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INTRODUCTION.

CHAPTER 1.
ORIGIN OF THE CHURCH AT ROME.

Or the beginnings of Christianity in Rome nothing whatever is
known on direct evidence. The tradition which assigns the founding
of the Church there to Peter cannot possibly be maintained. In
one form it assumes that Peter, on the occasion referred to in Acts
xii. 17, travelled to Rome, and there propagated the Church from the
synagogue as a centre. As this departure of Peter from Jerusalem
took place, on the usual reckoning, about 42 A.p., there would be
time for his twenty-five years’ episcopate of Rome, which was once
the accepted Romish idea, though now given up even by Romish
scholars. But it is clear from the book of Acts (chap. xv.) that
Peter was in Jerusalem ten years after this, and it is equally clear
from the Epistle to the Romans that he had not been in Rome when
this letter was written, seven years later still. In face of a passage
like chap. xv. 20 it is impossible to suppose that the Church of Rome
had already been the scene of another Apostle’s labours. Three years
later, when Paul at length arrived in Rome, it had still been unvisited
by Peter, to judge from what we read in Acts xxviii.; and even when he
wrote the Epistle to the Philippians, towards the close of his first
imprisonment, there is no indication that his brother Apostle had yet
seen the capital. The earliest tradition represents Peter and Paul
as in .Rome together, and, indeed, as suffering together, in the
Neronian persecution. All the evidence for this will be found in
EBuseb., Hist. Eccl., 11., xxv. 'What the worth of it is, it is not easy
to say. It is not incredible that Peter may have been in Rome about
the date in question, especially if Babylon in 1 Peter v. 13 means
Rome, as it does in the Apocalypse. But in any case Peter can have
had no direct part in founding the Church. In Iren., iii,, 1, 2, Peter
and Paul are spoken of as ¢ preaching the Gospel in Rome, and
founding the Church,” at the time that Matthew published his gospel.
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That Christianity was there long before this time is indubitable, but
the Roman Christians, it has been suggested (see Harvey’s note on
Iren. ad loc.), “appear neither to have had an ecclesiastical polity nor
to have been under the regular regimen of the Church. . . . Several
expressions in the epistle seem to indicate a crude, unsettled
state of things there. . . . They are spoken of as depending rather
upon mutual exhortation and instruction than upon any more authori-
tative communication of evangelical truth (xv. 14) . . . and the
Apostle expresses his intention to visit them, according to a purpose
entertained éwd woN\av érév [ikavdv is the true reading] with the hope
that he might come év wAnpduat edhoyias (Toi edayyehiou) Tob XpioTod,
i.e., in the collation of spiritual gifts which as yet they had not, and
" in the establishment of that Apostolical order and government among
them which should complete their incorporation with the Body
Catholic of Christ's Church.” It is quite true that the epistle
reveals nothing of the organisation of the Church at Rome, but it
reveals just as little of any intention on Paul’s part to bestow on
the Church the supposed benefits of “ Apostolical order and govern-
ment”’. The assumption underlying this expression is quite un-
historical. There was no uniform legal organisation of the Church
in the apostolic age; and the Christians in Rome not only depended
upon mutual exhortation and instruction, but, as Paul acknowledges,
were well able to do so. They had xaplopore differing according to
the grace given to them, and if they had no legal orgarsisation, they
had a vital and spiritual differentiation of organs and functions, for
which the other is but a makeshift (chap. xii. 3-8). Sanday and
Headlam think that though the Church did not, in the strict sense,
owe its origin to Peter and Paul, it may well have owed to them its
first existence as an organised whole (Commentary, p. xxxv.). This
may be, for it was Paul’s habit to appoint elders in all the churches
he planted (Acts xiv. 23, Tit. i. 5); but, as the gospel was known
at Rome, and believers were baptised there, and no doubt observed
the Lord’s Supper, it is clear that no particular organisation was
wanted either to ensure or to perfect their standing as Christians.
Where tradition fails, we can only fall back on conjecture—
conjecture to be verified by its coherence with what the epistle
itself reveals, In this connection it has long been customary to
refer to Acts ii. 10 (oi émdnpolvres ‘Pupaior). There were Roman
Jews in Jerusalem on the day of Pentecost, and even if they were
domiciled there and did not return to Rome, there must have been
many visitors who did. The Jews in Rome were numbered by
thousands ; they occupied a large ward of the city, beyond the
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Tiber, by themselves, and they had ceaseless communications with
Jerusalem. Hence many have supposed that Christianity came to
Rome by some such channel as this. [f it did, we should expect it
to have originated in the synagogues, the existence of nine of which
is definitely attested (Sanday and Headlam, p. xxiv.). The epistle
itself gives no direct evidence of any such connection : if the Church
originated in the synagogue at Rome, the connection had been com-
pletely severed by the time Paul wrote. It has been supposed
that the well-known sentence in Suetonius, Claud., 25 (*“ludaeos
impulsore Chresto assidue tumultuantes Roma expulit”’: see also Acts
xviil. 2) refers to conflicts which arose in the synagogues over the
alleged Messiahship of Jesus, and that the separation of the Church
and the synagogue, and even a change in the prevailing complexion
of the Church, which from Jewish-Christian became mainly Gentile-
Christian, date from this event; but no stress can be laid on this.
It is clear from Acts xxviii. 17-22 that when Paul came to Rome the
leaders of the synagogue either knew nothing or affected to know
nothing about the new sect which was growing up beside them.
This makes it at least improbable, whatever its actual origin, that
the Christian Church at Rome can have had strongly Jewish sym-
pathies. Besides, even if the Church had originated in the syna-
gogue, it is practically certain, from the analogy of other places
whose history is known, that the mass of the members would not be
Jews by birth, but of the class of proselytes (edoefets, dbofobpevor
1ov Bedv), whose attachment to Judaism was less rigid, and whose
spiritual receptivity was as a rule greater.

Many scholars, impressed by these considerations, have sought
rather a Gentile-Christian origin for the Church. Communication,
they point out, was constant, not only between Rome and Jerusalem,
but between Rome and all the East, and especially all the great towns.
There was constant coming and going between Rome and such cities
as Antioch, Corinth and Ephesus, not to mention others which
had been the scene of Paul’s labours. Early Christianity, too, was
largely self-propagating. ¢ They that were scattered abroad went
everywhere preaching the word” (Acts viii. 4). Hort (Romans and
Ephesians, p. 9) speaks of « a process of quiet and as it were fortuit-
ous filtration” ; and it was probably by such a process, initiated,
suspended, and renewed on different occasions, that the new religion
was introduced to Rome. To conceive the matter in this way is
no doubt to conceive it very indefinitely, but it is hardly possible to
go further. Attempts have been made to do so. Assuming, for
instance, that chap. xvi. is in its right place, and really formed part of
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the Epistle to the Romans, it has been argued that the large number
of friends and acquaintances Paul had in the Church, and especially
the conspicuous place given to his old associates Prisca and Aquila,
prove that the Christianity of the Romans was essentially of the
Pauline type, and that the Church therefore owed its origin and its
character, indirectly no doubt, to him. The epistle certainly does
not bear this on its face ; Paul never says a word which implies that
the Romans owed anything, even remotely, to him ; there is rather
an impression of regret that they did not. Besides, it is a mistake
to assume that all Paul's friends were necessarily “ Paulinists”
—an expression which neither he nor they could hawe under-
stood. Among those at Rome, and amoung the most important, as
we should judge by the honourable terms in which they are men-
tioned (xvi. 7), were some who had been Christians longer than he;
and “the quiet and as it were fortuitous filtration’’ was that of
Christianity, undoubtedly of some universal type, but not distinctively
of Paulinism.



CHAPTER 11
CHARACTER OF THE CHURCH AT ROME.

HarpLy any question in New Testament criticism has been more
elaborately discussed than this. The traditional opinion was that
the Church consisted of Gentile Christians. The idea that it con-
sisted of Jewish Christians, first broached apparently by Koppe in
1824, gained currency through Baur, and for a generation after his
essay (1836) commanded wide assent among critics. A strong pro-
test in favour of the old opinion was kept up all the time, but it was
not till 1876 that Weizsdcker produced a decisive reaction in its
favour, The great mass of the Church, he argued, must have been
Gentile-Christian, though there was no doubt a Jewish-Christian
minority. An attempt to construct a theory answering more closely
to the facts presented by the epistle is that of Beyschlag. He
supposes that the Church consisted mainly of proselytes—that is, of
persons who were Gentiles by birth, but had passed through the
Jews’ religion. This would explain the great difficulty of the epistle,
that Paul addresses his readers as if they were Gentiles, but argues
with them as if they were Jews. Schiirer, again, conceives of the
Church as non-Jewish, and at the same time non-Pauline; the
Hellenistic Jews of the diaspora would make Christians compara-
tively free in their relations to the ceremonial law, but with no
adequate comprehension of the Pauline freedom, in principle, from
law in every sense; it is an audience like this Paul is trying to elevate
to his own standpoint. That such an audience could be found is not
to be denied; whether it is to be found here we can only ascertain
by comparing this theory with the facts of the epistle. Finally,
Holtzmann gives up the attempt to realise the character of the
Church. St. Paul had never been in Rome, did not really know the
situation there, and has no distinct idea of his audience. When he
finds it necessary to explain why he writes to them at all he thinks
of them as Gentiles; when their previous culture and spiritual
history, their sympathies, antipathies, and mode of reacting toward
the Gospel generally, are in question, they are Jews. All this
VOL. IL 36
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shows that the problem is a complex one; and there is no means
of doing anything to solve it but to examine the facts once more.
They are all contained in the epistle itself, and it will be convenient
to adduce the evidence (1) for the Gentile-Christian character of
the readers; (2) for the Jewish-Christian character; and then to
ask what conception covers and combines all the facts.

1. Evidence for the Gentile-Christian character of the Church.

(@) Chap. i. 5 f. Paul writes: ¢ We received grace and Apostleship,
with a view to obedience of faith év waow Tols &veow . . . & ols éoe
xal 6pels 7. Paul’s conception of himself as Apostle of the Gentiles
(Gal. ii. 8), and his appeal to this vocation in the salutation of his
fetter, put it beyond doubt that &y here means Gentiles, as opposed
to Israel, and not nations generally. He is exercising his calling as
Apostle to the Gentiles in writing to the Romans ; for they, too, are in
that class. Those who take the Jewish-Christian view argue that
Paul would have had no need to tell a Church consisting of Romans
by birth that they were included within the scope of his calling as
Apostle to the Gentiles. But surely the Apostle’s expression is
perfectly natural; whereas if & wdow tois &veow means ‘“among all
the nations,” it becomes perfectly meaningless.

(b) Chap. i. 13. « I purposed often to come to you, . . . o Tws
kapmdy oxd kol & dplv kabbs kal év Tols Aourols Zvegwv.”” This case is
quite unambiguous. The Roman Christians are put on a level with
the rest of the &y, and it agrees with this that the distinction of
classes in ver. 14 (Greek and barbarian, wise and unintelligent)
belongs to the pagan world.

Of course it is not meant here that Paul was Apostle of the
Gentiles in such a sense that he would not have preached the Gospel
to the Jews; but as far as he has a special vocation—and it is on a
special vocation, and not on the duty of preaching the Gospel to
every creature, that he bases his right to address the Romans-—it is
to the Gentile world. The Roman Church, therefore, belonged to
that world.

{¢) Chap. xi. 18. &piv 3¢ Néyw Tols ebveowv. Here the whole Church
is addressed in its character as Gentile. To this it has been replied
that the whole Church is not addressed here ; with spiv 5¢ Paul ex-
pressly turns aside to address only a part of the Church. If the words
stood alone, this might be maintained, but the context is decisive in
favour of the former meaning. In the continuation of the passage
(see especially xi. 25-28) the Church as a whole is warned against
contempt for the dews ; it is addressed in the second person (xi. 25,
28, 30 1.), without any suggestion of distinctions in it, whereas the
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Jews are spoken of throughout in the third. Further, when Paul
speaks of the Jews in chaps. ix.-xi., it is as “my brethren,” ¢ my kins-
men according to the flesh,” not ours nor yours, as would have been
the case had the bulk of the Church been of Jewish origin.

(d) Chap. xv. 15 f. Tohpnpotépws 8¢ ypada duiv k.7.\. Here Paul
justifies himself, in closing, for writing as he has done-—especially,
perhaps, for writing so decidedly in chap. xiv.-xv. 13 —to the
Romans. The reason he gives is unmistakable. He is a minister
of Jesus Christ, a priest in the service of the Gospel; the offering
he has to lay on the altar is the Gentiles, and he writes to the
Romans because they are Gentiles, to further them in their faith,
that when they are presented to God it may be an acceptable offer-
ing, sanctified in the Holy Spirit. There is no evading this argu-
ment ; to say that in vers. 17-20 Paul’s justification of this presenta-
tion of himself as minister of Jesus Christ els ta vy is directed
against Jewish-Christian suspicions and insinuations (¢f. 2 Cor. x.
12-18, xii. 11, 12) may or may not be true, but is quite irrelevant ;
even if there were such suspicions, and even if they had begun to
find acceptance in Rome, the Gentile character of the Church at
Rome as a whole is here put beyond question.

(¢) Less stress can be laid on passages like vi. 17 f. (fre 8oGhot
s Gpoptias), though they have undoubtedly something which recalls
the & ébvav Gpaprwel of Gal. ii. 15. By the time he has reached
chap. vi. Paul is quite eatitled to assume that his readers were
once slaves of sin, without suggesting anything about their nation-
ality. Neither do the suggestions of particular sins (e.g., in vi. 12-14)
throw any real light on the question. All kinds of bad things are
done both by Gentiles and Jews., But discounting weak and un-
certain arguments, there is a plain and solid case for maintaining
that the great bulk of the Church at Rome was of Gentile origin.

2. Evidence for the Jewish-Christian character of the Church.

(@) There are passages in which Paul includes himself and his
readers in the first person plural ; now no one, it is to be observed,
is included with him in the superscription, so that “we ” must mean
“you and I 7. Thus iii. 9 mpoexpeda; are we (Jews) surpassed?
But it is very natural to suppose that Paul here, as is his rule,
allows his opponents (real or imaginary) to state their own objec-
tions in their own person, the “ we ™ neither including himself nor his
readers ; or if he speaks in his own person, it is the national con-
sciousness of the Jew, which Paul of course shared, and not the
joint consciousness of Paul and his readers, which is conveyed by
the plural. Another passage of the same kind is iv. 1: *ABpadp ov
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mpomdropa fHpdv katd adpra. Here also the explanation is the same.
Paul says “our” forefather because he has no choice. He could
speak of his fellow-countrymen as ¢ my kinsmen according to the
flesh » ; but it would have been obviously absurd for him to speak of
Abraham as “my” forefather. It is only through his relation to
the nation that he can claim a connection with Abraham, and hence
the “our” in iv. 1 is national, not individual, and has nothing to do
with the Romans. Cf. the precisely similar case in ix. 10 (Isaac our
father). The same use of the first person plural is found in 1 Cor, x. 1
(All our fathers were under the cloud), which no one doubts was
written to a thoroughly Gentile Church. As far therefore as
passages like these are concerned, they do not invalidate in the least
the evidence adduced for the Gentile character of the Church at Rome.

(b) Not so simple are those passages which speak either in the
first or second person plural of the relation of the readers, or of
Paul and his readers alike, to the law. The most important of
these is chap. vii. 1-6. Paul here speaks to his readers as persons
ywéakovar vépov, knowing what law is. Even if we admit—which is
not necessary, nor | believe right—that the reference is to the
Mosaic law, it does not follow that the readers were Jews. Indeed
the explicit recalling of the law to mind, while he assumes it to be
known, might plausibly be alleged as an argument against a Jewish
origin. But to pass that by, does not vii. 4, it is argued—So then,
my brethren, ye also were made dead to the law by the body of
Christ—imply that the persons addressed had lived under the law
as well as the writer P—in other words, that they were Jews? And
is this not confirmed, when we read in ver. 5 f., “ When we were in
the flesh, the sinful passions, which were through the law, wrought in
our members to bring forth fruit unto death. But now we have been
discharged from the law”? Have we not here, in relation to the
law, an experience common to Paul and those whom he addressed,
and does not this imply that antecedent to their conversion they
and he had lived under the law-—that is, were Jews by birth?
It is natural, at first sight, to think so, but it is certainly wrong.
There ¢s an experience common to Paul and to all Christians, what-
ever their birth ; if it were not so, they would not be Christians. It
is possible also for him to describe that experience in relation to the
law ; once all Christians were under it, now they are so no more.
All Christians were under it, for all were under sin, and to the
Apostle sin and law are correlative terms. . The law, indeed, did
not take precisely the same form for Jew and Gentile ; the one had
an objective revelation, the other had a substitute, if not an equiva-



INTRODUCTION 56¢

lent for this, written on his heart; but in both it wrought to the
same issues. There is nothing in the world less Jewish, there is
nothing more human, than Rom. vii. 7-24; but that is Paul’s
description of life under the law, and of the working of the law in
that life, We understand it only too well, though we are not Jews;
and so, no doubt, did those to whom it was first addressed. Hence
Paul could quite well say to a Gentile Church: Ye were made dead
to the law through the body of Christ ; and could associate himself
with them to say, We were discharged from the law by dying to that
in which we were held. A perfectly clear case of this is to be found
in Gal. iii. 13-iv. 9. No one imagines that the Galatians were Jews,
yet Paul vindicates for them the very thing which he says of the
Romans here. God sent forth His Son, he writes, made of a woman,
made under law, fo redeem those that are under law, that we might
receive the adoption of sons. And because ye are sons, God sent
forth the spirit of His Son into our hearts, etc. The alternation of
the first and second persons here shows how Paul could conceive of
Jew and Gentile alike as under law in their pre-Christian days, and
how in their emancipation from this in Jesus Christ one experience
was common to them all. In truth, “sin,” “the law,” “the curse
of the law,” *“ death,” are names for something which belongs not to
the Jewish but to the human conscience ; and it is only because this
is so that the Gospel of Paul is also a Gospel for us. Before
Christ came and redeemed the world, all men were at bottom on the
same footing: Pharisaism, legalism, moralism, or whatever it is
called, it is in the last resort the attempt to be good without God,
to achieve a righteousness of our own without an initial all-inclusive
immeasurable debt to Him ; in other words, without submitting, as
sinful men must submit, to be justified by faith apart from works of
our own, and to find in that justification, and in that only, the spring
and impulse of all good. It was because Paul’s Jewish experience
was digested into a purely and perfectly human experience that he
was able to transcend his Judaism, and to preach a universal gospel;
and the use of such expressions as we have in vii. 1-6 is no proof
that those to whom they applied were Jews too. They apply to us.

(¢) The character of the argumentation in the epistle has been
adduced in support of the Jewish origin of the readers. [t is quite
true that in the dialectical development of his gospel in Romans
Paul often states and answers such objections as would naturally
occur to one representing the historical and legal standpoint of the
Jews’ religion. Cf. iii. 1 (What advantage then hath the Jew ?),
vi. 1 (Are we to continue in sin that grace may abound?), vi. 15
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(Are we to sin, because we are not under law, but under grace ?),
vii, 7 (What shall we say then? Is the law sin?), xi. 1 (I say then,
Hath God cast off His people ?). There are two obvious reasons
why Paul should have developed his gospel by this dialectical process
apart from the assumption that he is meeting the anticipated objec-
tions of his readers. One is, that he was a Jew himself, and justified
his gospel instinctively, as he went along, against the prima facie
objections to it which arose in his own mind. Here, again, however,
we must remember that though Paul was a Jew he was a man ; and
it does not strike one as rigorously historical, but as somewhat
absurd, to characterise as Jewish or as Jewish-Christian the criticism
of grace which comes natural to every human being. The other
reason is, that Paul had heard already in other places most of the
objections to his gospel which he answers in this epistle. There is
only one express reference to this, in iii. 8 (As we are slandered, and
as some affirm that we say, Let us do evil that good may come : for
Twes here, ¢f. 2 Cor. iii. 1, Gal. ii. 12); but that Paul's gospel was
assiduously and energetically counterworked we know quite well,
and he may have heard (through some of his friends in the city) that
his adversaries were forestalling him at Rome. These reasons fully
explain the nature of his arguments; and in view of the direct
evidence for the Gentile character of the Church they prove nothing
on the other side.

(d) Great stress was laid by Baur on chaps. ix.-xi. in this connec-
tion. These, it was argued, were the real kernel of the epistle—
the part for the sake of which it was really written, and by relation
to which the rest has to be explained; and these, moreover, have
no interest, or none worth speaking of, for a Gentile Church. It
was only to a Jewish-Christian consciousness that this vindication
of God’s wonderful ways in the history of redemption required to be
or could be addressed. Plausible as this may sound, the facts are
against it. For whatever reason, it is precisely and unambiguously
to the Gentiles that all this section is addressed. Inix. 1f,x. 1f
Paul spealks of the Jews in the third person (my prayer to God for
them, etc.). He calls them my kinsmen, not yours or ours. He
quotes himself, but not his readers (xi. 1), as proof that God has not
cast off His people, which he would hardly have done had they also
been Christian Jews (but see note on this verse). He uses the
fate of the Jews, the natural branches, to warn his readers, grafted
into the tree of life contrary to nature, against contempt, pride, and
unbelief. Whatever the motive of these chapters may have been, it
cannot have been that the bulk of the Romish Church was Jewish in
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origin, or strongly Jewish in sympathy. The apostle’s own applica-
tion of their teaching in xi. 17-24 proves exactly the reverse.

(¢) Still less can anything be made of an appeal to xiii. 1-7. The
dews were certainly a rebellious and turbulent race, and inherited theo-
cratic ideas which might make them doubt the lawfulness of paying
tribute to Ceesar (Deut. xvii. 15, Mark xii. 18-17); but Christianity
too in all its forms is an idealism which necessarily raises the question
of the relation of God’s Kingdom to the kingdoms of this world, and so
gives occasion to such explanations as those of Paul in chap. xiii. 1-7.
It has been pointed out, too, that echoes of this passage occur in
the public prayer of the Roman Church in Clem.,, ad. Cor., 1,, Ixi,, at
a period when the Gentile character of the Church is not questioned.

(f) As for the use of the Old Testament in this epistle, it has
no bearing whatever on the nationality of the readers. To all the
New Testament writers the Old Testament was revelation, and in a
sense Christian revelation; and they used it in the same way no
matter to whom they wrote.

None of these passages is sufficient to prove that the Church as
a whole was Jewish-Christian, or even that it was strongly influenced
by Jewish ideas. On the other hand, the passages quoted under 1
prove conclusively that the bulk of the Church was Gentile, so that
one writing to it as a body thought of it as a Gentile Church. This,
of course, would not preclude the existence in it of a minority of
Jewish origin.  We can hardly conceive, in the lifetime of the
Apostles, a Church without such an element. The Apostles
themselves were all Jews, and it was their rule—it was even
Paul’s rule—to preach to the Jew first. But apart from this
general presumption, we have a distinct indication in the epistle
itself that there was in the Roman Church a Jewish-Christian ele-
ment. In chap. xiv. Paul speaks of dissensions between ¢the
strong ” and “ the weak,” and though it would be wrong simply to
identify these with Gentile and Jewish Christians, it is a safe in-
ference from xv. 7-13, taken in connection with what precedes, that
the difference between * strong ” and “weak” was not unrelated to
that between Gentile and Jew (see notes ad loc.). Hence the pre-
vailing tendency of scholars is to recognise that the Church was
Gentile as a whole, but had a minority of Jewish origin. To what
extent the Gentile mass was influenced by Jewish ideas—how far
the Gentile members of the Church had been originally proselytes,
and were therefore appreciative of the Jewish-Christian conscious-
ness or in sympathy with it—is another question, As we have seen
above, under 2, b, ¢, no special assumption of this kind is needed
to explain the manner in which Paul vindicates his gospel to them.



CHAPTER III.

CHARACTER OF THE EPISTLE—ITS OCCASION AND PURPOSE.

THE character of the epistle has been a subject of as much discus-
sion as the character of the readers, and the discussion is less likely
ever to be closed. A writing of such vitality, which is always being in
part lost, and always rediscovered in new power—a writing of such
comprehensive scope and such infinite variety of application—a
writing at once so personal and historical, and so universal and
eternal, is not easily reduced to a formula which leaves nothing to
be desired. The definitions of its purpose which have been given by
scholars strike one rather as all right than as all wrong. But before
entering on an examination of these it will be proper to investigate
the occasion of the letter, as it may have some bearing on its
purpose.

Paul’s intention to visit Rome is first mentioned in Acts xix. 21,
and, as Hort remarks, it is expressed with curious emphasis. ¢ After
these things were ended, Paul purposed in the spivit (&ero év 1§
wredpatt), when he had passed through Macedonia, and Achaia, to
go to Jerusalem, saying, After I have been there, I must also see
Rome.” He passed through Macedonia and Achaia, as he proposed,
and it was during his stay in Corinth (which, according to the usual
chronology, was in the winter of 58-59), and towards the close of it,
that he wrote this letter. This is a point on which all scholars are
agreed. When he wrote, he was on the point of starting, or perhaps
had started, on his journey to Jerusalem, with the collection for the
poor saints there which had been made in the Churches of Galatia,
Macedonia and Achaia (chap. xv. 25 ff., I Cor. xvi. 1-4, 2 Cor. viii.
ix.). He had with him Timothy and Sosipater, or Sopater (chap.
xvi, 21), whom we koow otherwise to have been in his company
(Acts xx. 4), when he started on that journey. Gaius, his host at
the moment (zvi. 23), is probably the same as the Gaius whom he
had himself baptised at Corinth (I Cor. i. 14). The time and place,
therefore, at which the Epistle to the Romans was written are
beyond question. But we ought to notice these not only formally,
as points of geography and chronology, but in their significance in
Paul’s life. The time was one at which he felt that his work in the
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East was done. From Jerusalem and round about unto Illyricum he
had fully preached the gospel of Christ. He had no more place in
these parts (xv. 19, 23). His eye was turned westward, and rested
inevitably on Rome. He had wished to visit it for a good many
years (xv. 23), perhaps ever since he had first met Prisca and Aquila
in Corinth (Acts xviii. 2), and he had often formed the purpose,
though it had been as often disappointed (i. 13). But now it had a
definiteness which it had never had before. He did not indeed look
on Rome as the goal of his journey ; he meant only to stay there till
he had been somewhat satisfied with the Church’s fellowship, and
then to be convoyed by them toward Spain (xv. 24). But he was a
Roman citizen, and must have been conscious, as an expression in
i. 8 shows (“Your faith is proclaimed in all the world”), of the
supreme importance of the Church which had its seat in the capital
of the empire. He would not only wish a point of support there for
his further operations in the West; he must have been more than
commonly anxious that Christianity there should appear as what it
truly was, and that the Romans should be firmly established in it.
If Paul was going to write to the Romans at all, no matter from
what immediate impulse—though it should only have been to
announce his approaching visit—it would be natural that his com-
munication, in proportion as he realized the place and coming
importance of the Church at Rome, should assume a catholic and
comprehensive character. We can hardly imagine the man who was
conscious of his own vocation as Apostle of the Gentiles, and conscious
at the same time of the central significance of this Church, writing
anything of a merely formal character to such a community, When-
he introduced himself to them, it was a great occasion, and the epistle
is the best evidence that he was sensible of its greatness.

There are other considerations which would tell on Paul’'s mind
in the same direction. When he wrote, he was setting out on a
journey the issue of which was doubtful and perilous. At the very
outset he had to change his course, because of a plot formed against
him by the Jews (Acts xx. 3). He dreaded what these same relentless
enemies might do in Judzea; he was not sure that even the Christians
in Jerusalem would receive graciously the offering which his love
and zeal had raised among the Gentiles on their behalf (chap. xv. 31).
He was setting out in readiness not only to be bound, but to die at
Jerusalem for the name of the Lord Jesus (Acts xxi. 13). In a sense,
therefore, this epistle might be called his testament (Weiss). He puts
into it,not merely what is suggested to him by special circumstances of
which he is aware in the Church at Rome—e.g., the discussion of the
relations between “the strong” and “the weak ’—but all that his
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own situation and that of the Church, looking at both in the largest
aspect, determine to be of interest. He has achieved a great work
in the East. By carrying the charity of the Gentile Christians to
Jerusalem, and fraternising once more with the primitive Church,
he hopes to secure and perfect that work, and to effect a more
cordial union between the two great branches of Christendom, which
so imperfectly understood each other. He has passed through great
conflicts, but his mind has only been made clearer by them, and
established in firmer possession of the fundamental principles of the
Christian life ; he can define it without misgiving in relation to all
previous modes of human experience and all earlier stages of religion,
whether in Greek or Jew. His heart is set on further labours, but
he is profoundly conscious of the uncertainties of the future. Such
are the outward and the spiritual conditions under which Paul writes.
Is it not manifest that when we give them all the historical definite-
ness of which they are capable, there is something in them which
rises above the casualness of time and place, something which
might easily give the epistle not an accidental or occasional
character, but the character of an exposition of principles? Be the
immediate motive what it may, it is not incredible that the epistle
should have something in it which is rather eternal than historical,
and that it should require for its interpretation, not a minute
acquaintance with opinion in the apostolic age, but some sense of
God and man.

The various opinions as to the purpose of the letter have been
classified by almost all writers on Introduction under similar heads:
it is only necessary to premise that such opinions do not in fact
(whatever their authors may think) necessarily exclude one another.

1. The purpose of the letter, according to some, is dogmatic. It
is a systematic and formal exposition of the Gospel according to
Paul. It is a doctrinal treatise, to which only accident gave the form
of a letter ; in other circumstances it might have been a book.
This was the opinion which ruled at the time of the Reformation.
Luther calls the epistle absolutissima epitome evangelii. Melanch-
thon calls it doctrine Christiane compendinm. No one can saythat
these descriptions are inept. Luther did find the Gospel in Romans,
and found it in 2 power which made him the greatest conductor of
spiritual force since Paul, which directly regenerated one half of
Christendom, and indirectly did much to reform the other half.
Melanchthon made the epistle the basis of his Loci. He was
delighted to find a theology which did not philosophise about the
mysteries of the Trinity, or the modes of incarnation, or active and
passive creation; but through sin and law and grace gave the know-
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ledge of Christ and His benefits. The dogmatic conception of the
epistle has held its ground even in modern times, and among writers
who pride themselves in giving the historical its due. Thus Haus-
rath describes it as “the essential content of what he otherwise
preached by word of mouth”. Hilgenfeld calls it “a complete
presentation of the Gospel which Paul preaches among the Gentiles ”.
Pfleiderer, more dogmatically still, speaks of it as “ an objective de-
velopment of the truth of the Gospel, drawn from the nature of the
Gospel itself”. And certainly, whatever the writer’s motive may
have been, the letter kas a systematic character. There is no
analogy in any other of his epistles to the connected train of thought
which runs from i, 16 to viii. 39 or even to xi. 36. There is indeed a
break between chaps. viii. and ix., but there is no unbridgeable gulf.
Holtzmann gives, as specimens of the way in which they can be con-
nected, the opinions of Mangold (in 1.-viii. Paul justifies his doctrine of
salvation, in ix.-xi. his action as a missionary), of Holsten (in i.-viii,
he justifies the content, in ix.-xi. the result, of his preaching), and of
Pfleiderer (in i.-viii. there is the dogmatic, in ix.-xi. the historical
aspect of his gospel). This last agrees pretty much with Godet, who
malkes the subject of the whole eleven chapters salvation by faith,
chaps. i.-viii. treating this in relation to the individual, and chaps.
ix.-xi. in relation to its development in history. The systematic
character of this part, therefore, is beyond doubt. Those who in-
sist upon it are not of course blind to the parts of the epistle (chaps.
xiv. and xv.) in which incidental matters affecting the Church at
Rome are touched upon; but it is not in these, they would say,
but in the formal presentation of the truth in chaps. i.-xi. that the
purpose of the letter is revealed. Granting this, however, the
question arises whether the systematic character of the epistle is
equivalent to a dogmatic character. In other words, is Paul
simply expounding, in a neutral, unprejudiced, objective fashion, the
whole scope and contents of his gospel, or is he expounding it in
relation to something present to his mind, and to the mind of his
readers, which gives the exposition a peculiar character ?

2. The latter alternative is affirmed by those who hold that
the purpose of the epistle is controversial. It is an exposition
of Paul’s gospel indeed, but not a purely dogmatic one, which in
an epistle would be gratuitous and out of place. The exposition
is throughout conducted with reference to an attack such as
would,be made on Pauline Christianity from the point of view of
Judaism, or even of Jewish Christianity. It is not so much an
exposition as a defence and a vindication. Practically this idea
governs many interpretations, e.g., that of Lipsius, That there is
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an element of truth in it is not to be denied. Paul does not write
in vacwo, in no concrete relations at all. In iii. 8 there is a hint of
actual adversaries and their criticisms on the Pauline gospel ; in
xvi, 17-20 there is another hint of at least possible ones. It may be,
as has been noticed above (p. 566), that Jews or Jewish Christians
were attempting to create prejudice against the Apostle in Rome ;
but we cannot, on the ground that this is a letter, and must there-
fore have its character explained by the circumstances of the readers,
conclude for certain (with Weizsicker), that this was the case. In
expounding his gospel systematically to the Romans, Paul defines it,
not mrecessarily against enemies who were forestalling him in Rome,
but against the criticism which had followed him all through his
missionary work. And we must remember, as has also been referred
to already, that part of that criticism was not so much Jewish as
human. It is not the Jewish or Jewish-Christian consciousness in
particular—it is the consciousness of the natural man at a certain
stage of moral development—which thinks that forgiveness is an
immoral doctrine, and is shocked at the idea of a God “ who justifies
the ungodly,” or on the other hand, indulges the idea that pardon
procures licence to sin. Though the opposition Paul encountered
everywhere was headed by Jews or by Christians of Jewish birth,
what it represented was by no means exclusively Jewish ; and in an
epistle of this unique character, standing where it stands in the
Apostle’s life, and making so little express reference to actual Jewish
adversaries (contrast it in this respect with Galatians or 2 Cor. x.-
xiil.), we must not limit too narrowly the kind of opposition he has in
view. He is stating the case of gospel against law—against all that
is pre-Christian, infra-Christian, and anti-Christian ; and his polemic
has not a temporary but a permanent significance. It is addressed
not to Jews of the first century, but to men, and to Christians, of alf
time. Nothing so conclusively proves its necessity as the fact that
it so soon ceased to be understood. [t is not easy to live at the
spiritual height at which Paul lived. It is not easy to realise that
religion begins absolutely on God’s side; that it begins with a
demonstration of God's love to the sinful, which man has done
nothing and can do nothing to merit; and that the assurance of
God’s love is not the goal to be reached by our own efforts, but the
only point from which any human effort can start. Itis not easy
to realise that justification, in the sense of an initial assurance of
God’s love, extending over all our life, is the indispensable pre-
supposition of -everything which can be called Christianity. It is
not easy to realise that in the atoning death of Christ and the gift
of the Holy Ghost there are the only and the adequate securities
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for Christian morality ; that the only good man is the forgiven man,
and that he is good, not because he is under law, but because he is
not under law but under grace. There must have been many men
who were practically Christian, and that, too, in the broad sense,
which gave no advantage to the Jew over the Gentile, but who
were far from realising their Christianity in principle like Paul. In
his heroic sense, indeed, Christianity hardly survived him; it was
recovered in something like its native power, attested even by a
recrudescence of its original perils, at the time of the Reformation ;
and it always requires to be rediscovered again. But this is only
another way of saying that the polemic of the Epistle to the Romans
is not narrowly anti-Jewish ; it is anti-legal ; and whenever legalism
establishes itself in the Church anew, whether as mere custom, or
as a dogmatic tradition, or as a clerical order claiming to be essential
to the constitution of the Church, the Christian conscience will find
in this polemic the sword of the spirit to strike it down. We admit,
therefore, that the epistle has a controversial aspect; but probably
the controversy is not so much with definite adversaries at work in
Rome as with those principles and instincts in human nature which
long experience as a preacher had made familiar to St. Paul.

8. A third view of the epistle defines its purpose as conciliatory.
This, again, by no means excludes either of the views already com-
mented on. Even controversy may be conducted in a conciliatory
tone, and with a conciliatory purpose. When Paul wrote, he was
extremely anxious about the unity of Jew and Gentile in the Church.
His journey to Jerusalem had mainly that in view. In the epistle,
while there is much that is trenchant in argument, there is nothing
that is personal in feeling. There is no contemptuous irony, such
as we have in 2 Cor. x.-xiii. ; no uncontrolled passion such as flashes
out here and there in Galatians, Although the law works wrath and
stimulates sin, he describes it as holy, spiritual, and ordained unto
life. He speaks with passionate affection of the Jews (ix. 1 ff.),
always recognises their historical prerogatives (iii. 1 ff,, ix. 1 ff.),
warns the Gentiles against self-exaltation over them, and anticipates
the salvation of Israel as a whole. In chaps, xiv.-xv. also his gener-
osity to “the wealk,” though his judgment is unequivocally with the
strong, may be regarded in the same light; the weak are certainly
connected with the Jews, and his aim in the whole passage is the
peace and unity of the Church. All this confirms us in thinking
that the controversial aspect of the epistle should not be urged with
special severity against Jewish Christians, or their modes of thought:
Paul has no desire to exasperate any one, but in the position in
which he stands, “the greatest moving power in the enlargement
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and building up of the universal Church™ (Hort), about to visit
Jerusalem at once, and Rome, if he can, immediately afterwards,
his desire is to win and to unite all.

From this point of view it is possible to form a conception of
the purpose of the epistle which will do something like justice to it
as a whole. It is an epistle, not a book. Paul wrote to Rome, not
simply to clear up his own mind, not as a modern writer might do,
addressing the world at large ; he wrote to this particular community,
and under a particular impulse. He knew something about the
Church, as chaps. xiv. and xv. show ; and while he might have acquired
such information from members of it whom he met in Corinth, Ephe-
sus, or elsewhere, it is quite probable, from chap. xvi.,, that he had
friends and correspondents at Rome itself. He wrote to the Roman
Christians because it was in his mind to visit them ; but the nature
of his letter is determined, not simply by consideration of their
necessities, but by consideration of his own position. The letter is
“ occasional,” in the sense that it had a historical motive—to inti-
mate and prepare for the coming visit ; but it is not occasional in
the sense in which the first Epistle to the Corinthians is so. It is
not a series of answers to questions which the Romans had pro-
pounded ; it is not a discussion, relevant to them only, of points
either in doctrine or practice which had incidentally come to be of
critical importance in Rome. Its character, in relation to St. Paul’s
mind, is far more central and absolute than this would imply. It is
in a real sense a systematic exposition of what he distinctively calls
“ my gospel ” (ii. 16), such an exposition as makes him thoroughly
known to a community which he foresaw would have a decisive
importance in the history of Christianity, It is not an impromptu
note, nor a series of unconnected remarks, each with a motive of its
own ; it is the manifesto of his gospel, by means of which the Apostle
of the Gentiles, at a great crisis and turning point in his life, establishes
relations with the Christian community in the capital of the Gentile
world. It can be dated, of course, but no writing in the New Testa-
ment is less casual ; none more catholic and eternal. [t is quite true
that in expounding his gospel Paul proceeds by a certain dialectical
process ; he advances step by step, and at every step defines the
Christian truth as against some false or defective, some anti-
Christian or infra-Christian view ; in this sense it is controversial.
But we have seen already the limitations under which alone a
controversial character can be ascribed to it; Paul is not so
much controverting anybody in particular as vindicating the truth
he expounds against the assaults and misconstructions to which
he had found it give rise. There is no animosity against the
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Jews in it; no sentence such as 1 Thess. ii. 15 f. or Gal. v, 12,
It is an establishment of principles he aims at; except in iii. 8,
xvi, 17-20 there is no reference to persons. Even in chaps. ix.-xi.
(see the introduction at chap. ix.) the whole tone is conciliatory ;
the one thing which tries our faith in them is Paul’s assurance
of the future of his own people: But as an interpretation of the
actual working out in human history of that method of salvation
which he has expounded in the first eight chapters—as an exhi-
bition of the process through which the rejection of the Jews and
the calling of the Gentiles alike contribute eventually to the uni-
versality of the Gospel-—these chapters are an essential part of the
epistle. They are mainly but not exclusively apologetic : they belong
to that whole conception of the Gospel, and of the mode in which it
becomes the inheritance of the world, which was of one substance
with the mind of St. Paul. No one who read the first eleven
chapters of the epistle could meet the Apostle as a stranger on any-
thing essential in Christianity as he understood it. No doubt, as
Grafe has remarked, it does not contain an eschatology like 1 Cor,
xv. or 2 Cor. v., nor a Christology like Col. i. But it establishes
that which is fundamental beyond the possibility of misconception.
It vindicates once for all the central facts, truths and experiences,
without which Christianity cannot exist. It vindicates them at once
in their relation to the whole past of mankind, and in their absolute
newness, originality and self-sufficiency. It is an utter misappre-
hension to say that “just the most fundamental doctrines—the
Divine Lordship of Christ, the value of His death, the nature of the
Sacraments—are assumed rather than stated or proved ” (Sanday
and Headlam, p. xli.). There can be only one fundamental doctrine,
and that doctrine for Paul is the doctrine of justification by faith.
That is not part of his gospel, it is the whole of it : there Luther
is his true interpreter. If legalists or moralists object, Paul's
answer is that justification regenerates, and that nothing else does.
By its consistency with this fundamental doctrine, we test everything
else that is put forward as Christian. It is only as we hold this, on
principle, with the clearness with which Paul held it, that we can
know what Christian liberty is in the sense of the New Testament—
that liberty in which the will of God is done from the heart, and in
which no commandments or ordinances of men, no definitions or
traditions, no customs or “ orders,” have any legal authority for the
conscience, And in the only legitimate sense of the word this
liberty does not make void, but establishes the law. That is the
paradox in the true religion which perpetually baffles those who
would reduce it to an institution or a code.



CHAPTER IV.

INTEGRITY OF THE EPISTLE.

THe integrity of the Epistle to the Romans has been called in
question mainly in connection with chaps. xv. and xvi. Partly on
the ground of textual phenomena, partly on internal grounds, the
authenticity of these chapters has been denied, in whole or in part ;
and even among those who recognise chap. xvi. as Pauline, many
are unable to recognise Rome as the place to which it was addressed.
It will be convenient to consider (1) the questions raised by the
position of the doxology, and the various endings; (2) questions
raised by the internal character of chap., xv.; and (3) questions
connected with the character and destination of chap. xvi.

1. The position of the doxology, and the various endings. The
facts in regard to the doxology are as follows :—

(a) It is given at xvi. 25-27, and there only, by NBCDE, Vulgate,
Syriac, Memphitic, Aethiopic and Latin Fathers. This is by far
the best attested position for it, and that which, owing to the
respect of Erasmus for the Vulgate, it occupies in the received text.

(b) At xiv. 23, and there only, it is found in L, most cursives,
Greek lectionaries, and Greek commentators except Origen. Pos-
sibly the lectionaries explain its appearance at this point. The
matter in chaps. xv. and xvi. being of a more personal or temporary
interest was not likely to be chosen for reading in church. But in
order that the great doxology, which was too short for a lesson by
itself, might not be lost in public worship, it was appended to the
last lesson before chap. xv.

{¢) It is found both after xiv. 23 and at xvi. 25-27 in AP 17 arm.

(d) It is omitted in both places in FG, but F has space left after
xvi. 24, in which f (the Latin of this bi-lingual MS.) has the doxology,
while G has space left between chaps. xiv. and xv.,

Besides this variety of MS. attestation, there are certain other
facts to take into consideration. (a) There is the evidence of
Origen (in his translator Rufinus) to the text in his time. It runs
as follows (ed. Lommatzsch, vii., p. 453): Caput hoc Marcion, a quo
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Scripture evangelice et apostolice interpolate sunt, de hac epistola
penitus abstulit; et non solum hoc sed et ab eo loco, ubi scriptum est :
omne autem quod non est ex fide peccatum est : usque ad finem cuncta
dissecuit. In aliis vero exemplaribus, id est, in his quae non sunt a
Marcione temevata, hoc ipsum caput diverse positum invenimus; in
nonnullis etenim codicibus post eum locum quem supra diximus hoc
est ; omne autem quod non est ex fide peccatum est: statim
cohwrens habetur - ei autem qui potens est vos confirmare. Alit vero
codices in fine id, ut nunc est positum, continent. This remark is made
at xvi. 25, and caput hoc means, of course, this passage, i.c., the
doxology. Marcion wholly omitted it there. But what do the following
words mean? What strikes one at first is that he not only omitted
it there, but omitted everything standing after ‘‘ whatsoever is not
of faith is sin”—in other words, not only the doxology, but the
whole of chaps. xv. and xvi. But Dr. Hort (vide Appendix,
p. 112), who reads (with what he says seems to be the best MS.) in ¢o
loco instead of ab eo loco, and changes hoc into kic, only finds the
statement that Marcion cut off the whole of the doxology at xiv. 28,
as well as at xvi. 25.  But usque ad finem cuncta dissecuit is a
very misleading way to express this to readers whose copies of the
epistle would all contain chaps. xv. and xvi., and it is hardly open to
doubt that the first impression of the meaning is the correct one, and
that Marcion ended his Epistle to the Romans at xiv. 23. Thus, as
Gifford puts it, © we have evidence of a deversity of position before
Origen’s time, and regarded by him as independent of Marcion’s
mutilated copies. But we have no evidence of omission before
Marcion, who was at Rome propagating his views about A.p. 138-140.”

(b) There is the evidence of the *capitulations,” or division of
the epistle into sections, in some MSS. of the Latin Bible, especially
the two best codices of the Vulgate, Codex Amiatinus and Codex
Fuldensis, both sixth century MSS. In Codex Amiatinus there are
fifty-one sections. The fiftieth, entitled De periculo contristante
Sratrem suwum esca sua, et quod non sit regnum Dei esca et potus sed
Justitia et pax et gaudium in Spiritu Sancto, evidently answers to
chap, xiv. 15-23 ; the fifty-first, which is entitled De mysterio Domini
ante passionein tn silentio habito, post passionemn vevo ipsius revelato,
as plainly corresponds to the doxology. The capitulations therefore
were drawn up for a Latin MS, which omitted chaps. xv. and xvi.
In another way the capitulations in Codex Fuldensis point to the
same conclusion. '

(¢) There is the appearance, at least, of different endings. 1.
When the doxology stands at xiv, 23, it indicates an ending at that

VOL. IL 37
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point, though otherwise it is a very unnatural one, as the subject
and sense of chap. xiv. run on unbroken to xv. 13. 2. There is at
xv. 33 what has sometimes been taken as another ending: ¢ The
God of peace be with you all. Amen.” 3. There is the benediction
at xvi. 20: “The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ be with you”.
This is genuine, and is an ordinary Pauline formula at the close of a
letter. 4. There is the benediction at xvi. 24: “ The grace of our
Lord Jesus Christ be with you all. Amen.” Most editors regard
this as spurious ; it has been transferred in Western texts from verse
20 to this place, and finally established itself in both. Gifford, how-
ever, regards it as genuine in both places. 5. There is the doxology
at xvi. 25-27.

(d) In G all mention of Rome is wanting: see critical note on
i. 7, 15. :
This complicated combination of facts has not yet been clearly
explained, and perhaps never will be. Renan’s theory was that
Romans is really a circular letter, and that it was sent in various
directions, with different endings, which were afterwards combined.
Lightfoot thought the facts adduced amounted to irresistible evidence
that in early times shorter copies of the epistle existed, containing
only chaps. i.-xiv., with or without the doxology ; and the theory by
which he explained these facts was this, that « St. Paul, at a later
period of his life, reissued the epistle in a shorter form with a view
to general circulation, omitting the last two chapters, obliterating
the mention of Romans in the first chapter, and adding the doxology,
which was no part of the original epistle”. This tempting theory
was expounded in the Fournal of Philology, 1871, in a review of M.
Renan ; and this review, along with a minute criticism of Dr. Hort,
and a reply by Lightfoot, can be studied in Lightfoot’s Biblical
Essays, pp. 285-374. An acute statement of the objections to it is
also given by Gifford in the introduction to his commentary (p. 23
f.); yet when all is said, it remains the most satisfying hypothesis
that has yet been suggested for the colligation of the facts. Sanday
and Headlam think that Paul could not possibly have made the
break at xiv, 283—he must have been too conscious that the sense
ran on unbroken to xv. 13 ; it was probably to Marcion, therefore,
to whom the references to the Jews and the Old Testament in xv. 1-13
were objectionable, that the imperfect copies of the epistle owed their
existence. This is hardly convincing. If there is not a break at xiv.
23, there is at least a pause in the thought, and Paul may as
easily have made a division there as the author of our present
division into chapters. Besides, as Gifford points out (see above,
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p. 577), there is evidence that the doxology stood in different positions
(at xiv. 23 for one) before Origen’s time, and independently of Mar-
cion’s mutilated copies. Hence some one must have felt that xiv. 23
was not an impossible place to stop at, and that for other than
Marcion’s reasons ; and if some one, why not Paul himself? But
in the absence of any direct evidence as to how the textual phe-
nomena originated, it is very improbable that any certainty on the
subject will ever be attained.

2. Questions raised by the internal character of chap. xv.

The Tiibingen school, or at least some of its more vigorous adher-
ents, followed Baur in finding chap. xv. too moderate in tone for Paul.
Baur regarded the last two chapters as the work of some one * writ-
ing in the spirit of the Acts of the Apostles, seeking to soothe the
Judaists and to promote the cause of unity, and therefore tempering
the keen anti-Judaism of Paul with a milder and more conciliatory
conclusion to the epistle .  An argument like this rests on a general
impression of what it was possible for Paul to write, and can only
be met by another general impression of a different sort. It is suffi-
cient to say that later scholars are practically at one in finding that
there is nothing in the chapter inconsistent with Pauline authorship.
The Paul by whom Baur measured all things in the epistles is really
not the Paul of history, but of a more or less arbitrary theory ; and
his picture has to be corrected by taking into account precisely such
revelations of his true attitude to the questions of his time as are
found in this chapter. Lipsius, who thinks the fifteenth chapter asa
whole genuine, nevertheless holds that it has been interpolated. He
omits the latter part of verse 19-—dore pe 4md “lepovoaliyp kal kdkhw péxpt
700 "I\Aupikoll TemAnpwkévar TS ebayyéhiov Tol XptoTol—as inconsistent
with Gal. i. 18-24, and unsupported by any accredited historical
evidence. But he admits that it is supported by Acts ix. 28 {. ; and
if we compare i. 8, Col. 1. 23, and remember that what we have before
us is not sworn evidence but a broad rhetorical description of the
Apostle’s missionary labours, we shall probably think the expression
characteristically Pauline rather than the reverse, In verse 20
Lipsius omits obx 8wou dvopdaly Xpiotds, fva i én’ &\Nétpiov Bepéhioy
oikoBopd, 4\Nd. The words, he argues, are suggested by 2 Cor. x.
15 ; but the purpose expressed in them, of not preaching the Gospel
in Rome, because Rome is a mission-field belonging to others (who
have introduced Christianity there already), is incompatible with
i. 5, 13-15, xii. 3, xv, 15. It is enough to answer that the purpose of
not preaching the Gospel at Rome is not expressed here at all.
Paul tells the principle on which he has always acted—the principle
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of breaking new ground. It is the principle on which he will act
still, for he takes Rome only en route for Spain; but that is not
inconsistent with anything he purposes to do at Rome in the way of
Christian work, nor with anything he does in this epistle. On the
same principle Lipsius omits also verses 23 and 24 ; but with equal
groundlessness. The very facts to which he refers, that the plan of
travel announced in these verses is nowhere else referred to either in
Acts or in the Epistles, and that it was (as he thinks) never carried
out, are conclusive evidence of the genuineness of the passage.
What motive could a late interpolator have for putting into Paul’s
mind a projected voyage, of which there was no purpose on record,
and which was never actually made ? The unanimous testimony of
all sources guarantees the integrity of the text; and there is no
reason whatever to doubt that it is Paul’s.

3. Questions connected with the character and destination of
chap. xvi.

When we come to this chapter the situation is changed. It is
not its genuineness, but its destination, that is called in question.
Since 1829, when David Schulz suggested that it was a fragment of
an epistle to the Ephesians, this opinion has been widely received.
The exact extent of the fragment, indeed, is disputed. Schulz made
it consist of verses 1-20 ; Weizsacker says verses 1-23 ; others, verses
3-20, or 1-15, or 1-16 and 21-23, or 3-16 only, Whatever its limits,
the arguments on behalf of it can only be estimated by going over
the chapter, and considering them as they emerge.

(a) The suggestion is made that Phoebe, sailing from Cenchrez,
would naturally have Ephesus rather than Rome as her goal. But
there is no reason to believe that she was sailing from Cenchrez,
though she lived there. Paul may have met her in Corinth on her
way to Rome.

(b) At first sight there may seem more reason to believe that
Aquila and Priscilla point to Ephesus. They had gone thither with
Paul at an earlier date (Acts xviii. 19), and they had a church in
their house there, which joined them in a greeting to Corinth, when
Paul wrote his first Epistle to the Corinthians (1 Cor. xvi. 19); and
they were there also some years later (2 Tim. iv. 19). The question
is whether these facts, in the circumstances, outweigh the fact that
the greeting is found here in a letter addressed to Rome. If we
look at the whole situation, this is at least doubtful. As fellow-
workers of Paul, it is plain that they shared to a large extent his
wandering life,’and we know that they had originally a connection
with Rome (Acts xviii. 2). There is nothing in the least improbable
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in the idea that though they were in Ephesus, say in 54 and 57 a.p.,
and again say in 66, they should have been in Rome in 58. Paul
must have had his information about the Church in Rome from
some one ; and nothing is so likely as that he had it from his old
and intimate associates, Aquila and Priscilla, who had themselves a
connection of old standing with the capital.

(¢) There remains the case of Bpzenetus, who is described as the
first fruits of Asia unto Christ. The received text has Achaia, but
that is an error. One fails to see, however, why this Epzenetus,
though the first Christian convert in the province of Asia, should be
bound to remain there always. There is no difficulty in supposing
that he was at Rome, and that Paul, who knew him, was aware of
the fact, and introduced his name to multiply for himself points of
contact with the Roman Church.

These are the only definite matters of fact on which the theory
of an Ephesian destination of the chapter has been based. They do
not amount to anything against the weight of all the external evi-
dence which makes them part of a letter to Rome. Nor is their
weight increased by pointing out in the verses which follow the
large number of persons with whom Paul had been in personal

relations — persons whom he calls “my beloved,” “my fellow-
labourers,” “my fellow-captives”; “who bestowed much labour
on us”; ‘“his mother and mine”. Paul's life as a missionary

brought him into contact with persons in all the great towns
of the East, and though he had not yet visited Rome, it cannot
be doubted that many of those with whom in the course of his
twenty years’ ministry he had established such relations as are
referred to here, had for one cause or other found their way
to the great city. Paul would naturally, in preparing for his own
visit, make all that he could of such points of attachment with
the Roman Church as he had. It is, as Gifford points out, a
very strong, indeed a conclusive argument for the Roman destination
of the letter, that of the twenty-two persons named in verses 6-15, not
one can be shown to have been at Ephesus; while (1) Urbanus,
Rufus, Ampliatus, Julia and Junia are specifically Roman names,
and (2) besides the first four of these names, ‘“ten others, Stachys,
Apelles, Tryphaena, Tryphosa, Hermes, Hermas, Patrobas (or
Patrobius), Philologus, Julia, Nereus are found in the sepulchral
inscriptions on the Appian Way as the names of persons connected
with ¢ Ceesar’s household ™ (Phil. iv. 22), and contemporary with St.
Paul”. Hence, in spite of the difficulty of Paul’s knowing so
many people in a Church he had never visited, and the equally great
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difficulty that none of all these people are mentioned in the letters
the Apostle afterwards wrote from Rome (see Col. iv. 10 f),
scholars like Lightfoot, Gifford and Sanday find no reason to give
up the historical tradition which makes this chapter an integral part
of the epistle addressed to Rome. There is really more reason to
question verses 17-20 than any other part of the chapter, Words like
those in verse 19-—é¢’ dpiv obv yalpw, 8hew B¢ Opés k.7.\.—certainly
strike one as in better keeping if addressed to a Church with which
Paul had had such previous relations as entitled him to take a per-
sonal tone than if addressed to strangers, But we cannot tell a
priori how the consciousness of an Apostle towards a Christian
community he had never yet seen was determined ; it may, with all
the disclaiming of titles to interfere, have involved precisely that
authoritativeness and sense of responsibility to and for the Church
which is expressed in this passage.

As for the doxology, it stands by itself. Lightfoot thought it no
part of the original epistle, Neither did Alford. * Probably,” says
the latter, “on reperusing his work either at the time, or, as the
altered style seems to import, in after years at Rome, he subjoins the
fervid and characteristic doxology with which it closes.” Opinions
on the genuineness of the doxology vary in part (but not exclusively)
as opinions vary on the genuineness of the pastoral epistles. In
spite of the vindication of the style word by word, the impression it
leaves on the mind is hardly Pauline. It seems artificial rather than
inspired. Itis defended by Gifford, Hort, and Sanday and Headlam ;
by Weiss (who thinks Paul may have added it with his own hand),
Godet, and many others: rejected by Delitzsch, Pfleiderer, Schultz
and Lipsius. In substance it recapitulates the main ideas of the
epistle.

TEXT.

The text printed in this commentary is the Textus Receptus, but
that which is commented upon is practically that of Westcott and
Hort.  Various readings, of any importance, have been carefully
noted in the apparatus criticus, with such an indication of the
authorities for them as will be sufficient for those who do not aspire
to be experts in this department: care has been taken to give the
evidence for those readings in which critical editors depart from the
received text. It is impossible here to do more than note the MSS.
and other authorities which have been cited; information as to
their characteristics and value must be sought from such sources as
the Prolegomena to Tischendorf’s Novwm Testamentum Graecumi,
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or Scrivener’s Introduction to the Textual Criticism of the New
Testament, or Westcott and Hort’s Iutroduction, vol i, An
easier book to begin with is Hammond’s Textual Criticism
applied to the New Testament. In Sanday and Headlam’s Com-
mentary (pp. Ixiii.-lxxiv.), there is a lucid account of the chief
sources of evidence for the text of Romans, and of their relations
to one another; while B. Weiss, in his great work, Das Neue
Testament : Texthritische Untersuchungen und Textherstellung,
gives weight to considerations of a kind that more purely
“diplomatic” constructors of texts are apt to overlook.

The principal MSS. of Romans are those which also contain the
gospels, viz.,, MABC. § and B belong to the fourth century, A and
C to the fifth. The MSS. next in importance, DEFG, are different
from those which are called by the same names in the gospels:
they are all Graeco-Latin MSS. D is the Codex Claromontanus
which Tischendorf assigns to the sixth century. It wants Romans
i. 1-7, 27-30. Tregelles describes it as “one of the most valuable
MSS. extant”. E is the Codex Sangermanensis, now at St. Peters-
burg. It is probably not older than the ninth or tenth century,
and is described by Sanday and Headlam as * nothing more than a
faulty copy of D', F is the Codex Augiensis, now in the library
of Trinity College, Cambridge. It is of the ninth century, and
wants Romans i, 1-iii. 19 & 7§ vé[pw). G is the Codex Boernerianus,
now in Dresden, and is a little later than F. It wants Romans i. 1
ddwpropéros . . . i. Bwiorews, and ii. 16 14 kpumtd . . . ii. 25 vdpou ofs.
These four all belong to the type of text which Westcott and Hort
call Western, Other uncials of less importance are K, Codex
Mosquensis; L, Codex Angelicus; and P, Codex Porphyrianus,
all of about the same age, .., the ninth century. Of cursive
MSS. those quoted in this work are 17 (the same as 33 in
the Gospels, and 13 in Acts), ““the queen of cursives”; 47, of
the eleventh or twelfth century, now in the Bodleian Library;
and 67, of the eleventh century, now at Vienna. The marginal
corrector of this MS., quoted as 67 **, gives many peculiar and
ancient readings. The versions referred to are the Latin Vulgate,
especially as given in Codex Amiatinus circa 514 a.p. and Codex
Fuldensis, also of sixth century; the old Latin contained in DEFG
(see above); the Syriac versions, one of which (the Peshitto) was
“ certainly curfent much in its present form early in the fourth
century”’ (Sanday and Headlam), while the other dates from the
sixth: an occasional reference is also made to the Egyptian ver-
sions, and to the Armenian: the last was made in the fifth century.
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To estimate the value of any reading it is necessary to con-
sider the relations to each other of the authorities which support
it. In the Epistle to the Romans, as elsewhere in the New Testa-
ment, these authorities tend to fall into groups. Thus RB form
one; DEFG a second; and NACLP a third. N8B form what
Westcott and Hort describe as “neutral” authorities; DEFG are
“ Western ”; MACLP include what they call * Alexandrian,” but
are not identical with it. Sanday and Headlam, after giving an
account of the authorities for the text, define the ¢ specific character-
istics of the textual apparatus of Romans’ as these: (i.) the general
inferiority in boldness and originality of the Western text; (ii.) the
fact that there is a distinct Western element in B, which therefore
when it is combined with authorities of the Western type is dimin-
ished in value; (iii.) the consequent rise in importance of the group
NRAC; (iv.) the existence of a few scattered readings either of
B alone or of B in combination with one or two other authorities
which have considerable intrinsic probability, and may be right. By
a little practice on the readings for which the authority is given in
the apparatus criticus, the student can familiarise himself with the
facts, and exercise his own judgment on them.

In the notes, Winer means Moulton’s edition of Winer’s Grammar; W. and H.
stands for Westcott and Hort; S. and H. for Sanday and Headlam’s Commentary
on Romans.
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CuapreEr L—Vv. 1-7.  The usual
salutation of the Apostle is expanded,
as is natural in writing to persons whom
he has not seen, into a description both
of himself and of his Gospel. Both, so
to speak, need a fuller introduction than
if he had been writing to a Church he
had himself founded. The central idea
of the passage is that of the whole
epistle, that the Gospel, as preached by
Paul to the Gentiles, was not incon-
sistent with, but the fulfilment of, God’s
promises to Israel.

Ver. 1. Paul’s description of him-
self.  8odAos ’I. X. The use of the
same expression in James, Jude, 2 Pet.,
shows how universal in the Church
was the sense of being under an
obligation to Christ which could never
be discharged. It is this sense of obli-
gation which makes the Bdouleia, here
referred to, perfect freedon.  kAnvos
amdorolos is an Apostle by vocation,
No one can take this honour to himself,
any more than that of a saint (ver. 7),
unless he is called by God. In the N.T.
it is always God who calls. It is as
an Apostle—i.¢., with the sense of his
vocation as giving him a title to do so—
that Paul writes to the Romans. édmréo-
Tolos is here used in the narrower sense,
which includes only Paul and the twelve,
see on xvi. 7. &dwpiopévos eis eday-
vyéhiov Beol: for wakelv and ddopilewv
similiarly combined, see Gal. i 1s.
The separation is here regarded (as in
Gal.) as God’s act, though, as far as it
had reference to the Gentile mission, it
was carried out by an act of the Church
at Antioch (Acts xiil. 2, ddoploare 84

»

pou ker.N). What it means is ““ this one
thing T do”. ebayyéhov Oeob is the
Gospel which comes from God, the glad
tidings of which He is the source and
author. As a name for the Christian
religion, or the proclamation of it, it had
a2 great fascination for an evangelist like
Paul, who uses it out of all proportion
oftener than any other N.T. writer.

Ver. 2. b wpoernyyetharo. The Gospel
is not in principle a new thing, a sub-
version of the true religion as it has
hitherto been known to the people ot
God. On the contrary, God promised
it before, through his prophets in the
Holy Scriptures. It is the fulfilment of
hopes which God Himself inspired.
3 73V wpodnrdv does not restrict the
reference to the prophets in the strict
sense of the word. The O.T., as a whole,
is prophetic of the New, and it is in the
law (Abraham) and the Psalms (David),
as much as in the prophets (Isaiah,
Hosea), that Paul finds anticipations and
promises of the Gospel: see chap. iv.
The omission of the article with év
ypadails aytais (¢f. xvi. 26) is probably
significant, for as against these two
passages there are over forty in which
ai ypadal or 1 ypad occurs: it empha-
sises the Divine character of these as
opposed to other writings. That is
dywov which belongs to God, or is con-
nected with Him: &yial ypadal is the
O.T. as God’s book.

Ver. 3 f.  wepl 100 viod adrob: the
subject of the Gospel of God is His
Son. For the same conception, see
2 Cor. i. 19: 6 7o% feod yap vids X.
’l. & &v Dpiv 8 Apdv knpuxlels. Taken
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by itself, ¢ the Son of God” is, in
the first instance, a title rather than a
name. It goes back to Ps. ii. 7; the
person to whom it is applied is conceived
as the chosen object of the Divine love,
God’s instrument for accomplishing the
salvation of His people. (Weiss.) The
description which follows does not enable
us to answer all the questions it raises,
yet it is sufficiently clear. * The Son of
God” was born of the seed of David
according to the flesh. For yevopévov,
¢f. Gal. iv. 4; for David, 2 Tim. ii. 8,
where, as here, the Davidic descent is an
essential part of the Pauline Gospel.
That it was generally preached and
recognised in the primitive Church is
proved by these passages, as well as by
Heb. vii. 14 and the genealogies in
Matthew and Luke;-yet it seems a fair
inference from our Lord’s question in
Mk. xii. 35 ff. that for Him it had no
real importance. Those who did not
directly see in Jesus one transcendently
greater than David would not recognise
in Him the Saviour by being convinced
of His Davidic descent, This person, of
royal lineage, was ‘ declared Son of
God, with power, according to the spirit
of holiness, in virtue of resurrection from
the dead”. The word épiolévros is
ambiguous; in Acts x. 42, xvil. 31, it is
used to describe the appointment of
Christ to judge the living and the dead,
and is rendered in A.V. “ordained .
If to be Son of God were merely an office
or a dignity, like that of judge of the
world, this meaning might be defended
here. There is an approximation to
such an idea in Acts xiii. 33, where also
Paul is the speaker. *““God,” he says,
‘“has fulfilled His promise by raising up
Jesus; as it is written also in the second
Psalm, Thou art My Son, this day have
1 begotten Thee.” Here the resurrection
day, strictly speaking, is the birthday of
the Son of God; sonship is a dignity to
which He is exalted after death. But in
view of passages like Gal. iv. 4, 2 Cor.
viit. g, Phil. it. 5 £, it is impossible to
suppose that Paul limited his use of Son
of God in this way; even while Jesus
lived on earth there was that in Him
which no connection with David could
explain, but which rested on a relation
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to God; the resurrection only declared
Him to be what He truly was—just as
in the Psalm, for that matter, the bold
words, This day have I begotten Thee,
may be said to refer, not to the right and
title, but to the coronation of the King.
In virtue of His resurrection, which is
here conceived, not as from the dead
(éx vexpiv), but of the dead (dvaordgews
vekpdv—a resurrection exemplifying, and
so guaranteeing, that of others), Christ
is established in that dignity which is
His, and which answers to His nature.
The expression katd wvebpa &ywwobrns
characterises Christ ethically, as kata
adpka does physically. Not that it
makes the sonship in question * ethical ”’
as opposed to * metaphysical ”’: no such
distinctions were in the A postle’s thought.
But the sonship, which was declared by
the resurrection, answered to (kata) the
spirit of holiness which was the inmost
and deepest reality in the Person and life
of Jesus. The sense that there is that in
Christ which is explained by his con-
nection with mankind, and that also
which can only be explained by some
peculiar relation to God, is no doubt
conveyed in this description, and is the
basis of the orthodox doctrine of the two
natures in the one Person of the Lord;
but it is a mistake to say that that
doctrine is formulated here. The con-
nection of the words &v Svvape is doubt-
ful. They have been joined to épioBévros
(¢f. 2 Cor. xiit. 41 £f) ¢k Svrvdpews Beod);
declared to be Son of God “by a
miracle,” a mighty work wrought by
God; and also with vied 8eov = Son ot
God, not in humiliation, but * in power,”
a power demonstrated by the gift of the
Spirit and its operations in the Church.
“ Jesus, Messiah, Our Lord,” summarises
all this, “ Our Lord” is the most com-
pendious expression of the Christian con-
sciousness. (A. B. Bruce, dpologetics,
398 ff.) “The whole Gospel of Paul is
comprehended in this historical Jesus,
who has appeared in flesh, but who, on
the ground of the mvelpa dyiwoivns,
which constitutes His essence, has been
exalted as Christ and Lord.” (Lipsius.}

Ver. 5. Through Christ Paul received
xéptv k. &mooTohfv. The plural, éAd-
Bopev, may mean no more than the
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singular, or may proceed from the latent
consciousness that the writer is not the
only person entitled to say this ; it is not
expressly meant to include others. xdpts,
grace, i1s common to all Christians;
darooToMd] rests upon a specialised xdpts
and implies competence as well as voca-
tion. But in the N.T. these are hardly
distinguished ; it is a man’s xdpiopa
which constitutes his ‘call’ to any
particular service in the Church. eis
imakolly wloTews: the object of the
apostleship received through Christ is
obedience of faith, .., the obedience
which consists in faith (but ¢f. Acts vi. 7)
among all the Gentiles, Cf. chap. x.
16, 2 Thess. i. 8, The meaning of
&veowy (Gentiles, not nations) is fixed
by ver. 13 and by Paul’s conception of
his own vocation, Gal. i. 16, ii. 8, Eph.
iii. 1 ff. dwép Tob dvéparos adrol: the
final purpose of his vocation is that
Christ’s name may be above every name.

Ver. 6. The Romans, as well as
others, are included among the Gentiles,
and described as Jesus Christ’s called.
They belong to Him, because they have
heard and obeyed the Gospel. *Call-
ing” in Paul always includes obedience
as well as hearing. It is effectual call-
ing, the wAnTol being those who have
accepted the Divine invitation.

Ver, 7. The salutation proper. Itis
addressed to a/l who are in Rome, etc., to
include Christians of Jewish as well as
Gentile origin. They are ayamnTol feod,
God's beloved, because they have had
experience of His redeeming love in
Jesus Christ; and they are kAnTol &ytoy,
saints, in virtue of His calling. See on
kAqTds &mdororos above. The word
&ywos did not originally describe char-
acter, but only a certain relation to God ;
the &ywov are God’s people, What this
means depends of course on what God

‘person.

is; it is assumed in scripture that the
character of God's people will answer
to their relation to Him. It is worth
mentioning that, as a synonym for
Christian, it is never applied in the N.T.
to an individual: no person is called
dywos. Phil. iv. 21 (dowdoacfe wdvta
dywov &v X, ’L.) is not an exception. The
ideal of God’s people cannot be ade-
quately realised in, and ought not to be
presumptuously claimed by, any single
(Hort’s Christian Ecclesia, 56.)
Paul wishes the Romans grace and peace
(the source and the sum of all Christian
blessings) from God our Father, and
from the Lord Jesus Christ. The greet-
ing is followed by a thanksgiving, which
passes over insensibly into an intro-
duction of a more personal character, in
which Paul explains his desire to visit
the Romans and to work among them
(vers. 8-15).

Ver, 8. wpdrov pév. Nothing can
take precedence of thanksgiving, when
Paul thinks of the Romans, or indeed
of any Christian Church in normal
health.,  wpdTov pév suggests that
something is to follow, but what it
is we are not told ; Paul’s mind uncon-
sciously leaves the track on which it
started, at least so far as the linguistic
following out of it is concerned. Perhaps
the next thing was to be the prayer re-
ferred to in ver. 10. (Weiss.) 8ua’l X,
Jesus Christ must be conceived here as
the mediator through whom all our
approaches to God are made (Eph. ii
18), not as He through whom the bless-
ings come for which Paul gives thanks.
mepl wdvTwov tpev : the ““all” may have
a certain emphasis when we remember
the divisions to which reference is made
in chap. xiv. 4 wloTis dpdy is “ the fact
that you are Christians”. The very
existence of a Church at Rome was
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something to be thankful for. & 8Ae
7§ wéope is, of course, hyperbole, but a
Church in Rome was like “a city set on
a hill 7,

Ver. g f. pdpTus ydp pol éomw
& Oeds (Phil. i 8): at a distance the
Apostle cannot directly prove his love,
but he appeals to God, who hears his
ceaseless prayers for the Romans, as
a witness of it. Aarpevw in the LXX is
always used of religious service—wor-
ship, whether of the true God or of idols.
év 79 wvedpari pov: Paul’s ministry is
spiritual and rendered with his spirit—
not Iike that of the ministers in the
dytov Kocrp.mov at Jerusalem. & 18
ebayyelie: in pre.achmg the glad txdmgs
of His Son. &s a8iadelwrws: the as
may either be ““ how’ or ‘that”: look-
ing to 1 Thess. 1. 1o, ‘““how” seems
more probable. pvelay Ludv wololpal:
I remember you. Cf. Job xiv. 13 (O
that Thou wouldst appoint me xpévoy
¢v & prvelay pov woujoy). éml TGV wpoa-
evx@v pov: at my prayers. (Winer, p
470.) For el mos, see Acts xxvii, 12
and Burton, Moods and Tenses, § 276.
#8n is “ now at length,” *“ now, after all
this waiting”. (8. and H.) The wore,
which can hardly be conveyed in English,
marks the indefiniteness which even yet
attaches in the writer’s mind to the
fulfilment of this hope. edodwbioopar:
the R.V. gives ““I may be prospered”;
the A.V. “I might have a prosperous
journey ”.  The latter brings in the idea
of the 68¢s, which was no doubt present
to consciousness when the word edod.
ovafar was first used; but it is question-
able whether any feeling for the etymol-
ogy remained in the current employment
of the word, The other N.T. examples
(x Cor. xvi. 2, 3 John ver. 2}, as well as the
LXX, suggest the contrary. Hence the
R.V.is probably right. & 7& 8eAqjpat.
70y Beov: his long cherished and often
disappointed hope had taught Paul to
say, “if the Lord will” (Jas. iv. 15).

4 ~ V3~ e\
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Ver. 11. {va Ti petadd ydpiopa wrev-
paTkdév. The xap. wv. may be under-
stood by reference to 1 Cor. chaps. xii,-
xiv. or Rom. chap. xii. No doubt, in
substance, Paul imparts his spiritual gift
through this epistie: what he wished to
do for the Romans was to further their
comprehension of the purpose of God in
Jesus Christ—a purpose the breadth and
bearings of which were yet but imper-
fectly understood.

Ver. 12. TolTo 8¢ &oTw: an ex-
planatory correction. Paul disclaims
being in a position in which all the
giving must be on his side. When he
is among them (év uiv) his desire is that
he may be cheered and strengthened
with them (the subject of ovvmapakiy-
6fvar must be éué in the first instance,
though widening, as the sentence goes
on, into uds) by the faith which both
they and he possess (budv Te kai épod),
and which each recognises in the other
(év aXMjlois). The év here is to be
taken as in 2 Tim. i. 5.

Ver. 13. ob 8Aw 8¢ dpds ayvoeiv:
a phrase of constant recurrence in P'\ul
and always with &BeAdol (1 Thess. iv.
13, 1 Cor. x. 1, xii. 1, 2 Cor. i, 8).
Some emphasis is laid by it on the
idea that his desire or purpose to visit

them was no passing whim. It was
grounded in his vocation as Apostle
of the Gentiles, and though it had

been often frustrated he had never
given it up. ékwAifny dxpL ToV Belpo:
probably the main obstacie was evange-
listic work which had to be done else-
where. Cf.chap.xv.22f. The purpose
of his visit is expressed in Tva Twa
kapwov oxd: that I may obtain some
fruit among you also. kapwods denotes
the result of Iabour: it might either
mean new converts or the furtherance of
the Christians in their new life. kafas kal
év Tols Aoumols &dveowy : nothing could
indicate more clearly that the Church at
Rome, as a whole, was Gentile.



9-—16. ITPOZE POQMAIOYZ

589

Vs ~ - -
Kai &y Tois Nouols &0veowr. 14. 'ENAyol Te kol BapBdpois, codots
A rae
T€ Kol dvofiTois ddekétns elpd - 15. P olTw 1 ket Ené mpdfupoy kal n Rev.ifii6.
e~ ~
op tols & ‘Pépy ! edayyehoaodar. 16, 00 yip émawagdvopar T
1 Cor. i.

5 R . " o
ebayyéhiov ol Xprarol 2 - ° Bbvapes yap Ocol eoriy els cwmypiay Tavri ® 152,

! rois ev Popy om. G ; see on ver. 7.
2 rov Xpiorrov om. PABCD, ete.  wpwTov is omitted here in BG g and Tert, It
is inserted in NACDKL. Thecombination of B with *“ Western’’ authorities lessens

its weight in Paul's epp., where B itself has an infusion of Western readings to
which this omission may belong; possibly it may be due to Marcion, who is known

to have omitted both pwrov and the quotation in ver. 17.
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Ver. 14 f. These verses are natur-
ally taken as an expansion of the
thought contained in the preceding.
Paul’s desire to win fruit at Rome, as
among the rest of the Gentiles, arises
out of the obligation (for so he feels it)
to preach the Gospel to all men without
distinction of language or culture. Ifit
depended only on him, he would be
exercising his ministry at Rome. The
Romans are evidently conceived as
Gentiles, but Paul does not indicate
where they would stand in the broad
classification of ver. 14. It is gratuitous,
and probably mistaken, to argue with
Weiss that he meant to describe them as
BdpBapor, when we know that the early
Roman Church was Greek speaking. In
7o kat’ &pé wpébupov, the simplest con-
struction is to make Té kar’ éué subject
and wpéfupov predicate, supplying éoTi:
all that depends on me is eager, 7.¢., for
my part, I am all readiness. But it is
possible to take 10 kar &ut wpdbupoy
together, and to translate: the readi-
ness, so far as I am concerned, (is) to
preach the Gospel to you also who are
in Rome. The contrast implied is that
between willing (which Paul for his part
is equal to) and carrying out the will
(which depends on God (ver. 10)).
With this Paul introduces the great
subject of the epistle, and, in a sense,
of the Gospel—that which he here
designates 8ikatooivny Oeod. The con-
nection is peculiar. He has professed
his readiness to preach the Gospel, even
at Rome. Anywhere, no doubt, one
might have misgivings about identifying
himself with a message which had for
its subject a person who had been put to
death as a criminal; anywhere, the Cross
was to Jews a stumbling block and to
Greeks foolishness. But at Rome, of all
places, where the whole effective force
of humanity seemed to be gathered up,
one might be ashamed to stand forth

Weiss retains it; W, and

as the representative of an apparently
impotent and ineffective thing. But
this the Gospel is not; it is the very
reverse of this, and therefore the Apostle
is proud to identify himself with it. I
am not ashamed of the Gospel; for it is
a power of God unto salvation to every
one that believeth. It is such because
there is revealed in it Sukaioovvny Beob—
the very thing men need to ensure salva-
tion; and that in such a manner—from
faith to faith—as to make it accessible to
all. And this, again, only answers to
what stands in the O.T.—It is written,
the righteous shall live by faith.”

Ver. 16 f. 3dvapis yap Oeod éoriv: for
it is a power of God. It does no injustice
to render “a Divine power V. The con-
ception of the Gospel as a force per-
vades the epistles to the Corinthians;
its proof, so to speak, is dynamical, not
logical. It is demonstrated, not by
argument, but by what it does; and,
looking to what it can do, Paul is proud
to preach it anywhere. els cwrnpilav:
goTypla is one of a class of words (to
which fw#, 868a, wAnpovouia belong)
used by Paul to denote the last result of
the acceptance of the Gospel. It is the
most negative of them all, and conceives
of the Gospel as a means for rescuing
men from the amdheia which awaits
sinners at the last judgment. In wayti
79 moTedovt. ‘lovdale Te mpdrov kal
“ENAqv. another of the main interests of
the writer in this epistle is brought
forward ; the Gospel is for all, the same
Gospel and on the same terms, but
without prejudice to the historical pre-
rogative of the Jew. Ver. 17 shows how
the Gospel is a Divine saving power.
It is such because there is revealed in it
Sikatogvyy Beod. Plainly, Sikaioaidvy
feod is something without which a sinful
man cannot be saved; but what is it?
The expression itself is of the utmost
generality, and the various definite
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meanings which have been assigned to
it attempt to justify themselves as rele-
vant, or inevitable, by connecting them-
selves with the context as a whole.
There can be no doubt that the funda-
mental religious problem for the Apostle
—that which made a Gospel necessary,
that the solution of which could alone be
Gospel—was, How shall a sinful man be
righteous before God? To Luther, who
had instinctive experimental sympathy
with the Pauline standpoint, this sug-
gested that 8ikatogdvn Oeov meant a
righteousness valid before God, of which
a man can become possessed through
faith; for such a righteousness (as the
condition of salvation) is the first and
last need of the sinful soul. In support
of this view reference has been made
to ver. 18, where &oéBeia and &dikia
avBpdmrey are represented as the actual
existing conditions which the 8uk. 6eod
has to replace. No one can deny that
a righteousness valid before God is
essential to salvation, or that such a
righteousness is revealed in the Gospel;
but it is another question whether 8ik.
0eo¥ is a natural expression for it. The
general sense of scholars seems to have
decided against it; but it seems quite
credible to me that Paul used 8ik. feod
broadly to mean ‘‘a Divine righteous-
ness,” and that the particular shade of
meaning which Luther made prominent
can be legitimately associated even with
these words. Until lately, scholars of
the most opposite schools had agreed in
finding the key to the expression 8u.
feol in two other Pauline passages,
where it is contrasted with something
else. Thus in chap. x. 3 8. feod is
opposed to man’s t18{a 8ikatooivy;
and in Phil. iii. g the opposition is more
precisely defined: pn éxwv é p v Sikato-
alvy Thy éx vépovu, dAN& THv Sid
wlotews Xpiorol, THv ik Beol Sikaro-
odvyy éwl 1§ wiloTer. If this contrast
were allowed to tell here, the righteous-
ness of which Paul speaks would be one
of which God is the source or author;
we do not bring it to Him, He reveals it
for our acceptance. And this also, of
course, answers to the facts: Gospel
righteousness is a gift, not an achieve-
ment. But then, it is said, there is
nothing in the passage to suggest such
a contrast; there is not any emphasis
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whatever on feod to bring before the
mind the idea of a righteousness nof due
to God, but a work of man’s own. To
this it may fairly be answered that the
contrast did not need to be specially
suggested; if it had not presented itself
instinctively to those to whom Paul
wrote, they would not only have missed

the point of this expression, they
would not have understood three lines
anywhere. We must assume, upon

the whole, in the recipients of Paul’s
epistles, a way of conceiving the Gospel
answering broadly to his own; the in-
visible context, which we have to repro-
duce as best we can, may be more
important sometimes than what we have
in black and white. The broad sense of
‘*a Divine righteousness” covers this
second, which may be called the histori-
cal Protestant interpretation, as well as
Luther’s; and the fact seems to me an
argument for that broader rendering.
In view, however, of the undoubted
difficulty of the phrase, new light would
be welcome, and this has been sought in

the O.T. use of Sukarooivy (np‘m)’

especially in the Psalms and in Is. xl.-
Ixvi. See, e.g., Ps. xxxv. 24, 28, li. 14;
Is. Ivi. 1, Ixii. 1; Ps. xcviii. 2. In the
last of these passages we have a striking
analogy to the one before us: éyvdpioe
xiUplos 0 gwripiov adrod, évavriov Tav
&bvay amexdAve Ty Sukaloodvny adrod;
and in others we cannot but be struck
with the parallelism of ¢ righteousness”
and ‘¢salvation,” sometimes as things
which belong to God (Ps. xcviii. 2),
sometimes as things which belong to
His people. On the strength of facts
like these, Theod. Hiring, in a stu-
pendous programme entitled Auk. Oeod
bei Paulus (Tubingen, 1896), argues that
Sucarogivy Beod means the judicial action
of God in which He justifies His people
and accomplishes their salvation. This
fits into the context well enough. Put
as Paul puts it—how shall man be just
with God ?—tbe religious problem is a
judicial one, and its solution must be
judicial. If the Gospel shows how God
Justifies (for of course it must be God,
the only Judge of all, who does it), it
shows everything : salvation is included
in God’s sentence of justification. Hiring
himself admits that this interpretation is
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rather of philological than of religious
import ; this *rechtfertigendes Walten
Gottes ” cannot but have as its conse-
quence ‘‘the justification of man, a
righteousness which proceeds from God
and is valid before God” (Aux. feo¥ bei
Paulus, S. 68); that is, this meaning leads
by 1mmed1ate mference to the other
two. But it can by no means be carried
through (any more than either of the
other two) in all places where the phrase
occurs; in iil. §, e.g., Hiring himself
admits this; in iii. 23, 26, where he
insists on the same sense as in i. 17, he
does not so much as refer to the clause
Sl.u 'r'qv -n'u.peo'l.v TV wpoyeyové-rwv
ﬂ-p.np-r'qp.a.'rwv &v T a.vox'ﬂ adrod, which,
it is not too much to say, necessitates a
different shade of meaning for Suxatooivn
feol there: see note. The advantage
of his rendering is not so much that it
simplifies the grammar, as that it revives
the sense of a connection (which existed
for the Apostle) between the Gospel he
preached, and even the language he
preached it in, and the anticipations of
that Gospel in the O.T., and that it
gives prominence to the saving character
of God’s justifying action. In substance
all these three views are Biblical, Pauline
and true to experience, whichever is to
be vindicated on philological grounds.
But the same cannot be said of another,
according to which righteousness is here
an attribute, or even the character, of
God. That the Gospel ¢s the supreme
revelation of the character of God, and
that the character of God is the source
of the Gospel, no one can question.
Certainly Paul would not have questioned
it. But whether Paul conceived the
righteousness which is an eternal attri-
bute of God (¢f. iil. 5) as essentially
self-communicative—whether he would
have said that God justifies (Buxatol) the
ungodly because he is himself 8ixaros—
is another matter. The righteousness
of God, conceived as a Divine attribute,
may have appeared to Paul the great difﬁ-
culty in the way of the justification of
sinful man. God’s righteousness in this
sense is the sinner’s condemnation, and
no one will succeed in making him find
in it the ground of his hope. What is
wanted (always in consistency with God’s
righteousness as one of His inviolable
attributes—the great point elaborated in
chap. iii. 24-26) is a righteousness which,
as man cannot produce it, must be from

s 2 Thess.ii.
6, 7.

God, and which, once received, shall be
valid before God; and this is what the
Apostle (on the ground of Christ’s death
Jfor sin) announces, But it introduces
confusion to identify with this the con-
ception of an eternal and necessarily
self-imparting righteousness of God.
The Apostle, in chap. iii. and chap. v,
takes our minds along another route.
See Barmby in Expositor for August,
1896, and S. and H. ad loc. dwokaldm
TeraL intimates in a new way that the
Divine righteousness spoken of is from
God: man would never have known or
conceived it but for the act of God in
revealing it. Till this dmwoxaldmwrew it
was a puordprov: cof. xvi. 25 f. &
wioTens els wiomv. Precise definitions
of this (e.g., Weiss’s: the revelation of
the 8uc. @eod presupposes faith in the
sense of believing acceptance of the
Gospel, Z.¢., it is ék wiloTews; and it
leads to faith in the sense of saving
reliance on Christ, z.e., it is els wioTw)
strike one as arbitrary. The broad sense
seems to be that in the revelation of
God’s righteousness for man’s salvation
everything is of faith from first to last.
Cf. z Cor. ii. 16, iii. 18, This N.T.
doctrine the Apostle finds announced
before in Hab. ii. 14. &k wloTews in the
quotation is probably to be construed
with {qoerar. To take it with 8ixaios
(he who is righteous by faith) would
imply a contrast to another mode of
being righteous (vis., by works) which
there is nothing in the text to suggest.
The righteous who trusted in Jehovah
were brought by that trust safe through
the impending judgment in Habakkuk’s
time; and as the subjective side of
religion, the attitude of the soul to God,
never varies, it is the same trust which
is the condition of salvation still.

The Gospel of God’s righteousness is
necessary, because the human race has
no righteousness of its own. This is
proved of the whole race (i. 18-iii. 20),
but in these verses (x8-32) first of the
heathen. The emphasis lies throughout
on the fact that they have sinned against
light.

Ver. 18 f. The revelation of the
righteousness of God {ver. 17) is needed
in view of the revelation of His wrath,
from which only 8ux. feot (whether it be
His justifying sentence or the righteous-
ness which He bestows. on man) can
deliver. dpyh in the N.T."is usually
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eschatological, but in 1 Thess. ii. 16 it
refers to some historical judgment, and
in John iii. 36 it is the condemnation of
the sinner by God, with all that it
involves, present and to come. The
revelation of wrath here probably refers
mainly to the final judgment: the
primary character of Jesus in Paul’s
Gospel being 6 pvépevos fuas éx Tijs
dpyfds Ths épxopévms, 1 Thess. i. 10,
Rom. v. g; but it is not forcing it here
to make it include God’s condemnation
uttered in conscience, and attested (ver.
24) in the judicial abandonment of the
world, The revelation of the righteous-
ness of God has to match this situation,
and reverse it. &oéBerais ¢ positive and
active irreligion”: see Trench, Syxu.,
§ Ixvi. Tév Ty dN\jferav &v &Bukiq
kaTexévTwy may mean (1) who possess
the truth, yet live in unrighteousness;
or (2) who suppress the truth by, or in,
an unrighteous life. Inthe N.T. &\bera
is moral rather than speculative; it is
truth of a sort which is held only as it is
acted on: ¢f. the Johannine expression
worelv tiv &Anbetav. Hence the
latter sense is to be preferred (see
Wendt, Lehre Fesu, 11., S. 203 Anm.).
816 T yvooTdv Tod Beod k.T.N.  There
is no indisputable way of deciding
whether yvoordv here means ¢ known ”
(the usual N.T. sense) or “knowable”
(the usual classic sense). Cremer (who
compares Phil. iii. 8 76 dmwepéxov Tis
yvdoews, Heb. vi. 17 Td &peraberov Tis
BouAfs, Rom. ii. 4 78 xpnotév Tob Beov,
and makes To® feod in the passage before
us also gen. poss.) favours the latter,
What is meant in either case is the
knowledge of God which is independent
of such a special revelation as had been
given to the Jews. Under this come
(ver. 20) His eternal power, and in a
word His (eternal) divinity, things in-
accessible indeed to sense (&épara), but
clear to intelligence (voodpeva), ever
since creation (amd kTiloews kdopov:
for awd thus used, see Winer, 463),

by the things that are made. God’s
power, and the totality of the Divine
attributes constituting the Divine nature,
are inevitably impressed on the mind by
nature (or, to use the scripture word, by
creation). There is that within man
which so catches the meaning of all
that is without as to issue in an in-
stinctive knowledge of God. (See the
magnificent illustration of this in Illing-
worth’s Divine Immaneiuce, chap. il., on
The religious influence of the material
world.) This knowledge involves duties,
and men are without excuse because,
when in possession of it, they did not
perform these duties; that is, did not
glorify as God the God whom they thus
knew.

Ver. 21 fl.  els 76 elvar adTods dvamo-
Aoyfrous would naturally express pur-
pose : to make men inexcusable is one,
though not the only or the ultimate,
intention of God in giving this revela-
tion. DBut the 8uére almost forces us to
take the eis 76 as expressing result: so
that they are inexcusable, because, etc.
(see Burton’s Moods and Tenses, § 411).
In vers. 21-23 the wrong course taken by
humanity is described. Nature shows us
that God is to be glorified and thanked,
i.e., nature reveals Him to be great and
good. But men were not content to
accept the impression made on them by
nature; they fell to reasoning upon it,
and in their reasonings (Sialoyiopol,
‘ perverse self-willed reasonings or
speculations,” S. and H.) were made
vain (partardlnoay); the result stulti-
fied the process; their instinctive per-
ception of God became confused and
uncertain ; their unintelligent heart, the
seat of the moral consciousness, was
darkened. In asserting their wisdom
they became fools, and showed it con-
spicuously in their idolatries. They
resigned the glory of the incorruptible
God (i.e., the incorruptible God, all
glorious as e was, and as He was
seen in nature to be), and took instead
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of Him some image of a corruptible,
even of a vile creature. The expression
#AM\afav Ty 3Eav k.7.A. is borrowed in
part from Ps. cv. 20 (LXX): AANdfavTo
iy 86kav adTdy &v Spoudpati péoxov

- &Bovros xéprov. The reduplication of
the same idea in év Spoldpatt eikdvos
shows the indignant contempt with
which the Apostle looked on this empty
and abject religion in which God had
been lost. The birds, quadrupeds and
reptiles could all be illustrated from
Egypt.

With ver. 24 the Apostle turns from
this sin to its punishment. Because of
it (81d) God gave them up. To lose God
is to lose everything: to lose the con-
nection with Him involved in constantly
glorifying and giving Him thanks, is to
sink into an abyss of darkness, intel-
lectual and moral. It is to become fitted
for wrath at last, under the pressure of
wrath all the time. Such, in idea, is the
history of humanity to Paul, as inter-
preted by its issue in the moral condition
of the pagan world when he wrote. Ex-
ceptions are allowed for (ii. 10), but this
is the position as a whole. wopédwkev in
all three places (ver. 24, eis dkabapaiav;
ver. 26, els wdfn ériplas; ver. 28, els
&48dkipov  volv) expresses the judicial
action of God. The sensual impurity
of religions in which the incorruptible
God had been resigned for the image of
an animal, that could not but creep into
the imagination of the worshippers and
debase it, was a Divine judgment. Tod
aripdlecbon T4 odpara aTEV &v adrols,

VOL. IL

in accordance with the conception of a
judicial act, expresses the Divine purpose
—that their bodies might be dishonoured
among them. For gen. of purpose, see
Winer, 408 ff. (where, however, a
different construction is given for this
passage, Tod aTupdleocfar being made to
depend immediately on dkafapoiav).
Ver. 25. olrwes pemiAhafav k...
being as they were persons who ex-
changed the truth of God for the lie.
¢ The truth of God” (¢f. ver, 23, ¢ the
glory of God ™) is the same thing as God
in His truth, or the true God as He had
actually revealed Himself to man. &
Wevdos, abstract for concrete, is the
idol or false God. The é&v (cf. ver. 23)

answers to Hebrew 2, waps Tov
xtigavTa . to the passing by, i.c.,
disregard or contempt of the Creator.
For this use of wapa, see Winer, 503 f.
8s &oTw eddoynrds: the doxology re-
lieves the writer’s feelings as he contem-
plates such horrors.

Ver. 26 f.  With the second wapéduwrey
the Apostle proceeds to a further stage
in this judicial abandonment of men,
which is at the same time a revelation
of the wrath of God from heaven against
them. It issues not merely like the first
in sensuality, but in sensuality which
perverts nature as well as disregards
God. The whdv, error or going astray
(ver. 27), is probably still the original
one of idolatry ; the ignoring or degrad-
ing of God is the first fatal step out of
the way, which ends in this slough.

38
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Probably a gloss

3 Westcott and Hort suppose some primitive error probable here; see their N, T',,

vol. 2, Appendix, p. 108.

For wowovowv . . . ouvevBoxovoiy B reads wolovvres . . o

cavvevBoxovvres; and the construction is then completed by various additions, such
as ovk evonoav D, ovk eyvaaav G, non intellexerunt Orig. int.

Ver. 28 ff. In vers. 28-30 we have the
third and last wapéBwxrev expanded. As
they did not think fit, after trial made
(¢dokipaday), to keep God in their know-
ledge, God gave them up to a mind
which cannot stand trial (&8Sxipov).
The one thing answers to the other.
Virtually, they pronounced the true God
43diypos, and would have none of Him ;
and He in turn gave them up to a vois
&8dxipos, a mind which is no mind and
cannot discharge the functions of one, a
mind in which the Divine distinctions of
right and wrong are confused and lost,
so that God’s condemnation cannot but
fall on it at last. vo%s is not only reason,
but conscience ; when this is perverted,
as in the people of whom Paul speaks,
or in the Caananites, who did their
abominations unto their Gods, the last
deep of evil has been reached. Most of
the words which follow describe sins of
malignity or inhumanity rather than
sensuality, but they cannot be classified.
T pA) kabdrovra covers all,  kabikovra
is the Stoic word which Cicero renders
officia. xaxonfia, the tendency to put
the worst construction on everything
(Arist. Rh. ii. 13}, and xaxia are examined
in Trench’s Synonyms,§ xi.,and 4Bpioris,
dmwepidavos, dAdfwv in § xxix. Oeo-
aTuyels appears to be always passive in
the classics, not God hating, but God
hated: Deo odibiles, Vulg. The char-
acters are summed up, so to speak, in
ver, 32 : ofrwes 70 dikalwpa 1ol Beod
¢miyvévres x.7.N.: such persons as,
though they know the sentence of God,
that those who practise such things are
worthy of death, not only do them, but
give a whole-hearted complacent assent
to those who follow the same practice.

76 Sikaiopa Tod Beod is that which God
has pronounced to be the right, and has
thereby established as the proper moral
order of the world, 0dvaros is death,
not as a natural period to life, but as a
Divine sentence executed on sin: it is
not to be defined as physical, or spiritual,
or eternal; by all such abstract analysis
it is robbed of part of its meaning, which
is as wide as that of life or the soul.
&AXa kai ovvevBokolaw : to be guilty of
such things oneself, under the impulse
of passion, is bad; but it is a more
malignant badness to give a cordial and
disinterested approval to them in others,

It is a mistake to read these verses
as if they were a scientific contribution
to comparative religion, but equally
a mistake to ignore their weight.
Paul is face to face with a world in
which the vices he enumerates are
rampant, and it is his deliberate judg-
ment that these vices have a real con-
nection with the pagan religions. Who
will deny that he was both a competent
observer and a competent judge? Re-
ligion and morality in the great scale
hang together, and morality in the long
run is determined by religion, Minds
which accepted the religious ideas of
Phenicia, of Egypt or of Greece (as re-
presented in the popular mythologies)
could not be pure. Their morality, or
rather their immorality, is conceived as
a Divine judgment upon their religion;
and as for their religion, nature itself,
the Apostle argues, should have saved
them from such ignorance of God, and
such misconceptions of Him, as de-
formed every type of heathenism. A
converted pagan (as much as Paul)
would be filled with horror as he re-
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flected on the way in which he had once
thought of God ; he would feel in him-
self that he ought to have known better,
and that everything in the world cried
shame upon him. Now to recognise
this fact is to accept the premises of the
Apostle’s argument, and the use to which
he puts it. ““Once we went after dumb
idols ; our very worship led us into sin,
and sometimes even consecrated it ; now
we can only see in this our own blindness
and guilt, and God’s judgment upon
them ”—so we can fancy the converted
pagan speaking, Such a world, then, as
the Apostle describes in this chapter,
with this terrible principle of degenera-
tion at work in it, and no power of self-
regeneration, is a world which waits for
a righteousness of God.

For an interesting attempt to show
Paul’s indebtedness for some of the ideas
and arguments of vers, 18-32 to the book
of Wisdom, see S. and H., p. 51 f.

CHaPTER II.—Vers., 1-16. The Apostle
has now to prove that the righteousness
of God is as necessary to the Jew as to
the pagan; it is the Jew who is really
addressed in this chapter from the be-
ginning, though he is not named till
ver. 9. In vers, 1-10 Paul explains
the principle on which God judges all
men, without distinction.

Ver. 1. 8u6: The Jew is ready enough
to judge the Gentile.
that the same principle on which the
Gentile is condemned, viz., that he does
evil in spite of better knowledge (i. 32),
condemns himself also. His very assent
to the impeachment in chap. i. 18-32 is
his own condemnation. This is the force
of 810 : therefore. év ¢ =in that in which,
T4 adTd mwpdooes, not, you do the
identical actions, but your conduct is
the same, .., you sin against light.

But he forgets .

The sin of the Jews was the same, but
their sins were not.

Ver. 2. karda dMjfeav is predicate:
God’s judgment squares with the facts—
this is the whole rule of it. Tods Td&
Towadra wpdooovtas: those whose con-
duct is such as has been described, For
the text, see critical note.

Ver.3. oV hasstrong emphasis. The
Jew certainly thought, in many cases,
that the privilege of his birth would ot
itself ensure his entrance into the king-
dom (Mt. iii. 8, ¢): this was his practical
conviction, whatever might be his proper
creed. Yet the ov indicates that of all
men the Jew, so distinguished by special
revelation, should least have fallen into
such an error. He is * the servant who
knew his Lord’s will,” and whose judg-
ment will be most rigorous if it is
neglected,

Ver. 4. 1) states the alternative, Either
he thinks he will escape, or he despises,
etc. xpnortdérns is the kindliness which
disposes one to do good; évoxn (in N.T.
only here and in iii. 26) is the forbearance
which suspends punishment ; paxpofupia
is patience, which waits long before it
actively interposes. 70 xpnoTov TOU
0eco¥ summarises all three in the con-
crete. It amounts to contempt of God’s
goodness if a man does not know (rather,
ignoves : ¢f. Acts xiil. 27, 1 Cor. xiv. 38,
Rom, x, 3) that its end is, not to approve
of his sins, but to lead him to repentance.

Ver. 5. The 8¢ contrastswhat happens
with what God designs. 8noavpiles
oeauvtd dpyqv: contrast our Lord’s many
sayings about *“ treasure in heaven” (Mt.
vi. 19 ff,, xix, 21). év Hpépa dpyfis = in
the day of wrath. The conception was
quite definite: there was only one day
in view, what is elsewhere called * the
day of the Lord"” (2 Cor. i, 14), “the
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day of judgment” (Mt. xi. 22), *the
last day’ (John vi. 3g), *the day of
God” (2 Pet. iii. 12), “that day’ (2

Tim. i. 12), even simply * the day” (x
Cor. iii. 13, Heb. x. 25). This great day
is so defined in the Apostle’s imagina-
tion that the article can be dispensed
with. But see Ps. cx. 5. (cix. LXX.)
It is a day when God is revealed as a
righteous judge, in the sense of Psalm
Ix1. 13 (LXX).

Ver. 6. The law enunciated in the
Psalm, that God will render to every
one according to his works, is valid
within the sphere of redemption as well
as independent of it. Paul the Christian
recognises its validity as unreservedly as
Saul the Pharisee would have done. The
application of it may lead to very different
results in the two cases, but the universal
moral conscience, be it in bondage to
evil, or emancipated by Christ, accepts it
without demur. Paul had no feeling
that it contradicted his doctrine of justi-
fication by faith, and therefore we are
safe to assert that it did not contradict
it. It seems a mistake to argue with
Weiss that Paul is here speaking of the
Urnorm of the Divine righteousness, i.e.,
of the way in which the destiny of men
would be determined if there weére no
Gospel. 'The Gospel does not mean that
God denies Himself; He acts in it
according to His eternal nature; and
though Paul is speaking to men as under
the law, the truth which he is insisting
upon is one which is equally true whether
men are under the law or under grace.
1t is not a little piece of the leaven of a
Jewish or Pharisaic conception of God,
not yet purged out, that is found here;
but an eternal law of God’s relation to
man.

Ver. 7. kaf® imopoviy épyov dyafo?:
¢f. the collective €pyov—**life-work ”:
S. and H.—in ver. 15: * by way of sted-
fastness in well-doing”. 8€av = the
glory of the future life, as revealed in the
Risen Saviour. 7iprdv = honour with

God. 4dbapoiav “ proves that the goal
of effort is nothing earthly ” (Lipsius).
fwi aldvios comprehends all these three:
as its counterpart, 8dvaros in ver. 31, in-
volves the loss of all. fwvv is governed
by émwoddoet.

Ver. 8. Tois 8¢ ¢ Epifelas : for the use
of &k, ¢f. iil. 26, Tov &k mwloTews ’inood ;
Gal. iil. 7, ol &k wloTews; Ch. iv. 14, oi
éx vépov. Lightfoot suggests that it is
better to supply wpdooovow, and to
construe &§ épifeias with the participle,
as in Phil. i. 17 it is construed with
koToyyé\hovow : but it is simpler not
to supply anything. By ¢ those who are
of faction” or ‘ factiousness” (Gal. v.
20, 2 Cor. xii. 20, Phil. i. 16 {,, ii. 3, Jas.
iii. 14, 16) the Apostle probably means
men of a self-willed temper, using all
arts to assert themselves against God.
The result of this temper—the temper of
the party man carried into the spiritual
world—is seen in disobedience to the
truth and obedience to unrighteousness.
See note on &Affeia, i. 18. The moral
import of the word is shown by its use
as the counterpart of a8ikla. Cf. the
same contrast in 1 Cor. xiii. 6. To those
who pursue this course there accrues
indignation and wrath, etc.

Ver. g. épyn is wrath within; fupds
wrath as it overflows. OAiys and orevo-
Xwpia, according to Trench, Synonyms,
§ 55, express very nearly the same thing,
under different images: the former
taking the image of pressure, the latter
that of confinement in a narrow space.
But to draw a distinction between them,
based on etymology, would be very mis-
leading. In both pairs of words the
same idea is expressed, only intensified
by the reduplication. Supply €orar for
the changed construction. kaTepya-
fopévov 7o kaxdv: who works at evil
and works it out or accomplishes it.
The Jew is put first, because as possessor
of an express law this is conspicuously
true of him.

Ver, 10 f  eipfvn is probably =
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# For mouyy D? (a grammatical correction) wowwow is found in }AB.

D'}ljm) a comprehensive term, rather
= )

= salvation, than peace in any narrower
sense. 'The Jew still comes first, but it
is only order that is involved: the same
principle underlies the judgment for
Jew and Gentile. Tt would amount to
wpogamolpia in God, if He made a
difference in the Jew’s favour because of
his birth, or because he possessed the
law. This is expanded in vers. 12-16:
mere possession of the law does not
count. Men are judged according to
their works, whether they have or have
not had such a special revelation of the
Divine will as was given to Israel.

Ver. 12. é&vépws means * without
law,” not necessarily **without ¢the
law ”. In point of fact, no doubt, there

was only one law given by God, the
Mosaic, and Paul is arguing against
those who imagined that the mere
possession of it put them in a position
of privilege as compared with those to
whom it was not given; but he expresses
himself with a generality which would
meet the case of more such revelations
of God’s will having been made to man,
As many as sin “without law ” shall
also perish ¢ without law . Sin and
perdition are correlative in  Paul,
&mdlera (ix. 22, Phil, i 2%, iii. 19)
answers to fwh aldvies: it is final ex-
clusion from the blessedness implied in
this expression ; having no part in the
kingdom of God. Similarly, as many as
sin “ in law "’ shall be judged * by law .
The expression would cover any law,
whatever it might be; really, the Mosaic
law is the only one that has to be dealt
with. The use of the aorist fipaprov is
difficult. Weiss says it is used as though
the writer were looking back from the
judgment day, when sin is simply past,

Burton compares iii. 23 and calls it a
¢ collective historical aorist’*: in either
case the English idiom requires the
perfect : * all who have sinned ”.

Ver. 13. This is the principle of judg-
ment, for not the hearers of law (the
Mosaic or any other) are just with God,
but the law doers shall be justified.
éxpoarai tends to mean ‘ pupils,” con-
stant hearers, who are educated in the law:
see ver. 18, But no degree of familiarity
with the law availsif it is not done. The
forensic sense of 8ikarobodar is apparent
in this verse, where it is synonymous
with 8ikator €lvar mapa 74 9ed: the
latter obviously being the opposite of
“to be condemmned”. Whether there
are persons who perfectly keep the law,
is a question not raised here. The
futures &mwolodvral, kpidjoovral, Bikat-
wbjoovror all refer to the day of final
judgment.

Ver. 14. There is, indeed, when we
look closely, no such thing as a man
absolutely without the knowledge of
God’s will, and therefore such a judg-
ment as the Apostle has described is
legitimate. Gentiles, * such as have not
law ” in any special shape, when they do
by nature ¢ the things of the law "—i.e.,
the things required by the law given to
Israel, the only one known to the Apostle
—are in spite of not having law (as is
the supposition here) a law to them-
selves. &vn is not “the Gentiles,” but
“ Gentiles as such ”—persons who can
be characterised as ¢ without law”,
The supposition made in 1& py vépov
#xovra is that of the Jews; and the
Apostle’s argument is designed to show
that though formally, it is not sub-
stantially true.

Ver. 15. oftwes é&vBelkvvyrar: the
relative 1s qualitative: * inasmuch as
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they shew . 7d #pyov 7ol vépov is the
work which the law prescribes, collec-
tively. ¢ Written on their hearts,” when
contrasted with the law written on the
tables of stone, is equal to ¢ unwritten’’;
the Apostle refers to what the Greeks
called dypados vépos. To the Greeks,
however, this was something greater
and more sacred than any statute, or
civil constitution ; to the Apostle it was
less than the great revelation of God’s
will, which had been made and inter-
preted to Israel, but nevertheless a true
moral authority. There is a triple proof
that Gentiles, who are regarded as not
having law, are a law to themselves.
(r) The appeal to their conduct: as
interpreted by the Apostle, their conduct
evinces, at least in some, the possession
of a law written on the heart; (2) the
action of conscience: it joins its testi-
mony, though it be only an inward one,
to the outward testimony borne by their
conduct ; and (3) their thoughts. Their
thoughts bear witness to the existence of
a law in them, inasmuch as in their
mutual intercourse (perafd &ANfAov)
these thoughts are busy bringing accusa-
tions, or in rarer cases (f§ kal) putting
forward defences, 7.c., in any case, exer-
cising moral functions which imply the
recognition of a law. This seems to me
the only simple and natural explanation
of a rather perplexed phrase. We need
not ask for what Paul does not give,
the object to karnyopolvrwy or &mwolo-
youpévwy : it may be any person, act or
situation, which calls into exercise that
power of moral judgment which shows
that the Gentiles, though without the
law of Moses, are not in a condition
which makes it impossible to judge them
according to their works. The con-
struction in ix. I suggests that the owy
views the witness of conscience, reflect-
ing on conduct, as something added to
the first instinctive consciousness of the
nature of an action. ouveidnois does
not occur in the Gospels except in John
viii. g ; twice only in Acts, xxiii. 1, xxiv,
16, both times in speeches of St. Paul;
twenty times in the Pauline epistles. It

occurs in the O.T. only in Ecc. x. 20
(curse not the King, &v guveldroer oov
= ne in cogitatione quidem tua): the
ordinary sense is found, for the first
time in Biblical Greek, in Sap. xvii. 11.
It is a quasi-philosophical word, much
used by the Stoics, and belonging rather
to the Greek than the Hebrew inheritance
of Paul,

Ver. 16. The day meant here is the
same as that in ver. 5. Westcott and
Hort only put a comma after &wroloyov-
pévov, but a longer pause is necessary,
unless we are to suppose that only the
day of judgment wakes the conscience
and the thoughts of man into the moral
activity described in ver. x5. This sup-
position may have some truth in it, but
it is not what the Apostle’s argument re-
quires. The proof he gives that Gentiles
are ““a law to themselves” must be
capable of verification now, not only at
the last day. Hence ver. 16 is really to
be taken with the main verbs of the whole
paragraph, dmwoloidvral, kpibioorTal,
Sikarwbjoovral: the great principle of
ver. 6—amwoddoel ékdoTy Kotk TL fpya
abrob-—will be exhibited in action on
the day on which God judges the secret
things of men through Christ Jesus. A
final judgment belonged to Jewish theo-
logy, and perhaps, though this is open
to question, one in which the Messiah
acted as God’s representative ; but what
Paul teaches here does not rest merely
on the transference of a Jewish Messianic
function to Jesus. If there is anything
certain in the N.T. it is that this repre-
sentation of Jesus as judge of the world
rests on the words of our Lord Himself
(Mt. vii, 22 f,, xxv. 31 f.), To assert it
was an essential part of the Gospel as
preached by Paul: ¢f. Acts xvii. 3I.
(Baldensperger, Das Selbstbewusstsein
Fesu, S. 85 £, thinks that in the circles
of Jewish Pietism, in the century before
Christ, the Messiah was already spoken
of as the Divine judge, and as sharing
the titles and attributes of Jehovah.)

In vers. 17-24 the Apostle brings to a
point the argument for which he has
been clearing the way in vers. 1-16.
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to avoid the anacoluthon.

The Jew makes much of the possession
of the law, but when we pass from
possession to practice, he is not a whit
better than the ¢ lawless ” Gentile. The
construction is not quite regular, but the
meaning is clear, The natural order
would be: If thou bearest the name of
Jew, and restest upon the law, and yet
in thy conduct settest the law at nought,
art not thou equally under condemnation
with sinners of the Gentiles? But the
construction is interrupted at the end of
ver. 20, and what ought in logic to be
part of the protasis—if in thy conduct
thou settest the law at nouwght—is made
a sort of apodosis, at least grammati-
cally and rhetorically : dost thou, in spite
of all these privileges, nevertheless set the
law at nought? The real conclusion,
which Paul needs for his argument,
Art not thou then in the same condemna-
tion with the Gentiles ? is left for con-
science to supply.

Ver, 17. ’loudalos émovoudly : bearest
the name of ¢ Jew’. The &mi in the
compound verb does not denote addition,
but direction : ’lov8alos is not conceived
as a surname, but a name which has
been imposed. Of course it is implied
in the context that the name is an
honourable one. It is not found in the
LXX, and in other places where Paul
wishes to indicate the same distinction,
and the same pride in it, he says *lopa-
nAeiras (ix. 4, 2 Cor. xi. 22). The terms
must have had a tendency to coalesce in
import, though *lov8ales is national, and
’lopanleltns religious; for the religion
was national. éwavamwaiy véue: gram-
matically vépe is law; really, it is the
Mosaic law. The Jew said, We have a
law, and the mere possession of it gave
him confidence. Cf. Mic. iii. 11, &\ Tov
Kiprov émavemadovto. kavyxdoarév fed:
boastest in God, as the covenant God of
the Jews, who are His peculiar people.
xovxaoar = kavxd : the longer form is
the usual one in the ko,

Ver. 18. 76 BéAqpa is God's will.
Lipsius compares the absolute use of

v 8¢ has probably been changed into 8¢ (Alford)
eravamavy To vopw DKL 17; om, T NABDL

684s, 8¥pa and 8vopa. Cf. Acts ix. 2,
xix. g, 23, xiv. 27, v. 41. Also 1 Cor.
xvi, 12, where God's will is meant, not
the will of Apollos. The words Sokip.d-
tets T& Siadépovra kaTnxoljevos ék Tod
vépov are to be taken together. In
virtue of being taught out of the law (in
the synagogue and the schools) the Jew
possesses moral discernment: he does
not sink to the vods &dékupos, the mind
which has lost all moral capacity (i. 28).
But a certain ambiguity remains in
Boxipdfew 1o Sradépovra: it may mean
either (1) to distinguish, by testing,
between things which differ—z.¢., to dis-
criminate experimentally between good
and evil; or (2) to approve, after testing,
the things which are more excellent.
There are no grounds on which we can
decide positively for either.

Ver. 19 f. mémofds 7e x..\. The
Te indicates that this confidence is the
immediate and natural result of what
precedes: it is not right, in view of all
the N.T. examples, to say that mwémwoifas
suggests an unjustifiable confidence,
though in some cases, as in the present,
it is so. Cf. 2 Cor. x. 7, Lk. xviii. g.
The blind, those in darkness, the foolish,
the babes, are all names for the heathen:
the Jew is confident that the Gentiles
must come to school to him, waidevrys -
has reference to moral as well as intel-
lectual discipline : and &dpoves are, as in
the O.T. (Ps. xiii. 1, LXX), persons
without moral intelligence, For the
other figures in this verse, ¢f. Mt. xv.
14, Is. %lix. 6, g, xlii. 6. The confidence
of the Jew is based on the fact that he
possesses in the law ‘“the outline of
knowledge and truth’. Lipsius puts a
strong sense upon pépdwow—die leib-
haftige Verkorperung: as if the Jew
conceived that in the Mosaic law the
knowledge and the truth of God were
incorporated bodily. Possibly he did,
and in a sense it was so, for the Mosaic
law was a true revelation of God and
His will : but the only other instance of
pépdoots in the N.T. (2 Tim. iii. 5:
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suggests the same disparaging note

which here belongs to wémoufas. The
ppduwats Tis yvdoews is in point of fact
only a form: valuable as the outline or
definition of truth was, which the Jew
possessed in the law, it was in reality
ineffective, so far as the practical
authority of the law in the Jew’s con-
duct was concerned.

Ver. 21. Here the grammatical apo-
dosis begins, the olv resuming all that
has been said in vers, 17-20, knploowy
and MAéywv are virtually verbs of com-
mand : hence the infinitives. The
rhetorical question umplies that the Jew
does not teach himself, and that he does
break the law he would enforce on
others.

Ver. 22. @8ehvoodpevos properly ex-
presses physical repulsion: thou that
shrinkest in horror from idols. Cf. Dan.
ix. 27, Mk. xiii, 14. {epoovleis: dost
thou rob temples, and so, for the sake of
gain, come in contact with abominations
without misgiving? This is the mean-
ing, and not, Dost thou rob the temple,
by keeping back the temple dues ? as has
been suggested. The crime of tepooulia
is referred to in Acts xix. 37, and accord-
ing to josephus, dnt., iv., 8, 10, it was
expressly forbidden to the Jews: pj
auldy iepa Eevind, pm8 v émovopao-
pévov ff Tk 0ed kerpfAiov hapBdvew.

Ver. 23. Here again the construction
is changed, and probably the use of the
relative instead of the participle sug-
gests that the sentence is to be read,
not as interrogative, but as declaratory.
¢ Thou who makest it thy boast that
thou possessest a law, by the trans-
gressing of that law dishonourest God:
that is the sum of the whole matter, and
thy sole distinction in contrast with the
heathen.”

Ver. 24. And this is only what Scrip-
ture bids us expect. The Scripture
quoted is Is. lii. 5, LXX. The LXX
interpret the Hebrew by inserting 8¢
ipds and &v rols &vecw. DBoth in-
sertions are in the line of the original

< A

Opds Bhaodnpetrar
25. Mepitopd) pév yap ddelel,
mapafBdrys vépou fis, § mepiTopd gou

meaning. It was owing to the misery
and helplessness of the people of God, in
exile among the nations, that the heathen
scoffed at the Divine name. ¢ The God
of Israel is not able to deliver His people:
He is no God.” Paul here gives the
words quite another turn. God, he says,
is now blagsphemed among the nations
because of the inconsistency between the
pretensions of the Jews and their be-
haviour. As if the heathen were saying :
¢ Like God, like people; what a Divinity
the patron of this odious race must be ",
It is surely not right to argue (with
Sanday and Headlam) that the throwing
of the formula of quotation to the end
shows that Paul is conscious of quoting
freely : ¢“it is almost as if it were an
after-thought that the language he has
just used is a quotation at all”. The
quotation is as relevant as most that the
Apostle uses. He never cares for the
context or the original application.
When he can express himself in Scrip-
ture language he feels that he has the
Word of God on his side, and all through
this epistle he nails his arguments so,
and insists on the confirmation they
thus obtain. What the closing of the
sentence with kafas yéypamrar suggests
is not that it occurred to Paul after
he had finished that he had almost un-
consciously been using Scripture: it is
rather that there is a challenge in the
words, as if he had said, Let him impugn
this who dare contest the Word of God.

In vers. 25-29 another Jewish plea for
preferential treatment in the judgment is
considered. The pév in ver. 25 (weprTop
pév yap delel) implies that this plea has
no doubt something in it, but it suggests
that there are considerations on the other
side which in point of fact make it in-
applicable or invalid here, It is these
considerations which the Apostle pro-
ceeds to explain, with a view to clench-
ing the argument that the wrath of God
revealed from heaven impends over Jew
and Gentile alike.

Ver, 25.  wepuropd : the absence of the
article suggests that the argument may
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be extended to everything of the same
character as circumcision. ddelel: Cir-
cumcision was the seal of the covenant,
and as such an assurance given to the
circumcised man that he belonged to the
race which was the heir of God’s pro-
mises. That was undeniably a great
advantage, just as it is an advantage
now to be born a Christian; but if the
actual inheriting of the promises has any
moral conditions attached to it (as
Paul proceeds to show that it has), then
the advantage of circumcision lapses un-
less these arefulfilled. Now the persons
contemplated here have not fulfilled
them. &av vépov wpdoays: the habitual
practice of the law is involved in this ex-
pression : as Vaughan says, it is almost
like a compound word, * if thou be a law
doer . Similarly wapaBdrns vépov a
law-transgressor.  The law, of course,
is the Mosaic one, but it is regarded
simply in its character as law, not as
being definitely this law: hence the ab-
sence of the article. yéyove: by the
very fact becomes and remains.

Ver. 26 f. Here the inference is drawn
from the principle laid down in ver, 25.
This being so, Paul argues, if the un-
circumcision maintain the just require-
ments of the law, shall not his uncir-
cumcision be accounted circumcision, sc.,
because it has really done what circum-
cision pledged the Jew to do? Cf. Gal
v. 3. 1 dkpoPfuoria at the beginning of
the verse is equivalent to the Gentiles
(€6vn of ver. 14), the abstract being put
for the concrete : in ¥ dxpoPuvoria atrod,
the adrod individualises a person who is
conceived as keeping the law, though
not circumcised. As he has done what
circumcision bound the Jew to do, he
will be treated as ifin the Jew’s position :
his uncircumcision will be reckoned as
circumcision.  Aoywoffoerar may be
merely a logical future, but like the
other futures in vers. 12-16 it is pro-
bably more correct to refer it to what
will take place at the last judgment, The
order of the words in ver. 27 indicates
that the question is not continued: ** and

s .
ob 6 ° &mawos odk €& dvBpdmav, AN &k s1 Cor.iv.s.

thus the uncircumcision shall judge thee,”
etc. kpuvel is emphatic by position : the
Jew, in the case supposed, is so far from
being able to assert a superiority to the
Gentile that the Gentile himself will be
his condemnation. Cf. Mt. xii. 41 f
H & dpioews akpoBvoria should properly
convey one idea—¢ those who are by
nature  uncircumncised . But why
should nature be mentioned at all in this
connection ? It seems arbitrary to say
with Hofmann that it is referred to in
order to suggest that uncircumcision is
what the Gentile is born in, and there-
fore involves no guilt. As far as that
goes, Jew and Gentile are alike. Hence
in spite of the grammatical irregularity,
which in any case is not too great for a
nervous writer like Paul, I prefer to
connect ék Pioews, as Burton does
(Moods and Tenses, § 427), with Teholoa,
and to render: “the uncircumcision
which by nature fulfils the law”: ¢f,
ver. 14. Tov S ypdppaTos kal mwepi-
Topdis wapaPdrny vépov. The Sia is
that which describes the circumstances
under which, or the accompaniment to
which, anything is done. The Jew isa
law-transgressor, in spite of the facts
that he possesses a written revelation of
God’s will, and bears the seal of the
covenant, obliging him to the perfor-
mance of the law, upon his body. He
has an outward standard, which does not
vary with his moral condition, like the
law written in the pagan’s heart; he has
an outward pledge that he belongs to the
people of God, toencourage him when he
is tempted to indolence or despair ; in
both these respects he has an immense
advantage over the Gentile, yet both are
neutralised by this—he is a law-trans-
gressor.

Ver, 28 f. The argument of the fore-
going verses assumes what is stated
here, and what no one will dispute, that
what constitutes the Jew in the true
sense of the term, and gives the name
of Jew its proper content and dignity, is
not anything outward and visible, but
something inward and spiritual. And
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the same remark applies to circumcision
itself. 'The most natural way to read
the Greek seems tome to be this, “ Not
he who is so outwardly (& &v 79 davepd)
is a Jew (in the true sense), nor is that
which is outward, in flesh, the true cir-
cumcision ; but he who is inwardly a
Jew (is the true Jew), and heart circum-
cision, in spirit, not in letter (is the true
circumcision).”” Thus in the first pair of
clauses there is not anything, strictly
speaking, to be supplied ; the subject is
in each case involved in the article, But
in the second pair the predicate has in
both cases to be supplied from the first—
in the one case, ’lovdaios ; in the other,
weptTop. Heart circumcision is an
idea already familiar to the O.T. From
the Book of Deuteronomy (x. 16, for the
meaning comp. xxx. 6) it passed to the
prophetic writings : Jer. iv. 4. The con-
trary expression—uncircumcised in heart
and in flesh—is also found: Jer. ix. 26, Ez.
xliv. 7. A difficulty is created by the ex-
pression & wvevpaTt ob yphppari. After
ver. 28 we rather expect &v mwvetpaTt o
capki: the circumcision being con-
ceived as in one and not another part of
man’s nature. Practically it is in this
sense most commentators take the
words : thus Gifford explains them by  a
circumcision which does not stop short
at outward conformity to the law, but
extends to the sphere of the inner life .
But there is no real correspondence
here, such as there is in & mvedpar od
cgapki; and a comparison of 2 Cor. iii.,
a chapter pervaded by the contrast of
wredpa and ypéppa, suggests a different
rendering. wvedpa and ypdppa are not
the elements in which, but the powers
by which, the circumcision is conceived
to be effected. ¢ Heart circumcision,”
without any qualifying words, expresses
completely that contrast to circumcision
in the flesh, which is in Paul’s mind;
and what he adds in the new words, év
wvedpaTt ob ypdppaTt is the new idea
that heart circumcision, which alone de-
serves the name of circumcision, is
achieved by the Spirit of God, not by the
written law. Whether there is such a
thing as this heart circumcision,
wrought by the Spirit, among the Jews,
is not explicitly considered ; but it is not

a refutation of this interpretation to
point out that wvedpa in 2 Cor. is charac-
teristically the gift of the New Covenant.
For the very conclusion to which Paul
wishes to lead is that the New Covenant
is as necessary for the Jew as for the
Gentile. o & émawos kA The ob
is masculine, and refers to the ideal Jew.
The name *lov8atos (from Judah = praise,
Gen. xxix, 35) probably suggested this
remark. otk é£ avlpdmwy: the love of
praise from each other, and religious
vanity, are Jewish characteristics strongly
commented on by our Lord (John v. 44,
xii. 42 f.).

CHAPTER IIl.—Vers. 1-8. It might
easily seem, at this point, as if the
Apostle’s argument had proved too
much. He has shown that the mere
possession of the law does not exempt
the Jew from judgment, but that God
requires its fulfilment ; he has shown that
circumcision in the flesh, seal though it
be of the covenant and pledge of its
promises, is only of value if it represent
inward heart circumcision ; he has, it
may be argued, reduced the Jew to a
position of entire equality with the
Gentile. But the consciousness of the
Jewish race must protest against such a
conclusion. ¢ Salvation is of the Jews”’
is a word of Christ Himself, and the
Apostle is obliged to meet this instinctive
protest of the ancient people of God.
The whole of the difficulties it raises are
more elaborately considered in chaps.,
ix.-xi.; here it is only discussed so far
as to make plain that it does not in-
validate the arguments of chap. ii., nor
bar the development of the Apostle’s
theology. The advantage of the Jew is
admitted ; it is admitted that his un-
belief may even act as a foil to God’s
faithfulness, setting it in more glorious
relief; but it is insisted, that if God’s
character as righteous judge of the
world is to be maintained—as it must be
—these admissions do not exempt the
Jew from that liability to judgment
which has just been demonstrated. The
details of the interpretation, especially in
ver, 7 f., are somewhat perplexed.

Ver. 1 f. 7 weproady Tob “lovdaiov
is that which the Jew has ‘“over and
above ” the Gentile. ={s 7 ddpéhera Tis
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wepuropdis 3 = ““ What good does his cir-
cumcision do him?” woAd goes with
T0 mwepioody. katd wdvra Tpémwov:
however you choose to view the posi-
tion. mwpdTov pev suggests that such
an enumeration of Jewish prerogatives
might have been made here as is given
at length in ix. 4 f. In point of fact,
Paul mentions one only, in which the
whole force of the Jewish objection to
the arguments of chap. ii. is contained,
and after disposing of it feels that he
has settled the question, and passes on.
The first, most weighty, and most far-
reaching advantage of the Jews, is that
‘“ they were entrusted with the oracles
of Ged”. They were made in His
grace the depositaries and guardians of
revelation. T& Aéyia To? feod must be
regarded as the contents of revelation,
having God as their author, and at the
time when Paul wrote, identical with
the O.T. Scriptures. In the LXX the
word Adywov occurs mainly as the equi-

valent of TINAN, which in various

passages (e.g., Ps. cxix. 38) has the
sense of * promise ”’; in ordinary Greek
it means ‘oracle,” the Divine word
given at a shrine, and usually referring
to the future ; hence it would be natural
in using it to think of the prophetic
rather than the statutory element in the
0.T., and this is what is required here.
The O.T. as a whole, and as a revelation
of God, has a forward look; it anticipates
completion and excites hope; and it is
not too much to say that this is sug-
gested by describing it as T& Néyia Tod
feot. The sum of it was that God had
promised to His people “a future and a
hope ”” (Jer. xxix. 11: see margin, R.V.),
and this promise seemed threatened by
the argument of the last chapter.

Ver. 3 £ =i yédps; For how? i.e.,

Well then, how stands the case?
Phil. i. 18. €l AwloTnodv wwes = if
some did disbelieve. It is not necessary
to render this, with reference to émor-
edfnoav in ver. 2, “if some proved
faithless to their trust”. What is in
Paul’s mind is that ‘the oracles of
God” have had their fulfilment in
Christ, and that those to whom they
were entrusted have in some cases
(whether few or many he does not here
consider) refused their faith to that
fulfilment. Surely it is no proper in-
ference that their unbelief must make
God’s faithfulness of no effect. He has
kept His promise, and as far as it lay
with Him has maintained the original
advantage of the Jews, as depositaries
and first inheritors of that promise,
whatever reception they may have given
to its fulfilment. Away with the thought
of any reflection upon Him! When the
case is stated between God and man
there can only be one conclusion: let
God come out (ywéabw) true, and every
man a liar; let Him be just, and every
man condemned. This agrees with the
words of Scripture itself in Ps. li. (L) 6,
which Paul quotes exactly after the
LXX: the Hebrew is distinctly different,
but neither it nor the original context
are regarded, & Tois Aéyoius oov is a
translation of Hebrew words which mean
“when Thou speakest,” i.c., apparently,
when Thou pronouncest sentence upon
man ; here the sense must be, ¢ that
Thou mayest be pronounced just in
respect of what Thou hast spoken,” i.c.,
the Aéyra, the oracles or promises en-
trusted to Israel. vikdoes: win thy
case (see note on text). Burton, Moods
and Tenses, §§ 198, 199. év 76 xpiveabal
oe: Probably the infinitive is passive:
“when thou art judged ” ; not middle,
¢ when thou submittest thy case to the

cf.
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judge ”. The quotation from Ps. cxvi. 12,
was avlpwmos PeboTns, is not important:
the main thing, as the formal quotation
which follows shows, is the vindication of
God from the charge of breach of faith
with the Jews in making Christianity
the fulfilment of His promises to them.

Ver. 5 f. Here another attempt is
made to invalidate the conclusion of
chap. ii., that the Jew is to be judged
“according to his works,” exactly like
the Gentile. If the argument of ver. 3 f.
is correct, the unbelief of the Jews
actually serves to set off the faithfulness
of God: it makes it all the more con-
spicuous ; how then can it leave them
exposed to judgment? This argument
is generalised in ver. 5 and answered in
ver. 6. ‘“If our unrighteousness” (in the
widest sense, &8wkia being generalised
from amworia, ver, 3) demonstrates (cf.
v. 8) God's righteousness (also in the
widest sense, Sikatoadyy being general-
ised from wioTis, ver. 3}, what shall we
say ? i.e., what inference shall we draw ?
Surely not that God, He who inflicts the
wrath due to unrighteousness at the last
day (i. 18), is Himself unrighteous, to
speak as men speak. Away with the
thought! If this were so, how should
God judge the world? That God does
judge the world at last is a fixed point
both for Paul and those with whom he
argues; hence every inference which
conflicts with it must be summarily set
aside. God could not judge at all if He
were unjust; therefore, since He does
judge, He is not unjust, not even in
judging men whose unrighteousness may
have served as a foil to His righteousness.
It is not thus that the conclusions of
chap. ii. can be evaded by the Jew.
& émiudépwv THv dpyrv: the “attributive
participle equivalent to a relative clause,

‘W. and H.

bracket.

may, like a relative clause, convey a
subsidiary idea of cause, purpose, con-
dition or concession’ (Burton, Moods
and Tenses, § 428, who renders here: is
God unrighteous, who (because He)
visiteth with wrath?), kata &vpuwmwov
Aéyw: cf. Gal. iil. 15, Rom. vi. 19, I
Cor. ix. 8. There is always something
apologetic in the use of such expressions.
Men forget the difference between God
and themselves when they contemplate
such a situation as that God should be
unrighteous; obviously it is not to be
taken seriously. Still, in human lan-
guage such suppositions are made, and
Paul begs that in his lips they may not
be taken for more than they really mean.

Ver. 7 f. These verses are extremely
difficult, and are interpreted variously
according to the force assigned to the
7( & xayd of ver. 7. Who or what sup-
plies the contrast to this emphatic ¢ 1
also”? Some commentators, Gifford,
for instance, find it in God, and God’s
interest in the judgment. If my lie sets
in relief the truth of God, and so magni-
fies His glory, is not that enough ? Why,
after God has had this satisfaction from
my sin, ¢ why further am I also on my
side brought to judgment as a sinner? ”
It is a serious, if not a final objection to
this, that it merely repeats the argument
of ver. 5, which the Apostle has already
refuted. Its very generality, too—for any
man, as Gifford himself says, may thus
protest against being judged,—Ilessens
its relevance : for Paul is discussing not
Iruman evasions of God’s judgment, but
Jewish objections to his previous ar-
guments, Lipsius finds the contrast to
kay® in the Gentile world. A Jew is
the speaker, or at all events the Apostle
speaks in the character of one: “if my
unbelief does magnify His faithfulness,
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is not that all that is required ? Why
am I, too, like the rest of the world,
whose relation to God is so different, and
whose judgment is so necessary, still
brought into judgment?” This would
be legitimate enough, probably, if it
were not for what follows. DBut the
slander of ver. 8, which forms part of the
same question as 7 €71 kdy® Kke.Ays and
to which reference is made again in chap.
vi. 1, 15, had not the Jews, but the
Apostle in his Christian character, for
its object ; hence it seems preferable to
take the kdyd as referring strictly to
himself. That Paul would come into
judgment, in spite of the fact that his
faithlessness in becoming a Christian
had only set off the faithfulness of God
to Israel, no unbelieving Jew questioned :
and Paul turns this conviction of theirs
(with which, of course, he agrees, so far
as it asserts that he will be judged)
against themselves. If he, for his part,
cannot evade judgment, on the ground
that his sin (as they think it) has been a
foil to God’s righteousness, no more can
they on their part: they and he are in
one position, and must be judged to-
gether: to condemn him is to expose
themselves to condemnation ; that is his
point. The argument of ver, 7 is both
an argumentum ad hominem and an ar-
gumentum ad vem : Paul borrows from his
opponents the premises that he himself
is to be judged as a sinner, and that his lie
has set off God’s truth: there is enough
in these premises to serve his purpose,
which is to show that these two proposi-
tions which do not exclude each other in
his case do not do so in their case either.
But, of course, he would interpret the
second in a very different way from them.
The question is continued in ver. 8,
though the construction is changed by
the introduction of the parentheses with
kaBos and the attachment to Néyew 8ru
of the clause which would naturally
have gone with =i pd; If judgment
could be evaded by sinning to the glory
of God, so Paul argues, he and other
Christians like him might naturally act
on the principle which slander imputed
to them—that of doing evil that good
might come. No doubt the slander was
of Jewish origin. The doctrine that
righteousness is a gift of God, not to be
won by works of law, but by faith in
Jesus Christ, can always be misrepre-
sented as immoral: ‘“sin the more, it

15; Gal.
iii. 10,

will only the more magnify grace”.
Paul does not stoop to discuss it. The
judgment that comes on those who
by such perversions of reason and con-
science seek to evade all judgment is
just. This is all he has to say.

Vers. g-20. In these verses the
Apostle completes his proof of the uni-
versality of sin, and of the liability of all
men, without exception, to judgment.
The i odv of ver, g brings back the ar-
gument from the digression of vers. 1-8.
In those verses he has shown that the
historical prerogative of the Jews, as the
race entrusted with the oracles of God,
real and great as it is, does not exempt
them from the universal rule that God
will reward every man according to his
works (ii. 6): here, according to the
most probable interpretation of wpoexé-
weba, he puts himself in the place of his
fellow-countrymen, and imagines them
asking, ¢ Are we surpassed 7 Is it the
Gentiles who have the advantage of us,
instead of our having the advantage of
them ? "

Ver. g. Ti{ olv; What then? i.,,
how, then, are we to understand the
situation ? It is necessary to take these
words by themselves, and make wpoexd-
peba a separate question: the answer to
¢ could not be o¥, but must be oddév.
The meaning of wpoexdépea has been
much discussed. ‘The active mwpoéyewv
means to excel or surpass. Many have
taken wpoexdpeba as middle in the same
sense: So the Vulg. praccellimus eos?
and the A.V. “Are we better than
they? ” But this use, except in inter-
preters of this verse, cannot be proved.
The ordinary meaning of the middle
would be ¢ to put forward on one’s own
account, as an excuse, or defence”.
This is the rendering in the margin of
the R.V. “Do we excuse ourselves ? ”
If 7( obv wpoexdpeda could be taken to-
gether, it might certainly be rendered,
What then is our plea ? but it is impos-
sible to take mwpoexdpefa in this sense
without an object, and impossible, as
already explained, to make this com-
bination. The only alternative is to re-
gard wpoexdpeba as passive : What
then? are we excelled? This is the
meaning adopted in the R.V. ¢ Are we
in worse case than they?” It is sup-
ported by Lightfoot. Wetstein quotes
one example from Plut. de Stoic.contrad.,
1038 D.: 7ois dyabois waor mwpooixet,
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15 gurtwy; om. o ABG vulg.; ins. .4DKL. The o before ex{nrov is also omitted
BG, and in both places, in text though not in marg., by W. and H. (marg., o

tnrwv). This EyTev is the reading in B.

2 gxpewdnoay NABIDIG. ouk eotiv woiwwy, so ABG ; but RD have o woiwv.
W. and H. put the former in text, the latter in marg. The second ovk eo7Lv is om.

in B 672 and in the marg. of W. and H.

kar' o8&y mpoexopévols Imd Tob Auds:
“who are in nothing surpassed by
Zeus . The word would thus express
the surprise of the Jew at seeing his pre-
rogatives disappear;  if this line of ar-
gument be carried further,” he may be
supposed to say, ‘ the relative positions
of Jew and Gentile will turn out to be
the very reverse of what we have be-
tieved ”. This is the idea which is ne-
gatived in od wévrws., Strictly speaking,
the od should modify wdvres, and the
meaning be ‘“not in every respect ”’: in
some respects (for instance, the one re-
ferred to in ver. 2}, a certain superiority
would still belong to the Jew. But to
allude to this seems irrelevant, and there
is no difficulty in taking the words to
mean, “No: not in any way”. See
Winer, p. 693 f. ‘“ We are not sur-
passed at all, we who are Jews, for we
have already brought against Jews and
Greeks alike the charge of being all
under sin.”  dwd &papriav, ¢f. vil. 14,
Gal. iii. 22. The idea is that of being
under the power of sin, as well as
simply sinful : men are both guilty and
unable to escape from that condition,
Ver. 10. The long series of quota-
tions, beginning with this verse, has
many points of interest. The xaBos
yéypamrer with which it is introduced,
shows that the assertion of indiscrim-
inate sinfulness which the Apostle has
just made, corresponds with Scripture
testimony. It is as if he had said, I can
express my opinion in inspired words, and
therefore it has God upon its side. The
quotations themselves are taken from
various parts of the O.T. without dis-
tinction ; no indication is given when the
writer passes from one book to another.
Thus vv. 10-12 are from Ps. xiv. 1-3;
ver. 13 gives the LXX of Ps. v. g; ver.
14 corresponds best to Ps. x. 7; in vv.
15-17 there is a condensation of Is. lix,
7 f.; and in ver. 18 we have part of the
first verse of Ps. xxxvi. No attention
whatever is paid to the context. The
value of the quotations for the Apostle’s
purpose has been disputed. It has been

pointed out that in Ps, xiv., for instance,
there is mention of a people of God, “a
generation of the righteous,” as well as
of the godless world; and that in other
passages only the contemporaries of the
writer, or some of them, and not all men
in all times, are described. Perhaps if we
admit that there is no possibility of an
empirical proof of the universality of sin,
it covers the truth there is in such com-
ments. Paul does not rest his case on
these words of Scripture, interpreted as
modern exegetical science would inter-
pret them. He has brought the charge
of sin against all men in chap. i. 17, in
announcing righteousness as the gift of
the Gospel; in chap. i. 18-32 he has
referred to the facts which bring the
charge home to Gentile consciences; in
chap. ii. he has come to close quarters
with evasions which would naturally
suggest themselves to Jews: and in
both cases he has counted upon finding
in conscience a sure ally., Hence we do
not need to lay too heavy a burden of
proof on these quotations: it is enough
if they show that Scripture points with
unmistakable emphasis in the direction
in which the Apostle is leading his
readers. And there can be no doubt
that it does so. As Gifford well says on
ver. 18: “In the deep inner sense which
St. Paul gives to the passage, ‘the
generation of the righteous’ would be
the first to acknowledge that they form
no exception to the universal sinfulness
asserted in the opening verses of the
Psalm ™,

Ver. 10. Odk &orrmiv 8ikatos o8¢ els,
There is something to be said for the
idea that this is Paul’s thesis, rather
than a quotation of Ps, xiv. 3. Ps. xiv. 3
is correctly quoted in ver. 12, and the
Apostle would hardly quote it twice:
3ikalos, too, seems chosen to express
exactly the conclusion to which he means
to come in ver. zo. Still, the words
come after ka8ds yéypamwrar: hence
they must be Scripture, and there is
nothing they resemble so much as a free
rendering of Ps, xiv. 3.
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Ver. 11. ok éomw ouvlwv. For the
form (owviov or ouwidv), see Winer, p.
g7. If we read 6 ovviwv the meaning is,
There is no one to understand : if the
article (as in the LXX) be omitted,
There is no one who has sense.

Ver. 12. Aypedbnoar is the LXX

rendering of HHBNJ, which means

“to become sour,” ‘“to turn” (of
milk) : one and all they have become
good for nothing. xpmoréryra usually
signifies kindness, and so it is rendered
in 2 Cor. vi. 6, Eph. ii. 7, Col. iii. 12,
Tit. iii. 4 (¢f. Rom. ii. 4, xi. 22: good-
ness) : here it answers to Hebrew 21

and means ‘“good”. odx EoTw ¥us
évés, non est wusque ad unum (Vulg.),
which may be even more exactly given
in the Scottish idiom: there is not the
length of one.

Ver. 13. Tddos . . . éBoAiodoay is
an exact quotation of Ps. v. ro (LXX).
The original seems to describe foreign
enemies whose false and treacherous
language threatened ruin to Israel. For
the form é8oAioVoav, see Winer, p. gI
{(f). The termination is common in the
LXX: Wetstein quotes one grammarian
who calls it Boeotian and another Chal-
cidic ; it was apparently widely diffused,
The last clause, i0s domwidwv x.T.\., is
Ps. cxxxix. 4, LXX.

Ver. 14. Ps. ix, 28, LXX, freely
quoted: (Ps. x. 7, AV.). adrdv after
orépe (W, and H., margin) is a Hebrew
idiom which the LXX has in this
passage, only in the singular: ol 7
arépa adrod.

Vers. 15-17. These verses are rather
a free extract from, than a quotation of,
Is. lix. 7, 8. They describe the moral
corruption of Israel in the age of the
prophet. According to Lipsius, odv-
Tpippa kai Tehatmwwpla refer to the

18. “olk éaTi $dBos Ocol amévayT Tov Spalpby

79

vépos Néyet, Tols tey T4 véuw £ Ch. iv. 10,

Heb.xi.33.
ere only.

This Hebr. idiom may be right, and W,

spiritual misery which comes upon the
Jews in the path of self-righteousness.
But it is much more natural to suppose
that the Apostle is pointing to the
destruction and misery which human
wickedness inflicts on others, than to
any such spiritual results of it. It is as
if he had said, ¢ Wherever they go, you
can trace them by the ruin and distress
they leave behind . The same con-
sideration applies to ver. 17. It does
not mean, *“ They have failed to discover
the way of salvation,” but * they tread
continually in paths of violence .

Ver. 18. Ps. xxxv. 2, LXX, with
adTdv for adrol. This verse at once
sums up and explains the universal
corruption of mankind.

Ver. 1g. At this point the first great
division of the epistle closes, that which
began with chap. i. 18, and has been
occupied with asserting the universal
prevalence of sin, ‘““We know that
whatever the law says, it says to those
who are in the law,” iz, to the Jews.
For the distinction of Méyew {in which
the object is the main thing) and AaAeiv
(in which the speaker and the mode of
utterance are made prominent), see
Trench, Synonyms, § lxxvi,, and com-
mentary on John vili. 43. It is most
natural to suppose that by ‘the things
the law says ” Paul means. the words
he has just quoted from the O.T. These
words cannot be evaded by the very
persons to whom the O.T. was given,
and who have in it, so to speak, the
spiritual environment of their life. In
this case, 6 vépos is used in the wider
sense of the old revelation generally, not
specifically the Pentateuch, or even the
statutory part of Scripture. For this
use of the word, ¢f. 1 Cor. xiv. 21, where
&v 1§ vépw introduces a quotation from
Is. xxviii, 11: and John x. 34 (your law),
xv. 25 (their law), both prefacing quota-
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tions from Psalms (Ixxxii. 6, xxxv. 19).
At first sight there seems a disparity
between the two parts of the verse.
How does the fact that those who are
under the law are impeached and con-
demued by such utterances of the law as
those just quoted subserve the Divine
intention to stop every mouth and make
all the world answerable to God? We
must suppose that all other men—that
is, the Gentiles, who are not under the
law—are convicted already; and that
what is needed to prepare the way for
the universal Gospel of grace is that
those who have been under law should
admit concerning thémselves, what they
are prompt enough to assert of all others
(* sinners of the Gentiles ” : Gal. ii. 15),
that they have not a word to say, and
are liable to God’s judgment. dwé8ikos
is a classical word, found here only in
the N.T. Sanday and Headlam remark
its ¢ forensic ”’ character.

Ver. 20. 8tédti means ¢ because,” not
¢ therefore,” as in A.V. The rendering
‘ therefore ” is perhaps due to the diffi-
culty which the translators had in putting
an intelligible meaning into ** because ”.
The sense seems to be: Every mouth
must be stopped, and all the world
shown to be liable to God’s judgment,
because by works of law no flesh shall
be justified before Him. This last pro-
position—that no flesh shall be justified
in this way—is virtually an axiom with
the Apostle: it is a first principle in all
his spiritual thinking, and hence every-
thing must be true which can be deduced
from it, and everything must take place
which is required to support it. Because
this is the fundamental certainty of the
case, every mouth must be stopped, and
the strong words quoted from the law
stand where they do to secure this end.
The explanation of this axiom is to be
found in its principal terms—flesh and
law. Flesh primarily denotes human
nature in its frailty: to attain to the
righteousness of God is a task which no
flesh has strength to accomplish. But
flesh in Paul has a moral rather than
a natural meaning ; it is not its weakness
in this case, but its strength, wbich puts
justification out of the question; to
justify. is the very thing which the law
cannot do, and it cannot do it because it
is weak owing to the flesh (¢f. viit. 3). But
the explanation of the axiom lies not only
in “ flesh,” but in “law”. * By the law

comes the full knowledge of sin.”
(¢wiyvoors, a favourite Pauline word:
fifteen times used in his episties.) This
is its proper, and indeed its exclusive
function, There is no law given with
power to give life, and therefore there
are no works of law by which men can
be justified. The law has served its
purpose when it has made men feel to
the full how sinful they are; it brings
them down to this point, but it is not for
it to lift them up. The best exposition
of the passage is given by the Apostle
himself in Gal. ii. 15 f., where the same
quotation is made from Ps. cxliii. 2, and
proof given again that it applies to Jew
and Gentile alike. In & &ywv vépov,
vépos, of course, is primarily the Mosaic
law. As Lipsius remarks, no distinction
is drawn by the Apostle between the
ritual and the moral elements of it,
though the former are in the foreground
in tbe epistle to the Galatians, and the
latter in that to the Romans. But the
truth would hold of every legal dispensa-
tion, and it is perhaps to express this
generality, rather than because vépos is
a technical term, that the article is
omitted. Under no system of statutes,
the Mosaic or any other, will flesh
ever succeed in finding acceptance with
God. Let mortal man, clothed in works
of law, present himself before the Most
High, and His verdict must always be:
Unrighteous.

Vers. 21-26. The universal need of a
Gospel has now been demonstrated, and
the Apostle proceeds with his exposition
of this Gospel itself. It brings what all
men need, a righteousness of God (see
on i. ry); and it brings it in such a way
as to make it accessible to all. Law
contributes nothing to it, though it is
attested by the law and the prophets; it
is a righteousness which is all of grace.
Grace, bowever, does not signify that
moral distinctions are ignored in God’s
procedure : the righteousness which is
held out in the Gospel is held out on the
basis of the redemption which is in
Christ Jesus. It is put within the sin-
ner’s reach at a great cost. It could
never be offered to him—it could never
be manifested, or indeed have any real
existence~—but for the propitiatory virtue
of the blood of Christ. Christ a propitia-
tion is the inmost soul of the Gospel for
sinful men. If God had not set Him
forth in this character, not only must we
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Lachm., Tischdf., Tregelles, W. and H., but retained by Weiss, who explains the

omission by homeeoteleuton.

As em wayras alone is found in very good MSS. of

the vulg. and in John of Damascus, the received text may be a combination of this

and the true reading.

despair for ever of attaining to a Divine
righteousness ; all our attempts toread the
story of the world in any consistency with
the character of God must be baffled.
Past sins God seemed simply to ignore:
He treated them apparently as if they
were not. But the Cross is ¢ the Divine
theodicy for the past history of the world ”
(Tholuck) ; we see in it how seriously God
deals with the sins which for the time
He seemed to pass by. It is a demon-
stration of His righteousness—that is, in
the widest sense, of His consistency with
His own character,~—~which would have
been violated by indifference to sin. And
that demonstration is, by God’s grace,
given in such a way that it is possible
for Him to be (as He intends to be) at
once just Himself, and the justifier of
those who believe in Jesus. The pro-
pitiatory death of Jesus, in other words,
1s at once the vindication of God and the
salvation of man. Thatis why it is cen-
tral and fundamental in the Apostolic
Gospel. It meets the requirements, at
the same time, of the righteousness of
God and of the sin of man.

Ver. 21. vuvl 8¢: but mow, All time
is divided for Paul into “now’ and
“then”, Cf. Eph. ii. 12 f,, 7§ xapd
ékelve . . . vuvt 8¢é; 2 Cor. v. 16, 4mo
70y viv: the reception of the Gospel
means the coming of 2 new world. xwpis
vépov: legal obedience contributes no-
thing to evangelic righteousness. It is
plain that in this expression vépos does
not signify the O.T. revelation or religion
as such, but that religion, or any other,
conceived as embodied in statutes. It is
statutory obedience which (as Paul has
learned by experience) cannot justify.
Hence vépos has not exactly the same
sense here as in the next clause, 4o T0d
vépou k. TGV wpednTHY, where the whole
expression is equal to the O.T., and the
meaning is that the Gospel is not alien
to the religion of Israel, but really finds
attestation there. This is worth remark-
ing, because there is a similar variation

VOL. IL

in the meaning of Sikaieodvy between
vv. 21 and 25, and in that of # 84fa To¥
0oV between iii. 23 and v. 2. To deny
that words which mean so much, and are
applied so variously, can convey different
shades of meaning, even within the
narrow limits of a few verses, is to
deny that language shares in the life
and subtlety of the mind. wedavéporar:
once for all the righteousness of God has
been revealed in the Gospel. Cf. xvi.
26, Col. i, 26, 2 Tim. i. 10, 1 Peter i. 20,
Heb. ix. 8, 26.

Ver. 22. 8uwkatogdvy 8¢ feol. The
8¢ is explicative: **a righteousness of

God (see on chap. i. 17) [ver. 21],
and that a righteousness of God
through faith in Jesus Christ”. In the

Epistle to the Hebrews Jesus Christ is
undoubtedly set forth as a pattern of
faith: apopdvres els Tov Tiis wiorews
&pxnydv kai Teherwryy Inootv, Heb, xii.
2. Cf. Heb. ii, 13 ; but such a thought
is irrelevant here. It is the constant
teaching of Paul that we are justified
(not by sharing Jesus’ faith in God, as
some interpreters would take it here, but)
by believing in that manifestation and
offer of God’s righteousness which are
made in the propitiatory death of Jesus.
els mdvtas kai &mt wdyras: the last
three words are omitted by MABC and
most edd. If genuine, they add no new
idea to els wdavras; see Winer, p. 52I.
For 8raaroMi, ¢f. x. 12. The righteous-
ness of God comes to all on the terms of
faith, for all alike need it, and can receive
it only so.

Ver. 23. fjpaprov must be rendered
in English “have sinned”; see Burton,
Moods and Tenses, § 54. YoTepoivrar
expresses the consequence =and so come

" short of the glory of God. To emphasise

the middle, and render “‘they come short,
and feel that they do so,” though suggested
by the comparison of Mt. xix. 20 with Lk.
xv. 14 (Gifford), is not borne out by the
use of the N.T. as a whole. The most
one could say is that sibi is latent in

39
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7; Rev.
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the middle: to their loss (not necessarily
to their sensible or conscious loss) they
come short. The present tense implies
that but for sin men might be in enjoy-
ment of “H 86fa 70V Beod . Clearly
this cannot be the same as the future
heavenly glory of God spoken of in v,
2: as in John v, g4, xii. 43, it must be
the approbation or praise of God. This
sense of §éfa is easily derived from that
of ‘“reputation,” resting on the praise
or approval of others. Of cowse the
approbation which God would give to
the sinless, and of which sinners fall
short, would be identical with justifica-
tion.

Ver. 24. Bikalolpevor: grammati-
cally, the word is intractable. If we
force a connection with what immedi-
ately precedes, we may say with Lipsius
that just as Paul has proved the univer-
sality of grace through the universality
of sin, so here, conversely, he proves the
universal absence of merit in men by
showing that they are justified freely
by God’s grace, Westcott and Hort’s
punctuation {comma after 7ol 0eol)
favours this connection, but it is forced
and fanciful. In sense Bikaiodpevor
refers to wdvras Tols mioTevovTas, and
the use of the nominative to resume the
main idea after an interruption like that
of ver. 23 is rather characteristic than
otherwise of the Apostle. Bwpedv is
used in a similar connection in Gal. ii.
21. It signifies ¢ for nothing .  Justifi-
cation, we are told here, costs the sinner
nothing ; in Galatians we are told that if
it comes through law, then Christ died
* for nothing ”. Christ is all in it (x
Cor. i. 30): hence its absolute freeness.
T adrol xdpeTt repeats the same thing :
as Bwpedav signifies that we contribute
nothing, 7 abrod ydpure signifies that
the whole charge is freely supplied by
God. adrod in this position has a certain
emphasis, 8 THs dwolvTpdoews Tis
¢v X.’l, The justification of the sinful,
or the coming to them of that righteous-
ness of God which is manifested in the
Gospel, takes effect through the redemp-
tion that is in Christ Jesus. Perhaps
“ liberation ” would be a fairer word
than * redemption” to translate &mwoli-
Tpwats. In Eph. i. 7, Col. i. 14, Heb.
ix. 15, it is equal to forgiveness. *AmoXi-
Tpwas itself is rare; in the LXX there
is but one instance, Dan. iv. 29, in which
b xpdvos pov Tijs dmoluTpdoews signifies

IIPOZ PQMAIOYSE
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the time of Nebuchadnezzar’s recovery
from his madness, There is here no
suggestion of price or cost. Neither is
there in the common use of the verb
Avrpolofar, which in LXX represents

‘7;33 and 777D, the
to describe God’s liberation of Israel
from Egypt (Is. xliii. 3 does not count).
On the other hand, the classical examples
favour the idea that a reference to the
cost of liberation is involved in the word.
Thus Jos., Ant., xii. 2, 3: whedvov 82 4
TeTpakooiwv TakdvTev T4 THs dmwolu-
Tpdoens yevioeofal papévov kA ; and

words employed

Philo, Quod omnis probus liber, § 17 (of

a Spartan boy taken prisoner in war)
dmwoyvods dmoldTpuaty &opevos éavTdv
SuexprioaTo, where it is at least most
natural to translate ‘having given up
hope of being held to ransom”. In the
N.T., too, the cost of man’s liberation
is often emphasised: 1 Cor. vi. 2o, vii.
23, 1 Pet, i. 18 f., and that especially
where the cognate words Adrpov and
&vrilurpov are employed: Mc. x. 45,
1 Tim. ii. 6. The idea of liberation as
the end in view may often have prevailed
over that of the particular means em-
ployed, but that some means— and
especially some cost, toil or sacrifice—
were involved, was always understood.
It is implied in the use of the word here
that justification is a liberation ; the man
who receives the righteousness of God is
set free by it from some condition of
bondage or peril. From what? The
answer is to be sought in the connection
of i. 17 and i. 18: he is set free from a
condition in which he was exposed to
the wrath of God revealed from heaven
against sin. In Eph. i, 7, Col. 1. 14,
amolNiTpwors is plainly defined as re-
mission of sins: in Eph. i. 14, Rom.
viii. 23, 1 Cor. 1. 30, it is eschatological.

Ver. 25 f. But the question whether
the word amoAiTpwois involves of itself
a reference to the cost at which the
thing is accomplished is after all of minor
consequence: that cost is brought out
unambiguously in ver. 2z5. The &woli-
Tpwots is in Christ Jesus, and it is in
Him as One whom God set forth in pro-
pitiatory power, through faith (or, read-
ing 8ud THs mioTews, through the faith
referred to), in His blood. wpoéfero in
Eph. i. 9 (¢f. Rom. i. 13) is * purposed 7 ;
but here the other meaning, *‘set forth”’
(Vulg. proposuit) suits the context much
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emphasises it with ref. to ver. 22,

better. iAaoTdprov has been taken in
various ways. (1) In the LXX it is the

rendering of YD, (AV.)  mercy-

seat ”’, In one passage at least, Ex.

xxv. 16, MDD is rendered AooTi-

prov émifepa, which is possibly a com-
bination of two translations—a literal
one, a “lid” or ‘“covering”; and a
figurative or spiritual one, **a propitia-
tory”, Many scholars argue that Paul's
use must follow that of the LXX, fa-
miliarity with which on the part of his
readers is everywhere assumed. But the
necessity is not quite apparent; and not
to mention the incongruities which are
introduced if Jesus is conceived as the
mercy-seat upon which the sacrificial
blood—His own blood—is sprinkled,
there are grammatical reasons against
this rendering. Paul must have written,
to be clear, 76 tAagTiprov f . & v, or some
equivalent phrase. Cf. 1 Cor. v. 8
(Christ our passover). A “ mercy-seat”
1s not such a self-evident, self-interpret-
ing idea, that the Apostle could lay it at
the heart of his gospel without a word
of explanation. Consequently (2) many
take {AagTiprov as an adjective. Of
those who so take it, some supply 69pa
or iepelov, making the idea of sacrifice
explicit. But it is simpler, and there is
no valid objection, to make it masculine,
in agreement with $v: * whom God set
forth in propitiatory power ”.  This use
of the word is sufficiently guaranteed by
Jos., dnt., xvi. 7, 1: wepldofos & adrds
éffjer kol Tol Séovs iNaorriplov pvijpa
.+ . kaTeokevdoaTo. The passage in
4 Macc. xvii. 22 (kal 8wa 7ob aiparos
16V ebaeBav tkelvav kal Tod iAaoTnpiov
[Tod] BavdTou avTdv f Bela mpdvola ToV

Most critical
Weiss puts it in text, and

*lopaf wpokakwdévra Siéowoey) is inde-
cisive, owing to the doubtful reading.*
Perhaps the grammatical question is
insoluble ; but there is no question that
Christ is conceived as endued with pro-
pitiatory power, in virtue of His death.
He is set forth as ihaorrpios(v) év 1@
adtod afpari. It is His blood that
covers sin, It seems a mere whim of
rigour to deny, as Weiss does, that the
death of Christ is here conceived as
sacrificial. It is in His blood that
Christ is endued with propitiatory power ;
and there is no propitiatory power of
blood known to Scripture unless the
blood be that of sacrifice. It is not
necessary to assume that any particular
sacrifice—say the sin offering—-is in
view ; neither is it necessary, in order to
find the idea of sacrifice here, to make
ihaomiplov neuter, and supply 8pa; it
is enough to say that for the Apostle the
ideas of blood with propitiatory virtue,
and sacrificial blood, must have been the
same. The precise connection and pur-
pose of 8ia (tfjs) wloTews is not at once
clear, Grammatically, it might be con-
strued with év 7@ adtod aipati; cf. Eph.
i. 15, Gal. iii. 26 (?), Mk. i. 15; but this
lessens the emphasis due to the last
words. It seems to be inserted, almost
parenthetically, to resume and continue
the idea of ver. 22, that the righteous-
ness of God which comes in this way,—
namely, in Christ, whom God has set
forth in propitiatory power in virtue of
His death—comes only to those who
believe, Men are saved freely, and it is
all God’s work, not in the very least
their own ; yet that work does not avail
for any one who does not by faith accept
it. What God has given to the world in
Christ, infinitely great and absolutely free
as it is, is literally nothing unless it is

* Seeberg, Der Tod Christi, S. 185, adduces it with the reading Tod Oavdrov,
to support the view that in iaortdpiov (as a substantive) Paul is thinking not of
the concrete Kapporeth, but only of that on account of which this sacred article
received its name; in other words, of a covering by which that is hidden from
God’s eyes on account of which He would be obliged to be angry with men.
It is possible to take tAaoTvplov as a substantive = a means of propitiation (as this
passage from 4 Macc. shows, if we read Tod favdrov), without special allusion to

the YB3,

But see Deissmann, Bibelstudien, S. 121 ff,
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n Ch.viii.18,
xi, 5.
taken. Faith must have its place, there-

fore, in the profoundest statement of the
Gospel, as the correlative of grace. Thus
8wa (tjs) wioTews, though parenthetic,
is of the last importance. With els
&iafv Tis Sukaiooilvns adrod k.t
we are shown God’s purpose in setting
forth Christ as a propitiation in His
blood. It is done with a view to de-
monstrate His righteousness, owing to
the passing by of the sins previously
committed in the forbearance of God.
God’s righteousness in this place is ob-
viously an attribute of God, on which
the sin of the world, as hitherto treated
by Him, has cast a shadow. Up till now,
God has ¢ passed by” sin. He has
 winked at ” (Acts xvii. 30) the transgres-
sions of men perpetrated before Christ
came (wpo~yeyovérov), dv T{ avoxj adrod.
The last words may be either temporal
or causal : while God exercised forbear-
ance, or because He exercised it, men
sinned, so to speak, with impunity, and
God’s character was compromised. The
underlying thought is the same as in Ps.
1. 21: “These things hast Thou done,
and I kept silence : Thou thoughtest that
I was altogether such an one as Thyself 7.
Such had been the course of Providence
that God, owing to His forbearance in
suspending serious dealing with sin, lay
under the imputation of being indifferent
to it. But the time had now come to
remove this imputation, and vindicate
the Divine character. If it was possible
once, it was no longer possible now,
with Christ set forth in His blood as a
propitiation, to maintain that sin was a
thing which God regarded with indifler-
ence. Paul does not say in so many
words what it is in Christ crucified
which constitutes Him a propitiation,
and so clears God’s character of the
charge that He does not care for sin:
He lays stress, however, on the fact that
an essential element in a propitiation is
that it should vindicate the Divine
righteousness. It should proclaim with
unmistakable clearness that with sin God
can hold no terms. (The distinction be-
tween wdpeats, the suspension, and
ddeots, the revocation, of punishment, is
borne out, according to Lightfoot, Notes
on Epp. of St. Paul, p. 273, by classical
usage, and is essential here,) In ver. 26
this idea is restated, and the significance
of a propitiation more fully brought out,
““Yes, God set Him forth in this charac-
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ter with a view to demonstrate His
righteousness, that He might be right-
eous Himself, and accept as righteous
him who believes in Jesus.,” The
words & 1§ viv kaipd refer to the Gospel
Age, the time in which believers live, in
contrast to the time when God exercised
forbearance, and men were tempted to
accuse Him of indifference to righteous-
ness. mpos, as distinguished from els,
makes us think rather of the person
contemplating the end than of the
end contemplated; but there is no
essential difference. THv &8efiv: the
article means “the &8efis already
mentioned in ver. 25", But the last
clause, els 70 elvar adtdv k.T.\., is the
most important. It makes explicit the
whole intention of God in dealing with
sin by means of a propitiation. God’s
righteousness, compromised as it seemed
by His forbearance, might have been
vindicated in another way; if He had
executed judgment upon sin, it would
have bheen a kind of vindication. He
would have secured the first object of
ver. 26: ¢ that He might be righteous
Himself”. But part of God’s object was
to justify the ungodly (chap. iv. 5), upon
certain conditions; and this could not
be attained by the execution of judg-
ment upon sin. To combine both
objects, and at once vindicate His own
righteousness, and put righteousness
within reach of the sinful, it was neces-
sary that instead of executing judgment
God should provide a propitiation. This
He did when He set forth Jesusin His
blood for the acceptance of faith, (Héaring
takes the &8eifis of God’s righteousness
here to be the same as the “revelation ”
of 8wkalooivy Beod in i. 17, or the
‘ manifestation ” of it in iil. 21; but
this is only possible if with him we
completely ignore the context, and
especially the decisive words, 8id v
wdpeowy TAY wpoyeyovéTwv dpaprn-

drwv.)) The question has been raised
whether the righteousness of God, here
spoken of as demonstrated at the Cross,
is His judicial (Weiss) or His penal
righteousness (Meyer). This seems to
me an unreal question; the righteous-
ness of God is the whole character of
God so far as it must be conceived as
inconsistent with any indifference about
sin, It is a more serious question if we
ask what it is in Christ set forth by God
in His blood which at once vindicates
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God’s character and makes it possible
for Him to justify those who believe.
The passage itself contains nothing
explicit—except in the words & 79
attod alpari. It is pedantic and inept
to argue that since God could have
demonstrated His righteousness either
by punishment or hy propitiation, there-
fore punishment and propitiation have
no relation to each other, Christ was a
propitiation in wirtue of His death ; and
however a modern mind may construe
it, death to Paul was the doom of sin.
To say that God set forth Christ as a
propitiation i His blood is the same
thing as to say that God made Him to be
sin for us. God’s righteousness, there-
fore, is demonstrated at the Cross,
because there, in Christ’s death, it is
made once for all apparent that He does
not palter with sin; the doon: of sin falls
by His appointment on the Redeemer.
And it is possible, at the same time, to
accept as righteous those who by faith
unite themselves to Christ upon the
Cross, and identify themselves with Him
in His death: for in doing so they
submit in Him to the Divine sentence
upon sin, and at bottom become right
with God. It is misleading to render
els 70 elvar adTov Sikatov k. Sikaroivra,
‘“that He might be just and yet the
justifier,” etc.: the Apostle only means
that the two ends have equally to be
secured, not that there is necessarily an
antagonism between them. But it is
more than misleading to render *‘that
He might be just and thercfore the
justifier”: there is no conception of
righteousness, capable of being clearly
carried out, and connected with the
Cross, which makes such language in-
telligible.  (See Dorner, System of
Christian Doctrine, iv., 14, English
Translation.) It is the love of God,
according to the consistent teaching of
the New Testament, which provides
the propitiation, by which God’s right-
eousness is vindicated and the justi-
fication of the ungodly made possible.
dv &k ariorews 'Inood is every one who
is properly and sufficiently characterised
as a believer in Jesus. There is no

morer Sikarovobar NPKL 17,

difficulty whatever in regarding ’lnood
as objective genitive, as the use of
moTedewy throughout the N.T. (Gal.
ii. 16, e.g.) requires us to do: such
expressions as 1§ &k wiovews *ABpadp
{(iv. 16) are not in the least a reason to
the contrary: they only illustrate the
flexibility of the Greek language. See
on ver. 22 ahove,

Vers. 27-31.  In these verses the posi-
tive exposition of the righteousness of
God as offered to faith through the re-
demption in Christ Jesus, is concluded.
The Apostle points out two inferences
which can be drawn from it, and which
go to commend it to religious minds.
The first is, that it excludes hoasting.
A religious constitution under which men
could make claims, or assume anything,
in the presence of God, must necessarily
be false ; it is at least one mark of truth
in the Christian doctrine of justification
that by it such presumption is made im-
possible., The second is, that in its uni-
versality and its sameness for all men, it
is consistent with (as indeed it flows
from) the unity of God. There can be
no step-children in the family of God: a
system which teaches that there are, like
that current among the Jews, must be
wrong; a system like the Christian,
which excludes such an idea, is at least
so far right. In ver. 31 an objection is
raised. The whole system just expounded
may be said to make Law void—to.
stultify and disannul all that has ever
been regarded as in possession of Divine
moral authority in the world. Inreality,
the Apostle answers in a word, its effect
is precisely the reverse: it establishes
law,

Ver. 27. el oliv; where, since this is
the case, is boasting ? &fexAelofn: for
the use of the tense, ¢f. éBAffn and
&npdvln in John xv. 6; it is equivalent
to, *is peremptorily, or once for all,

shut out . 8w molov vépov; By what
kind of law? In other words, How is
the ‘law,” the divinely appointed

spiritual order, or constitution, which
excludes boasting, to be characterised ?
Is it by * the works ” which it prescribes,
and which those who live under it per-
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2 For emeumep N'ABCD? read euwep, and so most editors; but Weiss regards
emeuvmep (which is not found elsewhere in the N.T.) as the true reading.

3 For woTtwpey, N'ABCD?F, etc., read woravopev.

No: its character is given when
we call it a constitution or law of
“faith”. Népos in these brief ques-
tions is evidently used in a wide sense
to denote the religious order or system
under which men live, regarded as
established by God, and having His
authority ; the O.T. religion and the
N.T. religion, unlike, and in some ways
opposed, as they are, are alike vépos—
divine institutes,

Ver. 28. Aoy.{épuefa ydp: see critical
note. In Aoyifépeda there is no idea of
an uncertain conclusion : it rather sug-
gests the confident self-consciousness of
the reasoner. é&vBpwmov is not ‘“any
human being,” as if beings of another
sort could be justified otherwise: it is
like the German “man ” or “one”. Cf.
1 Cor. iv. 1, vii, 1, xi. 28, Gal. ii. 16.
The sharp distinction drawn between
faith and works of law, as characterising
two different religious systems, shows
that faith must not itself be interpreted
as a work of law. In principle it is a
renunciation of all such confidence as
legal obedience inspires.

Ver. 29 f.  § ’lovBaiwv & Oeds pévov;
The only way to evade the conclusion of
ver. 28 would be to suppose—as is here
presented by way of alternative—that
God is a God of Jews only. But the
supposition is impossible : there is only
one God, and therefore He must be God
of all, of Gentiles and Jews alike. This
is assumed as an axiom by the Apostle.
elmep is the best attested reading, but
the argument seems to require that it
should ¢ approximate to the sense of
émelmep ¥ (Simcox, Language of the
N.T., p. 171), which is a variant: ¢ if,
as is the fact”.* It is simplest to read
ver. 30 as explaining and confirming
what precedes: He is God of the
Gentiles also, if as is the fact God is

form ?

one; and (consequently) He will justify
the circumcision on the ground of faith
and the uncircumcision by means of
faith. Sikardoer is probably logical,
rather than temporal, whether the re-
ference be made to the last judgment,
or to each case, as it arises, in which
God justifies. Lightfoot insists on draw-
ing a distinction between &k wiorews and
8ia THs mwloTews in this passage. “ The
difference,” he says, ¢ will perhaps best
be seen by substituting their opposites,
ot Sikardoer mepLTop Ny ék vépou, obde
axpofuariav Bia 1o vépwov: when, in
the case of the Jews, the fal-ity of
their starting-point, in the case of
the Gentiles, the needlessness of a
new instrumentality, would be insisted
on.” (Notes on Epistles of St. Paul, p.
274.) But a comparison of ii. 26, v. 1,
ix. 30, Gal. iii. 8 (Weiss), shows that
Paul does not construe the prepositions
so rigorously : and in point of fact, what
he does insist upon here is that justifica-
tion is to be conceived in precisely the
same way for Jew and Gentile. The éx
wlorews and Bu& THs wlorews serve no
purpose but to vary the expression,

Ver. 31. vépov olv karapyolpev did
TH)s wioTews ; Do we then annul “law”’
through the faith we have been discuss-
ing ?  Perhaps if Law were written with
a capital letter, it would suggest the true
meaning. The Apostle speaks as from
the consciousness of a Jewish objector :
is all that we have ever called Law—
the whole Jewish religion—that divinely
established order, and everything of the
same nature—made void by faith ? God
forbid, he answers: on the contrary,
Law is set upon a secure footing ; for the
first time it gets its rights. To prove
this was one of the main tasks lying
upon the Apostle of the New Covenant.
One species of proof is given in chap iv.,,

* But elwep = if God is indeed one (which no Jew, the supposed interlocutor,

would deny).
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1 The T.R. ABpoap Tov warepa pwv evpnkevar is found in KLP, Theodoret and

later fathers.

For watepa, wpowaTopa is read in NIABC], etc.
before ABpaap in NACDFG lat. and Egypt. versions, etc.

evpnkeval stands
In B 47! evpnkevar is

omitted. The omission (see commentary) gives the easiest and most suitable text.

W. and H. omit it from their text but put it in marg. after epovpev.
Weiss retains it,

omits it in marg., inserting it in text.
2 mwpos Tov feov; om. Tov NABCDIF,

where he shows that representative
saints under the Old Dispensation, like
Abraham, were justified by faith. That
is the Divine order still, and it is securer
than ever under the Gospel. Another
kind of proof is given in chaps. vi.-viii,,
where the new life of the Christian is
unfolded, and we are shown that ‘the
just demands of the law ” are fulfilled in
believers, and in believers only. The
claim which the Apostle makes here, and
establishes in these two passages, is the
same as that in our Lord’s words: I
came not to destroy (the law or the pro-
phets), but to fulfil.

CHAPTER IV.—Vers. 1-8. The justifi-
cation of Abraham, considered in relation
to the doctrine just expounded in iii.
21-31. The point to be made out is that
the justification of Abraham does not
traverse but illustrates the Pauline doc-
trine.

Ver. 1 The force of odv seems to
be that the case of Abraham, as com-
monly understood, has at least the ap-
pearance of inconsistency with the
Pauline doctrine, * What, then, f.e.,
on the supposition that vers. 21-3I in
chap. iii. are a true exposition of God’s
method, shall we say of Abraham, our
forefather according to the flesh? Does
not his case present a difficulty? For
if he was justified by works (as one may
assume), he has ground for boasting
(whereas boasting, according to the pre-
vious argument, iii. 27, is excluded).”
This seems to me by far the simplest
interpretation of the passage. The
speaker is a Jewish Christian, or the
Apostie putting himself in the place of
one. kaTd gdpka goes with Tév wpowd-
Topa Mpdv, because the contrast with
another kind of fatherhood belonging to
Abraham is already in the Apostle’s
thoughts: see ver. 11. If the reading

The R.V.

evpnrévar be adopted (see critical note),
no change is necessary in the interpreta-
tion. To take kaTd gdpka with ebpnké-
va, as though the question were: What
shall we say that our forefather Abra-
ham found in the way of natural human
effort, as opposed to the way of grace
and faith? is to put a sense on kard
odpka which is both forced and irrele-
vant. The whole question is, What do
you make of Abraham, with such a
theory as that just described ?

Ver. 2 f.  With AN od wpds Tov febv
the Apostle summarily repels the ob-
jection, ““You say he has ground of
boasting ? On the contrary, he has no
ground of boasting in relation to God,
For what does the: Scripture say?
Abraham belicved God, and it was
imputed to Him for righteousness.”
The quotation is from Gen. xv. 6, and
is exactly as in the LXX, except that
Paul writes érlorevoey 82 7 0ed instead
of kal émloTevaey T Bed, which serves
partly to bring out the contrast between
the real mode of Abraham’s justification,
and the mode suggested in ver. 2, partly
to give prominence to faith, as that on
which his argument turned. The read-
ing énlorevoey 8¢ is also found in Jas. i
23, Philo i.,, 605 (Mangey), as well as
Clem. Rom., I., x., 6, and Just. Martyr,
Dial., g2 : sothat it was probably current,
and not introduced by Paul. It is
assumed that something not in itself
righteousness was reckoned to Abraham
as righteousness; only on this assump-
tion 1s boasting in his case excluded.

Ver. 4 f. The faith of Abraham, in
whatever way it may be more precisely
determined by relation to its object,
agrees with Christian faith in the
essential characteristic, that it is not a
work. To him who works—der mit
Werken umgehet: Luther—the reward
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is reckoned, not by way of grace (as in
Abraham’s case), but by way of debt.
But to him who does not work, 7.¢., who
does not make works his ground of hope
toward God—but believes on Him who
justifies the ungodly, his faith is reckoned
for righteousness. Ver. 5 describes the
category under which Abraham falls, but
is not a generalisation from his case.
The doefns (Gen. xviii. 23, Prov. xi. 31,
chap. v. 6) 1s a person who has no claim
to justification: if he is justified, it
must be not on the ground of works, but
freely, by God’s grace, on which he relies
through faith. Of course to believe in
this grace of God is to do something;
in that sense it is a work ; but it is to do
something which involves a complete re-
nunciation of hope in anything we can do
without God. It excludes merit, boast-
ing, justification & &ywv. Cf. Philo,
i.,, 486 (quoted in Mayor on Jas. i. 21):
Blcaor ydp obrtws olblv ds dxpdTe
kal adpuyel T wpds Oedv pdvov wloTer
kexpiofar . . . T éwl péve T Bvri
BeBalws xal &xAwvds dppeiv . . . Bikai-
ogivns pévov €yov. The whole Paul-
ine gospel could be summed up in
this one word—God who justifies the
ungodly. Under that device, what
room is there for any pretensions or
claims of man ? It is sometimes argued
fon the ground that all God's actions
must be ¢ ethical”’) that God can only
pronounce just, or treat as just, those
who actually are just; but if this were so,
what Gospel would there be for sinful
men ? This “ethical " gospel is identical
with the Pharisaism in which Paul lived
before he knew what Christ and faith
were, and it led him to despair, It leads
all men either to despair or to a temper
which is that of the Pharisee rather than
the publican of Luke xviii. What it can
never beget is the temper of the Gospel.
The paradoxical phrase, Him that justi-
fieth the ungodly, does not suggest that
justification is a fiction, whether legal or

of any other sort, but that it is a miracle.
It is a thing that only God can achieve,
and that calls into act and manifestation
all the resources of the Divine nature.
It is achieved through an unparalleled
revelation of the judgment and the mercy
of God. The miracle of the Gospel is
that God comes to the ungodly, with a
mercy which is righteous altogether, and
enables them through faith, in spite of
what they are, to enter into a new rela-
tion to Himself, in which goodness be-
comes possible for them. There can be
no spiritual life at all for a sinful man
unless he can get an initial assuvance of
an unchanging love of God deeper than
sin, and he gets this at the Cross. He
gets it by believing in Jesus, and it is
justification by faith. The whole secret
of New Testament Christianity, and of
every revival of religion and reformation
of the Church is in that laetum et ingens
paradozon, 8eds b Sukardv TOV doefT).

Ver. 6 ff.  xafdmwep xal Aafid: David
is not a new illustration of this doctrine,
but a new witness to it. The argument
just based on Gen. xv. 6 is in agreement
with what he says in the 32nd Psalm.
The quotation exactly reproduces the
LXX. Méye. Tdv paxapiopdyv 170l dvlpd-
wov: ‘ pronounceth blessing upon the
man,” etc. (R.V.): or, speaks the felici-
tation of the man. He does so in the
exclamation with which the Psalm opens.
Obviously to impute righteousness with-
out works, and freely to forgive sins,
are to Paul one and the same thing.
Yet the former is not a merely negative
idea: there is in it an actual bestowment
of grace, an actual acceptance with God,
as unlike as possible to the establishment
of an unprejudiced neutrality between
God and man, to which the forgiveness
of sins is sometimes reduced.

Vers. 9-12. In these verses the justi-
fication of Abraham appears in a new
light. In virtue of its ground in his
faith, he is not only a forefather xard
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adpka (i.c., the natural ancestor of the
Jews), but he is the spiritual ancestor
of all believers. The faith which was
imputed to him for righteousness con-
stitutes him such; it is the same in
essence as Christian faith; and so it
is a vital bond between him and all
who believe, whether they be Jews or
Gentiles. God’s method has been the
same through all history.

Ver. g. 6 pakapiopds odv odros:
This felicitation, then, what is its ex-
tent?  Does it apply to the circumcision
only, or to the uncircumcision also?
Just as vers. 1-8 correspond to iii. 27 f,,
so do vers. g-12 correspond to iii. 2g-31.
God is not the God of the Jews only, but
of the Gentiles also, and the Apostle’s
purpose here is to show that the felicita-
tion of the justified in Ps. xxxii. is not
limited by circumcision. Aéyopev yip
k.r.A.: for our proposition is, that his
faith was reckoned, etc.

Ver. 10. was olv éhoylebn; To say
that his faith was reckoned as righteous-
ness, without mentioning circumecision,
suggests that the latter was at least not
indispensable ; still it is not decisive,
and so the further question must be
asked, How—.¢., under what conditions
—was his faith thus reckoned to him?
Was it when he was circumcised or
when he was uncircumcised ?  History
enables Paul to answer, Not when he
was circumcised, but when he was un-
circumcised. Abraham’s justification is
narrated in Gen. xv., his circumcision
not till Gen. xvii., some fourteen years
later: hence it was not his circumcision
on which he depended for acceptance
with God.

Ver, 11 f. On the contrary, he re-
ceived a sign in circumcision, a seal of
the righteousness of the faith which he
had while uncircumcised.  Both sign

(n')N) and seal (DD\H) are fre-

quently used by Rabbinical writers to

describe circumcision as a symbol or
pledge that one is in covenant with God.
So even of heathens: * Og was circum-

cised, and Moses feared N "DN
1‘7&] D2, propter signum foederis

¢jus’’.  But usually of Jews: ¢ Jonah

shewed Leviathan sigillum (173}11]’1)
Abrahami patris nostri”. See Schoett-
gen, Wetstein, or Delitzsch, ad loc.
weprropds (for which W, and H. have
in margin wepvropdy) must be a gen-
itive of apposition, With els 70 elvar
the Divine purpose in this relation of
circumcision to justification in the case
of Abraham is explained. Things were
ordered as has been described that he
might be father of all that believe while
uncircumcised (as he himself did)—that
the righteousness in question might be
imputed to them; and father of circum-
cision {i.e., of persons circumcised) in the
case of those who are not only circum-
cised, but also walk in the steps of the
faith which he had while not circumcised.
It was God's intention that Abraham
should be the representative and typical
believer, in whom all believers without
distinction should recognise their spiritual
father ; the Divine method of justification
was to be inaugurated and illustrated in
him, as it should hold good for all who
were to be justified: accordingly the
whole process took place antecedent to
his circumcision, and in no circumstances
has circumcision any essential relation to
this great blessing. For its true meaning
and advantage see on ii. 25. On ovk
éx wepiTopns pévov, see Simcox, Lan-
guage of the N.T., 184. The grammar
in ver. 12 is faulty, and Westcott and
Hort suspect a primitive error. Either
Tois before aroiyolawy must be omitted,
or it must be changed, as Hort suggests,
into abrvoils, if we are to express the
meaning correctly. The sense required
by the context is not open to doubt. For
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8¢ axpoBuorias of. ii. 27.  For thedative
T0ls ixveoiv see Philipp. iii. 16, Gal. v.
16, 25. But ¢f. also Winer, p. 274.

Vers. 13-15. The argument of vers.
9-12 is reiterated and confirmed here in
other terms. Abraham is the father of
all believers: for it is not through law
that the promise is given to him or his
seed, that he should be heir of the world
—a condition which would limit the in-
heritance to the Jews, but through the
righteousness of faith--a condition
which extends it to all who believe, We
might have expected a quasi-historical
proof of this proposition, similar to the
proof given in 10 f, that Abraham’s justi-
fication did not depend on circumcision.
But the Apostle takes another and more
speculative line, Instead of arguing
from the O.T. narrative, as he does in
Gal. iii. 14-17, that the promise was given
to a justified man before the (Mosaic)
law was heard of, and therefore must be
fulfilled to all independently of law, he
argues that law and promise are mutually
exclusive ideas. For {(ver. 14) if those
who are of law, i.¢., Jews only, as parti-
sans of law, are heirs, then faith (the
correlative of promise) has been made
vain, and the promise of no effect. And
this incompatibility of law and pro-
mise in idea is supported by the actual
effect of the law in human experience.
For the law works wrath-—the very op-
posite of promise. But where there is
not law, there is not even transgression,
still less the wrath which transgression
provokes. Here, then, the other series
of conceptions finds its sphere: the
world is ruled by grace, promise and
faith. This is the world in which Abra-
ham lived, and in which all believers live ;
and as its typical citizen, he is father of
them all.

Ver. 13. f émayyehla is the Divine
promise, which is i1dentical with salva-
tion in the widest sense. The word im-
plies that the promise is held out by God

Om. 7y before axpofvotig NABCDIF.
2 Om. Tov before koopov NABCD, etc.

of his own motion. The peculiar con-
tent here assigned to the promise, that
Abraham should be heir of the world,
is not found in so many words in the
O.T. Schoettgen, on ver. 3, quotes
Mechilta, fol. 25, 2. “Sic quoque de
Abrahamo legimus, quod mundum hunc
et mundum futurum non nisi ea de causa
consecutus sit, quia in Deum credidit,
q.d., Gen. xv. 6. And Wetstein, Tan-
chuma, 165, 1: Abrahamo patri meo
Deus possidendum dedit celum et ter-
ram. These passages prove that the
idea was not unfamiliar, and it may be
regarded as an extension of the promises
contained in Gen. xii, 7, xvii. 8, xxii. 17.
But what precisely did it mean? Pos-
sibly participation in the sovereignty ot
the Messiah. Abraham and his seed
would then be heirs of the world in the
sense of 1 Cor. vi, 2, 2 Tim. ii. 12. So
Mever and many others. In the con-
nection in which the words stand, how-
ever, this seems strained; and the
“rationalising” interpretation, which
makes the world Abraham’s inheritance
through the spread of Abraham’s faith,
and the multiplication of his spiritual
children, is probably to be preferred.
The religion which is conquering the
world is descended from him, its power
lies in that faith which he also had, and
in proportion as it spreads he inherits
the world. 7§ oméppart adred: not
Christ, as in Gal. iii. 16, but Abraham’s
descendants in the widest sense. Bua
Sucatoodvys wlorews: it was not as
one under law, but as one justified by
faith, that Abraham had the promise
given to him. In the narrative, indeed,
the promise {Gen. xii. 7) antedates the
justification (Gen. xv. 6), but it is re-
peated at later periods (see above): and
as ver. I4 argues, promise, faith and
justification are parts of one spiritual
whole.

Ver. 14. xexévorar ¢f. 1 Cor. i. 17,
ix. 15, 2 Cor, ix. 3. xerfpynrai: 2
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favourite word of Paul, who uses it
twenty-five times.

Ver. 15. dpy#v: wrath, i.e., the wrath
of God. See oni.18. Undera legal dis-
pensation sin is stimulated, and brought
into clear consciousness: men come
under the wrath of God, and know that
they do. This is the whole and sole
result of *‘the law,” and hence law
cannot be the means through which God
administers His grace, and makes man
the heir of all things. On the contrary,
to attain this inheritance man must live
under a regime of faith, od 82: 82 is
the true reading (see critical note), not
ydp: but where law is not, neither is
there mapdBaagis. It would not have
been true to say o¥82 dpapria, for Paul
in chap. ii. recognises the existence and
guilt of sin even where men live dvdpas ;
but in comparison with the deliberate
and conscious transgression of those who
live év vépe, such sin is comparatively
insigniticant and venial, and is here left
out of account. The alternative systems
are reduced to two, Law and Grace (or
Promise).

Vers. 16-22. The Apostle can now
develop, without further interruption or
digression, his idea of the representative
(and therefore universal) character of
Abraham’s justification. The New Tes-
tament cannot be said to subvert the Old
if the method of justification is the same
under both. Nay, it establishes the Old
(iii. 31). This is the point which is en-
forced in the closing verses of chap. iv.

Ver. 16 f.  Aia ro¥ro: because of the
nature of law, and its inability to work
anything but wrath. ek wiorews: the
subject is the promise, considered in
reference to the mode of its fulfilment.
fva kard xdpw: xdpis on God’s part is
the correlative of wioris on man’s. els
70 €val Befaiav koA, This is the
Divine purpose in instituting the spiritual
order of grace and faith: it is the only
one consistent with universalism in re-
ligion. ob 7§ ék Tod véjmv pévov &AAa
xai 1§ ék mloTens 'ABpaap.: there seems

to be some inexactness in expression here.
The seed which is “of the Law” ought
to mean the Jews, as partisans of law in
distinction from faith : then the seed
which is *of the faith of Abraham?”
would mean the Gentiles. But the pro-
mise did not belong at all to the seed
which was *¢ of the law,” i.e., to the Jews,
as Abraham’s natural descendants; even
in them, faith was required. And the seed
which is “of the faith” of Abraham is
not quite appropriate to describe Gentile
believers exclusively ; the very point of
the argument in the passage is that the
faith of Abraham is reproduced in all the
justified, whether Gentile or Jew. Still
there seems no doubt that the persons
meant to be contrasted in the two clauses
are Jewish and Gentile believers (Meyer),
not Jews and Christians (Fritzsche, who
supplies oméppaTi before *ABpadp): the
difficulty is that the words do not
exactly suit either meaning.

8s doTw maTip mdvrev fpév. The
wdvrwv is emphatic, and Apdv expresses
the consciousness of one who has seen
in Abraham the spiritual ancestor of the
new Christian community, living (as it
does), and inheriting the promise, by
faith, Opponuntur haec verba Fudaeis,
qui Abrahamum non nominant nisi cum

adjecto Y3VAN pater noster (Schoettgen),

‘When Paul speaks out of his Jewish con-
sciousness, he shares this pride (‘ whose
are the fathers,” ix. 5); when he speaks
as a Christian, to whom the Church is
“the Israel of God” (Gal. vi. 16), and
who can even say ‘“we are the circum-
cision,” he claims all the Jews boasted
of as in reality the property of believers:
it is Christians, and not Jews by birth,
who can truly say “ We have Abraham
to our father . The earliest indication
(an indirect one) of the Jewish pride in
Abraham is perhaps seen in Is. Ixiii. 16.
That Abraham is the father of us all
agrees with Scripture: Gen. xvii. 5
LXX. 'The 87 belongs to the quotation.
If there is any parenthesis, it should only
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Weiss ormits.

be from kafbs to oé. As Abraham has
this character in Scripture, so he has it
before God : the two things are one and
the same ; it is his true, historical, Divine
standing, that he is father of all believers.
The attraction in karévavri o émio-
Tevaey feod is most simply resolved into
k. Beod ¢ ewiorevoe: but see Winer, p.
204, 206. In characterising the God
whom Abraham believed, the Apostle
brings out further the correspondence
between the patriarch’s faith and that of
Christians. He is “ God who makes the
dead alive and calls things that are not
as though they were”. Such a reference
to Isaac as we find in Heb. xi. 19 (Aoyioé.-
pevos 871 kal &k vexpdv dyelpery Suvards
6 Oeds) is not suggested here (yet see
ver. 24), and hence it is better to take
Lworr. Tobs vexpols of restoring vitality
to Abraham, whose body was as good as
dead. In the application, the things
that are not are the unborn multitudes
of Abraham’s spiritual children. God
speaks of them (hardly, issues his sum-
mons to them) as if they had a being.
Faith in a God who is thus conceived
comes nearer than anything else in
Paul to the definition given in Heb xi.
1. On 74 py 8vTa, see Winer, p. 608.

Ver. 18 ff.  Abraham’s faith described.
It was both contrary to hope (as far as
nature could give hope), and rested on
hope (that God could do what nature
couldnot). elsTd yevéofal adTov watépa
k. (¢f. ver. 11) is most properly taken
to express the Divine purpose-—that he
might become father, etc. (see Moulton's
‘note in Winer, p. 414); not result—so
that he became. kard 76 elpypévov,
Otrws k.7.\, Gen. xv. 5: the passage
is familiar, and the o¥tws is supposed to
suggest its own interpretation—the stars
of the heaven.

18 NACDKLP; om. BF 47, etc.

W. and H. bracket.

B dobeviioas . . . kartevénoev, with-
out becoming weak in faith, he con-
sidered his own body. ¢ The participle
agfevioas, though preceding the verb,
is most naturally interpreted as referring
to a {conceived) result of the action de-
noted by xavevénoev.’” Burton, Moods
and Tenses, § 145. This remark holds
good only with the reading katevénoey :
if we read ob kar. the meaning is, He
considered not his body quippe qui non
esset imbecillis (Winer, p. 610). éxatov-
TaeTs wov (circiter) dwdpyxwy: his great
age was the primary and fundamental
fact in the situation: this seems to be
the suggestion of dwdpxwv as distinct
from dv. In ver. 20 (els 8¢ THy énayye-
Alav) the 8 contrasts with becoming
weak, as he considered his body, the
actual conduct of Abraham. * He did
not waver in relation to the promise,
in unbelief; on the contrary, he was
strengthened in faith,” On Siexpify, cf.
Mt. xxi. 21, Jas. i. 6, Rom. xiv, 23. 7§
émorle: instrum. dative; because of
unbelief. It is simplest to take 7§
wiore as dative of respect, though Heb.
xi. II can be adduced by those who
would render: ‘he became strong, re-
covered his bodily vigour, by faith’’,
The participles in ver. 21 are loosely
attached to the principal verbs, and are
really equivalent to co-ordinate clauses
with kat. In his whole conduct on this
occasion Abraham glorified God, and de-
monstrated his own assurance of His
power. See Burton, § 145. Sovs 8é&av
19 0ed : for this Hebraism see Josh. vii.
19, Jer. xiii. 16, John ix. 24, Acts xii. 23.
For wAnpodopnbels xiv. 5, Col. iv. 12.

Ver. 22. 8d: because of this signal
faith, evinced so triumphantly in spite
of all there was to quell it. éhoyiabn:
i.e., his faith was reckoned to him as
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righteousness. That which needs to be
reckoned as righteousness is not in itself
righteousness — on this the Apostle’s
argument rests in vers. I-8; yet it is
not arbitrarily that faith is so reckoned.
The spiritual attitude of a man, who
is conscious that in himself he has no
strength, and no hope of a future,
and who nevertheless casts himself
upon, and lives by, the word of God
which assures him of a future, is the
necessarily and eternally right attitude
of all souls to God. He whose attitude
it is, is at bottom right with God. Now
this was the attitude of Abraham to God,
and it is the attitude of all sinners who
believe in God through Christ; and to
him and them alike it is reckoned by God
for righteousness, The Gospel does not
subvert the religious order under which
Abraham lived ; it illustrates, extends,
and confirms it.

Vers. 23-25. Conclusion of the argu-
ment, Ok éypddn 82 8 adrdv pdvov:
¢f. xiv. 4, 1 Cor. ix. 10, x. 6, 11, Gal. iii.
8. The formula for quoting Scripture is
not éypddm but yéypamwraL: z.e., Scripture
conveys not a historical truth, relating to
one person (as here, to Abraham), but a
present eternal truth, with some univer-
sal application, & fipds: to show the
mode of our justification. ols péAAer
AoylfeaBar: to whom it (the act of
believing) is to be imputed as righteous-
ness., péAher conveys the idea of a
Divine order under which things proceed
s0. Tols maTedovawy is in apposition to
ols: “believing as we do”. (Weiss.)
The object of the Christian’s faith is the
same as that of Abraham’s, God that
giveth life to the dead. Only in this
case it is specifically God as He who
raised Jesus our Lord. Cf. 1 Pet.i. 21,
where Christians are described as those
who through Christ believe in God who
raised Him from the dead. In Abra-
ham’s case, ** God that quickeneth the
dead” is merely a synonym for God
Omnipotent, who can do what man
cannot. In Paul, on the other hand,
while omnipotence is included in the
description of God—for in Eph. i. 19, in
order to give an idea of the greatest con-
ceivable power, the Apostle can do no
more than say that it is according to
that working of the strength of God’s
might which He wrought in Christ

when He raised Him from the dead—
omnipotence is not the sole object of
the Christian’s faith. His spiritual atti-
tude toward God is the same as Abra-
ham’s, but God is revealed to him, and
offered to his faith, in a character in
which Abraham did not yet know Him.
This is conveyed in the description
of the Person in relation to whom
the Omnipotence of God has been dis-
played to Christians. That Person is
‘Jesus our Lord, who was delivered
up for our offences, and raised for our
justification”,  The Resurrection of
Fesus our Lord entitles us to conceive of
God’s Omnipotence not as mere unquali-
fied power, but as power no less than
infinite engaged in the work of man’s
salvation from sin. In the Resurrection
of Jesus, omnipotence is exhibited as
redeeming power: and in this omni-
potence we, like Abraham, believe.
wapedddn is used in LXX, Is. liii. 12,
and its N.T. use, whether God or Christ
be the subject of the wapadidévar (Rom,
vili. 321 Gal. ii. 20, Eph. v. 2), may be
derived thence. There is considerable
difficulty with the parallel clauses Su& Td
wapamwTopara fpdv, and Sa Ty Suwkal-
wow Apév. It is safe to assert that
Paul did not make an abstract separa-
tion between Christ's Death and His
Resurrection, as if the Death and the
Resurrection either had different motives,
or served ends separable from each other.
There is a sort of mannerism in the
expression here, as there is in xiv. o,
which puts us on our guard against over-
precision. This granted, it seems sim-
plest and best to adopt such an interpre-
tation as maintains the same meaning
for 8ud in both clauses. This has been
done in two ways. (1) The &iua has
been taken retrospectively. ‘He was
delivered up because we had sinned,
and raised because we were justified ”—
sc. by His death. But though Panl
writes in v. g, Sikaiwdévres viv év 1§
afpare adrod, it is impossible to be-
lieve that he would have written—as this
interpretation requires him to do—that
we were justified by Christ’s death, and
that Christ was therefore raised from the
dead by God. Justification is not only
an act of God, but a spiritual experience;
it is dependent upon faith (iii. 25); and
it is realised in men as one by one, in
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the time determined by Providence, they
receive the Gospel. Hence B Ty
Sikalwaw Hpiv at least must be prospec-
tive.* (2) The 8ud has been taken in
both clauses prospectively. ¢ He was
delivered up on account of our offences
—to make atonement for them; and he
was raised on account of our justification
—that it might become an accomplished
fact.” That this interpretation is legiti-
mate, so far as the language goes, cannot
be questioned; and if we avoid unreal
separations between things that really
form one whole, it is thoroughly Pauline.
Paul does ascribe expiatory value to the
death or the blood of Christ; in that
sense it is true the work of Christ was
finished on the Cross. But Paul never
thought of that by itself; he knew Christ
only as the Risen One who had died, and
who had the virtue of His atoning death
ever in Him ; this Christ was One, in all
that He did and suffered—the Christ who
had evoked in him the faith by which he
was justified, the only Christ through faith
in whom sinful men ever could be justi-
fied; and it is natural, therefore, that he
should conceive Him as raised with a view
toour justification. Butitwould havebeen
equally legitimate to say that He died
for our justification. It is only another
way of expressing what every Christian
understands—that we believe in a living
Saviour, and that it is faith in Him which
justifies. But then it is faith in Him as
One who not only lives, but was delivered
up to death to atone for our offences.
He both died and was raised for our
justification ; the work is one and its end
is one. And it is a mistake to argue, as
Beyschlag does (Newutest. Theologie, ii.,
164), that this reference of faith to the
Risen Christ who died is inconsistent
with the vicarious nature of His ex-
piatory sufferings. That His sufferings
had this character is established on in-
dependent grounds ; and to believe in the
Risen Christ is to believe in One in whom
the power of that propitiatory vicarious
suffering abides for ever. It is indeed
solely because the virtue of that suffering
is in Him that faith in the Risen Lord
does justify. For an exposition of the
passage, in which the retrospective force

is given to Bia, see Candlish in Eax-
positor, Dec., 1893, See also Bruce, St.
Paul’'s Conception of Christianity, p. 160
ff. The identity in principle of Abra-
hamic and Christian faith is seen in this,
that both are faith in God. But Abra-
ham'’s is faith in a Divine promise, which
only omnipotence could make good ; the
Christian’s is faith in the character of
God as revealed in the work of redemption
wrought by Christ. That, too, however,
involves omnipotence. It was the great-
est display of power ever made to man
when God raised Christ from the dead,
and set Him at His own right hand in
the heavenly places; and the Christ so
raised was one who had been delivered
to death for our offences. That is only
another way of saying that the ultimate
power in the world—the omnipotence of
God—is in the service of a love which
provides at infinite cost for the expiation
of sin. The only right attitude for any
human being in presence of this power
is utter self-renunciation, utter abandon-
ment of self to God. This is faith, and
it is this which is imputed to men in all
ages and under all dispensations for
righteousness.

Cuap. V.—Vers. 1-11.
of Justification. The first section of the
epistle (chap. i. 18-iii. 20) has proved
man’s need of the righteousness of God ;
the second (chap. iii. 21-30) has shown
how that righteousness comes, and how
it is appropriated ; the third (chap. iii. 31-
iv. 25) has shown, by the example of
Abraham, and the testimony of David,
that it does not upset, but establishes
the spiritual order revealed in the O.T.
The Apostle now, like David, enlarges
on the felicity of the justified, and
especially on their assurance of God’s
love and of future blessedness. We may
describe the contents of vers. 1-11 in
the words which he himself applies (iv.
6) to the 32nd psalm: Aéye. Tov paka-
propdy Tov avbpdmov ¢ & Beds MoylleTar
Bikatooivny xwpls épyov.

Ver. 1. 8ikarwbévres takes up em-
phatically the 8wkalwow of iv. 25:
Christ’s death and resurrection have not
been in vain: there are those who have
actually been justified in consequence.

The blessings

* This, however, does not prevent us from conceiving of the resurrection of Christ
as His public vindication, and the sign of God’s acceptance of the work which He
achieved in His death: in a certain sense, therefore, as His justification.
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V. 1. AIKAIQOENTEZ ofv éx mioTews, eiphimy Eyoper 1 wpds Tév
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L exopev is found in correctors of §N and B, in FG (not in the Latin of these
bilingual MSS.) and many cursives ; exwpev in N!ABICDKL cursives, vulg., Syr.,
etc, The authority for the latter seems therefore overwhelming; but besides the
exegetical reasons which have led interpreters to prefer the former, and which are
noticed in the commentary, we have to consider the frequency with which o and w
are confused even in the best MSS. Thus Weiss (Textkritik, S. 44 f.) gives the
following instances in which w is certainly wrong, and is not adopted by any editor :
adwpioas, Gal. i. 15 in B; nv ws aykvpav exwpev, Heb, vi. 19 in DE; 8 ns
eyyifopev, Heb, vii. 19 in A 31; Sraradwpar, 1 Cor. xi. 34 in ADEFG 37, 44, 47 ;
wpoexwpefa, Rom. iil. g in AL ; Oepiowper, I Cor. ix. 11 in CDEFGLP and many
cursives; awpnowpar, Phil. 1. 22 in B; aoepyopeba, Heb. iv. 3 in AC 17, 37;
ovvBacthevowper, 2 Tim. ii. 12 in ACLP 109; epiowpev, Gal. vi. g in \NCFGLP
cursives. These are only samples, and though the attestation is more divided in
these and similar cases than in Rom. v. 1, they are quite enough to show that in a
variation of this kind no degree of MS. authority could support a reading against a

solid exegetical reason for changing w into o.

That such solid reason can be given

here T agree with the expositors named below.

2y morer N'CKLP, vulg., Syr.

Having, therefore, been justified (the
Apostle says), elpdvnv &xopev mwpos Tov
8edv. The MSS. evidence is overwhelm-
ingly in favour of &wpev, so much so
that W. and H. notice no other reading,
and Tischdf. says “#&ywpev cannot be
rejected unless it is altogether inappro-
priate, and inappropriate it seemingly is
not”, But this last statement is at least
open to dispute, There is no indication
that the Apostle has finished his dog-
matic exposition, and is proceeding to
exhortation. To read &wpev, and then
to take kavydpefa as subjunctive both in
ver. 2 and ver. 3 {as the R.V.}, is not only
awkward, but inconsistent with o pévov
8¢, ver. 3. If the hortative purpose

dominated the passage throughout, the

Apostle must have written pY: see
Gifford, p. 122, It is better (reading
éxwpev) to take xavydpeba in ver. 2
with 8 o, and co-ordinate it with v
wpogaywyfv: “through whom we have
had our access, and rejoice, etc’’. Then
the ob pdvov is in place. But the un-
interrupted series of indicatives after-
wards, the inappropriateness of the verb
éxewv to express ‘‘let us realise, let us
make our own,”’ the strong tendency to
give a paraenetic turn to a passage often
read in church, the natural emphasis on
eiprjvn, and the logic of the situation, are
all in favour of &opev, which is accord-
ingly adopted by Meyer, Weiss, Lipsius,
Godet and others, in spite of the MSS,,
see critical note. The justified have
peace with God: i.e., His wrath (i. 18)

Om. BDF old lat.

‘W. and H. bracket.

no longer threatens them ; they are ac-
cepted in Christ. It is not a change in
their feelings which is indicated, but a
change in God’s relation to them.

Ver. 2. 8 ob kal: through whom
also. To the fact that we have peace
with God through our Lord Jesus Christ
corresponds this other fact, that through
Him we have had (and have) our access
into this grace, etc. wpogaywyy has a
certain touch of formality. Christ has
“introduced” us to our standing as
Christians: ¢f. Eph. ii. 18, 1 Pet. iil. 18.
i wilorer: by the faith referred to in
ver. 1. Not to be construed with eis ™v
xdptv Tavryy: which would be without
analogy in the N.T. The grace is sub-
stantially one with justification: it is the
new spiritual atmosphere in which the
believer lives as reconciled to God.
kavydpeda, which always implies the ex-
pression of feeling, is to be co-ordinated
with &opev. &1 é\ridi Tiis 8éfns Tod
Beot: on the basis of hope in the glory
of God, i.e., of partaking in the glory of
the heavenly kingdom. For &n’ é\wid.,
¢f. iv. 18: the construction is not else-
where found with kavydofar,

Ver. 3. ob pévov 8¢ AN kal kavyd-
pefa : and not only (do we glory on that
footing), but we also glory in tribula-
tions. Cf. Jas. L. 2 ff. &v Tals O\hjeowv
does not simply mean * when we are in
tribulations,” but also ‘“ because we are ’:
the tribulations being the ground of the
glorying : see ii, 17, 23, v. 11, 1 Cor, iii.
21, 2 Cor. xii. 9, Gal. vi. 14,



624 ITPOS PQMAIOYS v,

a Choviiia, kal kauxdpedo ém’ i vfis *Béfns 7ol Oeob.

3. o0 pdvov Be,
2L

SANS. Kal kavxdpedal év Tals OAleoy, eiddres 87 ) ONYs Gmoporiyy
b”-;giori- iig, karepydferan, 4. % 8¢ Gmoport * Boxipay, § 8¢ Bokepd ENwida, 5. §
81 1) dydmm Tol Oeol °ékkéyuTar év Talg
6. "Em
yap 3 XproTds dvrwv fipdv  dabdevdr, katd katpdy dwép doeBav dmébave.

Philiizz; §¢ é\wis ol kaTarayyvet,
chasiig © T ; o X
£,33, %45 xapdioas Audy 8id Mrvedpatos ‘Aylou 1ol Bobéyros Hpiv.
dMatt.xxvi
41,

! kavxwpedn NADFKP; kavyxwpevor BC, Origen (twice). The participle is hardly
open to suspicion on the ground of being conformed to ver, 11 (S. and H.); it is
much rather the indicative {(subjunctive ?) that is open to suspicion as a ‘‘ mechanical
repetition” {Alford) from the preceding verse. W. and H. put kavywpeba in text,
kavywievor in marg, By the rule proclivi lectioni praestat ardua Alf. and Treg.
are rather justified for putting kavywpevor in the text.

2 etv yap NACDYKP; eus 7o yap D?F; ut quid enim lat. Iren.-interp.; e 8¢ L
Syr.; et ye B. For a full discussion of the readings here, see S. and H. ad loc.,
or W, and H., Appendix, p. 108, 'W. and H. suspect some primitive error ; while
holding the text of B to give a more probable sense than any of the other variants,
Hort thinks evwep would better explain all the variations and be equally appropriate.

eT after agfevov NABCDIF.

Ver. 4. Vmwopoviyy katepydlerar: has
as its fruit, or effect, endurance. Ymwopovy
has more of the sense of bravery and
effort than the English ¢ patience” : itis
not so passive, 7 8& dmwopovy Sokymiv:
endurance produces approvedness—its
result is a spiritual state which has shown
itself proof under trial. Cf. Jas. i. 12
(8kipos yevdpevos = when he has shown
himself proof). Perhaps the best Eng-
lish equivalent of Boxips would be char-
acter.  This in its turn results again in
hope: the experience of what God can
do, or rather of what He does, for the
justified amid the tribulations of this life,
animates into new vigour the hope with
which the life of faith begins.

Ver, 5. 1 88 &\wis ob katawoyiver:
and hope, 7.6, the hope which has not
been extinguished, but confirmed under
trial, does not put to shame. Ps, xxii. 6.

_ Spes erit res (Bengel). Here the aurea
catena comes to an end, and the Apostle
points to that on which it is ultimately
dependent, All these Christian experi-
ences and hopes rest upon an assurance
of the love of God. &tv 9 dydmm Tod
feod k.1.\. That the love of God to us
is meant, not our love to Him, is obvious
from ver. 6 and the whole connection :
it is the evidence of God’s love to us
which the Apostle proceeds to set forth,
éeréyvrar &v Tals kapdlaws Apdv (¢f.
Joel iii. 1, ii. 28, LXX, Acts x. 45): has
been poured out in, and still floods, our
hearts, 8ud wvedpaTos dyiov Tod Sobévros
Apiv: the aorist 7ol Sobévros can hardly
refer to Pentecost, in which case fApiv
would express the consciousness of the

Christian community: the spirit was
given to Christians in virtue of their
faith (Gal. iii. 2), and normally on occa-
sion of their baptism (1 Cor. xil. 13, Acts
xix. 1 ff.) : and it is this experience, pos-
sibly this event, to which the participle
definitely refers. What the spirit, given
(in baptism) to faith, does, is to flood
the heart with God’s love, and with the
assurance of it.

Ver. 6. The reading et ye is well sup-
ported, and yields a good sense (*‘so
surely as”: Evans), though the sugges-
tion is made in W. and H. that it may
be a primitive error for el wep (see note
on iii. 30), The assurance we have of
the love of God is no doubt conditioned,
but the condition may be expressed with
the utmost force, as it is with el ye, for
there is no doubt that what it puts as a
hypothesis has actually taken place, viz.,
Christ’s death for the ungodly. Although
he says el ye, the objective fact which
follows is in no sense open to question:
it is to the Apostle the first of certainties.
Cf. the use of el ye in Eph. iii. 2, iv. 21,
and Ellicott’s note on the former.
dofevdy : the weakness of men who had
not yet received the Spirit is conceived
as appealing to the love of God. &
goes with évrwv Au. dofevdv: the per-
sons concerned were no longer weak,
when Paul wrote, but strong in their new
relation to God. katd kawpov has been
taken with 8vrdv 4. &. &rv: ¢ while we
were yet without strength, as the pre-
Christian era implied or required *: but
this meaning is remote, and must have
been more clearly suggested. The anal-
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ogy of Gal. iv. 4, Eph. i. 10, supports
the ordinary rendering, “in due time,”
i.e., at the time determined by the Pro-
vidence of God and the history of man
as the proper time, Christ died. dwép:
in the interest of, not equivalent to &vrl,
instead of: whether the interest of the
ungodly is secured by the fact that
Christ’s death has a substitutionary char-
acter, or in some other way, is a question
which dwép does not touch,

Ver. 7. Christ’s death for the ungodly
assures us of God’s love ; for the utmost
that human love will do is far less. iwép
8ikalov: for a righteous man. Some
make both 8ikaiov and 7oV &yabo?d neu-
ter : some who take 8ukafov as masculine
take 7oV &yafod as neuter (so Weiss and
Godet—* pour un juste, pour le bien ) :
but as Jowett says, the notion of dying
for an abstract idea is entirely unlike the
N.T., or the age in which the N.T.
was written, while the opposition to
Christ’s dying for sinful persons requires
that persons should be in question here
also. The absence of the article with
Bikalov corresponds to the virtually
negative character of the clause: it is in-
serted before &yafol because the excep-
tional case is definitely conceived as
happening. &wofavelrar, gnomic; see
Burton, § 69. Unless &yafds is meant
to suggest a certain advance upon 8{katos,
it is impossible to see in what respect the
second clause adds anything to the first.
Of course the words are broadly synony-
mous, so that often they are both applied
to the same person or thing (Lk. xxiii.
50, Rom. vii. 12); still there is a differ-
ence, and it answers to their application
here ; it is difficult to die for a just man,
it has been found possible {one may ven-
ture to affirm) to die for a good man.
The difference is like that between ‘ just
and “good” in English: the latter is
the more generous and inspiring type of
character. Cf. the Gnostic contrast be-
tween the “just” God of the O.T. and
the ““good” God of the N.T., and the
passages quoted in Cremer, s.v. ayafds.
kal ToApd: even prevails upon himself,
wins it from himself.

Ver. 8. How greatly is this utmost

VOL. 11

love of man surpassed by the love of
God. He commends, or rather makes
good, presents in its true and unmistak-
able character (for ouwvioTqow, cf. iii. 5,
2 Cor, vi. 4, vii. 11; Gal. ii. 18), His own
love toward us, in that while we were
yet sinners, etc. éavTod is an emphatic
His: His, not as opposed to Christ’s
(as some have strangely taken it), but as
opposed to anything that we can point
to as love among men : His spontaneous
and characteristic love. &1t GpapTwddy
Svrwv fpév: they are no longer such, but
justified, and it is on this the next step
in the argument depends.

Ver. g f. woAA@ olv p&AAov: The ar-
gument is from the greater to the less,
The supreme difficulty to be overcome
in the relations of man and God is the
initial one: How can God demonstrate
His love to the sinner, and bestow on
him a Divine righteousness? In com-
parison with this, everything else is easy.
Now the Apostle has already shown (iii.
21-30) how the Gospel meets this diffi-
culty: we obtain the righteousness te-
quired by believing in Jesus, whom God
has set forth as a propitiation through
faith in His blood. If such grace was
shown us #hen, when we were in sin,
much more, justified as we have now
been by His blood, shall we be saved
from wrath through Him. é&wd ~is
dpyfis: the wrath to come: see note
on i. 18. This deliverance from wrath
does not exhaust Paul’'s conception of
the future (see ver. 2), but it is an
important aspect of it, and implies the
rest. Verse 10 rather repeats, than
grounds anew, the argument of ver.
9. €t yap éxOpol dvres: this is practi-
cally equivalent to &m apopTeldv dvrey
fApdv. The state of sin was that in
which we were éxfpoi, and the whole
connection of ideas in the passage re-
quires us to give &xBpol the passive
meaning which it undoubtedly has in
xi. 28, where it is opposed to &yamnrol.
We were in a real sense objects of the
Divine hostility. As sinners, we lay
under the condemnation of God, and
His wrath hung over us. This was the
situation which had to be faced: Was

40
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there love in God equal to it? Yes,
when we were enemies we were recon-
ciled to God by the death of His Son.
katnANdynpev 1s a real passive: “we”
are the objects, not the subjects, of the
reconciliation ; the subject is God, 2
Cor. v. 1g-21. Compare ver. ™y
kaTaMayny éXdBopev. To represent
katnANdynuev by an active form, e.g.,
¢ we laid aside our hostility to God,” or
by what is virtually one, e.g., *“ we were
won to lay aside our hostility,” is to
miss the point of the whole passage.
Paul is demonstrating the love of God,
and he can only do it by pointing to
what God has done, not to what we
have done. That we on our part are
hostile to God before the reconciliation,
and that we afterwards lay aside our
enmity, is no doubt true; but here it
is entirely irrelevant. The Apostle’s
thought is simply this: ¢if, when we
lay under the Divine condemnation, the
work of our reconciliation to God was
achieved by Him through the death of
His Son, much more shall the love which
wrought so incredibly for us in our ex-
tremity carry out our salvation to the
end”. The subjective side of the truth
is here completely, and intentionally,
left out of sight ; the laying aside of our
hostility adds nothing to God’s love,
throws no light upon it; hence in an
exposition of the love of God it can be
ignored. To say that the reconciliation
is ‘““mutual,” is true in point of fact; it
is true, also, to all the suggestions of the
English word; but it is not true to the
meaning of Ka.-rw')\)\a.y'qp.ev, nor to the
argument of this passage, which does
not prove anything about the Christian,
but exhibits the love of God at its height
in the Cross, and argues from that to
what are comparatively smaller demon-
strations of that love. &v 7{j Loy adTob:
the év is instrumental: ¢f. ver. g év 7¢
afpatt avrol. The Living Lord, in vir-
tue ot His life, will save us to the utter-
most. Cf. John xiv. 19.

Ver. 11. kavxdpevor is the best
attested reading, but hard to construe.
It is awkward (with Meyer) to supply
katalayévres with ot pévov 8¢, and
retain gwnodpeda as the principal verb:

Pkatal\ayly ENdBoper.

and not only (as reconciled shall we be
saved), but also rejoicing, etc. There
is no proportion between the things
thus co-ordinated, and it is better to
assume an inexact construction, and re-
gard kavyodpevor as adding an indepen-
dent idea which would have been more
properly expressed by the indicative
(kavxdpeda). But see Winer, 441. The
Christian glories in God; for though
“ boasting is excluded” from the true
religion (ii. 27), yet to make one’s boast
in God is the perfection of that religion.
Yet the believer could not thus glory,
but for the Lord Jesus Christ; it is in
Him, “ clothed in the Gospel,” that he
obtains that knowledge of God’s charac-
ter which enables him to exult. 8 od
viv v katalhayiy éNdBopev. Nothing
could show more unmistakably that the
xaraMhayd is not a change in our dis-
position toward God, but a change in
His attitude toward us. We do not give
it (by laying aside enmity, dzstrust or
fear); we receive it, by belxevmg in
Christ Jesus, whom God has set forth as
a propitiation through faith in His blood.
We take it as God’s unspeakable gift.
Cf. 2 Macc. il. 50. 6 katadevdlels év Tf
T0d TavTokpdTopos dpyi waAw &v TR Tov
peydlov  Beamdérov  katallayfi peTd
whans 86Ens dravepddln. For an
examination of the Pauline idea of re-
conciliation, see especially Schmiedel
on 2 Cor. v, 21, Excursus.

Vers. 12-21. The treatment of the
righteousness of God, as a Divine
gift to sinners in Jesus Christ, is
now complete, and the Apostle might
have passed on to his treatment of
the new life (chaps. vi.-viii.). But he
introduces at this point a digression in
which a comparison—which in most
points is rather a contrast—is made be-
tween Adam and Christ. Up to this
point he has spoken of Christ alone, and
the truth of what he has said rests upon
its own evidence; it is not affected in
the least by any difficulty we may have
in adapting what he says of Adam to
our knowledge or ignorance of human
origins. The general truth he teaches
here is that there is a real unity of the
human race, on the one hand in sin and
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death, on the other in righteousness and
life; in the former aspect the race is
summed up in Adam ; in the latter, in
Christ. It is a distinction, apparently,
between the two, that the unity in
Adam is natural, having a physical basis
in the organic connection of all men
through all generations; whereas the
unity in Christ is spiritual, being depen-
dent upon faith. Yet this distinction is
not specially in view in the passage,
which rather treats Adam and Christ in
an objective way, the transition (morally)
from Adam’s doom to that of man being
only mediated by the words wdvTes
#fpuaprov in ver. 12, and the connection
between Christ and the new humanity
by of Thv wepioaelay THs xdpiros hap.Bd-
vovres in ver. 17.

Ver. 12. 84 Tolro refers to that
whole conception of Christ’s relation to
the human race which is expounded in
chaps. iii. 21-v. 11. But as this is
summed up in v, 1-1I, and even in the
last words of v. 11 (through Him we re-
ceived the reconciliation) the grammati-
cal reference may be to these words only.
Gowep: the sentence beginning thus is
not finished ; ¢f. Mt, xxv. 14. There is
a virtual apodosis in the last clause of
ver. 14 8s o Tiwos Tod péAhovros;
the natural conclusion would have been,
“so also by one man righteousness
entered into the world, and life by
righteousness ”.  Cf. Winer, p. 712 f.
By the entrance of sin into the world is
not meant that sin began to be, but
that sin as a power entered into that
sphere in which man lives. Sin, by
Divine appointment, brought death in
its train, also as an objective power;
the two things were inseparably con-
nected, and consequently death extended
over all men (for SufjA@ev, cf. Ps. lxxxvii.
17, Bz, v. 17) &’ ¢ mwdvres fjpaprov.
The connection of sin and death was a
commonplace of Jewish teaching, rest-
ing apparently on a literal interpretation
of Gen. iii. Cf. Sap. ii. 23 f. & Beds
ixTigey TV &vlpemov i &dbapaiq
. v« $B6ve B2 BiaBdhov BdvaTos elo-
fiA8ev els TOv wéopov. Cf. also Sir.
xxv. 24, Rom. vi, 23, 1 Cor. xv. 56.
Paul no doubt uses death to convey
various shades of meaning in different
places, but he does not explicitly dis-
tinguish different senses of the word;
and it is probably misleading rather than
helpful to say that in one sentence (here,

for example) ** physical”” death is meant,
and in another (chap. vii. 24, eg.)
‘“spiritual » death, The analysis is
foreign to his mode of thinking. All
that *“death’ conveys to the mind en-
tered into the world through sin. The
words é¢* § mwdvres fjpaproy, in which
the mwdvres resumes mwdvras of the pre-
ceding clause, give the explanation of
the universality of death: it rests upon
the universality of sin, &¢’ ¢ means
propterea quod as in 2 Cor. v. 4 and
perhaps in Phil. iii. 12. Winer, 49I.
But in what sense is the universality of
sin to be understood? In other words,
what precisely is meant by mwdvres
f#paprov ?  Many interpreters take the
aorist rigorously, and render: because
all sinned, i.e, in the sin of Adam.
Omnes peccarunt, Adamo peccante (Ben-
gel). This is supported by an appeal to
2 Cor. v. 14, els Umép mwdvrav dréavey -
dpa ol mwdvres amédavov: the death of
one was the death of all; so here,
the sin of one was the sin of all. It
seems to me a final objection to this
(grammatically quite sound) interpreta-
tion, that it really makes the words ¢’
¢ wdvres fjpaprov meaningless. They
are evidently meant to explain how the
death which came into the world through
Adam’s sin obtained its universal sway,
and the reason is that the sin of which
death is the consequence was also uni-
versally prevalent, The sense in which
this was so has been already proved in
chap, iii.,, and the aorist is therefore to
be taken as in iii. 23: see note there.
Because all men were, in point of fact,
sinners, the death which is inseparable
from sin extended over all. To drag in
the case of infants to refute this, on the
ground that mwdvres Hjpaprov does not
apply to them (unless in the sense that
they sinned in Adam) is to miscon-
ceive the situation: to Paul’s mind the
world consists of persons capable of
sinning and of being saved, The case
of those in whom the moral conscious-
ness, or indeed any consciousness what-
ever, has not yet awakened, is simply to
be disregarded. We know, and can
know, nothing about it. Nothing has
been more pernicious in theology than
the determination to define sin in such
a way that in all its damning import the
definition should be applicable to ¢ in-
fants ” ; it is to this we owe the moral
atrocities that have disfigured most
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creeds, and in great part the idea of
baptismal regeneration, which is an
irrational unethical miracle, invented
by men to get over a puzzle of their
own making.

Ver. 13 f.  These two verses are rather
obscure, but must be intended (y&p) to
prove what has been asserted in ver. 12.
axpr yop vipov = dmwd ‘Adap péxpe
Mavoéws, ver. 14, the law meant being
the Mosaic. The sin which was in the
world before the law is not the guilt of
Adam’s fall imputed to the race as fallen
in him, but the actual sin which indi-
viduals had committed. Now if law has
no existence, sin is not imputed. Cf. iv.
15. The natural inference would seem
to be that the sins committed during
this period could not be punished. But
what was the case ? The very opposite
of this. Death reigned all through this
period. This unrestrained tyranny of
death (observe the emphatic position

of éBagilevoev) over persons whose
sins cannot be imputed to them,
seems at variance with the explana-

tion just adopted of wdvres Hpoprov.
Indeed Meyer and others use 1t to
refute that explanation. The reign of
dedth, apart from imputable individual
sin, implies, they argue, a corresponding
objective reign of sin, apart from in-
dividual acts: in other words, justifies the
interpretation of &’ ¢ wdvres fpapTov
according to which all men sinned in
Adam’s sin, and so (and only so) became
subject to death, But the empirical
meaning of fipaprov is decidedly to be
preferred, and we must rather fill out the
argument thus: ‘“all sinned, For there
was sin in the world before Moses; and
though sin is not imputed where there is
no law, and though therefore no par-
ticular penalty-—death or another-—could
be expected for the sins here in question,
yet all that time death reigned, for in the
act of Adam sin and death had been
inseparably and for ever conjoined.”
kol émi rous Y dpapricavras éml T
dpotdpart k.1.N.—even over those who

However the omission may have originated, pn is undoubtedly the true

did not sin after the likeness of Adam’s
transgression. For émi, ¢f. Winer, p. 492.
This describes not some, but all of those
who lived during the period from Adam
to Moses. None of them had like Adam
violated an express prohibition sanctioned
by the death penalty. Yet they all died,
for they all sinned, and in their first
father sin and death had been indis-
solubly united, And this Adam is vdmos
70?0 péXNovros sc. ’A8dp. In the coming
Adam and his relations to the race there
will be something on the same pattern
as this. 1 Cor. x. 6, 11, Heb. ix. 14,
1 Cor. xv. 22, 45, 49. Parallels of this
sort between Adam and the Messiah are
common in Rabbinical writings: e.g.,
Schéttgen quotes Newve Schalom, f. 160-
2. “Quemadmodum homo primus fuit
unus in peccato, sic Messias erit pos-
tremus, ad auferendum peccatum peni-
tus;’’ and g, g has ** Adamus postremus
est Messias”. Cf. Delitzsch: Brief an die
Rémer, p. 82 f. The extent to which
the thoughts of this passage on sin and
death, and on the consequences of
Adam’s sin to his descendants, can be
traced in Jewish writers, is not quite
clear. As a rule (see above on ver, 12)
they admit the dependence of death on
sin, though Schéttgen quotes a Rabbi
Samuel ben David as saying, ¢ Etiamsi
Adamus primus non peccasset, tamen
mors fuisset”. On the unity and soli-
darity of the race in sin and its conse-
quences, they are. not perfectly explicit.
Weber (Die Lehren des Talmud, p. 217)
gives the following summary : * There is
an inherited guilt, but not an inherited
sin; the fall of Adam has brought death
upon the whole race, not however sinful-
ness in the sense of a necessity to com-
mit sin; sin is the result. of each in-
dividual's decision; it is, as far as ex-
perience goes, universal, yet in itself
even after the Fall not absolutely neces-
sary”. This seems to agree very
closely with the Apostle’s teaching as
interpreted above. It is the appeal to
experience in Paul (wdvres HpopTov),
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crossing with a transcendent view of the
unity of the race in Adam, which gives
rise to all the difficulties of interpretation;
but without this appeal to experience
(which many like Bengel, Meyer and
Gifford reject) the whole passage would
hang in the air, unreal. There must be
something which involves the individual
in Adam’s fate; that something comes
into view in wdyres fipaprov, and there
only; and without it our interest dies.
A sin which we commit in Adam (and
which never becomes ours otherwise) is
a mere fancy to which one has nothing
serious to say.

Ver. At this point the parallel of
Adam and Christ becomes a contrast:
not as the wapdmwropa (the word implics
the Fall), so also is the ydpuopa (the gift
which is freely provided for sinners in
the Gospel, i.e., a Divine righteousness
and life). ol moAlol means ‘“all,”” but
presents the ““all” as a great number.
mohAG péNNov: the idea underlying
the inference is that God delights in
mercy ; if under His administration
one man's offence could have such
far-reaching consequences, much more
reasonably may we feel sure of the uni-
versal influence of one Man’s righteous
achievement, This idea is the key-
note of the whole chapter: see vers.
9, 10, 17. 7 Bwped & xdputi is to
be construed together: to repeat the
article before & ydput is not essential,
and 9 Bwpea is awkward standing
alone. God's ydpts is shown in the
gift of His Son, Christ’s in His under-
taking in obedience to the Father
the painful work of our salvation. eis
Tods molMlevs like ol moMdol is not
opposed to ‘*all,” but to ““one’: it is
indeed equivalent to ““all,” and signifies
that the “all” are not few. The world

15.

s dwpeas om. B 49, Origen twice ; W. and
Inoov Xpuorov; but X. L. in B, Origen.

is the subject of redemption ; if the race
suffered through the first Adam, much
more may we argue that what has been
done by the Second will benefit the race.
éreplogevoey : the word is prompted by
Paul’s own experience: the blessedness
of the Christian life far outwent the
misery of the life under condemnation,

Ver. 16. A fresh point of contrast.
That which God bestows {for 8dpnpa, see
Mayor on James i. 17) is not as through
one that sinned : the analogy with Adam
breaks down here. For the Divine
judgment (xpipa neutral) starting from
one {person) resulted in condemnation
(for all); whereas the free gift, starting
from many offences (which appealed to
the mercy of God), has resulted in a sen-
tence of justification (for all). This
abstract way of looking at the matter
disregards what the Apostle insists on
elsewhere, that this * sentence of justi-
fication” only takes effect for the
individual on the condition of faith.
The &k mwoANdv mepamTwpdTteyv in this
verse is a decisive argument for the
meaning given above to wdvres fipapToy :
redemption is not inspired merely by the
fall of the race in Adam, but by its
actual and multiplied offences, and this
is its glory. & évds : évds is masculine,
resuming the évos dpapmicavtos of
the previous clause; not neuter, with

mopamwTdparos anticipated from the
following clause.
Ver. 17. 'This verse confirms the pre-

ceding. The argument is the same in
kind as in ver. 15. The effects of the
Fall are indubitable: still less open to
doubt are the effects of the work of
Christ. With ol Tiv mepiooelav Tis
Xxdprros kai [Ts Swpeds] Tis Sikaroaivys
AepfdvorTes we again touch experience,
and an empirical condition is attached
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to the abstract universality suggested by
ver. 12. The abundance of the grace
and of (the gift which consists in) right-
eousness has to be received by faith.
But when by faith a connection is formed
with Christ, the consequences of that
connection, as more agreeable to what
we know of God’s nature, can be more
surely counted upon than the conse-
quences of our natural connection with
Adam. Part of the contrast is marked
by the change from ‘ death reigned” to
“we shall reign in life,” not ‘life shall
reign in or over us”. The future in
Baoihedoovaw is no doubt logical, but
it refers nevertheless to the consumma-
tion of redemption in the Messianic
kingdom in the world to come. Cf.
viii. 17, 21, Col. iii. 3 f., 2 Tim. ii. 12.

Ver. 18. With &pa olv (cf. vii. 3,
25, and often in Paul) the conclusion
of the argument is introduced. It is
simplest to take évds in both clauses as
neuter. “As through one offence the
result for all men was condemnation, so
also through one righteous act the result
for all men is justification of life.” The
result in both cases is mediated; in the
former, by men’s actual sin; in the
latter, by their faith in Christ. It has
been questioned whether Sikaiwpa can
mean a ‘‘righteous act,”’—that which
Christ achieved in His death, conceived
as one thing commanding the approval
of God. This sense seems to be required
by the contrast with wapdmwrepa, but
Meyer and others argue that, as in ver.
16, the meaning must be * a sentence of
justification’’. ¢ Through one justifying
sentence (pronounced over the world
because of Christ’s death) the result for
all men is justification of life.”” But this
justifying sentence in wacuo is alien to
the realism of Paul’s thinking, and no
strain is put upon Swkaiwpa (especially
when we observe its correspondence with
wapdrropae) in making it signify Christ’s
work as a thing in which righteousness
is, so to speak, embodied. Lightfoot
(Notes on Epistles of St. Paul, p. 292)
adopts this meaning, ‘‘ a righteous deed,”
and quotes Arist., Rhet., 1., 13, To &8kt~
para mwdvre kal T4 Sikaidpara, and

Eth. Nic.,v., 7 (10): kaXeiror 88 paAhov

Sucatompdynpa 1O kowéy: Bikalwpa 82
Td ¢wavéplopa Tob aducipares. This
sense of an act by which an injustice
is rectified is exactly suitable here.
Through this the result for all men is
Sikaiwois fwijs: for the genitive, see
Winer, p. 235. Simcox, Language of
the N.T., 85. When God justifies the
sinner, he enters into and inherits life.
But Lightfoot makes it gen. appos.

Ver. 19. The sense of this verse has
been determined by what precedes. The
yap connects it closely with the last
words of verse 18 : ¢ justification of life ;
for, as through, etc.”. apaprwlol kare-
ardfnoav: ¢ were constituted sinners”.
For the word karear. ¢f. Jas. iv. 4, 2 Pet,
i. 8. It has the same ambiguity as the
English word “ constituted ”’ (S. and H.) ;
but we cannot say, from the word itself,
whether the many constituted sinners,
through the one .person’s disobedience,
are so constituted immediately and un-
conditionally, or mediately through their
own sin (to be traced back, of course, to
him) ; this last, as has been argued above,
is the Apostle’s meaning. o¥itws kal Sia
THs Vmwakoijs Tod évés : the application
of ris Ymwarofis has been disputed, By
some (Hofmann, Lechler) it is taken to
cover the whole life and work of Jesus
conceived as the carrying out of the
Father’s will: ¢f. Phil. ii. 8, By others
(Meyer) it is limited to Christ’'s death as
the one great act of obedience on which
the possibility of justification depended :
¢f. chap. iil. 25, v. 9. Both ideas are
Pauline, but the last seems most con-
gruous to the context and the contrast
which pervades it. §lkalor karacradio-
ovrar: ‘“ shall be constituted righteous " ;
the future shows again that Paul is deal-
ing with experience, or at least with
possible experience ; the logic which
finds the key to the passage in Bengel’s
formula, Omnes peccarunt Adamo pec-
cante, would have written here also
3ikawol kaTeaordOnoay, Itis because
Paul conceives of this justification as
conditioned in the case of each of the
woAAol by faith, and as in process ot
taking place in one after another that
he uses the future. A reference to the
Judgment Day (Meyer) is forced: it is
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not then, but when they believe in Christ,
that men are constituted 3ikatot.

Ver. 20 f. * The comparison between
Adam and Christ is closed. But in the
middle, between the two, stood the law ”
(Meyer)., Paul must refer to it in such
a way as to indicate the place it holds
in the order of Providence, and especially
to show that it does not frustrate, but
further, the end contemplated in the
work of Christ. mwapewofhfev: see ver.
1z above. Sin entered into the world;
the Law entered into the situation thus
created as an accessory or subordinate
thing ; it has not the decisive signficance
in history which the objective power of
sin has. Words in which the same pre-
positions have a similar force are
wopegdyw, 2 Pet. il. 1; wapegdivo,
Jude 4; mwaperodépw, 2 Pet. i. 5: of.
Gal. ii. 4. There is often in such words,
though not necessarily, the idea of
stealth or secrecy: we might render
“the law slipped in”. iva wheovdoy
70 wapdwrope : the purpose expressed
by iva is God’s: Winer, p. 575. The
offence is multiplied because the law,
encountering the flesh, evokes its natural
antagonism to God, and so stimulates it
into disobedience. Cf. Gal. iii. 19 ff., and
the development of this idea in chap. vii.
7 ff.  As the offence multiplied, the need
of redemption, and the sense of that
need were intensified. of 8¢ éwAedvacey
% Gpaptio: &papria seems used here,
not wapdwrwpa, because more proper
to express the sum total of evil, made up
of repeated acts of disobedience to the
law. ** Sin " bulked larger, as ¢ offence "
was added to * offence . of might seem
to refer to Israel only, for it was there
that the law had its seat; but there is
something analogous to this law and its
effects everywhere ; and everywhere as
the need of redemption becomes more
pressing grace rises in higher power to
meetit, dmwepemeploTevoey : * the émhed-
vaoev had to be surpassed” (Meyer).
Cf. 2 Cor. vii. 4. Paul is excessively
fond of compounds with dmwép. The
purpose of this abounding manifestation
of grace is, “that as sin reigned in
death, so also should grace reign through
righteousness unto eternal life through

Jesus Christ our Lord . & 7§ favdra :
it is more natural to oppose this to {4
aidvios, and regard death as ““ a province
which sin had won, and in which it
exercised its dominion ” (Gifford), than
to make it parallel (with Meyer) to Sua
Sucaroadvys, and render ‘“in virtue of
death” (dat. instr.). Grace has not yet
attained to its full sovereignty ; it comes
to this sovereignty as it imparts to men
the gift of God’s righteousness (8i&
Sukaroadvys); its goal, its limit which
is yet no limit, is eternal life. Some,
however, construe els {ony aldvioy with
8ua Swkaroodvys: through a righteous-
ness which ends in eternal life: ¢f. eis
Sukalwow fofis,ver. 18. 8ua’l. X, 1ol
kvplov Audv: this full rhetorical close
has almost the value of a doxology.
CuaPTER VI.—Vers. 1-14. Inthe fifth
chapter, Paul has concluded his ex-
position of the ‘“righteousness of God ”
which is revealed in the Gospel. But
the exposition leaves something to be
desired—something hinted at 1n iii. 8
(“ Let us do evil that good may come ")
and recalled in v. 20 f. (** Where sin
abounded, grace did superabound ). It
seems, after all, as if the gospel did * make
void the law ” (iii. 31) in a bad sense ; and
Paul has now to demonstrate that it does
not. It is giving an unreal precision to
his words to say with Lipsius that he
has now to justify his gospel to the
moral consciousness of the Jewish
Christian; it is not Jewish Christians,
obviously, who are addressed in vi, 19 ff,,
and it is not the Jewish-Christian moral
consciousness, but the moral conscious-
ness of all men, which raises the questions
to which he here addresses himself. He
has to show that those who have *re-
ceived the reconciliation” (v. 11), who
*receive the abundance of the grace and
of the gift of righteousness” (v. 17), are
the very persons in whom *‘ the righteous
requirement of the law ” is fulfilled (viii.
4). The libertine argument is rather
Gentile than Jewish, though when Paul
speaks of the new religion as establishing
Law, it is naturally the Mosaic law of
which he thinks. It was the one definite
embodiment of the concept. The justifi-
cation, to the moral consciousness, of the
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Gospel in which a Divine righteousness
is freely held out in Jesus Christ to the
sinner’s faith, fills the next three chap-
ters. In chap. vi. it is shown that the
Christian, in baptism, dies to sin; in
chap. vii., that by death he is freed from
the law, which in point of fact, owing to
the corruption of his nature, perpetually
stimulates sin; in chap. viii.,, that the
Spirit imparted to believers breaks the
power of the flesh, and enables them to
live to God.

Ver. 1. Tl olv &polpev; What in-
ference then shall we draw, i.¢., from the
relations of sin and grace expounded in
v. 20 f.? Are we to continue in sin (cf.
xi. 22 f.) that grace may abound? Light-
foot suggests ¢ the sin” and ¢ the grace”
just referred to. The question was one
sure to be asked by some one; Paul
recognises it as a natural question in
view of his doctrine, and asks it himself.

But he answers it with an indignant
negative.
Ver, 2. p) yévoiro, ¢f. iil. 4. oirives

amweddvopey 7] apapti: the relative is
qualitative : ** we, being as we are persons
who died to sin”. For the dative, see
vers. 10, 11, and Winer, p. 263. To have
died to sin is to be utterly and for
ever out of any relation to it. was &n
{foopev; how after that shall we live in
it 7 impossible.

Ver. 3. But this death to sin, on
which the whole argument turns, raises
a question. It is introduced here quite
abruptly ; there has been no mention of
it hitherto. When, it may be asked, did
this all-important death take place?
The answer is: It is involved in baptism.
A &yvoeite 87 .1, 1 the only alternative
to accepting this argument is to confess
ignorance of the meaning of the rite in
which they had been received into the
Church.  3oov Bamwriofyuer : we all,
who were baptised into Christ Jesus,
were baptised into His death, The oot
is not partitive but distributive: there is

But this kind of omission

no argument in the passage at all, unless
all Christians were baptised. The ex-
pression Bamwriofivar eis Xpuorov does
not necessarily mean to be baptised into
Christ; it may only mean to be baptised
Christward, i.e., with Christ in view as
the object of faith. Cf. 1 Cor. x. 2, and
the expression BawTiobfvar eis 76 dvopa
70V Kvplov ’'Inool. In the same way
BamTiobijvar els Tov Odvatov adTod
might certainly mean to be baptised
with Christ’s death in view as the object
of faith. This is the interpretation of
Lipsius., But it falls short of the argu-
mentative requirements of the passage,
which demand the idea of an actual
union to, or incorporation in, Christ.
This is more than Lipsius means, but it
does not exclude what he means. The
baptism in which we are united to Christ
and to His death is one in which we con-
fess our faith, Jooking to Him and His
death. To say that faith justifies but
baptism regenerates, breaking the Chris-
tian life into two unrelated pieces, as
Weiss does—one spiritual and the other
magical—is to throw away the Apostle’s
case. His whole point is that no such
division can be made. Unless there is a
necessary connection between justifica-
tion by faith and the new life, Paul fails
to prove that faith establishes the law.
The real argument which unites chaps.
iii., iv. and v. to chaps. vi., vii. and viii.,
and repels the charge of antinomianism,
is this: justifying faith, looking to
Christ and His death, really unites us
to Him who died and rose again, as
the symbolism of baptism shows to
every Christian,

Ver. 4. This symbolism interpreted.
avveTddnpey odv avTd k.T.A.: Therefore
we were buried with Him (in the act of
immersion) through that baptism into
His death—burial being regarded as the
natural sequence of death, and a kind of
seal set to its reality., Cf. 1 Cor. xv.3 f.
It introduces a false abstraction to say
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(with Meyer) that eis 7év 8dvaTov means
“unto death,” not ‘‘unto His death”:
death in the whole context is perfectly
definite. 8.a THg 8éfns ToV waTpds: in
nothing was the splendour of God’s
power “revealed so much as in the re-
surrection of Jesus, Eph. i. 19 f. &
kawdTnTi Lwfs: in life of a new quality ;
¢f. vil. 6, ¥ Tim. vi. 17: the construction
makes the new quality of the life pro-
minent. Winer, p. 2g6.

Ver. 5. This verse proves the legiti-
macy of the reference to a new life in the
preceding one: union with Christ at one
point (His death) is union with Him
altogether (and therefore in His resurrec-
tion) el yup o‘vp.cﬁv'rou yeyovup.sv T
dpordpaTt Tod Bavdrou adTod: it is sim-
plest to take oupd. and 7§ Spoidpare
together—if we have become vitaily one
with the likeness of His death; i.e., if
the baptism, which is a similitude of
Christ’s death, has had a reality answer-
ing to its obvious import, so that we
have really died in it as Christ died, then
we shall have a corresponding experience
of resurrection. 7Hs avacTdoews is also
dependent on bdpoidpare: baptism, inas-
much as one emerges from the water
after being immersed, is a poiwpa of
resurrection as well as of death. It does
not seem a real question to ask whether
the dvdoTaos is ethical or transcendent :
one cannot imagine Paul drawing the
distinction here. (On the word épolupa,
see Cremer.)

Ver. 6. All this can be asserted,
knowing as we do that “our old man”
= our old self, what we were before we
became Christians-~was crucified with
Him. Paul says ovveoravpdfn simply
because Christ died on the cross, and we
are baptised into that death, not because
“our old man ” is the basest of criminals
for whom crucifixion is the proper penalty.
The object of this crucifixion of the old
man was ‘‘that the body of sin might
be brought to nought”. 76 odpa Tis
apaprias is the body in which we live:
apart from the crucifixion of the old self
it can be characterised as “a body of

39-

sin’’. It may be wrong to say that it is
necessarily and essentially sinful—the
body, as such, can have no moral predi-
cate attached to it; it would be as wrong
to deny that it is invariably and persist-
ently a seat and source of sin. The
genitive is perhaps qualitative rather than
possessive, though “the body of which
sin has taken possession’’ (S, and H.)isa
good paraphrase. See Winer, p. 233, 768.
This body is to be reduced to impotence
ToU pnreTt Sovhevew Wpds k. -r)\ ¢« that
we may no longer be slaves to sin”. The
body is the mstrument we use in the
service of sin, and if it is disabled the
service must cease, For the gen. inf,
see Burton, § 397.

Ver. 7. 6 yap émwobavov k.r.A.  Here
we have the general principle on which
the foregoing argument rests: death
annuls all obligations, breaks all ties,
cancels all old scores. The difficulty is
that by the words &wd 74s apaprias
Paul introduces one particular application
of the principle—the one he is concerned
with here—as if it were identical with
the principle itself. * Death clears men
of all claims, especially {to come to the
case before us) it clears us, who have
died with Christ, of the claim of sin, our
old master, to rule over us still.” Weiss
would reject the introduction into this
clause of the idea of dying with Christ,
on the ground that the words obv Xpuord
bring it in as a new idea in the following
verse. But it is no new idea; it is the
idea of the whole passage; and unless
we bring it in here, the quittance from
sin (and not from any obligation in
general} remains inexplicable. Weiss, in
fact, gives it up.

Ver. 8. The Apostle now resumes his
main thought. euvifoopev: seenoteon
dvdoraois ver. 5: there is no conscious
separation of ethical and transcendent
life with Christ—to Paul it is one life.

Ver. 9. el8dres. .. okéTe dmobvioker:
The new life with Christ will be the same
which Christ Himself lives, a life in-
accessible to death. The post-resurrec-
tion life of Jesus was not His old life over
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again ; in that life death had dominion
over Him, because He made Himself
one with us in all the consequences of
sin; but now the dominion of death has
expired. The principle of ver. 7 can be
applied to Christ also: He has died, and
the powers which in the old relations had
claims upon Him—death, ¢.g.—have such
claims no more.

Ver. 1o. This is expanded in ver. 10.
5 yap amébave, 7§ apapriq &wélavev
tbamaf: the 8 is ‘cognate’ accus, Winer,
p. 209. ‘“The death that He died, He
died to sin once for all.’”’ The dative
Ty} 4poaprie must be grammatically the
same here as in vers. 2, 11, but the inter-
pretation required seems different. While
He lived, Christ had undoubtedly rela-
tions to sin, though sin was foreign to
His will and conscience (z Cor. v. 21);
but after He died these relations ceased ;
‘sin could never make Him its victim
again as at the Cross. Similarly while
we lived (i.e., before we died with
Christ), we also had relations to sin ; and
these relations likewise, different as they
were from His, must cease with that
death. The difference in the reference
of the dative is no doubt an objection
to this interpretation, and accordingly
the attempt has been made to give
the same meaning to dying to sin in
Christ’s caseasin ours, andindeed tomake
our dying to sin the effect and reproduc-
tion of His. ¢*Thelanguage of the Apostle
seems to imply that there was something
in the mind of Christ in dying for us
that was the moral equivalent [italics
ours] to that death to sin which takes
place in us when we believe in Him,
something in its very nature fitted to
produce the change in us.” Somerville,
St. Paul's Conception of Christ, p. 100 f.
He died, in short, rather than sin—
laid down His life rather than violate
the will of God; in this sense, which
is an ethical one, and points to an
experience which can be reproduced in
others under His influence, He died to
sin, ‘ His death on the Cross was the
final triumph of His holiness over all
those desires of the flesh that furnish to

man unregenerate the motive power of
His life.” But though this gives an
ethical meaning to the words in both
cases, it does not give exactly the same
ethical meaning; a certain disparity
remains. It is more in the line of all
Paul’s thoughts to say with Holtzmann
{(N. T. Theol., ii,, 118), that Christ by
dying paid to sin that tribute to which
in virtue of a Divine sentence (kplpa, v.
16) it could lay claim, and that those
therefore who share His death are like
Himself absolved from all claims of sin
for the future. For éddmaf, see Heb.
vii. 27, ix. 12, x. 10. The very idea of
death is that of a summary, decisive,
never-to-be-repeated end. & 8¢ {fj k.7,
“The life that He lives He lives to God .

Ver. 11. In this verse the application
is made of all that precedes. The death
with Christ, the life with Christ, are real,
yet to be realised. The truth of being a
Christian is contained in them, yet the
calling of the Christian is to live up to
them. We may forget what we should
be; we may also (and this is how Paul
puts it) forget what we are. We are
dead to sin in Christ’s death; we are
alive to God in Christ’s resurrection ; let
us regard ourselves as such in Christ
Fesus, The essence of our faith is a
union to Him in which His experience
becomes ours. This is the theological
reply to antinomianism.

Ver. 12 f. Practical enforcement of
vers. 1-11. Theinner life is in union with
Christ, and the outer (bodily) life must
not be inconsistent with it (Weiss). év
7§ Bvqrd dpdv cdpati: the suggestion
of @ynTds is rather that the frail body
should be protected against the tyranny
of sin, than that sin leads to the death
of the body. pnd¢ mwapiordvere . . .
&A\\& rapagTicare: and do not go on,
as you have been doing, putting your
members at the service of sin, but put
them once for all at the service of God.
For the difference between pres. and
aor. imper., see Winer, p. 303 f. 8mwha
&8uwklas: the gen. is of quality, ¢f. Luke
xvi. 8,9. &wAa in the N.T. seems always
to mean weapons, not instruments: see
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The

received reading is apparently an attempt to combine the other two.

2 ws DFKLP 17; but woe (SABC 47.

3 For apaprnoopey NABCDKLP read apaprnoopev.

2 Cor. x. 4, 6, 7, and ¢f. é{rdvia, ver. 23.
doel i vexpav Ldvras: they were really
such; the @oel signifies that they are to
think of themselves as such, and to act
accordingly.

Ver. 14. They can obey these ex-
hortations, for sin will not be their tyrant
now, since they are not under law, but
under grace. It is not restraint, but
inspiration, which liberates from sin:
not Mount Sinai but Mount Calvary
which makes saints. But this very way
of putting the truth (which will be ex-
panded in chaps, vii. and viii.) seems to
raise the old difficulty of iii. 8, vi. 1
again. The Apostle states it himself,
and proceeds to a final refutation of it.

Ver. 15. &poapriowpev; deliberative:
are we to sin because our life is not ruled
by statutes, but inspired by the sense of
what we owe to that free pardoning
mercy of God? Are we to sin because
God justifies the ungodly at the Cross?

Ver. 16. obk ot8ate: It is excluded
by the elementary principle that no man
can serve two masters (Matt. vi. 24).
The 8oV)ovs is the exclusive property of
one, and he belongs to that one els
{mraromy, with obedience in view ; nothing
else than obedience to his master alone
is contemplated. The masters here are
apoprio whose service ends in death,
and dmaxon (¢f. v. 19) whose service ends
inrighteousness. Sikaloadvy here cannot
be “justification,” but righteousness in
the sense of the character which God
approves. #HTot here only in N.T. = of
course these are the only alternatives.

Ver. 17. Paul thanks God that his
readers have already made their choice,
and made it for obedience. 87t fire . . .
{Immrodoare 8¢: the co-ordination seems

to imply that Paul is grateful (1) that
their servitude to sin is past --fyTe having
the emphasis; (z) that they have received
the Gospel. Yet the two things are one,
and it would have been more natural to
subordinate the first: ‘that though ye
were slaves of sin, ye obeyed,” etc.
Unnkoloarte els dv mwapedddnre Timov
8.8axfis must be resolved into . 7§
Tiwe THs Sidaxfis els dv mapedifnTe.
The alternative is eis Tov Témov TiHs
Budaxijs bs wapedddn tpiv (Kypke). But
{imakovewy els Tu only means to be
obedient with respect to something, not
to be obedient f0 some one, or some
thing, which is the sense required here,
A true parallel is Cyril of Jerus. Catechet.
lect. iv., § iil.: wpd 8¢ ~His els THv
wioTww moapadéorews; the catechumens
were handed over to the faith. But
what is the témos 8u8axfs to which the
converts at Rome were handed over?
Many, in the line of these words of
Cyril, conceive of it as a *type of doc-
trine,” a special mode of presenting the
Gospel, which had as catchwords, e.g.,
“not under law but under grace,” or
¢ free from sin and slaves to righteous-
ness,”” or more probably, *dying with
Christ and rising with Him”.  In other
words, Paulinism as modern theology
conceives it. But this is an anachronism,
It is only modern eyes that see distinct
doctrinal types in the N.T., and Paul,
as far as he knew (r Cor. xv. 3-11),
preached the same Gospel as the other
Apostles. It is unnecessary, also, to the
argument. In whatever form the Gospel
won the obedience of men, it was incon-
sistent with their continuance in sin.
Hence it seems nearer the truth to take
Témos 8udayfs in a more general sense;
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it is teaching, of course in a definite
form, but regarded chiefly in its ethical
requirements ; when received, or when
men were handed over to it, it became a
moral authority. Cf. Hort, Romans and
Ephesians, p. 32 f. What is the time
referred to in the aorists dmwqkovoare
and mwapedédnre? It is the time when
they became Christians, a time really
fixed by their acceptance of the Gospel
in faith, and outwardly marked by bap-
tism. Baptism is the visible point of
separation between the two servitudes—
to sin and to God.

Ver, 18. There is no absolute inde-
pendence for man; our nature requires
us to serve some master,

Ver. 19. &vlpadmwov Aéyw 8Sia v
doféveray Tis capkds ﬁp.é}v. Cf. iil, 5,
Gal, iii. 15. Paul apologises for using
this human figure of the relation of slave
to master to convey spiritual truths.
But what is ¢ the weakness of the flesh
which makes him have recourse to such
figures? Weiss makes it moral. The
Apostle speaks with this unmistakable
plainness and emphasis because he is
writing to morally weak persons whose
nature and past life really made them
liable to temptations to libertinism. This
seems to me confirmed by the reference,
which immediately follows, to the char-
acter of their pre-Christian life, Others
make the weakness rather intellectual
than ethical, as if Paul said: “I conde-
scend to your want of spiritual intelli-
gence in usinrg such figures”. But this
is not a natural meaning for ‘the weak-
ness of your flesh,” and does not yield
so good a connection with what follows.

Soha 7 dxabapoiq kal 7§ &vopig:
akabapoia defiling the sinner, advopia
disregarding the will of God. If eis v
dvop.iav should remain in the text, it may
suggeést that this bad life never gets be-
yond itself. On the other hand, to pre-
sent the members as slaves to righteous-
ness has ayiagpds in view, which is a
higher thing. &ywaopds is sanctification,
primarily as an act or process, eventually
as a result. It is unreal to ask whether
the process or the result is meant here:
they have no meaning apart.

Ver. 20. In every state in which man
lives, there is a bondage and a liberty.
In the old state, it was bondage to sin,
and liberty in relation to righteousness.
For 7 Sikaroadvy see Winer, 263.

Ver. 21 f. To decide which of the two
lives, or of the two freedoms, is the true,
Paul appeals to their fruits. The marked
contrast between 7éve and viv is in favour
of those who put the mark of interroga-
tion after 7ére. ¢ What fruit therefore
had you then ?  Things of which you are
now ashamed.” The construction é¢’
ols émaroyiveale is found also in Isa, i.
29: foxivinoay émt Tols kiwois. If
the point of interrogation is put after
traioyiveade, the answer “none” must
be interpolated : and ékelvwy supplied as
antecedent to é¢’ ols. wvwvi 8¢: But now,
now that the situation is reversed, and
you have been freed from sin and made
slaves to God, you have your fruit els
dywaopdy. He does not say what the
fruit is, but we know what the things
are which contribute to and result in
dylaopds: see ver. I.

Ver. 23. The yap introduces the
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general truth of which what has been
said of the Romans in ver. 21 f. is an
illustration, * All this is normal and
natural, for the wages of sin is death,”
etc.  SYidvia 1 Macc. iii. 28, xiv. 32.
The idea of a warfare (see 8wha, ver. 13)
is continued. The soldier’s pay who en-
lists in the service of sin is death. 6 82
xdpiopa: but the free gift, etc. The
end in God’s service is not of debt, but
of grace. Tertullian (quoted in S, and H.)
renders ydpuopa here donativum (the
largess given by the emperor to soldiers
on a New Year’s Day or birtbday),
keeping on the military association; but
Paul could hardly use what is almost a
technical expression with himself in ‘a
technical sense quite remote from his
own. On Loy alédvios & X.’L 16 kvple
AMdY, see on v, 2I.

Cuartrer VII. The subject of chap.
vi.is continued. The Apostle shows how
by death the Christian is freed from the
law, which, good as it is in itself and in
the Divine intention, nevertheless, owing
to the corruption of man’s nature, instead
of helping to make him good, perpetually
stimulates sin. Vers. 1-6 describe the
liberation from the law; vers. 7-13, the
actual working of the law; in vers. 14-25
we are shown that this working of the
law is due not to anything in itself, but
to the power of sin in the flesh,

Vers. 1-6. For § &yvoeire, ¢f. vi. 3.
Chap. vi. contains the argument which
is illustrated in these verses, and the
question alludes to it: not to accept the
argument that the Christian is free from
all legal obligations leaves no alternative
but to suppose the persons to whom it is
addressed ignorant of the principle by
which the duration of all legal obliga-
tions is determined. This they cannot
be, for Paul speaks ywdoxovor vépov
= to people who know what law is.
Neither Roman nor Mosaic law is speci-
ally referred to: the argument rests on
the nature of law in general. Even in

6 vdp.os, though in applying the principle
Paul would think first of the Mosaic law,
it is not exclusively referred to.

Ver. 2f.  An illustration of the prin-
ciple. It is the only illustration in which
death liberates a person who yet remains
alive and can enter into new relations,
Of course there is an inexactness, for in
the argument the Christian is freed by
his own death, and in the illustration the
wife is freed by the husband's death ; but
we must discount that. Paul required
an illustration in which both death and
a new life appeared. kardpynrar dwé:
cf. ver. 6, Gal. v. 4: she is once for all
discharged (oras R.V. in Gal. “severed ’)
from the law of the husband: for the
genitive To¥ &v8pds, see Winer, 235.
xpnperioer = she shall be publicly desig-
nated : ¢f. Acts xi. 26. 7ol uY elvar
abriy pouxahida k.t N : grammatically
this may either mean (1) thet she may
not be an adulteress, though married to
another man; or (2) so that she is not,
etc. Meyer prefers the first; and it
may be argued that in this place, at all
events, the idea of forming another con-
nection is essential: ¢f, els 70 yevéobar
tubs érépw, ver. 4 (Gifford); but it is
difficult to conceive of innocent re-
marriage as being formally the purpose
of the law in question, and the second
meaning is therefore to be preferred. Cf.
Burton, Moods and Tenses, § 308. ’

Ver. 4. &oTe kal dpels édavaTdbnTe
7@ vépw ¢ the inference is drawn rather
from the principle than from the example,
but kal vpels means “you as well as
the woman in the illustration,” not
“ you Gentiles as well as I a Jew”,
The last, which is Weiss’s interpre-
tation, introduces a violent contrast of
which there is not the faintest hint in
the context, The meaning of fava-
TéfnTe is fixed by reference to chap.
vi. 3-6.  The aorist refers to the definite
time at which in their baptism the old
life (and with it all its legal obligations)
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came to an end. 3t& Tol ocdpaTos Tol
Xrol: Weiss rejects as opposed to the
context the ** dogmatic’ reference to
the sacrificial death of Christ as a satis-
faction for sin; all the words imply,
according to him, is that the Christian,
in baptism, experiences a dpolwpa of
Christ’s death, or as it is put in vi. 6 is
crucified with Him, and so liberated from
every relation to the law, But if Christ’s
death had no spiritual content—if it
were not a death * for our sins” (1 Cor.
xv. 3), a death having the sacrificial
character and atoning virtue described
in iii. 25 f.—there would be no reason
why a sinful man should be baptised into
Christ and His death at all, and in point
of fact no one would be baptised. It is
because Christ’s death is what it is, a
sin-expiating death, that it draws men
to Him, and spiritually reproduces in
them a reflex or counterpart of His death,
with which all their old relations and
obligations terminate. The object of
this is that they may belong to another,
a different person. Paul does not say
évépe avBpl: the marriage metaphor is
dropped. He is speaking of the ex-
perience of Christians one by one, and
though Christ is sometimes spoken of as
the husband or bridegroom of the Church,
there is no Scripture authority for using
this metaphor of His relation to the
individual soul. Neither is this inter-
pretation favoured by the use of xapmwo-
dopiowpev; to interpret this of the fruit
of the new marriage is both needless and
grotesque. The word is used frequently
in the N.T. for the outcome of the
Christian life, but never with this as-
sociation; and a reference to vi. 2I
shows how natural it is to the Apostle
without any such prompting. Ewven the
change from the second person (¢8ava-
Tobnyre) to the first (kapmodopricwpev)
shows that he is contemplating the end
of the Christian life quite apart from the
suggestions of the metaphor. Christ is

described as 7§ éx vekpdv EyepBévi,
because we can only belong to a living
person. T Bed is dat. comm. God is
the person interested in this result.

Ver. 5. Contrast of the earlier life.
“ &y T} gapkl ” is materially the same
as *“ 4rd Tov vépov” ; the same state of
the soul is described more from within and
more from without. The opposite would
be v 7§ mvedpart, or 4mwd xdpv. Tdwabi-
jpaTta TéV dpapTidy are the passions from
which acts of sin proceed: Gal. v. 24.
76 818 Tod vépov: it is through the law
that these passions become actualised :
we would never know them for what they
are, if it were not for the law. els 7o
kapmodopiirar 7 favdare: there is no
allusion to marriage here any more than
in ver. 4. Death is personified here as
in v. 17: this tyrant of the human race
is the only one who profits by the fruits
of the sinful life.

Ver. 6. vuvl 8¢ but as things stand, con-
sidering what we are as Christians. kaTvp-
Yi0npev: cf. ver. 2. We are discharged
from the law, by our death to that in which
we were held. But what is this? Most
expositors say the law; Philippi even
makes Tod vépov the antecedent of &v ¢,
rendering, we have been delivered, by
dying, from the law in which we were
held. This construction is too artificial
to be true; and if we supply Todre with
dmofavdvres, something vaguer than the
law, though involving and involved by it
(the old life in the flesh, for instance)
must be meant. &ore SovAedewv kT2
“enabling us to serve’” (S. and H.): for
dore with inf. in N.T. see Blass,
Gramm. des N.T. Griech., § 219. &
kawdrnre wvedparos koA =in a new
way, which only the possession of the
spirit makes possible, not in the old way
which alone was possible when we were
under the letter of the law. For the
Pauline contrast of wvelpa and ypdupa,
see 2 Cor. iii. ; for od in this expression,
see Burton, § 481.
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In chap. xv. 18 ali editors

with MABCP read kateipyaoarto, and this is preferred here by Lachm., W. and H.,
and by Weiss in all places; but here Tischdf,, Treg. and Alford read kamnpyagaro.
Variations in the treatment of the augment are very frequent in the MSS.

Vers. 7-13. The actual working of the
law. A very close connection between
the law and sin is implied in all that has
preceded : especially in vi. 14, and in
such an expression as Ta wafjpaTa TGV
apapTidy Ta Bid Tod vépov in vil. 5. This
connection has to be examined more
closely. The object of the Apostle,
according to Weiss, is not to answer a
false inference from his teaching, viz.,
that the law is sin, but to conciliate for
his own mind the idea of liberation from
the law with the recognition of the O.T.
revelation.  But the difficuity of con-
ciliating these two things is not- peculiar
to the Apostle ; it is because we all feel
it in some form that the passage is so
real to us. Qur experience of law has
been as tragic as his, and we too ask
how this comports with the idea of its
Divine origin. The much discussed
question, whether the subject of this
passage {vers. 7-24) is the unregenerate
or the regenerate self, or whether in
particular vers. 7-13 refer to the un-
regenerate, and vers, I4-24 to the re-
generate, is hardly real. The distinction
in its absolute form belongs to doctrine,
not to experience. No one could have
written the passage but a Christian: it
is the experience of the unregenerate, we
may say, but seen through regenerate
eyes, interpreted in a regenerate mind.
1t is the Apostle’s spiritual history, but
universalised ; a history in which one
stage is not extinguished by the next,
but which is present as a whole to his
consciousness, each stage all the time
determining and determined by all the
rest. We cannot date the things of the
spirit as simply as if they were mere
historical incidents. i odv ¢polpev, cf.
vi. 1: What inference then shall we
draw ? sc. from the relations of sin and
law just suggested. Is the law sin? Paul
repels the thought with horror. &A\\&
v dpaptiav obx €yvev: &XA& may con-
tinue the protest = On the contrary, 1
should not have known sin, etc. ; or it may
be restrictive, abating the completeness
of the negation involved in the protest.
The law is not sin—God forbid ; but, for
all'that, there is a connection: 1 should

not have known sin but by the law. The
last suits the context better : see ver. 21.
On odk &yvev without dv, see Winer,
383 : it is possible, however (Gifford), to
render simply, I did not know sin except
through the law; and so also with ovk
fi8ew. Bia vépou: of course he thinks
of the Mosaic law, but the absence of
the article shows that itis the legal, not
the Mosaic, character of it which is in
view ; and it is this which enables us to
understand the experience in question.
v Te yap dmbupiav k.rh i the desire
for what is forbidden is the first con-
scious form of sin, For the force of
Te here see Winer, p. 561. Simcox,
Language of the N.T., p. 160. In the
very similar construction in 2 Cor. x. 8
Winer suggests an anacoluthon: pos-
sibly Paul meant here also to introduce
something which would have balanced
the e (I should botk have been ignorant
of lust, unless the law had said, Thou
shalt not lust, and ignorant of other
forms of sin unless the law had prohibited
them). But the one instance, as he
works it out, suffices him. It seems
impossible to deny the reference to the
tenth commandment (Exod. xx. 17)
when the words ok émBupdoes are
quoted from ‘“ the law "’ ; but the special
modes of ém@upia prohibited are of no
consequence, and it is beside the mark
to argue that Paul’s escape from phari-
saism began with the discovery that a
feeling, not an outward act only, might
be sinful. All he says is that the con-
sciousness of sin awoke in him in the
shape of a conflict with a prohibitive
law, and to illustrate this he quotes the
tenth commandment. Its generality
made it the most appropriate to quote.
Ver. 8. &doppyiv AaPoloa means
“ having received,” not * having taken”
occasion. 1% apaptia is sin as a power
dwelling in man, of the presence of which
he is as yet unaware., How it *receives
occasion” is not stated; it must be by
coming face to face with something
which appeals to émtbupla ; but when it
has received it, it avails itself of the
commandment (viz., the one prohibiting
¢mbupla) to work in us émbupla of
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The two words are constantly con-

fused (Alford), but the change may have been made intentionally here with the idea

that an ethical word was wanted,

every sort. It really is the command-
ment which it uses, for without law sin
is dead. Cf. iv. 15, v. 13: but especially
1 Cor. xv. 56, Apart from the law we
have no experience either of its character
or of its vitality.

Ver. g. &yw 8¢ €lwv xwpis vépov woré:
this is ideal biography. There is not
really a period in life to which one can
look back as the happy time when he
had no conscience ; the lost paradise in
the infancy of men or nations only
serves as a foil to the moral conflicts
and disorder of maturer years, of which
we are clearly conscious. é\fodons 8¢
1fis évToAqs x.m.\. In these words, on
the other haud, the most intensely real
experience is vividly reproduced. When
the commandment came, sin * came to
life again”; its dormant energies woke,
and “I died”. ¢ There is a deep tragic
pathos in the brief and simple statement;
it seems to point to some definite period
full of painful recollections” (Gifford).
To say that “death” here means the
loss of immortality (bodily death without
the hope of resurrection), as Lipsius, or
that it means only **spiritual” death, is
to lose touch with the Apostle’s mode of
thought. It is an indivisible thing, all
doom and despair, too simply felt to be
a subject for analysis.

Ver. 10.. The result is that the com-
mandment defeats its own intention; it
has life in view, but it ends in death,
Here also analysis only misleads. Life
and death are indivisible wholes.

Ver. 11, Yet this result is not due to
the commandment in itself. It is in-

dwelling sin, inherited from Adam,
which, when it has found a base of
operations, employs the commandment
to deceive (¢f. Gen. iii. 13) and to
kill. ““Sin here takes the place of the
Tempter ” in Genesis (S. and H.).

Ver. 12, The conclusion is that the
law is holy (this is the answer to the
question with which the discussion
started in ver. 7: 6 vépos Gpaptin;),
and the commandment, which is the law
in operation, holy and just and good.
aylo means that it belongs to God and
has a character corresponding; 8ikala
that its requirements are those which
answer to the relations. in which man
stands to God and his fellow-creatures;
4yafq that in its nature and aim it is
beneficent ; man’s weal, not his woe, is
its natural end. There is no-formal con-
trast to 6 mév vépos, such as was perhaps
in the Apostle’s mind when he began the
sentence, and might have been intro-
duced by 7 8¢ apapria; but a real con-
trast is given in ver. 13.

Ver. 13.  The description of the com-
mandment as “ good ” raises the problem
of ver. 7 in a new form. Can the good
issue in evil? Did that which is good
turn out to be death to me? This also
is denied, or rather repelled. It was not
the good law, but sin, which became
death to the Apostle. And.in this there
was a Divine intention, wiz., that sin
might appear sin, might come out in its
true colours, by working death for man
through that which is good. Sin turns
God’s intended blessing into a curse;
nothing could more clearly show what it
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is, or excite a stronger desire for deliver-
ance from it. The second clause with tva
(va yévnrar ka® vwepPoly dpapTwlds
% Gpaptic) seems co-ordinate with the
first, yet intensifies it: personified sin
not only appears, but actually turns out
to be, beyond measure sinful through its
perversion of the commandment.

Vers, 14-25. The last section of the
chapter confirms the argument in which
Paul has vindicated the law, by exhibit-

ing the power of sin in the flesh. Itis
this which makes the law weak, and
defeats its good intention. ‘¢ Hitherto

he had contrasted himself, in respect of
his whole being, with the Divine law;
now, however, he begins to describe a
discord which exists within himself”
(Tholuck).

Ver. 14. 6 vépos mvevpatwkés: the
law comes from God who is Spirit, and
it shares His nature: its affinities are
Divine, not human. éyd 8¢ adprwés
eipL, wewpapévos Imwd THv dpapriav: I,
as opposed to the law, am a creature of
flesh, sold under sin. e@dpkivos is pro-
perly material = carneus, consisting of
flesh, as opposed to eaprikds, which is
ethical =carnalis, Paul uses it because
he is thinking of human nature, rather
than of human ckaracter, as in opposition
to the Divine law. He does not mean
that there is no higher element in human
nature having affinity to the law (against
this see vers. 22-235), but that such higher
elements are so depressed and impotent
that no injustice is done in describing
human nature as in his own person he
describes it here. Flesh has such an
exclusive preponderance that tan can
only be regarded as a being who has no
affinity for the spiritual law of God, and
necessarily kicks against it. Not that
this is to be regarded as his essential
nature. It descnbes him only as wemwpa-~
péves vmwd iy Gpaptiav: the slave of sin.
To speak of man as ‘“flesh” is to speak
of him as distinguished from God who is
* Spirit ” ; but owing to the diffusion of
sin in humanity, and the ascendency it
has acquired, this mere distinction be-
comes an antagonism, and the mind of
¢ the flesh” is enmity against God. 1In
adpkivos there is the sense of man’s
weakness, and pity for it; capkikds
would only have expressed condemna-
tion, perhaps a shade of disgust or con-
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tempt, Weiss rightly remarks that the
present tense elpt is determined simply
by the éorwv preceding. Paul is con-
trasting the law of God and human
nature, of course on the basis of his.own
experience; but the contrast is worked
out ideally, or timelessly, as we might
say, all the tenses being present; it is
obvious, however, on reflection, that the
experience described is essentially that
of his pre-Christian days. It is the un-
regenerate man’s experience, surviving
at least in memory into regenerate days
and read with regenerate eyes,

Ver. 15. Only the hypothesis of
slavery explains his acts, For what I
do o¥ ywdokw, i.e., I do not recognise it
as my own, as a thing for which I am
responsible and which I can approve:
my act is that of a slave who is but the
instrument of another’s will. ob yap &
0Ao k.r.h.  There is “ an incompre-
hensible contradiction in his action ”.
xarepydleabal is to effect, to bring about
by one’s own work ; wpdoaey is to work
at, to busy oneself with, a thing, with
or without success, but with purpose;
motety is simply to make or produce.

Ver. 16, 8 ob 8éAw takes up & piod:
the negative expression is strong enough
for the argument. In doing what he
hates, i.¢., in doing evil against his will,
his will agrees with the law, that it is
good. xaAds suggests the moral beauty
or nobility of the law, not like dyafy
(ver. 12) its beneficial purpose.

Ver, 17.  Novi 82 odkémi &yd kaTepyd-
Lopar adrd. éyd is the true I, and em-
phatic. As things are, in view of the
facts just explained, it is not the true
self which is responsible for this line of
conduct, but the sin which has its abode
in the man: contrast viii. 11 76 &voLkoi¥
adrod myvelpa &v dpiv. ¢ Paul said, ¢TIt
is no more I that do it, but sin that
dwelleth in me,” and ‘I live, yet not I,
but Christ that liveth in me’; and both
these sayings of his touch on the unsay-
able”’ (Dr. John Duncan). To be saved
from sin, a man must at the same time
own it and disown it} it is this practical
paradox which is reflected in this verse.
It is safe for a Christian like Paul—
it is not safe for everybody—to explain
his failings by the watchword, Not I,
but indwelling sin, That might be anti-
nomian, or manichean, as well as evan-

41
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though admitting that the case is difficult.

gelical. A true saint may say it in a
moment of passion, but a sinner had
better not make it a principle.

Ver. 18. It is sin, and nothing but
sin, that has to be taken account of in
this connection, for ¢ 1 know that in me,
that is in my flesh, there dwells no
good . For Tod7’ éorv seeoni. 12, &
tpol = &v 1 gapxl pov = in me, regarded
as a creature of flesh, apart from any
relation to or affinity for God and His
spirit. This, of course, is not a complete
view of what man is at any stage of his
life. 756 yap 0éheww wapdkertal poi:
0éhewv is rather wish than will: the
want of will is the very thing lamented.
An inclination to the good is at his
hand, within the limit of his resources,
but not the actual effecting of the good.

Ver. 1g. In this verse there is a re-
petition of verse 15, but what was there
an abstract contrast between inclination
and action is here sharpened into the
moral contrast between good inclination
and bad action.

Ver. 20. The same conclusion as in
ver. 17. If the first &yd is right, it
must go with o 8éAw : Paul distinguishes
himself sharply, as a person whose in-
clination is violated by his actions, from
the indwelling sin which is really respon-
sible for them.

Vers. 21-23 summarise the argument.
evploke dpa TOV vépov . . . 8TL: most
commentators hold that the clause in-
troduced by 87 is the explanation of
Tdv vépov. The law, in short, which
Paul has discovered by experience, is
the constant fact that when his inclina-
tion is to do good, evil is present with
him. This sense of law approximates

very closely to the modern sense which
the word bears in physical science—so
closely that its very modernness may
be made an objection to it. Possibly
Paul meant, in using the word, to con-
vey at the same time the idea of an
outward compulsion put on him by sin,
which expressed itself in this constant
incapacity to do the good he inclined
to—authority or constraint as well as
normality being included in his idea of
the word. But é vépos in Paul always
seems to have much more definitely the
suggestion of something with legislative
authority : it is questionable whether the
first meaning given above would have
occurred, or would have seemed natural,
except to a reader familiar with the
phraseology of modern science. Besides,
the subject of the whole paragraph is
the relation of ¢ the law ” to sin, and the
form of the sentence is quite analogous
to that of ver. 10, in which a preliminary
conclusion has been come to on the
question, Hence I agree with those who
make Tov vépov the Mosaic law. The
construction is not intolerable, if we
observe that ebplokw dpa Tov vépov 76
Béhovr. ol k.7.\. is  equivalent to
ebplokerar dpa 6 vépos 7§ 0éhovry Epol
k.7 A “This is what I find the law—
or lite under the law—to come to in
experience : when I wish to do good, evil
is present with me,” This is the answer
he has already given in ver. 7 to the
question, Is the law sin ? No, it is not
sin, but nevertheless sin is most closely
connected with it. The repeated épol
has something tragic in it: me, who am
so anxious to do otherwise.

Ver. 22 f. Further explanation : the
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incongruity between inclination and
action has its roots in a division within
man’s nature. The law of God legislates
for him, and in the inner man (Eph. iii.
16) he delights in it. The inner man is
not equivalent to the new or regenerate
man ; it is that side of every man’s
nature which is akin to God, and is the
point of attachment, so to speak, for the
regenerating spirit. It is called inward
because it is not seen. What is seen is
described in ver. 23. Here also vépos is
not used in the modern physical sense,
but imaginatively : * I see that a power
to legislate, of a different kind (different
from the law of God), asserts itself in my
members, making war on the law of my
mind . The law of my mind is prac-
tically identical with the law of God in
ver. 22 : and the vois itself, if not
identical with 6 &ow d&vlpwires, is its
chief organ. Paul does not see in his
nature two normal modes in which
certain forces operate ; he sees two
authorities saying to him, Do this, and the
higher succumbing to the lower. Asthe
lower prevails, it leads him captive to the
law of Sin which is in his members, or in
other words to itself: ¢ of whom a man
is overcome, of the same is he brought
in bondage . The end therefore is that
man, as a creature of flesh, living under
law, does what Sin enjoins. Itis the law
of Sin to which he gives obedience.

Ver. 24. Talalwopos Eyd HvBpwros -
Tis pe pioetar; “a wail of anguish and
a cry for help”, The words are not
those of the Apostle’s heart as he writes;
they are the words which he knows are
wrung from the heart of the man who
realises that he is himself in the state

just described. Paul has reproduced
this vividly from his own experience, but
Talalropos éyd dvBpwros is not the cry
of the Christian Paul, but of the man
whom sin and law have brought to
despair. ék Tod odpaTos Tod Bavdrov
TovTov: ‘“ This death” is the death of
which man is acutely conscious in the
condition described: it is the same as
the death of ver. g, but intensely realised
through the experience of captivity to
sin, “The body of this death ” is there-
fore the same as ‘‘the body of sin” in
chap. vi. 6: it is the body which, as the
instrument if not the seat of sin, is in-
volved in its doom. Salvation must in-
clude deliverance from the body so far
as the body has this character and
destiny.

Ver. 25. The exclamation of thanks-
giving shows that the longed-for deliver-
ance has actually been achieved. The
regenerate man'’s ideal contemplation of
his pre-Christian state rises with sudden
joy into a declaration of his actual eman-
cipation as a Christian. 8t& ’l. X. Tod
Kuplov fipdv: Christ is regarded as the
mediator through whom the thanksgiving
ascends to God, not as the author of the
deliverance for which thanks are given.
With &pa olv adrds &yd the Apostle
introduces the conclusion of this whole
discussion, “ So then | myself—that is,
I, leaving Jesus Christ our Lord out of
the question—can get no further than
this: with the mind, or in the inner man,
1 serve a law of God (a Divine law), but
with the flesh, or in my actual outward
life, a law of sin.” We might say the
law of God, or of sin; but the absence
of the definite article emphasises the
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character of law.
Cor. x. I, xil, I3.

CHaprrer VIII. For the place of this
chapter in the argument see chap. vi.,
ad init. The general subject is the life
in the spirit, by which the power of sin
is broken, and the believer enabled to
live to God. It falls into three parts (1)
vers. I-11, in which the spirit as opposed
to the flesh is described as the principle
of righteousness and life; (2) vers. 12-
27, in which it is regarded as a spirit of
adoption, the first fruits of a heavenly
inheritance for the children of God; and
(3) vers. 28-39, in which Paul concludes
the argument, glorying in the assurance
of God’s immutable love in Jesus Christ,

(1) Vers. 1-11. The Spirit as the
principle of righteousness and life.

Ver. 1. obd¢v dpa viv kaTdxpipa Tols
tv X.’l.  The od8&v is emphatic: con-
demnation is in every sense out of the
question,  viv is temporal: it dis-
tinguishes the Christian from the pre-
Christian period of life. The bold asser-
tion is an inference (&pa) from what is
implied in the thanksgiving to God
through Jesus Christ (vii. 25), The de-
scription of Christians as “those who
are in Christ Jesus” goes back to the
words of Jesus Himself in John xv.

Ver, 2. There is no condemnation,
for all ground for it has been removed.
“The law of the spirit of the life which
is in Christ Jesus made me [thee] free
from the law of sin and death.” It is
subjection to the law of sin and death
which involves condemnation; emanci-
pation from it leaves no place for con-
demnation. For the meaning of “the
law " see on vil, 23. The spirit which

adrds dym: see 2

brings to the believer the life which is
in Christ Jesus brings with it also the
Divine law for the believer’s life; but it
is now, as Paul says in Gal. iii. 21, a
“ydpos 6 Buvdpevos Lwomroifioal,” not an
impotent law written on tables of stone,
and hence righteousness comes by it;
it proves more than a match for the
authority exercised over man by the
forces of sin and death. Paul would
not have called the Divine law (even as
a series of statutes) a law of sin and
death, though he says 10 ypdppa dmo-
kTetver ; Sin and Death are conceived
objectively as powers which impose
their own law on unredeemed men.
Ver. 3. He now explains how this
was done. It was not done by the law:
that is the first point. If 73 a8¥varov is
active (= * the inability ”’ of the law) we
must suppose that Paul meant to finish
the sentence, ‘“was overcome,” or ‘‘was
removed” by God. If it is passive (=
¢ that which is impossible” for the law),
we must suppose he meant to finish it,
“was achieved” or ‘“accomplished ” by
God. There is really no way of decid-
ing whether &8dvarov is active or passive,
and the anacoluthon makes it impossible
to tell what construction Paul had in his
mind, 7.c., whether 48dvaTov is nomina-
tive or accusative. For the best exami-
nation of the grammar see S. and H. év
¢ probably refers to a8vvatov: the point
at which the law was impotent, in which
it was weak through the flesh. This is
better than to render év ¢§ “in that,” or
“because”. For the meaning ¢f. vii. 18,
What the law could not do, God did by
sending Tov éavrol vidv His own Son.
With the coming of so great a Person,
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uniquely related to God (for this is im-
plied both here and in ver. 32, as con-
trasted with ver. 14), a new saving power
entered the world, God sent His Son
&y Spoidpart capxds dpaprias. The
connection implies that sending Him
thus was in some way related to the end
to be secured. But what do the words
mean? opolwpa occurs in Rom. i. 23,
v, 14, vi. 5, and also in Phil. ii. 7. This
last passage, in which Christ is described
as & Sporapatt Gvlpdrey yevdpevos, is
the one which is most akin to Rom. viii.
3, and most easily illustrates it. There
must have been a reason why Paul wrote
in Philippians & époidpary avl. vyevd-
pevos instead of &vBpwwos yevdpevos, and
it may well have been the same reason
which made him write here &v épordpare
capkds apaprias instead of év capxi
apaprias. He wishes to indicate not
that Christ was not really man, or that
His flesh was not really what in us is
adpt dpaprias, but that what for ordin-
ary men is their natural condition is for
this Person only an assumed condition
(Holtzmann, N.T. Theol., ii., 74). But
the emphasis in épolwpa is on Christ’s
likeness to us, not His unlikeness ; ““flesh
of sin” is one idea to the Apostle, and
what he means by it is that God sent
His Son in that nature which in us
is identified with sin, This was the
“form " (and * form ”’ rather than ¢ like-
ness ”’ is what épolwpa signifies) in which
Christ appeared among men. It does
not prejudice Christ’s sinlessness, which
is a fixed point with the Apostle ab initio;
and if any one says that it involves a
contradiction to maintain that Christ was
sinless, and that He came in a nature
which in us is identified with sin, it
may be pointed out that this identifica-
tion does not belong to the essence of
our nature, but to its corruption, and
that the uniform teaching of the N.T. is
that Christ is one with us--short of sin.
The likeness and the limitation of it
(though the former is the point here
urged) are equally essential in the Re-
deemer. But God sent His Son not
only é&v 6p. o. &. but kal wepl dpaprias.
These words indicate the aim of the
mission. Christ was sent in our nature
“in connection with sin”. The R.V.
renders ““ as an offering for sin”’.  This
is legitimate, for mepl apaprias is used

b See Ch.
vi. v

both in the LXX (Lev. iv. 33 and passim,
Ps. xl. 6, 2 Chr, xxix. 24) and in the
N.T, (Heb. x. 6, 8) in the sense of “sin-
offering 7 (usually answering to Heb.

ﬂﬁwﬁ, but in Isa. liii. 10 to DVjN);

but it is not formally necessary. But
when the question is asked, In what
sense did God send His Son “in con-
nection with sin”? there is only one
answer possible. e sent Him to ex-
piate sin by His sacrificial death, This
is the centre and foundation of Paul’s
gospel (iil. 25 ff.), and to ignore it here
1s really to assume that he used the
words kat mwepl apaprias (which have at
least sacrificial associations) either with
no meaning in particular, or with a
meaning alien to his constant and dear-
est thoughts. Weiss says it is impossible
to think here of expiating sin, because
only the removal of the power of sin
belongs to the context, But we cannot
thus set the end against the means; the
Apostle’s doctrine is that the power of
sin cannot be broken except by expiating
it, and that is the very thing he teaches
here. This fixes the meaning and the
reference of katéxpivev, It is sometimes
interpreted as if Christ were the subject :
¢ Christ by His sinless life in our nature
condemned sin in that nature,” i.e.,
showed that it was not inevitable, and in
so doing gave us hope; and this sense of
““condemned ” is supported by reference
to Mt, xii. 41 f. DBut the true argument
(especially according to the analogy of
that passage) would rather be, ¢ Christ
by His sinless life in our nature con-
demned our sinful lives, and left us in-
excusable and without hope . The truth
is, we get on to a wrong track if we
ignore the force of wepl apaprias, or fail
to see that God, not Christ, is the subject
of karéxpivev. God’s condemnation of
sin is expressed in His sending His Son
in our nature, and in such a connection
with sin that He died for it——i.c., took
its condemnation upon Himself. Christ’s
death exhibits God’s condemnation of
sin in the flesh. & 7§ capxl is to be
construed with xatéxpiwev: the flesh-—
that in which sin had reigned—was also
that in which God’s condemmnation of
sin was executed. But Paul does not
mean that by His sinless life in our
nature Christ had broken the power of
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sin at one point for the human race; he
means that in the death of His own Son,
who had come in our nature to make
atonement for sin, God had pronounced
the doom of sin, and brought its claims
and its authority over man to an end.
This is the only interpretation which
does not introduce elements quite alien
to the Apostle’s mode of thought.

Ver. 4. All this was done fva 76 8w,
70V vépov wAnpwdy &v fpiv: that the just
requirement of the law (i.e., a righteous
life) might be fulfilled in us. See note
on iii. 31. é&v Auiv (not 4¢’ Auév), for
it is not our doing, though done in us
(Weiss). vois pd kard odpxa kr =
inasmuch as we walk not, etc. This is
the condition under which the Divine
purpose is fulfilled : there is no physical
necessity in it. wata odpka: the flesh
meant is our corrupt human nature.
xard mwvebpa: the spirit is the Divine
spirit which is given to those who are in
Christ Jesus. It is in them ¢ both law
and impulse .

Ver. 5. The meaning of the sentence
““is not contained in the repetitions of yap
by which it is hooked together ” (Jowett).
oi xatd odpka Bvres are those whose
nature is determined simply by the flesh;
their ““mind,” i.e., their moral interest,
their thought and study, is upon 7& 7is
dapkds: for which see Gal. v. 1g f. ol
kate wvebpa are those whose nature is
determined by the spirit: for r& vod
wvedparos see Gal. v. 22,

Ver. 6. +6 y&p ¢pdvnpa Tis oapkos
8dvatos: this does not so much mean
that a man living after the flesh is with-
out the life of God, as that death is the
end of this line of conduct, chap. vi. 23,
Gal. vi. 8. fwm xal elpfvy: these on
the other hand are conceived as present
results involved in ‘‘the mind of the
spirit . It is not arbitrary to distinguish
thus: fdvaros in Paul is essentially the

> 81 ~ ~ 3 g 2 3
€L 0€ TLS TrYeupa XPLO’TOU QUK ® €XEL, OUTOS OUK

10. €l 8¢ Xpioros év Gpiv, 70 pév odpa vekpor BV

doom awaiting a certain life, {en and
elpfvn possessions and experiences of the
believer.

Ver. 7 f. The reason why the mind
of the flesh terminates so fatally: it is
hostility to God, the fountain of life.
Alienation from Him is necessarily fatal.
It is the flesh which does not (for indeed
it cannot) submit itself to God; as the
seat of indwelling sin it is in permanent
revolt, and those who are iz it (a stronger
expression, yet substantially identically
with those who are after it, ver. 5}
cannot please God.

Ver. g. Paul applies to his readers
what he has said in vers. 5-8. Jpels is
emphatic. You can please God, for you
are not in the flesh, etc. elmep has its
proper force: *if, as is the fact™: ¢f.
iii. 30, viil. 17; and the excellent examina-
tion of other N.T, instances in Simcox,
Language of the N.T., 171 f. Yet the
possibility of the fact being otherwise in
isolated cases, is admitted when he goes
on: €l 8 Tis mvelpa Xpiorol odk Exer
.. For el followed by od see Winer,
509 f. olTog odk &oTiv adTov: only the
indwelling of Christ’s spirit proves a real
relation to Him.

Ver. 10. Consequences of this in-
dwelling of Christ in the Christian. In
one respect, they are not yet so complete
as might be expected. 10 pév odpa
vexpdv: the body, it cannot be denied,
is dead because of sin: the experience
we call death is inevitable for it. o 8&
mwvedpa fwri : but the spirit (.., the human
spirit, as is shown by the contrast with
oapa) is life, God-begotten, God-sus-
tained life, and therefore beyond the
reach of death. As death is due to sin,
50 is this life to Sikateadyn. It is prob-
ably not real to distinguish here between
¢justification ” and ¢ moral righteousness
of life,” and to say that the word means
either to the exclusion of the other. The
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Tov Imoovy ¥AB, W, and H., Weiss, Tdf., etc.

before Xpiorov is om. in §'ABCDY2F and all edd.

k Gal. v. 18,

I4.1Ver, 19;
5 Galiii.26,
I5. 0V jv.6f

Tov
XpioToy is the reading of

BDFKLP, but Xpurrov Inoovy is found in NAD 31, 47, and many fathers, and

is adopted by W. and H., not by Weiss.
H. bracket; Treg. brackets it in marg.

it. vg.
Aeth,
the accus.

Lwowouoer xar; om. kav ]NA 47; W, and
3ua To evolkovy avtov mrvevpa BDEFGKLP
8ia Tov evoikovvTos avtov wvevpatos NAC, many cursives, Copt., Arm.,
This is a very old variant; Clem. Alex. has the gen., Iren., Tert. and Orig.
The genitive (according to Weiss) probably owes its wide diffusion,

though not its origin, to the interest taken in it by the orthodox in connection with

the Macedonian controversy.

the structure to that of vi. 4 (8ca ™5 Sofns Tov waTpos).

It may have originated in an emendation conforming

Edd. are divided. Lachm.,

Treg., and Weiss adopt the accusative, Tischdf. and W, and H. the genitive, but

W. and H. put accusative in marg.

2 For ewowv vior feov NNACD read viot feov erarv.

whole argument of chaps. vi.-viii. is that
neither can exist without the other. No
man can begin to be good till he is justi-
fied freely by God’s grace in Christ Jesus,
and no one has been so justified who
has not begun to live the good life in the
spirit.

Ver. 11. But though the present re-
sults of the indwelling of the spirit are
not all we might desire, the future is
sure, The indwelling spirit is that of
Him who raised Jesus from the dead,
and as such it is the guarantee that our
mortal bodies also (as well as our spirits)
shall share in immortality. The same
argument, in effect, is used in Eph. i
18-20. * The power that worketh in us”
is the same with which “God wrought
in Christ when He raised Him from the
dead and set Him at His own right hand
in the heavenly places”; and it will work
to the same issue in us as in Him. The
reading in the last clause is very doubt-
ful, but whether we take the accus.
(according to which the indwelling of
the spirit is the ground on which God
raises our mortal bodies to undying life)
or the genit. (according to which the
spirit is itself the agent in this resurrec-
tion—a conception not found elsewhere
in Scripture}, in either case a share in the
Christian resurrection is conditioned by
the possession of the Spirit of Christ. It
is clear from the alternation of wvedpa

B0V and mvelpa xprorod in ver. g that
the Spirit of Christ is the same as the
Spirit of God, and the use of ypiorrds
alone in the next verse shows that this
same spirit is the alter ego of Christ.
Cf. Phil, i. 195 Gal. iv. 6; Eph. iii. x4.
This is one of the passages in which the
presuppositions of the Trinitarian con-
ception of God come out most clearly,

(2) Vers. 12-27. The Spirit as a spirit
of adoption, the first-fruits of the in-
heritance of the children of God.

Ver. 12 f. The blessed condition and
hopes of Christians, as described in these
last verses, lay them under obligations:
to whom, or to what? Not (ver. 12) to
the flesh, to live according to it; to it
they owe nothing. If they live after the
flesh they are destined to die—the final
doom in which there is no hope; but if
by the spirit (i.e., God’s Spirit) they put
to death the doings of the body, they
shall live—the life against which death is
powerless. We might have expected Tds
capkods instead of oV edparos, but in
the absence of the spirit the body in all
it does is only the tool of the flesh: the
two are morally equivalent.

Ver. 14.  Ye shall live, for as many as
are led by God’s Spirit are God’s sons,
and life is congruous to such a dignity.
vids suggests the rank and privileges of
the persons in question ; Tékvov (in ver.
16 f.} their kinship in nature to God. Yet
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this cannot everywhere be urged in the
N.T

Ver. 15. Sons, od yap éNdBere wvedpa
Sovhelas. The aorist refers to the time
of their baptism, when they received the
Spirit. [t was not the Spirit proper to
slaves, leading them again to shrink from
God in fear as they had done when
under the law of sin and death, but
wvebp.a violealas, a spirit proper to those
who were being translated from the
servile to the filial relation to God. wlo-
feoia is a word used in the N.T. by Paul
only, but “no word is more common in
Greck inscriptions of the Hellenistic
time: the idea, like the word, is native
Greek”(E. L. Hicks,quoted in S. and H.),
see Gal. iv. 5, Eph. i. 5. The word
serves to distinguish those who are made
sons by an act of grace from the only-
begotten Son of God: v éavrod vidv
ver. 3, Tov i8lov vioV ver. 32. But the
act of grace is not one which makes only
an outward difference in our position ; it
is accomplished in the giving of a spirit
which :creates in us a new nature. In
the spirit of adoption we cry Abba,
Father, We have not only the status,
but the heart of sons. kpdfopev (often
with vl peydly) is a strong word : it
denotes the loud irrepressible cry with
which the consciousness of sonship
breaks from the Christian heart in prayer.
The change to the first person marks
Paul’s inclusion of himself in the num-
ber of those who have and utter this
consciousness ; and it is probably this
inclusion of himself, as a person whose
native language was ‘ Hebrew” (Acts
xxi. 40}, to which is due the double form
*ABB4 6 warijp. The last word certainly
interprets the first, but it is not thought of
as doing so: ‘¢ we cry, Father, Father ",

Ver. 16. The punctuation in W. and
H. margin deserves notice. ‘“In that
we cry, Abba, Father, the Spirit itself
beareth witness with our spirit,” etc.
Our own spirit tells us we are God’s
children, but the voice with which it
speaks is, as we know, prompted and
inspired by the Divine Spirit itself. For
similar distinctions Gifford compares ii.
15 and ix. 1. Tékva Beod : vékva, not viol,

ITPOZ PQMAIOYZE

VIII.

wdhw els $éBov, AAN éNdBete Tvelipa
16. adTo TO mrelpa
7. € 8

kAnpovdpol ©  kAnpovduol név @eol, o-uyx)\'qpovép.ot his

18. Aqyi-

Tabfpara To0 viv ¥ kaupol wpos THy

is used with strict propriety here, as it
is the reality of the filial nature, not the
legitimacy of the filial position, which is
being proved.

Ver. 17.  Yet this last is involved, for
sif children, also heirs . Cf. Gal, iv. 7
where xhnpovépos is relative to vivs;
and all the passages in which the Spirit
is regarded as ¢the earnest” of an
inheritance : 2 Cor. i, 22, v. 5, Eph. i
14. It is from inheritance

God the
comes, and we share in it with Christ
(Mark. xii. 7). For what it is, see I
Cor, ii. g f.  The inheritance attached
to Divine sonship is attained only on the
condition expressed in the clause etmwep
cupardoyopey va xal cwdofacbipev,
On elrep, see ver. g. ** Rom. viil. 17 gains
in pathos, when we see that the share of
the disciples in the Master’s sufferings
was felt to be a fact of which there was
no question.”  Simcox, Languags of
N.T., p. 171. Paul was sure of it in his
own case, and took it for granted in that
of others. Those who share Christ’s
sufferings now will share His glory here-
after ; and in order to share His glory
hereafter it is necessary to begin by
sharing His sufferings here.

Ver. 18. The passage extending from
this verse to ver. 27 is described by
Lipsius as a ¢ threefold testimony to the
future transfiguration which awaits suf-
fering believers”. In vers. 19-22 there
is the first testimony--the sighing of
creation ; in vers. 23-25 the second, the
yearning hope of Christians themselves,
related as it is to the possession of the
first fruits of the Spirit; and in vers. 26 f.
the third, the intercession of the Spirit
which helps us in our prayers, and lends
words to our longing. Noyi{épeba yap
xer Ao Neyllopar is a favourite word
with Paul: the instance most like this
is the one in iii. 28. It does not suggest a
more or less dubious result of calculation
rather by litotes does it express the
strongest assurance. The insignificance
of present suffering compared with future
glory was a fixed idea with the Apostle,
2 Cor. iv. 17 f. For odx dfia . . . wpds
see Winer, 503 (d). With mhyv pé\ovoay
88tav dwroxaludbivar ¢f. in Gal. iii. 23
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In MBDFG we find ed eAwidy, and this is printed by Tischdf, and
The same mistake { ?) occurs Rom. iv. 18 in CDFG, Rom. v. 2 in DFG,

In these circumstances

it seems doubtful whether ed® eAmidy should be put in the text.

DFG read Suort.

2 For oTe )

The 8. may easily have been omitted after ehmie,

and therefore Tischdf. and Weiss read 8o, though most edd. oru.

v péAX, wigmw dmorxal. The unusual
order emphasises the futurity. els fjuas
= toward and upon us. The glory
comes from without, to transfigure them.
It is revealed at the dmwokdAvins (1 Cor.
i.7, 2 Th. i.7, © Pet. i. 7, 13, iv. 13),
the glorious second coming, of Christ,
and 1s indeed His glory of which they
are made partakers.

Ver. 19. First testimony to this glorious
future : creation sighs for it. In some
sense the hope and promise of it is
involved in the present constitution of
the world. For a fine speculative inter-
pretation see E. Caird’s Ewvolution of
Religion, ii., 124 f. In Paul, however,
the spirit of the passage is rather poetic
than philosophical. Its affinities are
with Gen. iii. 17, where the ground is
cursed for man’s sake: he conceives of
all creation as involved in the fortunes
of humanity. But this, if creation be
personified, naturally leads to the idea of
a mysterious sympathy between the
world and man, and this is what the
Apostle expresses. Creation is not inert,
utterly unspiritual, alien to our life and
its hopes. It is the natural ally of our
souls. What rises from it is the music
of hwmanity—not apparently so still and
sad to Paul as to Wordsworth, buat
with a note of hope in it rising trium-
phantly above all the pain of confiict.
amorapadokla (Phil. i. 20) denotes ab-
sorbed, persistent expectation-—waiting,
as it were, with uplifted head. ¥ kriows
is the world and all that it contains,
animate and inanimate, as distinguished
from man. TNy &mwok. TV vidv Tob feod:
¢f. 1 John iii. 2. With the revelation of
the sons of God humanity would attain
its end, and nature too.

Ver. 20. For creation was subjected
to vanity, etc. paTarérys is not classi-
«cal, but is often used in the LXX, especi-

ally for 5:;"1, The idea is that of look-

ing for what one does not find—hence
of futility, frustration, disappointment.
paTadTs poTaoTiTev is the ‘“vanity
of vanities ”’ in Eccl., the complaint of the
utter resultlessness of life. Sin brought
this doom on creation; it made a pessi-
mistic view of the universe inevitable.
dmerdyn 1 the precise time denoted is
that of the IFall, when God pronounced
the ground cursed for man’s sake.. Crea-
tion came under this doom ovy ékoloa
dAXa 8id 7ov vmordfavra; the last words
seem best referred to God: it was on
account of Him—that His righteousness
might be shown in the punishment of
sin—that the sentence fell upon man,
carrying consequences which extended
to the whole realm intended originally
for his dominion. The sentence on man,
however, was not hopeless, and creation
shared in his hope as in his doom.
When the curse is completely removed
from man, as it will be when the sons of
God are revealed, it will pass from crea-
tion also; and for this creation sighs. It
was made subject to vanity on the footing
of this hope; the hope is latent, so to
speak, in the constitution of nature, and
comes out, in its sighing, to a sympa-
thetic ear.

Ver. 21. Contents of the hope. It
makes no difference in meaning, whether
we read 8tv or Sudrt.  adry 7 kriows:
creation as well as man. 1 Sovlela s
$fopds: a system in which nothing con-
tinues in one stay, in which death claims
everything, in which there is not even an
analogy to immortality, is a system of
slavery—in subjection to ¢ vanity,” with
no high eternal worth of its own. From
such a condition creation is to be eman-
cipated; it is to share in the liberty which
belongs to the glory of the-children of
God. When man’s redemption is com-
plete, he will find himself in a new world
matching with his new condition (Isa.
lxv. 17, 2 Pet. iil, 13, Rev. xxi. 1): this is
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s Mark xvi. ©eod.
15; Col. i,
15, 23.

22. olBaper yop 8T mhoa 1§ * kTlows ovoTevdfer kal cuvadiver
dxpe ToG viv- 23. o6 pérov 8¢, GANA kol abrol Ty dwapyxhy Tol
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24. TH yép
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t1 Cor. i, 7; b direxdexdpevor Ty dwokiTpwoty Tol odpatos Mpdv.
Gal v. 5; .\, 200
Phil, ifi, ' éAwidt éowbnpey.
20; Heb,
ix, 28,

BNéwer Tis, T kal eNwifer?; 25. el 8¢ 8 ob BAéwopey éNwifopev,

! mpes om. B 31, 73, 93, vulg. The rec. text is that of DFKLP. In RAC 47 the
order of the words is exovTes nuews kaw avror.  This is followed by Tischdf. Lachm.,
Treg. and W. and H. bracket qpeis in this position; Weiss omits it altogether.

2 The reading of B is o yap Bhemwer Tis eAmifet. This is adopted by W, and H.,
Weiss. Of the received text—o yap BAemer Tis Tt kot eAmifer—ri is wanting in
8, and kae in DFG, vulg., Pesh. The reading of B is difficult, and seems to have
been partially amended in different ways which are combined in the received text..
For ehmifer ]A 47, marg., have vmwopever, and W. and H. give a place to this, as

well as to the received text, in their margin.

Paul's faith, and the sighing of creation
attests it.

Ver. 22. oldaper yap rx.1A.: How
Christians know this Paul does not
say. Perhaps we may say that the
Christian consciousness of sin and re-
demption is in contact with the ultimate
realities of the universe, and that no in-
terpretation of nature can be true but one
which, like this, is in essential harmony
with it. The force of the preposition in
quoTevdler and owvwdiver is not that
we sigh and are in pain, and creation
along with us; but that the whole frame
of creation, all its parts together, unife in
sighing and in pain. Weiss is right in
saying that there is no reference to the
dolores Messiae ; but in ovvwdiver there
is the suggestion of the travail out of
which the new world is to be born. &xpt
T0% viv means up till now, without stop-
ping, ever since the moment of fmrerdyn.

Ver. 23. Second testimony to the
glorious future. o pévov 8¢ sc. f kriots
—not only all creation, but we Christians :
we ourselves, THv dwapy iy Tol TvedpaTos
&ovres. 7ol wvedpoTos is gen. of ap-
position: the spirit which Christians have
received is itself the first fruits (else-
where, the earnest: see on ver. 17) of
this glory; and because we have it (not
although : it is the foretaste ot heaven,
the heaven begun in the Christian, which
intensifies his yearning, and makes him
more vehemently than nature long for
complete redemption), we also sigh in
ourselves vlofeoiav amexdexspevor, THv
&wo)n’rrpmcrw ToU O'o'.'p,o,'ros Apadv. The
key to these words is found in i. 4.
Christ was Son of God always, but was
only declared to be so in power &
&vaoTdoews vekpdv, and so it is with

believers. They have already received
adoption, and as led by the spirit are
sons of God; but only when their mortal
bodies have been quickened, and the
corruptible has put on incorruption, will
they possess all that sonship involves.
For this they wait and sigh, and the
inextinguishable hope, born of the spirit
dwelling in them, guarantees its own
fulfilment. Cf. Phil. iii. 215 1 Cor. xv.
51; 2 Cor. v, 2; and for dmoliTpuais in
this sense, 1 Cor. i. 30.

Ver. 24 f. This sentence explains
why Paul can speak of Christians as
waiting for adoption, while they are
nevertheless in the enjoyment of sonship.
It is because salvation is essentially re-
lated to the future. “We wait for it:
for we were saved in hope.” The dat.
T éAwidy is that of mode or respect.
Our salvation was qualified from the
beginning by reference to a good yet to
be. Weiss argues that the sense of
éhwis in the second clause (res sperata)
makes it ** absolutely necessary ” to take
it so in the first, and that this leaves no
alternative but to make =) éAwid dat.
comm, and translate: ¢ for, for this object
of hope—eternal life and glory—were we
delivered from eternal destruction”. But
the “absolute necessity” is imaginary;
a word with the nuances of é\wis in a
mind with the speed of Paul’s need
not be treated so rigorously, especially as
the resulting construction is in itself ex-
tremely dubious. Hope, the Apostle
argues, is an essential characteristic of
our salvation; but hope turned sight is
hope no more, for who hopes for what
he sces? We do not see all the Gospel
held out to us, but it is the object of our
Christian hope nevertheless; it is as true
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NABDF,

vwep qpwv CKLP; but om.

2 After guvepyes, o feos is found in AB. W. and H. bracket it, but Lachm, and

Weiss regard it as the true text.

It was omitted as cumbrous and unnecessary.

Cf. i. 28, where o Beos is omitted in $§A in much the same way ; here it is wanting in

NACDFKL.

and sure as the love of God which in Christ
Jesus reconciled us to Himself and gave
us the spirit of adoption, and therefore
we wait for it in patience. For Sia ¢f.
ii. 27. dmwopovy: in 1 Thess. i. 3 we
have 4 dwopovi s éAwiBos Ipdv used of
a suffering but steadfast Church : dwopovy
is the constancy which belongs to and
characterises hope in dark days. 1n the
pastoral epistles (1 Tim. vi. 10; Tit. ii.
2) instead of the wioris, dydmy, éAnls,
of earlier letters, Paul writes mioris,
aydmn, bmopovi, as if he had discovered
by experience that in this life “hope”
has mainly to be shown in the form of
‘ patience .

Ver. 26, Third testimony to the glorious
future: the sighing of creation, our own
sighing, and this action of the Spirit,
point consistently to one conclusion.
cuvavrilapfdveral, of. Luke x. 40. The
weakness which the Spirit helps is that
due to our ignorance: 6 yap Tl mpog-
evEdpebo xado el olx olBapev. The
article makes the whole clause object
of ol8apev: Winer, p. 644. DBroadly
speaking, we do know what we are to
pray for—the perfecting of salvation;
but we do not know what we are to
pray for ka0 8ei—according as the need
is at the moment ; we know the end, which
is common to all prayers, but not what is
necessary at each crisis of need in order
to enable us to attain this end. &4AAa
adto 75 wvelpa UmeperTuyxdvel oTev-
aypols Glaljrols. Uwepevruyxdver is
found here only in N.T., but évruyydvewv
in this sense in vers, 27, 34, Heb. vii. 25.
In Rom. xi. 2 with kata =to make
intercession against.  &Aalfrois does
not mean ‘‘unspoken’ but ‘ unutter-
able”. The orevaypol of believers find
expiession, adequate or inadequate, in
their prayers, and in such utterances as
this very passage of Romans, but there

is a testimony to the glory awaiting them
more profound and passionate than even
this. It is the intercession of the Spirit
with orevaypol aAdAqror—groanings (or
sighs) that baffle words. advd 76 wvelpa
is undoubtedly God’s Spirit as dis-
tinguished from ours, yet what is here
affirmed must fall within Christian ex-
perience, for Paul says in the next
verse that He Who searches the hearts
knows what is the mind of the Spirit in
this unutterable intercession. It is in
the heart, therefore, that it takes place.
“The whole passage illustrates in even
a startling manner the truth and reality
of the ‘coming’ of the Holy Ghost—
the extent to which, if I may venture to
say it, He has separated Himself—as
Christ did at His Incarnation-—from His
eternal glory and blessedness, and entered
intothe life of man. . . . Hisintercession
for us—so intimately does He share all
the evils of our condition—is a kind of
agony ” (R. W. Dale, Christian Doctrine,
p. 140 f.).

Ver. 27, This intercession, with which
our heart goes, though it is deeper than
words, the [Heart Searcher understands.
¢ 70 $pbv. 7ol mvedparos: what the
Spirit is set upon, the whole object of its
thought and endeavour. &, viz., that
He intercedes xara fedv in agreement
with God’s will, see 2 Cor. vil. g-I1.
Ywep aylwv on behalf of those who are
God’s. Both the intercession of Christ
and the intercession of the Spirit are
represented in the N.T. as made on be-
half of those who are in Christ—-saints,
the Church, not mankind in general.

Vers. 28-39. Conclusion of the argu-
ment the Apostle glories in the
assurance of God’s eternal and un-
changeable love in Jesus Christ.

oidapev 8¢ = further, we know : in a
sense this is one ground more for be-
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lieving in the glorious future: God is
ever with us, and will not abandon us at
last. wdvra cuvepyel (6 Beds): cuvepyel
is naturally neuter, and if & 0eds is the
true reading, it is probably best to render
¢ God co-operates for good in all things
(wédvra accus. of ref. as in 1 Cor. ix.
25, x. 33) with those,” etc. ~ols dyam.
Tov fedv describes the persons in question
from the human side ; Tois kartd wpéfearv
kAnTols oVawy describes them from the
Divine side. It is in pursuance of a
purpose of God (for wpéfeais with refer-
ence to the eternal purpose of redemp-
tion, see ix. 11, Eph. i, 11, iii. 11, 2 Tim,
i. g} that they are called. “ Calling” in
Paul never means “invitation'; it is
always ‘“effectual calling”’.

Ver. 29 f. These verses give the
proof that God in all things co-operates
for good with the called, They show
how His gracious purpose, beginning
with foreknowledge and foreordination
perfects all that concerns them on to the
final glory. ois mwpoéyvw: those whom
He foreknew—in what sense ? as persons
who would answer His love with love?
This is at least irrelevant, and alien
to Paul’s general mode of thought.
That salvation begins with God, and
begins in eternity, are fundamental
ideas with him, which he here applies
to Christians, without raising any of the
problems involved in the relation of
the human will to the Divine. He
comes upon these in chap. ix., but not
here. Yet we may be sure that mpoéyve
has the pregnant sense that yiyvdoke

(3]‘[‘) often has in Scripture: ¢.g., in
-T

Ps, i. 6, Amos iii. 2: hence we may ten-
der, ‘‘those of whom God took know-
ledge from eternity ” (Eph. i. 4). kal
wpodproey k.1.\,, *he also foreordained
to be conformed to the image of His
Son”. This conformity is the last stage
in salvation, as wpoéyve is the first. The
image is in import not merely spiritual
but eschatological. The Son of God is
the Lord who appeared to Paul by Da-
mascus: to be conformed to HMis image
is to share His glory as well as His holi-
ness. The Pauline Gospel is hopelessly
distorted when this is forgotten, eis 7o

"~ ~ AY
31. Ti olv &polpev mpos Talira; el & Oeos mep

divar adrdv  wpwrdrokov é&v  wollols
48ehdois: the end in all this is the exal.
tation of Christ, It is implied in wpw7é-
Tokov that He also is regarded as only
having attained the fulness of His Son-
ship through the resurrection (¢f. i. 4, and
Col. 1. 18 mpuTdroKos &k TEV vexpdv).
The idea of Christ’s dignity as firstborn
among many brethren who all owe their
salvation to Him is sublimely interpreted
in Heb. ii. 10-13. The Apostle now re-
sumes the series of the Divine acts in
our salvation. obs 3¢ wpodpiLoev, TodTovs
kol éxdleoev. The eternal foreordina-
tion appears in time as ¢ calling,” of
course as effectual cailing: where salva-
tion is contemplated as the work of God
alone (as here) there can be no break-
down in its processes., The next stages
are summarily indicated. é8ukalwoev:
God in Jesus Christ forgave our sins, and
accepted us as righteous in His sight;
ungodly as we had been, He put us right
with Himself. In that, everything else
is included. The whole argument of
chaps, vi.-viii. has been that justification
and the new life of holiness in the Spirit
are inseparable experiences. Hence Paul
can take one step to the end, and write
ots 8¢ Eikalwoey, TobTous kal ¢84Eaaev.
Yet the tense in the last word is amazing.
It is the most daring anticipation of faith
that even the N.T. contains: the life is
not to be taken out of it by the philoso-
phical consideration that with God there
1s neither before nor after,

Ver, 31, 7l o0v épolpev wpds radra;
the idea underlying all that precedes is
that of the suffering to be endured by
those who would share Christ’s glory
(ver. 17). ‘The Apostle has disparaged
the suffering in comparison with the
glory (ver. 18); he has interpreted it
(vers. 1g-27) as in a manner prophetic of
the glory; he has in these last verses
asserted the presence through all the
Christian’s life of an eternal victorious
purpose of love: all this is included in

ravra. For dwép and kara, ¢f. 2 Cor.
xiii. 8.
Ver. 32, The Christian’s faith in pro-

vidence is an inference from redemption.
The same God who did not spare His
own Son will freely give us all things.
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1 Xpioros alone BDEK, most cursives, and Treg.
P =4

vulg., etc.

NABC,

Xproros Inoous NACFL 17,

Weiss puts X. I, in text, thinking the omission in B, etc., accidental ;
W. and H., and Lachm. bracket Inoous.

The kav before eyeplers is wanting in

The kau before eoriv is wanting in 8AC but is found in pN*BDFKL. It

is omitted by W. and H., and Tischdf., bracketed by Lachm., but retained by Weiss.
After eyepfers NIAC insert ex vexpwy; W. and H. bracket this, but all other crit, edd.

omit, with }*BDFGKL, etc.

otk ¢pelaaTo, cf. Gen. xxii. 12, odk éelow
70V vied gov ToV dyamnTod B’ mé. It
vivifies the impression of God’s love
through the sense of the sacrifice it made.
Umép wdvTey Audv: noie were worthy of
such a sacrifice (Weiss), mapéBukey sc.
to death: iv. 25. wds obyl kal: the
argument of selfishness is that he who
has done so much need do no more;
that of love, that he who has done so
much is certain to do more. Vv adTG
To wévTa: T& wdvra has a collective
force, It is usually taken to mean the
whole of what furthers the Christian’s
life, the whole of what contributes to the
perfecting of his salvation; all this will
be freely given to him by God. But
why should it not mean *¢all things”’
without any such qualification? When
God gives us His Son He gives us the
world; there is nothing which does not
work together for our good; all things
are ours. Cf. 1 Cor. {il, 22 f.

Ver. 33 . The punctuation here is a
very difficult problem: see the text and
margin of R.V, The reminiscence of
Is. . 8 f. in verse 33 makes it more
difficult; for it suggests that the normal
structure is that of an affirmation fol-
lowed by a question, whereas Paul
begins with a question to which the
afirmation (with at least a trace of
Isaiah’s language in it) is an answer. It
is even possible to read every clause
interrogatively, though that is less effec-
tive. Tis éykaléoer katd ixhexTdy BeoD s
who shall bring a charge against persons
who are God’s chosen? The absence of
the article (¢f. dwip dylwv, ver. 27) brings
out the character in which the persons in
question figure, not their individual per-
sonality. For the word see Col. iii.
12; 2 Tim. ii. 103 Tit. i. 1; for the thing
¢f. 1 Thess. i. 4; Eph.i. 4; John xv. 16.
It describes Christians as persons who
owe their standing as such to the act of

God’s grace. All Christians are con-
scious that this is the truth about their
position: they belong to God, because
He has taken them for His own. To
say that the word designates “ not those
who are destined for final salvation, but
those who are * summoned® or ¢ selected’
for the privilege of serving God and
carrying out His will” (S. and H.), is to
leave the rails of the Apostle’s thought
altogether. There is nothing here (vers.
28-30) about the privilege of serving God
and carrying out His will; the one thing
Paul is concerned with is the security
given by the eternal love of God that the
work of salvation will be carried through,
in spite of all impediments, from fore-
knowledge to final glory. The éxhexTol
Beod are those who ought to have such
security : they should have a faith and
an assurance proportioned to the love of
God. Paul is one of them, and because
he is, he is sure, not that he is called to
serve God, but that nothing can ever
separate him from God’s love in Christ.
The question 7{s &yraléorer is best an-
swered by taking both the following
clauses together: “It is God that justi-
fieth: who is he that shall condemn?”
(¢f. Is. L. 8 f.). But many make 7is é
KaTakpdv a new question, and find the
answer in verse 34: Xpuords ["lnoois] &
dmofavdy = the only person who can
condemn is the Judge, viz., Christ, but
He is so far from condemning that He
has done everything to deliver us from
condemnation. What Christian, Paul
seems to ask, can speak of kaTdkpipa
with his eye on Christ, who died for our
sins?  paAdov B¢ &yepbels [éx vexpdv]:
¢f. Gal. iv. 9; and chap. iv. 25. The
correction in paAlov is formal (Weiss):
Paul does not mean that the resurrection
is more important than the cross; he
improves upon an expression which has
not conveyed all that was in his mind.
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! Tou Xpiorou; so most MSS. But NB, with some cursives and fathers, have
Tov feov. This is usually regarded as a change made to agree with ver. 39, because
B, after vou Qeov, adds s ev Xpiotw Inoou. But this may have been added, as
Weiss remarks, for the very reason that B already read Tov feov ; and as 3§ has vov
feov without this addition, and it was very natural to change it (with an eye to vv.
34 and 37) into Tov Xptorov, it seems probable that rov Beov is the original reading.

Weiss adopts it, and W, and H. put it in marg.

Our position depends upon Jesus Christ
who died, nay rather, over whom death
no more has dominion (vi. g}, who is at
God’s right hand (this phrase, which
describes Christ’s exaltation as a sharing
in the universal sovereignty of God, is
borrowed from Ps. cx. 1, and is oftener
used in the N.T. than any other words
of the Old}, who also makes intercession
on our behalf. 8s xal évruyydver: a
solemn climax is marked by the repetition
of &s, and by the kal which deliberately
adds the intercession to all that has gone
before. The Christian consciousness,
even in an apostle, cannot transcend this.
This is Paul’s final security—the last
ground of his triumphant assurance:
Jesus Christ, at God’s right hand, with
the virtue of His atoning death in Him,
pleads His people’s cause. Cf. Heb. ix.
24, vii. 25, 1 Johnii. 1 f.

Ver. 35 . 7is fpés xoploe awo +is
aydans Tod Xpworod 3 If this verse is to
be most closely connected with ver. 34,
10y Xpiorov will appear the more pro-
bable reading, for there Christ is the
subject throughout; but at vers. 28, 31,
39 the love of God is the determining
idea, and at this point it seems to be
caught up again in view of the conclu-
sion—facts which favour the reading Tod
6eov. In any case it is the Divine love
for us which is meant. With the list of
troubles ¢f. 2 Cor. vi. 4-10, xi. 26 f., xii.
10. They were those which had befallen
Paul himself, and he knew that the love
of God in Jesus Christ could reach and
sustain the heart through them all. The
quotation from Ps. xliv. 23 is peculiar.
It exactly reproduces the LXX, even the
&7 being simply transferred, The kafds
implies that such experiences as those
named in ver..35 are in agreement with
what Scripture holds out as the fortune
of God’s people. Possibly the mention
of the sword recalled to the Apostle’s
memory the avartodpefa of the psalm,

and suggested the quotation. The point
of it, both in the psalm and in the epistle,
lies in évexev god. This is what the
Psalmist could not understand. That
men should suffer for sin, for infidelity to
God, was intelligible enough ; but he and
his countrymen were suffering because of
their faithfulness, and the psalm is his
despairing expostulation with God. But
the Apostle understood it. To suffer for
Christ’s sake was to enter into the fellow-
ship of Christ’s sufferings, and that is
the very situation in which the love of
Christ is most real, near, and sure to the
soul. Cf. chap. v. 3, 2 Cor. i, 5, Col. i.
24. Instead of despairing, he glories in
tribulations.

Ver. 37. vmepvikdpev: a word pro-
bably coined by Paul, who loves com-
pounds with dwép. The Vulg. gives
superamus, with which Lipsius agrees
(obsiegen, like over-power) . but Cyprian
supervincimus. Later Greek writers
distinguish wvikdv and Vwepviav (see
Grimm, 5.2.), and justify the happy ren-
dering ““we are more than conquerors ",
Perhaps it is a mistake to define in what
the ‘““more ” consists ; but if we do, the
answer must be sought on the line indi-
cated in the note on &vexev ool: these
trials not only do not cut us off from
Christ’s love, they actually give us more
intimate and thrilling experiences of it.
81a rob dyamioavros fpds: the aorist
points to Christ’s death as the great
demonstration of His love: ¢f, Gal. ii
20, also Rev. xii, 11.

Ver. 38 f.  The Apostle’s personal
conviction given in confirmation of all
that has been said, especially of ver. 37.
wérewopar ¢f. 2 Tim, 1. 12. oliTe 0dvaros
ob7e Lwy): death is mentioned first, either
with ver. 36 in mind, or as the most tre-
mendous enemy the Apostle could con-
ceive. If Christ’'s love can hold us in
and through death, what is left for us to
fear? Much of the N.T. bears on this
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very point, ¢f. John viil. 51, x. 28, x1. 25
f,, 1 Thess. iv. 13-18, 1 Cor. xv,, 2 Cor.

iv. 16-v. 5, Rom. xiv. 8, Heb. ii. 14 f.

The blank horror of dying is annihilated
by the love of Christ. Neither death nor
lite is to be explained: explanations
“only limit the flight of the Apostle’s
thoughts just when they would soar
above ail limitation” (Gifford). o¥re
dyyeloL olre dpxal: this, according to
the best authorities, forms a second pair
of forces conceivably hostile to the
Christian. As in every pair there is a
kind of contrast, some have sought one
here also: either making &yyehor good
and épyxal evil powers, though both
spiritual ; or d&yyelo. heavenly, and
apxal (as in Lc. xii, 11, Tit, iil. ¥)
earthly powers, in which case either
might be either good or bad. But this
is arbitrary : and a comparison of 1 Cor.
xv. 24, Eph. L. 21 favours a suggestion in
S. and H. that possibly in a very early
copy obte Buvdpes had been accidentally
omitted after ore dpxal, and then added
in the margin, but reinserted in a wrong
place. The T.R. ¢“neither angels nor
principalities nor powers ” brings to-
gether all the conceptions with which
the Apostle peopled the invisible spiritual
world, whatever their character, and de-
clares their inability to come between us
and the love of Christ. oire éveoTdTa
obre pé\doyra: cf. 1 Cor. iii. 22, olve
IYopo olre Babos: no dimensions of
space. Whether these words pictured
something to Paul’s imagination we
cannot tell the patristic attempts to give
them deﬁmteness are not happy. oire
T KTiows érépa: nor any created thing
of different kind. All the things Paul
has mentioned come under the head of
xriows ; if there is anything of a different
kind which comes under the same head,
he includes it too. The suggestions of
¢ another world,” or of ¢ aspects of
reality out of relation to our faculties,”
and therefore as yet unknown to us, are
toys, remote from the seriousness and
passion of the Apostle’s mind. Nothing
that God has made, whatever be its
nature, shall be able to separate us amd
’T'T]S &ydmns Tol feod THs &v X. 'L 10d k.
Hp@v. The love of Christ is God's love,

manifested to us in Him; and it is only
in Him that a Divine love is manifested
which can inspire the triumphant assur-
ance of this verse.

CuaprTers IX.-XI. With the eighth
chapter Paul concludes the positive
exposition of his gospel. Starting with
the theme of i. 16 f., he showed in i. 18-
iii. 20 the universal sinfulness of men
—Gentile and Jew; in iii, 21-v. 21 he
explained, illustrated and glorified the
gospel of justification by faith in Christ,
set forth by God as a propitiation for
sin; in vi. 1-viii. 39 he has vindicated
this gospel froin the charge of moral
inefficiency, by showing that justification
by faith is inseparably connected with a
new life in the Spirit, a life over which
sin has no dominion and in which the
just demands of God’s law are fulfilled.
He has even carried this spiritual life
on, in hope, to its consummation in
glory : and no more remains to be said.
With chap. ix. a new subject is intro-
duced. There is no formal link of
connection with what precedes. Struc-
turally, the new division of the epistle
stands quite apart from the earlier; it
might have been written, and probably
was written, after a break. But though
no logical relation between the parts is
expressed, a psychological connection
between them s not hard to discover.
The new section deals with a problem
which presented great difficulty to the
early Church, and especially to men of
Jewish birth, a problem which haunted
the Apostle’'s own mind and was no
doubt thrust on his attention by. his
unbelieving countrymen, a problem all
the more painful to him as he realised
more completely the greatness and glory
of the Christian salvation. This was the
problem constituted by the fact that the
Jews as a whole did not receive the
Gospel. They were God’s chosen people,
but if the Christian Gospel brought
salvation they had no share in it. The
Messiah was to spring from them, but if
Jesus was the Messiah this privilege
meant not redemption but condemnation,
for they rejected Him almost with one
consent. In short, if the birth of the
Christian Church and the gathering of
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Gentiles into it represented the carrying
out of God’s purpose to bless and save
men, God must have turned His back
upon Himself; He must have broken
His promise to Israel, and cast off His
chosen people. But as this must seem
impossible, the Jewish inference would
be that the Gospel preached by Paul
could not be of God, nor the Gentile
Churches, as Paul asserted, God’s true
Israel. This is the situation to which
the Apostle addresses himself in the ninth
and the two following chapters. Itisa
historical problem, in the first instance,
he has to deal with, not a dogmatic one;
and it is necessary to keep the historical
situation in view, if we are to avoid
illegitimate inferences from the argu-
ments or illustrations of the Apostle.
After the introductory statement (ix.
1-5}, which shows how deeply his heart
is pledged to his brethren after the flesh,
he works out a solution of the problem
—or an interpretation of the position
—along three lines. In each of these
there are many incidental points of view,
but they can be broadly discriminated.
(x) In the first, chap. ix. 6-29, Paul
asserts the absolute freedom and so-
vereignty of God as against any claim,
made as of right, on the part of man.
The Jewish objection to the Gospel, to
which reference is made above, really
means that the Jewish nation had a
claim of right upon God, giving them a
title to salvation, which God must ac-
knowledge; Paul argues that all God’s
action, as exhibited in Scripture, and
especially in the history of Israel itself—
to say nothing of the essential relations
of Creator and creature—refutes such a
claim. (2) In the second, chap. ix. 30-
x. 21, Paul turns from this more specu-
lative aspect of the situation to its
moral character, and points out that the
explanation of the present rejection of
the Jews is to be found in the fact that
they have wilfully and stubbornly rejected
the Gospel. Their minds have been set
on a righteousness of their own, and they
have refused to submit themselves to the
righteousness of God. (3) In the third,
chap. xi., he rises again to an absolute or
speculative point of view. The present
unbelief of the Jews and incoming of the
Gentiles are no doubt, to a Jew, dis-
concerting events; yet in spite of them,
or rather—which is more wonderful still
—by means of them, God’s promises to
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the fathers will be fulfilled, and all Israel
saved. Gentile Christianity will provoke
the unbelieving Jews to jealousy, and they
too will enter the Messianic Kingdom.
In the very events which seem to throw
the pious Jewish mind out of itsreckoning,
there is a gracious providence, a depth
of riches and wisdom and knowledge
which no words can express. The present
situation, which at the first glance is
heart-breaking (ix. 2), is only one incident
in the working out of a purpose which
when completed reveals the whole glory
of God’s mercy, and evokes the loftiest
and most heartfelt praise. ¢ He shut up
all unto disobedience that He might have
mercy on all. . . . Of Him and through
Him and to Him are all things. Unto
Him be glory for ever.” Since Baur's
time several scholars have held that the
mass of the Roman Church was Jewish-
Christian, and that these three chapters,
with their apologetic aim, are specially
addressed to that community, as one
which naturally felt the pressure of the
difficulty with which they deal. But the
Roman Church, as these very chapters
show (¢f. ix. 3, my kinsmen, not our;
xi. 13, Upiv 8¢ Néye vols &Bveow), was
certainly Gentile, whatever influence
Jewish modes of thought and practice
may have had in it; and it was quite
natural for the Apostle, in writing what
he evidently meant from the first should
be both a systematic and a circular
letter, to include in it a statement of his
thoughts on one of the most difficult and
importunate questions of the time. The
extraordinary daring of chap. xi. ad fin.
is not unrelated to the extraordinary
passion of chap. ix. ad init. The whole
discussion is a magnificent illustration
of the aphorism, that great thoughts
come from the heart,

CHarTER 1X.~—Vv, 1-5. The intense
pain with which Paul contemplates the
unbelief of his countrymen.

Ver. 1. &Mjfevav Aéye év Xpuord, o
Yedbopar, The solemn asseveration is
meant to clear him of the suspicion that
in preaching to the Gentiles he is ani-
mated by hostility or even indifference
to the Jews. Yet ¢f. 2 Cor. xi. 31, Gal.
i. 20. év XpuoTd means that he speaks
in fellowship with Christ, so that false-
hood is impossible. For ouppeprt. cf.
il. 15, viii. 16. The pou is governed by
ovv: conscience attests what he says,
and that &v mvedpart ayle—the spirit of
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God, in which all the functions of the
Christian life are carried on; so that
assurance is made doubly and trebly
sure.

Ver. 2. The fact of Paul’s sorrow is
stated here; the cause of it is revealed
in ver. 3. Weiss remarks on the triple
climax: Adwn being intensified in §8dvy,
peydAn in dBidhetwros, and pou in Ty
kapdle pov. Paul cannot find words
str@ng enough to convey his feeling.

Ver. 3. Mixépmy yop évdbepa elvar
k.r.A.  For I could wish that I myself
were anathema, etc. For the omission
of &v see Acts xxv. 22, Gal. iv. 20, Paul
could wish this if it were a wish that
could be realised for the good of Israel.
The form of expression implies that the
wish had actually been conceived, but in
such sentences * the context alone implies
what the present state of mind is” (Bur-
ton, Moods and Tenses, § 33). avdBepa
is to be construed with &md Tol Xpiorod:
the idea of separation from Christ, final
and fatal separation, is conveyed. For
the consuuction of. Gal. v. 4 (Ku."r'qp-
yifnre amd Xpuorod). avdfepa Gal. i
8 f., 1 Cor. xii. 3, xvi. 22 is the equivalent

of the Hebrew DT, Deut. 26,

Josh. vii. 12—that which is put under the
ban, and irrevocably devoted to destruc-
tion. It is beside the mark to speak of
such an utterance as this as unethical.
Rather might we call it with Dorner “a
spark from the fire of Christ’s substitu-
tionary love ”. There is a passion in it
more profound even than that of Moses’
prayer in Ex. xxxii. 32. Moses identifies
himself with his people, and if they
cannot be saved would perish with them ;
Paul could find it in his heart, were it
possible, to perish for them, Tdv ovy-
yevdv pov karta odpka distinguishes
these from his Christian brethren.

Ver. 4 £ The intensity of Paul’s dis-
tress, and of his longing for the salvation
of his countrymen, is partly explained
in this verse. [t is the greatness of his

VOL. 11

vii.

1 Stabnkn BDF; see note 2
The plural is no doubt right here, and was mechanically changed as standing
At the end of the verse DEFG also read n emayyelia

(on wpdTov), page

people, their unique place of privilege in
God’s providence, the splendour of the
inheritance and of the hopes which they
forfeit by unbelief, that make their un-
belief at once so painful, and so perplex-
ing. oltwés elow ’lopankeirar: being,
as they are, Israelites. Israelites is not
the national but the theocratic name; it
expresses the spiritual prerogative of the

nation, ¢f. 2 Cor. xi. 22, Gal. vi. 16. &v

7 vioBeoia: this is not the Christian
sonship, but that which is referred
to in such passages as Ex. iv, 2z,

Hos, xi. 1. Yet it may be wrong to
speak of it as if it were merely national ;
it seems to be distributed and applied to
the individual members of the nation in
Deut. xiv. 1, Hos. i. 10 (ii. 1 Heb.). 4
86ka: the glory must refer to something
definite, like the pillar of cloud and

fire, the )Y -ﬁ:; of the O.T., the
‘TJ‘DU of later Jewish theology; there

is probably reference to it in Acts vii. 2,
Heb. ix. 5. al Stabfikar: in other places
Paul speaks of the O.T. religion as one
covenant, one (legal) administration of
the relations between God and man
(e.g.,in 2 Cor. iii.): here, where ai 31a67-
xat is expressly distinguished from
vopobeaia (the great Sinaitic legislation ¢
2 Macc. vi. 23), the various covenants
God made with the patriarchs must be
meant, Cf, Wisd. xviii. 22, Sir. xliv, 11,
2 Macc, viii. 15. ) Aarpela is the cultus
of the tabernacle and the temple, the
only legitimate cultus in the world. ai
imayyehfar are the Messianic promises :
in the Israelitish religion ¢ the best was
yet to be,”” as all the highest minds
knew. Ver. 5. &v ol watépes: Abraham,
Isaac and Jacob. The greatness of its
ancestry ennobled Israel, and made its
position in Paul's time harder to
understand and to endure. Who could
think without the keenest pain of the
sons of such fathers forfeiting everything
for which the fathers had been called:

42
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v, 12,

h Ch. xi. 28,
But the supreme distinction of Israel has
yet to be mentioned. é§ &v & Xpuords
Td kardh odpka, 6 bv éml wdvrov feds
ebhoynTos els Tovs aldvas. ’Apdv. The
only point in the interpretation of this
verse, in which it can be said that inter-
preters are wholly at one, is the state-
ment that of Israel the Messiah came,
according to the flesh. The words 73
xatd odpra define the extent to which
the Messiah can be explained by His
descent from Israel; for anything going
beyond odp, or ordinary humanity, the
explanation must be sought elsewhere.
The limitation suggests an antithesis,
and one in which the spiritual or Divine
side of the Messiah’s nature should find
expression, this being the natural coun-
terpart of odp: and such an antithesis
has been sought and found in the words
which follow. e who, according to the
flesh, is of Israel, is at the same time
over all, God blessed for ever. This in-
terpretation, which refers the whole of
the words after ¢§ &v to & Xpuoros, is
adopted by many of the best scholars:
Giftord, Sanday, Westcott (see N.T.,
vol. ii., app., p. 110), Weiss, etc., and has
much in its favour. (1) It does supply
the complementary antithesis which 7o
®oTd odpka suggests. (2) Grammatic-
ally it is simple, for 6 &v naturally ap-
plies to what precedes: the person who
is over all is naturally the person just
mentioned, unless there is decisive reason
to the contrary. (3) If we adopt another
punctuation, and make the words o &v
iml wdvrov Oeds etloynTds els Tods ald-
vas a doxology—* God Who is over all
be blessed for ever’’—there are gram-
matical objections. These are (a) the
use of dv, which is at least abnormal.
“ God Who is over all” would naturally
be expressed by b &ml wdvrwy Qeds with-
out &v: the &v suggests the reference to
«Christ. (b) The position of ebhoynros is
unparaileled in a doxology; it ought, as
in Eph. i. 3 and the LXX,, to stand first
in the sentence. But these reasons are
not decisive. As for (1), though a com-
plementary antithesis to 70 kavé odpka
s suggested, it is not imperatively de-
manded here, as in i. 3 1, The great-
ness reflected upon Israel by the origin
of the person in question is sufficiently
conveyed by 6 Xpuords, without any
expansion.  As for (2), it is true to
say that & &v naturally refers to what
precedes: the only question is, whether

i Ch. i 23; 2 Cor. xi. 31.

the natural reference may not in any
given case be precluded. Many scholars
think it is precluded here. Meyer, for
instance, argues that ‘‘ Paul has never
used the express 0eds of Christ, since he
has not adopted, like John, the Alex-
andrian form of conceiving and setting
forth the Divine essence of Christ, but
has adhered to the popular concrete,
strictly monotheistic terminology, not
modified by philosophical speculation
even for the designation of Christ; and
he always accurately distinguishes God
and Christ”. To this he adds the more
dubious reasons that in the genuine
apostolic writings (he excludes 2 Tim. iv.
18, 2 Pet. iii. 18, Heb. xiii. 21, and Rev.)
there is no doxology to Christ in the
form usual in doxologies referring to
God, and that by &mi wdvrov the Son’s
subordination is denied. To these last
arguments it may be answered that if
the words in question do apply to Christ
they are not a doxology at all (Gifford),
but a declaration of deity, like 2 Cor. xi.
31, and that Christ’s subordination is not
affected by His being described as 6 &v
¢l wdvreov any more than by His own
claim to have all authority in heaven and
on earth. But the first of Meyer's argu-
ments has a weight which it is impossible
not to feel, and it becomes the more
decisive the more we realise Paul's
whole habit of thought and speech. To
say with Dr. Gifford,  When we review
the history of the interpretation it cannot
but be regarded as a remarkable fact that
every objection urged against the ancient
interpretation rests ultimately on dog-
matic presuppositions,” hardly covers
such a position as Meyer represents.
For the ** dogmatic presuppositions” are
not arbitrary, but merely sum up the
whole impression made on the mind
by the study of Paul’s writings, an im-
pression by which we cannot but be
influenced, especially in deciding delicate
and dubious questions like this. If
we ask ourselves point blank, whether
Paul, as we know his mind from his
epistles, would express his sense of
Christ’s greatness by calling Him God
blessed for ever, it seems to me almost
impossible to answer in the affirmative.
Such an assertion is not on the same
plane with the conception of Christ which
meets us everywhere in the Apostle’s writ-
ings; and though there is some irregu-
larity in the grammar, and perhaps some
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difficulty in seeing the point ofa doxology,
I agree with those who would put a colon
or a period at gdpke, and make the words
that follow refer not to Christ but to the
Father. This is the punctuation given
in the margin by W. and H., and ‘“ alone
seems adequate to account for the whole
of the language employed, more especi-
ally when considered in relation to the
context” (Hort, N.T., vol. ii., app., p.
110). The doxology is, indeed, some-
what hard to comprehend; it seems at
the first glance without a motive, and no
psychological explanation of it yet offered
ts very satisfying. 1t is as if Paul,
having carried the privileges of Israel to
a climax by mentioning the origin of the
Messiah as far as regards His humanity,
suddenly felt himself face to face with
the problem of the time, how to reconcile
these extraordinary privileges with the
rejection of the Jews ; and before address-
ing himself to any study or solution of it
expressed in this way his devout and
adoring faith, even under the pressure of
such a perplexity, in the sovereign pro-
vidence of God. The use of &v, which
is in itself unnecessary, emphasises émi
wdvrwv; and this emphasis is “fully
justified if St. Paul’s purpose is to suggest
that the tragic apostasy of the Jews (vers.
2, 3) is itself part of the dispensations of
Him Who is God over all, over Jew and
Gentile alike, over past, present and
future alike; so that the ascription of
blessing to Him is a homage to His
Divine purpose and power of bringing

ood out of evil in the courseof the ages
?xi. 13-16, 25-36) 7 : 'W. and H.,ii., app.,
p. r1o. Full discussions of the passage
are given in Meyer, S.and H., and Gifford;
also by Dr. Ezra Abbot in the Fournal
of the Society of Biblical Exegesis, 1883.
With this preface Paul proceeds to
justify the ways of God to men: see the
introductory remarks above. The first
section of his argument (ix. 6-2g) is in
the narrower sense a theodicy—a vindi-
cation of God’s right in dealing as He
has dealt with Israel. In the first part
of this (vers. 6-13) he shows that the
rejection of the mass of Israel from the
Messianic Kingdom involves no breach

Y 33 37
9. émayyehlos yap m Galiv.zs.
~ n Gen,xviii,
I0.

or failure of the Divine promise. The
promise is not given to all the natural
descendants of Abraham, but only to a
chosen seed, the Israel of God,

Ver. 6. oty olov 8¢ 87uv: this unique
expression is explained by Buttmann
(Grammar, p. 372, Thayer’s Transl.) as
a blending of two formulas—ody olov
followed by a finite verb, and ody &tt,
which is common in the N.T. The
meaning is, But, in spite of my grief, I do
not mean to say any such thing as that
the Word of God has come to nothing.
For not all they that are of Israel, i.e.,
born of the patriarch, are Israel, i.c., the
people of God. This is merely an appli-
cation of our Lord’s words, That which
is born of the flesh is flesh. It is not
what we get from our fathers and
mothers that ensures our place in the
family of God. For the use of odrot in
this verse to resume and define the sub-
ject see Gal, iii. 7.

Ver. 7. Nor because they are Abraham’s
seed, are they all véeve, i.e., children
in the sense which entitles them to
the inheritance, iv. 11, viii. 17. God
from the very first made a distinction
here, and definitely announced that the
seed of Abraham to which the promise
belonged should come in the line of
Isaac—not of Ishmael, though he also
could call Abraham father. ‘Ev ’loadx
kAnfdoeral oov owéppa = Gen. xxi. 12,
LXX. The words literally mean that in
the line of Isaac Abraham should have
the posterity which would properly bear
his name, and inherit the promises made
to him by God. Isaac’s descendants are
the true Abrahamidae.

Ver. 8f. 7097’ éorwv : the meaning of
this action of God is now made clear.
It signifies that not mere bodily descent
from Abraham makes one a child of God
—that was never the case, not even in
Abraham’s time ; it is the children of the
promise who are reckoned a seed to
Abraham, for the word in virtue of which
Isaac, the true son and heir, was born,
was a word of promise. He was born,
to use the language of the Gospel, from
above ; and something analogous to this
is necessary, whenever a man (even a
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descendant of Abraham) claims to be a
child of God and an heir of His kingdom.
From Gal. iv. 28 (Now we, brethren, like
Isaac, are children of promise) we see
that the relation to God in question
here is one open to Gentiles as well as
Jews: if we are Christ’s, then we too are
Abraham’s seed, and heirs according to
promise. The argumentative suggestion
in vers. 6-g is that just as God discrimin-
ated at the first between the children of
Abraham, so He is discriminating still;
the fact that many do not receive the
Gospel no more proves that the promise
has failed than the fact that God chose
Isaac only and set aside Ishmael.

Ver. 10 ff. But the argument can be
made more decisive. A Jewish opponent
might say, *“ Ishmael was an illegitimate
child, who naturally had no rights as
against Isaac; we are the legitimate
descendants of the patriarch, and our
right to the inheritance is indefeasible ”
To this the Apostle replies in vers. 10-
13. Not only did God make the dis-
tinction already referred to, but in the
case of Isaac’s children, where there
seemed no ground for making any distinc-
tion whatever, He distinguished again, and
said, The elder shall serve the younger.
Jacob and Esau had one father, one
mother, and were twin sons; the only
ground on which either could have been
preferred was that of priority of birth,
and this was disregarded by God; Esau,
the elder, was rejected, and Jacob, the
younger, was made heir of the promises.
Further, this was done by God of His
sovereign freedom: the decisive word
was spoken to their mother while they
were as yet unborn and had achieved
neither good nor evil, Claims as of
right, therefore, made against God, are
futile, whether they are based on descent
or on works. There is no way in which
they can be established ; and, as we have
just seen, God acts in entire disregard of
them. God’s purpose to save men, and
make them heirs of His kingdom—a pur-
pose which is characterised as «at’
dchoyiy, or involving a choice—is not
determined at all by consideration of

Tov feov wpobeois; all the best MSS., NABDFKL

such claims as the Jews put forward, In
forming it, and carrying it out, God acts
with perfect freedom. In the case in
question His action in regard to Jacob
and Esau agrees with His word in the
prophet Malachi: Jacob I loved but Esau
I hated; and further than this we cannot
go. To avoid misapprehending this,
however, it is necessary to keep the
Apostle’s purpose in view. He wishes
to show that God’s promise has not
broken down, though many of the chil-
dren of Abraham have no part in its
fulfilment in Christ. He does so by
showing that there has always been a
distinction, among the descendants of the
patriarchs, between those who have
merely the natural connection to boast
of, and those who are the Israel of God;
and, as against Jewish pretensions, he
shows at the same time that this dis-
tinction can be traced to nothing but
God’s sovereignty, It is not of works,
but of Him Who effectually calls men.
We may say, if we please, that sovereignty
in this sense is “just a name for what is
unrevealed of God’ (T. Erskine, The
Brazen Serpent, p. 259), but though it is
unrevealed we must not conceive of it
as arbitrary-~i.e., as non-rational or non-
moral. It is the sovereignty of God, and
God is not exlex; He is a law to Him-
self—a law all love and holiness and
truth—in all His purposes towards men.
So Calvin: “ubi mentxonem glorize Dei
audis, illic justitiam cogita”. ~Paul has
mentioned in an earlier chapter, among
the notes of true religion, the exclusion
of boasting (iii. 27); and in substance
that is the argument he is using here.
No Jewish birth, no legal works, can
give a man a claim which God is bound
to honour; and no man urging such
claims can say that God’s word has
become of no effect though his claims
are disallowed, and he gets no part in
the mhentance of God’s people.

ob pdvov &¢: ¢f. v. 11, viil. 23:=Not
only is this so, but a more striking and
convincing illustration can be given.
aANd kal ‘PeBéxxa: the sentence thus
begun is never finished, but the sense is.
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continued in ver. 12. ’loadk ToY TaTpos
fipdv: Paul speaks here out of his own
consciousness as a Jew, addressing him-
self to a problem which greatly exercised
other Jews; and calls Isaac ¢ father” as
the person from whom the inheritance
wastocome. Ver.il. pima yip yevwy-
Bévrov pndé wpakdvrov: “ the conditional
negatives (pfwae, pnde) represent the cir-
cumstances not as mere facts of history,
but as conditions entering into God's
counsel and plan. The time of the predic-
tion was thus chosen, in order to make it
clear that He Who calls men to be heirs of
His salvation makes free choice of whom
He will, unfettered by any claims of birth
ormerit” (Gifford), mpdBeosin thistheo-
logical sense is a specially Pauline word.
The purpose it describes is universal in
its bearings, for it is the purpose of One
who works all things according to the
counsel of His will, Eph. i. 11; it is
eternal, a wpdBeois Tdv aldvor, Eph. iii,
115 it is God’s i8la wpéleois, 2 Tim. i. g,
a purpose, the meaning, contents, and
end of which find their explanation in
God alone; it is a purpose kar’ Ekhoyiv,
i.¢., the carrying of it out involves choice
and discrimination between man and
man, and between race and race; and
in spite of the side of mystery which
belongs to such a conception, it is a per-
fectly intelligible purpose, for it is de-
scribed as wpdleois fv moinoev v
Xptoré *Imaed, and what God means by
Christ Jesus no one can doubt. God’s
eternal purpose, the purpose carried out
kar’ ékdoyiv, yet embracing the universe,
is clearly revealed in His Son. The per-
manent determining element, wherever
this purpose is concerned, is not the
works of men, but the will and call of
God; and to make this plain was the
intention of God in speaking as He did,
and when He did, to Rebecca about her
children. If we look to Gen. xxv. 23, it
is indisputably the nations of Israel and
Edom that are referred to: “ Two nations
are in thy womb, and two manner of
peoples shall be separated from thy
bowels ; and the one people shall be
stronger than the other people, and the
elder shall serve the younger”. The

same is true also of Mal. i. 2: I loved
Jacob, but Esau I hated, and made his
mountains a desolation,” etc. Yet it
would not be right to say that Paul is here
considering merely the parts assigned
by God to nations in the drama of provi-
dence; He is obviously thinking of Jacob
and Esau as individuals, whose own re-
lation to God’s promise and inheritance
(involving no doubt that of their pos-
terity) was determined by God before
they were born or had done either good
or ill. On the other hand, it would not
be right to say that Paul here refers the
eternal salvation or perdition of indi-
viduals to an absolute decree of God
which has no relation to what they are
or do, but rests simply on His inscrut-
able will. He is engaged in precluding
the idea that man can have claims of
right against God, and with it the idea
that the exclusion of the mass of Israel
from the Messiah’s kingdom convicts
God of breach of faith toward the chil-
dren of Abraham; and this He can do
quite effectually, on the lines indicated,
without consciously facing this tremen-
dous hypothesis.

Vv. 14-21. In the second part of his
theodicy Paul meets the objection that
this sovereign freedom of God is essenti-
ally unjust.

Ver. 14. 7{ oy épolpev; cf. vi. 1,
vii. 7, viit. 31. It is Paul who speaks,
anticipating, as he cannot help doing,
the objection which is sure to rise, not
only in Jewish minds, though it is with
them he is directly concerned, but in the
mind of every human being who reads
his words. Yet he states the objection
as one in itself incredible. 7 &8ikia
mapd 7P 0ed ; surely we cannot say that
there is unrighteousness with God ? This
is the force of the p4, and Paul can
answer at once i yévoito: away with
the thought! God says Himself that He
shows mercy with that sovereign freedom
which Paul has ascribed to Him ; and the
principle of action which God announces
as His own cannot be unjust.

Ver. 15. 1§ Movoel yap Aéyer, 7@
Mwvoel is emphatic by position: the
person to whom this declaration was
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made, as well as the voice which made
it, render it peculiarly significant to a
Jew. The words (exactly as L.XX, Exod.
xxxiii. 1g) occur in the answer to a prayer
of Moses, and may have been regarded
by Paul as having special reference to
him; as if the point of the quotation
were, Even. one who had deserved so
well as Moses experienced God's mercy
solely because God willed that He
should. . But that is not necessary, and
is ,not what the original means. The
emphasis is on 8v &v, and the point is
that in showing mercy God is determined
by nothing outside of His mercy itself.
olkrelpetv is stronger than éNeelv; it
suggests more strongly the emotion
attendant on pity, and even its expres-
Slon in voice or gesture.

Ver. 16. Conclusion from this word of
‘God. It (namely, the experience of God’s
mercy) does not depend on man’s resolve
or eftort (for Tpéxewv ¢f. 1 Cor. ix. 24 ff.),
but on God's merciful act. This, of
course, merely repeats vers. 12, 13,
buttressing the principle of God’s sove-
reign freedom in the exercise of mercy
by reference to His own word in Exod.
xxxiii. 19.

Ver. 17 f.  But Paul goes further, and
explains the contrary phenomenon--that
of a man who does not and cannot
receive mercy-—in the same way. Aéyer
yap 7 ypadd : it is on Scripture the
burden of proof is laid here and at ver.
15. A Jew might answer the arguments
Paul uses here if they were the Apostle’s
own ; to Scripture he can make no reply ;
it must silence, even where it does not
convince. 7§ Papad: Al men, and not
those only who are the objects of His
mercy, come within the scope of God’s
sovereignty. Pharaoh as well as Moses
can be quoted to illustrate it. He was
the open adversary of God, an avowed,
implacable adversary; yet a Divine pur-
pose was fulfilled 1n his life, and that

purpose and nothing else is the explana-
tion of his very being. eis alTd ToUTO
éEqyepd oe. The LXX in Exod. ix.
16 read: kal évexev TolTou SieTnpribns,
the last word, answering to the Hebrew

:]‘ﬂ'T?_JNTT, being used in the sense

of ¢ thou wast kept alive’—the sense
adopted by Dillmann for the Hebrew ;
probably Paul changed it intentionally
to give the meaning, *for this reason
I brought thee on the stage of history *:
¢f. Hab. i. 6, Zec. xi. 16, Jer. xxvii.
41 (S. and H.). The purpose Pharaoh
was designed to serve, and actually did
serve, on this stage, was certainly not his
own ; as certainly it was God’s. God’s
power was shown in the penal miracles
by which Pharaoh and Egypt were
visited, and his name is proclaimed to
this day wherever the story of the Exodus
is told.

Ver. 18. From the two instances just
quoted Paul draws the comprehensive
conclusion: So then on whom He will
He has mercy, and whom He will He
hardens. The whole emphasis is on
0é\er. The two modes in which God
acts upon man are showing mercy and
hardening, and it depends upon God’s
will in which of these two modes He
actually does act. The word exAnpiver
is borrowed from the history of Pharaoh,
Ex. vil. 3, 22; viil. 19; ix. 12; Xiv. I7.
What precisely the hardening means,
and in what relation God's hardening of
Pharaoh’s heart stood to Pharaoh’s own
hardening of it against God, are not
unimportant questions, but they are
questions which Paul does not here
raise. He has one aim always in view
here—to show that man has no claim as
of right against God; and he finds a
decisive proof of this (at least for a Jew)
in the opposite examples of Moses and
Pharaoh, interpreted as these are by
unmistakable words of God Himself.
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it was through Geod, in the last resort,
that Moses and Pharaoh were what they
were, signal instances of the Divine mercy
and the Divine wrath.

Ver. 19 ff. But human nature is not
so easily silenced. This interpretation
of all human life, with all its diversities
of character and experience, through the
will of God alone, as if that will by itself
explained everything, is not adequate to
the facts. If Moses and Pharaoh alike
are to be explained by reference to that
will——that is, are to be explained in pre-
cisely tbe same way—then the difference
between Moses and Pharaoh disappears.
The moral interpretation of the world is
annulled by the religious one. If God is
equally behind the most opposite moral
phenomena, then it is open to any one to
say, what Paul here anticipates will be
said, T{ érv pépderar; why does he still
find fault? For who withstands his
resolve ?  To this objection there is really
no answer, and it ought to be frankly
admitted that the Apostle does not answer
it. The attempt to understand the rela-
tion between the human will and the
Divine seems to lead of necessity to an
antinomy which thought has not as yet
succeeded in transcending. To assert the
absoluteness of God in the unexplained
unqualified sense of verse 18 makes the
moral life unintelligible; but to explain
the moral life by ascribing to man a
freedom which inakes him stand in in-
dependence over against God reduces the
universe to anarchy. Up to this point
Paul has been insisting on the former
point of view, and he insists on it still
as against the human presumption which
would plead its rights against God; but
in the very act of doing so he passes
over (in ver, 22} to an intermediate stand-
point, showing that God has not in point
of fact acted arbitrarily, in a freedom un-
controlled by moral law; and from that
again headvances in the following chapter
to do full justice to the other side of the
antinomy—the liberty and responsibility
of man, The act of Israel, as well as the
will of God, lies behind the painful situa-
tion he is trying to understand.

Ver. 20. & &vfpwme is not used con-

temptuously, but it is set intentionally
over against 7§ 0ed: the objector is re-
minded emphatically of what he is, and
of the person to whom he is speaking.
It is not for a man to adopt this tone to-
ward God. For pevolvye cf. x. 18,
Phil, iii, 8: the idea is, So far from your
having the right to raise such objections,
it is rather for me to ask, Who art thou?
etc. Paul, as has been observed above,
does not refute, but repels the objection.
It is inconsistent, he urges, with the
relation of the creature to the Creator,
ph épet k.1 A Surely the thing formed
shall not say, etc. The first words .of
the quotation are from Isa. xxix. 16: py
¢pel 10 wAdopa TG wAdoavti adrd O
¥ pe érhacas; A 10 wolnpa 1§ woudh-
cavtt Ob ouverds pe éwoinocas; The
fact that the words originally refer to
Israel as a nation, and to God’s shaping
of its destiny, does not prove in the least
that Paul is dealing with nations, and
not with individuals, here. He never
pays any attention to the original appli-
cation of the O.T. words he uses; and
neither Moses nor Pharaoh nor the person
addressed as & &vBpwme is a nation. The
person addressed is one who feels that the
principle enunciated in ver. 18 must be
qualified somehow, and so he makes the
protest against it which Paul attempts in
this summary fashion to repress. A man
is not a thing, and if the whole explana-
tion of his destiny is to be sought in the
bare will of God, he will say, Why didst
Thou make me thus? and not even the
authority of Paul will silence him.

Ver. 21. 4 otk €xeL éSovatlay & kepa-
pevs Tod wnhod koA, Thef puts this
as the alternative.  Either you must
recognise this absoluteness of God in
silence, o you must make the pre-
posterous assertion that the potter has
not power over the clay, etc. The power
of the potter over the clay is of course
undoubted : he takes the same lump, and
makes one vessel for noble and another
for ignoble uses; it is not the quality of
the clay, but the will of the potter, that
decides to what use each part of the
lump is to be put. True, the objector
might say, but irrelevant. For man is
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not clay, and the relation of God to man
is not that of the potter to dead matter.
To say that it is, is just to concede the

objector’s point—the moral significance.

is taken out of life, and God has no
room any longer to pronounce moral
judgments, or to speak of man in terms
of praise or blame.

Vv. 22-29. Paul’s argument, to speak
plainly, has got into an impasse. He
is not able to carry it through, and
to maintain the sovereign freedom of
God as the whole and sole explanation
of human destiny, whether in men or
nations. He does, indeed, assert that
freedom to the last, against the pre-
sumptuousness of man; but in this thitd
section of his theodicy, he begins to
withdraw from the ground of speculation
to that of fact, and to exhibit God’s
action, not as a bare unintelligible exer-
cise of will, which inevitably provokes
rebellion, but as an exercise of will of
such a character that man can have
nothing to urge against it. et 8¢: the
82 marks the transition to the new point
of view. It is as if Panl said: You
may find this abstract presentation of
God’s relations to man a hard doctrine,
but if His actual treatment of men, even
of those who are okeln dpyfis kar. els
Awdheav, is distinguished by longsuffer-
ing and patience, what can youn say
against that? 6ékwv has been rendered
(1) because it is Flis will; (2) although it
is His will. In the former case, God
bears long with the vessels of wrath in
order that the display of His wrath and
power may be more tremendous at last.
But (a) such an idea is inconsistent with
the contrast implied in 8¢: it is an aggra-
vation of the very difficulty from which the
Apostle is making his escape; (b) it is in-
consistent with the words &v woAA{j paxpo-
Bup.iq ; it is not longsuffering if the end
in view is a more awful display of wrath;
there is no real longsuffering unless the
end in view is to give the sinner place
for repentance. Hence the other view
(2) is substantially right. Although it is

God’s will to display His wrath and to
show what He can do, still He does not
proceed precipitately, but gives ample
opportunity to the sinner to repent and

escape. We are entitled to say ‘‘the
sinner,” though Paul does not say so

explicitly, for 5 dpy", the wrath of God,
is relative to sin, and to nothing else:
except as against sin, there is no such
thing as wrath in God. In okein dpyTs
the word oxedyn is perhaps prompted by
the previous verse, but the whole associa-
tions of the potter and the clay are not
to be carried over : they are expressly pre-
cluded by fveykev év woAAfj pakpoBupig.
Paul does not say how the okeln
bpyfs came to be what they are, the
objects upon which the wrath and power
of God are to be revealed; he only says
that such as they are, God has shown
great patience with them. It seems a
mistake in W, and H. to print oxevn dpyiis
as a quotation from Jer, 1. (LXX xxvii.)
25; for there the words mean “the in-
struments by which God executes His
wrath,” les armes de sa colére (Reuss).
katnpTiopéva els dmdleiav : dwdleaa
(Phil. i. 28, iii. 19) means perdition, final
ruin; by what agency the persons re-
ferred to have been fitted for it Paul
does not say; what he does say is, that
fitted for such a doom as they are, God
has nevertheless endured them in much
longsuffering, so that they at least can-
not say, Why dost thou find fault? For
ratnpriopéves = perfected, made quite
fit or ripe, see Luke vi. 40, 1 Cor. i. 10:
¢f. also 2 Tim. iii. 7.

Ver. 23 f. The sentence beginning
with el 8¢ 8éhwv is not grammatically
completed, but ver. 23 is an irregular
parallel to ver. 2z2. God’s purpose is
regarded as twofold. [t is on the one
hand to show His wrath and make
known His power; it is on the other
hand to make known the riches of His
glory (¢f. Eph. iii. 16). The first part of
it is carried out on those who are okeiln
dpyiis, the latter on those who are okeln
é\éovs; but, in carrying out both parts
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alike, God acts in a way which is so far
from giving man room to complain that
it commands his wonder and adoration;
for the oxeln dpyfs there is much long-
suffering, for the okedn é\dovs a prepara-
tion and a calling in which God’s free
unmerited mercy is conspicuous. kai
tva yvwploy : This is mentioned as a
principal purpose of God. éwl okein
&\éovs : the glory is conceived as some-
thing shed upon the persons concerned ;
they are irradiated with the Divine
brightness. Cf. 2 Thess. i. 10. 86fa
in such connections has usually a super-
sensible eschatological meaning ; its
content was fixed for Paul by his vision
of Christ as Lord of Glory. The end of
God’s ways with the vessels of mercy
is to conform them to the image of His
exalted Son. & mwponToipacey els 8dfav:
Paul does not shrink from introducing God
as subject here. The vessels of mercy, in
whom the Divine glory is to be revealed,
are such as God prepared before for that
destiny. That Paul is not speaking here
abstractly, as in his discussion of the
relations of creature and Creator in ver.
21 f., but on the basis of experience, is
shown by the words which immediately
follow: ois kai ékd\egey 7 &5 = whom
he also called in us. The oxeim éXéovs,
in other words, are not a mere theological
conception = “ God’s elect ’: they are
the actual members of the Christian
Church, Jew and Gentile; and it is not
a deduction from the necessities of the
Divine nature, but an account of real
experiences of God's goodness, which is
given both in wponToipacer and in
tcdAegev. How much is covered by
wpomToipager is not clear, but the text
presents no ground whatever for import-
ing into it the idea of an unconditional
eternal decree. Those who are called
‘know that the antecedents of their call-
ing, the processes which lead up to and
prepare for it, are of God. They know
that in all these processes, even in the

He therefore omits it altogether ; W. and H. bracket.

remote initial stages of them, to the
significance of which they were blind at
the time, glory was in view. The fact
that both Jews and Gentiles are called
shows that this preparation is not limited
to any one nation; the fact that the
called are from among both Jews and
Gentiles shows that no one can claim
God’s mercy as a right in virtue of his
birth in some particular race.

Ver. 25 f.  This result of God’s ways
with man—His calling not only from the
Jews but from the Gentiles—agrees with
His own declarations in Scripture. Ver.
25 answers roughly to Hos. 1i. 23, LXX:
I will love her who was not beloved, and
will say to that which was not My people,
Thou art My people. Not My people
{ = Lo-ammi) and Not beloved { = Lo-
ruhamah) were the names of a son and
a daughter of Hosea, who symbolised
the kingdom of Israel, rejected of God
but destined to share again in His favour.
Paul here applies to the calling of the
Gentiles words which spoke originally of
the restoration of Israel—an instance
which shows how misleading it may be
to press the context of the other passages
quoted in this chapter. Ver. 26 is also a
quotation from Hos. i. 1o (LXX): the
ékel is supplied by Paul. The applica-
tion of it is similar to that of ver. 25. In
Hosea the promise is that the Israelites
who had lost their standing as God's
people should have it given back to them,
in all its dignity. This also Paul reads
of the calling of the Gentiles. They
were once no people of God’s, but now
have their part in the adoption. But
what is the meaning of ‘“in the place
where . . . there shall they be called ' ?
It is not certain that in Hosea there is
any reference to a place at all (see margin
of R.V.), and it is not easy to see what
Paul can mean by the emphatic éket.
The ordinary explanation-—the Gentile
lands-—~is as good as any, but seems
hardly equal to the stress laid on dxel.
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? ev Suxatoauvy oL Aoyov ouvTerpapevoy om. NIAB 47. ¢ Western and Syrian ”
authorities have the words, in agreement with the LXX. But the yap after the first
Xoyov makes the whole sentence, in this case, untranslatable; and though Weiss
and Alford defend the received text, and Treg. brackets the words in question in

marg., most edd. omit them.

Ver. 27 f. From the calling of the
Gentiles, as foretold in prophecy, Paul
passes now to the partial, but only
partial, calling of Israel, as announced
by the same authority. The Jews cannot
quarrel with the situation in which they
find themselves when it answers so
exactly to the Word of God. 4mép is
here indistinguishable from mepi: it is
not a loud intercession on Israel’s be-
half, but a solemn declaration concern-
ing Israel, that the prophet makes; see
Grimm, 5.v., i., 5. The quotation in ver.
27 is from Isa. x. 22 f,, but the opening
words are modified by recollection of
Hos. i. 10 just quoted The LXX re‘lds
ko.l tav yevn'ra.l. & Aads ‘lopanX s %
u.p.p.og THs faldooys, 7o Ku.'m.)\up.p.o.
cw'rwv owbjoerat. )\oyov cruv-re)\wv Kai
quvrépvay [Ev Stxu.l.oo'uvn, 8m )xéyov
a'vv're-rp.'qp.evov] xiplos mwoujoel év T
oikoupévy 8Ay. The words bracketed
are omitted by most edlton, but the
sense is not affected. 76 ¥wéAewppa has
the emphasis: only the remnant shall be
saved. This doctrine Paul apparently
finds conﬁrmed by the words Myov yap
aquvTeAdv kal auvrépvev Toujoel kiplos
émi s yfis. It is doubtful whether any
one could assign meaning to these words
unless he had an idea beforehand of what
they ought to or must mean, Cheyne
renders the Hebrew to which they
answer, “For a final work and a decisive
doth the IL.ord execute within all the
fand”’; and there is the same general
idea in Sanday and Headlam’s version
of Paul: “For a word, accomplishing
and abridging it, that is, a sentence
conclusive and concise, will the Lord do
upon the earth . Weiss, who retains the
words bracketed, makes Aéyov = God’s
promise : God fulfils it indeed (cuvTeAdv),
but He at the same time limits or con-
tracts it (cuvrépvev), ie., fulfils it to
some of Israel, not to all. This, no
doubt, is the sense required, but can any

one say that the words convey it? We
should rather say that Paul put hic own
thought into the words of the LXX, in
which a difficult passage of Isaiah was
translated almost at haphazard, and in
doing so lent them a meaning which
they could not be said to have of them-
selves,

Ver. 29. But his last quotation is in
verbal agreement with the LXX Isa. i,
9, and transparently clear. The owéppa
or seed which God leaves is the same as
the ¥méAewppa. The figure is not to be
pressed. The remnant is not the germ
of a new people; Paul expects Israel as
a whole to be restored.

With this the theodicy proper closes.
The unbelief of the Jews was a great
problem to the Apostolic age, and one
which easily led to scepticism concern-
ing the Gospel. The chosen people
without a part in the kingdom of God
—impossible. This chapter is Paul’s
attempt to explain this situation as one
not involving any unrighteousness or
breach of faith on the part of God. It
is not necessary to resume the various
stages of the argument as they have been
elucidated in the notes. The point of
greatest difficulty is no doubt that pre-
sented by vers. 22 and 23. Many good
scholars, Meyer and Lipsius for example,
hold that Paul in these verses is not
withdrawing from, but carrying through,
the argument from God’s absoluteness
stated so emphatically in ver. 21. They
hold that the oxedn dpyijs xamnpriopéva
els amdAerary would not be oxelin dpydis
at all, if their repentance and amendment
were conceivable ; and although God
bears long with them-——that is, defers
their destruction—it is only in order that
He may have time and opportunity to
manifest the riches of" His glory on the
vessels of mercy. DBut the answer to
this is plain. It assumes that human
life, in its relation to God, can be inter--
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2 yopov om. NIABF 47, vulg., and most edd.

preted by the analogy of clay in its rela-
tion to the potter; in other words, that
moral and spiritual experiences can be
construed and made intelligible through
what are merely physical categories.
But this is not the case. And if it be
said that justice is not done, by the in-
terpretation given in this commentary, to
the expression gxein dpyis, it may also
be said that justice is not done, by the
interpretation of Meyer and Lipsius, to
the expression év woANfi paxpobupiq.
Each of these allegations may be said to
neutralise the other—that is, neither is
decisive for the interpretation of the
passage; and the Apostle’s meaning re-
mains to be determined by the general
movement of his thought. In spite of
the great difficulties of the section as a
whole, I cannot hesitate to read it as
above,

CHaPTER IX.—Ver. 30.-X. 21. We
come now to the second main division of
that part of the epistle in which Paul
discusses the problem raised by the
relation of the Jews to the Gospel. He
has shown in chap. ix. 6-29g that they have
no claim as of right to salvation: their
whole history, asrecorded and interpreted
in the Scriptures, exhibited God acting
on quite a different principle; he now
proceeds to show more definitely that it
was owing to their own guilt that they
were rejected. They followed, and per-
sisted in following, a path on which
salvation was not to be found; and they
were inexcusable in doing so, inasmuch
as God had made His way of salvation
plain and accessible to all.

Ver. 30 f. ol olv épodpev; usually,
as in ver. 14, this question is followed
by another, but here by an assertion.
The conclusion of the foregoing dis-
cussion is-—not that God has been
faithless or unjust, but—this paradoxical
position : Gentiles (&vy, not o #vy)
that did not follow after righteousness
attained righteousness, the righteousness
which comes of faith; while Israel,
which followed after a law of righteous-
ness, did not attain that law. 8Sidkewv and
katalapfdvew are correlative terms: see

Alf, is doubtful.

Wetstein. The repetition of Sikaroaidvy
is striking : it is the one fundamental
conception ‘on which Paul’s gospel
rests; the questions at issue between
him and the Jews were questions as to
what it was, and how it was to be
attained. 7& pq Sudkovra Bikaiooivny
is not an unfair description of the pagan
races as contrasted with the Jews; how
to be right with God was not their maip
interest. Swatoodvny 8¢ iy ék wioTews
for the form of the explanatory clause
with 8¢& ¢f. iii. 22, 1 Cor.ii. 6. Itis not
surprising that a righteousness of this
sort should be found even by those who
are not in quest of it; its nature is that
it is brought and offered to men, and
faith is simply the act of appropriating it.
lopan B¢ k.7.\.: this is the astonishing
thing which does need explanation.
Budkwy vépov Bukatoadvns. The idea is
not that Israel was in quest of a law of
righteousness, in the sense of a rule by
the observance of which righteousness
would be attained: every Israelite be-
lieved himself to be, and already was,
in possession of such a law. It must
rather be that Israel aimed incessantly at
bringing its conduct up to the standard
of a law in which righteousness was
certainly held out, but was never able to
achieve its purpose. The vépos Sikaro-
avvns, the unattained goal of Israel’s
efforts, is of course the Mosaic law ; but
it is referred to, not definitely, but in its
characteristic qualities, as law, and as
exhibiting and enjoining (not bestowing)
righteousness. els vépov otk #dpbagey :
did not attain to, arrive at, that law—it
remained out of their reach. Legalreligion
proved a failure.

Ver.32. 8uarl; Why? A result so
confounding needs explanation. &t odx
éx wioTews &AN ds £ épywv: it seems
too precise to supply with Weiss é8iwfev
vép.ov Sikatogdvns. Thereason of Israel’s
religious failure was that its whole re-
ligious effort and attitude was not of
faith, but (so they conceived the case) of
works. By inserting &s Paul dissociates
himself from this conception, and leaves
it to Israel ; he does not believe (having
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learned the contrary by bitter experience)
that there is any outlet along this road.
Everything in religion depends on the
nature of the start. You may start
ik wloTews, from an utter abandonment
to God, and an entire dependence on
Him, and in this case a righteousness is
possible which you will recognise as
dikatoodyy Beod, God’s own gift and
work in you; or you may start £ €pywv,
which really means in independence of
God, and try to work out, without coming
under obligation to God, a righteousness
of your own, for which you may subse-
quently claim His approval, and in this

case, like the Jews, all your efforts will

be baffled. Your starting- point is unreal,
impossible it is not truly é£ €pyov, but
only & ¢ €pywv ; it is an idea of your
own, not a truth on which life can be
carried out, that you are in any sense
independent of God. Such an idea,
however, rooted in the mind, may
effectually pervert and wreck the soul,
by making the Divine way of attaining
righteousness and life offensive to it;
and this is what happened to the Jews.
Because of that profoundly false relation
to God wpogéxoyav 7§ AMBy Tod wpoo-
xépparos, The stone on which they
stumnbled was Christ, and especially His
Cross. The okdv8alov of the Cross, at
which they stumbled, is not simply the
fact that it is a cross, whereas they ex-
pected a Messianic throne; the Cross
offended them because, as interpreted by
Paul, it summoned them to begin
their religious life, from the very be-
ginning, at the foot of the Crucified, and
with the sense upon their hearts of an
infinite debt to Him, which no ¢ works”
could ever repay.

Ver. 33. Yet paradoxical as this may
seem, it agrees with the words of Scrip-

ture, The quotation is a mixture of
Isa. xxviii. 16 and viii. 14: and it is
interesting to remark that the same

passages are quoted in conjunction,
though they are not mixed as here, in

t Pet. ii. 6-8. The original reference of
them is not exactly Messianic. The
stone laid in Zion (Isa. xxviii. 16) is

indeed interpreted by Delitzsch of the
kingdom of promise as identified with
its Sovereign Head, but the stone of

2 was om. NABDEF 47 and all edd.

stumbling (Isa. viii. 14) is unequivocally
God Himself : all who do not give Him
honour are broken against His govern-
ment as on a stone, or caught in it as
in a snare. Paul inserts én’ adrd after
6 moTebwy (as Peter also does), and
applies the figure of the stone in both
cases to Christ, and to the contrary
relations which men may assume to Him.
Some stumble over Him (as the Jews,
for the reasons just given); others build
on Him and find Him a sure foundation,
or (without a figure) put their trust in
Him and are not put to shame. Cf. Ps.
cxviil., 22, Mt xxi. 42, 1 Cor, iii. 11,
Acts. iv. 12, Eph. ii. 20.

CuarTER X.—Ver. 1. The Apostle
cannot enlarge on this melancholy situa-
tion without expressing once more the
deep grief which it causes him. Since
the Jews are referred to in the third
person (dwép adTdv) it is clear that the
persons addressed are a Gentile Church.
&8ehdol : Paul’s heart seems drawn to
his spiritual kindred as he feels the
deep gulf which separates him mean-
while from his kinsmen according to the
flesh. 4 piv edBokia THs ¢pfjs xapdias:
the meaning of ebdokia must be gathered
from such examples as Mt. xi. 26, Eph. i.
5, 9, Phil. i. 15, ii. 13, 2 Thess. i. 11.
His heart’s eb8okia is that in which his
heart could rest with complacency; that
which would be a perfect satisfaction to
it. This is virtually tbe same as ““de-
sire,”” and an ‘* Etymologicum ineditum ”
quoted in Schleusner explains it by
Bov)\'qp.cl., yvépy, wpoalpeors, émbupia,
His inmost desire and his supplication
to God are in their interest, with a view
to their salvation. The p.év has no cor-
responding 8¢; the sad reality which
answers to it does not need again to be
expressed.

Ver. 2. Their good qualities compel
his affection. {fjhov Beod &xovarv: they
have a zeal for God, are intensely
(though mistakenly) religious. Cf. Gal.
i. 14.  An unbelieving ]ew could inter-
pret his opposition to the lawless gospel
of Paul as zeal for the divinely-given
rule of life, and his opposition to the
crucified Messiah as zeal for the divinely-
given promises. It was God's honour
for which he stood in refusing the Gos-
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2 v uav Sikatocuvny NFGKL and most cursives, is adopted by Tischdf., but
most edd. with ABDP 47, vulg. omit Sukatoovvyy.

pel.  &AN’ od ka7 émiyvwow: this re-
ligious earnestness is not regulated by
adequate knowledge. For ‘émiyvuois
see Eph. iv. 13, Phil. i. g, Col. i. 9, IO,
i, 2, 1 Tim. ii. 4, 2 Tim, ii. 25; it is
especially used of religious knowledge,
and suggests attainment in it (&pTL yw-
dokw ék pépovs, TédTe 8¢ émiyvdaopat, T
Cor. xiii. 12).

Ver. 3. This verse goes to the root
of the matter, and explains the failure of
the Gospel among the Jews. It wasdue
to their ignorance of the righteousness of
God. All men need and crave righteous-
ness, and the Jews, in their ignorance of
God’s, sought to establish a righteous-
ness of their own. Their own is the key
to the situation. Their idea was that
they could be good men without becom-
ing God’s debtors, or owing anything at
all to Him. Such an idea, of course,
shows complete ignorance of the essen-
tial relations of God and man, and when
acted on fatally perverts life. It did so
with the Jews. When the Gospel came,
revealing the righteousness of God—that
for which man must be absolutely in-
debted to God’s grace, and which he can
never boast of as ‘‘his own”—it cut
right across all the habits and prejudices
of the Jews, and they did not submit
themselves to it, Paul interprets the
position of his nation through the recol-
lection of his own experience as a Phari-
see— no doubt rightly on the whole.
For imerdynoav in middle sense see

viil. 7, xiii, 1, Heb. xii. g, Jas, iv. 7,
1 Pet. ii, 13.
Ver 4. Further proof that the pursuit

of a righteousness of one’s own by legal
observances is a mistake, the act of
men ‘“in ignorance”. -re)\os Yop vép.ou
XPLoTOS  els Sl.xuv.otruv-qv TayTli  TQ
mworrevovTe: For Christ is law’s end, etc.
The sense required—a sense which the
words very naturally yield—is that with
Christ in the field law as a means of
attaining righteousness has ceased and

determined. The moment a man sees
Christ and understands what He is and
what He has done, he feels that legal
religion is a thing of the past: the way
to nghteousness is not the observance of
statutes, no matter though they have
been promulgated by God Himself; it is
faith, the abandonment of the soul to the
redeeming judgment and mercy of God
in His Son. The meaning is virtually
the same as that of our Lord’s words in
Luke xvi. 16. vépov without the article
is ‘“law™ in the widest sense; the
Mosaic law is only one of the most im-
portant instances which come under this
description; and it, with all statutory
conceptions of religion, ends when Christ
appears. It is quite true to say that
Christ consummates or fulfils the law
(hence Calvin would prefer comple-
mentum or perfectio to finis as a render-
ing of Té\os); quite true also that He is
the goal of the O.T. dispensation, and
that it is designed to lead to Him
(¢f. Mt. v. 17, Gal. iii. 24); but though
both true and Pauline, these ideas are
irrelevant here, where Paul is insisting,
not on the connection, but on the in-
compatibility, of law and faith, of one’s
own righteousness and the righteousness
of God. Besides, in limiting vépos to
the Mosaic O.T. law, this interpretation
does less than justice to the Ianguage,
and misses the point of wavmt 7§ wiarTeld-
ovTL: there is no believer, Gentile or _'}ew,
for whom law, Mosaic or other, retains
validity or significance as a way to
Sukatooivy, after the revelation of the
righteousness of God in Christ.

In ver. 5 ff. Paul describes more
fully, and in O.T. terms, the two ways
of attaining 8ikateadyn—Ilaw and faith.
His aim is to show that they are mutu-
ally exclusive, but that the latter is open
and accessible to all.

Ver. 5. Mavuofs yap ypdder: Moses’
authority is unimpeachable on this point.
The righteousness that comes from law
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must be an achievement: the man who
has done it shall live in it, Lev. xviii. 5.
Paul writes & ad7{) with reference to
Bikatoglvny: the &v adrols of the LXX
refers to wdvta T4 kpipore which pre-
cedes. Moses, of course, in writing
thus did not mock his people; the O.T.
religion, though an imperfect, was a real
religion, under which men could be right
with God. To keep the law of God and
live by doing so (Mt. xix. 17) was the
natural aim and hope of a true Israelite;
only, in this case, the law was not a
collection of statutes, but a revelation of
God’s character and will, and he who
sought to keep it did so not alone, but in
conscious dependence on God whose
grace was shown above all things else
by His gift of such a revelation. Paul,
however, is writing with Pharisees and
legalists in his eye, and with the remem-
brance of his own experience as a Phari-
see in his heart; and /is idea no doubt is
that this road leads nowhere. Cf. Gal.
ili. 10-12. To keep the law thus is an
impossibility.

Ver. 6 f. 1 8¢ &k wloTews Bikatoadvy
oYTws Aéyer. It is remarkable that Paul
does not make Moses his authority here,
though he is about to express himself in
words which certainly go back to Deut.
xxx. 12-14. [t is the righteousness of
faith itself which speaks, describing its
own character and accessibility in words
with a fine flavour of inspiration about
them. But it is not so much a quota-
tion we find here, as a free reproduction
and still freer application of a very
familiar passage of the O.T. It is irrele-
vant to point out that what the writer in
Deuteronomy means is that the law (§
tyrohyy altn Wiv dyd dvré\opal ool
ouepoy) is not oppressive nor imprac.

ticable (as Paul in ver. 5 tacitly assumes
it to be); the Apostle is not thinking in
the least what the writer of Deuter-
onomy meant; as the representative of
the righteousness of faith, he is putting
his own thoughts—his inspired convic-
tion and experience of the Gospel—into
a free reproduction of these ancient in-
spired words. ph elmwps & 7 kapdle
oov: = do not think, especially thoughts
you would be ashamed to utter. Tis
avaBioerar els vov odpavév; . . . 7is
karaBrioerar els ™y afvacov; There
is no impossible preliminary to be ac-
complished before the true religion is
got under way ; we have neither to scale
heaven nor descend into the abyss.
dfvooos (in N.T.) only in Lec. viil, 31
and seven times in Rev. But ¢f.
Ps. cvi. 26, Ixx. 20. The passage in
Deuteronomy has eis 7o mépav Tis
faldaons. These two indefinite pro-
verbial expressions for the impossible are
interpreted by Paul. With 1097 éomiv
(vers. 6, 7), he introduces a midrash
upon each. The first means (in his
mind) bringing Christ down ; the second,
bringing Christ up from the dead. Evi-
dently the righteousness of faith is con-
cerned with a Christ of whom both these
things are true—a descent from heaven,
and a rising from the dead, Incarnation
and Resurrection. We could not bring
about either by any effort, but we do not
need to; Christ incarnate and risen is
here already, God’s gift to faith.

Ver. 8, éyyls oov 70 pAipd éorwv . 4 .
Toi7T éomiv 70 pfipe Ths wioTews b
knploaopev. What is in the lips of the
preacher is near to all who hear. In
Deut, the word is of course the Mosaic
law; lere it is the Gospel, the word
which deals with that wioTis on which
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the righteousness of God depends. THs
wigrews is objt. gen. The whole idea of
the verses is that righteousness has not
to be achieved, but only appropriated.
Ver. g. Apparently this verse gives
the content of what the Apostle de-
scribes as *“the word of faith which we
preach”. & = viz. The reference both
to heart and mouth in Deut. suits his
purpose, and he utilises it; the closing
words in the LXX (kai év Tals xepoi
gov woielv adrd) he disregards. ¢Eav
dpodoydoys 76 piipa . . . 67 Kipios
Inoovs: the putting of the confession
before the faith which inspires it, and
of which it is the confession, seems to
be due simply to the fact that in the
O.T, passage present to the Apostle’s
mind & 7§ ordpar( gov precedes év
7§ xapdle oov. 70 pfjpa is virtually =
the Gospel, as God’s word concerning
His Son and faith in Him. We confess
it when we say, Jesus is Lord. Cf. 1
Cor. xii. 3, Phil. 1. 11. The exaltation
of Jesus is the fundamental Christian
confession, and presupposes the resurrec-
tion; and it is this exaltation which here
{as in the other passages referred to) is
meant by His Loordship. Itis mechanical
to say that the first part of ver. g (Jesus
is Lord) refers to the doubting question
in ver. 6, and therefore means a con-
fession of the incarnation ; and the second
part of it (God raised Him from the
dead) to the doubting question of ver.
Paul nowhere connects the Lordship
of Christ with His incarnation, and there
is certainly no reference to His Divine
nature here. The confession of the first
part of the verse answers to the faith in
the second; he who believes in his heart
that God raised Christ from the dead can

confess with his mouth (on that ground
and in that sense) that Jesus is Lord.
On the basis of such mutually inter-
preting faith and confession he is saved.
This does not deprive the death of Christ
of the significance which Paul ascribes
to it elsewhere. Christ could not be
raised unless He had first died, and when
He is raised it is with the virtue of His
sin-atoning death in Him. His exalta-
tion is that of one who has borne our
sins, and the sense of this gives passion
to the love with which believers confess
Him Lord.

Ver. 10. kapdle yap mwiorelerat els
Bukaroo vy, orépart 8e Spoloyeitar eis
cornplay. The parallelism is like that
in the previous verse, though the order
of the clauses is reversed. To be saved
one must attain 8ikasogdvy, and this
depends on heart-faith ; such faith, again,
leading to salvation, must confess itself.
To separate the two clauses, and look
for an independent meaning in each, is a
mistake ; a heart believing unto righteous-
ness, and a mouth making confession
unto salvation, are not really two things,
but two sides of the same thing. The
formalism which seems to contrast them
is merely a mental (perhaps only a
literary) idiosyncrasy of the writer. It is
true to say that such a confession as is
meant here was made at baptism; but to
limit it to baptism, or to use this verse
to prove baptism essential to salvation,
is, as Weiss says, unerhirter Dogma-
tismus.

Ver. 11. This verse proves from
Scripture the main idea in the preceding,
viz., that faith saves. It is a quotation
from Is. xxviil. 16 {see ix. 33) with the
addition of wés, to which nothing corre-
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sponds either in Hebr, or LXX., Yet
oddly enough it is on this w&s that the
rest of the Apostle’s argument turns.
The way of righteousness and salvation
by faith, he goes on to show, is meant
for all.

Ver. 12. ob ydp éami Biaoroly
*lovBafav Te kal "EXAyvos: this has been
proved in one sense in chap. iii.~—there is
no distinction between them in point of
sin; it is now asserted in another sense
—there is no distinction between them in
that the same Lord is waiting to save all
on the same conditions, «vpios wdvrwy
is best taken as predicate: the same Lord
is Lord of all: ¢f. Acts x. 36, Phil, ii. 10
f.  Christ is undoubtedly meant: in His
presence, in view of His work and His
present relation to men, all differences
disappear; there can be only one re-
ligion. arAovrdv els wdvras: abounding
in wealth toward all. Christ can impart
to all men what all men need—the
righteousness of God. Cf. v. 15-17, Eph,
iit. 8, 70 dvebixyvlaorov ahovros Tob
XptoTod. Tovs émikalouvpévovs adTdy:
cff.’ 1 C. i. 2 where Christians are de-
scribed as ol &mikalodpevor 76 Bvopa T.
K. fipov I X, The formula, as the next
verse shows, 1s borrowed from the Old
Testament ; and as Weiss remarks, verse
13 sets aside every idea of a distinction
betwéen the invocation of God and that
of Christ. To a Christian, as Paul con-
ceives him, Christ has at least the re-
ligious value of God; the Christian soul
has that adoring attitude to Christ which
(when shown in relation to Jehovah) was
characteristic of O.T. religion. See Acts
iX. 14,21, Acts xxii. 16 (Paul’s conversion),
2 Tim, ii. 22. It is a [air paraphrase of
the words to say that salvation depends
on this: whether a sinful man will make
appeal for it to Christ in prayer, as to
One in whom all God’s saving judgment
and mercy dwell bodily. It rests with
Christ, so appealed to, to make a man
partaker in the righteousness of God and
eternal life.

Ver. 13. For every one who invokes
the name of the Lord shall be saved.
The words are from Joel iii. 5 (= ii. 32
LXX). “The Lord” in the original is
Jehovah ; here, manifestly, Christ—a
proof how completely Christ' stands in
God’s place in all that concerns salva-
tion.

Ver. 14 £ It is difficult to trace very
clearly the line of the Apostle’s thought
here. Many scholars {(including W. and
H. and Lipsius) connect vers. 14 and 15
closely with what precedes, and mark a
break between ver. 15 and ver. 16. It
is as if Paul were expanding the wds
of ver. 13 and justifying that universal
preaching of the Gospel which was itself
a stumbling block to the Jews. Ewvery
one who invokes the name of the Lord
shall be saved, and therefore the condi-
tions of such invocation must be- put
within reach of ewery one. It is no
argument against this interpretation that
the ideas it introduces are not essential
to the main purpose of the chapter, which
is to prove the culpability of the Jews:
the eager fulness of Paul’'s mind often
carries him on thus, Others read vers.
14-21 continuously, and mark a break at
ver. 13 (e.g., Weiss, Sanday and Head-
lam). They lay stress on the odv in ver.
14 (¢f. ix. 14, ix. 30, xi. I, 11) as indicating
that a paragraph has ended, and that the
writer is facing the consequences which
flow from it, the objections which can
be made to it, etc. In this case the
connection would be something like this.
Salvation depends upon invoking Christ ;
but to invoke Christ depends upon certain
conditions which the ¥ews may say it
has been beyond their power to fulfil;
let us inquire into the conditions, and
see whether such a plea holds good. The
first of these connections seems to me
much the simpler, and it has the ad-
vantage of covering the second. Tor it
the invocation of Christ, which is the
sole and universal condition of salvation,
has been made possible for all men, it
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has been made possible for the Jews.
The special application to them, in which
the argument of the chapter is clinched,
is not made till ver. 1g; here they are
only involved with the rest of the world
which has heard the Gospel. was odv
émkaNéowyvTar : sc. TodTtov. mas O@
moTebowow ol odk Hkovoav; It is
simplest to render, How are they to
believe on Him Whkom they have not
heard ? identifying the voice of the
preachers with that of Christ. Winer, p.
249. Cf. Eph. ii. 17. The rendering,
Him of Whom they have not heard,
would be legitimate in poetry. was 8¢
&kotdowowy : this deliberative form is in
all probability right: see critical note
and Blass, Gramm. des Neut. Griech.,
205. &av pq dmooTaldow: viz., by
the Lord Whom they preach, and Who
is heard speaking when they speak.
Cf. 1 Cor. i. 17, dméorellév pe XpioTods

. » ebayyerifeabar. To find here the
idea of an official ministry, as something
belonging essentially to the constitution
of the Church, is grotesque. ¢ St. Paul
argues back from effect to cause, through
the series of Prayer, Faith, Hearing,
Preaching, Sending; thus the last link
in his argument must be the first in the
realisation from which the rest follow ;
this one therefore he confirms by the
prophetic announcement in Isa, lii. 77
(Gifford). &s dpalor: the true text of
Romans greatly abbreviates the prophet’s
words, but the joy with which the de-
liverance from Babylon was foreseen is
in keeping with that with which Paul
contemplates the universal preaching of
the Gospel.

Ver. 16. The fact remains, however,
in spite of this universal preaching, that

VOL. IL

there has not been a universal surrender
to the Gospel. od wévTes: the Jews are
present to the writer’s mind here, though
the words might apply more widely;
hence the compassionate mode of state-
ment. Cf. iii. 3: el 4mwlommodv Tives.
Yet this quantum of unbelief does not
discomfit the Apostle; for it also, as
well as the proclamation of the Gospel,
is included in the prophecy. 7ls iwlo-~
Tevoev TR dkof} Wpdv is a lament over
practically universal unbelief. 4 &xo%
Apdv in Isaiah means * that which we
heard,” but who the ‘“we” are is not
clear. If a representative prophet speaks,
&xod will mean that which he and other
prophets heard from God: = Who hath
believed the revelation made to us? Cf.
Isa. xxviii. g, 19. If a representative of
repenting Israel speaks, dkof) will mean
that which he and his countrymen have
heard from the prophets: = Who hath
believed the message delivered to us?
Assuming that Paul as a preacher in-
stinctively used the words to express
his own thought and experience in his
vocation, they will mean here, Who has
believed the message delivered by us

Apostles ?
Ver. 17. This verse is really paren-
thetic : Paul’s logical mind cannot let

slip the chance of showing how this
quotation confirms the connection of
ideas in ver. 14. @&pa suits a rapid
passing inference better than the more
deliberate &pa odv which is much more
frequent in Romans. Cf. 1 Cor. xv. 18,
2 Cor. v. 14, Gal. ii. 17.  So then faith
comes from a message (that which is
received by the hearer of the Gospel),
and the message 814 piparos Xprored
through the Word concerning Christ.

43
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That which when heard is &xo4) is when
spoken pfipa, and it is the condition of
faith. The construction in pfpa Xprarod
is the same as in 70 pfipa rHs wioTews
in ver. 8. The words could not signify
Christ’s command.

Ver. 18. The process of convicting
the Jews is now under way, and &A\a
Aéyw introduces a plea on their behalf.
It is Paul who spesfks: hence the form
of the question py ovk fkovoay suggests
his opinion as to the answer. To hear
is necessary in order to believe ; you do
not mean to say they did not hear ? Cf.
1 Cor. ix. 4, 5, xi. 22. pevodvye is immo
vero. The contrary is so clearly the
case that there is a touch of derision in
the word with which Paul introduces the
proof of it. Cf. ix. 20. The Gospel has
been preached in all the world: the
words of Ps. xix, 4 (exactly as in LXX)
are at once the expression and the proof
of this. Of course they refer to the
revelation of God in nature, but their
use will seem legitimate enough if we
remember that Paul knew the extent to
which the Gospel had been proclaimed
in his day. Cf. Col.i. 6, 23. It was as
widely diffused as the Diaspora, and the
poetic inspired expression for this had a
charm of its own.

Ver. 19. &AA& Aéyo: another attempt
to introduce a plea on behalf of Israel.
You cannot say, “they did not hear”;
surely you do not mean to say, then,
Israel did not understand ? At first
sight there seems an unnatural emphasis
here on Israel, but this is not the case,
The generality of the argument must be
abandoned now, for the passages next
to be quoted, which are already present
to Paul’s mind, contrast Israel with
the Gentiles, and so bring it into pro-
minence ; and it is in the case of Israel,
of all nations, that the plea of not under-
standing is most out of place. Above all
nations-Israel ought to have understood
a message from God: Israel, and in-

ability to understand God’s Word, ought
to be incompatible ideas. wpdTos Mwvois
Aéyer, Deut. xxxii. 21. wpdTos suggests
the beginning of a line of witnesses to
this effect : virtually it means, even
Moses, at the very beginning of their
history. The point of the citation is not
very clear. Like the passages quoted in
ix. 25, 26, it might have been adduced by
Paul as a proof that the Gentiles were
to be called into God’s kingdom, and
called in order to rouse the Jews to
jealousy ; but to be in place here, there
must be also the latent idea that if
peoples beyond the covenant (who were
not peoples at all), and unintelligent
peoples (i.e., idol worshippers) could
understand the Gospel, a privileged and
religiously gifted people like the Jews
was surely inexcusable if it failed to
understand it. The same idea seems to
be enforced again in ver, 20. ‘Hoalog
8¢ dmworoApg: *‘ breaks out boldiy”
(Gifford). It was an act of great
daring to speak thus to a nation with
the exclusive temper of Israel, and
Paul who needed the same courage in
carrying the Gospel to the Gentiles was
the man to see this. oi é&ue pi)
émepwTdvres means those who put no
question to me, s¢., about the way of
salvation. In Isa. lxv. 1 the clauses
occur in reverse order. What the pro-
phet has in view is God's spontaneous
unmerited goodness, which takes the
initiative, unsolicited, in showing mercy
to faithless Jews who made no appeal to
Him and never sought Him; the Apostle
applies this, like the similar passages in
ix. 25 f., to the reception of the Gospel
by the Gentiles.* If God was found
and recognised in His character and pur-
poses, where all the conditions seemed
so much against it, surely Israel must be
inexcusable if it has missed the meaning
of the Gospel. The very calling of the
Gentiles, predicted and interpreted as it
is in the passages quoted, should itself

* The part of Isa. Ixv. 1 which is not quoted here (I said, Behold Me, behold
Me, unto a nation that was not called by My name) is meant, as usually pointed,
to refer to the Gentiles, and this tradition of its application Paul may have learned
from Gamaliel (Cheyne); but the pointing is wrong: see Cheyne.
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have been a message to the Jews, which
they could not misunderstand ; it should
have opened their eyes as with a light-
ning flash to the position in which they
stood—that of men who had forfeited
their place among the people of God—
and provoked them, out of jealousy, to
vie with these outsiders in welcoming
the righteousness of faith.

Ver. 21.  wpds 8¢ 7dv ’lapahh Méyeu:
That is what he says of the Gentiles, but
as for Israel, he says, etc., Isa. Ixv. 2. For
wpds = with reference to, see Heb. i. 7
f., Luke xii. 41.  The arms outstretched
all the day long are the symbol of that
incessant - pleading love which Israel
through all its histery has consistently
despised.” It is not want of knowledge,
then, nor want of intelligence, but wilful
and stubborn disobedience, that explains
the exclusion of Israel (meanwhile) from
the Kingdom of Christ and all its bless-
ings. This is not inconsistent with ver.
3, if we go to the root of the matter.
For the ignorance there spoken of is one
which has its root in the will, in the
pride of a heart which is determined to
have a righteousness of its own without
coming under any obligation to God for
it, and which therefore cannot assume the
attitude to which the Gospel becomes
credibly Divine ; while the ignorance
suggested as a plea for unbelief is that
of ‘men to whom the Gospel has never
been presented at all. The latter igno-
rance might annul responsibility ; the
former gives its full significance to guilt.

CuapTer XI. On the place of this
chapter in the argument, see introduc-
tion to chap. ix. above. Briefly, the
ninth chapter means, God is sovereign,
and the tenth chapter means, Israel has
sinned. Both of these are presented in
relative independence as explanations of
the perplexing fact which confronted the
Apostle, namely, that the Jews did not
receive the Gospel, while the Gentiles
did; in this chapter, the two are brought
into relation to each other, and we are
shown (to some extent) how in the
sovereign providence of God even the
sin of Israel is made to contribute to the

working out of a universal purpose of re-
demption-—a redemption in which Israel
also shares, in accordance with the in-
violable promise of God. The chapter
can be naturally divided into three
sections: (1) vers. 1-ro0, in which the
question immediately arising out of
chap. x. is discussed, viz., whether the
unbelief of which Israel as a whole has
been convicted involves God's rejection
of the chosen people; (2) vers. 11-24, in
which the result to be attained by the
partial and temporary exclusion of the
Jews from the Messianic kingdom is en-
larged upon, and the Gentiles warned
against self-exaltation; and (3) vers. 25-
36, in which Paul magnifies the un-
searchable wisdom, love and faithfulness
of God, as revealed in securing by a
common method the salvation alike of
Israel and the Gentiles.

(r) Vv. 1-10. Aéyo olv: the olv in-
timates that it is with the conclusion
reached in chap. x. before his mind that
Paul puts the following question: the
unbelief of Israel naturally suggested it.
) dmdoaTo & feds Tov Nadv adrod;
For the words, ¢f. Ps. xciv. 14 (xciii. LXX),
1 Sam. xil. 22. In both places the pro-
mise is given odk awdoerar & K. 7. A
avrod, and the familiar words give the
effect of asking, Has God broken His
express and repeated promise? 7 sug-
gests the negative answer, which is ex-
pressed more passionately in i) yévoiro.

Cf.iil. 6, ix. 14. Israel may be faithless
to Him, but He abides faithful. kal yop
tyd ’lopaniitns eipl: This is often

read as if it were an argument in favour
of the negative answer ; as if Paul meant,
God has nof cast off His people, I my-
self am a living proof to the contrary.
But this is hardly conciliatory, to say
the least; and it is better to take the
words as explaining why Paul puts the
question with p+ (suggesting the nega-
tive answer), and why he then gives the
denial with such vehemence. ‘I, too,
amn an Israelite, to whom the very idea
of God’s rejection of His people is an
impious and incredible idea, to be re-
pelled with horror.” éx owép. *ABpadp;
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no proselyte. ¢ulfjs Beviapelv: the one
tribe which with Judah mainly repre-
sented the post-exilic theocratic people.

Ver, 2 f. ok dwdoate: formal denial
of what the heart has indignantly pro-
tested against in ver. 1. #v mwpoéyvw
must contain a reason which makes the
rejection incredible or impossible. This
excludes the interpretation of Weiss,
who thinks that Paul means to say that
God knew what Israel was before He
chose it, and therefore cannot cast it off
as if its unbelief had disappointed Him;
He knew from the first what it would be.
To plead thus for God is too paltry. We
must take mwpoéyvw as in viii. 29: the
meaning is, Israel stood before God’s
eyes from eternity as His people, and in
the immutableness of the sovereign love
with which He made it His lies the im-
possibility of its rejection. The idea is
the same as in ver. 29 below. # olx
oidarte: this is the alternative, He who
says, God has cast off Israel, must be
ignorant of what Scripture says é&v "H\igq
in the passage which gives the history of
Elijah. The sections of the Bible were
designated, not as now by chapter and
verse, but by some descriptive phrase:
of. &mi 7ijs Bdvov, Mark xii. 26: and
in Philo & Tails dpals = Gen. iii, 15.
Many references are made in this form
by Hebrew writers. For évruyydvew
xatd ¢f. 1 Macc. viil. 32: it means to
plead (not intercede) with God against
Israel. 16 BuolaotdpLa is one of the
indications that in Elijah’s time there
was no law requiring only one altar for
Jehovah., The words are quoted from
1 Kings xix. ver. 10 or 14. In Elijah’s
mood, Paul might have said something
similar of his own time, for their circum-
stances were, not alike. The Apostle,
like the prophet, was lonely and perse-

cuted, and Israel as a whole seemed to
have abandoned God or been abandoned
by Him. But he understands God’s
way (and His faithfulness) better,

Ver. 4. 6 xpnpatiopds: the word is
related to xpnpatife (Mt. ii. 12, 22,
Acts x. 22, Heb. viii. 5) as xpnopés to
Xpdw: it means the oracle, or answer of
God. Here only in N.T., but see 2
Macc. ii. 4, xi. 17. The quotation is
from 1 Kings xix. 18 with épavtd added,
by which Paul suggests God’s interest in
this remnant, and the fact that He has
a purpose of His own identified with
them. God has reserved the seven thou-
sand ; He has reserved them for Himself ;
it is on this the proof depends that He
has not cast off His people. The
seven thousand are Israel to Him, Yet
His unchanging faithfulness in keeping
a people is not represented as a merely
unconditional decree, having no relation
to anything but His own will, for the
seven thousand are described by their
character: oirwves oVk Eapifav yévu T4
BdaN, olrwes is qualitative : suck were
those whom God reserved for Himself,
men who never bowed knee to Baal.
BdaX takes the fem. art. because it

was often replaced in reading by M2
(LXX atoyivn).

Ver. 5. Application of the principle
of ver. 4 to the present. 6 viv kalpds is
the present regarded not merely as a
date, but as in some sense a crisis.
Aelppa yéyovev: a remnant has come to
be—this is the fact which has emerged
from the general unbelief of Israel. wat’
éxdoyfy xdputos: on these words the
emphasis lies. The existence of the
remnant is due to an election of grace, a
choice on the part of God the motive of
which is to be sought in His unmerited
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omitted in }'ACDEFG, vulg., Egypt. verss., Orig. lat. and Latin fathers; inserted
with some variations (for the last epyov B has yapus, by a slip, surely) in §*BL
and lat§r MSS. According to Sanday and Headlam, there can be no doubt that
the addition is a gloss; B is not sufficient to justify a Western addition of this kind

against such preponderating authority.

The words are omitted by most edd., but

Alf, brackets them, and Weiss retains them in the text ; the xapts in B for epyov at
end only makes the omission by homceot. easier.

2 For rovTov read Tovro with NABCDFL.

3 kabBws; read with B kabawep.

love alone. The idea is the same as in
chap. ix. 6-13: but ¢f. note on ver. 4.

Ver, 6. Expansion of xdpiros in ver.
5: grace and works are mutually ex-
clusive, Nothing a man can do gives
him a claim as of right against God to be
included in the remnant. émel: other-
wise. Cf. ver. 22, iii. 6. Gratia nisi
gratis sit gratia non est. Aug. The
fact that there is a remnant, and one
owing its existence to God’s grace, is
the proof that (in spite of the wholesale
defection of Israel) God has not cast off
His people.

Ver. 7. vl obvy; Whatthen? How are
we to describe the present situation, if
not in the painful language of verse 1?
Thus: & émulyrel "lopanh w.v.X. What
Israel is in quest of is Sikaieodvy: the
present conveys more sympathetically
than the impft. of some MSS. the
Apostle’s sense of the ceaseless and noble
(though misdirected)efforts of his country-
men. éméruxev: Jas. iv. 2, Heb. vi. 15,
% 8¢ &choyi = ol dxhexTol = 70 Aelppa.
imwpdbnoay: were hardened, z Cor. iii.
14, John xii. 40, Mc. vi. 52, viii. 7. Paul
does not say how they were hardened or
by whom: there is the same indefinite-
ness here as in kaTnpTIopéva eis amdleiay
in ix. 22, It may be quite possible to
give a true sense to the assertion that
they were hardened by God (c¢f. the
following verse), although the hardening
in this case is always regarded as a
punishment for sin, that is, as a confirm-
ing in an obduracy which originally was
not of God, but their own; as if the idea
were, first they would not, and then, in

See note !, page 673.

God’s just reaction against their sin,
they could not; but it is a mistake to
import into the text a definiteness which
does not belong to it. It is rather
essential to Paul’s argument that he
should not be bound down to one-sided
interpretations of what he has intention-
ally left vague.

Ver. 8 ff. This hardening (at the
present day ver. 5) agrees with God's
action toward Israel in the past, as ex-
hibited in Scripture. The words from
the O.T. can hardly be called a quota-
tion; Deut. xxix. 4, Is. xxix. 10, Is, vi.
9, Io, all contributed something to
them. The wvedpa katavifews is from
Is. xxix. 10, and answers to the Heb.

FTTTNR TN, a2 spirit of deep sleep

or torpor. Virtually it is defined by what
follows—unseeing eyes, unhearing ears:
a spirit which produces a condition of
insensibility, to which every appeal is
vain. kardvufis only occurs in LXX, Is.
xxix. 10, Ps. lix. 4 (olvov kartavifews);
but the verb xaraviooopar is used by

Theod. in Dan. x. 15 to translate D7)
(cognate to ,‘I?JT['),D), and in other

places of any overpowering emotion: see
Fritzsche ad loc. Winer, p. 117. It is
God Who sends this spirit of stupor, but
He does not send it arbitrarily nor at
random: it is always a judgment. &ws
Tis ojpepor Apépas : in Deut. xxix, 4 €ws
TH)s fi. Tavmns. The change emphasises
the fact that what Israel had been from
the beginning it was when Paul wrote,
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22 1.
(LXX).

fChiv. 25 L, |, N .

g Ch, x 19, €5 70 ¥ TapainAdoa adrodls.

\ N g 3~
kbopou, kal T0 fTTnpe adTdy

and that God had acted toward it from
the beginning on the same principle on
which He was acting then. Cf. Acts
vii, 51 f. kal Aaveid Aéyer: another
proof of émwpdbnaav, though strictly
speaking a wish or an imprecation cannot
prove anything, unless it be assumed that
it has been fulfilled, and so can be taken
as the description of a fact. Paul takes
it for granted that the doom invoked in
these words has come upon the Jews.
yevntiTo § Tpdmela abTdv kor.N. Their
table in the psalm is that in which they
delight, and it is this which is to prove
their ruin, mwayls, 8pa, and okdvdadov
are all variations of the same idea, that
of snare or trap—i.e., sudden destruction.
What the Jews delighted in was the law,
and the law misunderstood proved their
ruin, In seeking arighteousness of their
own based upon it they missed and for-
feited the righteousness of God which
is given to faith in Christ. kal eis
dvramwdéBopa adTols: this does not exactly
reproduce either the Heb, or the LXX, but
it involves the idea that the fate of the
Jews is the recompense of their sin—not
a result to be simply referred to a decree
of God. Their perverse attitude to the
law is avenged in their incapacity to
understand and receive the Gospel. Tod
pn BNérew: for this Gen. both in ver.
8 and ver. 10, see Buttmann, Gram. of
N.T. Greek, p. 267 (E. tr.). 7Tdv véTov
adTdv 8id wavTds avykappov: keep them
continually in spiritual bondage, stoop-
ing under a load too heavy to be borne:
¢f. Acts xv. 10.

This is the condition in which by God’s
act, requiting their own sins, and especi-
ally their self-righteous adherence to the
law as a way of salvation, the Jews find
themselves. It is a condition so grievous,
and so remote from what one anticipates
for a people chosen by God, that it con-
fronts Paul again with the difficulty of
ver. 1, and obliges him to state it once
more—this time in a way which mitigates
its severity, and hints that the fall of
Israel is not the last thing concerning
them to be taken into account. What if
God’s purpose includes and uses their
fall?  What if it is not final? It is

11. Adyw oly, M) &rracar lva Téawa ;

~ ~ ’
pA) yévorro* GANA 78 adrdv P mapamtdpatt ff cwrpla Tols veaw,

12. €l 3¢ 10 TapdrTopa adTdy TholTos

mhobTos &0viv, méow paNhov 70 TA\Y-

with new ideas of this sort, introduced
to take the edge from the stern utter-
ances of vers. 8-10, that Paul deals in
vers. II-24.

Ver. 11. Aéyw olv: I say then, taking
up the problem again. p4 EvTaicay iva
méowaiy; surely they did not stumble so
as to fall? The subject is the mass of
the Jewish nation, all but the elect rem-
nant. The contrast here between stum-
bling and falling shows that the latter is
meant of an irremediable fall, from which
there is no rising. This is one of the
cases in which tva is loosely used; it
cannot possibly be translated “in order
that”. For similar examples ¢f. 1 Thess.
v. 4, 1 Cor. vii. 29, Gal. v. 17. &A\a&:
on the contrary, by their (moral) fall
salvation has come to the Gentiles to
provoke them (the unbelieving Israclites)
to jealousy. The fact stated here is
illustrated at every point in Paul’s own
ministry; he turned to the Gentiles
because the Jews would not hear him.
See Acts xiii. 46 ff., xviii. 6, xxviii. 25-28,
The end in view in it (¢f. x. 19) is his
proof that the stumbling of the Jews is
not to be interpreted in the sense of a
final fall. A recovery is in prospect.

Ver. 12. Both frrnpa and whjpupa
are difficult words, but it is not necessary
to suppose that they answer mathematic-
ally to one another, though Wetstein
explains them by —~ and +. #rrqpa may
mean (as in Is, xxxi. 8) defeat, or (as in
1 Cor, vi. 7) loss; it can hardly mean
diminutio eovum, or paucitas Fudeorum
credentium ; 76 wAfpwpa adTdv must
mean the making up of them to their
full numbers. There is an exhaustive
study of the word whjpwpa by Prof. J.
Armitage Robinson in The Expositor,
April, 1898. His paraphrase of this verse
is very good. “If the Gentiles have
been enriched in a sense through the
very miscarriage and disaster of Israel,
what wealth is in store for them in the
great Return, when all Israel shall be
saved—* when God hath made the pile
complete!’” The enrichment referred
to is in both cases that which comes
through participating in the blessings of
the Gospel.
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13. Ypiv yap ! Néyw Tols Eveawy * &g’ oov pév eipu

&y® E0vdy dmdotolos, Ty Sakovioy pou Sofdfw, 14. €l wws Tapa-
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15. €t yop A

* dmwoPoM) adtdy kaTaNayl) kéopou, Tis 1 Fwpdohis, €l pi Lon ék hActsxxvii
~ PR -S N Noel NN . Vi3 cre. s B2 L
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L ypw yap DFL 5 vpw ovv C; vpuv 8e INABP 47, all edd. e ooov pev L, vulg,,

D3 lat.

Ver. 13 f.  dpiv 82 MNyw Tols &veoiv.
Paul does not here address a new class
of readers. He has been speaking all
along to a Gentile church, and speaking
to it in that character (see above, pp.
561 ff.); and he feels it necessary to show
the relevance, in such circumstances, of
bestowing so much attention on the con-
dition and prospects of the Jews. His
mission to the Gentiles has an indirect
bearing on his own countrymen; the
more successful he can make it, the
greater is the prospect that some of the
Jews also may be provoked to jealousy
and saved. Every Jew, again, who is
saved, goes to make up the wMjpapa of
ver, 12, and so to bring on a time of
unimaginable blessing for the Gentile
world. &’ 8oov Mt. xxv. 40. pev odv
is printed in all the critical editions, but
Sanday and Headlam would read pevodv
as one word, and discount the restrictive
force of the wév, which suggests that
apostleship to Gentiles was but one part
of Paul’s mission. é&yd: the pronoun
expresses not merely a noble conscious-
ness of vocation, but Paul’s feeling that
in his particular case at all events a
mission to the Gentiles could not but
include this ulterior reference to the Jews.
His devotion, accordingly, to his Gentile
ministry, never let them fall out of view.
‘As far then as apostleship to Gentiles
is represented by me (as no doubt it is)
I glorify my ministry (by faithful dis-
charge of it), if by any means I may save
some of the Jews.” For the interpretation
of Sofdlw see 2 Thess. iii. 1, John xvii.
4. TFor el wws see Buttmann, p. 255 f.
Twas ¢ adrdv: disenchanting experience
taught him to speak thus. Cf. 1 Cor.
ix. 22.

Ver. 15 f.  From the personal explana-
tion of ver, 13 f., which interrupts the
argument, Paul reverts to the ideas of
ver. 12, 'To save any Jew was a great
object, even with an apostle of the Gen-
tiles: el yap % dmofold) adrdv x.T.A.
Their dmwoBoAy) 1s their rejection by God
on the ground of unbelief. karaAlayh
wéopov: a world’s reconciliation, In 2

For pev ]§ABCP have pev ovy, and so all edd.

Cor, v. 19 the world’s reconciliation is the
act of God in Christ; but it was an act
which for the mass of mankind only took
effect when Jewish unbelief diverted the
Gospel to the Gentiles. 4 wpdoAnuins:
the assumption of the Jews into God’s
favour. fww éx vekpiv. Modern ex-
positors almost all find in these words a
reference to the resurrection; the restora-
tion of the Jews at once brings on the
end; the dead are raised, and the
Messiah’s kingdom is set up, glorious
and incorruptible. It is quite true that
in Jewish apocalyptic literature the re-
surrection introduces the new era, and
that Paul shared in the apocalyptic
ideas current in his time ; but it does not
follow that he was thinking of the re-
surrection here. fwf) éx vexpdv would
certainly be a singular way to describe
it, and it is not enough to say with Weiss
that Paul used this expression instead
of dvdoraois in order to carry the mind
beyond the fact of resurrection to the
state which it introduced. It seems
better to leave it undefined (¢f. &merpa
ayafa Theophyl), and to regard it as
an ordinary English reader regards * life
from the dead,” as a description of un-
imaginable blessing. This is more im-
pressive than to bind the original and
daring speculation of a passage like this
by reference to apocalyptic 1deas, with
which Paul was no doubt familiar, but
which are not suggested here, and could
least of all control his thoughts when
they were working on a line so entirely
his own. “Words fail him, and he
employs the strongest he can find, think-
ing rather of their general force than of
their precise signification” (Jowett), el
8¢ 1] dwapxn ayia, kai 10 dpdpapa. This
explains Paul’s assurance that Israel has
a future. For dw. and ¢vp. see Num.
xv. 19-21. By the offering of the first
fruits the whole mass, and the whole
produce of the land, were consecrated.
Both this figure, and that of the root and
the branches, signify the same thing. As
the application in ver. 28 proves, what
is presented in both is the relation of the
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k X:{y 2 3¢ * dypiéhatos By ' évekertplatns év abrols, kal quykowwrds Tis pifns
| Sl‘i-:xw kal Tiis mémros L THs éhalas dyévou, 18, i) ™ kaTakaux®d TdY kNdSwy *
. el 8¢ karakauxdoar, od ob T plfav Bacrdles, 4NN 4 pita ol
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kahds* T dmori eexNdabnoar,® ob 3¢ 7fj wioTeL Eotkas.  uY)

1 gat s morTyros PNPALD2P; om, kai NN!BCDIF,

Weiss, Alf. and Tischdf.

It is om. by W. and H.,

2 Om. ou before kAa8o. with ABCD3FLP.
3 efexhaotnoay NACD'LP; ekhaobnoav BD!F. Lachm. and Treg. prefer the

latter, but all other edd. the former.

Weiss (Textkritik, S. 34) gives many similar
examples in which the preposition in compounds is dropped by oversight.

For

vimlodpover NAB read vipnAa dpover; and so most edd.

patriarchs to the people as a whole. As
chosen by God, the fathers were dyuou,
i.e., God's people, and this standing (in
spite of the arguments in chap. ix., and in
spite of the hard facts of the situation
when Paul wrote) belongs inalienably to
their children. They are God’s, and it
will yet become apparent that they are.
Vers. 17-24. In these verses, which
in a sense are a long parenthesis,
Paul anticipates an objection which
Gentile readers might take to his use
of the last figure, the root and the
branches; and he draws from it two
special lessons—one, of humility, for the
objectors; the other, of hope, for Israel.
Ver. 17. A Gentile Christian might
feel that the very fact that Jews were re-
jected and Gentiles accepted qualified
the assurance with which Paul had just
spoken of the future of Israel. It is the
disposition to think so, and to presume
on one's own favoured position, which
the Apostle rebukes in p3 karakavy®
Tav kAdBov. et 8¢ Tives TOV k. éfexhdo-
Onoav: Tiwes puts the case mildly: cf.
til. 3. &exNdoByoay, sc., as fruitless. ov
8¢ dypiéhaios dv: ov is the presumptu-
ous individual before the Apostle’s mind,
not the Gentile Church collectively. The
aypiéharos is the olive in its natural
uncultivated state.  évexevrpiofns é&v
adrols, sc., among the native branches of
the cultivated olive. The process here
supposed is one that in horticulture is
never performed. The cultivated branch
is always engrafted upon the wild stock,
and not wice versd. This Paul knew
quite well (see wap& $low, ver. 24), and
the force of his reproof to the presuming
Gentile turns on the fact that the process
was an unnatural one. [Ordine com-
mutato ves magis causis quam causas

rebus aptavit (Origen).] It gave the
Gentile no room to boast over the re-
jected Jews. ouvkowwvos Tis ptlns Tis
w67, THs é\alas: there is an argument
in ouv. At the best, the Gentile only
shares with Jews in the virtues of a root
which is not Gentile, but Jewish: he
has his part in the consecration of the
patriarchs, the one historical root of the
people of God, and in the blessings God
attached to it. For miévys ¢f. Jud. ix.
7. The accumulation of genitives is
apparently an imitation of such Hebrew
constructions as Isa. xxviii, 1, 16: the
meaning is, a partaker in the root of the
fat olive tree. ‘

Ver. 18, pY katakavxd Tdv kAdBwv:
for the genitive see Buttm., 185. Be-
tween ‘if thou boastest,” and *thou
bearest not the root,” there is no formal
connection : for such breviloquence,
which requires us to supply *“ consider”
or “remember,” see Winer, p. 773. The
sense is, You owe all you are proud of
to an (artificially formed) relation to the
race you would despise.

Ver. 19, épeis odv: the presumptuous
Gentile persists. ‘It is not to the root
I compare myself, but branches were
broken off that I might be engrafted:
that surely involves some superiority in
me.”

Ver. 20, kakds: “a form of partial
and often ironical assent” (Gifford).
Paul does not think it worth while to
dispute the assertion of ver. 19, though
as it stands it is by no means indisput-
able; he prefers to point out what it
overlooks—the moral conditions of being
broken off and of standing secure-—and
to urge them on the conscience. Tf
amorie : an account of unbelief, cf.
Gal. vi. 12, Winer, p. 270. 7 wiove
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1 Om. pqmes NABCP 47. For ¢aonrar NBCDFL read ¢ewoetar. All crit.
edd. read ¢eoerar, but while most edd. omit pnmws it is retained by Weiss (with
DEFGL, most majusc. and fathers) and bracketed by Alford. Weiss finds it im-
possible to regard it as an insertion, since it makes an easy text irregular and
difficult; but its omission, he thinks, need not have been intentional; it may be a

mere overlook of the transcriber’s.

# xpnorornra the second time DPFL;

but xpnororns feov ABCD?, and so all

edd. For empervns NBD? read emperns, and so most edd. but not Alf.
? For emipewowaiy NBD! read empevoowy ; see also last verse.

€otnkas : the security of the Gentiles
depended on faith, and it is the most
elementary principle of a religion of
faith (iii.. 27) that it excludes boasting.
ph YYmMAS dpdver: of. xii. 16, 1 Tim. vi,
17 has pw vymAoppoveiv. Neither is
classical. ¢ofod: consistent with wioTis.
Timor opponitur non fiducie sed super-
cilio et securitati (Bengel).

Ver. 21. As far as comparisons can
be made at all in such things, the Jews
had been more securely invested in the
kingdom than the Gentiles. They were,
in the language of the figure, not arti-
ficially grafted, but native branches, on
the tree of God’s people; yet even that
did not prevent Him from cutting off
those who did not believe. And if He
did not spare them, He will not spare
Gentiles either, if in pride they fall from
faith. On el . . . obk édeloaTo see
Winer, 599 f. The true reading of the
last word is deforeTar (not dpetonrat), but
Weiss would retain pwws (see crit. note)
even with this future, and supply the
missing link of thought from ¢ofo? : one
may fear that he will not, etc. The ironi-
cal reserve of this (though the future
makes the thing to be feared as certain
as possible) is quite Pauline, and the
pirws (DFGL) may be genuine.

Ver. 22. Behold then God’s goodness
and severity, sc., in the case of the Gen-
tiles and Jews as now before us. é&mo-
Topie: here only in N.T. The moral
idea is that of peremptoriness, inexor-
ableness ; in Greek writers it is contrasted
with fpepérns, 70 é&miekés, wpedrns.

Cf. 2 Cor. xiii. 10. &av &mpévys )
xpnotéryTe: if you remain on in the
goodness, Z.£., continue to be indebted to
it, and to it alone, for your religious
position.  This excludes presumption,
and in general all such temper as is be-
trayed in taking an attitude of superiority
to the Jews.” The Jews lost their stand-
ing because they had come to believe
that it was indefectible, and independent
of moral conditions; and if the Gentiles
commit the same mistake they will incur
the same doom. It is not to Israel only
God may say, The kingdom is taken
from you, and given to a nation bringing
forth the fruits thereof. é&mel, otherwise:
see ver. 6.

Ver. 23. kékelvor 8é: and they too,
they on the other hand, »iz., the un-
believing Jews. &av pv k.7.\., unless
they remain on in their unbelief. It is
assumed that they need not do this. The
hardening spoken of in vers, 7-10, though
it is a judgment upon sin, and may seem
from the nature of the case to be irre-
mediable, is not to be so absolutely
taken. Even in the most hardened re-
jector of the Gospel we are not to limit
either the resources of God’s power, or
the possibilities of change in a self-con-
scious, self- determining creature.  All
things are possible to him that believeth,
and we are not to say that in this man
or that, Jew or Gentile, unbelief is final,
and belief an impossibility. If the Jews
give up their unbelief éykevrpiodioovrat
they will be incorporated again in the
true people of God. Buvvards ydp éoTv
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Weiss, W. and H., Treg. and Alf.

put ev in text, apparently on the ground that wap’ has been conformed to xii. 16 ;

but W. and H. give map’ a place in marg.

6 Oeds k.7m.N. The phrase implies not
only the possibility but the difficulty of
the operation. Cf. xiv. 4. With man it
is impossible, but not with God. No-
thing less than the thought of God could
keep Paul from despairing of the future
of Israel.

Ver. 24. God’s power to engraft the
Jews again into the stock of His people
proved a fortiori by comparison with
what He has done for the Gentiles, To
restore His own is more natural, con-
ceivable, and one may even say easy,
than to call those who are not His own.
The Gentile Christian (1) was cut ék THs
katd $pvoty dyprelalov, from what is in
its own nature an uncultivated olive,
with no suitableness for the uses which
the olive is intended to subserve, and (2)
wapd ¢bov in violation of nature was
engrafted into a good olive; in compari-
son with this doubly unnatural process
one may well argue wéoe pallov k.T.\.
how much more shall these, the Jews
who kard ¢idow (in their own nature)
belong to the good tree, have their con-
nection with it re-established? Weiss
takes éykevrpiobicovrar as a logical
future, and it may be so ; but Paul believes
in his logic, and has probably in view in
the word that actual restoration of the
Jews of which he now proceeds to speak.

Vv, 25-32. In this concluding section
Paul abandons the ground of argument
for that of revelation. He has discussed
the problems arising out of the rejection
of Israel and the calling of the Gentiles,
when taken in connection with the pro-
mises of God to His people; and he has
tried to make it clear that in all His
dealings with His people, God has acted
righteously, that for all that has befallen
them the Jews have full responsibility,
and that a Divine purpose, with blessing
in it to both Jew and Gentile, has in-
directly been getting itself carried into
effect through this perplexing history.
The rejection of the Jews has led to the
calling of the Gentiles, and the calling
of the Gentiles, by provoking the Jews
to jealousy, is eventually to lead to their
conversion too.. . All this, it may be said,
is matter of argument; it is more or less

convincing as the argument appeals with
less or greater force to our minds. It is
Paul’s construction and interpretation of
the facts before him, and his anticipation
of the result in which they are likely to
issue; but it has no greater authority
than the reasoning by which he supports
it, or the motives which suggest one
line of reasoning upon the facts rather
than another. We can understand how
patriotism, and religious faith in God’s
promise, and insight into the psycho-
logical influences which determine human
conduct, all contribute some weight to
his argument ; but he is not content to
rest upon argument alone the central
truth he has been expounding—that
the hardening of Israel is temporary as
well as partial, and that when ¢ the
fulness of the Gentiles” has come in
the hardening will cease, and all Israel
be saved. He expressly puts this truth
forward as a revelation (pvoriprov,
ver. 25). What this means psycho-
logically we cannot tell, but it is clear
that for Paul it was an essential part of
the true religion, so far as he could make
out the manner of its working in the
world. He might try to lead the mind
up to it along various lines of argument,
or to confirm it by considerations of
various kinds; but for him it had a
Divine authority, antecedent to argu-
ment and independent of it. He sought
arguments to make it credible and in-
telligible, not for his own sake, but for
the sake of others. How much a revela-
tion of this kind will weigh with the
modern reader depends on the extent to
which on general grounds he can recog-
nise in Paul an inspired interpreter of
Christianity. History, it must be ad-
mitted, throws no light on his words.
The Gentiles are not fully gathered in;
the time to say whether Israel as a whole
is to have any distinct or decisive place
in the final fulfilment of God’s gracious
purpose is therefore not yet. One feels
as if the nationalism of the passage fell
short of Paul’s great word, There is
neither Greek nor Jew; but there the
Jews are, a problem to unbelief as well
as to faith; think what we will of it, it is
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of them salvation comes; and it is at
least as credible as the reverse (without
considering Paul’s arguments at all) that
Providence is not preserving them for
nothing, and that in some such way as
is here indicated there is a close connec-
tion between their salvation and the sal-
vation of the world,

Ver. 25. o} yip 86w dpds dyvoeiv:
¢f. i. 13, 1 Cor. x. 1, xii. 1, 2 Cor. i. 8,
but especially 1 Thess. iv. 13, where
as here it is used to introduce a re-
velation. An often-repeated phrase tends
to be formal, but the thing of which
Paul would not have his readers ignorant
is usually important. As the phrase
is invariably followed by d8eAdof, the
latter also tends to be formal: it is at
least a mistake to see anything of
peculiar intimacy or affection in it in
such connections. As ver. 28 and ver.
30 prove, in which they are con-
trasted with the Jews, the a3eAdol are
Gentiles, and they are practically identi-
cal with the Roman Church. 76 pvori-
puov robro: the word pvemipiov only
occurs once in the Synoptical Gospels
(Mark iv. 11 and parallels) and not at all
in John; but Paul uses it often (twenty-
one times, including two in 1 Tim.). It
always refers to something which though
once hidden, or in its nature a secret, is
now revealed. In some passages it is
applied to the Christian revelation as a
whole (e.g., in Rom. xvi. 25, 1 Cor. ii. 1,
Eph. i. g, Col. ii. 2: in the last it is
identified simpliciter with Christ). In
others it is applied to the Christian
revelation as a whole, but with some
special aspect of it in view : thus in Eph.
iil, 3 the special aspect of *revelation”
or ‘“mystery ”—for it is all one—in the
Gospel is the destined inclusion of the
Gentiles among the people of God, while
in Col. i. 26 {. it is the indwelling Christ,
as the pledge of immortality, In others,
again, any particular element in the great
revelation is called a ¢ mystery”, Thus
in 1 Cor. xv. 51 the truth communicated
about those who live to see the second
advent is described by this name, and it
might have been used in the similar
passage in 1 Thess. iv. 15, where Paul
says instead that he speaks év ANdyw
xvplov, = This is merely to claim for
his words the authority of revelation in

another way. The passage before us
comes under this last head. It is a
piece of revelation — something which
has been communicated to Paul év
amokaliper for the good of the Church
—that hardening in part has come upon
Israel until the fulness of the Gentiles
has come in. The new ideas in this
revelation are the limits in extent (dmwd

. H ¥ 2 4 A
pépovs) and in time (dxpe of). Tva pd
fite &v éavTois dpdyrpor: it would tend
to self-conceit if the Gentiles in ignor-
ance of this Divine appointment con-
cluded off -hand that the Jews could
never be converted as a whole, and that
they themselves therefore were in a place
of permanent and exclusive privilege.
For &v éavrols (AB) wap’ éavTois is
found in NCDL, etc. Both occur in
LXX but the former is much more
likely to have been changed. 76 mA%-
pwpa Tev édvav = the full number, to-
tality, of the Gentiles, It does not mean
a number pre - determined beforehand,
which has to be made up, whether to
answer to the blanks in Israel or to the
demands of a Divine decree, but the
Gentiles in their full strength. When
the Gentiles in their full strength have
come in, the power which is to provoke
Israel to jealousy will be fully felt, with
the result described in ver. 26.

Ver. 26. kai oVrws = and thus; not
merely temporal, but = under the in-
fluence of the jealousy so excited—under
the impression produced on the Jews by
the sight of the Gentiles in their fulness
peopling the kingdom-—all Israel shall be
saved. This is an independent sentence.
For mas ’lopan see 1 Kings xii. 1, 2
Chron, =xii. 1. It means Israel as a
whole. Paul is thinking of the historical
people, as the contrast with Gentiles
shows, but he is not thinking of them
one by one. Israel a Christian nation,
Israel as a nation a part of the Messianic
kingdom, is the content of his thought.
To make was ’lopan\ refer to a ¢ spirit-
ual” Israel, or to the elect, is to miss
the mark: it foretells a ‘‘conversion of
the Jews so universal that the separation
into an * elect remnant’ and * the rest who
were hardened’ shall disappear” (Gifford).
kados yéypamrar Isa. lix, 20 f, but the
last words 8tav ddéAwpar k... from
Isa. xxvii. g. The prophet says &vexev
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For vuv, which is found in ACDEFGL,

vuvi is read in B. W. and H. put vuv in text, vuvt in marg. Weiss puts vuvt in
text, thinking that the double vuv in ver. 31 may have induced the dropping of the 1.

For other cases, see Textkritik, S. 62.

Z{wv: Paul's &k Zidv is probably a lapse
of memory, due to the impression of
passages like Ps. xiv. 7, liii, 7, Isa. ii. 3,
though Philippi thinks it intentional—the
object being to emphasise the title of the
Jews, as against the Gentiles, to a share
in the kingdom. It isthen as if he said:
Salvation is of the Jews, and surely there-
fore for them. It is impossible to say
that #fev refers to the first or to the
second advent : the distinction is not
present to Paul’s mind as he writes; all
he is concerned with is the fact that
in prophetic scripture language is used
which implies that Israel as a people is
to inherit the Messianic salvation. 6

puépevos, Hebrew BNJ is the Messiah.

amoorpéfer doefelas. Cf. Bar. iil. 7,
1 Macc. iv. 58.
Ver. 27. kal adrq koo This is My

covenant with them = this is the consti-
tution which I give them to live under.
Weiss interprets this by what follows,
making the a¥Tn prospective, but this is
somewhat forced. The 8.affkn is not
equivalent to the removal of sins, though
it is based upon it: it covers the whole
condition introduced by that removal.
Cf. Jer. xxxi, 31 ff. The deliverance
referred to in vers. 26 and 27, though
promised to Israel as a whole, is a re-
ligious and ethical one, It has no
political significance, and nothing to do
with any assumed restoration of the
Jews to Canaan. This is obvious even
apart from the argument of Weiss that
the deliverance in question is to be im-
mediately followed by the resurrection ;
an argument which depends on a doubt-
ful interpretation of fwn &k vexpdv ver.
15.
Ver. 28, «kata pév 70 edayyéhiov. In
both clauses kara defines the rule by
which God’s relation to Israel is deter-
mined. When He looks at the Gospel,
which they have rejected, they are éxfpot,
objects of His hostility, and that 8.’ vpdis,
for the sake of the Gentiles, to whom the

Gospel in this way comes; when He
looks at the éxMoyw, the choice which
He made of Israel to be His people, they
are ayamnrol, objects of His love, and
that 814 Tovs matépas, on account of
Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, with whom
He made an everlasting covenant (cf.
Gen. xvii. 19, Luke i. 54f). The passive
meaning of &xfpoi is fixed by the con-
trast with dyammrol, as well as by the
logic of the passage: cf. v. 10.

Ver. 29. Proof that the Israelites, in
virtue of their relation to the fathers, are
objects of God’s love. &petapéinra cf.
2 Cor. vii. 10 it may mean either what is
not or what cannot be repented of: here
the latter. God’s gifts of grace, and His
calling, are things upon which there is
no going back. The xaplopara are not
the moral and intellectual qualifications
with which Israel was endowed for its
mission in the world (Godet), but the
privileges of grace enumerated in chap.
ix, 4 f. Neither is the kMjois of God
a **calling” in the modern sense of a
vocation or career assigned to any one
by Him; it is His authoritative invita-
tion to a part in the Messianic kingdom.
From Israel these things can never be
withdrawn.

Vv. 30-32. There is the less need,
too, that they should be withdrawn,
because God makes the very misuse of
them contribute to the working out
of His universal purpose of redemp-
tion. The past unbelief of the Gentiles
and the mercy they presently enjoy,
the present unbelief of the Jews and
the mercy they are destined to enjoy
in the future—these things not only
correspond to each other, but they are
interwoven with each other; they are
parts of a system which God controls,
and in which every element conditions
and is conditioned by all the rest: there
is a Divine necessity pervading and con-
trolling all the freedom of men—a Divine
purpose mastering all the random activity
of human wills; a purpose which is read
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1 After avror }BDY ins. vuv ; and so Tischdf. and W. and H., not Weiss, who

regards it as a mere mechanical repetition,

out by the Apostle in verse 32: God shut
them all up into disobedience that He
might have mercy upon them all. Ver.
30. moTé: once, in the past, chap. i. 18-32.
T TodTav dmefeiq = owing to their dis-
obedience. Cf. vers. 11, 15. Ver. 31. 7§
bpeTépe ENéen is to be construed with {va
kal avtol viv éNenddatv. For the order
¢f. Gal. ii. 10, 2 Cor. xii. 7. It seems
pedantic to make the construction strictly
paraliel to t§ TovTwv amebiq, and to
translate; “that owing to the mercy
shown to you—i.c., owing to the jealousy
to which the Jews would be stirred at
seeing the Gentiles the objects of Divine
mercy—they also may obtain mercy”;
the simpler construction is to take the
dative as explanatory of the verb, and to
translate: ‘‘that they may be made the
objects of the very same mercy which
has been shown to you”. This is really
the point which the Apostle wishes to be
at; though the idea brought out in the
former rendering is essential in the
passage, it is not essential, nor obvious,
in these particular words. The second
viv (wanting in AD**FGL) is probably
genuine (N B), but cannot be forced to
mean more than ‘“now in their turn”,
The imminence of the result is not in view.
Ver. 32. quvékhetgev yap b feds Tols
wdvras els dmelbBiav: this is the nearest
approach made in the N.T. to putting
the sin of man into a direct and positive
relation to the act and purpose of God.
But it would be a mistake to draw in-
ferences from the concrete historical
problem before the Apostle—wiz., God’s
dealings with Jew and Gentile, and the
mutual relations and influence of Jew
and Gentile in the evolution of God’s
purpose—and to apply them to the general
abstract question of the relation of the
human will to the Divine. Paul is not
thinking of this question at all, and his
authority could not be claimed for such
inferences. Salvation, he sees, as he
looks at the world before him, is to come
to Jew and Gentile alike by the way of
free grace; and it answers to this, that
in the providence of God, Jew and Gentile
alike have been made to feel the need of

Some cursives have dorepov.

grace by being shut up under disobedi-
ence. It is within Paul’s thought to
say that the sin of Jews and Gentiles,
to whom he preached the Gospel, did not
lie outside the control, or outside the
redeeming purpose, of God; but it does
not seem to me to be within his thought
to say that God ordains sin in general
for the sake of, or with a view to, re-
demption. This is a fancy question
which an apostle would hardly discuss.
God subordinates sin to His purpose, but
it is not a subordinate element in His
purpose, The same order of considera-
tions ought to guide us in the interpreta-
tion of rovs wdvras., “Them all”
certainly refers in the first instance to
Jews and Gentiles. It is not the same
as ToVs dpdorépovs, ‘“both parties”;
but it differs from it in its present con-
nection only by giving emphasis to the
fact that both parties consist of numbers,
to all of whom the truth here stated
applies. To find here a doctrine of uni-
versal salvation—a dogmatic assertion
that every man will at last receive mercy
—is simply to desert the ground on which
the Apostle is standing. It is to leave
off thinking about the concrete problem
before his mind, and to start thinking
about something quite different. It is
gratuitous to contrast, as, ¢.¢., is done by
Lipsius, this passage with others in which
Paul speaks of &woAAUpevor as well as
gwldpevor, and to say that they represent
irreconcilable view-points—the Apostle
speaking in the present instance from the
standpoint of Divine teleology; in the
other, from that of actual experience.
The truth is, as Weiss puts it, there is
not a word here to show how far, when
the history of man has reached its term,
Paul conceived God’s saving purpose to
be realised. ovvékheioev answering to
ADIT is frequent in LXX: the owv
does not refer to the fact that Jews and
Gentiles are shut up tegether, but in-
dicates that those who are shut up are
shut up on all sides, so that they cannot
escape: cf. con-clude and examples in
Gal. iii. 22, Ps. xxx., 9 LXX. &\efoy:
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“to have mercy upon”’ means * to make
partakers of that ‘common salvation’
(Jude 3} which is emphatically a dis-
pensation of mercy” (Gifford).

Ver. 33. & BdBos whovTov ket A.  In
ver. 32 the content of the chapter is no
doubt condensed, but it is more natural
to regard the doxology as prompted by
the view of God’s Providence which per-
vades the whole discussion than by the
one sentence in which it is summed up.
Bdbos: a universal figure for what is im-
measurable or incalculable: ¢f. 1 Cor. ii.
10, Apoc. ii. 24, Eph. iii, 18.  The geni-
tives wAovTov, godias and yvdoews are
most simply construed as co-ordinate.
For wlol7tos used thus absolutely see
Eph. iii. 8, Phil. iv. 19. Perhaps the
key to the meaning here is to be found
in x. 12: what Paul adores is the un-
searchable wealth of love that enables
God to meet and far more than meet the
appalling necessities of the world; love
less deep would soon be bankrupt at the
task. "In godla and yvdais the intellect-
ual resources are brought into view with
which God has ordered, disposed and
controlled all the forces of the world and
of man’s history so as to make them
subservient to His love, The world,
with its conflict of races, religions, pas-
sions and even vices, may seem to be a
realm of chaos; but when we see it in
the light of God as Paul did; we see the
signs of wisdom and knowledge, of a
conscious purpose transcending human
thought, and calling forth adoring praise.
For the distinction of aoedia and yvdats,
which especially in relation to God is to
be felt rather than defined, see Trench,
N.T. Synonyms, § Ixxv. 7d kplpdra ad-
Tob : except 1 Cor. vi. 7 which is different,
this is the only example of xpipata
(plural) in the N.T. It is probably used
not in the narrower sense (which would
be illustrated by reference, e.g., to the
“hardening ” of Israel), but in the wider

sense of the Hebrew D“DD@D, to

which it often answers in the LXX, In
Ps, xxxvi. 6 we have 7a kplpatd oov
dBvooos moAN: where Cheyne’s note
is, *“Thy judgments—in their various
effects of destruction and salvation”.
This is Paul's thought; hence ra kpi-
paTto adrod and ai 4dol adrod are prac-

tically the same. As Moses says (Deut.
xxxii. 4), 411 His ways are judgment.

Ver. 34. Proof from Scripture of the
unsearchableness of God’s ways: He has
had no confidant. Isa. xl. 13, 1 Cor. ii.
16. It is mere pedantry to refer half
the verse to godia and the other half to
yraots.

Ver. 35. # 7ls wpoéBwkey ad7d, xal
dvramodoffoerar adrd; see Job xli. 11
(A.V.). The translation of Job xli. 3,
Hebrew, is perhaps Paul’'s own, as the
LXX is entirely different and wrong.
The point of the quotation has been
variously explained. If it continues the
proof of ver. 33, the underlying assump-
tion is that God's ways would be finite
and comprehensible if they were deter-
mined by what men had done, so as
merely to requite that. It seems better,
however, to read the words in the largest
sense, and then they express the funda-
mental truth of religion as Paul under-
stood it—wiz., that the initiative in re-
ligion belongs to God; or as he puts it
elsewhere, that we have nothing we did
not receive, and that boasting is excluded.
The relation of man to God in these con-
ditions is one which naturally expresses
itself in doxology. ) :

Ver.36. &7 éf adrod k.7.A.  Strictly
speaking, the 87u confirms the last truth
—man’s absolute dependence on God—
by making it part of a wider generalisation.
é£ ad7oV: from Him, as their source ; 81’
adTod: through Him, as the power by
whose continuous énergy the world is
sustained and ruled; els avTov.: unto
Him, as their goal, for whose glory they
exist. A reference of any kind to the
Trinity is out of the question. It is a
question, however, whether Ta wdvra
means “all things” in the sense of the
universe (¢f. t Cor. viii. 6, Col. i. 16,
Heb. ii. yo) or whether it is not limited
by ‘the article to all the things which
have just been in contemplation, the
whole marvellous action of God’s riches
and wisdom and knowledge, as inter-
preted by the Apostle in regard to the
work of redemption (for an example of
T& wévra in this sense see 2 Cor. v. 18).
I incline to the last view. The universe
of grace, with all that goes on in it for
the common salvation of Jew and Gen.
tile, is of God and through God and to
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God. To Him be the glory which such
a display of wisdom and love demands.

" 'CHapTER XII. ~ The distinction of
doctrinal and practical is not one that
can be pressed anywhere in the N.T.,
and as little in Paul as in any other
writer. It is under practical compulsion
of some kind that he develops most of
his characteristic doctrines, and he has
no doctrines which do not imply a cor-
responding practice. Yet the distinction
does exist, and the remainder of this
epistle, especially chaps. xii. 1-xv. 13,
may be properly described as the prac-
tical part of it. Not that it is inde-
pendent of the other. On the contrary,
it is nothing but the application of it.
(odv ver. 1.) Christian ethics are relative
to the Christian revelation. It is the
relations in which we stand that deter-
mine our duties, and the new relations in
which we are set both to God and to
other men by faith in Jesus Christ have
a new morality corresponding to them.
There is such a thing as a Christian
ethic with a range, a' delicacy, a flavour,
all its own. There is no formal exposi-
tion of it here, though perhaps the
nearest approach to such a thing that
we have in the N.T., but a comprehen-
sive illustration of it in a variety of
bearings. Paul starts (xii. 1 f.) with a
general exhortation, covering the whole
Christian life. From this he proceeds
to the spirit and temper which ought to
characterise Christians as members of
the same society, dwelling especially on
the graces of humility andlove (xii. 3-21).
In the following chapter he discusses
the duties of the individual to his legal
superiors (xiii. 1-7); his duties to his
neighbour, as comprehended in the love
which fulfils the law (xiii. 8-10); and the
urgent duty of sanctification in view of
the Parousia. With chap, xiv. he comes
to a different subject, and one apparently
of peculiar interest in Rome at the time.
1t is one of those questions in which the
claim of Christian liberty has to accom-
modate itself to the social necessity
created by the weakness of brethren, and
the discussion of it extends from xiv. 1-
xv. 13, and concludes the “ practical®
part of the epistle.

Ver., 1. mapakald odv: the reference
is to all that has been said since i. 16,
but especially to what more closely pre-
cedes, Cf. Eph. iv. 1, 1 Tim. ii. 1, 1
Cor. iv. 16. The odv connects the two

2 Cor.x, 1.

parts of the epistle, not formally but
really, and shows the dependence of the
‘¢ practical” upon the ‘doctrinal”. It
is the new world of realities to which the
soul is introduced by the Christian revela-
tion on which Christian morality depends.
It is relative to that world, and would
become unreal along with it, 8iud Tov
olkrippdyv: for the substantive see 2 Cor.

i3 (= D‘DUW_, which has no sin-

gular). 84 in such expressions (cf. I
Cor. 1. 10, 2 Cor. x. 1) indicates that in
which the motive is found: Winer, p.
477. The mercies are those which God
has shown in the work of redemption
through Christ. mapaotioal is not per
se sacrificial: in chap. vi. 13, 16, 19 it is
used of putting the body at the disposal
of God or of sin: see also 2 Cor. iv. 14,
xi. 2, Col. i. 22, 28, Eph. v. 27. 7d
odpata Hpdv is not exactly the same as
Upas adrovs, yet no stress is to be laid
on ‘the words as though Paul were re-
quiring the sanctification of the body as
opposed to the spirit: the body is in view
here as the instrument by which all
human service is rendered to God, and
the service which it does rénder, in the
manner supposed, is not a bodily but
a spiritual service. Bvolav faoav:
‘“living,” as opposed to the slain animals
offered by the Jews. This seems to be
the only case in which the new life as a
whole is spoken of by Paul as a sacrifice
—a thank offering—to God. A more
limited use of the idea of Quolq is seen
in Phil. ii. 17, iv. 18; ¢f. also Heb. xiii.
15 f., 1 Pet.ii. 5. &ylav: contrast i. 24.
eddpearov according to all analogy (see
concordance) should go with 7§ 8e3, and
this is secured by the order of thé words
in AN vulg. T9v Mloywkmy ANavpelav
Upév: in apposition not to T& odpara
pdv but to the presenting of the body as
a living sacrifice.  For other examples
see Winer, 669. Aarpela (ix. 4, Heb. ix.
1, 6, John xvi. 2) is cultus, ritual service,
worship; and such a presentation of the
body, as the organ of all moral action,
to God, is the only thing that can be
characterised as hoyuk?) Aatpela, spiritual
worship. Any other worship, any re-
tention of Jewish or pagan rites, any-
thing coming under the description of
opus operatum, is foreign to the Christian
Ouaiq; it is harpela which is 1ot Noyukd,
not appropriate to a being whose ‘essence
is Aéyos, 7.e., reason or spirit.
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1 1w Bew before evapeorov AP, vulg. So W. and H. text, but marg. as rec.
Weiss. on the ground that 7w 8ew is to be construed with wapacoal, keeps

these words to the end.

2 ouwvoxnpatibeade . . . perapopdovade; so BLP, W. and H. text; but ouvayn-

pomifecfar and perapoppovobfar in ABZD! (gr.)

r.) F. The infin, is read by Lachm.

and in marg. by Treg. and W. and H., but is obviously an alteration of the impera-

tive to have it construed with wapakahw (Weiss).

ABD? (gr.) F 47 and all edd.

Ver. 2. xai pi) ovvoxnpatifeode:
the imperative is better supported {BLP)
than the infinitive (ADFG). For the word
¢f. 1 Pet. i. 14. The distinctions that
have been drawn between owvoxnpatite
ecfe and perapopdoiode—on the ground
of other distinctions assumed between
oxfpe and popdi—though supported by
distinguished scholars, remind one of the
shrewd remark of Jowett, that there is
a more dangerous deficiency for the
commentator than ignorance of Greek,
namely, ignorance of language. In the
face of such examples as are quoted
by Weiss (Plut., Mor., p. 719 B: 7b
pepopdwpévov kat éorynpaTiopévov: Eur.,
Iph, T., 292, popdis oxipera) and
Wetstein (Sext. Emp., ) péver pév év 74
olkelq ImooTdoe, eis dAho 8¢ €ldos dvr’
@Alov peradopfdvov yewdral, ds b
peraoynpatilépevos knpds, kal &AAoTe
GAAv popdiy dvadexdpevos) it is im-
possible not to regard the distinctions in
question as very arbitrary. For the best
supported and most relevant, reflected in
Sanday and Headlam’s paraphrase (*‘do
not adopt the external and fleeting fashion
of this world, but be ye transformed in
your inmost nature”), see Lightfoot on
Phil. ii. 7, or Gifford on the same passage
(The Incarnation, pp. 22 ff., 88 ff.). &
aidve Todre: “This world” or “age”
is opposed to that which is to come; it
is an evil world (Gal. i. 4) of which Satan
is the God (2 Cor. iv. 4). Even apparent
or superficial conformity to a system con-
trolled by such a spirit, much more an
actual accommodation to its ways, would
be fatal to the Christian life. By nature,
the Christian is at home in this world
(¢f. Eph. ii. 2); such as it is, its life and
his life are one; and his deliverance is
accomplished as he is transformed =
&vakaivdoer Tod vods, by the renewing

vpov after voos is om. by

of his mind. vo¥s in the Apostle’s usage
(see chap. vii.) is both intellectual and
moral—the practical reason, or moral
consciousness. This is corrupted and
atrophied in the natural man, and re-
newed by the action of the Holy Spirit.
The process would in modern language
be described rather as sanctification than
regeneration, but regeneration is assumed
(Tit. ifi. 5). els 10 Sowypdlew: this is
the purpose of the transforming renewal
of the mind. It is that Christians may
prove, i.e., discern in their experience,
what the will of God is. Cf.ii. 18. An
unrenewed mind cannot do this; it is
destitute of moral discernment—has no
proper moral faculty, T& &yafév xal
ebdperTov kal Téhelov: these words may
either qualify 76 8éAqpua Tod feod as in
AV, or be in apposition to it, as in
R.V. margin. The last agrees better
with the rhythm of the sentence. The
will of God is identified with what is
&yaddv, good in the moral sense ; eddpeo-
Tav well pleasing, sc., to God (so in all the
nine cases of the adjective and three of
the verb edapearelv which are found in the
N.T.); and Té\ewov ethically adequate or
complete: Dt. xviii. 13, Mt. v. 48. No
one discovers the line of action which
from possessing these characteristics can
be identified as the will of God unless
he is transformed from his native affinity
to the world by the renewing of his mind
by the Holy Spirit.

Vers. 3-8. The duties of members ot
the Church as such: avoidance of self-
exaltation, and mutual service in the
measure of the gift bestowed on each,
Aéyw ydp: the ydp indicates that ** humi-
lity is the immediate effect of self-sur-
render to God” (Gifford). 8wa =is
xdpitos koA, Paul illustrates in his
own person, in giving this advice, the
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13, 16.
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9 ,
€ite TpodnTELAY,

kaTd THY

1 For peAn moAha ALP read woAla pedn with }BDF latt, and most edd ; but
W. and H. give peAn wola a place in marg,

2 For o 8¢ (alteréd to agree with eis ?) read 7o 8¢ NABD!F gr, P. 47.

rule he is laying down for the Church.
He speaks “through the grace given
him,’” and therefore without presumption ;
but he does speak, and so puts his
wisdom and love at the service of the
Church. wavtl 1§ Bvr é&v dpiv: every-
body in the Church needed this word.
To himself, every man is in a sense the
most important person in the world, and
it always needs much grace to see what
other people are, and to keep a sense
of moral proportion. ph dmepdpovelv:

vmwepdpovely here onIy m N.T., but a
common word. wap’ b Bel q)pove?.v:
beyond the mind or habit of thought
one ought to have. For this use of
wapa see xiv. 5, Lc, xiii. 2, Heb. 1. o.
dbpovelv els T0 cwdpovelv: to cherish a
habit of thought tending to sobriety of
mind. o‘wtfapoo‘vv'q is described by Jos.,
Macc. 2 f., as giving man dominion not
only over bodily émBupiar but also over
those of the soul, such as ¢uhapxia,
Kevoﬁogm, a.)\a.[;oven,a., peyaravyia, Bacw
kavia. These are precisely the gualities
to which Paul opposes it here. dpovely
and its cognates are favourite words with
Paul: what theyall suggest is the import-
ance to character, especially to Christian
character, of the prevailing mood of the
mind—the moral temper, as it might be
called. Itshould always tend to sobriety;

but he glves a specml rule for it in
EKC’-O"I'(U (DS 0 OEOS EP.EPI.O'EV P.ETPOV
wiloTews. ékdoTy is governed by é&ué-
pioev : its place makes it emphatic. Cf.
1 Cor. iii. 5. Whatever the character-
istic of any individual may be, it is due
to the discriminating act of God in
measuring out faith to him in greater or
less degree. Taken in connection with
what precedes, the idea seems to be:
There are various degrees of self-estima-
tion proper, for God gives one more and
another less; but all are fundamentally
regulated by humility, for no one has
anything that he has not received. 1

Cor. iv. 7.
Ver. 4 f.  kafdmwep yap: For language
VOL. II

and figure ¢f. 1 Cor, xii. 12. Also Eph.
iv. 15 f,, Col. i. 18, The comparison of
the community to a body—the social
organism-—is very common in classical
writers : see Wetstein and Jowett here.
wpafw: viii, 13. It is that at which the
member works—in modern language, its
function. Every member has its gift, but
it is limited by the fact that it is no more
than a member : it is not the whole body
1 Cor. xii, 17. ol wolAol & oGpd éoper
év XptoTg 1 many as we are, we are one
body in Christ; it is the common rela-
tion to Him which unites us. In the
later passages in which Paul uses this
figure (Eph., Col.), Christ is spoken of
as the Head of the body; but both
here and in 1 Cor. xii. it would agree
better with our instinctive use of the
figure to speak of Him as its soul, His
own figure of the vine and the branches
combines the advamtages of both. 7o 8¢
kad els aAAAMjAwy pé\n: this qualifies the
unity asserted in & ocdwd éopev. It is
not a unity in which individuality is
lost; on the contrary, the individuals
retain their value, only not as indepen-
dent wholes, but as members one of

another. Each and all exist only in each
other. 1 Cor. xii. 27. For 76 kaf’ els

see Winer, 312.

Ver. 6 ff. At this point an application,
apparently, is made of what has been
said in vers. 4 and 5, but the grammar is
very difficult. Both A.V.and R.V. supply
what is needed in order to read the verses
as an exhortation; thus in ver. 6, ‘et
us prophesy ™ ; in ver. 7, ‘“let us wait”;
and in ver. 8, answering to the change
of construction in the Greek, “let him
do it”, This is the simplest way out of
the difficulty, and is followed by many
scholars (Meyer, Lipsius, Gifford). But
it is not beyond doubt, and there is some-
thing to say for the more rigorous con-
struction adopted by Weiss and others,
who put only a comma after pé\q at the
end of ver. 5, and construe éyovres with
éopev. In either case, there is an apo-

44
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dosis to be supplied; but while in the
former case it is hinted at in the second
half of every clause (as is seen in our
English Bibles), in the latter it is simply
forgotten. It is as if Paul had said,* We
are members one of another, and have
gifts differing according to the grace
given to us; our gift may be prophecy,
prophecy in the proportion of our faith;
it may be Suakovia in the sphere appro-
priate for that; another instance would
be that of the teacher in his department,
or of the exhorter in his; or again you
may have the distributor, whose gift.is
in the form of &wAérns; or the ruler,
who is divinely qualified for his function
by the gift of owouds, moral earnestness;
or the man who to show mercy is en-
dowed with a cheerful disposition”. All
this requires an apodosis, but partly
becausge of its length, partly because of
the changes in construction as the
Apostle proceeds, the apodosis is over-
looked. Its import, however, would not
vary, as in the A.V., from clause to
clause, but would be the same for all the
clauses together, Even with the ordin-
ary punctuation, which puts a period at
the end of ver. 5, I prefer this reading
of the passage. The varying apodoses
supplied in the English Bible to the
separate clauses are really irrelevant;
what is wanted is a common apodosis
to the whole conception. * Now having
gifts differing according to the grace
given to us—as one may see by glancing
at the phenomena of church life—let us
use them with humility (remembering
that they are
(inasmuch as we are members one of
another).” It is easier to suppose
that the construction was suspended,
and gradually changed, with some
general conclusion like this before the
mind from the beginning, than that it
broke down, so to speak, as soon as it
began; which we must suppose if we
ingert wpodmredopey in ver. 6. But it is
not a question which can be infallibly
decided. It ought to be observed that
there is no hint of anything official in
this passage; all ministry is a function
of membership in the body, and ewvery
member has the function of ministry to
some intent or other, yaplopera:i. 11,
1 Cor. i. 7, xil. 4, 9, 31, 1 P. iv. 10,

gifts) and with love-

With the exception of 1 P. iv. 10 (which
is not without relation to this passage)
Paul alone uses ydpwopa in the N.T.
Every ydpiwopa is a gift of the Holy
Spirit given to the believer for the good
of the Church. Some were supernatural
(gifts of healings, etc.), others spiritual
in the narrower sense: this passage is
the best illustration of the word., riv
Sobeloav, sc., when we believed. mpo-
dnrelav kaTa TV dvaloylav THs wioTews.
wpodmrela is the highest of yaplopara,
1 Cor. xiv. 1 ff, When one has it, he
has it kara THv dvaloy. Tis wicTews =
in the proportion of his faith. The faith
meant is that referred to in ver. 3, the
measure of which is assigned by God:
and since this is the case, it is obviously
absurd for a man to give himself airs—
Ymepdpovelv—on the strength of being a
wpodirns : this would amount to for-
getting that in whatever degree he has
the gift, he owes it absolutely to God.
The expression mwpodnrelav kata THY
dvaloylav 1fs wiorews implies that
the more faith one has—the more com-
pletely Christian he is—the greater
the prophetic endowment will be. [In
theology, ‘““the analogy of the faith”
is used in quite a different sense, though
it was supposed to be justified by this
passage. To interpret Scripture, e.g.,
according to the analogy of the faith
meant to interpret the parts, especially
difficult or obscure parts, in consistency
with the whole. The scope of the whole,
again, was supposed to be represented
in the creed or rule of faith; and to
interpret keré T. &. T. wlorews meant
simply not to run counter to the creed.
In the passage before us this is an
anachronism as well as an irrelevance.
There was no rule of faith when the
Apostle was thinking out the original
interpretation of Christianity contained
in this epistle; and there is no exhorta-
tion or warning, but only a description
of fact, in the words.] 8wakovia as
opposed to wpodmreia and the other
functions mentioned here probably refers
to such services as were material rather
than spiritual : they were spiritual how-
ever (though connected only with help-
ing the poor, or with the place or forms
of worship) because prompted by the
Spirit and done in it. One who has this
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gift has it & Tff Saxoviq, ic., in the
qualities and in the sphere proper to it:
it is in its own nature limited; it is what
it is, and nothing else, and fits a man for
this function and no other. This is not
“otiose,” and it provides a good mean-
ing without importing anything. 6 8.8-
dokov & T{j Sudackalia: itisin his teach-
ing that the 8u8dokalos possesses the
gift peculiar to him: 1 Cor. xiv. 26. &
wapakaldy év 1ff wapaklioet: so again
with the exhorter, the man who speaks
words of encouragement: ¢f. xv. 4, 5;
Acts iv. 36, ix. 31, xiil. 15. It is in his
wapdkAnais, and not in something else,
that his ydpuopa lies. Thus far Paul
has not defined the quality of the xapio-
parta, or shown in what they consist;
the functionary is merely said to have
his gift in his function—teaching, ex-
horting, or service. But in the cases
which follow, he tells us what the gift,
proper to the special functions in view,
is; in other words, what’is the spiritual
quality which, when divinely bestowed,
capacitates a man to do this or that for
the Church. Thus there is § pera8idods
(¢f. Eph. iv. 28, Luc. iii. 11), the man
who imparts of his means to those who
need; he has his xdpiopa in awkérys.
Cf. 2 Cor. ix. 11, 13; Jamesi.5. Itis
not exactly “liberality,” though in these
passages it approaches that sense: it is
the quality of a mind which has no
arvicve-pensée in what it does; when it
gives, it does so because it sees and feels
the need, and for no other reason; this
is the sort of mind which is liberal, and
God assigns a man the function of pera-
8.8évar when He bestows this mind on
him by His Spirit. & wpotordpuevos is the
person who takes the lead in any way.
He might or might not be an official
(r Thess. v. 12, 1 Tim. v. 17, 1 Tim. iii.
4, 5, 12} ¢f. also wpdoTaris xvi. 2, and
Hort, The Christian Ecclesia, p. 126 f.);
but in any case he had the ydpiopa
which fitted him for his special function
in omwovdq, moral earnestness or vigour.
A serious masculine type of character is
the pre-supposition for this gift, Finally
6 &é\edv, he who does deeds of kindness,
has his charisma in thapérys. A person
of a grudging or despondent mood has
not the endowment for showing mercy.
He who is to visit the poor, the sick, the
sorrowful, will be marked out by God for
His special ministry by this endowment

of brightness and good chcer. Cf. 2
Cor. ix. 7 = Prov. xxii. 8 and Sir, xxxil.
(xxxv.) 11: & wdoy 8doer INdpwoov T
wpdowwdv oov, kal dv ebdpaaivy dylacov
Sewdryv.

Vv. g-21. As far as any single idea
pervades the rest of the chapter it is that
of the first words in ver. g: % dydwy
avvmérkpiros. The passage as a whole
has a strong affinity to 1 Cor. xiii., and
along with what may be a reminiscence
of our Lord’s words, it has something
intensely and characteristically Christian.
Whatever the grammatical construction
may be—and all through the chapter
Paul displays an indifference in this
respect which is singular even in him—
the intention must be supposed to be
hortatory, so that it is most natural to
supply imperatives (fotw or éoré) with
the numerous participles.

Ver. g. f dydwn dvvwérpiros: see 2
Cor. vi. 6, 1 Pet. 1. 22. Probably the
following clauses é&mwooTuvyolvres . . .
koAAdpevor k..A. are meant to explain
this. - Love is undissembled, it is the un-
affected Christian grace, when it shrinks,
as with a physical horror, from that
which is evil (even in those whom it
loves), and cleaves to that which is good.
oTuyety according to Eustath. in Il a, p.
58 (quoted by Wetstein) adds the idea of
dplooew to that of pioeiv: the &wo in-
tensifies the idea of aversion or repulsion.
Love is not a principle of mutual in-
dulgence; in the Gospel it is a moral
principle, and like Christ Who is the only
perfect example of love, it has always
something inexorable about it. He never
condoned evil. 1§ &yabd is neuter, like
T6 wovnpdy, though koAAdglar can be
used of persons (1 Cor. vi. 16 £} as well
as things. .

Ver. 10. 7 $hadeddia = in point of
brotherly love, .e., your love to each other
asi children in the one family of God.
Cf. 1 Thess. iv. g, Heb. xiii, g, 1 Pet. i
22, 2 Pet. i. 7, 1 Pet. iil. 8. a8eAdds in
the apostolic writings does not mean
fellow-man, but fellow-Christian; and
dhadeddia is the mutual affection of the
members of the Christian community.
In this they are to be d¢uAdoTopyor,
« tenderly affectioned”. The moral purity
required in ver. g is not to be the only
mark of Christian love; since they are
members of one family, their love is to
have the characters of strong natural
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1 For kupio NABDZSLP, etc., some Western authorities (D'F gr. G lat.) read
xatpw, and this appears in the received text, though not in the A.V. The confusion
may have arisen from a contraction of the one word being mistaken for that of the
other; but was ““ probably supported by a sense of the difficulty of so comprehensive
a clause as T kvpty Sovhevovres in the midst of a series of clauses of limited sense”
(W. and H., Appendix, p. 110).

2 raig xpetats NABDSLP is no doubt the correct reading, but there is a curious
variant Tats pveiats in DFG, some MSS. known to Theod. Mops., and in the
Lat. transl. of Origen, where, after usibus (= xpewais) sanctorum communicantes, we
read Memini in latinis exemplaribus magis haberi, memoriis sanctorum communicantes.
Evidently, as S. and H. remark, this must have arisen at a time when the ayot

were no longer the members of the community and fellow-Christians whose bodily

wants required to be relieved, but the “saints”

commemorated.

affection (oropyd); it is to be warm,
spontaneous, constant. 7§ Tiyu{j aAMjAovs
wponyovpevor: ““in honour preferring one
another . This, which is the rendering
of both our English versions, is a good
Pauline idea (Phil. ii. 3), but gives
wponyodpevor a meaning not found else-
where, Hence othersrender: *in show-
ing honour—i.z., to those whose xapio-
parta entitle them to respect in the
Church—giving each other a lead”:
each, so to speak, being readier than
the other to recognise and honour God’s
gifts in a brother. In this sense, how-
ever, wporyoupevor would rather take
the genitive (see Liddell and Scott, who
seem, nevertheless, to adopt this render-
ing); and probably the former, which
involves only a natural extension of the
meaning of the word, is to be preferred.
Ver. 11. 7§ omoudy py dxvmpol:
omroudy occurs twelve times in the N.T.,
and is translated in our A.V. seven
different ways. It denotes the moral
earnestness with which one should give
himself to his vocation. In this Chrigtians
are not to be backward: Acts ix. 38. 79
mvedpar, Léovres: the same figure is
frequent in the classics, and we still
speak of the blood “boiling”. The
spiritual temperature is to be high in the
Christian community: ¢f. 1 Thess. v. 20,
Acts xviil. 25. If we are to distinguish
at all, the mwveipa meant is the Spirit of
God, though it is that spirit as bestowed
upon man. 7§ kupiw Sovielovres: we
can point to no special connection for
this clause. Perhaps the thought is on
the same lines as in 1 Cor, xil. 4 f.:
there are spiritual gifts of all kinds, but
one service in} which they are all ex-

of the past whose lives were to be

hausted—the service of Christ—and in
that we must be constantly engaged.
Ver, 12. 7§ é\m{d. yaipovres: the
hope in which they are to rejoice is that
of Christians : ¢f. v. 2. The meaning is
practically the same as in that passage,
but the mental representation is not.
7 éAmidi is not = én’ EAw(d. there, but
in a line with the other datives here:
in point of hope, rejoicing. 7§ 6Aier
UmopévovTes : dmop. might have been con-
strued with the accusative (v GATw),
but the absolute use of it, as here, is
common (see Mt. x. 22, Jas. v. 11, 1 Pet. ii.
20), and its employment in this instance
enables the writer to conform the clause
grammatically tothe others. 7§ wpoaevyi
mpoakapTepovvTes: cf. Col. ive2, Acts 1.
14, il. 42. The strong word suggests not
only the constancy with which they are
to pray, but the effort that is needed to
maintain a habit so much above nature.
Ver. 13. 7als ypelars 70V aylav
kowowvotvres: ‘‘the saints’’ as in viii.
27, 1 Tim. v. 10 are Christians generally.
The curious variant 7als pvelats—
“taking part in the commemorations of
the saints ”-—dates from an age at which
“the saints’ were no longer Christians
in general, but a select few, as a rule
martyrs or confessors in the technical
sense. Weiss asserts that the active
sense of wolvwvely, to communicate or
impart, is foreign to the N.T., but it is
difficult to maintain this if we look to
such examples as this and Gal. vi. 6, and
also to the use of kewwvia in 2 Cor. ix.
13 (wWhere dmAérnri Tis kowwvias eis
adroYs means the liberality of your con-
tribution to them), and Heb. xiii. 16,
where kowavia is a synonym of ebmworla,
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Weiss in text, regarding its omission as merely accidental.

and certainly active. Tqv ¢thofeviav
Sudkovres: to devote oneself to enter-
taining them when they were strangers
was one chief way of distributing to the
needs of the saints. Hospitality, in the
sense of the N.T. {Heb. xiii. 2, 1 Pet. iv,
9), is not akin to “keeping company,”
or “open house "’ ; it is a form of charity
much needed by travelling, exiled, or
persecuted Christians. The terms in
which it is spoken of in Clem. Rom.
(quoted in S. and H.: 8ia wioTwv xal
PLhofeviay 2840 adTd—i.c., Abraham—
vids év ydpe: or, dia ¢hofeviav wkal
edoéBeav Aot éowby) may seem ex-
travagant ; but the key to them, and to
all the apostolic emphasis on the subject,
is to be found in Matt, xxv. 34-36.

Ver. 14. ebhoyelte Tous SidxovTus,
eVh. k. pn raTapaofe: not a quotation
of Mt. v. 44, but probably a reminiscence
of the same saying of Jesus, The change
in construction from participle to impera-
tive, the participle being resumed in the
next sentence, suggests that the form of
the sentence was given to Paul-—i.e., he
was consciously using borrowed words
without modifying them to suit the
sentence he had begun on his own
account. It may be that when Paul
said Buwdkovres in ver. 13, the other
sense of the word passed through his
mind and prompted ver. 14; but even
if we could be sure of this (which we
cannot) we should not understand either
verse a whit better.

Ver. 15. xalpew peta xoupévrev
k.r.h.  The infnites give the expression
the character of a watchword (see Hof-
mann in Weiss). For the grammar see
Winer, 397, n. 6. Toweep with those that
weep 1s easier than to rejoice with those
who rejoice.  Those who rejoice neither
need, expect, nor feel grateful for sym-
pathy in the same degree as those who
weep.

Ver. 16. 716 adtd els aA\jhovs
dpovolvres: here the Apostle returns
to his own grammar (or disregard of

grammar), and holds to it till ver. 1g,
when he changes to the imperative (1)
86ve) with which he concludes (ver. 21
1) vik®, vika). 70 adTd dpovelv, xv. 3,
is a favourite expression, best explained
by reference to Phil. il. 2, iv. 2, 2 Cor.
xiii, 11. The idea is that of loving un-
animity, and the els &AAqjhovs points to
the active manifestation of this temper
in all the mutual relations of Christians.
‘“ Let each so enter into the feelings and
desires of the other as to be of one mind
with him ™ (Gifford). It is a more
abstract expression of the Golden Rule,
Mt. vii. 12. The negatives which follow
introduce explanatory clauses: they for-
bid what would destroy the unanimity of
love. pf & tymAa Ppovolvres: see on
ver, 3 above and xi. 21. Selfish am-
bition in the Church is fatal to perfect
mutual consideration. Tols Tuametvols
ovvamaydpevor. Elsewhere in the N.T.
(seven times) Tawewvds is only found in
the masculine, and so some would render
it here: condescend to sen of low estate ;
let yourself be carried along in the line of
their interests, not counting such people
beneath you. Cf. Gal.ii, 13,2 Pet. iii. 17.
The bad connotation of ovvamwdyeobar in
both these places is due not to itself, but
to the context. The contrast with Ta&
v¥mAa leads others to take rols Tamwewols
as neuter: and so the R.V, has it, con-
descend to things that are lowly, Cer-
tainty on such points must always be
personal rather than scientific; the first
of the two alternatives impresses me as
much more in harmony with the nature
of the words used than the other. For the
idea c¢f. Wordsworth’s sonnet addressed
to Milton . . . “and yet thy heart the
lowliest duiies on herself did lay ™. py
yiveole ¢pdvipor kot X, Prov. iil. 7. Be
not men of mind in your own conceit,
It is difficult to put our judgment into
a common stock, and estimate another’s
as impartiaily as our own; but love re-
quires it, and without it there is no such
thing as 0 adrd els AAMjAovs dpoveiv.
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Ver. 17.  From this point the subject
treated is chiefly the Christian’s attitude
to enemies, pnBevi xaxdv dvrl kakod
4mwo8., pmBevl is emphatic: to no one,
Christian or un-Christian. Nothing can
ever justify revenge. Cf. 1 Pet. iii. g,
but especially Matt. v. 38-48. arpovoot-
pevor Kahd évgmiov kv N Prov. dil. 4,
LXX. 2 Cor. viil. 21.  What the words
mean in Prov. iii. 4 is not clear; they
are not a translation of the Hebrew. In
2 Cor. viii. 21 the idea is that of taking
precautions to obviate possible slanders;
here it is apparently that of living in
such a way as not to provoke enmity, or
give any occasion for breach of peace.
dvamiov: construed with kald. wdvrwy
has the same kind of emphasis as pqdevi:
Requite evil to 7o one; let your conduct
be such as all must approve.

Ver. 18. el Buvardv: ¢f. Matt. xxiv.
24. 16 éE Ypdv: for what depends on
you. Cf. i. 15. Over others’ conduct

we have no control; but the initiative in
disturbing the peace is never to lie with
the Christian.

Ver. 19. p1 éavrovs éxdikotvres, dya-
wqrol. Even when the Christian has
been wronged he is not to take the law
into his own hand, and right or vindicate
himself. For éxduwkelv see Lc. xviil. 3,
5. dyamwqrTol is striking, and must have
some reason; either the extreme diffi-
culty, of which Paul was sensible, of
living up to this rule; or possibly some
condition of affairs in the Church at
Rome, which made the exhortation
peculiarly pertinent to the readers, and
therefore craved this affectionate address
to deprecate, as it were, the ‘““wild jus-
tice ' with which the natural man is
always ready to plead his cause. aAXa
8ére Tdmwov T dpyfi: the wrath spoken
of, as the following words show, is that
of God; to give place to God’s wrath
means to leave room for it, not to take
God’s proper work out of His hands.
TFor the expression ¢f. Le. xiv. g, Sir,
xiil. 22, xix, 17, xxxviii. 12, Eph. iv, 27.

For 4 6py) used thus absolutely of God’s
wrath ¢f. v. g, 1 Thess. ii. 16. The idea
is not that instead of executing vengeance
ourselves we are to abandon the offender
to the more tremendous vengeance of
God; but this—that God, not injured
men or those who believe themselves
such, is the maintainer of moral order in
the world, and that the righting of wrong
is to be committed to Him. Cf. especi-
ally 1 Pet. ii. 23. yéypamrar yap : Deut,
xxxii. 35. Paul gives the sense of the
Hebrew, not at all that of the LXX,
though his language is reminiscent of
the latter (¢v Apépe exdiioews dvramo-
Sdow). It is singular that Heb. x. 30
has the quotation in exactly the same
form as Paul. So has the Targum of
Onkelos ; but whether there is any
mutual dependence of these three, or
whether, independent of all, the verse
wag current in this form, we cannot tell,
The Méyer xipros (¢cf. xiv. 11) is supplied
by Paul.

Ver. 20.  aAA&: On the contrary, as
opposed to self-avenging, and even to
the merely passive resignation of one’s
case to God. &y wewd x.r.h.  Prow.
xxv. 21 f. exactly as in LXX. The
meaning of ‘“heaping burning coals on
his head ” is hardly open to doubt. It
must refer to the burning pain of shame
and remorse which the man feels whose
hostility is repaid by love. This is the
only kind of vengeance the Christian is
at liberty to contemplate. Many, how-
ever, have referred to 4 Esdr. xvi. 54
(Non dicat peccator se non  peccasse ;
quoniam carbones ignis comburet super
caput ejus, qui dicit: non peccavi coram
Domino Deo ¢t gloria ipsius), and argued
that the coals of fire are the Divine judg-
ments which the sinmer will bring on
himself unless he repents under the con-
straint of such love. But (1) there is
nothing said here about the essential
condition, *‘unless he repents ”; this is
simply imported ; and (2) the aim of the
Christian’s love to his enemy is thus
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made to be the bringing down of Divine
judgment on him - which is not only
absurd in itself, but in direct antagonism
to the spirit of the passage.

Ver. 21.  uf vukad : the absence of any
connecting particle gives the last verse
the character of a summary: in a word,
be not overcome by evil. ¥md Tol kaxod
= by the evil your enemy inflicts, The
Christian would be overcome by evil if it
were able to compel him to avenge him-
self by repaying it in kind. Wrong is
not defeated but doubly victorious when
it is repelled with its own weapons; we
can only overcome it év 7§ dyaf@ through
the good we do to our adversary, turning
him so from an enemy into a friend.
Vincit malos, says Seneca, pertinax
bonitas : Wetst. accumulates similar ex-
amples from classical writers. The &
in dv 7§ dyabd is probably = 3: it might

be explained as instrumental, or rendered
‘+ at the cost of ”,

CrarrEr XIIL  There is not a word
to indicate how the transition is made
from the discussion of the duties of
Christians as members of one body, es-
pecially the duties of humility and love
in chap. xii., to the special subject which
meets us in chap. xiii. — the duty of
Christians in relation to the civil
authorities. There is nothing exactly like
vers. 1-7 elsewhere in Paul’s epistles,
and it is difficult not to believe that he
had some particular reason for treating
the question here. The Christians in
Rome, though mainly Gentile, as this
epistle proves, were closely connected
with the Jews, and the Jews were no-
toriously bad subjects. Many of them
held, on the ground of Deut. xvii. 15,
that to acknowledge a Gentile ruler
was itself sinful; and the spirit which
prompted Pharisees to ask, Is it lawful
to give tribute to Cesar or not? Shall
we give or shall we not give ? (Mark xii.
14} had no doubt its representatives in
Rome also. As believers in the Messiah,
“in another King, one Jesus” {(Acts xvii.
7}, even Christians of Gentile origin may
have been open to the impulses of this
same spirit ; and unbalanced minds, then
as in all ages, might be disposed to find

vmo Tou feov; om. Tou N'ADFP

in the loyalty which was due to Christ
alone, an emancipation from all subjec-
tion to inferior powers. There is here an
apparent point of contact between Chris-
tianity and anarchism, and it may have
been the knowledge of some such move-
ment of mind in the Church at Rome
that made Paul write as he did. There
is perhaps nothing in the passage which
is not already given in our Lord’s word,
“Render to Cesar the things that are
Ceesar’s, and to God the things that are
God’s " ; yet nothing can be more worthy
of admiration than the soberness with
which a Christian idealist like Paul lays
down the Divine right of the state. The
use made of the passage to prove the
duty of ‘ passive obedience,” or *the
right divine of kings to govern wrong,”
is beside the mark ; the Apostle was not
thinking of such things at all. What is
in his mind is that the organisation of
human society, with its distinction of
higher and lower ranks, is essential for
the preservation of moral order, and
therefore, one might add, for the exist-
ence of the Kingdom of God itself; so
that no Christian is at liberty to revolt
against that organisation. The state is
of God, and the Christian has to recog-
nise its Divine right in the persons and
requirements in which it is presented
to him: that is all. Whether in any
given case—say in England in 1642—
the true representative of the State was
to be found in the king or in the Com-
mons, Paul, of course, does not enable
us to say. Neither does he say any-
thing bearing on the Divine right of
insurrection. When he wrote, no doubt,
Nero had not yet begun to rage against
the Christians, and the imperial authori-
ties had usually protected the Apostle
himself against popular violence, whether
Jewish or pagan; but even of this we
must not suppose him to be taking any
special account, He had, indeed, had
other experiences (Acts xvi. 37, 2 Cor.
xi. 25 ff.). But the whole discussion pre-
supposes normal conditions: law and its
representatives are of God, and as such
are entitled to all honour and obedience
from Christians.

Ver. 1. waoa Yuxt is a Hebraism:
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They suspect a primitive

error, and Hort favours the correction 7@ ayafoepyw, comparing 1 Tim. vi. 18.

¢f. Acts ii. 43, iii. 23, and chap. ii. 9.
For &fovaias of. Luke xii. r1: it is
exactly like **authorities” in English-—
abstract for concrete.  dmwepexovoais de-
scribes the authorities as being actually
in a position of superiority. Cf. ¥ P.
ii. 13, and 2 Macc. i, 11 (avBpos v
Imwepoxy) kewpuévou). ob yap ot ifovaia
€l uA) Uwd BeoV: Uwd is the correct read-
ing (NAB), not amé. Weiss compares
Bar. 1v. =27. éorar yap udv dmd Tod
émdyovros pvela. It is by God's act
and will alone that there is such a
thing as an authority, or magistrate;
and those that actually exist have
been appointed—set in their place—by
Him. With af 8¢ odoar the Apostle
passes from the abstract to the concrete;
the persons and institutions in which for
the time authority had its seat, are before
his mind-—in other words, the Empire
with all its grades of officials from the
Emperor down. In itself, and quite apart
from its relation to the Church, this
system had a Divine right to be, It did
not need to be legitimated by any special
relation to the Church; quite as truly as
the Church it existed Dei gratia.

Ver. 2. dare L‘f. vii. 4y 12, The
conclusion is that he who sets himself
against the authorities withstands what
has been instituted by God: Swarayy
(Acts vil. 53) recalls Teraypévar, ver. 1.
The xpipa, i.c., the judgment or con-
demnation which those who offer such
resistance shall receive, is of course a
Divine one-—that is the nerve of the
whole passage; but most commentators
seem to regard it as coming through the
human authority resisted. This is by no
means clear; even a successful defiance
of quthority, which involved no human
xpipa, would according to Paul ensure
pumshment from God. For Mgovrar
kpipa of. Mark «xii. Jas. i 1
where also God's judgment alone is in

view. But to say that it is God’s judg-
ment only is not to say that it is eternal
damnation. There are many ways in
which God’s condemnation of sin is
expressed and executed.

Ver. 3. ol yap dpyovres kom.A.  The
yap can only be connected in a forced
and artificial way with the clause which
immediately precedes: it really intro-
duces the reason for a frank and un-
reserved acceptance of that view of
“authorities” which the Apostle is lay-
ing down. It is as if he said: Recognise
the Divine right of the State, for its
representatives are not a terror—an ob-
ject of dread—to the good work, but to
the bad. ¢éBos as in Isa. viii. 13. It
is implied that those to whom he speaks
will always be identified with the good
work, and so have the authorities on
their side: it is taken for granted also
that the State will not act in violation of
its own idea, and identify itself with the
bad., 0é\ers 8¢ py) ofelgdar 7N, This
is most expressive when read as an in-
terrogation, though some prefer to take
it as an assertion: that is, to regard
Paul as assuming that the reader does
not want to be afraid of the magistrate,
rather than as inquiring whethe1 ‘he does
or not. To escape fear, 76 dyafov molet:
do what is (lerrally and mmally) good.

Ver. 4. BeoV ya, Sl.o.xovos toTv gol
els 70 ayabdv. wkovds is feminine
agreeing with éfovoia, which is ** almost
personified 7 (Sanday and Headlam).
The gol is not immediately dependent
on Budkovds, as if the State were con-
ceived as directly serving the person;
the State serves God, with good 1n view
as the end to be secured by its ministry,
viz., the maintenance of the moral order
in society; and this situation is one the
benefit of which redounds to the indi-
vidual. &y 8¢ 76 kaxdv woifjs, dofoi :
only when the individual does that which
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is contrary to the end set before the State
by God-commits 76 kakdv, which frus-
trates 70 &yabdbv—need he fear: but then
he must fear. ob yap eikf: for not for
nothing, but for serious use, does the
ruler wear the sword.  For elxfj ¢f. 1
Cor. xv. 2, Gal. iii. 4, dopel is wear,
rather than bear: the sword was carried
‘nabitually, if not by, then before the
higher magistiates, and symbolised the
power of life and death which they had
in their hands.  “The Apostle in this
passage,”’ says Gifford, * expressly vin-
dicates the right of capital punishment
as divinely entrusted to the magistrate ”.
But “expressly” is perhaps too much,
and Paul could not deliberately vindicate
‘what no one had assailed. He did, in-
deed, on a memorable occasion (later
than this) express his readiness to die if
his life had been forfeited to the law
(Acts xxv. r1); but to know that if an
individual sets himself to subvert the
moral order of the world, its representa-
tives can proceed to extremities against
him (on the ground, apparently, that i¢,
as of God's institution, is of priceless
value to mankind, whereas he in his
-opposition to it is of no moral worth
at all) is not to vindicate capital punish-
ment as it exists in the law or practice
‘of any given society. When the words
Beod yap Sidkovds éoTwv are repeated, it
is the punitive ministry of the magistrate
which is alone in view, €x8ikos eig
dpynv : an avenger for wrath, dpyi) in the
N.T. almost always (as here) means the
wrath of God. It occurs eleven times in
Romans: always so. The exceptions
.are Eph. iv. 31, Col. iil. 8, 1 Tim. ii. 8,
Jas. i. 19 f. 7§ 75 kaxdy wpdooovTi =
to him who works at evil. The process
is presented in wpdooew rather than the
result. Cf. i 32.

Ver. 5 f. 810 dvdyxn vmordoaeadar:
there is a twofold necessity for submis-
sion—-an external one, in the wrath of
God which comes on resistance; an in-
ternal one, in conscience. Even apart
from the consequences of disobedience
conscience recognises the Divine right
and function of the éoveia and freely
‘submits to it. St& To¥To yap xal ddpovs

Tehelre, Bud TodTo seems to refer to the
moral necessity to which appeal has been
already made in 8ia v ovveldnow. It
is because conscience recognises the
moral value of the State as an ordinance
of God that we pay taxes. $épog is often
used of the tribute paid by a subject
nation: Neh. v. 4, 1 Mace. viil. 4, Lc.
XX, but here is probably used in-
definitely of any imposts made for the
support of the Government. Aevtoupyol
vyép Beob eloiv: the use of Nevrouvpyol
here instead of Bidxovo. emphasises the
official character of the service which
they render. In the LXX Nevroupyeiv

P
22

is the regular rendering of j"ﬁ(’j’ and

therefore refers frequently to the service
of the priests and Levites, a usage the
influence of which is seen in chap. xv.
16 and Phil. ii. 17; but this was by no
means exclusively the case in the O.T.
{2 Sam. xiii, 18, 2 Kings x. 5) nor is it so
in the New (chap. xv. 27, Phil. ii. 25, 30).
It is not a priestly character that the
word assigns to the magistracy, but only
an official character; they are in their
place by God’s appointment for the
public good. els adTo ToVTo means “to
this very end”—the end described in
vers, 3 and 4. As wpoogkaprTepolvTes
is elsewhere construed with the dative
(Acts i. 1q, vi. 4, chap. xil. 12) it seems
necessary here to take elg 76 adrd with
what precedes, and mwpook. by itself as,
e.g., in Num. xiil. 21: spending all their
time on the work.

Ver. 7. At this point Weiss begins a
new paragraph, but W. and H. make ver.
7 the conclusion of the first part of this
chapter. In view of the close connection
between vers. 7 and 8 (cf. ddeLhds, ddei~
\eTe) it is better not to make too decided
a break at either place. All the words
in ver. 7, ¢dpos, Téhos, ¢dfos, Ty, do
indeed imply duties to superiors, and
seem therefore to continue and to sum
up the content of vers. 1-6; but ver. §,
in which pnderl pndév ddellere seems
expressly written as the negative coun-
terpart to amddore waor Tas ddelkds in
ver. 7, introduces at the same time a
wider subject—that of the duties of all
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individuals toward each other. & 7ov
$épov Tov dpoy : this is quite intelligible,
but nothing can make it grammatical:
see Winer, p. 737. For the distinction
of ¢dpos and Télos see Trench, Syn., p.
302. For ¢dBos and Ty 1 Pet.ii. 17.

Ver. 8. €l py 70 aAAqlovs dyawdy =
except mutual love. This is the debitum
immortale of Bengel; hoc enim et quo-
tidie solvere et semper debere expedit nobis
(Origen). & yap ayamwdv Tov érepov: he
who loves his neighbour, the other with
whom he has to do. Cf.ii. 1, 21 (Weiss).
vépov memMjpwkey = has done all that
law requires. From what follows it is
clear that Paul is thinking of the Mosaic
law; it was virtually the only thing in
the world to which he could apply the
word vépos, or which he could use to
illustrate that word. The relation of
chaps. xil. and xiii. to the Gospels makes
it very credible that Paul had here in his
mind the words of our Lord in Matt.

xxii. 34 ff.
Ver. g. 16 yap 0¥ powxetoes. Cf.
viii. 26, The order of the command-

ments here is different from that in Exod.
xx. or Deut. v. (Hebrew), but it is the
same as in Luke xviii. 20, and (so far) in
James ii. 11. This order is also found
in Cod. B. of the LXX in Deut. v. «xai
el Tis érépa dvTold: this shows that the
enumeration does not aim at complete-
ness, and that the insertion in some
MSS. of od PevBopapTuprioets, to com-
plete the second table, is beside the
mark. dvakedpalatotrar: it is summed
up—the scattered particulars are resumed
and brought to one. The only other
instance of this word in the N.T. (Eph.
i. 10) illustrates the present one, though

The insertion is made by NP,
ev Tw before ayamwnoes is ins. by
It is bracketed by Lachm., Treg., Alf,,
Instead of eavrov FI.P read oeavrov

the meaning is not exactly the same,
dyamioes Tov wAnoiov gov k., In
Lev. xix. 18 this is given as a summary
of various laws, mostly precepts enjoin-
ing humanity, in various relations; by
our Lord (in Matt. xxii. 39) and by
Paul (here and in Gal. v. 14) an ampler,
indeed an unlimited range, is given to it.
Its supreme position too seems to be
what is indicated in James ii. 8 by calling
it vép.os BaciAukds.

Ver. 10. % aydmy . . . kakdy ovk
épydlerar. This is all that is formally
required by the law as quoted above (ov
powxevoes, etc.): therefore love is whg-
popa vépov, law’s fulfilment. Of course
love is an inspiration rather than a re-
straint, and transcends law as embodied
in merely negative commandments; but
the form in which the law actually
existed determines the form in which the
Apostle expresses himself. It is ap-
parent once more that vépos is the
Mosaic law, and not law in general; it is
from it the prohibitions are derived on
the ground of which the Apostle argues,
and to it therefore we must apply his
conclusion, mApepa odv vépov §| ayémy.

Vv. 11-14. In the closing verses of
the chapter Paul enforces this exhorta-
tion to mutual love as the fulfilling of
the law by reference to the approaching
Parousia. We must all appear (and who
can tell how soon ?) before the judgment-
seat of Christ, that every one may receive
the things done in the body: if the awe
and the inspiration of that great truth
descend upon our hearts, we shall feel
how urgent the Apostle’s exhortation is.
kal Toiro: ¢f. 1 Cor. vi. 6, 8. In classi-
cal writers kal 7Tad7a is commoner. It
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vpras is put in text by Weiss, W. and
All put 98 with

% For kat evdvowpeda read evduowpeda 8e with ABCIDIP. 'W. and H. bracket 8¢;

3! and a MS. of Sah. have neither xau nor 8e.
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change of plural (at Siabnkal) into singular in note %, page 657 (also in B).

3 For xvpiov . X. B and Clem. give Xpiorov Iqoovy without wvpioy, which W,
and H. print in margin, keeping x. I. X. in text.

sums up all that precedes, but especially
vers. 8-10. el8dTes TV kalpbv: 6 kaLpds
is not ‘the time” abstractly, but the
time they lived in with its moral import,
its critical place in the working out of
God’s designs. It is their time regarded
as having a character of its own, full
of significance for them. This is
unfolded in 8m &pa #8n kA 98y
(without waiting longer) is to be con-
strued with éyepffjvar: “it is time for
you at once to awake’ (Gifford). No
Christian should be asleep, yet the
ordinary life of all is but drowsy com-
pared with what it should be, and with
what it would be, if the Christian hope
were perpetually present to us. viv yap
dyylTepov Hpdv 1 cwtpla: for now is
salvation nearer us than when we be-
lieved. % cwrnpla has here the trans-
cendent eschatological sense: it is the
final and complete deliverance from sin
and death, and the reception into the
heavenly kingdom of our Lord Jesus
Christ. This salvation was always near,
to the faith of the Apostles; and with
the lapse of time it became, of course,
nearer. Yet it has often been remarked
that in his later epistles Paul seems to
contemplate not merely the possibility,
but the probability, that he himself would
not live to see it. See 2 Cor. v, 1-10,
Phil. i. 23. 8&ve émoredoapev: when
we became Christians, 1 Cor. iil. 5, xv.
2, Gal. 1. 16,

Ver. 12. 1 v6§ mpoéxoev: the true
day dawns only when Christ appears; at
present it is night, though a night that
has run much of its course. &mwofdpefa

odv 1& épya 7ol awérovs. Things that
can only be done in the dark-—that can-
not bear the light of day—are therefore
to be put away by the Christian. For
dmofdpeda (properly of dress) of. _]as i
21, I. Pet, ii. 1, Heb. xii, 1. 7& 8wAa
Tob uwrds: for T& 8wha see on chap. vi.
13, Eph. vi. 11, 1 Thess. v. 8, The idea
is that the Christian’s life is not a sleep,
but a battle, ~+& 8wha Tov dwTéds does
not mean * shining armour”; but (on
the analogy of 7& &ya Tob okéTovs)
such armour as one can wear when the
great day dawns, and we would appear
on the Lord’s side in the fight. An
allugion to the last great battle against
the armies of anti-Christ is too remote,
and at variance with Paul’'s use of the
figure elsewhere.

Ver. 13. ds & fuépg: as one walks in
the day, so let us walk edoynpévws. The
same adverb is found with the same verb
in 1 Thess. iv. 2: A.V. in both places
“honestly ”. The meaning is rather “ in
seemly fashion,” * becomingly”; in 1
Cor. xiv. 40 it is rendered *‘decently,”
where also regard for decorum (the
asthetic side of morality) is in view.
kdpor and pébar are again found con-
joined in Gal. v. 21; #&us and £ilos in
Gal. v. zo and 1 Cor. iii. 3. W.and H.
following B. put &uov kal {flows in
margin ; the plurals in this case as in the
others would indicate the various acts or
manifestations of excess, whether in self-
indulgence or self-will.

Ver. 14. &A\a &vddcacfe Tov K. L
Xpiorov. &Al& emphasises the contrast
between the true Christian life and that
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which has just been described. The
Christian puts on the Lord Jesus Christ,
according to Paul’s teaching, in baptism
(¢f. Gal. 1ii. 27), as the solemn deliberate
act in which he identifies himself, by
faith, with Christ in His death and re-
surrection (chap. vi. 3). But the Christian
life is not exhausted in this act, which is
rather the starting-point for a putting on
of Christ in the ethical sense, a “cloth-
ing of the soul in the moral disposition
and habits of Christ” (Gifford); or as
the Apostle himself puts it in vi. 11, a
reckoning of ourselves to be dead to sin
but alive to God in Christ Jesus., Every
time we perform an ethical act of this
kind we put on the Lord Jesus Christ
more fully. But the principle of all such
acts is the Spirit of Christ dwelling in
us {chaps. vi.-viii.}, and it is the essential
antagonism of the spirit to the flesh
which determines the form of the last
words: kal THs capkds mwpdvorav pi)
woielode els embuplas, It is to inquire
too curiously if we inquire whether odpf
here is used in the physiological sense
=the body, or in the moral sense =
libidinosa caro (as Fritzsche argues) : the
significance of the word in Paul depends
on the fact that in experience these two
meanings are indubitably if not insepar-
ably related. Taking the flesh as it is,
forethought or provision for it—an in-
terest in it which consults for it, and
makes it an object—can only have one
end, viz., its émbupiar, All such interest
therefore is forbidden as incounsistent
with putting on the Lord Jesus Christ
in the power of the Holy Spirit.
CuapreEr XIV. 1-XV. 13. One sub-
ject is before the Apostle’s mind through-
out the whole of this section—the rela-
tions of *“the strong” and *‘ the weak”
in the Church at Rome. It is connected
in a variety of ways, which are felt rather
than expressed, with what precedes.
Thus it 1s pervaded by the same sense
of the supreme importance of mutual
love among Christians which charac-
terises chaps. xii. and xiil. It makes
use, in much the same way as chap. xiii.
11-14, of the impending judgment (xiv.
10), to quicken the sense of individual
and personal responsibility., Possibly,
too, there is a more formal connection
with chap. xiii. - Paul has been warning
against the indulgence of the flesh (xii1.
14), and this prompts him, by contrast,
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to speak of those who by an inadequate
appreciation of Christian liberty were prac-
tising an ‘over-scrupulous asceticism .
There has been much discussion as to
who “the weak” and ‘“the strong’ re-
spectively were. The weakness is weak-
ness in respect of faith; the weak man
is one who does not fully appreciate what
his Christianity means; in particnlar, he
does not see that the soul which has
committed itself to Christ for salvation
is emancipated from all law but that
which is involved in its responsibility to
Him. Hence his conscience is fettered
by scruples in regard to customs dating
from pre-Christian days. The scruples
in question here were connected with the
use of flesh and wine, and with the
religious observance of certain days
{whether as fasts or feasts is open to
question). Possibly the persons indulg-
ing such scruples were Jewish Christians,
but they need not have been. They were
certainly not legalists in principle, making
the observance of the Jewish law or any
part of it an essential condition of the
Christian salvation; otherwise Paul, as
the Epistle to the Galatians shows, would
have addressed them in a different tone.
Further, the Jewish law does not pre-
scribe abstinence from wine or from
animal food; and there is no suggestion
here, as in 1 Cor. 8, that the difficulty
was about food that had been offered in
sacrifice to false gods. Hence the in-
fluence at work in the Roman Church in
producing this scrupulosity of conscience
was probably of Essene origin, and akin
to that which Paul subsequently treats
with greater severity at Colossae (Col. ii.
16). At Rome the scruples were only
scruples, and though there was danger
in them because they rested on a defec-
tive apprehension of Christianity, they
could be tenderly dealt with; at Colossae
they had grown into or adapted them-
selves to a philosophy of religion which
was fatal to Christianity; hence the
change of tone. But though ¢ the wealk ”
need not have been Jews, the scruples in
which their weakness was expressed, had
so far Jewish connections and Jewish
affinities; and it is probable, from the
way in which (chap. xv. 7-13) the dis-
cussion of the relations of the weak and
the strong passes over into an exhortation
to unity between Jew and Gentile in the
Church, that the two classifications had a
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general correspondence ; the weak would
be Jews or persons under Jewish in-
fluence ; the strong would be Gentiles,
or persons at least who understood the
Gospel as it was preached to the Gentiles
by Paul.

Ver. 1. 7ov 8¢ dobevolvra: as Godet
points out, the part. as opposed to
&ofevij, denotes one who is for the time
feeble, but who may become strong. T4
mioTeL: in respect of faith, i.e.—in Paul’s
sense of the word —in respect of his
saving reliance on Christ and all that it
involves: see above. One is weak in
respect of faith who does not understand
that salvation is of faith from first to last,
and that faith is secured by its own en-
tireness and intensity, not by a timorous
scrupulosity of conscience. arpeciapfd-
veogBar is often used of God’s gracious
acceptance of men, but also of men
welcoming other men to their society
and friendship, 2 Macc. viil. 1, x. 15.
p1 els Suakploers Sualoyiopdv: not with
a view to deciding (or passing sentence
on) his doubts. The BSialoyiopol are
the movements of thought in the weak
man, whose anxious mind will not be at
peace; no censure of any kind is implied
by the word. The strong, who welcome
him to the fellowship of the Church, are
to do so unreservedly, not with the
purpose of judging and ruling his mind
by their own. For 8udkproeis see 1 Cor.
xli. 10, Heb. v, 14.

Ver. 2. 8¢ pév: ¢f. ver. 5, ix. 2I.
moTevel dayelv wdvra: has confidence
to eat all things. See Winer, p. 405.
Gifford quotes Demosthenes, p. 88:
mpoéobaL 8¢ Ty wpoix’ odk émioTevoev:
*“he had not confidence, i.¢., was too
cautious, to give up the dowry’. This
use of moTedery shows that mrioTis to
Paul was essentially an ethical principle;
the man who was strong in it had moral
independence, courage, and originality,

6 8¢ &oBevdv Ndyava doble: it is impos-
sible to suppose that Paul here is **writ-
ing quite generally ”; he must have had
a motive for saying what he does, and it
can only be found in the fact that he
knew there were Christians in Rome who
abstained from the use of flesh.

Ver. 3. 6 éoblov . . . pi) Efovlevelro
k.7.A. Paul passes no sentence on either
party, but warns both of the temptations
to which they are exposed. He who
eats will be inclined to contempt—to
sneer at the scruples of the weak as mere
prejudice or obscurantism; he who does
not eat will be inclined to censoriousness
—to pronounce the strong, who uses his
liberty, no better than he should be.
This censoriousness is forbidden, because
God (6 Beds is emphatic by position) has
received the strong into the Church, and
therefore his place in it is not to be
questioned.

Ver. 4. o 7is €1 6 xplvov &ANdrprov
oikérqy ; the sharpness of this rebuke (cf.
ix. 20) shows that Paul, with all his love
and consideration for the weak, was alive
to the possibility of a tyranny of the
weak, and repressed it in its beginnings.
It is easy to lapse from scrupulousness
about one's own conduct into Pharisaism
about that of others. oikérns is rare
in the N.T. Paul has no other example,
and may have used it here for the sugges-
tion (which Se®Aos has not) that the
person referred to belonged to the house.
16 18l kuple omikel { wimwrer: for the
verbs in the moral sense see 1 Cor, x.
12. The dative is dat. comm. It is his
own Lord who is concerned—it is His
interest which is involved and to Him
(not to you) he must answer-—as he
stands or falls, orTabfoerar 8¢: but he
shall be made to stand, i.¢., shall be pre-
served in the integrity of his Christian
character. Buvarel yap 6 Kdpios orijoar
adrév: for the Lord has power to keep
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found in C3LP, Syr., Chrys., Thdrt.
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him upright. Paul does not contemplate
the strong man falling and being set up
again by Christ; but in spite of the perils
which liberty brings in its train—and the
Apostle is as conscious of them as the
most timid and scrupulous Christian
could be—he is confident that Christian
liberty, through the grace and power of
Christ, will prove a triumphant moral
success.

Ver. 5. The Apostle passes from the
question of food to one of essentially
the same kind—the religious observance
of days. This is generally regarded
as quite independent of the other; but
Weiss argues from ver. 6, where the text
which he adopts in common with most
editors seems to contrast “him who ob-
serves the day” with “him who cats,”
that what we have here is really a sub-
division of the same general subject. In
other words, among those who abstained
from flesh and wine, some did so always,
others only on certain days. ‘“To ob-
serve the day” might in itself mean to
observe it by fasting—this would be the
case if one’s ordinary custom were to
use flesh and wine; or it might mean to
observe it by feasting—this would be the
case if one ordinarily abstained. Practi-
cally, it makes no difference whether
this reading of the passage is correct or
not: Paul argues the question of the dis-
tinction of days as if it were an indepen-
dent question, much as he does in Col.
ii. It is not probable that there is any
reference either to the Jewish Sabbath or
to the Lord’s Day, though the principle
on which the Apostle argues defines the
Christian attitude to both. Nothing
whatever in the Christian religion is
legal or statutory, not even the religious
observance of the first day of the week;
that observance originated in faith, and
is not what it should be except as it is
freely maintained by faith. For &s pév
see ver. 2. kpiver fij. wap’ quépav means

The clause is

Thus 66! omits from mpepav
Insert kai before

judges one day ‘“in comparison with,”
or ‘“to the passing by of” another: ¢f.
i. 25, Winer, 503 f. Side by side with
this, kplver wmaoay fuépav can only mean,
makes no distinction between days,
counts all alike. In such questions the
important thing is not that the decision
should be this or that, but that each man
should have an intelligent assurance as
to his own conduct: it is, indeed, by
having to take the responsibility of de-
ciding for oneself, without the constraint
of law, that an intelligent Christian con-
science is developed. For whnpodop-
eioo of. iv. 21, and Lightfoot’s note on
Col. iv. 12. vod¥s (vii. 23) is the moral
intelligence, or practical reason; by
means of this, enlightened by the Spirit,
the Christian becomes a law to himself.

Ver. 6. The inditterence of the ques-
tions at issue, from the religious point of
view, is shown by the fact that both
parties, by the line of action they choose,
have the same end in view—uwiz., the
interest of the Lord. & d¢povav Thy
Aépav ¢f. Col. iii. 2. The setting of
the mind upon the day implies of course
some distinction between it and others,
The clause kal 6 pW ¢povév « . . ob
¢povel is omitted by most editors, but
its absence from most MSS. might still
be due to homeoteleuton. ebyapioTel:
thanksgiving to God consecrates every
meal, whether it be the ascetic one of
him who abstains from wine and flesh
(6 p7 éobiwv), or the more generous one
of him who uses both (6 &oflwv): cf.
Acts xxvii. 35, 1 Cor. x. 30, 1 Tim, iv. 3-
5. The thanksgiving shows that in either
case the Christian 1s acting eis 88fav
feov (1 Cor. x. 31), and therefore that
the Lord’s interest is safe.

Ver. 7 f. odBels yap fpév éavtd Lf
k1A  The truth which has been
affirmed in regard to the Christian’s use
of food, and observance or non-observ-
ance of days, is here based on a larger
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truth of which it is a part. His whole
life belongs not to himself, but to his
Lord. *‘ No one of us liveth to himself,”
does not mean, *every man’s conduct
affects others for better or worse, whether
he will or not’’; it means, * no Christian
is his own end in life; what is always
present to his mind, as the rule of his
conduct, is the will and the interest of
his Lord ”. The same holds of his dying.
He does not choose either the time or
the mode of it, like a Roman Stoic, to
please himself. He dies when the Lord
will, as the Lord will, and even by his
death glorifies God. 1In ver. 14 {f. Paul
comes to speak of the influence of conduct
upon others; but here there is no such
thing in view; the prominence given to
79 wuplew (70l kuplov) three times in
ver. 8 shows that the one truth present
to his mind is the all-determining signifi-
cance, for Christian conduct, of the rela-
tion to Christ. This (ideally) determines
everything, alike in life and death; and
all that is determined by it is right.

Ver. 9. els Tob7o yap - . . Wva: cf.
2 Corsii, g, é&naoey refers to the resurrec-
tion, as is shown by the order of the
words, the connection elsewhere in Paul
of Lordship with the resurrection (cf.
Phil. ii. g ff.), and the aorist tense which
describes an act, and not the continued
existence of Christ on earth (Sanday and
Headlam) : ¢f. Rev. ii. 8 (8s éyévero vexpos
k. énoev), xx. 4 f. iva denotes God’s
purpose in subjecting His Son to this
experience. We must not suppose that
améBavev is specially connected with
vexpav and &noey with {dvrev; there
is the same mannerism as in iv. 2j5,
Rather is it through Christ’s resurrection

The latter order is followed by Weiss, W. and H.,
Probably the verb was put first in BF, etc., to conform to the parallel

that His lordship over the realm of death
is established, so that not even in that
dark world do those who are His cease
to stand in their old relation to Him.
ToV kvplov éopév holds alike in the seen
and the unseen.

Ver. 10." Zv 8¢: thou, in contrast with
the one Lord and Judge of all. 1n face
of our common responsibility to Him,
how dare we judge each other? wov
adehddv oov: another reason for not
judging: it is inconsistent with a re-
cognition of the brotherhood of believers.
# wal ad vl éEovlevels xor A, Or thoy,
again, why despisest thou? etc. This is
addressed to the strong and free think-
ing, as the first question is to the weak
and scrupulous Christian, Censorious-
ness and contempt are never anything
but sins, not to be practised but shunned,
and that all the more when we remember
that we shall all stand at one bar.
woapagrnodpedo 7§ Bripari Tod Beob:
God is the universal Judge. In 2 Cor.
v. 10 we have 19 Bipatt 0% XpioTod,
but here To® eob is the correct reading.
We cannot suppose that by 7oV feod
here Paul means Christ in His Divine
nature ; the true way to mediate between
the two expressions is seen in chap. ii.
16, Acts xvii. 31. When we all stand at
that bar—and it should be part of our
spiritual environment always—no one
will look at his brother with either
censoriousness or contempt,

Ver. 11. yéypamrar ydp: the uni-
versal judgment proved from Scripture,
Is. lv. 23. Paul follows the LXX,
but very freely, For {d Eyd Aéyer kipros
the LXX has kat’ épavrov dpviw. The
same passage is quoted more freely still
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which is adopted by W. and H. So also Weiss omits 7o @ew with BF; but W. and
H. bracket it, as it is found in §§ACDLP.

2 7o un Tlevar mpookoupa Tw adeddw 1 oxavdalov. mwpookoppa and 7 are both
om. by B, Syr., Arm. Weiss thinks this gives the true reading, vo pn m8evar To.
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in Phil, ii, 10 f. to describe the exaltation
of Christ. In Isaiah it refers to the
coming of God’s kingdom, when all
nations shall worship Him. éfopoloyr-
gerar 79 0ed = shall give thanks or
praise to God: xv. g, Mt. xi. 25, and

often in LXX = AT, In the sense

of “confess” it takes the accusative.

Ver. 12. &pa (odv): So then—con-
clusion of this aspect of the subject: cf.
v. 18, vii, 25. Every word in this sen-
tence is emphatic : €kaoros, wepl éavTod,
Adyov 8daer, 76 Bed. For Aéyov in this
sense see 1 Pet. iv, 5, Heb. xiii. 17,
Matt, xii. 36, Acts xix. 40.

Vv. 13-23. The Apostle now proceeds
to argue the question of Christian con-
duct in things indifferent from another
point of view - that of the influence
which our conduct may have on others,
and of the consideration which is due to
them. prréry olv &A\flovs kpivopev:
thus much follows from what has been said
already, and «pivepev therefore forbids
both the censorious and the contemptuous
estimate of others. &A\a TolTo kpivare
paAlov: be this your judgment rather.
Cf. 1 Cor. il 2, vii. 37. 70 pf Tbévar
mpdokoppa 1) adehdd : this is of course
addressed to the Iiberal party. For
wpdokoppa see 1 Cor. viil. g. The
word does not occur in the Gospels, but
it is a remarkable fact that in most of
our Lord’s express teaching about sin,
it 1s sin in the chdracter of oxév8alov, a
snare or stumbling-block to others, with

which He deals. Paul develops his ideas
quite freely from his conception of faith,
but in all probability he was familiar
with what Jesus taught (Matt. xviii.}.
Ver. 14. In principle, the Apostle
sides with the strong. He has no
scruples about meats or drinks or days.
¢v Kvplo ’Inoo?: it is as a Christian, not
as a libertine, that Paul has this con-
viction; in Christ Jesus he is sure that
there is nothing in the world essentially
unclean ; all things can be consecrated
and Christianised by Christian use,
kowdév: c¢f. Acts x. 14, 28, Rev. xxi. 27.
It is the opposite of dyrov, and signifies
that which is not and cannot be brought
into relation to God. €l pfy 7§ hoyilopéve
x.r.A.  Though there is nothing which
in itself has this character, some things
may have it subjectively, i.e, in the
judgment of a particular person who
cannot help (from some imperfection of
conscience) regarding them so; to him
(éxelve emphatic) they are what his con-
science makes them ; and his conscience
(unenlightened as it is) is entitled to

respect. For el wq ¢f. Matt, xii. 14,
Gal. ii. 16.
Ver. 15. Many expositors here supply

something ; e.g., * You must have respect
therefore for his scruples, although you
may not share them, for if,” etc. (Sanday
and Headlam); but it seems simpler to
connect the y&p with the leading idea in
the writer’s mind, Put no stumbling-block
before a brother, for, etc. 3u& Bpdpa is
contemptuous: ‘“for the sake of food’
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ix Cor, iv.
20,

k Matt, vi,
243 Ch,
xvi. 18
Eph. vi.
7; Col. i,
244

1 For ev Tovtors NPDPL read ev 7ovte with p!ABCDIF and all edd.

thy brother is grieved. Bpdpa is the
food which the strong eats in spite of
his brother’s scruples. Avmelrar need
not imply that the weak is induced,
against his conscience, to eat also
(though that is contemplated as follow-
ing) ; it may quite well express the un-
easiness and distress with which the
weak sees the strong pursue a line of
conduct whiclh his conscience cannot
approve. Even to cause such pain as
this is a violation of the law of Christ.
He who does it has ceased to walk xeta
dydmny, according to love, which is the
supreme Christian rule. In the sense of
this, and at the same time aware that
the weak in these circumstances may
easily be cajoled or overborne into doing
what his conscience disapproves, the
Apostle exclaims abruptly, pn 76 Bpoparti
gov ikelvov &méAhve dmép od XpuoTds
dmwéfavev. To tamper with conscience,
it is here implied, is ruin . and the selfish
man who so uses his Christian liberty as
to lead a weak brother to tamper with
his conscience is art and part in that
ruin, The wanton contempt such liberty
shows for the spirit and example of Christ
is emphasised both here and in 1 Cor.
viil. 11 f.  Ne pluris feceris tuum cibum
quam Christus vitam suant.

Ver. 16,  pA) Bracdnpelobu olv tpdy
5 dyaBév. To ayabéy is somewhat in-
definite. It has been taken (1) as the

good common to all Christians — the
Messianic salvation—which will be blas-
phemed by the non-Christian, when they
see the wantonness with which Christians
rob each other of it by such conduct as
Paul reprobates in ver. 15; and (2) as
Christian liberty, the freedom of con-
science which has been won by Christ,
but which will inevitably get a bad name if
it is exercised in an inconsiderate loveless
fashion. The latter meaning alone seems
relevant, For BAagd. see 1 Cor. x. 30.
Ver. 17. Insistence and strife on such
matters are inconsistent with Christian-
ity: ob yép é¢omw xor.A. Usually in Paul
7 BactAela Tob Beot is transcendent ; the
kingdom is that which comes with the
second advent, and is the inheritance of
believers ; it is essentially (as it is called

VOL. II.

in 2 Tim. iv. 18) a Bac. érovpdyiov. See
1 Thess. ii. 12, 2 Thess. 1. 5, 1 Cor. vi. g
f., xv. 50, Gal. v. 21. This use of the
expression, however, does not exclude
another, which is more akin to what we
find in the Gospels, and regards the
Kingdom of God as in some sense also
present: we have examples of this here,
and in 1 Cor. iv. 20: perhaps also in
Acts xx. 25. No doubt for Paul the
transcendent associations would always
cling to the name, so that we should
lose a great deal of what it meant for
him if we translated it by *“ the Christian
religion” or any such form of words. It
always included the reference to the
glory to be revealed. Bpdais k. wéors:
eating and drinking—the acts, as opposed
to Bpépa, ver. 15, the thing eaten.  &A\&
Sukarooivy k. elprivy k. yapd év wvetpaTi
ayle : are these words ethical or religious?
Does 8ux. denote ¢ justification,” the
right relation of man to God? or
“righteousness,” in the sense of just
dealing? Is eiprijvn peace with God, the
result of justification (as in -v. 1), or
peace among the members of the Church,
the result of consideration for each other ?
The true answer must be that Paul did
not thus distinguish ethical and religious :
the words are religious primarily, but the
cthical meaning is so far from being ex-
cluded by the religious that it is secured
by it, and by it alone. That the re-
ligious import ought to be put in the
forefront is shown by xapd év mv. &y.
which is a grace, not a virtue. In com-
parison with these great spiritual bless-
ings, what Christian could trouble the
Church about eating or drinking? For
their sake, no self-denial is too great.

Ver. 18. év TolTe: “on the principle
implied by these virtues” (Sanday and
Headlam). One may serve Christ either
eating or abstaining, but no one can serve
Him whose conduct exhibits indifference
to righteousness, peace and joy in the
Holy Spirit. 8ékupos Tols avBpdmors:
so that therecan be no occasion given
to any one to blaspheme. Cf. xvi. 10,
2z Tim, . 15, Jas. i, 12. A sound
Christian character wins even the world’s
approval,

45
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! Suokwpey CDE, latt.; Biwxoper NABFLP.
is a “somewhat obvious correction,” and less expressive than Suwkopev.

2T, koAdv 1O iy dayely * kpda, pnde miely olvoy, pndé &v ¢ & Adehdis

According to 8. and H. Siexwpey
This is

also the view of Weiss and Tischdf. But W.and H. put Siwkopev in text and Siwkopey

in marg.

Ver. 19, &pa olv: seever, 12, ToTHs
eipivns is not materially different from
THv elpivyyv: all that belongs to, makes
for, peace : we cannot argue from its use
here that the word must have exactly
the same shade of meaning in ver. 17.
Budicwper: the indicative Sidkopey is very
strongly supported, and would indicate
the actual pursuit of all true Christians:
¢ Our aim is peace,” and 74 Tis olxo-
Bopdis THs els a4AM§hovs = mutual up-

building. Cf. 1 Thess. v. 11, 1 Cor. xiv.
26. The practical rule implied here is

that, when anything is morally indifferent
to me, before 1 act on that conviction, I
must ask how such action will affect the
peace of the Church, and the Christian
growth of others.

Ver. 2z0. Paul repeats the rule of ver.
15, wi kavdAue: the opposite of oixo-
Bopelyv, See Matt. xxvi, 61, Gal, ii. 18.
78 épyov Tod Deod (1 Cor. iil. g) what
God has wrought, i.e., the Christian
Church (which is destroyed by such
wanton conduct) or the Christian char-
acter and standing of an individual
(which may be ruined in the same way).
wdvra pév kofaps: this is the principle
of the strong, which Paul concedes (ueév);
the difficulty is to get the enlightened to
understand that an abstract principle can
never be the rule of Christian conduct.
The Christian, of course, admits the
principle, but he must act from love.
To know that all things are clean does
not (as is often assumed) settle what the
Christian has to do in any given case.
It does not define his duty, but only
makes clear his responsibility. Acknow-
ledging that principle, and looking with
love at other Christians, and the effect of
any given line of conduct on them, he
has to define his duty for himself. All
meat is clean, but not all eating. On
the contrary (&AN&), kakdv 7§ &vBpdme
T 84 wpookdpparos Eobiovti; sin is
involved in the case of the man who
eats with offence. Some take this as a
warning to the weak; but the whole

tone of the passage, which is rather a
warning to the strong, and the verse
immediately following, which surely con-
tinues the meaning and is also addressed
to the strong, decide against this, The
man who eats with offence is therefore
the man by whose eating another is
made to stumble. For Bua wpookdu~
pavos see il. 27, Winer, p. 475.

Ver. 2r. A maxim for the strong.
For kelov ¢f. Mark xiv. 6. Abstinence
in order that others may not be made to
stumble is morally noble. & ¢: usually
mwpookdrwTewv takes the Dat., ix. 32, ¥
Pet. ii. 8, That there were those in the
Church at Rome who had scruples as to
the use of flesh and wine, see on ver, 2.
Paul would not have written the chapter
at all unless there had been scruples of
some kind ; and he would not have taken
these examples if the scruples had con-
cerned something quite different.

Ver. 22. The true text is o¥ wioTwy
fiv &€xevs: *“the faith that thou hast, have
thou to thyself in the sight of God™.
The verse is still addressed to the strong.
The faith he has is the enlightened faith
which enables him to see that all things
are clean; such faith does not lose its
value though it is not flaunted in reckless
action, On katd ceavtdy Wetstein
quotes Heliod. vil. 16: kotd cavtdv #xe
kol pndevi pdle. Cf 1 Cor. xiv. 28
(éavr@ B¢ holeltw kol 7§ Oed). Evdmriov
7oV Beod reminds the strong once more
(ver. 1o0) that the fullest freedom must be
balanced by the fullest sense of responsi-
bility to God. In another sense than
that of 1 Cor. ix. 21 the Christian made
free by faith must feel himself pi) &vopos
Beol &AN &vvopos XpioTod. pakdplos &
ph wpivey éaurdy &v o Boxipdfer: “a
motive to charitable self-restraint ad-
dressed to the strong in faith’’ (Gifford).
It is a rare felicity (this is always what
pakdpios denotes) to have a conscience
untroubled by scruples—in Paul's words,
not to judge oneself in the matter which
one approves (s¢., by his own practice) ;
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1 n oravBahiberar v acdever om. NIAC, Syr,, Copt., Aeth. ; ins. N*BDFLP, vulg.,
Sah. 8. and H. call this a very clear instance of a Western reading in B, and
therefore justify the omission with W. and H. and Tischdf.; but Weiss, who thinks
7 acdevel is too difficult to be explained as a gloss, retains the words.

7 After miorwv ins, qv NABC; so most edd., omitting the mark of interrogation
after exets. For cavtov read oeavrov with $QABCDKLP, ete.

3 After apapria eaTwv the great doxology of chap. xvi. 25-27 is inserted by ALP
and most other MSS., though some, including AP, have it in both places; om, here

NBCDY, vulg., Syr.

and he who has this felicity should ask
no more. In particular, he should not
run the risk of injuring a brother’s con-
science, merely for the sake of exercising
in a special way the spiritual freedom
which he has the happiness to possess
—vhether he exercises it in that way or
not.

Ver. 23. 6 58 Suakpuvdpevos dav $dyy
xaTaxékpirar: such, on the other hand,
is the unhappy situation of the weak—a
new motive for charity. TFor Siakptyv.
¢f. tv. 20, Jas. 1. 6, Mark xi. 23. The
weak Christian cannot be clear in his
own mind that it is permissible to do as
the strong does; it may be, he thinks
one moment, and the next, it may not be;
and if he follows the strong and eats in
this state of mind, katakéxpirar he is
condemned. The condemnation is ab-
solute: it is not only that his own con.
science pronounces clearly against him
after the act, but that such action incurs
the condemnation of God. It is in-
consistent with that conscientiousness
through which alone man can be trained
in goodness ; the moral life would become
chaotic and irredeemable if conscience
were always to be treated so. &7 odx
&k wlorews, sc., €payey, The man is
condemned because he did not eat éx
wioTews: and this is generalised in the
last clause wév 8¢ & odk &k rloTews
apaptio éoriv. All that is not of faith is
sin; and therefore this eating, as not of
faith, is sin. Itisimpossibleto give wioTis
here a narrower sense than Christianity :
see ver. I. Everything a Christian man
does that cannot justify itself to him on
the ground of his relation to Christ is
sin. It is too indefinite to render omne
quod non est ¢x fide as Thomas Aquinas
does by ommne quod est contra consci-
entiam : it would need to be contra

Christianam consciention, All a man
cannot do remembering that he is Christ’s
~—all he cannot do with the judgment-
seat (ver. 1o) and the Cross (ver. 15) and
all their restraints and inspirations
present to his mind—is sin. Of course
this is addressed to Christians, and there
is no rule in it for judging the character
or conduct of those who do not know
Christ. To argue from it that works
done before justification are sin, or that
the virtues of the heathen are glittering
vices, is to misapply it altogether.

CHAPTER XV.—Vv, 1-13. The four-
teenth chapter has a certain completeness
in itself, and we can understand that if
the Epistle to the Romans was sent as a
circular letter to different churches, some
copies of it might have ended with xiv.
23: to which the doxology, xvi. 25-27,
might be loosely appended, as it is in &,
L. and many other MS8S., But it is
manifestly the same subject which is
continued in xv. 1-13. The Apostle still
treats of the relations of the weak and
the strong, though with a less precise
reference to the problems of the Roman
Church at the time than in chap. xiv.
His argument widens into a plea for
patience and forbearance (enforced by
the example of Christ) and for the union
of all Christians, Jew and Gentile, in
common praise. It seems natural to in-
fer from this that the distinction between
weak and strong had some relation to
that between Jew and Gentile; the pre-
judices and scruples of the weak were
probably of Jewish origin.

Ver. 1. édethoper 3¢: what constitutes
the obligation is seen in chap. xiv. It
arises out of our relation to others in
Christ. Looking at them in the light of
what He has done for them as well as for
us, and in the light of our responsibility
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to the Judge of all, we cannot question
that this is our duty. Hpeis ol Suvarol:
Paul clagses himself with the strong, and
makes the obligation his own. 8wvarol
is of course used as in chap. xiv.: not
as in 1 Cor. i. 26. T8 dofevipara Tov
advvdrwv: the things in which their in-
firmity comes out, its manifestations :
here only in N.T. Paul says “bear”
their infirmities: because the restrictions
and limitations laid by this charity on
the liberty of the strong are a burden to
them. For the word Baordfev and the
idea see Matt. viii. 17, Gal. vi. 2, 5, 17.
B €auTols dpéokew : it is very easy
for self-pleasing and mere wilfulness to
shelter themselves under the disguise of
Christian principle.  But there is only
one Christian principle which has no
qualification--love.

Ver. 2. 19 wAnolov dpeokétw: this
rule is qualified by €is 10 dyaBov wpds
olkoBoprv. Without such qualification
it is “men-pleasing” (Gal. i. 10) and in-
consistent with fidelity to Christ. Cf. x
Cor. x. 335, where Paul presents himself
as an example of the conduct he here
commends. For els and arpds in this
verse ¢f. chap. iii. 25 f.  According to
Gifford els marks the “aim”—the ad-
vantage or benefit of our neighbour—and
wpds the standard of reference; the only
“good” for a Christian is to be * built
up’’ in his Christian character.

Ver. 3. kol ydp 6 Xpiords kA The
duty of not pleasing ourselves is enforced
by the example of Christ: He did not
please Himself either. If this required
proof, we might have expected Paul to
prove it by adducing some incident in
Christ’s life; but this is not what he
does. He appeals to a psalm, which is
in many places in the N.T. treated as
having some reference to Christ (e.g.,

John ii. 17 = Ps. Ixix. g, John xv. 25 =
Ps. Ixix. 4, Matt. xxvii. 27-30 = Ps. Ixix,
12, Matt. xxvii. 34 = Ps. Ixix. 21, Rom,
xi. 9 = Ps, Ixix. 22, Acts i. 20 = Ps. Ixix.
25: see Perowne, The Psalms, i., p, 561
f); and the words he quotes from it—
words spoken as it were by Christ Him-
self—describe our Lord’s experiences ina
way which shows that He was no self-
pleaser, If He had been, He would
never have given Himself up willingly,
as He did, to such a fate, It is hardly
conceivable that oe in Paul's quotation
indicates the man whom Christ is sup-
posed to address: it can quite well be
God, as in the psalm. Some have
argued from this indirect proof of Christ’s
character that Paul had no acquaintance
with the facts of His life; but the in-
ference is unsound. It would condemn
all the N.T. writers of the same igno-
rance, for they never appeal to incidents
in Christ’s life; and this summary of the
whole character of Christ, possessing
as it did for Paul and his readers the
authority of inspiration, was more im-
pressive than any isolated example of
non-selfpleasing could have been.:

Ver. 4. Here Paul justifies his use of
the 0T, 8oa yip wpoeypddn = the
whole O.T. es ™y fperépav 8.8a0-
kaliay éypddn: was written to teach us,
and therefore has abiding value., 2 Tim,
iii. 16.  {va introduces God’s purpose,
which is wider than the immediate pur-
pose of the Apostle. Paul meant to
speak only of bearing the infirmities of
the weak, but with the quotation of Ps.
Ixix. g there came in the idea of the
Christian’s sufferings generally, and it is
amid them that God's purpose is to be
fulfilled. 8ud THs vmop. k. THs wapak.
TGV ypaddv k.t.\.: “that through the
patience and the comfort wrought by the
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But vpas is put
It really seems to have arisen

from qpas being changed to agree with the preceding context in which the readers

are directly addressed.” Yet it is strongly supported $§§ACD%3RL,

Beov NABCDFP.

Ins. Tov before
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Tischdf,, W. and H., and Treg.
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Treg. have it in text.

Weiss thinks the case can only be settled by analogy ; and

as N, which js the strongest support of yeyevnoBar, quite arbitrarily changes
yeveoBau in Phil, i. 13 into yeyovevai, he allows that to discredit it here, and reads

yeveodal.

Scriptures we may have our hope ”.
v éAw(8a is the Christian hope, the
hope of the glory of God; and the
Christian has it as he is able, through
the help of God’s Word in the Scrip-
tures, to maintain a brave and cheerful
spirit amid all the sufferings and re-
proaches of life. Cf.v.z-5. This is, if
not a digression, at least an expansion
of his original idea, and at

Ver. 5 Paul returns to his point in a
prayer: the God of the patience and
comfort just spoken of grant unto you,
etc. 76 adrd dpovelv év dAAAqAois kaTh
Xprordy *Inaodv: ¢f. xii. 16, where, how-
ever, 70 altd dpovely with els dXAAqhovs
is not quite the same. Paul wishes here
that the minds of his readers — their
moral judgment and temper—may all be
determined by Jesus Christ (for karg, ex-
pressing the rule according to which, see
chap. viii. 27): in this case there will be
the harmony which the disputes of chap.
xiv. disturbed.

Ver. 6. {va introduces the ultimate
aim of this unanimity. &poBupaddy
here only in Paul, but eleven times in
Acts, & &l ordpari: in Greek writers
usually &§ évds oTépartos. Tov Dedv xal
watépa Tob K. fpév 'l X.  The AV.
renders, * God, even the Father of our
Lord Jesus Christ,”” making ot Kuplov
depend on warépa only. This rendering
does not make God the God of Christ,
but defines the only true God as the
Father of Christ. It is defended by
Weiss, who appeals to the passages in
which ¢ God and Father” is found with

no genitive: 1 Cor. xv. 24, Eph. v. 20,
Col. iil. 17, Jas. i. 27, iii. 9. The argu-
ment is not convincing, especially in
view of Eph. i. 17 (6 Beos 7ol K, fpav
l. X., 6 warnp 7ijs 86Ens) and John xx.
17: hence the R.V. is probably right
(‘“the God and Father of our Lord”).
When the Church glorifies such a God
with one heart and one mouth it will
have transcended all the troubles of chap.
xiv. It is this accordant praise of all
Christians which is the ruling idea in
vers. 7-13.

Ver. 7. 8.6 wpoohapBdveofe aAN1-
Aovs : 8ud = that such praise may be
possible. For wpogAapf. see xiv. 1-3.
kaBds kal & XpioTés wpooehdfero dpds.
upas covers both parties in the Church,
however they are to be distinguished; it
Christ received both, they are bound to
receive each other. The last words, els
86£av 10D Beod, are probably to be con-
strued with wpoohapBdveofe dAAjAovs ;
they resume the idea of ver. 6 (fva « « «
SotdfinTe); the 8w with which ver. 7
begins starts from that idea of glorifying
God, and looks on to it as the end to
be attained when all Christians in love
receive each other. But the clause has
of course a meaning even if attached to
what immediately precedes: é Xpiords
wpooel. vpds. Cf. Phil. il 11, Eph. i
12-14. Christ’s reception of the Jews
led to God's being glorified tor His faith-
fulness ; His reception of the Gentiles to
God’s being glorified for His mercy. So
Weiss, who argues that in what follows
we have the expansion and proof of the
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! For vov xuplov wavTa Ta efvn (so LXX), read wavra Ta ebvy Tov Kvprov NABDP
and all edd. For ewawegare (so LXX, B) FLP read ewawesarocar (LXX, A)

+4ABCD.

2 Against all edd., who keep the received text, Weiss finds himself compelled,
instead of wAnpwoal vras waons Xapas kar eLpnvys, to read wAnpodopnoat vias ev

TACT] XOPC K. €LPMNVY).

This is the reading of B, and is found with only the omission

of ev in FG; Weiss thinks it quite inexplicable except as the original ; wAnpod. has
a point of attachment in xiv. 5, and the double ev (ev maon Yapa . . . v To Wi TEVELY)
in this clause answers exactly to that in the next (ev v eAmi8y, ev Suvapel v, ayiov),
The other reading is supported by }4ACDLP,

idea that God’s glory (the glory of His
faithfulness and of His mercy) is the end
contemplated by Christ’s reception alike
of Jew and Gentile.

Ver. 8. Aéyw yap XpioTtdv Budkovov
veyevijobaL mepitoptis = what I mean is
this——Christ has been made, etc. 8ud~
kovoy mepiTopdis is usually understood
as “a minister to the Jews, to circum-
cised people ”’ (¢f. iii. 30, iv. 9), and this
seems to me the only intelligible explana-
ton. In exercising this ministry (and
He exercised directly no other: Matt.
xv. 24) Christ was of course circumcised
Himself and set from His birth (Gal. iv.
4 £.) in the same relation to the law as
all who belonged to the old covenant;
but though this is involved in the fact
that Christ was sent to the Jews, it is
not what is meant by calling Him Sud-
xovoV meptTopfis. vmwép aAnbelas Oeod:
in the interest of God’s truth (¢f. i, 5:
iweép Tod Svépartos adroi). The truth
of God, as the giver of the promises to
the fathers, was vindicated by Christ’s
ministry ; for in Him they were all ful-
filled, 2 Cor. 1. 20. 7as émayy. TOV
watépuv: the promises belonged to the
fathers, because they were originally
made to them.

Ver. g. 1o 8¢ €vn imwep Néovs dofdoar
Tov Bedv: Some expositors make this
depend directly on Aéyw, as if Paul had
meant: “1 say. Christ has become a
minister of circumcision, in the interest
of the truth of God and that the
Gentiles have glorified God for His

mercy,” the only contrast being that be-
tween God’s faithfulness, as shown to
the descendants of Abraham, and His
merey as shown to those without the old
covenant. But if ra 8¢ vy kT s
made to depend on els 79, as in the A.V.,
there is a double contrast brought out:
that of faithfulness and mercy being no
more emphatic than that of the fathers
and the Gentiles. Indeed, from the pas-
sages quoted, it is clear that Paul is pre-
occupied rather with the latter of these
two contrasts than with the former; for
all the passages concern the place of the
Gentiles in the Church. At the same
time it is made clear—even to the Gen-
tiles—that the salvation which they enjoy
is ““of the Jews”. Hence the Gentiles
must not be contemptuous of scruples or
infirmities, especially such as rise out of
any associations with the old covenant;
nor should the Jews be censorious of a
Gentile liberty which has its vindication
in the free grace of God. kafos yéypam-
Tar : the contemplated glorification of
God answers to what we find in Ps. xviii.
50, LXX. Christ is assumed to be the
speaker, and we may say that He gives
thanks to God among the Gentiles when
the Gentiles give thanks to God through
Him (Heb. ii. 12).

Ver. 10. kal wéAw Aéyer: Deut. xxxii.
43, LXX. The Hebrew is different.

Ver. 11. kal wdhw, alveite: Ps. cxvii
1, LXX—only the order of the words
varying.

Ver. 12. kai wéhwy ‘Hoalas Méyeu: Isa,
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and H., and Treg.
made by DFG in Phil. ii. 28.
Tov feov ]BF and most edd.

xi. 10. Paul again follows the LXX,
only omitting é&v +f Hpépa éxelvy after
€orar. The words are meant to describe
the Messianic kingdom and its Davidic
head. It is a universal kingdom, and
the nations set their hope in its King,
and therefore in the God of salvation
whose representative He is. Such a
hope in God, the Apostle’s argument
implies, will result in the praise which
glorifies Him for His mercy (ver. g).

Ver. 13.  Prompted by é\miotoy, the
Apostle closes this section, and the body
of the epistle, by calling on “the God
of hope’ to bless those to whom it is
addressed. For the expression & 0eds
Tis éAmldos cf. ver. §: it means the
God Who gives us the hope which we
have in Christ. The joy and peace
which He imparts rest on faith (év 79
wworevery).  Hence they are the joy and
peace specially flowing from justification
and acceptance with God, and the more
we have of these, the more we abound
in the Christian hope itself. Such an
abounding in hope, in the power of the
Holy Ghost (Acts i. 8, Luke iv. 14), is
the end contemplated in Paul’s prayer
that the God of hope would fill the
Romans with all joy and peace in be-
lieving. For the kind of supremacy
thus given to hope compare the connec-
tion of ver. 5 with ver. 2 in chap. v,

The rest of this chapter is of the
nature of an epilogue. It falls into two
parts: (1) vers. 14-21, in which Paul, while
apologising for the tone which he has
cccasionally empioyed, justifies himself
for writing to the Romans by appealing
to his vocation as an Apostle; and (2)
vers. 22, 33, in which he explains to them
the programme of his future work, in-
 cluding his long-deferred visit to them,
and begs their prayers for a successful
issue to his visit to Jerusalem,

Ver. 14, mémweiopar 8¢: the tone in
which he has written, especially in chap.
xiv., might suggest that he thought
them very defective either in intelligence,

A simitar change (from owovBateTepws into owovdatorepoy) is

afehdor om. NABC.

vro Tov feov ACDLP; amo

or love, or both; but he disclaims any
such inference from his words. a8eA¢ot
pov has a friendly emphasis: ¢f. vil. 4.
kol adTds éyd cf. vil, 25: it means
“even 1 myself, who have taken it upon
me to address you so plainly”. &1 kat
adrol peorol éore dyafwodvns: that
even of yourselves ye are full of good-
ness, ¢.6., without any help from me.
dyabawovvn in all N.T, passages (Gal. v.
22, Eph. v. g, 2 Thess. i. 11) seems to
have an association with aya8ds in
the sense of “kind”: the goodness of
which Paul speaks here 1s probably
therefore not virtue in general, but the
charity on which such stress is laid in
chap. xiv. as the only rule of Christian
conduct. memAnpwpévol whors yvdoews
filled full of all knowledge—* our Chris-
tian knowledge in its entirety” (Sanday
and Headlam). This, again, may refer
to the comprehension of Christianity
shown by the strong of chap. xiv.: or it
may be intended to apologise for the
unusually doctrinal character of the
epistle. Both peorol and wemAnpupévor
occur also in i, 2g. Buvdpevor k. GANA-
Aous vovderelv: in a sense therefore self-
sufficient.

Ver. 15 f.  tohpnpotépes . . . amwd
pépovs: the description does not apply
to the letter as a whole, but only to
parts of it: Gifford refers to vi. 12-21,
xi, 17 ff., xil. 3, and especially chap. xiv.
throughout. &s éravapypviorey tpés:
here only in N.T. There is the same
courteous tone as in i. 1r f. He does
not presume to teach them what they do
not know, but only to suggest to their
memory what they must know already
but may be overlooking. 8w v Xxépw
7hv 8ofelody por: thisis the real justifi-
cation of his writing. As ini. 5, xii. 3,
the xépwv is that of Apostleship. It is
not wantonly, but in the exercise of a
Divine vocation, and a divinely-bestowed
competence for it, that he writes. els 16
elval pe Aevrovpydv Xprorod ‘Inood els
76 &yn: there is a certain emphasis on
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! For yevnral Weiss, against all edd., reads yevndn with B, The change of this
into the commoner form yevnrar is an emendation current in all the groups into

which the MSS. can be classified.

? After owv ins. qv BCDF; om. PNALP; W. and H. bracket.

For arpos fzov

read mwpos Tov deov with p$ABCDFL and all edd.

* For roAunow B has ToApw, which W. and H. put in margin,

The fut. is re-

tained by most edd. with dACDFGLP. For halewv riread i Aahewy with pABCDF.

els ra vy, and the whole sentence
would be inept, as a justification of
Paul for writing to Rome, unless the
Roman Church had been essentially
Gentile. For Aettovpydy see note on
xiii, 6. The word here derives from the
context the priestly associations which
often attach to it in the LXX. But
obviously it has no bearing on the ques-
tion as to the “sacerdotal” character of
the Christian ministry. The offering
which Paul conceives himself as present-
ing to God is the Gentile Church, and
the priestly function in the exercise of
which this offering is made is the preach-
ing of the Gospel. Paul describes him-
self as fepovpyodvra Td edayyéhiov Tod
8cod sacerdotis modo evangelium  ad-
ministrantem. Fritzsche (on whose note
all later expositors depend) explains the
sacerdotis modo by accurate et religiose ;
just as a Levitical offering was mnot
acceptable to God unless the prescribed
ceremonial was precisely observed, so
the offering of the Gentiles at God’s
altar would be unacceptable unless Paul
showed a priestlike fidelity in his minis-
try of the Gospel. But this is to wring
trom a word what an intelligent appre-
ciation of the sentence as a whole, and
especially of its pictorial character, re-
fuses to yield: the clause ve yévnras
«+ « ebrpdodertos depends not on tepovp-
yovvTa, but on the whole conception of
Paul’'s ministry, i.c., on els 76 elval pe
Aevtovpydv koA, For ) wposdops ToV
édvdv, genitive of object, ¢f. Heb. x. 10,
This great offering is acceptable to God
(x Pet. ii. 5) because it is fyiaomévy
consecrated to Him é&v wvedpar ayle.
Those who believed in the Lord Jesus
Christ, as the result of Paul’'s sacred
ministry of the Gospel, received the
Holy Spirit: this (as distinct from the
ceremonial ¢ without spot or blemish "}

was the ground of their acceptance (¢f.
xil. 1 f.).

Ver. 17.  ¥xo olv xavynow: I have
therefore ground of boasting. In spite of
the apologetic tone of ver. 14 f. Paul is
not without confidence in writing to the
Romans. But there is no personal as-
sumption in this; for he has it only in
Christ Jesus, and only 7& wpds Tov Bebv
in his relations to God. Cf., Heb. ii. 17,
v. I
Ver. 18 f. All other boasting he de-
clines. od ydp ToApriow Tt Aakely dv od
kaTepydoarto B’ éuov 6 X.: in effect this
means, I will not presume to speak of
anything except what Christ wrought
through me. This is the explanation of
éxw obv kadyno v XprLoTd 'Iqoed.
The things which Christ did work
through Paul He wrought els dmaxony
¢vév with a view to obedience on the
part of the Gentiles: ¢f. i. 5. This com-
bination — Christ working in Paul, to
make the Gentiles obedient to the Gos-
pel—is the vindication of Paul’s action
i writing to Rome. It is not on his
own impulse, but in Christ that he does
it; and the Romans as Gentiles lie with-
in the sphere in which Christ works
through him., Adye xal &yw: Adyos
refers to the preaching, &yov to all he
had been enabled to do or suffer in his

calling. 2 Cor. x. 11, Acts vii. 22, Lc,
xxiv. 19. &v Suvdper ompelov kal Tepd-

Twv. oquetov and Tépas are the words
generally employed in the N. T, to desig-
nate what we call miracle: often, too,
ddvapers is used as synonymous (Mark
vi. 2). All three are again applied to
Paul's miracles in 2 Cor. xii. 12, and to
similar works in the Apostolic age of the
Church in Heb. ii. 4: all three are also
found in 2 Thess. ii. g, where they are
ascribed to the Man of Sin, whose
Parousia in this as in other respects is
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1 Beov PND2LP ; ayov ACD™; om. B. B certainly seems right here, though
W. and H. put [ayiov] in text. Both feov and ayiov seem interpolations to com-
plete the expression.

2 drhoripovpevor NACDHIL, Orig.; dhorypovpar BD! (gr.) FP.  Edd. seem to
regard the latter as a change made to simplify the construction, and the case is one
of those in which the value of B may be lessened by Western influence ; hence they
prefer, as a rule, the former reading. But Weiss reads ¢uloripovpar because it
is exegetically necessary, and says he is not aware of any such arbitrary change of

a participle into a finite verb.

 oovrar before ois B; and so W. and H. and Weiss.

The order in received

text conforms to the LXX and the next clause.

regarded as counterfeiting that of Christ.
Tépas is always rendered * wonder” in
the A.V,, and, as though the word were
unequal to the phenomenon, it is never
used alone: in all the places in which it
occurs oqpetov is also found. The latter
emphasises the significance of the miracle;
it is not merely a sight to stare at, but is
suggestive of an actor and a purpose. In
this passage, * the power’ of signs and
wonders seems to mean the power with
which they impressed the beholders:
more or less it is an interpretation of
&vye. So ‘““the power” of the Holy
Ghost means the influence with which
the Holy Spirit accompanied the preach-
ing of the Gospel: more or less it answers
to Mdyw: see 1 Thess, i. 5 and ¢f. the
anddeler mvetpaTos k. Suvdpews, 1 Cor.
ii. 4. dore pe ke Ao “The result of
Christ’s working through His Apostle is
here stated as if the preceding sentence
had been affirmative in form as well as
sense”’ (Gifford). amwd ‘lepovoalip : this
agrees with Acts ix, 26-2g, but this, of
course, does not prove that it was bor-
rowed from that passage. Even if Paul
began his ministry at Damascus, he
might quite well speak as he does here,
for it is not its chronology, but its range,
he is describing ; and to his mind Jeru-
salem (to which, if let aloue, he would
have devoted himself, see Acts xxii. 18-
22) was its point of departure. «al
kiAo : most modern commentators have
rendered this as if it were 709 kixAe—
from Jerusalem and its vicinity, by which
they mean Syria (though some would in-
clude Arabia, Gal. i. 17): for this use of
klkle see Gen. xxxv. 5, Judith i. 2.

But most Greek commentators render as
in the A.V.—‘“and round about unto
Iityricum . This is the interpretation
taken by Hofmann and by S. and H,, and
is illustrated by Xen., 4dnab., vii, i, 14
(quoted by the latter): wérepa Sid 70D
tepol Bpovs Béor mopebeofar, § kikhe
8ua péams Tijs Opdxns. péxpr 70 IAAvp-
wkod can (so far as péxpe is concerned)
either exclude or include Iflyricum. Part
of the country so called may have been
traversed by Paul in the journey alluded
to in Acts xx. I £ (SehBav 8¢ Ta pépy
¢keiva), but the language would be satis-
fied if he had come in sight of Illyricum
as he would do in his westward journey
through Macedonia. wewAnpwkévar 76
ebayy. 70U Xproroy: have fulfilled (fully
preached) the Gospel of Christ. Cf. Col.
1. 25. Paul had done this in the sense
in which it was required of an Apostle,
whose vocation (to judge from Paul’s
practice) was to lay the foundation of
a church in the chief centres of popula-
tion, and as soon as the new commuaity
was capable of self-propagation, to move
on.

Ver. z0. o¥tw 8¢ dulomipoipevov (1
Thess. iv. 11, 2 Cor. v. g): making it my
ambition, however, thus to preach the
Gospel, etc.  This limits wewAnpwrévar:
he had never sought to preach where
Christianity was already established. A
point of honour, but not rivalry, is in-
volved in ¢uhotipoipevoy, ovopdodn :
¢f. 2 Tim. ii. 19 and Isa. xxvi, 13, Amos
vi. 10. To name the name of the Lord
is to confess Him to be what He is to
the faith of His people. Tva p¥ éw’ 4ANG-
Tprov fepéhiov komA.  The duty of am
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3 For ws eav read ws ay with MABC. Om. elevoopar mwpos vpas NABCDF and

all edd.

Apostle was with the foundation, not the
superstructure. 1 Cor. iii. To. The same
confidence in his vocation, and the same
pride in limiting that confidence, and not
boasting of what Christ had done through
others, or intruding his operations into
their sphere, pervades the tenth chapter
of 2 Cor.

Ver. 21, &dA\a xafos vyéypawrar:
Paul’s actual procedure corresponded
with, and indeed led to the fulfilment of,
a famous O.T. prophecy. Isa. li. 11
exactly as in LXX., It is absurd to
argue with Fritzsche that Paul found a
prediction of his own personal ministry
(and of the principles on which he dis-
charged it), in Isaiah, and equally beside
the mark to argue that his use of the
passage is ‘““ quite in accordance with the
spirit of the original”. The LXX is
quite different from the Hebrew, and
Paul quotes it because he liked to be
able to express his own opinion or prac-
tice in Scripture language. It seemed
to him to get a Divine confirmation in
this way; but an examination of various
passages shows that he cared very little
for the original meaning or application.

Vv. 22-33. The Apostle’s programme.
He is at present on his way to Jerusalem
with the gifts which his Gentile churches
have made for the relief of the poor
Christians there. The issue of this visit
is dubious, and he begs their prayers for
its success. After it is over, he means
to proceed to Spain, and on the way he
hopes to pay his long deferred visit to
Rome.

Ver. 22. 80 kal évexomrtépmv: the
work which detained the Apostle in the
East also hindered him from visiting
Rome. For another &yxémrewv see 1
Thess. ii. 18. 74 woM\a is more than
wolAdkis in i. 13: it is distinguished in
Greek writers both from éviete (some-
times) and &el (always) and is rightly
rendered in Vulg. plerumque. As a rule,

it was his work which kept Paul from
visiting Rome, but he may have had the
desire to do so (e.g., when he was in
Corinth) and have been prevented by
some other cause, The rendering of
R.V. “ these many Llimes” (apparently,
all the definite times included in woAAd.-
xis 1. 13) is unsupported by examples.
Ver. 23. vuvi 8¢: but now -— the
sentence thus begun is interrupted by
dAwilw yap and never finished, for the
words éAevoopar wpoés vpds in T.R. are
an interpolation. pykére Témov Exev:
not that every soul was converted, but
that the Apostolic function of laying
foundations had been sufficiently dis-
charged over the area in question. kAipa
is only found in the plural in N.T. 2
Cor. xi. 10, Gal. i. 21. émiwdéferav: here
only in N.T. d&mwd ixavav étév: the
desire dated *from a good many years

back”. Cf. &wd xrioews xéopov, i. 20,
Acts xv. 7.
Ver, 24. &s &v mopebopar els v

Zwaviav: it is here the apodosis begins,
which being broken in on by éAwife is
never formally resumed, though the sense
is taken up again in ver. 28 f. &g &v is
temporal = simulatque : ¢f. 1 Cor. xi. 34,
Phil. ii. 23: Buttmann, p. 232. The
principle which Paul has just laid down
as regulating his Apostolic work (ver. 20)
forbids hum to think of Rome as a proper
sphere for it; great as is his interest in
the capital of the world, he can only pay
it a passing visit on the way to another
field. ¢’ vpdv wpomwepdpOivar éxel: it has
been said that Paunl expected or claimed
“quasi pro jure suo” to be escorted
all the way to Spain (by sea) by members
of the Roman Church; but this is not
included in wpomwepdffvar.  Practical
illustrations are seen in Acts xx. 35, XXi.
5: similar anticipations in 1 Cor. xvi. 6,
1r. For wpdTov see Mt. vii. 5, viil. 21.
&mwd pépovs indicates that no such stay
would be equal to the Apostle’s longing
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for fellowship with the Romans, but it
would be at least a partial satisfaction ot
it.

Ver. 25. yuyl 82 is not a resumption
of vuyi 8¢ in ver. 23: there is an entire
break in the construction, and Faul be-
gins again, returning from the Spanish
journey, which lies in 2 remote and un-
certain future, to the present moment.
“ But at this moment I am on the way
to Jerusalem, ministering to the caints.”
&uakovéy does not represent this journey
as part of his apostolic ministry, which
might legitimately defer his visit once
more (Weiss); it refers to the service
rendered to the poor by the money he
brought (see 2 Cor. viil. 4). For what-
ever reason, Paul seems to have used
‘ the saints” (a name applicable to ail
Christians) with a certain predilection to
describe the Jerusalem Church. Cf. ver.
31, 1 Cor. xvi, 1,2 Cor. viil. 4, ix. 1, ix.
12: all in this connection,

Ver, 26. ebdéknoay yup Makedovia
kal ’Ayxata: Macedonia and Achaia
would include all the Pauline Churches
in Europe, and we know from 1 Cor. xvi.
1 that a similar contribution was being
made in Galatia, eddéxnoav expresses
the formal resolution of the churches in
question, but here as in many places
with the idea that it was a spontaneous
and cordial resolution (though it had
been suggested by Paul): see chap. x. 1
(Fritzsche's note there), Luke xi. 32,
Gal. i, 15, 1 Cor. i. 21, 1 Thess, il. 8, 1ii,
1. koweviav Twa: Twa marks the in-
definiteness of the collection. It was no
assessment to raise a prescribed amount,
but “*some contribution,” more or less
according to will and circumstances. For
kowvowviav in this sense see 2 Cor. viii. 4,
ix. 13: where the whole subject is dis-
cussed. els Tovs wTwxoUs TAV aylev:
from the partitive genitive it is clear that
not all the saints in Jerusalem were poor.
But Gal. ii. 10, Acts vi. show that the
community at least included many poor,
towards whom it assumed a responsibility
so burdensome that it was unable to dis-
charge it unaided.

Ver. 27. eb8éxmoav ydp: they have
resolved, 1 say. Paul felt bound to let

this resolution affect his own conduct,
even to the extent of delaying his journey
westward. Indeed he explains in 2 Cor.,
chaps. viii, and ix., that he expected great
spiritual results, in the way of a better
understanding between Jewish and Gen-
tile Christianity, from this notable act of
Gientile charity; hence his desire to see
it accomplished, and the necessity laid
on him to go once more to Jerusalem.
dderéral: of. i. 14, vill. 12. The resolve
of the Gentile Churches to help the poor
Jewish Christians, though generous, was
not unmotived; in a sense it was the
payment of a debt. Tols mwvevparixois
adrdv: the spiritual things belonging to
the Jews in which the Gentiles shared
are the Gospel and all its blessings—
“salvation is of the Jews™. All the
gifts of Christianity are gifts of the Holy
Spirit. év Tols ocapwikois: the carnal
things of the Gentiles, in which they
minister to the Jews, are those which
belong to the natural life of man, as a
creature of flesh—the universal symbol
of these is money, There is the same
idea in a similar connection (the support
of the Gospel ministry) in 1 Cor. ix. 1I.
In neither place has capxike any ethical
connotation.  hevrovpyfoar is simply
“to minister to”’: no official, much less
sacerdotal association. Cf. Phil. ii. 30.
Ver. 28. ToVTo odv émureXéoas: hav-
ing brought this business to a close. It
is a mistake to find in Paul’s use of
émTehelv any reference to the perform-
ance of a religious rite: see 2 Cor.
viii, 6, 11, Gal. iil. 3, Phil. i, 6. ocdpayrord-
pevos adrols Tov kapwdy Tolrov. ‘‘ This
fruit*’ is, of course, the collection; it is
one of the gracious results of the recep-
tion of the Gospel by the Gentiles, and
Paul loves to conceive and to speak of it
spiritually rather than materially. Thus
in z Cor. viil. and ix. he calls it a ydpus,
a Swakovia, a xowavia, a &8pdrys, a
ebhoyia : never money. The point of the
figure in odpayiodpevos cannot be said
to be clear. It may possibly suggest
that Paul, in handing over the money to
the saints, authenticates it to them as the
fruit of their wvevparikd, which have
been sown among the Gentiles (so 8.
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2 After kat om, wa with }N'ABCD1,  Suakovia NACD*PL; Swpodopia BD!F.
W. and H. regard 3wpodopia as a Western reading which belongs to the inferior
element in B, and therefore adopt 3uakovia; so Tischdf. But Weiss thinks Siakovia
obviously suggested here by its use in 2 Cor. viil. 4, ix. 1, 12 f., and puts SwpodopLa,
which occurs nowhere else in the N.T., in his text. The change of it to Siakovia
induced, he believes, the further change of ev before lepovoralqp. (which is also the
reading of BD'F) into ews (which is found like Siakovia in §ACD®L). This argu-
ment seems to have real weight, even though BDF is not always a strong com-
bination of authorities.

% ev xapg eNBw. This is the reading of BDEFGLP, and is retained by Weiss.
It has the critical advantage of making it possible to understand how B could have
come to omit the clause kai ovvavamravowpal v, and the exegetical advantage of
properly defining the end aimed at in the prayer, which was that Paul might come
with joy to Rome, not that he might refresh himself after that. W. and I. put the
received text in margin, but read in text wa . . . eAfwy . . . feov cuvavaTavTwpaL

‘JP-I.V.

was fe

eMwv is the reading of ¥'AC, and these MSS. also omit xat.
has KUKLOU ingov; DIF Xpuorov Inoov; alii aliter.

For 8eov B
Possibly the original reading

npaTos alone (¢f. 1 Cor. xvi. 12), which has been variously supplemented.

Y apmy om, AF; ins, 84BCDLP and all edd.

and H.); or it may only mean ¢ when I
have secured this fruit to them as their
property ' (so Meyer). The ideas of
“ property,” ¢ security,” ‘¢ formality,”
“solemnity,”’ ¢ finality,” are all associ-
ated with odpayls and odpayile in
different passages of the N.T., and it is
impossible to say which preponderated
in Paul’s mind as he wrote these words.
Cf. John iii. 33, vi. 27. é&mwekeboopar is
simply abibo : the idea of departing from
Jerusalem is included in it, which is not
brought out in the R.V., “I will goon”.
8 dpdv: ¢f. 2 Cor. i, 16, els Zmwaviav:
there is no evidence that this intention
was ever carried out except the well-
known passage in Clem. Rom. I. 5
which speaks of Paul as having come
éml 76 Téppa 1is dloews: an expression
which, especially if the writer was a Jew,
may as well mean Rome as Spain. But
ail the more if it was not carried out
is this passage in Romans assuredly
genuine ; a second-century writer would
not gratuitously ascribe to an apostle

sympathy.

intentions which he must have knewn
were never accomplished.

Ver. 29. For épxdpevos . . . éhei-
agopar cf. T Cor. ii. 1. & wAnpduart
edhoylas Xpiorol. Paul’s desire was
to impart to the Romans ydpiopd Tt
wvevpaTikéy (i. 11), and he is sure 1t will
be satisfied to the full. When he comes
he will bring blessing from Christ to

which nothing will be lacking. On
wAjpwpa see Xi. I2.
Ver. 30. wapakaAd 8¢ dpas. In

spite of the confident tone of ver. 29,
Paul is very conscious of the uncertainties
and perils which lie ahead of him, and
with the 8¢ he turns to this aspect of
his situation. é&3eAdol (which W. H.
bracket) is an appeal to their Christian
3a Tod kuplou Mpév ’l. X.
For 8ua in this sense see xit. 1. The
Romans and Paul were alike servants of
this Lord, and His name was a motive
to the Romans to sympathise with Paul
in all that he had to encounter in Christ's
service. 81 THs dydans Tod mvedpartos:
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the love wrought in Christian hearts by
the Spirit of God (Gal. v. 22} is another
motive of the same kind. ovvayevicacfal
po, &v Tals wpooevyais. o-uvu.ymvu.gop.u.v.
1s found here only in the N.T., but dydv
and u.ymvt;op.u.l. ina spmtual sense are
found in each of the groups into which
the Pauline epistles are usually divided.
What Paul asks is that they should join
him in striving with all their might—in
wrestling as it were—against the hostile
forces which would frustrate his apostolic
work. Cf. ]ust Mart., Apol., i, 13:
ebxdpevos kal mappdxes o.ymvl.ldp.evos.
éyevla in Lc. xxil., 44 seems to denote
awful fear rather than intense striving.
wpds Tdv Oedv is not otiose: Paul felt
how much it was worth to have God
appealed to on his behalf.

Ver. 31 f. {va puobd dwd 7Ov drerfody-
Tov: from the disobedient, ‘., from
the Jews who had not received the Gos-
pel, 2 Thess. i. 8, chap. xi, 30. kal
dwakovia pov k.. It was not the un-
believing Jews only who hated Paul. To
them he was an apostate, who had dis-
appointed all their hopes; but even
Christian Jews in many cases regarded
him as false to the nation’s prerogative,
and especially to the law. There was a
real danger that the contribution he
brought from the Gentile Churches might
not be graciously accepted, even accepted
at all; it might be regarded as a bribe,
in return for \Vthh Paul’s opposition to
the law was to be condoned, and the
equal standing of his upstart churches in
the Kingdom of God acknowledged. It
was by no means certain that it would
be taken as what it was—a pledge of
brotherly love; and God alone could dis-
pose ““ the saints” to take it as simply as
it was offered. Paul’s state of mind as
seen here is exactly that which is re-
vealed in Acts xx. 17-38, xxi. 13, etc.
Tva &v xapd EN0dv . . . cvvavamaloupal
opiv. ovvavam, here only in N.T. but
of. ovvmaparinijva, i. 12, and ovvaye-
vicagfar ver. 30. ‘ Rest after the per-
sonal danger and after the ecclesiastical
crisis of which the personal danger formed

a part” (Hort). The tva here seems to
be subordinate to, not co-ordinate with,
the preceding one. Paul looks forward
to a time of joy and rest beyond these
anxieties and dangers, as the ultimate

end to he secured by their prayers. Bia
feMpartos Beod : it depends on this
whether Paul is to return or how. He

did reach Rome, by the will of God (i.
10), but hardly in the conditions antici-
pated here,

Ver. 33. & 82 Beds Tijs elpfvns: there
is an appropriateness in this deugnatlon
after ver. 31, but “peace” is one of
the ruling ideas in Paul’s mind always,
and needs no special explanation in a
benediction: 2 Cor. xiii. 11, Phil. iv. g,
1 Thess. v, 23.

Craprer XVI. On this chapter see
introduction. It consists of five distinct
parts: (1) The recommendation of Pheebe
to the Church, vers. 1 and 2; (2) a
series of greetings from Paul himself,
vers. 3-16; (3) a warning against false
teachers, vers. 17-20; (4) a series of
greetings from companions of Paul, vers.
21-23; (5) a doxology.

Ver, 1 f. Zwviomqp 8 dpiv PolByy.
guvieTyue is the technical word for this
kind of recommendation, which was
equivalent to a certificate of church
membership. Paul uses it with especial
frequency in 2 Cor., both in this technical
sense (iif. 1, v, 12), and in a kindred but
wider one (iv. 2, vi. 4, vii, 11, x, 12, 18}.
T a8eAdny fdv : our {Christian) sister,
1 Cor. vii. 15, ix. 5. The spiritual kin-
ship thus asserted was a recommendation
of itself, but in Phcebe’s case Paul can
add another. olcav kal Sidkovov THs
exkAnoias THs &v Keyypeals: who is also
a servant of the Church in Cenchrez.
It is not easy to translate 8udxovos, for
“gervant” is too vague, and  deaconess’
is more technical than the original.
Aiakovia was really a function of mem-
bership in the Church, and Phaebe
might naturally be described as she is
here if like the house of Stephanfts at
Corinth (x Cor. xvi. 15) she had given
herself els Staxoviav Tols dyfois. That
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is, a life of habitual charity and hospi-
tality, quite apart from any official
position, \Vould}usmy the name SLuKovo,.
On the other hand it must be remem-
bered that the growth of the Church,
under the conditions of ancient society,
soon produced ¢ deaconesses ’ in the
official sense, and Pheebe may have had
some recognised function of Biakovia
assigned to her. Cenchrez was on the
Saronic gulf, nine miles E. of Corinth:
as the port for Asia and the East, many
Christians would pass through it, and a
Christian woman who gave herself to
hos pltahty (xii. 13) mwht have her hands
full. & Kvpiw: no mere reception of
Pheebe into their houses satisfies this
—their Christian life was to be open for
her to share in it; she was no alien to be
debarred from spiritual intimacy. a§los
7oy dylov: with such kindness as it be-
comes Christians to show. xal mapa-
oriTe abry {Jer. xv. 11): after the Chris-
tian welcome is assured, Paul bespeaks
their help for Pheebe in whatever
affair she may require it. He speaks
indefinitely, but his language suggests
that she was going to Rome on business
in which they could assist her, «al vyop
adbry: in complying with this request
they will only be doing for Phwebe what
she has done for others, and especially
for Paul himself. wpoordris (feminine
of mwpoardrns) is suggested by mapa-
orfte. Paul might have said wapeord-
15, but uses the more honourable word.
wpoaTdrys (patronus) was the title of a
citizen in Athens who took charge of the
interests of péroukor and persons without
civic rights; the corresponding feminine
here may suggest that Pheebe was a
woman of good position who could render
valuable services to such a community
as a primitive Christian Church usually
wag. When she helped Paul we cannot
tell, Dr. Gifford suggests the occasion
of Acts xviii. 18, Paul’s vow ¢ seems to
point to a deliverance from danger or
sickness,” in which she may have minis-

The wrong reading is

tered to him. It is generally assumed
that Pheebe was the bearer of this
epistle, and many even of those who

Uard vers. 3-16 as addressed to Ephesus
still hold that vers. 1 and 2 were meant

for Rome.
Ver. 3 £ Greeting to Prisca and
Aquila.  domdoecde : only here does

Paul commission the whole. Church to
greet individual members of it (Weiss),
For the persons here named see Acts
xviii. 2, Paul met them first in Corinth,
and according to Meyer converted them
there. Here as in Acts xviii. 18, 26 and
1 Tim. iv. 19 the wife is put first, pro-
bably as the more distinguished in
Christian character and service ; in 1
Cor. xvi. 19, where they send greetings,
the husband naturally gets his preced-
ence. vols ouvepyols pov &v XpioTd
*Inoob: on first acquaintance they had
been fellow-workers, not in Christ Jesus,
but in tent- makmv they were op,o-rexvot,
Acts xviil, 3. olrwes: quippe qui, vov
éavTdy TpdymAoy: the singular (as Gifford
points out) shows that the expression is
figurative, 7To save Paul's life Prisca
and Aquila incurred some great danger
themselves; what, we cannot tell. They
were in his company both in Corinth and
Ephesus, at times when he was in ex-
treme peril (Acts xviii. 12, xix, 30 .}, and
the recipients of the letter would under-
stand the allusion. The technical sense
of dmodeivai, to give as a pledge, cannot
be pressed here, as though Prisca and
Aquila had given their personal security
(though it involved the hazard of their
lives) for Paul's good behaviour. ois
obk éyw pdvos evyxapiord koA The
language implies that the incident re-
ferred to had occurred long enough ago
for all the Gentile Churches to be aware
of it, but yet so recently that both they
and the Apostle himself retained a lively

feehncr of (n:mtudﬁ to his brave fUE!ld‘\
Kut TT]V KD.T O\KDV G-'U"'UJV E?\KAT'U'LQ\“
these words do not mean * their Christia

household,” nor do they imply that the
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whole Christian community {in Rome or
in Ephesus) met in the house of Prisca
and Aquila.  They signify the body of
believers meeting for worship there, a
body which would only be part of the
local Christian community. Cf. 1 Cor.
xvi. 19, Col. iv. 15, Philemon 2, Acts xii.
12.  “There is no clear example of a
separate building set apart for Christian
worship within the limits of the Roman
Empire before the third century, though
apartments in private houses might be
specially devoted to this purpose ” (Light-
foot on Col. iv. 15). dowdoacle *Emai-
verov TOv ayamnréy pov: after Priscilla
and Aquila, not a single person is known
of all those to whom Paul sends greetings
in vv. 3-16. amapyn THs ‘Acias: Epa-
netus was the first convert in Asia (the
Roman province of that name). Cf.
1 Cor. xvi. 15. There is no difficulty in
supposing that the first Christian of Asia
was at this time-—temporarily or per-
manently—in Rome: but the discovery
of an Ephesian Epwnetus on a Roman
Inscription (quoted by Sanday and Head-
lam) is very interesting.

Ver. 6, It is not certain whether
Mapiudp (which is Jewish) or Mapiay
(Roman) is the true reading. 7
moAA& Exomwiacey: the much labour she
had bestowed is made the ground (firis)
of a special greeting. els dpas is much
better supported than eis fuas: there is
something finer in Paul’s appreciation of
services rendered to others than if they

had been rendered to himself. Cf. Gal.
iv. II.
Ver. 7. Andronicus is a Greek name,

which, like most names in this chapter,
can be illustrated from inscriptions.
*lovvlay may be masculine (from ’lovvias,
ot ‘lovnds contraction of Junianus), or
feminine (from ‘lovvia): probably the
former. Tovs ouyvyevels pov: .., Jews.
Cf. ix. 3. It is hardly possible that so
many people in the Church addressed

(see vv, 11, 21) should be more closely-

connected with Paul than by the bond of

nationality. But it was natural for him,
in writing to a mainly Gentile Church, to
distinguish those with whom he had this
point of contact. Cf. Col.iv. 11. euvaiy-
paddrovs pov: this naturally means that
on some occasion they had shared Paul’s
imprisonment : it is doubtful whether it
would be satisfied by the idea that they,
like him, had also been imprisoned for
Christ’s sake. The alypdlwros is a
prisoner of war: Paul and his friends
were all Salvation Army men. The
phrase émi{ocnmpor &v Tols amostélors,
men of mark among the Apostles, has
the same ambiguity in Greek as in Eng-

lish. It might mean, well-known to the
apostolic circle, or distinguished as
Apostles.  The latter sense is that in

which it is taken by ¢* all patristic com-
mentators'’ (Sanday and Headlam), whose
instinct for what words meant in a case of
this kind must have been surer than that of
a modern reader. It implies, of course, a
wide sense of the word Apostle : for justi-
fication of which reference may be made
to Lightfoot’s essay on the name and
office of an Apostle (Galatians, g2 if.)
and Harnack, Lekre der zwilf -Apostel,
S. 111-118. On the other hand, Paul's
use of the word Apostle is not such as to
make it easy to believe that he thought
of a large class of persons who might be
so designated, a class so large that two
otherwise unknown persons like Androni-
cus and Junias might be conspicuous in
it. Hence scholars like Weiss and Gif-
ford hold that what is meant here is that
Andronicus and Junias were honourably
known to the Twelve. ol kal wpd &pod
yéyovav &v Xpiotd : they had evidently
been converted very early, and, like
Mnason the Cypriot, were dpyaiot
padnral, Acts xxi. 16. On yéyovay see
Burton, Moods and Tenses, § 82. The
English idiom does not allow of a perfect
translation, but “*were "’ i more idiomatic
than ¢ have been’’.

Ver. 8.  ’Apmhidrov: “a common
Roman slave name . Sanday and Head-
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lam give inscriptions from the cemetery
of Domitilla, which make it probable
that a person of this name was conspicu-
ous in the earliest Roman Church, and
may have been the means of introducing
Christianity to a great Roman house.
Tov dyamnréy pov év Kuple: Paul has
none but Christian relations to this man,

Ver, g. OdpPavdv: also a common
slave natne, ¢ found, as here, in juxta-
position with Ampliatus, in a list of
imperial freedmen, on an inscription
A, 115 " (Gifford). Tdv auvepydy fudv :
the fpév (as opposed to pov, ver. 3)
seems to suggest that all Christian
workers had a common helper in Ur-
banus. Of Stachys nothing is known
but that he was dear to Paul. Thename
is Greek; but, like the others, has been
found in inscriptions connected with the
Imperial household.

Ver. 10.  ‘AmeAMjv Tov Békipov v
Xpuord: Apelles, that approved Chris-
tian. In some conspicuous way the
Christian character of Apelles had been
tried and found proof: see Jas. i. 12,
2 Tim. ii. 15. The name is a familiar
one, and sometimes Jewish: Credat
Fudeus Apella, Hor., Sat., 1., v., 100,
By Tobs &k Tdv ’Apuortofovlov are
meant Christians belonging to the house-
hold of Aristobulus.  Lightfoot, in his
essay on Cesar's Household (Philip-
piauns, 171 ff), makes Aristobulus the
grandson of Herod the Great. He was
educated in Rome, and probably died
there. “Now it seems not improbable,
considering the intimate relations be-
tween Claudius and Aristobulus, that at
the death of the latter his servants,
wholly or in part, should be transferred
to the palace. In this case they would
be designated Ariséobuliani, for which I
suppose St. Paul's oi &k 7dv ’AptoTo-
Bovhov to be an equivalent, It is at
least not an obvious phrase, and demands
explanation ” (Philippians, 175).

Ver. 11, ‘Hpwdiova 10v ovyyevi pov.
This agrees very well with the interpre-
tation just given to Tods éx Tdv *ApiaTo-
Bovdou. In the household of Herod’s

grandson there might naturally be a Jew
with a name of this type, whom Paul,
for some cause or other, could single out
for a special greeting. 7ods &k T&V
Napkicoov Tous dvras &v Kuple: the
last words may suggest that, though only
the Christians in this household have a
greeting sent to them, there were other
members of it with whom the Church
had relations. The Narcissus meant is
probably the notorious freedman of
Claudius, who was put to death shortly
after the accession of Nero (Tac., dan.,
xiti., 1), and therefore two or three
years before this epistle was written,
His slaves would probably pass into the
emperor’s hands, and increase ¢ Ceaesar’s
househould ” as Narcissiani (Lightfoot,
loc. cit.).

Ver. 12. Tpidawarv kal Tpuddoay:
“ Tt was usual to designate members of
the same family by derivatives of the
same root” (Lightfoot): hence these

two women were probably sisters. The
names, which might be rendered

“Dainty” and “ Disdain” (see Jas. v.
5, Is. lIxvi, 11) are characteristically
pagan, and unlike the description vas
xomdaad, ‘“‘who toil in the Lord”,
They are still at work, but the “much
toil ” of Persis, the beloved, belongs to
some occasion in the past. v &yamrnTiv:
Paul does not here add pov as with the
men’s names in vv. 8 and g. Persis was
dear to the whole Church.

Ver. 13. °‘Poidov Tov éxhextov v
Kupiy: for the name see Mark xv, 21,
If Mark wrote his gospel at Rome, as
there is ground to believe, this may be
the person to whom he refers. In the
gospel he is assumed to be well known,
and here he is described as ‘ that choice
Christian ”, éxAexTov cannotrefer simply
to the fact of his election to be a Chris-
tian, since in whatever sense this is true,
it is true of all Christians alike; whereas
here it evidently expresses some distinc-
tion of Rufus. He was a noble specimen
of a Christian., kal mv pnrépa abrod x.
épov: where she had “ mothered "’ Paul we
do not know. For the idea ¢f. Mark x. 30.
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14. domdoacfe Aadykpitor, $Néyovta, ‘Eppav, MatpéBav, Eppiv,!

\ -~
kal Tols oy adrols &Seldods.

15. domdoacfe Phéhoyor xal

58y -
louhlav, Nnpéa kal T 4Sehdpdy adtol, kal *ONvpmdr, kol Tols adv

adTols wdvras dylous.

domdiovrar dpds ai exxMoion ?

16. domdoacde dAMAous & phfpaTe dyle.

7ol XpioTol+ 17. Mapakad d¢ duds,

a3ehdol, oxomely Tols Ths ¢ SixooTaolas kal T6 ordrdala, Tapd THY g1 Cor. i

3dayhy fv Gpels épdfere, morobyTas -

3; Gal.v

, .
kol ékkAivate® &m alTdr. zo.

1 Here NABCDYFP and all edd. transpose Eppav and Eppyyv.
2 After ekkAnoial ins. ragal NABCLP and all edd.
3 For exxAware read exxhwere with §'BC, Weiss, W, and H., Tischdf.,

Ver. 14. Of Asyncritus, Phlegon and
Hermes nothing is known. Patrobas
(or Patrobius) may have been a depend-
ant of a famous freedman of the same
name in Nero’s time, who was put to
death by Galba (Tac., Hist., i., 49, ii.,
g5). Hermas has often been identified
with the author of The Shepherd, but
though the identification goes back to
Origen, it is a mistake. ¢ Pastorem
vero nuperrime temporibus nostris in urbe
Roma Herma conscripsit sedente cathedra
urbis Rome ecclesie Pio eps. fratve ejus 7 :
these words of the Canon of Muratori
forbid the identification. Tovs obv abrols
43eApovs indicates that the persons
named, and some others designated in
this phrase, formed a little community by
themselves—perhaps an éxkAnoia xat’
olxdv Tuvos.

Ver. 15. Philologus and Julia, as con-
nected here, were probably husband and
wife; or, as in the next pair, brother
and sister. Both, especially the latter,
are among the commonest slave names.
There are Acts of Nereus and Achilleus
in the Acta Sanctorum connected with
the early Roman Church. ¢ The sister’s
name is not given, but one Nereis was a
member of the [imperial] household about
this time, as appears from an inscription
already quoted” (Lightfoot, loc. cit., p.
177). Olympas is a contraction of Olym-
piodorus. Tods ovv adrols mwdvTas
aylovs: see on last verse. The mdvras
may suggest that a larger number of
persons 1§ to be included here.

Ver. 16. &AMjAovs. When the epistle
is read in the Church the Christians are
to greet each other, and seal their mutual
salutations & ¢uMjpere dylg. In x
Thess. v, 26 the wpoloTdpevol apparently
are to salute the members of the Church
so. In 1 Cor, xvi. 20, 2 Cor. xiil, 12, ex-
actly the same form is used as here. The
custom of combining greeting and kiss

VOL, II,

was oriental, and especially Jewish, and
in this way became Christian. In 1 Pet.
v. 14 the kiss is called ¢piAqpa aydmns;
in Apost. Const,, ii., 57, 12, 76 év Kuvple:
diApa; in Tert. de Orat,, xiv., osculum
pacis. By &yuwov the kiss is distinguished
from an ordinary greeting of natural
affection or friendship ; it belongs to God
and the new society of His children; it
is specifically Christian. al &xxAyoiat.
wdoar Tob Xpiorol: *this phrase is
unique in the N.T.” (Sanday and Head-
lam). The ordinary form is ““ the Church”
or ‘“the Churches of God ”* : but in Matt..
xvi, 18 Christ says “my Church”: ¢f. also
Acts xx. 28, where T &xxAqoiav Tod
Kuplov is found in many good authorities,
For * all the Churches ” ¢f. ver, 4, 1 Cor.
vil. 17, xiv. 33, 2 Cor. viil. 18, xi. 28. Pro-
bably Paul was commissioned by some,
and he took it on him to speak for the
rest. If the faith of the Romans were
published in all the world (chap. i. 8),
the Churches everywhere would have
sufficient interest in them to ratify this
courtesy. “Quoniam cognovit omnium
erga Romanos studium, omnium nomine
salutat.”

Vv. 17-20. Warning against false
teachers. This comes in very abruptly
in the middle of the greetings, and as it
stands has the character of an after~
thought. The false teachers referred to-
are quite definitely described, but it is
clear that they had not yet appeared in
Rome, nor begun to work there. Paul is
only warning the Roman Church against
a danger which he has seen in other
places. There is a very similar passage
in Phil. iii. 18 f., which Lightfoot connects
with this, arguing that the persons de-
nounced are not Judaising teachers, but
antinomian reactionists, It is easier to
see grounds for this opinion in Philip-
pians than here: but chap, vi. 3-23 may
be quoted in support of it,

46



722

MMPOZ POMAIOYZ

XVI.

h ?éa xiv. 18, ol ydp ToolToL T Kuple Hpdv "Inood t XpioTd o B Soukedouaiy,
iHereonly GA\A 7 €outdr kothin: kal 3id s 'xpnortoloylas kal edhoylas

in N, T,

-~ ’ ~
ébamatdot Tas kapdias TOV dkdkwy.

19. 7| ydp dpdv dwakol eis

wévTas Gpikero s Xalpw oly 78 &4 Gpty - 2 Bé\w 8¢ Gpas codods pév
X ¥ B P

elvar els 70 dyaddv, drepalous 3¢ els TO kakdy.

20. & 3¢ Oeds Tijs

kRev.il.27. elpfrms * ouvtpiper 100 Zatavdy §md Tods wéBas dpdv &v Tdxer. 1

1 inoov om. JABCDFP and all edd.

2 yarpw ovv 7o € vy N'DF; but N*ABCLP and all edd. e’ vpw ovv xatpa.
pev after codovs NACP; om. BDFL. Most edd. omit, but W, and H. bracket.

Ver. 17. @axowelv: to keep your eye
upon, either as an example to be followed
{Phil. iii. 17), or (as in this case) as a
peril to be avoided. Tovs Tas Sixooracias
xal T4 okdvdala wowolvTas: both the
persons and their conduct are supposed
to be known ; ¢ the divisions” and “ the
scandals,” which had been occasioned
in other Churches, are assumed to be
familiar to the Romans. 7& okdvlala
refers more naturally to conduct which
would create a moral prejudice against
the Gospel, and so prevent men from
accepting it, than to any ordinary result
of Jewish legal teaching. But if the
latter caused dissension and generated
bad tempers in the Church, it also might
give outsiders cause to blaspheme, and
to stumble at the Gospel (xiv. 13, 16).
wapa Ty 8ilayhy fiv dpels Epdlere:
Ypets is emphatic, and implies that they
at least are as yet untouched by the false
teaching. By “the teaching which you
received ”’ is meant not ¢ Paulinism,”
but Christianity, though the words of
course imply that the Roman Church
was not anti-Pauline, &kkAi{vere with
&wd in 1 Pet. iii. 11, Prov. iv. 1s.

Ver. 18. o yap Towodror kem.A.  Chris-
tians must not associate with those who
do not serve the one Lord, & Kuply
Hpdv Xpuord @ this combination occurs
here only in N.T., 7{j éautdv kothia : cf.
Phil, iii. 19, &v & Oeds 7 koukla. The
words need not mean that the teachers in
question were mere sensualists, or that
they taught Epicurean or antinomian
doctrines : the sense must partly be de-
fined by the contrast—it is not our Lord
Christ whom they serve; on the con-
trary, it is base interests of their own.
It is a bitter contemptuous way of de-
scribing a self-seeking spirit, rather than
an allusion to any particular cast of doc-
trine. 8w Ths ypnoTohoylas kal elho-
ylos : according to Grimm, xpneToloyla
refers to the insinuating tone, ebloyia to
the fine style, of the false teachers, Ex-

amples from profane Greek bear out this
distinction (eapyds éoTiv 6 Aéyos xal
woA\y Ty ebhoylov émBewkvipevos
xal ebhekis), but as edloyla in Biblical
Greek, and in Philo and Josephus invari-
ably has a religious sense, Cremer pre-
fers to take it so here also: ¢ pious
talk ”,  &amwardot: vii. 11, T Cor. iil.
18, 2 Th. ii. 2. édxdkwv : all the English
versions, except Gen. and A.V., render
“of the innocent ” (Gifford). See Heb.
vii. 26. In this place * guileless” is
rather the idea: suspecting no evil, and
therefore liable to be deceived.

Ver. 19. 1 ydp Ipdv dwaxoed: What
is the connection? ‘I give this exhor-
tation, separating you altogether from
the false teachers, and from those who
are liable to be misled by them; for
your obedience (bpdv emphasised by
position) has come abroad to all men.
(Cf. i. 8) Over you therefore I rejoice,
but,” etc. He expresses his confidence
in them, but at the same time conveys
the feeling of his anxiety. For yalpew
émy see 1 Cor. xiil. 6, xvi. 17. codovs
pév €lvar els 70 dyafov, drepalovs 3¢ els
76 kakév. For dképaros see Matt. x. 16,
Phil. ii. 15, and Trench, Syn., § lvi,
where there is a full discussion and com-
parison with &xaxos. The fundamental
idea of the word is that of freedom from
alien or disturbing elements. What
Paul here wishes for the Romans—moral
intelligence, not impaired in the least by
any dealings with evil—does suggest
that antinomianism was the peril to be
guarded against. Integrity of the moral
nature is the best security : the seductive
teaching is instinctively repelled.

Ver. 20. 6 8¢ feds THs elpfivns: used
here with special reference to al 8ixo-
egraciaw. Cf. 1 Cor xiv.33. cuvtpide
Tov Zarvavav: divisions in the Church
are Satan’s work, and the suppression of
them by the God of peace is a victory
over Satan. Cf. 2 Cor. xi. 14 f. There
is an allusion to Gen iii. 15, though it is
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1 Xprorov om. NB, edd.

2 For aowabovral read aowalerar NABCD!F. Om. first pov B 67; W, and H.

bracket.

doubtful whether Paul found anything
there answering to ovvrpier. The LXX
has Typrioel. év Tdyer: ¢f. Ez. xxix. 5
Deut. xxviii. 20. The false teachers may
come and cause dissension, but it will
not be long till peace is restored. 1)
xdpis k1A This benediction can
hardly be supposed to belong only to
vv. 17-20. It rather suggests that some
copies of the epistle ended here; pos-
sibly that vv, 1-20 (for there is another
benediction at xiv. 33) were originally an
independent epistle.

Vv. 21-23. Greetings of Paul's com-
panions.
Ver. 21. Tipéfeos. In many of the

epistles Timothy's name is associated
with Paul's in the opening salutation
(r and 2 Thess.,, 2 Cor., Phil,, Col,
Philemon). Perhaps when Paul began
this letter he was absent, but had come
back in time to send his greeting at the
close. He was with Paul (Acts xx. 4 f))
when he started on the journey to Jeru-
salem mentioned in xv. 25. Lucius,
Jason and Sosipater are all Jews, but
none of them can be identified. For the
names (which may or may not be those
of the same persons) see Acts xiil. 1,
Xxvii. 5, XX. 4.

Ver. 22. éyd Téprios & ypdpas iy
émaTolv: the use of the first person
is a striking indication of Paul’s courtesy.
To have sent the greeting of his amanu-
ensis in the third person would have been
to treat him as a mere machine (Godet).
&v Kuplw goes with dowdfopar: it is as
a Christian, not in virtue of any other re-
lation he has to the Romans, that Tertius
salutes them.

Ver. 23. [dios 6 £évos pov x. 8Ans
Tis éxkAnoias: As the Epistle to the
Romans was written from Corinth this
hospitable Christian is probably the
same who is mentioned in 1 Cor. i. 14.
Three other persons (apparently) of the
same name are mentioned in Acts xix,
29, xX, 4, and 3 John. By 6 &évos pov

is meant that Gaius was Paul’s host in
Corinth; & Eévos 8Ans Tis éxxAnoias
might either mean that the whole Chris-
tian community met in his house {¢f. vv.
5, I4, 15), or that he made all Christians
who came to Corinth welcome. *Epaortos
6 olkovépos Tiis wélews. We cannot be
sure that this is the Erastus of Acts xix.
22, 2 Tim. iv. 20: the latter seems to
have been at Paul’s disposal in connec-
tion with his work.  But they may be
the same, and Paul may here be desig-
nating Erastus by an office which he had
once held, but held no longer. The city
treasurer (arcarius civitatis) would be an
important person in a poor community
(r Cor. i. 26 ff.), and he and Gaius
(whose boundless hospitality implies
means) are probably mentioned here as
representing the Corinthian Church.
Kovapros & a8ehdds : Quartus, known to
Paul only as a Christian, had perhaps
some connection with Rome which en-
titled him to have his salutation inserted.

Ver. 24. The attestation of this verse
is quite insufficient, and it is omitted by
all critical editors,

Vv.25-27. The doxology. St. Paul’s
letters, as a rule, terminate with a bene-
diction, and even apart from the questions
of textual criticism, connected with it,
this doxology has given rise to much
discussion. The closest analogies to it
are found in the doxology at the end of
Ephes., chap. iii., and in Jude (vv. 24 and
25); there is something similar in the
last chapter of Hebrews (xiii. 20 f),
though not quite at the end; Pauline
doxologies as a rule are briefer (i. 25,
ix. 5, xl. 36, Phil. iv. 20), and more closely
related to what immediately precedes.
This one, in which all the leading ideas
of the Epistle to the Romans may be
discovered, though in a style which re-
minds one uncomfortably of the Pastoral
Epistles rather than of that to which it is
appended, would seem more in place if it
stood where AL and an immense num-
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24. ‘H xdpis Tob Kuplou fudv ‘Inood XpioTol perd wdyrrov Gpudv.
Gal. i, 12; apfr.t  25. TG 3¢ Suvapéve Opas ompifar katd T eﬁu.y,yé)\uiv pou
?ph. i kol 78 khpuypa "Ingol Xpiorod, katd ' dwokdAupw puamplou xpévos:

m Here
only in
N.T.

1 This verse is wanting in }ABC; ins.

ber of MSS. place it—after xiv. 23. It
may represent the first emergence and
conscious apprehension of thoughts
which were afterwards to become fa-
miliar ; but it cannot be denied that the
many distinct points of contact with
later writings give it, in spite of all it has
of imposing, a somewhat artificial char-
acter, and it may not belong to the
Epistle to the Romans any more than
the doxology in Matt. vi. belongs to the
Lord’s Prayer.

Ver. 25 f. 1§ 3¢ Buvapéve: cf. Eph
ili. 20, Jude v. 24. oTqplfar: this word
takes us back to the beginning of the
epistle (i. 11.) Paul wished to impart to
them some spiritual gift, to the end that
they might be established ; but only God
is able (cf. xiv. 4) to effect this result.
The stablishing is to take place kara 70
ebayyéAdy pov: in agreement with the
gospel Paul preached. When it is
achieved, the Romans will be settled and
confirmed in Christianity as it was under-
stood by the Apostle. For 76 edayyéAidy
pov of. ii. 16, 2 Tim.ii. 8: also 1 Tim.
1. 11, 70 edayyéAiov . . . B émiaTedOny
tyéd. The expression implies not only
that Paul’s gospel was his own, in the
sense that he was not taught it by any
man (Gal. i. 11 f), but also that it had
something characteristic of himself about
it.  The characteristic feature, to judge
by this epistle, was his sense of the abso-
lute freeness of salvation (justification by
faith, apart from works of law), and of its
absolute universality (for every one that
believeth, Jew first, then Greek). 7o
kfpuypa lnood Xpiotod is practically
the same as 70 edayyéAdy pov. It was
in a preaching (1 Cor. ii. 4, xv. 14, Tit,
i. 3) of which Jesus Christ was the object
that Paul declared the characteristic
truths of his gospel : and this preaching,
as well as the gospel, may be said to be
the rule according to which the Romans
are to be established as Christians. katd
amokdAufy puaTnplov . Yyvoplo-
0évros. This passage ‘‘goes not with
ernpifar, but with kfpuypa” (Sanday
and Headlam). This is the simplest con-
struction : the gospel Paul preaches, the

atwriows ™ ceauynpérou, 26. bavepwdévros B¢ viv, dud Te ypaddy wpo-

-~ ~ ~ 3 A ! >
dqTikdv, kaT émTayly 1ol alwviov @eol, eis Gmakoly mioTews eig

in DFL. See Introduction, p. 578.

gospel in accordance with which he
would have them established, is itself in
accordance with—we may even say
identical with—the revelation of a mys-
tery, etc. The pvotiprov here referred
to is God’s world-embracing purpose of
redemption, as it has been set out con--
spicuously in this epistle. One aspect
of this—one element of the mystery—is
referred to where puoriprov is used
in xi. 25; but the conception of the
Gospel as a puomipiov revealed in the
fulness of the time dominates later
epistles, especially Ephesians (¢f. Eph.
i. g, i, 3, 4, 9, vi. 19). The Gospel as
Paul understood it was a pveTipioy, be-
cause it could never have been known
except through Divine revelation: pvo-
Tiptov and amwoxdAufus are correlative
terms. xpdvois alwvlois: the dative ex-
presses duration. Winer, p. 273; ¢f. 2
Tim. i. g, Tit. i. 2. For ¢avepwdévros
8¢ viv ¢f. iil. 21. The aorist refers to
Christ’s appearing, though the signifi-
cance of this had to be made clear by
revelation (Weiss). 8ud 7e ypaddv:
wpodnTik@dV . . . yvepiolévros: for Te
¢f. it. 16. The connection is meant to
be as close as possible: the yvop(tew
follows the ¢avepoly as a matter of
course. The ypadai wpodnrikal are-
the O.T. Scriptures of which Paul made-
constant use in preaching his gospel (¢cf.
kaTd Tds ypadas in 1 Cor. xv. 3, 4}
For him the O.T. was essentially a
Christian book. His gospel was wit-.
nessed to by the law and the prophets
(i. 2, iii. 21, iv., passim), and in that
sense the mystery was made known
through them. But their significance-
only came out for one who had the
Christian key to them-—the knowledge
of Christ which revelation had given
to Paul. ka7 &mirayiy 7100 alwviov:
feoV: ¢f. ¥ Tim. i. 1, Tit. . 3. The
idea is that only an express command of
the Eternal God could justify the pro-.
mulgation of the secret He had kept so
long. For the ¢ Eternal God" cf.
Gen. xxi. 33, 1 Tim, i. 17 (79 Bagihel.
Tav aldvay). els dmaxony wloTews: cf.
i. 5. €ls wdvra Ta vy ini 5itis &
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1 @ is wanting in B, in F-lat., Orig.-interp,, Syr., and is bracketed by W. and H.
But whether this is to be explained as an intentional correction to simplify the
construction, or a mere oversight (of which Weiss gives examples, Textkritik, S. 93),
it can hardly be right. Neither can avrw, which is found in P, be original; it is
too natural a correction. Hence edd. are practically unanimous in keeping w.
After Tovs awwvas NADP add Tev awwvey, but W, and H., with BCL and cursives,
omit it. Weiss prints the addition in his text, yet argues for its omission (Textkritik,

89g).
2 mwpos papatovs only, in NABCD.

waoL Tols €0veaw : for els in this sense
see iii, 22, It is very difficult to believe
that such mosaic work is the original
composition of Paul.

Ver. 27. pbévy oodd Oed : this descrip-
tion of God suits all that has just been
said about His great purpose in human
history, and the hiding and revealing of
it in due time. The true text in 1 Tim,
i. 17 has no oo¢d. The absence of the
article here indicates that it is in virtue
of having this character that God is able
to stablish the Romans according to
Paul’s Gospel. ¢ f 868a: it is impos-
sible to be sure of the reading here. If
¢ be omitted, there is no grammatical
difficulty whatever: glory is ascribed to
God through Jesus Christ, through Whom
the eternal purpose of the world’s re-
demption has in God’s wisdom been
wrought out. But its omission is almost
certainly a correction made for simplifi-

cation’s sake, If it be retained, to whom
does it refer? (1) Some say, to Jesus
Christ; and this is grammatically the
obvious way to take it, But it seems
inconsistent with the fact that in 7 88
Suvapévy and péve codd 0ed Paul wishes
unequivocally to ascribe the glory to
God. And though it saves the grammar
of the last clause, it sacrifices that of the
whole sentence. Hence (2) it seems
necessary to refer it to God, and we may
suppose, with Sanday and Headlam, that
the structure of the sentence being lost
amid the heavily-loaded clauses of the
doxology, the writer concludes with a
well-known formula of praise, § 4 86a
k.T.A (Gal. i. 15, 2 Tim. iv. 18, Heb. xiii,
21). This might be indicated by putting
a dash after ’Inged Xptorod. The thread
is lost, and the writer appends his solemn
conclusion as best he can.
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