. This Spirit is given to
believers as the divine principle of the Christian life (iii. 2, 5,
iv. 6), and they are to obey it, and not the ungodly desires
of their odpf. Comp. Neander, and Miiller, ». d. Sinde, 1. p.
453, ed. 5. The absence of the article is not (in opposition to
Harless on Eph. p. 268) at variance with this view, but it is not
to be explained in a gualitative sense (Hofiann), any more than
in the case of ecs, kUpios, and the like ; on the contrary, mvedua
has the nature of a proper noun, and, even when dwelling
and ruling in the human spirit, remains always objective, as the
Divine Spirit, specifically different from the human (Rom. viii.
16). Comp. on vv. 3, 5, and on Rom. viil. 4; also Buttmann,
neut. Gr. p. 78.— kal émibupiav capros ol un Teéante] is
taken as consequence by the Vulgate, Jerome, Theodoret, Eras-
mus, Luther, Calvin, Grotius, Estius, Bengel, and most exposi-
tors, including Winer, Paulus, Riickert, Matthies, Schott, de
Wette, Hilgenfeld, Wieseler, Hofmann, Reithmayr; but by
others, as Castalio, Beza, Koppe, Usteri, Baumgarten-Crusius,
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LEwald, in the sense of the ¢mperative. Either view is well
adapted to the context, since afterwards, for the illustration of
what is said in ver. 16, the relation between odpf and wreiua
is set forth. But the view which takes it as consequence is the
only one which corresponds with the usage in other passages of
the N. T., in which oJ u7 with the aorist subjunctive is always
used in the sense of confident assurance, and not tmperatively,
like ov with the future, although in classical authors od w7
is so employed. “ Ye will certainly not fulfil the lust of the
Slesh,—this is the moral blessed consequence, which is promised
to them, if they walk according to the Spirit.” On Teheiw,
used of the actual carrying out of a desire, passion, or the
like, comp. Soph. 0. R. 1330, EL 769 ; Hesiod, Scut. 36.
Ver. 17. ‘H nyap capf émibupel kata tod mvebuaros, To 8¢
mvebpa xard 7. odpros | The foregoing exhortation, with its
promise, is elucidated by the remark taat the flesh and the Spirit
are contrary to one another in their desires, so that the two cannot
together influence the conduct. — As here also 7o 7vebua is not
the moral nature of man (see on ver. 16), but the Holy Spirit}
a comparison has to some extent incorrectly been made with
the variance between the vofs and the odpf (Rom. vii 18 ff)
in the still unregenerate man, in whom the moral will is subject
to the flesh, along with its parallels in Greek and Roman
authors (Xen. Cyr. vi. 1. 21; Arrian. Epict. ii. 26 ; Porphyr.
de abst. i. 56; Cie. Tuse. ii. 21, ¢ al), and Rabbins (see
Schoettgen, Hor. p. 1178 ff). Here the subject spoken of is
the conflict between the fleshly and the divine principle in the

1 De Wette wrongly makes the objection, that in the state of the regenerate
this relation of conflict does not find a place, seeing that the Spirit has the pre-
ponderance (vv. 18, 24). Certainly so, if the regeneration were complete, and
not such as it was in the case of the Galatians (iv. 19), and if the comcu-
piscentia carnis did not remain at all in the regenerate. That #vedu= here de-
notes the Holy Spirit, is confirmed by ver. 22. The difference of the conflict in
the unconverted and in the regenerate consists in this,— that in the case of
the former the ¢dpf strives with the better moral will (ve5;), and the o4/ is vic-
torious (Rom. vii. 7 ff.); but in the case of the regenerate, the sdpf strives with
the Holy Spirit, and man may obey the latter (ver. 18). In the former case,
the creaturely power of the ¢dp§ is in conflict with the likewise creaturely vous,
but in the latter with the divine uncreated =zwiua. De Wette was erroneously
of opinion that here Paul says briefly and indistinctly what in Rom. vii. 15 ff.
ho sets forth clearly ; the view of Delitzsch, Psychol. p. 389, is similar.
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regenerate.  The relation is therefore different, although the
conflict in itself has some similarity. Bengel in the com-
parison cautiously adds, “quodammodo.” — rtaiTa ydp aAAijhows
avricerrar] As to the reading vdp, see the critical notes. It
introduces a pertinent further dlustration of what has just been
said. In order to obviate an alleged tautology, Riickert and
Schott have placed Tadra . dAX. dvrik. in a parenthesis (see
also Grotius), and taken it in the sense: *for they are in their
nature opposed to one another” A gratuitous insertion; in
that case Paul must have written: ¢doe yap tadra dIN.
avtix., for the bare dvrikeirar after what precedes can only
be understood as referring to the actually existing conflict.
— Da pn xrA] is not (with Grotius, Semler, Moldenhauer,
Riickert, and Schott) to be joined to the first half of the verse,
—a connection which is forbidden by the right view of the
Talra yap @M. dvrik. as not parenthetical—but to the latter.
iva expresses the purpose, and that not the purpose of God in the
conflict mentioned—which, when the will is directed towards
that which is good, would amount to an ungodly (immoral)
purpose—but the purpose of those powers contending with one
another in this conflict, in their mutual relation to the moral
attitude of man’s will, which even in the regenerate may receive
a twofold determination (comp. Weiss, &bl. Theol. p. 361 f.).
In this conflict both have the purpose that the man should not
do that very thing (tatra with emphasis) which in the respec-
tive cases (a@v) he would. If he would do what s good, the
Jlesh, striving against the Spirit, is opposed to this; if he
would do what is evil, the Spirit, striving against the flesh, is
opposed to that. All the one-sided explanations of & dv Géanre,
whether the words be referred to the moral will which is hin-
dered by the flesh (Luther, Erasmus, Calvin, Estius, Morus,
Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Usteri, Riickert, Schott, de Wette; also
Baumgarten-Crusius, Holsten, and others), or to the sensual
will, which is hindered by the Spirit (Chrysostom, Theodoret,
Beza, Grotius, Neander),! are set aside by the fact that fa us
k.7 is connected with the preceding Taira yap dAN. dvTik,

! Comp. also Ewald, ““in order that ye, according to the divine will expressed
on the point, may not do that which ye possibly might wish, but that of which ye
may know that God desires and approves it.”
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and this comprehends the mutual conflict of fwo powers.
Winer has what is, on the whole, the correct interpretation : “ 7o
mvedua impedit vos (rather ¢mpedire vos cupit), quo minus perfi-
ciatis Ta T7s capros (ea, quae 7 aapf perficere cupit), contra %
aapk adversatur vobis, ubi 7a Tod mveduaTos peragere studetis ;”
and so in substance Ambrose, Oecumenius, Bengel, Zachariae,
Koppe, Matthies, Reithmayr, and others; Wieseler most accu-
rately. This more precise statement of the conflict (raira. ..
TavTta mworre) might indeed in itself be dispensed with, since
1t was in substance already contained in the first half of the
verse ; but it bears the stamp of an emphatic and indeed
solemn exposition, that it might be more carefully considered
and laid to heart. In Hofmann’s view, {va u «.7.A. isintended
to express, as the aim of the conflict, that the action of the
Christian is not to be self-willed (“ springing from himself in
virtue of his own self-determination”); and this, because he
cannot atfain to rest otherwise than by allowing his conduct to
be determined by the Spirit. But setting aside the fact that
the latter idea is not to be found in the text, the conception
of, and emphasis upon, the self-willed, which with the whole
stress laid on the being self-determined would form the point
of the thought, are arbitrarily introduced, just as if Paul had
written: &a pn & dv adroi (or adroi Dueis, Rom. vii. 25, or
atfalperor, or adroyvdpoves, adTovouor, adroBovdoe, or the like).

Ver. 18. If, however, of these two conflicting powers, the
Spirit is that which rules you, in what blessed freedom ye
are then! Comp. 2 Cor. iii. 17; Rom. viil. 2 ff. — wvedpate
dyeafe] See on Rom. viii. 14. Comp. also 2 Tim. iii. 6. —
otk éaré Umo vépov] namely, because then the law can have no
power over you,; through the ruling power of the Spirit ye find
yourselves in such a condition of moral life (in such a kaweorys
Lwtis, Rom. vi 4, and mveduaros, vii. 6), that the law has no
power to censure, to condemn, or to punish anything in you.
Comp. on Rom. viii. 4. Inaccordance with ver. 23, this explana-
tion is the only correct one; and this freedom is the true moral
freedom from the law, to which the apostle here, in accordance
with ver. 13, attaches importance. Comp. 1 Tim.i. 9. There
is less accuracy in the usual interpretation (adopted by Winer,

V Comp. Ernesti Urspr. der Siinde, 1. p. 89.
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Ritckert, Matthies, Schott, Baumgarten-Crusius; comp. de
Wette): ye no longer need the law; as Chrysostom: Tis ypela
vopov ; TG yap oikofev karopbotvt Ta pellw mod ypela Taida-
yoyol; or: you are free from the outward constraint of the
law (Usteri, Ewald); comp. also Hofmann, who, in connection
with his mistaken interpretation of ver. 14, understands a
subjection to the law as a requirement coming from without,
which does not exist in the case of the Christian, because in
him the law collectively as an unity is fulfilled.

Vv. 19-23. The assertion just made by Paul, that the
readers as led by the Spirit would not be under the law, he
now illustrates more particularly (8é), by setting forth the en-
tirely opposite moral states, which are produced by the flesh and
by the Spirit respectively (vv. 22 £): the former exclude from
the Messiah’s kingdom (are therefore abandoned to the curse
of the law), while against the latter there is no law.

Ver. 19. Pavepa 8¢ «.7.\.] Manifest, however (now to explain
myself more precisely as to this odk éaré Umwo wéuov), open
to the eyes of all, evidently recognisable as such by every
one, are the works of the flesh, that is, those concrete actual
phenomena which are produced when the flesh, the sinful
nature of man (and not the Holy Spirit), is the active prin-
ciple. The &é (in opposition to Hofmann’s objection) is the
8¢ explicativum, frequently used by Greek authors and in the
N.T. (Winer, p. 421 [E. T. 553]; Kihner, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 1.
1). That one who is led by the Spirit will abstain from the
€pya which follow, is obvious of itself; but Paul does not
state this, and therefore does not by & make the transition to
it, as Hofmann thinks, who gratuitously defines the sense of
pavepd as: “ well known to the Christian without law.” On
davepcs, lying open to cognition, manifestus, see van Hengel,
od Rom. 1. p. 111. The list which follows of the épya 77is
capxos contains four approximate divisions: (1) lust: mopveia,
akalapo., acély.; (2) idolatry: elbwhoratp., ¢apuax.; (3)
enmity: Ebpar . . . ¢ovor; (4) intemperance: pébas, xdpo.
— axabapoia] lusiful impurity (lewdness) generally, after the
special mopvela. Comp. Rom. i. 24; 2 Cor. xii. 21. — doér-
yewa] lustful immodesty and wantonness. See on Rom. xiii. 13.
Comp. 2 Cor. xii. 21; Eph. iv. 19; 1 Pet. iv. 3; 2 Pet. ii. 7.
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Ver. 20. Eidw\oharpela] is not to be considered as a species
of the sins of lust (Olshausen); a view against which may be
urged the literal sense of the word, and also the circumstance
that unchastity was only practised in the case of some of the
heathen rites. It is to be taken in its proper sense as idolatry.
Living among Gentiles, Gentile Christians were not unfre-
quently seduced to idolatry, to which the sacrificial feasts
readily gave occasion. Comp. on 1 Cor.v. 11. — ¢apuareia]
may here wean either poison-mingling (Plat. Legy. viil. p. 845
E; Polyb. vi. 13. 4, x1. 3. 7; comp. dapuardis, Dem. 794. 4)
or sorcery (Ex. vil. 11, 22, viii. 3; Isa. xlvii 9, 12; Rev. ix.
21, xviil. 23, xxi. 8; Wisd. xii. 4, xviil 13; comp. ¢apuaxa,
Herod. ili. 85; dapuarxeiery, Herod. vii. 114). The latter
interpretation is to be preferred (with Luther, Grotius, Estius,
Koppe, Winer, Usteri, Schott, de Wette, Ewald, Wieseler,
Hofmann, and others), partly on account of the combination
with eldwrorarpela (comp. Deut. xviil. 10 ff.; Ex. xxii. 18),
partly because ¢ovos occurs subsequently. Sorcery was very
prevalent, especially in Asia (Acts xix. 19). To understand
it, with Olshausen, specially of love-incantations, is arbitrary
and groundless, since the series of sins of lust is closed with
agéhyera. — The particulars which follow as far as pévor stand
related as special manifestations to the more general éyfpau.
On the plural, comp. Herod. vii. 145; Xen. Mem. 1. 2. 10. —
&iros, Rom. xiil. 13 ; jealousy, 1 Cor. iii. 3, 2 Cor. xii. 20,
Jas. iii. 16. — The distinction between Guuds and dpyr is, that
opy7 denotes the wrath in dtself, and Guucs, the effervescence of
it, exasperation. Hence in Rev. xvi 19, xix. 15, we have.
Ouuos Ths opyfs.  See on Rom. ii. 8. — épifelar] self-seeking
party-cabals. See on Rom. ii. 8; 2 Cor. xii. 20. — &iyooragiat,
aipéoers] divisions, factions (comp. 1 Cor. xi. 18f). On
afpesis in this signification, which occurs only in later writers
(1 Cor. xi. 19; Acts xxiv. 5, 14), see Wetstein, 1I. p. 147 £
Comp. aipetioTis, partisan, Polyb. 1. 79. 9, ii. 38. 7. Observe
how Paul, having the circumstances of the Galatians in view,
has multiplied especially the designations of dispeace. Comp.
Soph. 0. €. 1234 f  According to 1 Cor. iil. 3 also, these
phenomena are works of the flesh.

Ver. 21. ®0ovor, ¢ovor] paronomasia, as in Rom. i. 29;
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Eur. Troad. 736. — xduoi] revellings, comissationes, especially
at night; Herm. Privatalierth. § 17. 29. Comp. Rom. xiii.
13; 1 Pet. iv. 3; Plat. Theaet. p. 173 D: detmrva kai oiw
adv ntpioe kduor. Symp. p. 212 C; Isaeus, p. 39. 21 : xduos
kai acéyera. Herod. i 21: wlew k. xdpp ypéeabar és
aX\Ahovs.  Jacobs, Del. epigr. iv. 43 : xduov «. wdons xolpave
mavvuyidos. — «xai Ta Gpowa Tovrois] and the things which are
stmalar to these (the whole matters mentioned in vv. 20, 21).
“ Addit et 7us similia, quia quis omnem lernam carnalis vitae
recenseat 27  Luther, 1519. — The mpo in mporéyw and mpo-
elmov is the beforchand in reference to the future realization
(Herod. 1. 53, vii. 116 ; Lucian. Jov. Trag. 30 ; Polyb. vi. 3.
2) at the mapovaia ; and the past wpoeimov reminds the readers
of the instructions and warnings orally given to them, the
tenor of which justifies us in thinking that he is referring to
the first and second sojourn in Galatia. — mpdogovres] those
who practise such things; but in ver. 17 moujre: ye do. See
on Rom. i. 32 ; John iii. 20. — Bacikelav Ocod ol xkAnpovopu.]
Comp. 1 Cor. vi. 9 f, xv. 50; Eph. v. 5; Jas. ii. 5; and
generally, Rom. vi. 8 ff.  Sins of this kind, therefore, exclude
the Christian from the kingdom of the Messiah, and cause him
to incur condemnation, unless by perdvoia he again enters
into the life of faith, and so by renewed faith appropriates
forgiveness (2 Cor. vii. 9, 10; Rom. viii. 34; 1 Johnii 1£;
observe the present participle). For the having been recon-
ciled by faith is the preliminary condition of the new holy
life (Rom. vi), and therefore does not cancel responsibility in
the judgment (2 Cor. v. 10; Rom. xiv. 10).

Ver. 22. ¢ 8¢ kapmos Tob wveluatos] essentially the same
idea, as would be expressed by 7a 6¢ &oya Tob mveduaTos—the
moral result which the Holy Spirit brings about as its fruit.
Comp. Pind. Ol vii. 8: kapmos ¢pevos, Nem. x. 12, Pyth.
iL 74; Wisd iii 13, 15. But Paul is fond of variety of
expression. Comp. Eph. ii. 9, 11. A special intention® in the

! Chrysostom thought that Paul had used xapxés, because good works were
not, like evil works, brought about by ourselves alone, but also by the divine
¢iravlpwriz. Comp. also Holsten, who, however, makes the distinction sharper.
Luther and many others, including Winer, Usteri, Schott: because it is benefi-

cent and praiseworthy works which are spoken of. Matthies: because that
whereby the Spirit proves His presence, is, in and by itself, directly fruit and
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choice cannot be made good, since both &ya and kapmés' are in
themselves voces mediae (see on kapmés especially, Rom. vi. 21 f;
Matt. vii. 20; Plat. Ep. 7, p. 336 B), and according to the
context, nothing at all hinged on the indication of organic
development (to which Olshausen refers xapmés),—a meaning
which, moreover, would have been conveyed even by é&pya, and
without a figure,—or of the proceeding from an inner impulse
(de Wette). The collective (Hom. Od. i. 156, and frequently)
singular kapmos has sprung, as in Eph. v. 9, from the idea of
internal unity and moral homogeneity; for which, however,
the singular épryov (see on vi. 4) would also have been suitable
(in opposition to the view of Wieseler).—That ¢as and wvetua
are not to be considered as identical on account of Eph. v. 9,
see on Eph. l.c. — dydmn] as the main element (1 Cor. xiii.;
Rom. xii. 9), and at the same time the practical principle of
the rest, is placed at the head, corresponding to the contrast
in ver. 13. The selection of these virtues, and the order in
which they are placed, are such as necessarily to unfold and
to present to the readers the specific character of the life of
Christian fellowship (which had been so sadly disturbed
among the Galatians, ver. 15). Love itself, because it is
a fruit of the Spirit, is called in Rom. xv. 30, dydwn Tod
mvedpares. — yapd] is the holy joy of the soul, which is
produced by the Spirit (see on Rom. xiv. 17; 1 Thess. 1. 6;
comp. also 2 Cor. vi. 10), through whom we carry in our
hearts the consciousness of the divine love (Rom. v. 5),
and thereby the certainty of blessedness, the triumph over
all sufferings, etc. The interpretations: participation in the
Joy of others (Grotius, Zachariae, Koppe, Borger, Winer,
Usteri), and a cheerful nature towards others (Calvin, Michaelis),
introduce ideas which are not in the text (Rom. xii. 15).
elprivn] Peace with others. Rom. xiv. 17; Eph. iv. 3. The
word has been understood to mean also peace with God (Rom.
v. 1), and peace with oneself (de Wette and others); but against

enjoyment. Reithmayr mixes up various reasons, including the very groundless
suggestion that in zepzis there is implied the acknowledgment of man’s joint
part in the production.

1 Comp. the clear passage in the LXX. Prov. x. 16, where &yz and xeprad
alternate in exactly the opposite sense: {pya dixaiwv wiv wossi, aapmol 3t do:fiar
Lpapring.
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this interpretation it may be urged, that this peace (the peace
of reconciliation) is antecedent to the further fruits of the Spirit,
and that elprjon k.. is evidently correlative with &yfpa k...
in ver. 20, so that the elprvn Oeod (see on Phil. iv. 7) does
not belong to this connection. — uaxpofvula] long-suffering, by
which, withholding the assertion of our own rights, we are
patient under injuries (Bpadis els dpyny, Jas. i. 19), in order
to bring him who injures us to reflection and amendment.
Comp. Rom. ii. 4; 2 Cor. vi. 6. The opposite: ofvfuula,
Eur. Andr. 728. — ypnorérys] benignity. 2 Cor. vi. 6;
Col iii 12. See Tittmann, Synon. p. 140 ff. — édyabfacivy]
goodness, probity of disposition and of action. It thus admir-
ably suits the wloric which follows.  Usually interpreted
(also by Ewald and Wieseler): kindness; but see on Rom. xv.
14. — mioris] fidelity Matt. xxiil. 23; Rom. iii. 3; and
see on Philem. 5. — mpaiys (see on 1 Cor. iv. 21): meekness.
The opposite : &ypiorns, Plat. Conv. p. 197 D, in Greek authors
often combined with ¢ihavbpwmria. — éyxpdreial self-control,
that is, here continence, as opposed to sins of lust and intem-
perance. Ecclus. xviii. 30; Acts xxiv. 25; 2 Pet. i 6;
Xen. Mem. i 2.1: adpodiciowv k. yaotpos éykpatéoraros.

Ver. 23. Just as 7a 7owatra in ver. 21 (haec talia: see
Engelhardt, ad Plat. Lach. p. 14; Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. i.
5. 2), Ty Towotwy in this passage is also neufer, applying
to the virtues previously mentioned among the fruits of the
Spirit (Irenaeus, Jerome, Augustine, Pelagius, Calvin, Beza, yet
doubtfully, Castalio, Cornelius a Lapide, and most expositors),
and not masculine, as it is understood by Chrysostom, Theo-
doret, Theophylact, Oecumenius, Erasmus, Luther, Grotius,
Bengel, and many of the older expositors; also by Koppe,
Rosenmiiller, Riickert, Hofmann® It is, moreover, quite un-
suitable to assume (with Beza, Estius, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, and
others) a pelwats (non adversatur, sed commendat, and the like;
so also de Wette); for Paul wishes only to illustrate the ovx

! De Wette, Wieseler, Reithmayr, take it as confidence, the opposite to dis-

trust, 1 Cor. xiii. 7. But the substantive does not occur in this general sense in
any other passage of the N. T.

? S0 also Biumlein, in the Stud. w. Krit. 1862, p. 551f. The objection that
the singular i xapris in ver. 22 forbids the neuter interpretation (Hofmann), is
quite groundless both in itself and because xapxss is collective.
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elvar Umo vépov, which he has said in ver. 18 respecting those
who are led by the Spirit. This be does by first exhibiting, for
the sake of the contrast, the works of the flesh, and expressing
a judgment upon the doers of them; and then by exhibiting
the fruit of the Spirit, and saying: “ against virtues and stotes
of this kind there is no luw.” Saying this, however, is by no
means “ more than superfluous” (Hofmann), but is intended
to make evident how it is that, by virtue of this their moral
Jrame, those who are led by the Spirit are not subject to the
Mosaic law.? For whosoever is so constituted that a law is not
against him, over such a one the law has no power. Comp.
1 Tim. i 9 £

Ver. 24. After Paul has in ver. 17 explained his exhorta-
tion given in ver. 16, and recommended compliance with it
on account of its blessed results (vv. 18-23), he now shows
(continuing his discourse by the transitional &) how this
compliance—the walking in the Spirit—has its ground and
motive in the specific nature of the Christian ; if the Christion
has crucified his flesh, and consequently lives through the
Spirit, his walk also must follow the Spirit. — v odpxa
éoralpwoav] not: they crucify their flesh (Luther and others;
also Matthies); but: they have crucified if, namely, when they
became believers and received baptism, whereby they entered
into moral fellowship with the death of Jesus (see on il 19,
vi. 14; Rom. vi. 3, vil. 4) by becoming wvexpoi T auaptia
(Rom. vi. 11). The symbolical idea: “to have crucified the
Slesh,” expresses, therefore, the having renounced all fellowship
of life with sin, the seat of which is the flesh (adpf); so that,
just as Christ has been objectively crucified, by means of
entering into the fellowship of this death on the cross the
Christian has subjectively—in the moral consciousness of faith
——crucified the oapé, that is, has rendered it entirely void of
life and efficacy, by means of faith as the new element of life
to which he has been transferred. To the Christians vdeally
viewed, as here, this ethical crucifixion of the flesh is something
which has taken place (comp. Rom. vi. 2 ff), but in reality it is

1 The fundamental idea of the whole epistle—the freedom of the Christian

from the Mosaic law—is thus fully displayed in its moral nature and truth,
Comp. Sieffert, in the Jahrd. f. D. Theol. 1869, p. 264.
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also something now taking place and continuous (Rom. viii. 13 ;
Col iii. 5). The latter circumstance, however, in this passage,
where Paul looks upon the matter as completed at conversion
and the life thenceforth led as iy mveduare (ver. 25; comp.
1. 20),is not to be conceived (with Bengel and Schott) as
standing alongside of that ideal relation,—an interpretation
which the historical aorist unconditionally forbids. — adv Tois
wafju. k. Tals émibup.] together with the affections (see on Rom.
Vii. 5) and lusts, which, brought about by the power of sin
instigated by the prohibitions of the law (Rom. vii. 8), have
their seat in and take their rise from the odp, the corporeo-
psychical nature of man, which is antagonistic to God ; hence
they must, if the odpf is crucified through fellowship with
the death of the Lord, be necessarily crucified with 4, and
could not remain alive. Comp. on ver. 17; Rom. vii. 14 ff.
The émiBupiar are the more special sinful lusts and desires,
in which the wafljuara display their activity and take their
definite shapes. Rom. vii 5, 8. The affections excite the
feelings, and hence arise émefuuia:, in which their definite
expressions manifest themselves; 74 yap éwi Tov Guuov lodop
duvduer 87hov 81i ToDTO €Al TO Svopa, Plat. Crat. p. 419 D.
Comp. 1 Thess. iv. 5.

Ver. 25. If the Christian has crucified his flesh, it is no
longer the ruling power of his life, which, on the contrary,
proceeds now from the Holy Spirit, the power opposed to the
flesh ; and the obligation thence arising is, that the conduct also
of the Christian should correspond to this principle of life (for
otherwise what a self-contradiction would he exhibit!) — el
Lopev mvedpare] introduced asyndetically (without odw), so as
to be more vivid. The emphasis is on mvelpar, as the con-
trast to the cdpf: If after the crucifying of the flesh we owe
our life to the Holy Spirit, by which is meant the life which
sets in with conversion, through the maliyyevesia (Tit. iii. 5)
—the life of the new creature, vi. 15. Comp. Rom. vi. 4 ff,
vii. 5f, viii. 9; 2 Cor. iii. 6 ; Gal. 1i. 20. — The first wvedpare
is ablative; the second, emphatically placed at the commence-
ment of the apodosis, is the expression of the norma (ver.
16). Comp. vi 16; Phil iii 16; Rom. iv. 12. oTouyeiv
(comp. also Acts xxi 24) is distinguished from wepimrateiv in
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ver. 16 only as to the figure; the latter is ambulare, the former
is ordine procedere (to march). But both represent the same
idea, the moral conduct of life, the firm regulation of which is
symbolized in aTocyeiv.

Ver. 26. Special exhortations now begin, flowing from the
general obligation mentioned above (vv. 16, 25); first negative
(ver. 26), and then positive (vi. 1 ff). Hence ver. 26 ought
to begin a new chapter. The address, adeAdol (vi. 1), and
the transition to the second person, which Riickert, Schott,
Wieseler, make use of to defend the division of the chapters,
and the consideration added by de Wette, that the vices
mentioned in ver. 26 belong to the works of the flesh in
ver. 20, and to the dissension in ver. 15 (this would also
admit of application to vi. 1 ff.), cannot outweigh the connec-
tion which binds the special exhortations together. — wevd-
86kor] vanam gloriam captantes. Phil ii. 3 ; Polyb. xxvit 6.
12, xxxix. 1. 1. Comp. «evodofeiv, 4 Macc. v. 9, and «evo-
Sokia, Lucian. V. H. 4, M. D. 8. See Servius, ad Virg. Aen.
xi. 854. In these warnings, Paul refers neither merely to those
who had remained faithful to him (Olshausen), nor merely to
those of Judaistic sentiments (Theophylact and many others),
for these partial references are not grounded on the context;
but to the circumstances of the Galatians generally at that
time, when boasting and strife (comp. ver. 15) were practised
on both sides. — Both the qwwuefa in itself} and the use of
the first person, imply a forbearing mildness of expression. —
aA\fhovs mpokaX., aAijhots ¢pfovotvres] contains the modus of
the kevodofia : challenging one another (to the conflict, in order
to triumph over the challenged), envying one another (namely,
those superior, with whom they do not venture to stand a con-

! Figmus. The matter is conceived as already in course of taking place;
hence the present, and not the aorist, as is read in G*, min., yesdusdz. The
Vulgate and Erasmus also correctly render it efficiamur. On the other hand,
Castalio, Beza, Calvin, and most expositors, incorrectly give simus. Against
efficiamur Beza brings forward the irrelevant dogmatic objection - ‘‘ atqui
natura ipsa tales nos genuit,” which does not hold good, because Christians are
regenerale (ver. 24). Hofmann dogmatically affirms that forbearing mildness is
out of the question. It is, in fact, implied in the very expression. Comp.
Rom. xii. 16 ; 2 Cor. vi. 14; Eph. v. 17. And passages such asiv. 12 are in

no way opposed to this view, for they are without negation ; comp. Eph. v. 1,
Phil. iii. 17.
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test). On mwpoxa\eicbar, to provoke, see Hom. I1. iii. 432, vii.
50. 218. 285; Od. viii. 142 ; Polyb. i 46. 11 ; Bast. ep. crit.
p. 56, and the passages in Wetstein. — ¢foveiv governs only
the dative of the person (Kiihner, IT. p. 247), or the accusa-
tive with the infinitive (Hom. Od. i. 346, xviii. 16, xi. 381;
Herod. viii. 109), not the mere accusative (not even in Soph.
0. R. 310); hence the reading adopted by Lachmann, aA\sj-
rovs ¢bov. (following B G¥*, and several min., Chrysostom,
Theodoret, ms., Oecumenius), must be considered as an error
of transcription, caused by the mechanical repetition of the fore-
going aArqrovs .— The fact that dAX7\. in both cases precedes
the verb, makes the contrariety to fellowship more apparent,
ver. 13.
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CHAPTER VL

Ver. 2. dvaminpbours] Lachm. and Schott read suarzpdoers,
following B F G, 33, 35, and several vss. and Fathers. Looking
at this amount of attestation, to which the vss. give special
weight (including Vulg. It.), and considering that the impera-
tive might readily have been occasioned by the preceding
imperatives, the aorist form being involuntarily suggested by
the similar future form, the future is to be preferred —Ver. 10.
épyalvpsda] A B L, min., Goth. Oec. read épyuléuede. Approved
by Winer, but too feebly attested, especially as hardly any ver-
sion is in favour of it. A mere error in transcribing, after the
preceding indicatives depioomev and #yower. Looking at the fre-
quent confusion of w and o, we must also regard as a copyist’s
error the reading in ver. 12 of didxovras, adopted by Tisch., and
attested by A C, ete,, instead of drdxwras (B D, ete.). — Ver. 12.
w#] is, with Lachm. and Tisch., following decisive testimony, to
be placed after Xpioroi. — Ver. 13. aeprreuwvipevar] B L, many min.,
also vss. and Latin Fathers, read sepirerunuévor.! Recommended
by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. and Scholz, and approved by
Rinck and Reiche. And justly; the preterite is absolutely
necessary, as the Judaistic Zeachers are meant. The present has
crept in as a mere mechanical error of the transcribers, who had
just previously written wepiréureséos, and perhaps also recollected
v. 3.—Ver. 14. =3 before xésuw is omitted by Lachm. on weighty
evidence ; but it might be readily suppressed, owing to the
preceding syllable yw, especially as the article might be dis-
pensed with,and xésues just beforewas anarthrous.—Ver.15. & ydp
Xpior( "Inoot obre] B, 17, Arm. Aeth. Goth. Chrys. Georg. Syncell.
Jer. Aug. Ambrosiast., have merely oire ydp (Syr. Sahid, o
yép). Approved by Mill, Seml, Griesb., Rinck, Reiche ; adopted
by Bengel, Schott, Tisch. Justly; the Recepta is manifestly an
amplifying gloss, derived from v. 6. — éoris] Elz. and Matth.
read /oyle, against decisive evidence. Derived from v. 6. —
Ver. 16, sroryroovan] AC*DEFQG, 4, 71, Syr. utr. Sahid. It.
Cyr. Victorin. Jer. Aug. Ambrosiast., read sroryodon. Approved

11p favour of this may probably be reckoned also F with wrspirspvipa, and

G with ayrspyngeiva, which betray through the wrongly written n perfect
forms,
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by Griesb., placed in the margin by Lachm., adopted by Tisch.
But the present suggested itself most readily to the unskilled
transcribers, and what ground could these have had for the
alteration into the future ?— Ver. 17. xupiov is omitted before
‘Ireel in A B C* 8, 17, 109, Arr. Aeth. Arm. Vulg. ms. Petr.
Alex. Suspected by Griesb.,, omitted by Lachm. and Tisch.
A frequent addition, in this case specially derived from ver. 18 ;
hence several witnesses add suav.

CoxTENTS.—Continuation of the special admonitions begun
in v. 26 (vv. 1-5); then an exhortation to Christian morality
in general, with allusion to its future recompense (vv. 6-10).
A concluding summary, in the apostle’s own handwriting, of the
chief polemical points of the epistle (vv. 11-16); after which
Paul deprecates renewed annoyance, and adds the benediction
(vv. 17, 18).

Ver. 1. Loving (adek¢pol) exhortation to a course of conduct
opposed to xevodofia. — éav kai mpondfj x.1.\] Correctly
rendered in substance by the Vulgate: “ etsi praeoccupatus
fuerit homo in aliquo delicto.” The meaning is: “ #f even any
one (&vbpwmos, as in ver. 7, and 1 Cor. xi. 28, iv. 1, et al)
shall have been overtaken by any fault,—so, namely, that the sin
has reached him more rapidly than he could flee from it (1
Cor. vi. 18, x 14; 1 Tim. vi. 11; 2 Tim. ii. 22). So Chry-
sostom, Theophylact, Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, Beza, and most
expositors, including Riickert and de Wette; and in substance
also Wieseler, who, however, explains mpo). figuratively of a
snare, ¢n which (év) one is unexpectedly (mpo) caught. There
is, however, no intimation of this figure in the context (xatap-
7ilere) ; and to explain év the quite common instrumental use
amply suffices, according to which the expression is not dif-
ferent from the mere dative. In a mild and trustful tone Paul
conceives the sin, which might occur among his Galatians,
only as “ peccatum praecipitantiae ;” for this is, at any rate,
intimated by mpoAn¢fj. On mwpolauBdvew, to overtake, comp.
Xen. Cyn. 5,19; 7,7; Theophr. H. pl. viii. 1. 3; Polyb. xxxi.
23. 8; Diod. Sic. xvii. 75; Strabo, xvi. p. 1120. In éa» xal
the emphasis is laid on e (if even, if nevertheless); see Klotz,
ad Devar. p. 519 ; Baeuml Partik. p. 151. Others (Grotius,

! Comp. Goth. *‘gafaldiddu,” that is, caught.
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Winer, Olshausen, Hilgenleld, Ewald, Hofmann) have explained
wpohnply as deprehensus fuerit, 1s seized; but against this view
it may be urged that, as the word cannot be used as merely
equivalent to the simple verb, or to xaradndfj (John viii.
4), or éyrararnpfp (Aeschin. Ctes. p. 62. 17), no reference
for the mpo can be got from the context.' Even in Wisd.
xvil. 17, mporndbels means overtaken, surprised by destruction.
And the xal does not require that interpretation, because, while
it might belong to mpoAndfj (Klotz, p. 521 ; Kiihner, § 824,
note 1), so as to mean also actually caught (comp. 1 Cor. vii
17), or, by way of climax, even caught, it does not necessarily
belong to it. — Tuels of mvevuaTicol] Paul thus puts it to the
consciousness of every reader to regard Aimself as included or
not: ye, the spiritual, that is, who are led by the wvebua dyiop.
The opposite: Yuyerol, capxkicol (1 Cor. il. 13 £, 1il. 1). In
the case of dvvaTol, Rom. xv. 1, the circumstances presupposed
and the contrast are of a different character. Those very mvev-
paTwcol might readily be guilty of an unbrotherly exaltation
and severity, if they did not sufficiently attend to and obey
the leading of the Spirit towards meekness. — xataptifere]
bring him right, into the proper, normal condition; &iopfoiiTe,
Chrysostom. Comp. on 1 Cor. i. 10. A figurative reference
to the setting of dislocated limbs (Beza, Hammond, Bengel,
and others) is not suggested by the context. — év mvedpare
mpaéryros] through the Spirit of meekness, that is, through the
mvefua dywov producing meekness. For mvedua should be
understood, not with Luther, Calvin, and many others, of the
human spirit (1 Pet. iii. 4), of the tendency of feeling or tone
of mind (Riickert, de Wette, Wieseler, and others), but of the
Holy Spirit, as is required by the very correlation with wvev-
paticol. Seeon 1 Cor.iv. 21. But among the manifold xapmer

1 Grotius strangely interprets: ‘‘ deprehensus antequam haec epistola ad vos
venial.” Winer introduces more than the text warrants: “etiamnsi quis antea
deprehensus fuerit in peccato, eum tamen (iferum peccantem) corrigite.” Paul
must bave expressed this by iav sai rédw An@ds.  Olshausen affirms that by xpe
the Aepfdvssfas is indicated as taking place before the xareprilev. But this
relation of time was so obvious of itself, that it would have been strange thus to
express it. Hofmann interprets not more aptly: ‘ ere ke repents of the sin ;”
as if this idea could only be thus mentally supplied! Luther appropriately
remarks, **if a man should somehow be overtaken by a faull.”

X
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Tob mvedparos (v. 22), mpavtyTos brings prominently forward
the very quality which was to be applied in the raraprifew.
In that view it is the “ character palmarius hominis spiritu-
alis,” Bengel. — oxordv ceavrov x.7.\.] looking (taking heed)
to thyself lest, ete. Comp. Soph. Phel. 506. In Plat. Theact.
p- 160 E, Luke xi. 35, it is differently used. Comp. Butt-
mann, neut. Gr. p. 209. There is here a transition to the
stngular, giving a more individual character to the address;
just as we frequently find in classical authors that, after the
plural of the verb, the singular of the participle makes the
transition from the aggregate to the individual. See Bern-
Liardy, p. 421; Lobeck, ad Soph. Aj. 191. Erasmus aptly
remarks that the singular is “ magis idoneus ad compellandam
uniuscyjusque conscientiam.” There is therefore the less ground
for considering these words as an apostolical marginal note
(Laurent). — w9 xai ov wep.] lest thou also (like that fallen
one) become tempted, enticed to sin,—wherein the apostle has
in view the danger of the enticement being successful. Comp.
1 Cor. vii. 5. Lachmann places a full stop after mpadryros,
and connects oxomdy . . . wetpactis with the words which fol-
low; a course by which the construction gains nothing, and the
connection actually suffers, for the reference of xai ot to Tov
TowoUTov is far more natural and conformable to the sense than
the referenee to aAANAw@v.

Ver. 2. daAiwr] emphatically prefixed (comp. v. 26),
opposed to the habit of selfishness: “ mutually, one of the other
Dear ye the burdens.” 74 Bdpn, however, figuratively denotes
the moral faults (comp. ver. 5) pressing on men with the sense
of guilt, not everything thet is oppressive and burdensome
cenerally, whether in the domain of mind or of body (Matthies,
Windischmann, Wieseler, Hofmann),—a view which, according
to the context, is much too vague and general (vv. 1, 3, 5).
The mutual bearing of moral burdens is the mutual, loving
participalion in another’s feeling of guilt, a weeping with those
that weep in a moral point of view, by means of which moral
sympathy the pressure of the feeling of guilt is reciprocally
lichtened! As to this fellowship in suffering, comp. the

1 Theodore of Mopsuestia, in Cramer’s Cat. (and in Fritzsche, p. 129), well
remiu ks that the bearing of one another’s burdens takes place, iray did 7apaniviws
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example of the apostle himself, 2 Cor. xi. 29. Tt is usually
talken merely to mean, Have patience with one another's faults
(Rom. xv. 1); along with which several, such as Rosenmiiller,
Ilatt, Winer, quite improperly (in opposition to &Xxjrewv,
according to which the burdened ones are the very persons
affected by sin) look upon Bdp7y as applying to faults by which
a person becomes burdensome to others. But the command,
thus understood, would not even come up to what was required
in ver. 1, and would not seem important and high enough to
enable it to be justly sald: xal oltws dvamiypdoere Tov vouov
7. Xp.—and in this way (if ye do this) ye will entirely fulfil the
law of Christ, the law which Christ has given, that is, the sum
of all that He desires and has commanded by His word and
Spirit, and which is, in fact, comprehended in the love (v. 13 f))
which leads us to serve one another. What Paul here requires,
is conceived by him as the culminating point of such a service.
He speaks of the véuos of Christ in relation to the Mosaic law
(comp. v. 14), which had in the case of the Galatians—and
how much to the detriment of the sympathy of love—attained
an estimation which, on the part of Christians, was not at all
due to it; they desired to be ©mo vouov, and thereby lost the
évvopov Xpiorod ewvar (1 Cor. ix. 21). A reference at the
same time to the example of Christ, who through love gave
Himself up to death (Rom. xv. 3; Eph. v. 2) (as contended
for by Oecumenius and Usteri), is grafuitously introduced
into the idea of vduos. The compound dvamyp. is, as already
pointed out by Chrysostom (who, however, wrongly explains
it of a common fulfilment joinily and severally), not equivalent
to the simple verb (Riickert, Schott, and many others), but
more forcible: to fill up, to make entirely full (the law looked
upon as a measure which, by compliance, is made full; comp.
v. 14), so that nothing more is wanting. Comp. Dem. 1466.
20: v av éxhelmrnTe Vuels, oly ebpnoeTe TOUS AVATANPWTOV-
Tas. 1 Thess. ii. 16; Matt. xiii. 14. See Tittmann, Synon.
p. 2281£; Winer, de verbor. cum praepos. compos. in N. T. usu,
IIT. p. 11f The thought therefore is, that without this moral
bearing of one another’s burdens, the fulfilment of the law of
xal yxpnorirnros iminovdilns abed oay NJuxhy, Swd T Tob dueprigares curie
ddciws BsPapnpivny,
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Christ is not complete; through that bearing is introduced
what otherwise would be wanting in the dvamMjpwats of this
law. And how true thisis! Such self-denial and self-devotion
to the brethren in the ethical sphere renders, in fact, the very
measure of love full (1 Cor. xiil. 4 {f), so far as it may be filled
up at all (Rom. xiii. 8).

Ver. 3. Argumentum e contrario for the preceding xal olitws
avaminp. 7. v. 7. Xp.; in so far as the fulfilment to be given in
such measure to this law is impossible to moral conceit.— For
of any one thinks himsclf to be something, imagines himself pos-
sessed of peculiar moral worth, so that he conceives himself
exalted above such a mutual bearing of burdens, while he is
nothing, although he is in reality of no moral importance, /e
ts, so far from fulfilling the law of Christ, ¢nvolved in self-
deception. — On elral 7i, and the opposite undév elvas, nullius
moments esse (comp. Arrian. Epict. ii. 24 : Soxdv uév Ti €lvas,
wr & obdeis), comp. il. 6, and see on Acts v. 36 ; 2 Cor. xii.
11; Locella, ad Xen. Eph. p. 143. As to pn with the parti-
ciple, see Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 301. If undév &» be attached
to the apodosis (Michaelis, Baumgarten, Morus, Jatho, Hof-
mann), the effect is only to weaken the judgment which is ex-
pressed in it, because it would contain the fundamental state-
ment (since ke is nothing), in which the éavr. ¢pevam. is already
obviously involved, and consequently, as the first portion of
the affirmation in the apodosis, would anticipate the latter
portion of it and take away its energetic emphasis. This is
not the case, if the “ being nothing” belongs to the antithetical
delineation of conceited pretension in the protasis, where it is
appropriate for the completeness of the case supposed. More-
over, undév v is really applicable in the case of every one, Luke
xvil. 10; Rom. iii. 23 ; 1 Cor. iv. 7, et al. — ¢pevamrard] de-
notes deception in the judgment, here in the moral judgment ;
the word is not preserved in any other Greek author. But
comp. ¢ppevardrys, Tit. i. 10 ; Ignat. Trall. interpol. 6 ; Etym.
M. 811. 3.

Ver. 4. But men ought to act in a way entirely different
from what is indicated by this oxei eival 7e. “His own work
let every man prove, and then” etc. — The emphasis lies on
10 épyov (which is collective, and denotes the totality of the
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actions, as in Rom. ii. 7, 15; 1 Pet. i. 17 ; Rev. xxii. 12),
opposing the oljecitve works to the subjective conceit. — Soxe-
patérw] not: probatum reddat (Beza, Piscator, Rambach, Semler,
Michaelis, Riickert, Matthies), a meaning which it never has
(comp. on 1 Cor. xi. 28), but: let him try, investigate of what
nature it is. — xal 7é7e] and then, when he shall have done
this (1 Cor. iv. 5), not: when he shall have found himself
approved (Erasmus, Estius, Borger, and others). — els éavrov
wovor 1o kavynua Efe, x.r\] does not mean, he will keep his
glorying for himself (comp. Hilgenfeld), that is, abstinebit a
gloriando (Koppe) ; for although é&yew may, from the context,
obtain the sense of keeping back (Hom. I1. v. 271, xxiv. 115;
Eur. Cyel. 270), it is in this very passage restricted by «ai
ovx eis Tov érepov to its simple meaning, fo have; and xad-
xnpa is not equivalent to xadymots, but must retain its proper
signification, materies gloriands (Rom. iv. 2 ; 1 Cor. v. 6, and
always). Nearest to the view i Koppe in sense come those of
Winer: “non tantas in se ipso reperiet laudes, quibus apud
alios quoque glorietur;” of Usteri: “ then will he have to glory
towards himself alone, and not towards others,”—a delicate
way of turning the thought : “¢hen ke will discover in himself
Joults and weaknesses sufficient to make him think of himself
modestly ;” and of Wieseler, “ he will be silent toward others
as to his xavynua” DBut in accordance with the context,
after the requirement of self-examination, the most natural
sense for el/s (on account of the antithesis, els éavrov—els
Tov €repov) is: in respect to, as regards; moreover, in the
above-named interpretations, neither the singular nor the article
in Tov &repov obtains its due weight. The sentence must be
explained : then will ke have cause to glory merely as regards
himself, and not as regards the other; that is, then will he have
cause to boast merely in respect of good of his own, which he
may possibly find on this self-examination, and not in reference
to the other, with whom otherwise he would advantageously
compare himself. Castalio aptly remarks: “ probitas in re,
non in collatione;” and Grotius: “gaudebit recto sui examine,
non deteriorum comparatione,”—as, for instance, was done by
the Pharisee, who compared himself with robbers, adulterers,
etc., instead of simply trying his own action, and not boasting
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as he looked to others, whom he brought into comparison.
Comp. Calvin and others; also Reithmayr. kavynua with
the article denotes, not absolute glory (Matthies), which no one
has (Rom. iii. 23), but the 7clevant cause for the xavydofas
which he finds in himself, so far as he does so, on that trial of
his own work. It is therefore the xadynua, supposed or con-
ceived by Paul, as the result of the examination in the several
cases ; Bernhardy, p. 15. This relative character of the idea
removes the seeming inconsistency with vv. 3 and 5 (in oppo-
sition to de Wette), and excludes all untrue and impious
boasting ; but the taking xadymua &yew <ronically (against
which Calvin justly pronounces), or as mimesis (Bengel and
others; also Olshausen: “a thorough self-examination reveals
so much in one’s own heart, that there can be no question of
glory at all”);! is forbidden even by xai otk eis Tov &repov.
Hofmann interprets, although similarly in the main, yet with-
out irony, and with a more exact unfolding of the purport:
“while otherwise he found that he might glory as he contrasted his
own person with others, he will now n respect to the good which
he finds in himself, seeing that he also discovers certain things in
humself which are not good, have cause to glory only towards him-
self —himself, namely, who has done the good, as against himself,who
has done what s not good.” But in this interpretation the ideas,
which are to form the key to the meaning, are gratuitously
imported ; a paraphrase so subtle, and yet so clumsy, especially
of the words els éavrov povov, could not be expected to occur
to the reader. More simply, but introducing a different kind
of extraneous matter, de Wette interprets: “and then he will
Jor himself alone (to his own joy) have the glory (if he has any
such thing, which is evidently called in question) not for others
(in order thereby to provoke and challenge them).” DBut how
arbitrary it is to assign to els two references so entirely diffe-
rent, and with regard to xavynua to foist in the idea: “if he
Las aught such”! A most excellent example of the els éavrov

! S0 in substance Chrysostom and Theophylact hold, that Paul has spoken
evyxerafarixas, in order to wean his readers gradually from the habit of glory-
ing; iy&p tigleis wn ToU TAnoiov ws o Papiraios, raTaxevyzodes, 'rzxfu; xai Tl
xaf tavriy imﬂp:ﬁuﬂm axorTHCiTRL, Theophylact. Comp. Oecumenius, according
to whom the substantial sense is ; tzvrov xarayriesras, xal odbxyi h'fpuv.
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wérov 10 Kkaivympa Eyew is afforded by Paul himself, 2 Cor. x.
12. Comp. 2 Cor. i. 12 ff,

Ver. 5. Reason assigned, not for the summons to such a self-
examination, but for the negative result of it, that no one will
have to glory els Tov &érepov : for every one will have to beur his
own burden. No one will be, in his own consciousness, free
from the moral burden of his own sinful nature, which he has
to bear. The future does not apply to the lust judgment, in
which every one will render account for his own sins (Augus-
tine, ¢. fit. Petil. iii. 5 ; Luther), and receive retribution (Jerome,
Theodoret, Erasmus, Calvin, Grotius, Calovius, Estius, Bengel,
Michaelis, Borger, Riickert, and others ; comp. also Hofmann),—
a view which, without any ground in the context, departs from
the sense of the same figure in ver. 2, and also from the relation
of time conveyed in {£es in ver. 4 ; but it denotes that which
will take place in every man after the self-examination referred
to in ver. 4 : he will, in the moral consciousness, namely, pro-
duced by this examination, bear his own burden ; and that will
preclude in him the desire of glorying els Tov trepov.—The
distinction between Bdpos and ¢opriov (which is not diminu-
tive) consists in this, that the latter denotes the burden in so far
as it is carried (by men, beasts, ships, waggons ; hence freight,
baggage, and the like), while the former denotes the burden as
heavy and oppressive ; in itself the ¢oprior may be light or
heavy; hence: ¢opria Bapéa (Matt. xxiii. 4; Ecclus. xxi. 16),
and éagpa (Matt. xi. 30); whereas the Bdpos is always
burdensome. The expression is purposely chosen here from
its relative character.

Ver. 6. In contrast to the referring of every one fo Aimself
(vv. 4, 5), there is now, by the xowwvelrw &, which is there-
fore placed emphatically (in opposition to Hofmann) at the
beginning, presented a fellowship of special importance to a
man’s own perfection, which he must maintain : Fellowship, on
the other hand, let him who is being instructed in the doctrine
(kat’ éEoxnv, in the gospel; comp. 1 Thess. i. 6; Phil. i. 14)
have with the instructor' in all good (ver. 10), that is, let the

1 The question, whether the persons here meant were permanent teachers of

the church, or itinerant evangelists, is to be answered by saying that neither of
these two kinds of teachers is excluded. For although at thut time there were



328 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE GALATIANS.

disciple make common cause (endeavour and action) with his
teacher in everything that is morally good. So, following
Marcion (?) (in Jerome) and Lyra, in modern times Aug.
Herm. Franke (in Wolf), who, however, improperly connects
év magw dyabois with karnyoedvr:, Hennicke, de neww loci
Gal. vi. 1-10, Lips. 1788 ; Mynster, %l theol. Schr. p. 70,
Matthies, Schott, Keerl, Diss. de Gal. vi. 1-10, Heidelb.
1834, Trana, Jatho, Vomel, Matthias; also not disapproved
by Winer. Usually, however (as by Winer, Riickert, Usteri,
Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, Hilgenfeld, Ewald,
Wieseler, Hofmann, Reithmayr, and others), there is found in
the words a summons to liberality towards the teachers, so that
év wmaow dyabfols is taken as referring to the communication of
everything good (Ewald), or more definitely, of all earthly good
things (“1in omni facultatum genere, ut usu venit,” Bengel), or
of good things of every kind (Ellicott, Hofmann); and rowwveirew
is taken either transitively (so usually, also by Ewald), as if the
word were equivalent to xowolv (as to the distinction between
the two, see especially Thuc. i 39. 3): communicet (which,
however, cannot be conclusively established in the N, T., not
even in Rom. xii. 13; and in the passages from Greek authors
in Fritzsche, ad Rom. IIL p. 81, and Bremi, ad Aeschin. p.
317, Goth. it is to be referred to the idea: “io share with
any one™), or intransitively (so Usteri, de Wette, Wieseler):
“let him stand in fellowship,” namely by communication, or
in the sense of the participation in the teacher, which is
perfected év waoew dy. (Hofmann, comparing Rom. xv. 27).
But against the whole of this interpretation may be urged:
(1) the singular want of connection of such a summons,
not merely with what goes before,! but also with what fol-
no dddrrzre specially instituted except the presbyters (see on Eph. iv. 11),
there were nevertheless members of the church endowed with the ydpouz

Sdacxaiias, who devoted themselves to the function of continuous instruction
in their churches. Rom. xii. 7.

! The conne-tion with what goes before might be dispensed with, for Paul
might (through 3:) have passed on to a fresh subject. Winer, indeed, conceives
the connection to be: “‘cum vv. 4, 5 ea tetigisset, quae priva sibi quisque habere
debeat, nunc ad haec descendere, quae cum aliis communicanda sunt’ (comp.
Erasmus, Paraphr.). But, with the precept of liberality towards teachers, so
entirely alien to what goes before, this connection appears forced ; and it would
Le better to forego any connecting link with what precedes (Riickert) than to
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lows! wherein Paul inculeates Christian morality gencrally.
(2) Since in vv. 1-5 moral faultiness was the point in ques-
tion, the reference which most naturally suggests itself for év
magw ayafols is a reference to moral good. (3) At the con-
clusion of this whole section in ver. 10, épyalobuefa 76 dyalov
.7\, 70 dyafov is nothing else than the morally good. (4)
The requirement itself, to communicate with the teacher in
all good things, would, without more precise definition (Luther,
1538 : Paul desires simply, “ ut liberaliter eos alant, quantum
satis est ad wvitam commode tuendam,” — an idea which is
not suggested in the passage), be so indeterminate and, even
under the point of view of the possession as common property,
Acts iv. 32 (de Wette), which we do not meet with in Paul’s
writings, so little to be justified, that we cannot venture to
attribute it—thus thrown out without any defining limitation
—to the apostle, least of all in a letter addressed to churches
in which misinterpretations and misuse on the part of anta-

bring out an illogical relation of the contrast. De Wette discovers a satisfactory
connection with vv. 1-5 in the circumstance that there, as here, the apostle has in
view defects of Christian social life. This, however, is to specify not a connec-
tion, but merely a logical category. According to Ewald, the previous counsels
are to be conceived as for the most part addressed to the Pauline teachers of the
Galatians, and Paul therefore now adds a word as to the correct behaviour of the
non-teachers also. But the former idea is assumed without ground in the text,
which speaks quite generally. According to Wieseler the conception is, that
the care for worldly maintenance was a species of the Bdpn (ver. 2), which the
readers were to relieve them of in return for their being instructed in the word.
But those Bdpn are necessarily of a moral nature, burdens of guilt. According to
Hofmann, Paul has previously exhorted every one to serve his neighbour with
that which he is, and now exhorts every one to employ that which he possesses,
as his Christian position requires. A scheme of thought purely artificial, and
gratuitously introduced.

! The sequel down to ver. 10 is indeed referred by Luther (most consistently
in 1538) and others, including Olshausen and de Wette, with more or with
lcss (Koppe, de Wette, Hilgenfeld) consistency, to the behaviour towards the
teachers, by the despising of whom God is mocked, the support of whom is a
sowing of seed for spiritual objects, etc. But looking at the general nature of
the following instructions, which there is not a word to limit, how arbitrary and
forced is this view! Not less far-fetched and forced is the explanation of Hof-
mann, who considers that, because by means of the zowwwsly »,7.A. the teacher
is enabled to attend to his own business, Paul in vv. 7 ff. warns against the
erroneous opinion that people might, without danger to the soul, deal lightly
with that xewwveiv x.7 A, ; that by means of this zevwsiv people devcte thut
which they possess to the Spirit, ete.
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gonistic teachers were to be apprehended. Through the stress
laid by Wieseler on the spiritual counter-service of the teacher
(comp. also Hofmann), the expression év maow dyafois, seeing
that it must always involve that which is to be given by the
disciples to their teacher, is by no means reduced to its just
measure (the bodily maintenance as recompense for the wrwev-
matika received, 1 Cor. ix. 11; Phil iv. 15); whilst Ewald’s
interpretation, “ communication <n all good things’! cannot
be linguistically vindicated either for xowev. or for év (= 3,
according to Sprachl. p. 484f). Paul would have said per-
haps: xowa moweire 6 kT TG K. wdvTa dyaldd, or something
similar in correct Greek. The objection raised against our
Interpretation (see Riickert, Usteri, Hilgenfeld, Wieseler), that
it is difficult to see why this particular relation of disciple
and teacher should be brought into prominence, is obviated by
the consideration that this very relation had been much dis-
turbed among the Galatians by the influence of the pseudo-
apostles (iv. 17), and this disturbance could not but be in the
highest degree an obstacle to the success of their common moral
effort and life.  But in reference to de Wette's objection that
wowwvety, instead of uipelofas, is a strange expression, it must
be observed that Paul wished to express not at all the idea
of uepeioBar, but only that of the Christian rowwvia between
disciple and teacher. The disciple is not to leave the sphere
of the morally good to the teacher alone, and on his own part
to busy himself in other interests and follow other ways; but
he is to strive and work in common with his teacher in the
same sphere. In this view, the expression is (in opposition to
Hofmann’s objection) neither too wide nor too narrow. Not
too wide, because the sphere of moral good is ome and the
same for teachers and learners, and it is only the concrete
application which is different. Not too narrow, because moral
fellowship in Christian church-life finds its most effective lever
in the fact that learner and teacher go hand in hand in all
that is good. — o kaTnyoduevos Tov Aoyor] Comp. Acts xviii. 25.
It is self-evident that Paul means only the relation to true,
Pauline teachers. — év maow dyabois] the sphere, in which

! Comp. Grotius : * per omnes res bonas, i.e. non per alimenta tantum, sed
et alia obsequia et officia.”
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common cause is made. Comp. Matt. xxiil. 30. A classical
writer would say, mdvtwy dyafdv (Heb. ii. 14; Plat. Eep. p.
464 A; Soph. Trach. 543), or els wavra dayabi (Plat. Rep. p.
453 A), or even mepl mdvrwy dy. (Polyb. xxxi. 26. 6). On
the plural 7a dyafd, as applied to moral good, comp. John v.
29 ; Matt. xii. 35; Ecclus. xi. 31, xvil. 7, xxxix, 4, xiil, 25 ;
and frequently in Greek authors. Paunl might also have
written év mavti &yo dyafs (Col. i 10); but év waocw
ayafols is more comprehensive. The dative to rarny. is
the dativus communionis everywhere common (Dem. 142, uit.
789. 2).

Ver. 7. A warning to the readers, in respeet to this necessary
moral fellowship, not to allow themselves to be led astray (by
the teachers of error or otherwise), with very earnest reference
to the divine retribution. This nearest and easy connection
makes it unnecessary to refer back to the whole of the section
from ver. 1 onward (Wieseler). — uy mAavacfe] See on 1 Cor.
vi. 9. — Oeos od pvxrnpilerar] God s not sneered at, that is,
mocked ; He does not submit to it. See the sequel. This
mocking of God (a more forcible expression of the idea meipalery
Ocov) takes place on the part of him who, by immoral conduct,
practically shows that he despises God and accounts nothing
of His judgment. On puvernpilew, properly, to turn wp the
nose (comp. Horat. i. 6. 5; Ep. i. 19. 45), and then to deride,
comp. Sueton. Cloud. 4 : ordmrew kail pvernpifev. Sext. Emp.
adv. math. 1. 217 ; Job xxii. 19; Prov. i. 30, xii. 8; 3 Ezr.
i 51. Comp. also pverip, Diog. L. ii. 19 ; Lucian. Prom. 1;
pukTnpiopds, 2 Mace. vil. 39 ; and uvkrnpioris, Athen. iv. p.
182 A, v.p. 187 C. — & wap éav amelpy x.7.\.] Proof for Oeos
ov pvkrnpilerar. The identity between the kind of seed sown
and the kind of fruit to be reaped from it (rol7o, this, and
nothing else ; for instance, from the sowing of weeds no wheat)
is a figurative expression for the equivalent relation between
moral action in the temporal life and the recompense at the
judgment. Comp. 2 Cor. ix. 6. The same figure is frequently
used as to recompense, Hos. viil. 7; Job iv. 8; Prov. xxii. §;
Ecclus. vil. 2; Plat. Phaedr. p. 260 D; Arist. Rhet. iil. 4;
Plut. Mor. p. 394 D; Cic. de oraf. it. 65: “ut sementem
feceris, ita metes.”
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Ver. 8. Ground assigned for the foregoing proposition. * So
it 1s, since in fact the two opposite sorts of ground which receive
the seed will also yield two opposite kinds of karvest.” In the
words b éav amelpy dvfp. ToiTo «. Oeploer Paul, as was required
by the matter which he would figuratively present (evel—good),
has conceived two different classes of seed, with two sorts of
recipient soil likewise essentially different ; one class comprises
all the kinds of seed which are sown to a man’s own flesh, the
other class includes all those which are sown to the Holy Spirit.
He who scatters the former class of seeds, and therefore sows
to his own flesh, will from this soil, which he has furnished
with the corresponding seed, reap corruption, etc. Therefore
we have not here any allcration in the figure, by which Paul
leaves the description of the sced, and passes over to that of
the soil (Riickert, Hofmann, according to whom it is only this
alteration which explains the connection with ver. 6), but a
progf that the state of the case, in accordance with the two kinds
of soil which come into view, will not be other than is said in
ver. 7. Observe the &7¢, for the most part neglected by
expositors, which is not explanatory, but causative (“quoniam,”
Vulgate). — o ameipwy eis 7. cdpra éavrod] that is, he who is
minded and acts so that his own flesh—his sinfully-determined
corporeo-psychical nature (comp. v. 16 f)—is the element
conditioning and prompting his thoughts and actions. éavrod
is added, because afterwards an objective principle, 1o mvedua, is
opposed to this selfish subjective principle.! The idea that els
7. odpka éavrod applies to circumcision (Pelagius, Schoettgen ;
comp. Riickert and also Usteri) is entirely foreign to the con-
text. pOopdv] corruption, destruction (Rom. viil. 21 ; Col.
ii. 22; 2 Pet. ii. 12; LXX. Ps. cii. 4; Wisd. xiv. 12; Thue.
ii. 47 ; Plat. Pol. viil. p. 546 A; and frequently), that is, here,

1 Luther (1519 and 1524), with strange arbitrariness, holds that Paul desires
to obviate the thought *“de seminatione masculi in carnem feminae.” Butin
1533 he consistently abides by the reference to the attitude towards the teachers,
and explains: * qui nihil communicat ministris verbi, sed se solum bene pascit
et cural, id quod caro suadet,” ete. Comp. Calovius and others ; also Hofmann:
he who applies that which he possesses to his own flesh, in order to gratify its
desires. We may add that the Encratites made use of our passage (see Jerome)
as a ground for rejecting sexual intercourse and marriage; holding that he whu
takes a wife sows to the flesh, ete.
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in accordance with the contrast of &wn aldvies, the eternal
dmolaa. But the suggestion that ¢fopdv is used in reference
to the corruptibility of the flesh (Winer, Schott, Reithmayr,
and others; comp. also Chrysostom and Theodoret) cannot be
entertained, because the true Christians who die before the
mapovola partake the lot of corruption, and the point of time
for the harvest is conceived as not earlier than the nearly
approaching wapovaila (ver. 9), in which either ¢fopd or &wy
aldwvios will be the result of the judgment. According to de
Wette, Paul has chosen this expression in order to denote the
perishableness of carnal aims, and at the same time their
destructive consequences for the soul. This is arbitrary. The
general idea of ¢fopdy obtains its more precise definition
simply from fwyv aidr. Comp. 1 Cor. iii. 17; 2 Pet. ii. 12.
— 6 8¢ amelpwy eis To mvebpa] No more than in chap. v. does
70 mvebua here mean the higher nature of man (Riickert, Schott,
and most expositors; also Ernesti Urspr. d. Sande, L. p. 60, IL.
p- 90 £), but (so also Wieseler and Hofmann) it denotes the
Holy Spirit.  Jerome aptly remarks, that for this very reason
Paul did not again add éavros (which Ernesti would arbitrarily
again supply). The less, therefore, the ground for misapplying
the passage in favour of the meritoriousness of good works.
The sense, when divested of figure, is: “ he who is minded and
acts so that the Holy Spirit is the element which determines
and prompts him.” — éx 7ol mveduatos Bepices x.TA.] At the
mapovaia. See also Rom. viil. 11,15-17; 2 Cor. v. 5; Eph.
i. 14, ¢fopd and Lwy aidvios are conceived as the two kinds
of produce which shall have sprung up from the two different
sorts of recipient soil.

Ver. 9. Encouragement, not to become weary in that which
is meant by this second kind of sowing ; 76 xahov moiobyTes is
the same as would be figuratively expressed by eis 7o wveiua
omelpovres. The autem (8€), which simply marks the transition
to this summons, cannot be attached to the exhortation in ver.
6, as appending to it another (Hofmann). -— éxxarapuer] As to
this form, and the form éyxax. (Lachmann, Tischendorf), see on
2 Cor.iv. 1.  On the “levis paronomasia” (Winer) in xaXov

! The same thought is expressed in Rom. viil, 13: &/ xara edpxa Jize, midksrs
éxodvionsn,  Comp. ver, 23,
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and éxxax., comp. 2 Thess. iii. 13. He who loses moral
courage (éxxaxel) loses also moral strength (éx\derar). — katp
vap (] at the time expressly destined for the reaping
(Matt. xin. 30), by which is meant the time of the wapovaia,
which man must await with perseverance in what is good.
Comp. 1 Tim. vi. 15; Tit. i. 3. — pa) éxrvduevor] not becoming
weary (Matt. xv. 32; Mark viii. 3; Heb. xii. 8; 1 Macc. iii.
17; Wetstein, I p. 426 ; Loesner, p. 336), which is not to
be understood of the not becoming fatigued in the reaping!
a contrast being therein discovered either with the toils of the
harvest proper (Theodoret, Theophylact, Oecumenius), or with
the labour of sowing (Usteri; the two ideas are combined by
Chrysostom, Clarius, and others). Either form of the con-
trast would yield a description of the eternal harvest, which
would be feeble, superfluous, and almost trifling, little in
harmony with the thoughtful manner of the apostle elsewhere.
We may add, that it is not the nature of the harvest (which
was obvious of itself from ver. 8), but the time of the harvest,
which constitutes the point on which the uy ékxax. is grounded ;
and therefore on xatpp (3l Calvin aptly remarks, “ Spe igitur
et patientia suum desiderium sustineant fideles et refrenent.”
Hence u7 éxdvop. is rather to be taken as: if we do not become
weary in doing good. See Photius in Oecumenius, p. 766 D,
and DBeza, Calvin, Grotius, Bengel, and nearly all modern
expositors. This denotes the present state, by which the
Julure harvest is conditioned. It involves not a clumsy
repetition (Usteri), but a reiterated setting forth of the con-
dition, urgently emphasizing its importance, by means of a
correlate word which closes the sentence with emphatic earnest-
ness. Comp. Fritzsche, ad Rom. I p. 336. Nor would py
éxivbévres have been more correct (Riickert, Hofmann), but
on the contrary: “videndum, quod quogue loco tempus vel
ferri possit,” Herm. ad Viger. p. 773. Ewald’s explanation:
undeniably, that is, necessarily, is without support from lin-
guistic usage. Hofmann incorrectly makes w7y ékhvouevo
begin a new sentence; for Paul always places dpa olv at the
! Thus expressing the idea: *“ Nulla erit satictas vitae aeternae,” Calovius.

This is the meaning also of Luther’s translation: *‘without ceasing " (Vulgate,
won deficientes); comp. Estius.
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commencement. but here he would have fully preserved the
emphasis of w9 éxh, if instead of dpa odv he had written
merely odv, or merely dpa.

Ver. 10. Concluding exhortation of the section of the epistle
which began at ver. 6, inferred from the preceding raipd ~vap
18l Oeplooper pn érn. (@pa olv). The specialty of this ex-
hortation lies in s wapor éEyouer, which is therefore em-
phatically prefixed : as we have a season switable thereto (for
instances of xawpov Eyew, opportunum tempus habere, see Wet-
stein). This seasonable time will have elapsed, when the
mapovaia sets in; we must therefore utilize it as ours by the
épyaleabar 1o ayabov. The same idea as the éfayopdfesfar .
kawpéy in Eph. v. 16 ; Col. iv. 5. Hofmann introduces the
idea, that there will come for the Christians, even before the
mapovsia, an “ hour of temptation,” in which they can only (?)
withstand evil, but not bestow good one on another. This idea
is In opposition to the context in ver. 9, and is nowhere else
expressed ; and its introduction rests on the incorrect expla-
nation of épydf 70 dyaflov as referring to beneficence, and on
the wrong idea that the doing good will become impossible. —
s is the usual as, that is, as corresponds with and s suitable
to this circumstance, that we xaipov &gopev. Comp. Luke xii
58 ; Jobn xii. 35; Clement, 2 Cor. 9: ds é&youer xaipov
7ol labBfjvar, émdduer éavrovs T Oeparedovti Oep.  Others,
likewise retaining the signification “ as” interpret: prout
habemus opportunitatem, that is, when and how we have
opportunity. Thus XKnatchbull, Homberg, Wolf, Zachariae,
Hilgenfeld. For this, indeed, no conditional dv would be
necessary ; but how weak and lax would be the injunction!
Besides, xaipov has obtained, by means of ver. 9, its quite de-
finite reference. Others take ws as causal (Heindorf, ad Gorg.
p- 113; Matthiae, p. 1511). So Koppe, Paulus, Usteri (because
we have time and opportunity), de Wette ; also Winer, who,
however, does not decide between quoniam and prout. But
ws, in the sense of because, is nowhere to be found in Paul's
writings (not even in 2 Tim. i. 3). Most expositors explain it
as so long as (so Flatt, Riickert, Matthies, Schott, Olshausen),
which, however, it never means, not even in Luke xii. 58. —
7o dyafov] the morally good, not the useful (Olshausen). Nt



336 TIE ETISTLE OF PAUL TO THE GALATIANS,

merely the article, but also the use of the expression by Paul,
in definite connection with épyd{ecfar, as applying to morality
active in works (Rom. ii. 10 ; Eph. iv. 28), ought to have
prevented the interpretation of 70 dvyafov, at variance with
the context, as bencfits (Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, Estius, and
many others, including Schott, de Wette, and Wieseler).
Hofmann’s interpretation (“ do good towards others”), in more
general terms evading the definite idea, amounts to the same
thing. The dyafor in this passage is the same as 75 ka\dw
m ver. 9. That which is good is also that which is morally
beautiful. Comp. especially Rom. vii. 18 f. — 7pés] in relation
to, wn wntercourse with . see Winer, p. 378 f. [E. T. 505]; Sturz,
Lez. Xen. 111. p. 698 ; Bernhardy, p. 265. — 7obs olkelovs Tiis
miaTews] the associates in the faith, believers. oixeios, primarily
inmate of the house, comes to be used generally in the sense of
special appertatning to (comp. LXX. Isa. Iviii. 7), without fur-
ther reference to the idea of a house. So with the genitive
of an abstract noun, as oixelor ¢irocopias (Strabo, L. p. 13 B),
yewypagpias (Strabo, L p. 25 A), éhwyapylias (Diod. Sic. xiii. 91),
and the like in Wetstein, p. 236 ; Schweigh. Zex Polyb. p. 401.
Comp. Ta Tis dperijs oixeia, 2 Mace. xv. 12; 7a 7is pboews
oiceia, Dem. 1117. 25. The miores is the Christian faith ; those
who Delong to it are the mioredovres. The opposite would be :
Tovs aA\otplovs Tis mwor. The idea that the church is the
oixos Oeod (1 Tim. iii. 15; Heb. iii. 2, v. 6, x. 21; 1 Pet. iv.
17) is improperly introduced here, in order to obtain the sense:
“ qur per fidem sunt in eadem atque nos familia Domini” (Beza;
comp. Estius, Michaelis, and others, also Schott and Olshausen,
Wieseler, and Ewald, who limits the idea to the same church).
For tijs wiorews conveys the complete definition of Tods
olxeiovs ; and the sense mentioned above must have been ex-
pressed by some such form as Tols fjudv oixelovs THs wloTEwS
(comp. Phil ii 30, ¢t al.; Winer, p. 180, rem. 3 [E. T. 239]).
Paul might also simply have written mpds Tods micTevorTas ;
but the expression oikelovs 7. . suggests a stronger motive.
Among the wdoe, in relation to whom we have to put into
operation the morally good, those who belong to the faith have
the chief claims—because these claims are based on the special
sacred duty of fellowship which it involves—in preference to
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those who are strangers to the faith, although in respect even

to the latter that conduct is to be observed which is required
in Col. iv. 5, 1 Thess. iv. 12,

Note.— If the reading épyalémedee (see the critical notes),
which is followed by Ewald, were the original one, the indica-
tive would not (with Winer in his Commentary, but not in his
Gramm. p. 267 [E. T. 355]) have to be taken as a stronger and
more definite expression instead of the Aortative subjunctive (do
we therefore the good), since this use of the present wndicative
(Jacobs, ad Ach. Tat. p. 559, ad Delect. epigr. p. 228 ; Heindorf,
ad Gorg. p. 109 ; Bernhardy, p. 396) in non-interrogative lan-
guage (John xi. 47) is foreign to the N. T., although opportuni-
ties for it often presented themselves. The interpretation of
the whole sentence as an interrogation has been rightly given
up by Lachmann (also at Rom. xiv. 19), because so complete an
interruption by a question does not occur elsewhere in Paul’s
writings, and the addition wariera 88 @pos Tols oixeious g
wiorews indicates that the passage is of the nature of an asser-
tion, and not of a question. épydfouede 70 &yadév would rather
represent the matter as actually taking place (we do it, we hold
4t so, it 1s our maxim), and would thus belong to the ideal deli-
neation of Christian life common with the apostle; which might
indeed be highly appropriate in its place at the conclusion of
a discourse as a note of triumph, but here, in immediate con-
nection with mere exhortations and injunctions, would be some-
what out of place.

Vv. 11-18, Final section of the epistle in the apostle’s own
handwriting. The main points of controversy are here briefly
summed up: then in ver. 17 a repetition of molestations is
deprecated, and ver. 18 concludes with the farewell blessing.

Ver. 11. Not “an odd verse,” the purport of which is “a
singular whim” (Usteri): on the contrary, in accordance with
his well-known manner in other passages (1 Cor. xvi. 21;
Col iv. 18; 2 Thess. iii. 17), Paul adds to the letter, which up
to this point he had dictated (comp. Rom. xvi. 22), the conclusion
from ver. 11 onward in his own handwriting! By means of
these autograph endings the epistles indicated their authentic
character. See 2 Thess. ii. 2, iil. 17. But this close of our
epistle, as stringently comprehending all its main points once

1 From 2 Thess. iii. 17 it is to be assumed that Paul closed all his epistles
with his own hand, even when he does not expressly say so.

Y
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more, was intended to catch the eyes of the readers as some-
thing so specially important, that from wver. 12 to the end the
apostle wrote it with very large lotters! just as we, in writing
and printing, distinguish by letters of a larger size anything
that we wish to be considered as peculiarly significant. To
this point, and consequently to the quite special importance
of the addition now made at the end, not by the hand of the
amanuensis, but by his own hand in large writing, Paul calls
the attention of his readers, and says: “See with how great
letters. I have written (the sequel, from ver. 12) to you with my
own hand !” Neither {dere (in opposition to Riickert and
Schott) nor éypayra (in opposition to Usteri) is at variance
with the reference to what follows; for Paul, following the
custom of letter-writers, has in his mind not the present
point of time, when he s just about to write, but ¢he point of
time, when his readers have received the letter and conse-
quently see what and how ke has written (Philem. 19, 21; 1
John ii. 14, 21 ; Acts xv. 27, xxiii. 30, Rom. xvi. 22 ; Thue.
1. 1 4n.; Isocr. ad Demonic. 7n.). Just in the same way in
Philem. 19, éypayra 75 éun xepi points to what follows. In
keeping with this is the similarly common use of émeura,
“ respectu habito temporis, quo alter donum accipiebat ;”
Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. i. 9. 25; comp. Kriiger, § 53. 10. 1.
Holsten, Voemel, Matthias, Windischmann, Reithmayr, agree
with our view. Grotius also (“ sua manu scripsit omnia, guae
Jam sequuntur ), Studer, and Laurent refer the words to what
follows. Grotius, however, contrary to the usus loquends, ex-
plains myhicows as how much, thus making Paul call attention
to the length of his autograph conclusion; and Studer under-
stands it as referring to the wunshapeliness of the letters (in
opposition to this, see below) ; whilst Laurent (in the Stud. w.
Krit. 1864, p. 644 ff, and in his neut. Stud. p. 125. 5),

1 The principal emphasis is on the word #saixas, which is therefore placed
apart; the secondary stress lies on #7 ix#s xepi. It may, however, be doubtful
whether Paul wrote merely ver. 12 with larger letters, and the sequel with his
own hand but in his ordinary mode of writing, or whether he continued the
large characters down to ver. 18 or to ver. 18. The internal connection of vv.
12-16, the uniform solemn tone of these verses down to their solemn conclusion,
&nd the abrupt character of ver. 17, all unite in inducing us to adopt the second
view.
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against the signification of the word, adheres to the qualibus
of the Vulgate, and is of opinion that Paul wrote this conclu-
sion of the letter in the cursive character. Usually, however
(as also by Ewald, Wieseler, Hofmann), ver. 11 is referred
to the whole epistle, which Paul had written with his own
hand,! 7y\ikois being explained (with Chrysostom, Theodoret,
Theophylact, OQecumenius, Cajetanus, Estius, Winer, Riickert,
Usteri, Hilgenfeld) as referring to the unshapeliness of the letters?
arising from want of practice in writing Greek; or mwpiie.
ypdup. being explained as: what a large letter 1 have written
to you. So most expositors, including de Wette and Hofmann,
But against this lafter view—although the epistle, notwith-
standing 1 Pet. v. 12, Heb. xiii. 22, would no doubt be long
enough for an aufograph one—may be urged the very use

! In adopting this view various grounds have been guessed for its autograph
composition. Pelagius: ‘‘ that Paul desired to show that ke was not afraid /”
Ambrosiaster, comp. Augustine and Michaelis: ‘¢ that he desired to prove the
genuineness of the epistle.” Chrysostom (who, moreover, assumes in addition the
cause assigned by Pelagius), Luther, Calvin, Calovius, and many others: *‘that
his intention was to show the Galatians his earnest care for them, to make them
attentive in reading, and the like.” Hilgenfeld: *“that he attached so much
importance to the epistle.” Ewald: ‘‘that Timothy had not been with him just
at the time when he composed the epistle; and he thus wished, in the postscript
written at a somewhat later period, to make excuse for the large inelegant letters
in which the epistle had been written.” Hofmann: ‘“that the autograph writing
was intended to bring the apostle as it were vividly before the eyes of his readers.”
Hofmann is also of opinion that Paul had not elsewhere written with his own
hand, that he might not needlessly curtail the time for procuring his bodily
maintenance. As if the dictating to the pen of another would not have involved
just as much loss of time! Tertius and Timothy were hardly shorthand writers.
Or is Paul supposed to have been occupied in tent-making during the time when
he was dictating his letters, which presuppose so much abstraction and concen-
tration of mental labour?

2 This is not, as is often stated, the view of Jerome, who, on the contrary,
specifies this view only to reject it, and assumes that down to ver. 11 the
epistle was written by the amanuensis, but after ver. 11 by Paul himself in very
large characters, in order that his readers should recognise his genuine hand-
writing and at the same time his solicitous care for them. Jerome there-
fore comes nearest to our view, but introduces into the wnxixas purposes which
have no natural connection with the largeness of the characters, and could not,
without further intimation, have been understood by the reader. Theodore of
Mopsuestia explains it better, likewise understanding =aixois ypdupasiv correctly
(tiloaiv ixphoaro ypippasiy), and specifying as Paul’s object that he, méarwr
xalbiwricbas vay iyuwt’uv, wished to intimate that he neither s'F:/l’pn‘E oTs z'l;vzfﬂrm za
Ayiusyz,
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which it assumes of ypdupara for émiorols)! since Paul else-
where always calls an epistle émarony (1 Cor. v. 9, xvi. 3;
2 Cor. 1il. 1 f, x. 10; 2 Thess. ii. 2, iil. 14, 17); and, on the
other hand, he just as constantly uses the word gpdupa, in
the singular (Rom. ii. 27, 29, vii. 6; 2 Cor. iil. 6) and plural
(2 Cor. iii. 7), to express the idea of a letter of the alphabet;
and also the decisive consideration that the employment of the
dative (instrum.) instead of the accusative (Acts xxiii. 25 ; Rom.
xvi. 22; 2 Pet. iii. 1) would be quite in opposition to all
usage.? The dative would only be suitable if, instead of &yparra,
mapekakesa perhaps, or some suitable word, followed. Against
the former interpretation, which refers the word to the wnshape-
liness of the letters, it may be urged that the idea of duoppia
is arbitrarily ¢nfroduced into mn\ixots, as this quality is by no
means an essential characteristic of large letters; secondly, that
the charge of want of practice in writing Greek cannot be
proved. The native of Tarsus and Roman citizen, who from
his youth had enjoyed a learned training in Jerusalem, where
the Greek language was very current among the Jews (see
Hug, Einl. IL § 10)—the man who handled with so much
delicacy and skill the Greek literary language, who was fami-
liar with the works of the Greek poets (see on Acts xvii. 28),
and who was in conmstant intercourse with Greek Jews and
Gentiles,—is it to be thought that such an one should not
have possessed even the humble attainment of writing Greek
without making the letfers of an unshapely size? In Wieseler's

1 Taking the word by itself, there can be no doubt that ypdppa (seriptum,
2 Tim. iii. 15, John v. 47) may, according to the context, mean epistle, so that in
the plural it would denote epistolae (Acts xxviii. 21, and often in Greek authors),
but may also apply to a single epistle. Thus, for instance, Thue. vii. 8. 3, where
imirrors is used shortly before; Xen. Cyr. iv. 5. 26, where émirrors occurs im-
mediately after; Xen. Eph. ii. 5 and Locella in loc. Comp. also Luke xvi. 6;
1 Mace. iv. 10, 14 ; Ignat. Rom. 8, ad Polyc. 7.

2 Quite irrelevantly Hofmann compares the usage of combining a verb with
the abstract noun derived from it in the dative (Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 159);
and just as irrelevantly the expresssion eimsiv Aiyw, Matt. viii. 8 (see on this
passage), Luke vii. 7. Not even that use of el=siv 2éyw, in which it may denote
to deliver as an orator (Kriiger on Thuc. i. 22. 1), would here be analogous. Only
such phrases as, e.g., xpvoois ypéppass ypiguy, to write with golden letters, Lucian.
Alex. 43 ; peyéros yplpp. évaypipur, to write down in large letters, Qymn. 22;
ypéppary ‘Edrmures, Luke xxiii. 38, Elz ; @avixiois ypdpp., Soph. Fragm.
460 D, really correspond.
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view, the lurge letters were very legible (for the public reading of
the epistle); and in calling attention to this circumstance, Paul
desires to bring into prominence his great love for his readers,
which shuns no trouble on their account. But even thus the
matter would amount only to a trifle. The Galatians were in
possession of far greater proofs of his love than the size of the
characters in his own handwriting, which, besides, might be
something very different from legibility.

Ver. 12} All those whose wish and will are directed to making
a fair show in the flesh, that is, to the having a specious
appearance, while they are involved in fleshly habits,—tAus
class of men force circumcision upon you, and they do so solely
Jor the reason that they may not bring on themselves persecution
on account of the cross of Christ. This persecution they would
incur on the part of the Jews, if they preached the cross of
Christ and at the same time refected circumcision; whereas,
by insisting on circumeision, they disarmed the zeal of the Jews
for the law (comp. on v. 11), and removed from the cross of
Christ all occasion of their experiencing persecution for it
(note the eritically correct position of the p#). In order to
understand the passage rightly, we must note that the emphasis
is on edmpocwmijoar (not on év capxi): they desire to combine
a pleasing exterior with an unspiritual, carnal state of life, in
which they really are. Thus is characterized the Aypocritical
conduct of these people, whose jesuitry makes them resemble
the Tagois rexoviapévors (Matt. xxiil. 27; comp. Acts xxiii. 3).
Comp. 2 Cor. v. 12. So many as belong to this dissembling
class, they constrain you to be circumcised! — edmpdowmos]
speciosus facte, sometimes applied to actual beauty of person
(as Xen. Mem. i. 3. 10), and sometimes to a mere specious
appearance (as Herod. vii. 168 ; Dem. 277. 4; Lucian. Herm.
51),is very commonly used among Greek authors (comp. Gen.
xii. 11); but edmpoowmeiv is not preserved elsewhere in the
literary language. In Dion. Hal iii. 11 we find elmpocwmia ;
in Symmachus, Ps. exli. 6, elrpocwmisfnoar. Comp. pawompo-
cwmety, Cle. Att, vii. 21, xiv. 21; geuvomposcwmeiy, Arist. Nub.
363. — év capki] is the element of the sinful nature of man

1 As to vv. 12-16, see the excursus of Holsten, 2. Evang. d. Paul u. Petr.
343 fI.
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(ver. §, iii. 3, v. 17), in which, instead of being renewed and
refined by the Holy Spirit, those hypocrites are found living,
and at the same time endeavour to give to themselves a good
colouring which would prepossess the opinion of others in their
favour. The juxtaposition of the words, “to look fair in the
Slesh,” teveals the moral contradiction in their nature, and
delineates their whole portraiture, as if with one sharp touch,
indignantly, vigorously, and appropriately. The words are
usually explained : “those who desire to be well-pleasing by
means f outward carnal things, such as circumcision and the
observance of the ceremonial law generally” Rickert; comp.
Beza, Gomarus, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Winer, Usteri, Matthies,
Schott, Olshausen, and others. Of course év oapx! might, ex
adjuncto, obtain the sense, by means of circumcision and observ-
ance of the law (comp. Rom. iL 28); but in this passage the
context suggests no ground for thinking of anything else than
that which was just shortly before meant by cap, in the contrast
drawn between odpf and mvedua. Comp. Wieseler. And how
feeble and inexpressive, when placed at the commencement of
s0 energetic a passage, would be the description of the mis-
leaders which this interpretation would yield! Holsten in-
terprets in a similar way, but developes the sense more
accurately, and takes év oapki as the sphere in which the
emp. manifests itself, “ all who desire a fair show un the fleshly
domain ;” this applies in the concrete to circumeision, which
could have true significance only as a sign of inward right-
eousness (Rom. iii. 25 f.), but to which these persons adhered
“ for its fair show of righteousness.” But it is not until ver.
13 that gdpf obtains its reference in harmony with the text
to circumcision ; in respect to which, moreover, the idea, that
circumcision is the seal of righteousness, is not at all intimated
in the connection of our passage. Lastly, Chrysostom and
lis successors, Erasmus, Calvin, Estius, Grotius, and others,
have assigned to év gapx( the unmeaning sense wap’ dvfpwmors;
and Hofmann has arrived at the trifling interpretation, that
the idea meant was “a pleasing cheerfulness of outward
appearance, springing from and testifying to a natural amia-
Vility, to which the opponents of the apostle aspired: they
would fain appear with the expression of natural awiability.”
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Thus the description of the opponents placed at the head of
this final outburst, so full of holy severity and indignation,
would simply amount to the assertion of an amiable bonkommic
by which they were impelled. Holsten justly designates this
view as inconcetvable. — dvayrafovoiw] they are occupied with,
busy themselves in, forcing circumcision upon you. See Bern-
hardy, p. 370. As to the idea of dvayral see on Matt. xiv.
22. Comp. ii. 3, 14. — povor {a)] merely from the (self-
interested) motive, that they, etc. — 7o oTavpe Tot XpioTod]
that is, on account of the cross of Christ, because they preach
Christ as crucified. The instrumental dative denotes the cause
of the persecution. See Rom. xi. 20; 2 Cor. ii. 12; Bernhardy,
p. 101 £ ; Winer, p. 202 £ [E. T. 270]  So most expositors,
including Riickert, Matthies, Usteri, Schott, Olshausen, Baum-
garten-Crusius, Hilgenfeld, Wieseler, Hofmann. But others
explain the words according to the idea of the mafruara
Xptorod (see on 2 Cor. i. 5; Col. i. 24): “ne participes fiant
suppliciorum Christs” Winer ; comp. Jerome, Luther, Grotius,
Semler, Michaelis, Koppe, Morus, de Wette, Ewald. The
evident reference to v. 11! is decidedly opposed to this inter-
pretation, even apart from the singular nature of the idea 7¢
cravp® Suwkeobar (Paul would have written Tals OAAjest or
the like).

Ver. 13. They have no other design than merely that stated
in ver. 12 (va 76 oravpd k1), For so far from its being
their aim, by the enforcement of circumecision, to re-establish
the observance of the law among you, not even the circumcised
(who are in question) themselves, for their own part, keep the
law, but 8 avBpwmivny ¢ihotipiav TadTa wdvra ryiverar vmép
dpecrelas Tév dmicTwy, Chrysostom. — of wepireTunuévor] is
said contemptuously, and with indignation, of the fraternity
of the false apostles, of whom it might at least have been

! Holsten holds the peculiar view, that what is in v. 11 expressed objectively,
receives here a subjective turn: ‘“in order that they (those who are offended) should
no more be persecuted through (the offence at) the cross.” The eravpds «. X. had,
in his view, been to the Jewish Christians an obscure point, and in presence of
the Pauline churches a painful wound, by the recollection of which they were, in
a metaphorical sense, persecuted. But what plain reader would have been able
to unriddle a sense so enigmatically wrapped up—a sense which Paul might
easily have expressed in clear words?
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expected that they themselves would combine obedience to
the law with their being circumecised.! Comp. Stallbaum, ad
Euthyphr. p. 12 ; Fritzsche, ad Marc. p. 613. But the ground
for their non-observance of the Mosaic law is conceived by
Paul to be, neither their distance from Jerusalem (Theodoret
and others; also Schott), nor the general impossibility of a
complete fulfilment of the law (Jerome, Estius; comp. Usteri),
~—Dboth of which would be exculpatory, and wholly unsuited
to the idea of the worthlessness of the persons concerned,—
but the hypocritical badness of these people (comp. ver. 12). It

1 As at any rate the false teachers are meant, and these were Jewish Christians,
the reading wspimepevipesvas is plainly absurd. They were, in fact, not subjected to
circumcision (Reithmayr), but circumecised, and could not therefore be desig-
nated, ‘‘ according to their quality as Jews” (Moeller on de Wette), as wsp-
ciuripivor (present). See especially Reiche, p. 93. The idea that these people
were formerly Gentiles, part of whom were still on the point of accepting circum-
cision, and that their adherents are included (de Wette), is quite as unhistorical
(see Acts xv. 1, 5; 2 Cor. xi. 22; Acts xi. 20-22) as the makeshift of Hilgenfeld
is groundless : that among those false teachers (‘‘ the circumcision-people”) the
act of circumcision had still continued, not merely outwardly in the reception
of the newly-born and proselytes (in that case Paul must have said of wepirise-
»ov7sc), but also inwardly, by virtue of the significance aseribed to it. In his
Zeitschr. 1860, p. 220, Hilgenfeld appeals to ef weprrsuvipesver in the Act. Petr. et
Pauli, 63; but wrongly, because there (see the sequel) the subject is moral
circumcision. The view of Neander is also mistaken, p. 366. According to
Wieseler and Matthias, who likewise read aepirspvipsves, the wepirepvipsvar were
those among the Galatian Gentile Christians, who, led away by the pseudo-
apostles, allowed themselves to be circumcised. In that case we must with these
expositors make the seducers themselves, the pseudo-apostles, the subject of
firovess. But this view is intolerable ; how could Paul enable the reader to
guess this change of subject? The subject of guidss. must also be the subject
of #irovsw, or else Paul must have written as awkwardly as possible. Conse-
quently the subject of both the verbs can only be the false apostles, who, how-
ever, were seprempnpivor, and not seprepvipeve, — Hofmann and Holsten are of
opinion that the present participle is intended to denote the Jews generally,
inasmuch as circumcision was in use among them. Against this view it may
be decisively urged, that the subjects of the following #ixcvesy can be mo other
than of weprepvipeevor, and thus likewise the lsraelites generally (as Hofmann
consistently explains it); nevertheless these #irevres (ver. 13) must necessarily
be the very same as those to whom the #irovsiv in ver, 12 applies, and therefore
not the Jews generally, but the Judaistic adversaries. Moreover, to these only
is the o3i, mot even, suitable, which presupposes in those concerned a higher
degree of obligation than in the case of others who were bound to obey the
law. The forced expedient of Holsten is highly arbitrary : that Paul included
the false teachers (consequently, according to our reading and interpretation,
the mepreruvuives) in the category of those circumcising themselves (and there-
fore the wepirepviperes),
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is true that, amongst the Jews generally, notwithstanding their
self-conceit, there was a deficiency in their obedience to the
law (Rom. ii. 17-23); but an observance of the law might
have been expected at all events from these mepireTunpévor,
who were such champions for circumcision and insisted on it
so much (ver. 12). Yet not even they themselves, etc. — iva év
79 vuer. gapkl kavy.] The odpf is not to be here taken again
in an ethical sense, as in ver. 12 (Wieseler, comp. Ewald) ; but,
according to the close and definite connection with mepiréu-
veaBai, it must be taken as referring to the corporeal nature,
so far as it is in it that circumcision takes place (Eph. ii. 11;
Col ii. 13). The emphasis is, however, on fuerépa ;' hence
Olshausen is the more wrong in finding a contrast—which is
quite out of place here—to the souls, which those false teachers
ought to have sought after. The antithetic element of 75
vper. lies in the conceit of the mepirerunuévor as to their own
circumecision, as the correlate of which the circumeision of the
Galatian Gentile Christians, to be effected by them, was to be
the subject of their boasting. But this sentence of purpose
is parallel to the fva 76 oravpd k.M. contained in ver. 12,
seeing that the pseudo-apostles in fact by this intended boast-
ing—of their diffusion of theocratic Judaism by the circum-
cision of Gentile Christians which they procured—thought to
avert the persecutions of the Jews; Theophylact: va év ¢
kataxémrew T Vuerépav cdpra kavyrocwvrar Gs SiddoraloL
tudv kal pabnras duds Eyovres. It is a kavyacfar, in the
face not of heathenism (Holsten), but of the non-Christian
Judaism, from whose side the persecution on account of the
cross of Christ (ver. 12) was threatened.

Ver. 14. By way of contrast, not to the national vanity of
the Jews (Hofmann, in accordance with his interpretation of
ver. 13), but to the xavydofa: which the pseudo-apostles had
in view, Paul now presents its own principle: « from me, on the
other hand, far be it to glory, except only in the cross of Christ”
— duol p7 yévorro ravy.] mihi ne accidat, ut glorier.  On this
deprecating expression with the <nfinifive, comp. LXX. Gen.

1 Not on sepxi (Matthias, Holsten), as if Paul had written =7 sapxi duav.

Comp. 2 Cor. viii. 8, Rom. xi. 31, 1 Cor. xv. 31, where the pronoun, rarely
used Ly Paul, is likewise emphatic.
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xliv. 7, 17; Josh. xxii. 29, xxiv. 16 ; 1 Mace. xiii. 5, 9, 10;
Ignat. Eph. 12 ; Xen. Cyr. vi. 3. 11: & Zed péyiare, AaBelv
pou yévorro atrov, Anab. i. 9. 18 ; Dem. xxxiii, 25 ; Ellendt,
Lex. Soph. 1. p. 366. — In the words € py év 79 gravpd
down to xoouw, observe the defiant enthusiasm, which mani-
fests itself even in the fulness of the expression. How very
different the conduct of the opponents, according to ver. 12!
Nothing but the cross of Christ is to be the subject of his
xavyaafas ; nothing, namely, but the redemption accomplished
on the cross by Christ constituted the basis, the sum, and the
divine certainty of his faith, life, hope, action, etc. Comp. Phil
il 7ff; 2Cor. v.15ff; 1Cor. 1. 23,11 2, e¢al. Thus it is
a truly apostolic oxymoron: kavydsfar év 7é oravps. The
cross is “ 76 kabympa TéV ravynudrov,’ Cyril — & of éuol
Koouos éaTalp. kayw TH Kooup] reveals the cause why he may
not glory n anything else : “ through whom the world s crucified
to me, and I (sc. éoradpwuar) unto the world” that is, “ by
whose crucifixion is produced the result, that no internal fel-
lowship of life longer exists between me and the world : it is
dead for me, and I for it.” By Calvin, Bengel, Winer, Usteri,
Hofmann, Holsten, Matthias, Reithmayr, and others, 8. ob is
referred to the cross. But it is more pertinent to refer it to
the fully and triumphantly expressed subject immediately
preceding, Toi xvplov fudy "Incod Xpigrod (Vulgate, Erasmus,
Beza, Luther, and many others, including de Wette, Ewald,
‘Wieseler) : through whom, that is, according to the context, by
means of whose crucifizion. This effect is dependent on the
inward fellowship with the death of Christ (ii. 19 f.; Rom. vi.)
commenced by faith, and maintained by the Holy Spirit. By
this fellowship Paul is transplanted into an entirely new rela-
tion of life, and feels that all the previous interests of his life
are now stripped of their influence over him, and that he is
now completely independent of them. Comp. Phil. iii. 7 ff —
éuol] for me, denotes the ethical reference of the relation. See
Bernhardy, p. 84. — «dapos (without the article; see Winer,
p. 117 [E. T. 153]) finds its explanation from ver. 15 (otire
mepiroun, obre arpofuoria), namely, the organic totality of all
rclations alogf from Christianity, looked upon, indeed, as a
living power, which exercises authority and sway over the
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unconverted, but in the case of the converted has become e
through his admission into the fellowship of faith and life with
the crucified Lord ; that is, has ceased to influence and deter-
mine his thoughts, feelings, and actions. Thus the world is
crucified to himn by means of the crucifixion of Christ. Comp.
Col. ii. 20; Eph. ii. 2f.; 1 Cor. vil. 31, 33, 34; Jas. iv.
4; 1 John ii. 15 f. — «dy®d 76 kéoue] for the cessation of
the mutual fellowship of life is meant to be expressed, and the
matter to be thus wholly exhausted. Comp. 1 Cor. vi. 13;
2 Thess. i. 12; “nec malis illius territor, nec commodis titillor,
nec odium metuo, nec plausum moror, nec ignominiam formido,
nec gloriam affecto,” Erasmus, Paraphr.

Ver. 15. T'dp] introduces an explanatory reason assigned, not
for the vavydobas év 7o oravpe (Hofmann, Matthias, Reithmayr,
and others), which has already received its full explanation in
the relative sentence 8¢ od x.7.\., but for the just expressed 8.’
o éuol koopos k.T.A. This relation of his to the world cannot
indeed, according to the axiom oire mepiTops) w1\, be other
than that so expressed. In justification of this reference of
wyap, observe that wepirour and dxpoBuoria comprehend the two
categories of worldly relations apart from Christianity, which had
so prominently re-asserted themselves in those very Galatian
disturbances (comp. v. 6). For meither circumcision availeth,
nor uncireumeision, but a new creature: ' that is, « for it is a
matter of indifference whether one is eircumcised or uncir-
cumecised; and the only matter of importance is, that one
should be created anew, transferred into a new, spiritual con-
dition of life.” As to the form and idea of xawy xricis, see
on 2 Cor. v. 17. As characteristics of the wxawn xriois, we
find, according to ii. 20, the & 8¢ év éuol XpiaTos; accord-
ing to iil. 27, the “having put on Christ;” according to v. 6,
wioTis & drydmns évepyovpévn ; according to Eph. il 10, the
mepimraTely €v €pyors ayabols ; and according to 1 Cor. vii. 19,
Tipnaws évtoa@y @eod.  In the new man (Col. iii 10), Christ

1Tt is stated by Syncell. Chron. p. 27 (ed. Bonn, p. 48), and Phot. Amphil.
183, that Paul derived this utterance from the apocryphal Apocalypsis Mosis.
1t is possible that the same thought occurred in that book; but it is certain
that Paul derived it from his own inmost consciousness. It may have passed
from our passage into the dwoxdrvyis Muisiws. Comp. Liicke, Einl, in d. Offend.
Joh, L. p. 2321
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determines all things; the new man is odugures s dva-
ordcews of Christ (Rom. vi. 5), set free by the Spirit from the
law of sin and of death (Rom. viii. 2), a child and heir of God
(Rom. viii. 16 f). That this principle, moreover, was that of
the Christian point of view, was sclf-evident to the reader;
without again adding év Xpiorg 'Incod, as in v. 6 (see the
critical remarks), Paul has rendered this Christian axiom the
more striking by setting it down in an absolute form. It stands
here as his concluding signal of triumph.

Ver. 16. The heart, full of the great truth in ver. 15, has
now a wish of blessing for all who follow it in their conduct.
The simple and, carrying on the train of thought and linking
it with ver. 15, serves to express this wish. A reference to
ver. 14, so as to connect our verse with the wish therein con-
tained (Hofmann), is not required by «ai, and is forbidden by
the importance of ver. 15, which would in that case have to
be reduced to a mere parenthetical insertion. — The em-
phasis lies not on Toire, but on T¢ kavére (comp. on 1 Cor.
xv. 19); for it is the very canonical character of the saying in
ver. 15 which has to be brought out : ““ who shall walk accord-
ing to the guiding line, which is herein given.” We are pro-
hibited from assigning to xavwv the non-literal meaning rule,
mazim (as is usually done; see Schott 4n loc.), by the figurative
oTovyrcovaiy, which requires the literal meaning guiding line
(2 Cor. x. 13 ff), that is, in this passage, a line defining the
direction of the way ; as such, the maxim expressed in ver. 15
is placed before them. As to orouyetv, comp. on v. 25. The
anacoluthic nominative 8coc w1\ has rhetorical emphasis,
directing the whole attention of the readers first to the sub-
ject in itself which is under discussion. Comp. on Matt. vii.
24, x. 14; John 1 12; Acts vil. 40. The future oToiryio.
(comp. v. 10) applies to the time of receiving the letter (comp.
7ol Aovmod, ver. 17).  Paul hopes that the letter will have a
converting and strengthening effect upon many readers, but
makes the question, who should be warranted in applying to
himself the concluding blessing, depend on the result. —
elpriyy ém’ adrols kal éleos] sc. ein! welfare (5v; see on

! Taken as a wish of Dlessing, the thought harmonizes more naturally with
the conclusion of the epistle, than if it is taken as an affirmation (de Wette, érru
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Eph. vi. 23; John xiv. 27) on them, and mercy (Tittm. Synon.
p. 69£). Comp. 1 Tim. 1 2; 2 Tim. . 2; Jude 2; 2 John
3, in which passages é\eos stands first. Here it follows after,
not because Paul intended at first to write eiprjun only (so,
arbitrarily, Olshausen), nor because in é\eos he had specially
in view the day of judgment (Hofmann), which indeed is ex-
pressly added in 2 Tim. i. 18, but because he has thought of
the effect produced before the producing cause. What wel-
fare it is that Paul wishes—mnamely, all Messianic welfare—
is obvious of itself. The peace of reconciliation forms a part
of it. é\eos is, moreover, to be considered as neuter, because
Paul throughout so uses it (even in Tit. il 5 it is neuter,
according to decisive testimony); although the neuter form,
which very often occurs in the LXX,, is but very rarely found
in classical authors. See Dindorf, ad Diod. iii. 18 ; Kiihner,
L p. 396, c. ed. 2. — In ér adrods is implied the idea that
welfare and mercy come down wpon them from heaven.
Comp. Luke ii. 25, 40, iv. 18; 2 Cor. xii. 9; Mark i. 10;
Acts xix. 6, et al. — xail émi Tov Iopanh Tod Oeod] That this
Is a reminiscence of Ps. cxxv. 5, cxxviii. 6 (Theophylact,
Erasmus, and others; also Riickert, Schott, de Wette, Reiche),
could only be assumed without dealing arbitrarily, if, instead
of xal émi 7ov 'Iop. Tod Oeod, Paul had written: elpijon émi
rov 'Igpann! which, after the instruction given by him in
iv. 21 ff,, he might have written without any danger of misun-
derstanding.  Still less can the expression be referred to Ps.
Ixxiii. 1; for which purpose Hofmann employs an impossible
interpretation of the Hebrew text of the passage. The Israel
of God, that is, as contrasted with Jacob’s bodily descendants
as such (comp. Rom. ix. 6; 1 Cor. x. 18; Phil iii. 3), the
Israelites who belong to God as His own, and therefore form the
real people of God ideally viewed (comp. also John i. 48), are
at any rate the true Christians' But according as «ai is taken

or ieziv). Chrysostom and Theophylact appear to have supplied frrz:; but
Theodoret takes it as wish: Earmfszro Tov iX6oy x. THY n’pﬁmv.

3 Not the Jews (Morus), nor even the pious Jews,—those, namely, who have
not rejected the gospel out of stubbornness, and permit the hope of their coming
to recognise the rule expressed in ver. 15 (Reiche, p. 97 f.). The apostle,
according to his whole system, could not understand under the ideal Israel of
God any others than believers (iil. 7, 29, iv. 26; Rom. ix. 6-8). To him the xaux
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either as cxplanatory or as conjunctive, we may understand
either the true Christians in general, Jowish and Gentile Chris-
¢ians (Chrysostom, Theodoret, Luther, Calvin, Pareus, Cornelius
a Lapide, Calovius, Baumgarten, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Borger,
Winer, Paulus, Olshausen, Baumgarten- Crusius, Wieseler, and
others), or the truly converted Jews (Ambrosiaster, Beza,
Grotius, Estius, Schoettgen, Bengel, Riickert, Matthies, Schott,
de Wette, Ewald, Reithmayr, and others; Usteri does not de-
cide). If we adopt the latter interpretation, we must either
(with Grotius, Schott, Bengel, Ewald) refer the foregoing éoor
and adrovs to the Gentile Christians,—a view which is, how-
ever, decisively at variance with the universal §ooc, and with the
description excluding any national reference, 7 kavéve Todre
ovory. — or (with Riickert, Matthies, de Wette, Reithmayr,
and others) we must explain the train of thought as follows:
“ Salvation be upon all true Christians, and more especially (to
mention these in particular; see on Mark i. 5, xvi. 7) on all
true Jewish Christians!” But however near Paul's fellow-
countrymen were to his heart (Rom. ix. 1), he not only had
no ground in the context for bringing them forward here so
specially ; but any such distinction would even be quite im-
properly introduced — especially in the deeply-impassioned
close of the letter—in presence of churches which consisted
principally of Gentile Christians and had been involved by
Jewish interference in violent controversies. And even apart
from this, no reader to whom the teaching of the apostle as
to the true Israelites was familiar (and see iil. 7, iv. 21 ff)
could think that Tov 'Iop. Tob Ocod referred to Jewish Chris-
tians only ; this would be opposed to the specific conception of
Paul on this point. We must adhere, therefore, to the expli-
cative view of xal as the correct one (1 Cor iil. 5, viil. 12, xv.
38; John i 16), and indeed, namely, so that it introduces
an appropriate, more precise description (Hartung, Partikell. 1.
p. 145 f.; Winer, p. 407 [E. T. 5451£]) of the subjects previ-
ously characterized. Hofmann is wrong in objecting that the

x7icis in ver. 15 was not conceivable otherwise than as necessarily conditioned
by faith (ili. 28 ; Eph. ii. 10); hence he could not expect of any Jew mnot yet
converted, however pious he might be as an observer of he law, that he would
walk according to the canon of ver. 15.
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epexcgetical ral is always climactic ; see Hermann ad Viger.
p. 838. Moreover, the designation of all those, who shall walk
according to that entirely anti-Jewish rule of conduct, as the
Israclites of God, forms as it were the final triumph of the
whole epistle over the Judaistic practices, the very aim of
which was to assert the title of the 'Iopag\ xatd cdpka to
the heritage of salvation. Hofmann is entirely mistaken in his
view that xa( is even, and that the Israel of God are the Jew-
Christians, so that Paul expresses the idea that he desired to
include even these in his wish. It was, indeed, obvious that in
én’ adrols they could not be, and were not intended to be, ex-
cluded ; but Paul was neither so unwise nor so devoid of tact
as expressly to state that self-evident point, as if there could
possibly be any doubt about it. By adding this last word, he
would only have offended the theocratical point of honour (Rom.
i. 16). Lastly, Matthias also is wrong in supposing that xal
émi Tov Iop. 700 Oecod begins the new sentence (ver. 17):
“ And concerning the Israel of God henceforth let mo man,”
etc. This interpretation ought to have been prevented by
the solemn repetition of the preposition, which indeed on
the second occasion would acquire quite a different sense
(concerning).

Ver. 17. Tod Nowrod] occurring only here in the N. T, very
frequent in other authors; not ceferum, so that it would be
a formula abrumpends (Bengel, Zachariae, and others), equiva-
lent to 76 Aovméw (2 Cor. xiii. 11; Eph. vi. 10 ; Phil iii 1,
et al.), but the genitive of ¢ime (Kithner, IX. p. 189): posthac,
henceforward (Xen. Anab. v. 7. 34, vi. 4. 11; Plat. Legg. viL
p- 816 D, Demos. p. 385 B; Herod. ii. 109 ; and the passages
in Wetstein) ; and that as denoting “ repetitionem ejusdem facti
reliquo tempore” (Hermann ad Viger. p. 706). The sense
posthac might also have been expressed by the accusative (o
Noumroy, Matt. xxvi. 41 ; Mark xiv. 41 ; 1 Cor. vii. 29 ; Xen.
Anab. ii. 2. 5, iii. 2. 8; Soph. Track. 907, 917); but in this
case a repetitio perpetua would be meant (Hermann, l.c.). Comp.
Kithner, ad Xen. Anab. ii. 2. 5. Calvin explains: “as for the
rest” t.e. practer novam creaturam. Comp. Wieseler: “ quod
restat.” In this case, either the genitive would stand absolutely:
“ as concerns what remains” (& 8¢ Aoewov, 1 Cor. iv. 2), see
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Heind. ad Charm. p. 89 ; Matthiae, p. 815 ; or it would be
dependent on xomwovs. But, looking at the frequent use of Toi
Aocrod as a particle of time, both these explanations would be
very unnecessarily far-fetched. This remark also applies to
the view of Hofmann, who strangely attaches Tod Aourod, not-
withstanding the want of an antithetical particle, as genitive
of the object to xdmovs, and conceives 'Iaparh as again sup-
plied : on account of the Israel, which is not the Israel of God.
Respecting that Israel, in the apostle’s view, he has not to
inquire whether it will be injured through the labour to which
he is called. As if any such cold, remorseless renunciation
cculd be justly attributed to the apostle who held his guvry-
vevels kata capxa so painfully dear (Rom. ix. 1 ff, x. 1), and
strove in every possible way to gain them (1 Cor. ix. 20). But
from the hostile annoyances and vexations, which the reader
would readily understand to be referred to in these words, the
apostle desires to remain henceforward exempt ; and this he de-
mands with apostolic sternness. — éy@ yap x.7.\.] the emphasis
is on éye : it is not the teachers who are hostile to me, these
men afraid to suffer (ver. 12), but 7 who bear, etc. otiy-
wata (oTiypa is paroxytonme; see Lobeck, Paralip. p. 406]
signifies marks branded or etched in, which, usually consisting
of letters (Lev. xix. 28), were put on the body (especially on
the forehead and hands) in the case of slaves, as the device
of their masters ;! of soldiers, as the badge of their general ;
of criminals, as a sign of their offence ; and among some oriental
nations also, as a token of the divinity which they worshipped
(3 Mace. ii. 29 ; and Grimm 4n loc.). See Wetstein, p. 237 f.;
Lipsius, Zlect. ii. 15 ; Deyling, Obss. II1. p. 423 ff.; Spencer,
Legy. rit. ii. 14. 1 ; Ewald, vn Apocal. p. 151 f. Here Paul has
had in view the marks borne by slaves :* for, according to the

11n the East; but among the Romans only in the case of slaves who were
suspected or had run away (as a sign ef the latter offence, they were by way of
punishment branded with ¢ or F.U.G.).

2 Not of soldiers, as Grotius (comp. Calvin), and Potter, Arch. IL p. 7,
think; for this must have been suggested by the context. Wetstein understands
sacras notas (Herod. ii. 113 : sriypara igd), so that Paul represents Christ ¢ u¢
Deum, quem zir xdpior xar’ ifox#v vocat.” But these sacrae notae are only
found among particular nations, such as the Persians and Assyrians (Plut.
Lucull. p. 507 E ; Lucian, de Dea Syra, 59; comp. also what is related in
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immediate context (vv. 14, 18), Christ is present to his mind
as the Lord; and also in 2 Cor. xi. 23 he discerns, in the ill
treatment which he has suffered, the proof that he is Sidrovos
Xpiorod. Comp. also Rev. vil. 3. The genitive 'Insob denotes
therefore the Ruler, whose servant Paul is indicated to be by
his oriyuara; and because in this case the feeling of fellowship
with the concrete person of his Master has thoroughly pervaded
him, he does not write Xpiarod, but *Insod (comp. om 2 Cor.
iv. 10). Others have explained: “ notae corporis fales, quales
ipse Christus gestavit” (Morus, comp. Borger) ; but against this
it may be urged that Paul has not made use of a word which
of itself conveys a complete idea (such as v véxpwow, 2 Cor.
iv. 10), but has used the significant oriyuara, which neces-
sarily prompts the reader to ask fo whom the person marked
(oTvypatias, also oTvyuatodipos, Polyaen. Strat. i. 24) is de-
scribed as belonging. Therefore 'Ingob is not (with Gomarus
and Riickert) to be considered as genitive auctoris. -— But what
was it that Paul bore in his body as the oriypara *Incei ?
The scars and other traces of the wounds and mal-treatment,
which he had received on account of his apostolic labours® For
in the service of Christ he had been maltreated (2 Cor. xi. 23),
and that so that he must have retained scars or similar indi-
cations (see 2 Cor. xi. 24, 25). Some expositors have, how-
ever, believed that Paul adduces these oTiyuera by way of
contrast to the scar of circumcision (Erasmus in his Annot.,
Beza, Schoettgen, Grotius ; comp. Bengel and Michaelis); but
this idea is arbitrarily introduced, and in its paltriness alien
to the lofty self-consciousness which these words breathe.—
Lastly, as regards the sense in which the reference of ydp is to be
taken, many expositors explain it, with Grotius: “ satis alinnde
habeo, qguod feram.” So, in substance, Vatablus, Bengel (“ afflicto

Herod. ii. 113 about a temple of Hercules in Egypt, and in the Asiatic
Researches, vii. p. 281f., about the Indians); hence so foreign a custom would
not be likely to suggest itself to the apostle, nor could it be understood by bis
readers without some more special indication.

1 Not as Luther, 1519 and 1524, following Augustine, thought: the taming
of the flesh and the fruits of the Spirit; against which the iy 74 sapari wov is
itself decisive. In the Commentary of 1538, he understands ‘‘ plagas corpori
suo impressas et passiones, deinde ignita tela diaboli, tristitiam et pavores animi,”
which thus throws together very different elements outward and inward.

Z
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non est addenda afflictio™), Morus, Winer. But what a feeble
reason to assign would this De, either as fretful or as even
bespeaking compassion, and wholly repugnant at all events
to the proud feeling of being marked as the Sodhos of Christ !
(comp. 2 Cor. xi. 23 ff) And the éyd, so full of self-con-
sciousness in opposition to the false teachers, is inconsistent
with this view. No; Paul means (“ veluti trophaea quaedam
ostentans,” Erasmus, Paraphr.) to say: for 7 am one who, by
being marked as the servant of Christ, is in possession of a
dignity, which may justly exempt him from any repetition of
mole:titions (such as had vexed him on the part of the Galatian
churches).—On Bacrdlw, comp. Chrysostom : odx elmev éxw,
aM\a Basrale, damep Tis éml Tpowalots péya dpoviv.

Ver. 18. “H yapis Tob kvplov x1.\.] See on i 6. — pera
7ol mvevpatos Dudv] sc. eln. A special design, on account of
which Paul did not write merely wef dpdv (1 Cor. xvi. 23 ;
Col. iv. 18 ; 1 Thess. v. 28), or wera wdvrwv Tudv (2 Cor.
xiii, 13 ; Phil. iv. 23 ; 2 Thess. iil. 18 ; Tit. iii. 15), is indeed
assumed by many expositors (that Paul desired once more to
indicate that salvation does not come from the odpf&; Chry-
sostom, Theophylact, Beza, and others; also Riickert, Usteri,
Schott, Olshausen), but cannot be made good ; especially as also
in Philem. 25 (and 2 Tim. iv. 22), instead of the persons
simyply, we find that with greater significance and fervour the
spirit of the persons (so also at the close of the Epistle of Bar-
nabas) is named, because it is on the wrvedua of man (the
higher principle of life with the vovs; see on Luke i. 46 ; Rom.
i1 4, viii 10; 2 Cor. ii. 13, ef al) that the grace of Christ
works (Rom. viii. 10, 16), when the Spirit of Christ takes
up His abode in the human spirit and so confers His yapio-
wata. Paul might also have written pera Tdv Yuydv u.
(comp. 2 Cor. xii. 15; 1 Pet. 1. 9, 22, iL. 11, 25); but even
in that case the gracious operation of Christ would have to be
conceived as issuing from the seat of self-consciousness (the
mvedua of man). — d8ehgol] The epistle, in great part so severe,
ends with a mode of address which still breathes unaltered
love (1 Cor. xvi. 24).
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