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PREFACE.

In December, 1863, I announced my intention of writing, at some future
day, Providence favoring, a commentary on Paul's Letter to the disciples in
Rome. Since that announcement, many untoward events have conspired to
defeat my purpose. Among the chief of these has been the want of adequate
leisure. But, at last, I am thankful to say, I have been enabled to bring the
work, such as it is, to a close. I here present it to the public, with a single
regret, which is, that it is not more worthy of the great theme upon which
it has been written.

In studying the Letter in question, I had been constantly impressed with
the conviction that no commentary on it, with which I was acquainted, was
sufficiently free from the influence of particular scholastic tenets to meet the
wants of those who desire to know the simple truth, as it is in Christ, without
having it formulated in the schools, or modified by special theories of relig-
ion.Igreatly felt the need of a work, the sole aim of which should be, to
determine precisely what Paul means, regardless of what that meaning favors
or disfavors. Such a work I could not command. I soon discovered that
those who have written on the Letter are, for the greater part, either intense-
ly Calvinistic, on the one hand, or intensely anti-Calvinistic, on the other.
Paul wrote to favor neither of these parties; hence, neither of these parties,
as such, can interpret him.

Again: The extreme doctrine of justification by faith only, hasso com-
pletely engrossed the mind of commentators, since the sixteenth century,
that it seems never to have occurred to them, as even a possible fact, that
Paul may not have been writing in their exclusive interest. They have
regarded him as certainly of their order, and, as a consequence, have writ-
ten him up into a partisan, only more partisan than themselves. The result
has been that in many places their works are a complete perversion of the
truth, and not an exhibition of it. From these writers I could derive no
benefit, except where their cherished doctrine was out of sight.

The present work is an effort to supply, so far as the ability is possessed,
the deficiency here complained of. 1 only wish I were able to feel that it is
successful. I fear, however, the reader may find himself compelled to see
in me the same fault which 1 have, with constant reluctance, seen in others.
Still I am not without hope that this may not prove so.

The sole aim, then, of the present Commentary is to ascertain the exact
tense of Paul, and to express k in terse, clear English. How far this has
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been accomplished, 1 dare not venture to say. Of what I have aimed to
do, I am a perfectly competent judge; of what I have actually done, I may
be a very poor one.

My Commentary proper, then, consists, in brief, in an effort so to amplify
the Apostle's meaning that the English reader can not fail to catch it. This
meaning, besides, where it has been thought necessary, I have attempted to
defend both by offering in its support such affirmative arguments as oc-
curred to me, and by endeavoring to show the futility of such as have been
used to subvert it. In the latter work, it is true, I have not attempted much.

One charge I have felt solicitous not to be exposed to; namely, the charge
of passing shyly over the difficult passages, and of dwelling with plethoric
fulness on the easy ones. The very opposite has been my aim. Accord-
ingly, I have studied the former passages till I have not been able to realize
additional light from farther study. I have then, but not sooner, set
down my conclusions. Of their merits I do not speak. Of the latter
passages 1 have said, I hope, enough, but I have certainly not intended to
dwell on them at length.

The reader will notice that I have never seemed to think whether my ex-
positions were favoring Calvinism, Arminianism, or any other ism. And
this is strictly true. Indeed, I have been concerned solely with the sense of
Paul, and with neither the sense nor non-sense of others.

I have felt most anxious, and, I trust, not unsuccessfully, to avoid the
appearance of learned display, so common in works of this kind. My ambi-
tion has been, so far as practicable, to make a book for the common reader.
I have, therefore, refrained from unintelligible allusions, the use of foreign
words, and citations of unfamiliar authors; in fine, from everything which
could wear the appearance of mere display, without being, at the same time,
positively necessary. In this respect, I trust, I have not been studious in
vain.

It remains to add only a few more items, before putting an end to this
preface. And, first, in regard to Lexicons to the New Testament, I feel it
a duty to say, that I have not always found them as trustworthy as I could
have wished. They, like commentaries, are usually very perceptibly tinct-
ured with the peculiar sentiments of their authors. The same remark
applies to grammars. Such works I have been compelled to use with
caution.

In the next place, I have not been enabled, it may be hazardous to say,
to derive from the so called usus loquendi of the New Testament, and the
inductive method, the aid which others claim to have derived. Certainly I
have constantly kept both in view; but I have usually found that each pas-
sage has a meaning so peculiarly its own as not always to be very obviously
susceptible of elucidation by light derived from other passages. Conse-
quently, I have endeavored to ascertain the sense of each separate passage,
by whatever means seemed fullest of the promise of success, without slaving
It specially to any one method. I could not feel safe in any other course.

Nor have I stopped to offer learned criticisms upon the Text, on all co-
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casions, whether they were demanded or not. 1 have felt content, in many
places, to give the sense in a plain way and pass on.

Neither have I cumbered every clause and verse with references to nu-
merous parallel passages. My reasons for this are two: 1i. Strict parallel-
ism in the New Testament, outside of the Four Gospels, is very rare. 2.
Such references are never consulted. 1 have hence felt unwilling to be at
pains to cite them.

In the matter of English moods and tenses, I have not endeavored to
conform them to Greek models. Only when the mood or tense was the fact,
or part of the fact, to be communicated, have I felt it necessary to be ex-
tremely careful. In all other instances I have used the liberty of writing
English, not Greek.

MOSES E. LARD.

LEXINGTON, KY., FEBRUARY 2, 1875



INTRODUCTION.

Of Paul's ancestors we know nothing, except that he was of
the Tribe of Benjamin, the youngest son of Jacob. On the road
between Bethel and Bethlehem, and not far From the latter place,
that tribal ancestor was born. His mother, the beloved Rachel,
died in giving him birth, but not till she had named him Benoni,
son of my sorrow, which Jacob subsequently changed to Benja-
min. The Tribe, though the least, save one, among those of Israel,

was not without distinction. Saul, the first king of Israel, was a
Benjaminite, as was also Mordecai, certainly one of the most hon-
ored and distinguished deliverers the nation ever had. As war-

riors, the Benjaminites were renowned, being most unerring bow-
men, who usually, it seems, drew the string with the left hand.
And this fact may serve to account for their dexterity; for
the acquired skill which comes from laborious training is always
more accurate than that which is more natural, because less culti-
vated. But of all the sons of Benjamin, to Saul of Tarsus must be
awarded the foremost place. If we except the royal heir of Ju-
dah, in the person of Jesus of Nazareth, it is not extravagant to
say that the world is to-day more indebted to him than to any
other man that ever lived in it. To say that this is due to him as
inspired, would be true, but it does not impair the truth of the
remark.

HIS PARENTS.

Respecting Paul's parents we have not, in the New Testament,
even one satisfactory remark. He alludes to his father once; and
mention is made, Acts xxiii: 16, of his sister and her son, both of
whom appear to have been living at the time in Jerusalem. How
deeply we regret the want of even one full historic line touching
his mother. That must have been a noble woman to whom God
gave so noble a son. If all nations delight to call Mary "blessed,"
how also would thousands have deep pleasure in cherishing the
name of the favored Hannah or Lois, that gave birth to one whose
name is to stand inseparably linked, through all time, with that
of the Savior of the world. Did she ever live to hear him preach
"Christ and him crucified"? Or did he ever have the exquisite
pleasure of "burying in baptism" the form that had hushed him
with lullabies through many a long tardy night, at a time when
the vast Gentile world, whom he was subsequently to wake to the
sublime activities of ransomed life, were slumbering on through
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their still darker night of idolatry? Did she live to see him stand
in the forefront and hottest of the fight with "spiritual wicked-
ness," when no one could vie with him in "labors"? Was it ever
her happiness to "let him down by the wall in a basket," and so
foil the malice of demoniac foes? Did that maternal hand ever
wash the blood from his heroic back, after he had received "forty
stripes save one"? Did she ever inspire him with brave words,
saying, "Count all things but loss, my son, for the excellency
of the knowledge of Christ Jesus," while the "care of all the
churches" was upon him? These are questions over which we
have a melancholy pleasure in thinking, but which we have no
means of answering.

PLACE OF HIS BIRTH.

Fortunately for us, the Apostle himself gives us the place of his
birth. It was Tarsus in Cilicia, "no mean city," a remark which
history abundantly justifies. For Strabo tells us that in refinement
and love of learning, it equalled or even surpassed Alexandria
and Athens. Tarsus stood on the banks of the river Cydnus, in
a broad and fertile plain, skirting the northeastern shore of the
Mediterranean. It lay almost due north of Jerusalem, and just
south of latitude 37. Its location was an admirable one; and we
are consequently not surprised to learn that it was little less famous
for its commerce than its letters. To the east of it, on the other
side of the mount Amanus range, lay Mesopotamia, the early
cradle of the human family; to the west of it, and east of the

Zgean sea, lay that vast and densely populated inland country,
which subsequently was the scene of so many of Paul's labors.
The city had formerly been under the sway of the Greeks, and its
population was still largely Greek; but at the time of Paul's birth
it was a "free'"" Roman city, so made by Augustus Caesar. Here,
in "free" Tarsus, Paul was born, although it was not from the cir-
cumstance of the city's being free that he derived his "free birth."

DATE OF HIS BIRTH UNKNOWN.

The year in which Paul was born has shared the fate of most
of the dates of those early days, and been lost. There is a
passage in a sermon ascribed, but with questionable authority, to
Chrysostom, from which it has been inferred that he was born
the second year of our era, A. D. 14 has also been named as the
probable year of his birth. But these dates, though not wholly
beyond the range of truth, are conjectural. Indeed, we possess
no data from which the time of his birth can confidently be deter-
mined. He was a "young man" at the time of Stephen's death.
This much is certain; and it fixes his birth with tolerable certainty
towards the close of Herod's life, or in the early part of that of
Archelaus. This was the period of Rome's greatest splendor.
Augustus was at the height of his power; and the world was
resting a little from the long martial struggles of the past. The
provinces were enjoying uncommon advantages; and even the
Jews were exempt, for the time, from imperial tyranny, and from
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slaughter at the hands of idolaters. Roman couriers shot rapidly
along every highway; and Roman eagles were the emblems of
power in almost every land. John the baptist was still in the
"hill country" of Judea, and the Savior at carpentry with Joseph
in Nazareth. About this time Paul must have made his first
appearance as a little boy in the streets of Tarsus.

NOT KNOWN HOW HE CAME TO BE FREE BORN.

How Paul came to be free born is unknown. His father may
have purchased a Roman citizenship, which was not uncommon,
or it may have been conferred on him, or on some of his ancestors,
as a reward for distinguished services rendered in some of those
wars in which Tarsus sided with Rome. The latter is the more
probable hypothesis. For if Paul reflected, in any marked degree,
the characteristics of his father, which is certainly not improbable,
then that father was sure to attain distinction in whatever Caesar's
cause he might espouse. He would be no man to play an obscure
second part. In the thickest of the fight his shield would always
be borne; while no one would excel him in unfaltering devotion
to his chief. For this devotion he would be honored with the
first distinction of a Roman. More likely thus, I think, than
otherwise, Paul became "free born."

HIS STAY IN TARSUS.

How long Paul lived in Tarsus, or to what degree he had been
educated before leaving for "the feet of Gamaliel," can only be
conjectured. It is not very probable that the parents of one who
was always ready to boast of being a "Hebrew of the Hebrews,"
and of belonging to the "strictest sect" among the Jews, would
value very highly a Gentile education. The very reverse is the
more likely. And then the purpose of his parents to educate him
in the metropolis of their own country, would render them the
less concerned about his being educated in Tarsus. Besides, the
immature age at which Paul must have gone to Jerusalem, to
justify his own remark that he was "brought up" there, is incon-
sistent with the supposition of a liberal education at home. The
probability is that about all that can be said of him in this particu-
lar is, that he was respectably educated, for a youth, before he left
for Jerusalem. Furthermore, his use of the Greek language is
that of a highly endowed man by nature, who had learned to
speak it as a vernacular with great fluency and wonderful force,
rather than that of one who had been long and nicely trained in
the schools of the masters. A1l these circumstances point to a no
very eclaborate Gentile education.

PECUNIARY CONDITION OF HIS PARENTS.

The pecuniary condition of Paul's parents can hardly have been
very low. They had long lived in Tarsus, and latterly in most
prosperous times. Tarsus was a thrifty place, with a large eastern,
western and maritime trade; and the Jews are proverbially a
thrifty people. Besides, the ambition to educate their son in the
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best school in Jerusalem, points to a proud family, conscious of
the means to accomplish their wish. The abject have no such
aspirations as this family had.

THEIR SOCIAL POSITION.

Moreover, the social position of Paul's parents must have been
high. The faultless honor, proud bearing, independence, delicacy,
and gentle tact which always distinguished their son, are the sure
indexes to a cultivated family of fine standing. Paul boasted of
being a citizen of "no mean city," and no doubt could have added,
with equal truth, and a member of no mean family.

IN THE SCHOOL OF GAMALIEL.

How long Paul remained in the school of Gamaliel, or how long
he had been out of it, if out at all, when he is introduced to us, on
the occasion of Stephen's death, as the "young man at whose feet
the witnesses laid down their clothes," we are without the means
of saying. He tells us that he was "taught according to the per-
fect manner of the law of the fathers", which could hardly have
required less than from four to six years. But he may have lived
in the city a much longer time than that. The expression, "a
young man," applied to him at the stoning of Stephen, is most
likely to be taken with some latitude. A mere stripling could
hardly have gained the notoriety which he gained about that time;
nor would one have been confided in by those in authority as we
know he was. Neither is it likely that the Savior would call a
mere youth to act the conspicuous and responsible part which
Paul acted from the very day of his baptism on. I should think,
then, that we may safely assume Paul to have been little less, it
any, than thirty years old at the time of his call. Certainly his
call at an earlier date is not probable. But be these conjectures
as they may, from his call on, we know much of his history;
whereas, from that event back, we know very little.

HIS PERSONAL APPEARANCE.

Even tradition, no matter how unsatisfactory, is not devoid of
interest for us, when it relates to one concerning whom we are so
eager to catch every hint that can lead us to a still better acquaint-
ance with him. We are, therefore, ready to hear, though the
legend be a wholly untrustworthy one, how, according to ancient
rumor, Paul personally looked. One thing is certain, he must
have looked some way, and as probably this as any other, and as
probably a hundred others as this. Tradition, then, believed it
would seem in the ages immediately succeeding him, pictures Paul
for us as slender in body and low (it is worthy of note, that we
never think of him as a man of powerful build); and it farther
draws him as so distorted or lame as at times to provoke the sneer
of his enemies. His head, though bald, is represented as a noble
one; his features were bold and strikingly Jewish; his complexion
was so fair as quickly to reveal every change in his highly sensi-
tive feelings; his eyes were bright and gray; his eyebrows heavy;
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his countenance was indicative of high intelligence and deep
thought; his expression was hopeful, pure and sweet; while his
amiable face charmed every body and repulsed none. Such is the
beautiful picture which fond tradition has handed down to us of
this great man. It is pleasant to linger on its features and indulge
the hope that they are not wholly ideal.

HIS POWERS OF ENDURANCE.

Although Paul was most probably a man of slender bodily
mold, still he must have been wonderfully endowed with powers
of endurance. He had one of those tough, delicate organisms
which appear always failing, and yet never fail. With a body of
anything else than steel, he could never have endured the hard-
ships which we know he endured; and we know not a tithe of
those through which he must have passed. True, much of this is
attributable, no doubt, to the succoring hand of his Master, who
was his never-failing help in need; but it is not sufficient to
account for every thing. Paul, as Paul simply, and not as super-
naturally sustained, is the only solution of much of the problem of
his life. No one, I venture, ever rose higher above that low type

of men called "sensual," than he. On the one hand, he was the
very embodiment of thought and sensibility; and on the other, the
very negation of the Epicurean. In a word, he seems to have

been a sinewy woman in form, but a Roman of the Romans in
intellect, continuity of purpose, will-power, and never-flagging
energy.

IIIS NATURAL AUTHORITY.

Paul was the Napoleon of the apostles in authority. Not that
as an apostle he was more highly endowed than they, for he was
not; but in this particular nature had been lavish with him. He
was a "born king" among men, whether "making tents," or pro-
claiming the "unsearchable riches of Christ." Nor is the trait one
which the biographer can venture to overlook. Some men were
never made to command any thing, not even a cart. The women
henpeck them, and even their own children never obey them.
Nature has never commissioned eye or mouth or any thing else in
their case. But not so Paul. His very look was a mandate which
only needed articulation to be complied with. But, although thus
endowed, he was usually, among his brethren, "gentle as a nurse
cherishing her children." Only when occasion called for it was
he "such, when present, as he was by letter, when absent." No
where was this characteristic of the Apostle ever more conspicu-
ously displayed than in the presence of great crowds, composed
largely of his enemies. Usually he at once awed them into silence,
and seldom failed to leave them with a "division." In the church,
Paul's enemies could not stand before him for a moment; nor as a
rule could they do so out of it, except when maddened to frenzy.
And when we reflect on the countless forms in which insubordi-
nation made its appearance among the early disciples, we can
readily discover the wisdom of the Savior in selecting a man of
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Paul's faculty to quell it. One unclothed with his natural authori-
ty could never have achieved what he did. Perfection in a public
functionary requires that the authoritative word shall be seconded
by the authoritative look.

HIS INTELLECT.

In intellect, I think it probable that Paul's admirers have usually
overrated him. Great he certainly was, but that he was tran-
scendency so, is not in evidence. lie was a man of commanding
intellect—no more. Nor was it necessary that he should be more.
There were other traits of mind far more essential to his success
than mere greatness. He needed a mind of faultless balance, a
mind of perfect symmetry, one of consummate normal action and
great exactitude, rather than otherwise. To such a mind divine
truth reveals itself more naturally than to any other; and then
such a mind can more readily comprehend divine truth, and be

juster to it, than any other. Whatever of greatness such a mind
would lack, would be more than compensated for in the fact of
inspiration. Now, the whole known history and labors of Paul

come in to confirm the justness of the estimate here placed upon
him. He was always equal to the crisis, be that what it might—
no mean proof of greatness. He always did just the thing he
should have done, and said just the thing he should have said.
This indicates eminent mental harmony, and exquisite mental
action. We never feel, when studying Paul, that he should have
done this or that, or should have acted thus or so. We never
have an improvement to suggest, either upon matter or manner.
This points to a mind of astonishing perfections; and such a mind
was Paul's.

INSPIRATION.

As it is impossible to study Paul for a moment, or indeed any
other apostle; or to attempt any proper estimate of him, either as
speaker or writer, without the subject of inspiration constantly
obtruding itself upon our notice, this seems a suitable place to
pause a little on that curious topic. Besides, other reasons suggest
to me the necessity for a slight notice of the subject in this con-
nection. Of course it must be briefly treated here.

What, then, is inspiration? I answer, that in its fulness, it com-
prehends five things: i. The personal presence in the inspired
of the Holy Spirit; 2. The communication to his mind of ideas;
3. Selecting the words in which these ideas shall be spoken or
written; 4. Endowing him with powers of speech; ¢. Conferring
upon him power to work miracles, in order to confirm whatever
message he delivers. On each of these itemsIthink it well to
add a few reflections:

1. The personal presence in the inspired of the Holy Spirit.
If T am asked how the Holy Spirit can personally dwell in a
human being, I reply, I do not know. Neither do I know or
understand how the human spirit can dwell in a human body, but
I profoundly believe the fact. And so in regard to the personal
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indwelling of the Holy Spirit. 1 believe the fact, though I am
without an explanation of the mode of it. If the Holy Spirit be
a person, and infinite in power, which I believe is generally con-
ceded, then to affirm that it can dwell in a human being, is
certainly not an assertion necessarily felo-de-se. It is the affirma-
tion of a simple matter of fact, for the confirmation of which a
single passage of holy writ is sufficient; and that we have such
passage, no one acquainted with the Bible will deny. The Savior,
in speaking to the apostles of the Spirit, said: "He dwells with
you, and is in you" John xiv: 17, revised Greek text. This
settles the question of the Spirit's indwelling.

But the mere indwelling of the Holy Spirit is not inspiration,
although it is the antecedent to it, and necessary condition of it.
For, conceivably the Spirit might dwell in a person, and yet com-
municate to him no ideas, in which event we should not hold him
to be inspired. = Something more, then, than mere indwelling is
essential to inspiration.

2. The communication to his mind of ideas. ~ No matter whether
these ideas be original or revived, whether they be ideas of things
in heaven or things in earth, the communication of them to the
mind is essential to inspiration, and without them there is no
inspiration. But the mere communication of ideas is not enough;
for were the process of revelation to stop here, it would evidently
stop at an incomplete stage. Another step, therefore, is neces-
sary.

3. Selecting the words in which the ideas communicated shall
be spoken or written.  Were the ideas simply communicated, and
the endowed then left to select the words in which to impart
them, we can readily see how great blunders might be committed,
and disastrous results follow. The Holy Spirit alone that commu-
nicates the ideas, is fully capable of selecting the words which
will precisely convey them; and this it does. See 1 Cor. ii: 13.

4. Endowing" with the power of speech.  The language which
would have to be used in conveying the ideas might be unknown
to the endowed. In that case it would certainly be necessary to
invest him with the power to use it. =~ Whether this would be
requisite, where the language to be used was known, can not
confidently be said, though I should think not. Apparently were
a known word, containing a given idea, to be suggested to the
mind, no necessity can be discovered for supernatural aid co utter
it; and where such aid is not required, it is not given

5. Conferring power to work miracles in order to confirm what-
ever message is delivered. The Holy Spirit may dwell in a man;
may communicate to his mind ideas; may select the words in
which to convey them; may endow with utterance; and still, un-
less it confer the power to confirm, all is manifestly lost: for
belief, without proof, is impossible.

Now, these are the elements that enter into the conception of
inspiration; and how completely they secure the human family
against error in the matter of revelation, can readily be seen.
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When now I speak of Paul as inspired, no one can misunder-
stand me; nor, which is far more important, provided what has
just been said be correct, can any one misunderstand what inspi-
ration itself is.

It is proper to add, that only when acting as an apostle, or
when preaching the gospel, or writing for Christ, can Paul or any
one else properly be said to be under the influence of inspira-
tion. When notacting as an apostle, or acting merely for himself,
there is no evidence that Paul was any more effectually protected
against error, or blunders, or sin, than any other discreet and pru-
dent christian. He may have been, to be sure; but if so, the fact
is not known. But whenever his acts concerned Christ, or
involved the welfare of human beings; whenever, in other words,
he acted officially, then even a fault was not allowable. Confess-
edly, this places the matter of revelation on high ground, but not
on ground too high to be perfectly safe.

TO WHOM DID PAUL WRITE?

We are at last enabled to abandon the region of tradition and
conjecture, and to enter that of certainty, or at least probability.
The Letter in hand was written to "all who are in Rome, beloved
of God, called holy"; in other words, and briefly, it was written
to all christians living in Rome at the time. But it was written to
them as individuals, and not as a body or church. This is a
remarkable difference between the present Letter and some others
written by Paul. Those are addressed to churches as such; this

is addressed to individuals as such. Indeed, church unity 01
organization is not even once alluded to or recognized in the
Letter, unless it be implied in ch. xvi: 17. How now shall we

account for the circumstance? The Apostle writes a letter to the
metropolis of the world, which, as a point of divergence for
christian light and influence, was certainly without a superior, if
it had any equal. Here large numbers of disciples had either
congregated from other countries, or been converted on the spot—
disciples who had never enjoyed a visit from any apostle; and yet
Paul says nothing to them upon the subject of church order or
government, upon the duties of overseers and deacons. Why the
omission? Simply, I conclude, because nothing of the sort was
necessary; for had it been so, it is inconceivable that the Apostle
would have failed to mention it. This, as an indefinite general
reply, must, I presume, be accepted as correct. But why was the
instruction in question not necessary? That the disciples in
Rome had among them men endowed with gifts of the Spirit is
certain. Among these gifts the Apostle himself mentions proph-
ecy, teaching, exhortation, and ruling. Now. I conclude that these
spiritual men had so admirably ordered and regulated the church
or churches, if there were several, as to render any thing from
Paul on church organization and government unnecessary. This
I deem a fair answer to the question, as well as a fair solution of
the difficulty.
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As to the supposition of some, that, at the time when Paul
wrote, there was no church in Rome, in the strictly local sense of
the term, and that this is the reason why none is taken notice of,
I think it so improbable as to need no lengthy reply. It is cer-
tainly vicious logic to infer from the silence of the Apostle the
non-existence of a church. That there was no one single church,
or consolidated body, I think most likely. The better supposition
is, that there were several churches. We have one mentioned,
and it is hardly possible that this was all. The order of the day
was, especially when regulated by inspired teachers, to form the
disciples, in a given locality, into a church, and appoint over them
the prescribed officers. The proper inference is, that Rome was
no exception to this rule.

COMPOSITION OF THE CHURCH.

What was the composition of the church or churches in Rome?
I put the question alternatively, because, as just said. I think it
probable, so numerous were the disciples, that there were several

churches. But one thing is certain, on the hypothesis of several
churches, that no two of them were ever ruled or presided over
by the same set of officers. Each church in that day, according

to the New Testament, had to have its own overseers and dea-
cons, who ruled at home only, and had no authority or control
elsewhere; and what the custom of that day was, is the law to
this. Popery had its rise in the claim of the same overseer to rule
two or more churches at the same time; and it may have it again.
But to the question.

The church in Rome (I speak of it as a unit, merely for the
sake of brevity) was composed of two classes of christians, Jew-
ish and Gentile, in what relative proportions we have no means of
knowing. Of these, the Jews, in many individual instances,
would still evince strong leanings towards Moses and the ancient
worship; while the Gentiles would evince similar, but feebler
leanings towards their former customs. On both sides these lean-
ings would be sincere. Consequently, collisions and alienations,
growing out of them, would be frequent and sometimes bitter.
Debates, owing to the partially clouded minds of each of the par-
ties, would be unpeacefully common. These would be sure not
to engender the most amiable feelings. The consequence would
be a steady tendency to division between the parties, and disinte-
gration of churches. Such was certainly the composition, and
such the probable condition of the church in Rome.

SOCIAL POSITION.

Of the social position of the disciples in Rome little is known;
and yet it can no doubt be approximated somewhat closely by aid
ofa few well known facts. It ma) then be assumed with much
confidence, that the church was not composed of the aristocratic,
or noble-born, and the very rich. This remark would be true as
a general rule, though an occasional exception to it might occur
The classes here named are never the first to embrace the gospel
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Even when they do embrace it at all, they do so only after
awhile, when to be a christian becomes the vogue. It was long
before this was the case in Rome; though, at length, about the
time, or a little before, the "man of sin" made his appearance, it
became the case. Then, even royal blood was often not ashamed
of Christ and his church—a disastrous day that for the purity of
Christianity. When pomp, and power, and ignorance enthrone
themselves in the kingdom of God, humility and piety are at an
end; and the kingdom rapidly degenerates. Such was the case
then; and such will always be the case.

Neither, from the very nature of Christianity, could the church
in Rome have been composed of that rout or canaille, so many of
whom are usually found grouped together in large cities. The
very purity of the gospel would, after awhile, slough them off.
At first they would be sure to enter the church in large numbers,
being attracted to it by its benevolent spirit, as a means of sup-
port. But a little sharp discipline would soon eliminate them.
The vicious and low never stick long by any thing where their
evil habits are rigorously held in check.

The church in Rome, then, at the time of Paul's writing, must
have been composed of that powerful and virtuous middle class,
who are always the first to embrace the gospel; and who, after ail,
constitute the true element of strength in the kingdom of Christ.
So long as a church is composed of this class, it is above con-
tempt, on the one hand, and insured against corruption, on the
other. But, alas for it, when it becomes filled with a so-called
superior element.

BY WHOM WAS THE CHURCH PLANTED?

The question, By whom was the church in Rome founded?
has been elaborately and sharply discussed; and still it remains
unsettled. Into the merits of the discussion 1 can not attempt to
enter. Such an undertaking would be fruitless of final results,
and, therefore, measurably unprofitable. The question can be set-
tled within certain safe, though not very definite limits. More
than this is not attainable.

It may, then, be accepted as indisputable that the church in
Rome was not founded by an apostle. There is not one vestige
of disinterested and trustworthy evidence that, up to the time of
Paul's second imprisonment, it there was a second, any other
apostle, besides himself, had ever been in Rome. The Romish
hierarchy, it is true, confidently assert the contrary; but then the
Romish hierarchy have a deep interest in sustaining their legends
about the apostle Peter. But even granting what is possible, nay,
probable, that Peter may have visited the imperial city towards
the close of his life, and the very concession negatives the
idea that he had any hand in founding the church there. The
claim, therefore, of an apostolic origin for the church in Rome
must be abandoned as utterly groundless.

'By whom, then, was it founded? still recurs unanswered. The

2
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most reliable theory ofits origin is, that it was planted by some of
those '"strangers of Rome," who, doubtless, became christians at
the first Pentecost after the ascension. By earlier converts, it could
not have been established; by these it may have been; and what
in this instance may have been, is most probably what was.
These "strangers" witnessed the splendid miracles of that Pente-
cost, and, most likely, many others of those which so rapidly
followed. With these miracles they would be profoundly im-
pressed, and of them long retain the most vivid recollections.
Being thus thoroughly christianized and full of zeal; enjoying,
besides, for a season, daily instruction from the apostles; their
hearts aglow with love for all mankind, and consequently
anxious that others should share in their new joy—what more
natural than that, on returning home, they should fill thousands of
ears with the marvelous things they had seen and heard in Jerusa-
lem? At once they would begin to make converts and immerse
them. Thus, more naturally, it seems to me, than in any other
way, would the nucleus of the church be formed.

Besides, we can in no other way so satisfactorily account for the
possession of those gifts of the Spirit, which we know many of
the Roman christians had, as by assuming that they received them
at the Pentecost just named. Would not the apostles be most
anxious to qualify these "strangers" to preach the gospel, at least
to Jews, in so great a city as Rome; and would they not be sure
to do it? They would, I should think, confer upon them the very
"best gifts," and so send them home thoroughly fitted for the
work of proclaiming Christ.

Moreover, the church in Rome must have enjoyed some extra-
ordinary advantages to attain the distinction it so soon attained.
For, when Paul wrote, we learn that even then its "belief was
spoken of in the whole world." Its numbers, besides, at that
carly day, were very great. All this would be sufficiently
accounted for by the special qualifications which the "strangers
carried back with them, but in no other way.

Furthermore, unless we assume a very early establishment of
the church in Rome, it is impossible to account satisfactorily for
the magnitude of its power and influence at that time. Perhaps
no church of the age surpassed it in the elements of a brilliant
name and of a far-reaching influence. It is questionable whether
even the church of Jerusalem stood ahead of it in these respects,
however it may have stood in others.

Now, all these facts seem to me to harmonize with no theory of
the church's origin so well as with the one here maintained.
Indeed I believe it to be the only theory which meets all the
requirements of the case, and against which no really valid objec-
tions can be urged.

WHERE WAS THE LETTER WRITTEN FROM?

According to those who have given the subject the most minute
attention, the Letter was written from Greece during Paul's third
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general missionary tour. After his two-years stay, or more, in

Ephesus, he went into Macedonia. Here, and in the sur-
rounding country, he spent some time in giving the disciple?
"much exhortation." After this "he came into Greece, and there
abode three months." This was his second visit into Greece; and

while there, it is believed, he wrote the Letter.

But from what point in Greece did he write? The most reliable
answer is, Corinth. Indeed, that Corinth was the place of writing,
is rendered almost certain by the following considerations: i. Paul
commends to the disciples in Rome, Phebe, who must herself
either have borne the Letter, or have gone with those that did; for
Paul expected her to arrive in Rome with the Letter, and receive
the benefit of its commendation. Phebe was a deaconess of the
church in Cenchrea; and Cenchrea was the sea-port of Corinth,
lying only a short distance from it, to the south-east. This fact
would place Paul either in Cenchrea or close to it. 2. Erastus,
the treasurer of "the city” sent his greeting in the letter to the
brethren in Rome. Now, "the city" here meant,TAgndNewg,can
hardly have been any other than Corinth. In the whole cir-
cumjacent country, the phrase "the city" would denote Corinth,
and it only. And ifso, then Corinth is determined to be the place
of writing. Were I, in writing to a friend at a distance, to say,
the treasurer of the city sends you his greeting, that friend would
instantly understand "the city" to be the one from which I wrote.
And so in the case in hand. "The city" means the city from
which Paul wrote. 3. "Gaius, my host, greets you." At the time
of writing, then, Paul was staying with some one named Gaius.
Was not this the very Gaius whom Paul, himself, had formerly
baptized? With no one else would he be so likely to be staying.
If so, it settles the question in hand; for this Gaius lived in
Corinth. I conclude, then, with the general voice of the learned,
that the Letter was written from Corinth.

WHEN WRITTEN?

To discuss this question fully would require more space
than can here be devoted to it. I must, therefore, content myself
with a brief summary of the evidence in the case. According to
our best chronology, Paul left Ephesus not long after Pentecost,
in the year, A. D.. 57. This would correspond with the year of
Rome, 810, and be the 3d of Nero. Three months of that year
Paul spent in Greece, most likely in Corinth. Here he wrote the
Letter, and left in time to be in Jerusalem at the Pentecost of 58.
He must, then, have written it either in the latter part of 57, or
the early part of 58, most probably the latter. This was the 4th
of Nero, the year in which our best chronologies place the writing.
For the present, then. 58 must stand as the most reliable date.

But I must here caution the common reader (the learned do not
need it) against reposing too much confidence in these ancient
dates. Certainly, they may be true; but then just as certainly
many of them may not be. The very most that can be claimed
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for them is, that in most instances they are an approximation to
the truth. But even this gives them so high a value that we can
not dispense with them.

FOR WHAT PURPOSE?

This question is best answered by the contents of the Letter.
Whatever effect these contents were designed to produce, is the
purpose for which the Letter was written. What is that effect?
It is concisely as follows: i. To show to both Jews and Gentiles
that, being guilty of the same sins, they are all alike involved in
the same condemnation; 2. That for these sins they are without
excuse, since both have had light, and therefore know better; 3.
That from their sins they can never be justified by law, and that,
consequently, without Christ, they are hopelessly lost; 4. To point
out how Jews under the law, and how Gentiles without it, are
justified in Christ; 5. To show, generally, what effect Adam's sin
has had on the whole human race, and what counter-effect Christ's
death has had; 6. To vindicate God's conduct in at first adopting
the Jews as his peculiar people, and in now rejecting them, and
receiving the Gentiles; 7- To show why he rejects the one and
accepts the other; 8. To foretell the future of both peoples. In
short, the purpose is to show that no one can be saved by law,
whether written or unwritten; and that, consequently, all must be
saved by the gospel, and by it alone, if saved at all. 9. And finally,
to indicate how both, as saved, are to conduct themselves so as
to attain to eternal life. This is certainly a meager outline of the
effect the Letter was intended to produce, but a fuller one is not
deemed necessary.

The Apostle had long and ardently desired to 6ee Rome, but
had hitherto been hindered. That he intended his Letter to sup-
ply, in some measure, the place of a personal visit, I think not
unlikely. Had he been in Rome at the time, the topics of the
Letter are the topics upon which he would have dwelt. He would
have sought alike the complete emancipation of the Jews from
the law, and of the Gentiles from their errors, and the thorough
enlightenment of both in the gospel, as the divinely-appointed and
all-sufficient plan and means of salvation. The end would have
been the harmony of both in the love and peace and fellowship
of Christ. To this end the Letter constantly looks. Hence the
warning in the latter part of it against division.

Again, the Apostle, no doubt, expected his Letter to be
widely read, and to be handed down to coming ages. Natu-
rally, then, he would wish to make it a great doctrinal chart
for the future, and so it is. It is the whole gospel compressed
into the short space of a single letter—a generalization of Chris-
tianity up to the height of the marvelous, and a detail down to
exhaustion. A1l this the Apostle was unquestionably looking
to; and the wide-spread influence of his Letter to-day, together
with its conceded high importance, only attests how far-seeing
he was.
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LANGUAGE AND STYLE.

Paul's language is bold, vigorous, and fresh. A feeble or plod-
ding intellect could never have used such language as he uses.
Indeed, unflagging power seems to be one of the most striking
characteristics of his mind; and this characteristic everywhere
crops out in his language. His words march along like giants,
and never glide in tranquil currents. His thoughts rush on as if
wild; and his words rush on like his thoughts. The conception of
euphony seems never to have been before his mind when select-
ing his words. On the contrary, power and vitality seem always
to have determined his choice. His words are like bowlders
between the mountain-top from which they have been disengaged,
and the sea towards which they have bounded. Their source
you can never mistake, nor their tendency fail to trace. No one
can doubt that a powerful brain poured forth this verbal torrent,
nor that its aim is to make the mind teem with light. It is replete
with the force and buoyancy of the new divine life.

In style, Paul is characteristic and peculiar. Usually, he is
luminously clear; always strong and dignified; in the main con-
secutive; abounding in sudden transitions; very compact; and

occasionally elliptical even to obscurity. One of the most
remarkable and difficult features of his style is its long and
intricate digressions. This circumstance, at times, renders the

interpretation of him uncertain. His style, though it can not be
pronounced a faultless one, when compared with the great mas-
ters, is, nevertheless, a noble one. It indicates a mind of rare
versatility and wealthy in speech. It may be wanting in the
polish of Thucydides, but it carries a volume of thought no where
else surpassed. Paul's style is flowing, never betraying the slightest
hesitancy. Smoother, at times, it might advantageously be; but
even in its ruggedness we come at last to delight. We would,
hence, never transpose those angular clauses, nor dele those edged
words. In them we feel that we possess a chain which, like the
submarine wire, ties our minds across the past to that of the great
servant of Christ, who is author to them; and we refuse to lay
hands on its sacred links. We are content with our treasure
as it is.
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SECTION 1.

Paul, a servant of Jesus Christ, a
called apostle, set apart to the gospel
of God, *which he formerly prom-
ised through his prophets, in the holy
Scriptures, ' concerning his Son,
who, as to his flesh, was born of the
seed of David, ‘but, as to his pure
spirit, was determined, by power, to
be the Son of God, by the resurrec-
tion of the dead—Jesus Christ our
Lord, * through whom we have re-
ceived favor and apostleship, in order
to the obedience of belief, in all na-
tions, for his name's sake, ° among
whom you also are called of Jesus
Christ, "to all the beloved of God,
who are in Rome, called holy, favor
to you and peace from God our Fa-
ther, and the Lord Jesus Christ.

SUMMARY.
Paul, a called apostle, is set apart to preach God's gospel, which he had be-

fore promised, through the prophets,

in the holy Scriptures.

The gospel

respects his Son, who was born of the 6eed of David, as to his flesh, but
determined, by power, to be God's Son, as to his spirit, by the resurrection

of the dead. This Son is Jesus Christ our Lord.

favor in becoming a Christian,

and the office of an apostle,
being received to induce men in all nations to believe and obey Christ.

From him Paul received
both these
He

writes this Letter to all the holy who are in Rome.

The Apostle commences his Letter with a few brief remarks

relative to himself.
gospel.
ing thus introduced Christ,

He tells us whose this is,

From these, however, he quickly passes to the

and whom it respects. Hav-

he states his origin as to the outer

man, and how he became determined for us to be the Son of God

as to the inner man.
cance.

He next tells us to whom he writes;

His remarks here are of the deepest signifi-

expresses his thank-

fulness that the belief of the disciples in Rome was so widely

known;
and why.
good feeling.

states how he prays for them; how he longs to see them,

His expressions here are full of genuine solicitude and

(23)
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After this he comes to the great theme of the Letter. The gos-
pel is God's power for salvation to all that believe. For this bold
announcement a single reason is assigned, which, at the same
time, is also an explanation. In the gospel is revealed God's jus-
tification by belief To amplify, explain, defend, and apply this
comprehensive statement is the all-engrossing aim of the present
Letter. The remaining contents of the chapter can be best no-

ticed as we advance. It is now in place to proceed to details.

Paul, This is the name by which the Apostle was known
throughout by far the most active and eventful part of his life
It was his proper name as an Apostle. His former name, the one
his parents gave him, was Saul, a strictly Hebrew name. Why
he exchanged the one name for the other, we have no satisfactory
means of knowing. We have the fact, and all beyond the fact is
conjecture. Perhaps were it even not conjecture, it would be of
little value to us.

a servant of Jesus Christ, The word doulos is most proba-
bly from deo, (S&v) to bind. It is a general term applicable to
every thing bound, tied, or fettered. Anciently it was applied
to persons to denote that they were slaves, that is, were not free,

or had not the control of their own acts, but were bound by or

subject to the will of others. Paul was a doulos, not of men, but
of Jesus Christ. He was a bond-man, and hence not free; he
owned not himself, nor controlled his own acts. He was bound

by the will of another. But this bondage did not degrade; it
ennobled. It fettered, it is true, to the will of Christ; but this is
the best form of freedom, freedom to do right, freedom from sin.
and freedom from the fear of death. Such bondage is not vassal-
age, but the very perfection of freedom.

But there is possibly another fact implied in the word doulos.
A1l christians have been redeemed by the blood of Christ. It is
the price paid for them. They are consequently his, or belong to
him, and therefore are bound by his will. His will is the measure
of their liberty, and the rule of their acts. But in this sense every
christian is a doulos as truly as was Paul. Hence the term
denotes no circumstance in the Apostle which it denotes not in
other christians. As douloi, servants, they are all equal. The
term, therefore, in the present case, is neither a title of office, nor
a mark of special distinction. It denotes a simple fact common
to all christians.

a called apostle, Paul was not merely called to be an apostle.
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as our common version has it; he was actually one. He might
have been called fo be one; and yet not have become one for a
long time afterwards. This is not the meaning of kletos. Paul
was an apostle. This was the fact. But he was more; he was
a called or chosen apostle. The word apostle tells what he was;
the word called, how he became so. The word called, moreover,
must be limited to Christ.  Paul was not called by men, as was
Matthias. He was called immediately by Christ. The call came
from Christ directly to him, and not through another.

apostle, The word apostle, from apostello, literally means one
sent from, sent out, sent away. This is its general meaning. In
the present case, however, it signifies specifically one sent out
from Christ and by him. But while this is the meaning of the
word, it performs here still another function. It is a high official
title. Indeed, it is the title of the highest order of men in the
kingdom of Christ. Any one sent out for any purpose, good
or bad, is an apostle in the common sense of the term. But none
could be apostles in its high scriptural sense except those whom
Christ in person called and sent out. These were apostles in an
extraordinary sense. They were apostles in a sense which left
them without predecessors, without equals, and without successors.

set apart The word aphorizo, primarily means to separate
one thing from another by drawing a boundary-line between
them. Separation by means of dividing lines is its radical im-
port. In the present case it describes, in itself, a single circum-
stance in Paul's call to the apostleship. He was called. This was
the first fact. This call he obeyed, and in the act separated him-
self from the world and its pursuits. This separation is the real
thought couched in the word. How, then, it will be asked, does
it come to mean set apart fo the gospel? I answer, by itself it
does not mean it. Set apart to a thing is not inherent in the word.
All it means is simply separated. It is the words, therefore,
which follow it that tell to what.

to the gospel of God, Paul was called by Christ, and by
him set apart or devoted to the gospel. Not simply to preach it
though this chiefly, but to do every thing else essential to its com-
plete establishment. = The gospel, it will be noticed, is here called
the gospel of God. It is so called, doubtless, because God is
Father to and sends Him who is its more immediate author. But
in a sublime sense the two are one. Hence what is the one's is
the other's. The gospel, be it added, is not called the gospel of
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God because it respects him or has him for its object; but because
he is its origin or author. The Genitive Theou here denotes source.

Many efforts have been made to supplant the word gospel by
the use of other terms and phrases, such as good news, glad
tidings, etc. Up to this time these efforts have not been success-
ful; nor is their success to be desired. The word euaggelion
literally means a good message, good report or good news. But
this is the precise meaning of our current term gospel, which is
probably from the Saxon gode or god, and spell, the two together
meaning good news. The word gospel, therefore, is the exact
equivalent of the Greek, word, and since it is both very current
and perfectly understood, it should be retained.

2. which he formerly promised through his prophets,
in the holy Scriptures, The gospel to which Paul was set
apart is characterized by four facts which deserve special men-
tion. It is God's gospel; he formerly promised it; promised it
through his prophets; promised it in the holy Scriptures. For
Jews these facts contain a fine argument. They had the prophe-
cies which they acknowledged to be the product of inspired men.
They were then compelled, first, either to repudiate these proph-
ecies, or deny that they promised a gospel; or, second, to deny
that the gospel which Paul preached was the gospel they prom-
ised, or to accept his gospel. The first and second they could not
do. They, therefore, decided to deny that the prophecies prom-
ised the gospel which Paul preached, and consequently to reject
it; and this they did, notwithstanding the fact that his gospel was
confirmed by miracles performed before their eyes. Their denial
consequently was not only willful, but without the semblance of
just excuse.

3. concerning his Son, These words should be immediately
joined with the expression "the gospel," and not, as some insist,
with the word "promised." It was not the promise that con-
cerned God's Son, but the gospel. The promise immediately
concerned the gospel, the gospel immediately the Son.

who, as to his flesh, was born of the seed of David, Or,
to render with very severe closeness, Who came into being, as to
his flesh, out of David's seed. ~The verb ginomai denotes, not un-
originated being, as does eimi, but originated being. It denotes
the act of becoming, or coming into existence. Ginomai is the
word here used. Hence the being or existence which it de-
notes is originated being. But this being is predicated of Christ's
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flesh only. It is not affirmed of him in his totality, or as to
both his natures. As to his flesh only had he an origin.
Moreover, this flesh, or rather Christ himself, in so far as he was
flesh, came into being out of one of David's descendants. He
was of the family of David in a direct line, as God had prom-
ised he should be.

4. but, as to his pure spirit, was determined by power
to be the Son of God, Or, to render ad verbum, but as to
spirit of holiness. That kata pneuma is here the intentional an-
tithesis of kata sarka, is so clear to my mind, and is so generally
accepted by the best commentators, that I shall not attempt its
defence. Sarx denotes all that was human in Christ; pneuma all
that is divine. Hence the two terms completely comprehend him
in his wholeness, and as to natures exhaust him. Sarx denotes
the outer man; pneuma denotes the inner, and although a different
designation, it is the exact equivalent of the6 Adyogof John, ren-
dered the Word.

But on what ground, it may be asked, do 1 render pneuma
hagiosunes, pure spirit? 1 answer, on the ground of necessity.
That the Genitive of hagiosune is the Genitive of quality, hardly
admits of a doubt. The quality or attribute which it denotes is
that of inherent, underived, and inseparable holiness. The term
is then equivalent to an adjective. Now perspicuity requires that
this adjective shall be the one which is truest to the sense and

freest from uncertainty. 1 grant that pure is not truer to the
sense of the original than #holy, and certainly it is far from being
so general a rendering; but then it is less likely to mislead. The
phrase holy spirit, as all know, is appropriated, having, both in
holy writ and in common speech, a uniform, single meaning. It
signifies the Holy Spirit. Hence to render the preceding word as
holy spirit is almost sure to suggest the wrong idea. It suggests

the Holy Spirit, and not the spirit, or inner, divine man of Christ,
which, I maintain, it denotes. I may add that both the view and
the rendering here presented are no novelties among learned wri-
ters on the Letter. The view has the sanction strictly, and the
rendering, substantially, of such names as Stuart, Alford, Bloom
field, etc.

Not a few have sought to relieve the phrase of its difficulty by
rendering it holy spiritual nature. But this, although true in fact,
is not tenable as a translation. It is simply a commentary or par-
aphrase. Nature is not in the original, and therefore is not educi-
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ble from it. Neither is spiritual. The original has spirit strictly;
and by no law of exegesis known to me can it be transmuted
into spiritual. Of the phrase pneuma hagiosunes there are but four
admissible renderings, namely: spirit of holiness, spirit ofpurity,
holy spirit, and pure spirit. Of these I prefer the last, because,
while it is clear and true, it can not mislead. It is unfamiliar, I
grant, but use will remedy this.

But as to his pure spirit Christ was horisthentos wuhiou Theou
en dunamai. What is the meaning of this language? Certainly,
according to commentators, it is not free from difficulty. Indeed,
according to some it would seem to be hopelessly perplexed.
Whether in this these authors are wholly right or wholly wrong,
or only partly the one and partly the other, I shall not here stop
to inquire. I shall present what I conceive to be the truth in the
case, and leave the reader to seek for difficulties.

The word horizo primarily means to draw a horos or line, and
thus to fix a limit, mark out, or determine. It also means to ap-
point or constitute, which is a more remote or much freer sense
than the former. Now which of these senses is the true one in
the present instance? Between them our choice lies. Here let
us note that Christ was horisthentos as to his pure spirit; and
further, be was horisthentos the Son of God. With these two
facts before us, let us try the two senses of the word.

First. I shall assume, as already said, that the expression pure
spirit denotes the inner, uncreated man of Christ; in other words,
that it denotes the Logos who became flesh and dwelt among us.
Now construing horisthentos in the second sense just named, and
can it possibly be affirmed of Christ that, as to his inner man, he
was ever, in any way or by any means, constituted or appointed
the Son of God? I think not. He was not the Son of God by
constitution or appointment. He was the Son of God in and of
himself, by reason of his nature and relations to the Father, inde-
pendently of and antecedently to all constituting and appointing
acts. I hence conclude that the second sense of the word is
inadmissible.

Second. Let us now try the first sense. According to this,
horisthentos does not express the act of constituting or appointing
Christ to be, as to his pneuma or spirit, the Son of God, but the
act of determining or marking him out fo us as, in respect to his
spirit, the Son of God. The word denotes not how he became the
Son of God; but that he was shown to us as such. And this is
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precisely the fact in the case. As to his inner man, Christ was
never constituted or appointed the Son of God. At least we have
no evidence to this effect. But as to his inner man he was marked
out or demonstrated fo us to be the Son of God; for otherwise
we could never have known the fact. I hence conclude that to
mark out or determine is the true sense of the word; and of these
I prefer determine.

With the majority of both ancient and modern commentators I
construe en dunamai with horisthentos. This construction seems
to possess the double advantage of being both more simple and
more natural than any yet proposed; and besides, it leaves us to
give to en dunamai its apparently most obvious meaning here.
The phrase I would render determined by power. That is, we
could not know by intuition, nor perhaps in any other way, save
the one employed, that Christ is, as to his spirit, the Son of God.
This had to be determined for us; and it was determined by
power. In what specific way it was determined will appear un-
der the next clause.

by the resurrection of the dead—Jesus Christ our Lord,
étdvaoTdoewovekpdv. Herecagainwehaveamuchdisputedclause,
which has been very variously rendered. Some construe ex to
mean after, and accordingly render the clause after the resurrec-
tion. But this is evidently forced. It appears to come out reluc-
tantly from beneath the critic's hammer, rather than present itself
freely and at once. I believe the weight of authority to be against
it, and hence reject it.

Again: the expression anastaseos nekron is by many translated
the resurrection from the dead, making it denote specifically
Christ's own resurrection. But this does great violence to the
language. Resurrection of the dead, not from the dead, is the
simple, obvious, and natural rendering of the expression; and
since nothing is known to require a different rendering, I regard
it as dangerous to resort to any other. The expression refers to
Christ's raising others from the dead, not to his own resurrection.

But how, it may be asked, does raising the dead determine
Christ to be, as to his spirit or inner man, the Son of God? I
answer, Christ raised the dead only as the Son of God, or in that
character. He never raised the dead merely as a man. He
claimed to raise them only as the Christ; ana the act of raising
established the claim. Peter also raised the dead; but he raised
them as an apostle only, and not as the Son of God; and the act
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of raising proved the reality of the character in which he acted.
Moreover, when we reflect on all the facts in the life of Christ,
not one strikes the mind as so overwhelming a proof of the pres-
ence in him of divine power, underived or undelegated, as his
raising the dead. In soul we feel it to be the most stupendous
fact of the Bible; and as a proof of the claims of him who per-
formed it, even when those claims are to the avowed effect of hi8
being the Son of God, it is plenary and final. True this feeling
may arise, in part, from the deep interest we have in the resurrec-
tion of the dead; but, if so, it only shows the wisdom of him
who selects it as a proof. Its force is enhanced, not weakened,
by the circumstance.

Here it may be well to sum up the facts asserted or implied in
so much of the present wonderfully comprehensive and con-
densed paragraph as we have now gone over. Paul was an
apostle; a called apostle; devoted to the gospel. This much
relates to Paul himself. This gospel was God's gospel; he had
formerly promised it; promised it through his prophets; promised
it in the holy Scriptures. This gospel respected his Son; this
Son, as to his flesh, was born of one of David's descendants; but
as to his inner man, was determined to be the Son of God; de-
termined by power, the power being exerted in raising the dead;
and this Son is Jesus Christ our Lord. After this the Apostle
briefly returns to himself again.

5. through whom we have received favor and apostle-
ship, The word favor denotes all that Paul had received in
becoming a christian. But it denotes nothing more, and hence
nothing peculiar to him, since all christians receive the same. It
is the term apostle which denotes wherein he was distinguished.
The one term simply ranks him among christians, giving him no
superiority over them; the other ranks him among apostles, anJ
makes him their equal.

in order to the obedience of belief in all nations, The
particle eis is often used, as here, to express the end or object of
an act or acts. Accordingly the clause states the end for which
Paul had received favor and the apostleship. But both when he
became a christian and when he was made an apostle this end was
looked to. He was not made a christian for himself alone, and
only an apostle for the benefit of others. He was made both for
the sake of others. Could each disciple, in the present day, realize
that he, too, is made a christian for the obedience of belief, it



CHAP. I, V. 5] ROMANS. 31

might greatly add to the activity of many; and that both the many
and the world would be gainers by the addition is simply certain.

The end for which Paul received favor and apostleship was the
obedience of belieff This expression is susceptible of two different
meanings. First: The words obedience of belief may be taken
together as expressing a single thing—belief as an act of obedi-
ence. In this view the phrase would resemble the expression,
gift of a pen, meaning a pen as a gift Accordingly the end of
Paul's call would be simply to induce the act of believing. This
view is clearly incorrect, and is therefore rejected. Second: The
words may be separated and made to stand for two entirely differ-
ent things: 1. obedience, or conformity to the divine will; 2. be-
lief, or the mental conviction from which the obedience springs.
According to this view, Paul received favor and apostleship in
order to induce men to obey Christ, but to obey him from belief
as the principle leading to it. This is the view here held as the
true one. The Genitive pisteos is Genitive of source or cause.
The obedience springs out of the belief as its source or moving
cause. Of course the apostle's call was not to induce the obedi-
ence without the belief, nor the belief without the obedience. It
was to induce both, but the one as arising out of the other. Belief
first, then obedience as growing out of it—this was then, as it still
is, the divine, immutable order. No act of obedience is acceptable
to God which is not prompted by belief in him who performs it
For this reason, among others, infant baptism is to be rejected.
It is not the obedience of belief, and thus wanting the very

essence of acceptableness, it is no obedience at all.

It will be noticed that I here use the word belief instead of
the word faith; and as this usage will continue throughout the
present work, it is proper to assign a reason for it

We have in the original two words, zioris and mioTebw, both
having the same root and same meaning, with the single distinc-
tion, that the one is a verb, the other a noun. The verb strictly
means to believe, and is uniformly so translated in the Scriptures
Indeed we have no other word but believe by which to render it
This word not only translates it, but exhausts it. Now the noun
has exactly the same meaning as the verb. Consequently since
we must translate the verb believe, we surely ought to translate
the noun belief. Again, the original noun and verb are cognate.
This cognation is wholly left out of view when the verb is ren-
dered believe, and the noun faith, but completely preserved when
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the one is rendered believe, and the other belief. That is, believe
is seen to be related to belief just as pisteuo is to pistis.

But if it be alleged that the words belief and faith differ in
sense; and that the latter only, and not the former, correctly trans-
lates the original, I deny the allegation. It has no foundation in
fact. The one word has not a shade of meaning which the other
has not. Faith in Christ and belief in Christ are not different
expressions for different things, but different expressions for the
same thing. No distinction whatever exists between them. To
say, as is sometimes done, that faith embraces the affections of the
heart, while belief does not, is to draw on metaphysics for our
tenets, and not on the New Testament.

Besides, a world of error and superstition has collected about
the word faith, which does not attach to the word belief. With
the disuse of the word faith will go in part, at least, this error and
superstition. It is therefore best to give up the word. In belief
we have all that is in faith; hence in parting from faith we lose
no truth. Nor is what is here said true merely of a single book
in the New Testament. The word faith should wholly disappear
from its pages. This is not, I grant, likely to happen soon; but it
is not therefore the less necessary. It is a weakness of our na-
ture that our attachment to what we happen to be familiar with
often leads us to prefer the objectionable to the faultless. This
weakness will show itself in the present case.

for his name's sake, The word "name" here stands for
Christ himself. The meaning then is for Christ's sake. The ob-
ject of Paul's mission was the obedience of belief among all
nations for the sake of Christ, which means in his interest or for
his honor. In construction the clause should be joined with the
expression "obedience of belief."

6. among whom you also are called of Jesus Christ,
All are called of Christ who hear the gospel, but they alone are
chosen who obey it. Those here spoken of are said to have been
called of Christ, because the call proceeded from him as its source.
Such is the force of the Genitive. But "called" does not denote
persons merely called, or who when called refused to accept. It
denotes such as being called had obeyed; it denotes the saved.

7. to all the beloved of God who are in Rome, This
shows to whom the present Letter was written. It was to those
only in Rome who were beloved of God. Hence to entitle the
Letter, as in our common version, the Letter to the Romans is
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erroneous.

any sense, but to those only

ROMANS.

in Rome who were
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The Letter was not written to Romans as such, in

christians,

whether Romans, Jews, or Greeks.

called holy,
this is incorrect.

they were.certainly to be;

were holy, and therefore so called.
wholly dropped from the sacred page. It

Common version,

they were styled or named holy.

called "to be saints." But

They were nut called to be holy, though this

They
should be

is too vague, and has

The word "saint"

been too much abused to be tolerated longer.
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SECTION 2.

‘First, I thank my God through
Jesus Christ respecting you all, that
your belief is spoken of in the whole
world. ° For God is my witness
whom I serve in my spirit, in the
gospel of his Son, that I constantly
make mention of you, “always en-
treating in my prayers that, some
how, I may, at last, be favored by
the will of God to come to you.
"ForI long to see you that I may im-
part to you some spiritual gift that
you may become steadfast; “and
this is, that I may be comforted in
you through the belief which is in
us both, in you and in me.

SUMMARY.
Paul is thankful that the belief of the disciples in Rome is spoken of every-

where.
prosperous journey to them.
some spiritual gift to strengthen them.
derive much comfort.

8. First,
ing you all, that
world.
half, as helping them.
were the occasion of it.

world.

He always mentions them in his prayers, and desires at some time a
He longs to see them, and to impart to them

From their mutual belief he hopes to

I thank my God through Jesus Christ respect-
your belief is spoken of in the whole
The meaning is not that Paul thanked God
His thankfulness respected them, as they

in their be-

Their belief was spoken of in the whole
It was this fact especially that caused him to be thankful.

With the mention of their belief would circulate the name of

Christ in whom they believed.
joy.
people of that day,

The phrase "the world"

This always gave the Apostle

means the world as known to the
and not the whole globe.
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9. For God is my witness, whom I serve in my spirit, in
the gospel of his Son, To serve God in spirit is a fine phrase
with a deep meaning. It does not signify, as some suppose, mere
sincerity in worship. It signifies that the true service of God has
its seat in the spirit and springs out of it. This service consists
in the belief, love, and other acts of homage, which go up to God
out of the soul. These spiritual states and emotions find vent
through the gospel. They originate in the spirit, but find expres-
sion through the appointments of the gospel, which thus become
a sort of dialect through which the spirit proclaims its fealty to
God. Only when men serve God thus can their service be true.
A1l other service has its breaks and interruptions; this alone must
have none. The christian's conduct may become loose; still so
long as, in spirit, he remains true, there is hope. But whenever
he fails here, all is lost. A man's soul never wholly drops God
till his belief is extinct; but the moment this dies within him, he
is a withered branch ready for the burning. His apostasy is then

complete, never to be remedied.

Of the true worshipers the Savior says, "they shall worship the
Father in spirit and in truth." We exactly complement this when
we serve God "in spirit, in the gospel," in spirit meaning in the
inner man or with it, in the gospel meaning according to it as a
rule or law. Thus Paul served God; thus must we.

that I constantly make mention of you, It was the cus-
tom of the primitive christians, when praying, to mention by
name those brethren and churches in whom they felt a deep
special interest. It is matter of regret that so affectionate a cus-
tom should ever have been allowed to fall into disuse. It is surely
the duty of christians to revive it It would have the effect to
kindle fraternal affection in other breasts and to foster it in out
own; and no want of any age exceeds the want of such affection
among the children of God.

10. always entreating in my prayers that, some how,
I may, at last, be favored by the will of God, to come to
you. But in coming, Paul desired his journey to be a prosper-
ous one. Hardships already suffered in his Master's cause made
him now shrink from a recurrence of them. He hence prayed
that his journey might be a happy, or good one; for such is the
idea involved in euodo. He no more than other men courted
those great trials which at times visit the children of God. Their

effect, beyond a certain point, is to break the spirit not to
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strengthen it It is hence dangerous to venture too far. We
should meet them bravely when they happen, but we should
never seek them, nor attempt to provoke them.

11. For I long to see you that I may impart to you
some spiritual gift—charisma pneumatikon. =~ What this spirit-
ual gift, or charisma pneumatikon was, it is not easy to say.
Commentators are not agreed in regard to it Indeed it is a
point which we have no decisive means of settling. Certainly
it was either a miraculous gift, or some spiritual favor falling
below it, as instruction or the like. Our choice lies between
these; and the most that can be done is to show which side is
the more probable. The word charisma ordinarily means any
favor bestowed. But in the New Testament it also means a
miraculous gift. Paul himself certainly employs it in this sense,
i Cor. xii: 9; but this we learn from the other words used with
it The notion ofthe miraculous is not inherent in the word itself.
Still in the case in hand I decidedly incline to the side of a
miraculous gift. Nothing would so confirm the disciples in
Rome as bestowing on them such a gift; and since confirmation
was the end for which the Apostle wished to bestow it, the greater
probability seems to be that the gift was a miraculous one. Had
the Apostle wished to see the disciples merely to instruct them in
the ordinary way, or to comfort them by exhortation, and so con-
firm them, he would most likely have used the customary form
of speech to convey that idea, and not the form here found.
Prneumatikon, 1 take it, does not signify pertaining to the human
spirit, but proceeding from the Holy Spirit Hence, in the phrase
"spiritual gift," the word "spiritual" denotes not nature but source,
not to what relating, but in what or whom originating.

that you may become steadfast, The object of imparting
the spiritual gift to the disciples was to strengthen and establish
them. It was to render them immovable. Not that they were
dangerously weak, but the gift would render them savingly firm.

12. And this is, that I may be comforted in you through
the belief which is in us both, in you and in me. Paul de-
sired this steadfastness that, as a consequence, he might derive
comfort from them—comfort from their settled belief. This much
is clear. But it is not so clear how he expected to derive comfort
from his own belief. Yet such was the case. 1 explain thus:
When the holy in Rome should see his belief, the ground of it,
and how unwavering it was, they would themselves become
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greatly encouraged.

COMMENTARY.

This would give him pleasure.

[CHAP.1,V. 13.

Thus his

own belief, by its effect on them, would react on himself, and so

comfort him.

CHAPTER 1.

“Now I wish you not to be igno-
rant, brethren, that I often proposed
to come to you, (and that I have
been hindered to the present,) that I
might have some fruit among you
also, even as among the other na-
tions. “ Both to Greeks and barba-
rians, both to wise and foolish, am
I debtor. " So, as to myself, I am
ready to preach the gospel even to
you who are in Rome. " For I am
not ashamed of the gospel; for it is
Sod's power for salvation to every
one who believes, to Jew first, and
to Greek. " For in it is revealed
God's justification by belief in order
to belief; as it is written, he who is
just by belief shall live.

SECTION 3.
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SUMMARY.
Paul had often purposed to come to them, and had been hindered. He

desired some fruit among them, ouch as he had in the other nations.

debtor to preach the gospel to all men, and therefore to those at Rome.
is not ashamed of the gospel; for it is God's
In it is revealed God's justification by belief in order to induce

believe.
belief.

He is
He
power for salvation to all who

The present section will be found one of the most important

into which this great Letter is to be divided. Its importance
appears from two considerations: 1. It comprehensively
enounces the themes on which the apostle chiefly dwells. 2
Without a correct understanding of its leading terms the Letter
itself can never be understood. On it, then, we cannot bestow too
much thought.

13. Now I wish you not to be ignorant, brethren, that I
often proposed to come to you, (and that I have been hin-
dered to the present,) It appears that previous to writing the
Letter, Paul had often purposed visiting the disciples in Rome,
but in every instance had been hindered. His purposes, there-
fore, must have been of his own forming. The Spirit had not
caused them; for if so, they would not have been defeated. To
them Paul was sole author. He had formed them simply as a
good man, and not under guidance of the Spirit As a man he
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often desired to do things which the Spirit would not permit
The purposes here alluded to are instances in point. Moreover,
whenever he was hindered, as in the present case, it was the
Spirit, most probably, that did it, to whose will he was subject
To the will of Christ he was bound as a servant; to the will of
the Spirit as an apostle. For him the Spirit determined two
things: Where he should go; what he should say; to which is to
be added, that it always empowered him to prove his mission
divine. At all other times, it left him to himself, to act his part
as he wished. It was at such times that he formed these pur-
poses. As they were his own, unprompted by the Spirit, and
all things considered, not the best, the Spirit would not allow
him to execute them. Besides, to the unwillingness of the Spirit
is to be added still another check on the Apostle. Satan, too,
sometimes hindered him. Not where the Spirit had purposed,
but when Paul himself had, as in the case in hand. When the
Spirit purposed, nothing could successfully interpose; but when
it was the Apostle alone, the Spirit might not permit, and Satan
might hinder. In both these ways, as a mere man, he was liable
to be interfered with.

that I might have some fruit among you also, even as
among the other nations. The fruit which Paul had among
the other nations consisted in the children of God whom he had
begotten by the gospel. Christians were the fruit of his labor.
The phrase en humin here, 1 take it, is not to be construed strict-
ly, as referring exclusively to the disciples, but freely, as to the
Romans as a nation. The meaning is, I desire to have some fruit
among you Romans as a nation, as I have among the other
nations.

14. Both to Greeks and barbarians, both to wise and
foolish am I debtor. Paul means that he was under obligation
to preach the gospel to all men in all nations. Accordingly, as he
had preached it in other nations, and obtained fruit, so he was now
ready to preach it among the Romans where he desired fruit. To
the church he wished to impart a spiritual gift to confirm them;
to the Romans he desired to preach the gospel to convert them.
That would give him comfort; this would be his fruit

15. So, as to myself, I am ready to preach the gospel
even to you who are in Rome. This translation, though a
little free, will, I trust, be found close and true to the sense. So,
as to myself. The meaning is, so, or accordingly, as to myself, or
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so far as I am concerned, I am ready. I may never be permitted
to preach to you in Rome; for I may still be hindered, as I have
heretofore been; but so far as respects myself, [ am ready, when-
ever the Spirit may so please.

Instead of "So, as to myself," the clause is sometimes rendered
So, according” to my ability. But this is surely incorrect. It is
trite to make the Apostle say he was ready to preach the gospel
according to his ability. Evidently he was in no danger of at-
tempting to preach it below his ability or not according to it.

16. For I am not ashamed of the gospel; Therefore I am
ready to preach it even in Rome. I am ashamed of it nowhere,
before no people. Still, as in Corinth, so in Rome, Paul would
have preached it in "weakness and in fear and in much trem-
bling." As to the gospel he was without shame; but as to him-
self, full of distrust and trembling. Thus should it be with every
preacher. As to himself he should be diffident and concealed,
but as to his theme, bold, manly, and demonstrative.

for it is God's power for salvation The gospel is called
God's power for salvation, because it contains the provisions
which he has ordained for this end; and which, if accepted by
us, will certainly effect it.  Salvation is viewed by the Apostle
as an end and difficult; so much so as to require God's power to
accomplish it. The gospel is that power. Not only so; it is
God's only power for salvation. Therefore, he who is not saved
by the gospel will never be saved at all. For him who rejects
the gospel there is no hope. He is lost

Three great powers antagonize salvation—the world, the flesh,
and Satan. These powers must be overcome. Nothing short of
God's power can do this. The gospel does it; hence the propri-
ety of calling it God's power for salvation. It is his power,
because it proceeds from him: it is for salvation, because it is
ordained to effect it

to every one who believes, The great fundamental truth
of the gospel is that Jesus Christ is the Son of God. This is the
thing to be believed, in order to salvation. It is the matter, the
whole matter, of our belief. The facts which underlie it as proof,
and on which it rests, are the death, burial, and resurrection of
Christ. Couched in these few items is the saving creed of the
world. No man can reject it and be saved.

But the gospel is not unconditionally the power of God for
salvation. It saves him only who believes it To all others it it
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condemnation, not salvation. "He that believes not shall be
damned." But he who would be saved by the gospel must not
stop short at belief. To belief he must add obedience. The
"obedience of belief" is the divine order. That is, belief first,
and obedience next as something prompted by it and springing
out of it—this is Heaven's own arrangement, with which there
must be no interference, and from which there must be no de-
parture. Paul received favor and apostleship not for belief alone,
but for the obedience of belief. This is final as to the order of
these items and their value. One of the great errors into which
so many professors have fallen consists in sundering the expres-
sion obedience of belief, and in making so much to depend on the
belief solely, and so little on the obedience. = But as the two are
bound up indissolubly together in the divine verbiage, so they
forever stand the inseparable conditions of salvation. To main-
tain their unity is to stand for the truth; to dissolve them is to
annul it.

17. For in it is revealed God's justification by belief
As to the exact meaning of dikaiosune, commentators are not
agreed. Not that they differ so widely in regard to it, as on some
other points. But certainly their agreement is not uniform and
close. Into their conflicting views, where they conflict at all, 1
believe it would not be profitable to enter. These the reader can
consult for himself, and on their merits pass his opinion. My
object is to endeavor to determine the precise sense in which
Paul uses the word in the clause in hand. This will require pa-
tience and skill. But a few preliminaries demand attention first.

1. The justification, assuming this for -the present to be the
correct rendering of the word, is called God's justification. But
whether we render by justification or righteousness, and we have
certainly to render by one or the other, one thing is to be distinctly
noted, the word does not express an attribute of God. It denotes
a justification of which he is author; and it is called his to contra-
distinguish it from the justification of the law. The latter is
described by Moses thus: "He who has done these things shall
live by them." That is, he who has obeyed every requirement of
the law, without one omission, shall live by his deeds. Of course
such a life would be an absolutely sinless one, and acquittal from
every charge would be a right which could not be withheld.
Such an acquittal would be a dikaiosune ex ergon nomou—a jus-
tification by works of law.  But in this sense no human being
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can be justified. Gal. ii: 16. Now, there stands over against this,
and differing from it, another justification which is ek pisteos, by
belief. This is God's justification; that is the law's. The one is
conceivable, but impossible; the other alone is practicable. The
law's would be the justification of a person wholly sinless; God's
is the justification of the sinner. In the case of the law, justifi-
cation would be a debt due from God to the accused. In the
case of belief the justification is a matter of favor and not of
debt. In other words, to the man who should "do these things,"
God would owe justification; but to him who believes simply,
he does not owe it. True, he bestows it, but as a favor and not
as something owed.

2. Paul introduces dikaiosune into the clause in hand without
qualification. It was a term current in his day with a well de-
fined signification. Neither the subject-matter about which he
uses it, nor the context serves to modify it. He must then have
introduced it in its current and well known meaning. Conse-
quently an unusual or far-fetched import is not to be admitted.

3. The gospel is God's power for salvation. As a power it is
a cause; and viewing it as a cause, salvation is its effect. Now
between the gospel as a cause and salvation as an effect, stands
dikaiosune. Put the gospel in motion, and dikaiosune falls in
with it, and as a factor acting with it, in the direction of its end,
helps it to reach it. Consequently, in determining the significa-
tion of the word, we must seek a meaning which both tends to
salvation and is a part of it, as well in its incipiency as in its
ultima ti on.

4. Dikaiosune is something done of God or of Christ; and it
is done for the sinner, and not for the sinless. Moreover, it is
something done for the believer, and not for the unbeliever. It
is conditioned on belief, and is not done without it. Further, it
looks to salvation, and is essential to it. Previous to it none will
claim that salvation has occurred; subsequent to it none will deny
that it has. Hence in discovering the meaning of the word we
must find a sense which denotes something done for the believ-
ing sinner, prior to which he is not saved, subsequent to which
he is.

With these preliminaries I proceed to an effort to determine
the meaning of the word. This I shall commence by examining
its most important cognate.

Dikaio, (3roka1@). When God is the author of the act or state,
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and man the subject, this word and dikaiosune must be regarded
as having almost identical meanings. Indeed the only distinction
between them is that the one denotes in action what the other
expresses as state. True, they sometimes differ, but this is owing
to a difference in the sources of the act or state, or in the subjects
to which they are applied. At root and in essence they have the
same meaning.

Generally dikaio means to hold as right or just, to do right, to
do justice to, to treat as just or declare innocent, to acquit or re-
mit guilt, and then to hold and treat as just. Now of the mean-
ings here enumerated, I shall maintain that the last, or the one
in holies, is the one in which Paul uses the word in the clause in
hand. But first I propose to show that this is certainly a mean-
ing of the word in other books of the Bible as well as in the
Letter under consideration. This I shall do by a few citations:

1. "Keep thee far from a false matter; and the innocent and
righteous slay thou not: for I will not justify the wicked." Or
according to the Septuagint: Stand you alooffrom every unjust
charge: the innocent and just slay not; and you shall not justify
th' wicked for the sake of gifts. Exod. xxiii: 7.

This verse is held to have been addressed to those in authority
as judges. It admonished them to beware of untrue counts,
especially not to slay the innocent on false testimony. A doubt-
ful case was to be referred to God himself, for the reason that he
"will not justify the wicked." Earthly judges they might escape;
him they could not. The word acquit is here the exact render-
ing of the Septuagint dikaio. Moreover, it is the very word
which both the subject and connection require, and is the only
word that expresses the sense truly and clearly.

z. " Ifthere be a controversy between men, and they come unto
judgment that the judges may judge them, then they shall justify
the righteous and condemn the wicked." Deut. xxv: I.

Here, as in the preceding instance, the proceedings are judicial.
In the case of the wicked, the order is to condemn; in the case
of the just, to acquit. The word used by the Seventy is dikaio,
and no term so closely renders it as acquit. The subject and the
occasion determine both sense and translation.

3. "And by him all that believe are justified from all things,
from which you could not be justified by the law of Moses."
Acts xiii: 39.

That the things from which the people could not be justified
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by the law were their sins will not be questioned. Or, still more
correctly, the reference is both to sin and its penalty From
these justification by the law was impossible. From both Christ
justifies the believer. The phrase justified fiom (dl7é)has the
force of released from or acquitted. Released from is the exact
sense. This ma) be held as indisputable. But this when applied
to sin is the precise meaning of the phrase remission of sin.
Here now in a passage in the New Testament, a passage from
Paul's own lips, dikaio clearly means to be released from sin, to
be acquitted, or pardoned. The passage is perhaps final as to the
meaning of the word. The scene is judicial, the party arraigned
is the believer, the charge is of his sins, and the result is release
from them. This release is expressed by dikaio. In all similar
cases, then, release from sin or acquittal must be held to be its
true meaning.

Now that belief in the passage from Acts, and the belief in the
clause in hand from Romans, are identical, I presume no one will
deny. Equally certain is it that the justification in each is the
same. The only difference is that in Romans the justification is
conceived of as just revealed in the gospel, whereas in Acts it is
viewed as realized. But the justification in Acts is release from
sin. Therefore the justification in Romans is release from sin. 1
do not see how the meaning of a word can be more conclusively
determined than this determines the meaning of dikaio.

4. "So even David speaks of the blessedness of the man to
whom God counts justification without works: Blest are they
whose iniquities are forgiven, and whose sins are covered, blest
is the man to whom the Lord will not count sin." Rom. iv: 6, 7.

If we still lack any conditions to enable us to determine the
meaning of dikaiosune, the present passage supplies them. God
is before us as judge, and man as the accused. In the transac-
tion God counts to him justification without works. It is then of
belief. Hence the man is a believer. To him God counts dikaio-
sune. To what is this the exact equivalent? The answer is, to
having his iniquities forgiven, his sins covered, or not counted to
him. It is the exact equivalent of release from sin and its pen-
alty, the equivalent of pardon. Therefore to count dikaiosune to
a believer is the same as to release him from sin or to forgive
him.

Now in the clause under consideration the dikaiosune is God's,
and is of belief. That is, to speak concretely, it is the dikaiosune
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of a believer. Moreover, as in the case spoken of by David, the
dikaiosune is counted to the believer, so is it, we conclude, in the
clause in hand. Farther, since in the two cases the parties are
the same, and the transactions the same, the cases themselves
must be the same. Consequently dikaiosune in the clause in
hand must mean to be released from sin or to be forgiven. It is
then to be translated by justification, and not by righteousness;
and by justification in the sense of acquittal from guilt, or remis-
sion of sins.

Now to show that the view here maintained is neither novel
nor deficient in authority, I cite the following passages from emi-
nent writers on the Letter. In each passage its author is com-
menting on the clause in question:

"But the word dikaiosune is the usual one employed by Paul
to designate gospel-justification, 1i. e, the pardoning of sin, and
accepting and Seating as righteous. . . . . . . .. With these facts
before us, we now return to our text. Dikaiosune Theou seems
very plainly to have the same meaning here that it has in Rom.
iii: 31, and in the other passages just referred to in this epistle,
viz: the justification or pardoning mercy bestowed on sinners
who are under the curse of the divine law; or the state or condi-
tionofbeing pardoned, i. e, justified or treated asjust."—STUART.

"One thing is certain, that dikaiosune Theou must here mean
(as in the rest of the Epistle, and others of St. Paul) Gospel jus-
tification, or the mode of obtaining pardon bestowed by God on
man."—BLOOMFIELD.

"Now if man is to become righteous from being unrighteous—
this can only happen by God's grace—because God declares him
righteous, assumes him to be righteous: . . . . Dikaioun is not only
negative to acquit..... .but also positive to declare righteous, but
never to make righteous by transformation, or imparting of moral
strength by which moral perfection may be attained."—ALFORD.

"Dikaio, dikaiosune. Many cognate significations have been
assigned to the verb dikaio, but in the New Testament it invaria-
bly denotes to acquit, i. e., to justify, to account just. —Hence the
derivative noun dikaiosune signifies acquittal. The words in-
deed are strictly forensic; and, as employed in the Epistles, imply
a judicial sentence of the Almighty upon all mankind, as ob-
noxious to divine punishment."—TROLLOPE.

Now I would by no means be understood as denying that
dikaiosune often means righteousness, as well as justification. It
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means both, and the one as certainly as the other. But it means
neither exclusively. Hence to render it uniformly by the same
wort! is a grave error. It should in some instances be rendered
justification, in others righteousness; and it is the business of the
commentator to distinguish the passages in which it has these
different meanings from one another.

As an instance, among many, of the use of the word in the
sense of righteousness, take the following: "For I tell you that
unless your righteousness excel the righteousness of the
Scribes and Pharisees, you shall never enter into the kingdom of
heaven." Matt, v: 20. It would be absurd to represent the justi-
fication of one man, using the word in the sense of acquittal,
as excelling that of another. Clearly the word here means
righteousness.

Take also the following from the Letter under consideration:
"Neither present your members as instruments of unrighteous-
ness, to sin; but present yourselves to God, as alive from the dead,
and your members as instruments of righteousness, to God."
Rom. vi: 13. Unquestionably the word here means righteous-
ness, that is, a course of life in conformity with the requirements
of right or of christian morality.

Finally then, whenever, in the course of these comments, I
meet with dikaiosune in the sense of righteousness I shall so
render it; in all other instances I shall render it justification.

in order to belief—cis pistin. Here again we encounter a
much litigated phrase. Indeed, according to some commentators
it seems to mean almost anything or nothing; while according to
others, it means one thing about as well as another. One thinks
that ek pisteos signifies belief in the Old Testament, while eis
pistin means belief in the New. Another thinks the two expres-
sions are to be taken together as a climax, their meaning being,
from belief to belief, i. e, from a lower to a higher degree of
belief. Some again would read the verse thus: For in the gos-
pel, God's righteousness is revealed from belief to belief, closely
connecting the two expressions with the verb revealed. Others
still thus: For in the gospel God's righteousness by belief is
revealed to belief. A1l these views I regard as radically errone-
ous, some of them as fanciful, and therefore reject them. Of the
authors I am consulting, Macknight, Stuart, and Bloomfield
alone seem to have the true conception of the clause. Accord-
ingly they render it almost precisely as I have done. Substan-



CHAP. 1, V. 17] ROMANS. 45

tially they render thus: In the gospel is revealed God's justifica-
tion by belief for belief, i. e, to induce belief. Or still more fully:
In the gospel is revealed the fact that God will justify the believer,
and this is done in order to induce men to believe. This last I
hold to give the truth in the case.

Nothing is more common in the New Testament than the use of
eis to denote the end or object for which anything is done. Take
an example from the verse immediately before the one containing
the clause in hand: The gospel is God's power, eis soterian, for
salvation; or as a power it is for an end—salvation. So the
clause before us. In the gospel is revealed God's justification by
belief, eis pistin,for belief; it is revealed for, or to induce a cer-
tain end, to induce belief. Surely there is nothing difficult here.
As a motive to induce men to believe, God reveals to them that
if they will believe he will justify them. This is simple and
clear.Ican not see why the clause has been thought so per-
plexed.

As farther evidence of what is here said, I cite the following
from Galatians, which contains, differently expressed, the same
idea: "Knowing that a man is not justified by works of law, but
through faith in Jesus Christ, we also believed on Christ Jesus,
that we might be justified by faith in Christ, and not by works
of law." Gal. ii: 16.

Knowing that a man is justified by belief in Christ, even we
have believed in him. We have believed in him—why? Be-
cause we know that he who believes will be justified. This we
know, because it has been revealed to us; and our knowledge so
obtained becomes the motive to believe. Thus this verse seems
to settle the import of the clause in question.

as it is written, he who is just by belief shall live. The
common version has, "the just shall live by faith." This is cer-
tainly intelligible; but if correct, it is difficult to see why the
Apostle cites it. The question before him is not by what means
do the just live, but how is the believer justified? To the former
question, the citation, as found in our version, would be relevant;
to the latter it is not. The Apostle had just asserted that in the
gospel God's justification by belief is revealed. To those who
insisted on justification by the law only, this would be novel and
false. To prevent such a judgment against him, and at the same
time to secure a verdict in his favor, he cites from Habakkuk.
As much as to say: God's justification is by belief, and not by
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law. Be not startled at this.

He says, the just by belief shall live.

COMMENTARY.

[CHAP. I, V.18.

The prophet himself asserts as much.

I assert only the same.

It is very true that the just lives by his belief; and it is equally

true that he becomes just by it.

It is this point and not that,

which the Apostle has in mind, and which he is laboring to

establish.
have rendered

Hence the necessity
it
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of rendering the citation as I

SECTION 4.

"Now God's wrath is revealed
from heaven against all impiety and
injustice of men. who keep down the
truth by injustice. " Because that

which is known of God is manifest
among them, for God has made it
clear to them. “For his unseen

traits are perceived since the creation
of the world, being known by the
things that are made—both his ever-
lasting power and divinity, so that
they are without excuse. ' Because
they, knowing God, did not glorify
him as God, nor did they thank him;
but became foolish in their reason-
ings, and their stupid heart was
darkened. Professing to be wise,
they acted as fools, ” and exchanged
the glory of the incorruptible God
for an image like corruptible man,
and fowls, and fourfooted beasts, and
creeping things. Therefore God
gave them up, in the lusts of their
hearts, to uncleanness, to dishonor
their bodies among themselves, * who
exchanged the truth of God for a lie,
and worshiped and served the crea-
ture instead of him that made it,
who is blessed forever—amen.

SUMMARY.

The wrath of God is revealed from heaven against the impiety and injus-

tice of all men who keep down the truth.
But when they knew God they did not
By their reasonings they became foolish, and dull in

God had made it known to them.
glorify him as God.

heart; and exchanged the honor due to God for the worship of idols.

The Gentiles had the truth; for

For

this God gave them up to base passions, and as the result they dishonors

their bodies among themselves.

18. Now God's wrath is revealed from heaven
nection of thought here is not obvious.
but why?

the paragraph with gar, for,

The con-
The Apostle introduces
Usually gar introduces

a reason for, an illustration or confirmation of something preced-
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ing. But if such be the case here it is not perceivable. Indeed
the paragraph which follows gar seems quite independent of
what precedes it There is no apparent connection between
them. This, with the presence of a particle ordinarily implying
dependence, is what creates the difficulty. Stuart thinks gar
refers to an implied thought in Paul's mind. His language is:
"As to the gar with which this verse is introduced, I am now
persuaded that it refers to an implied thought in the mind of the
writer, which intervened between vs. 17 and 18, viz: This dikaio-
sune Theou is now the only dikaiosune possible for men. That
this is so, the sequel shows; which is designed to prove that all
men are in a state. of sin and condemnation, and can be saved
only by gratuitous pardon."

Bloomfield, on toe other hand, while doubting a connection,
still admits a probable one. He says: "It is, however, by no
means clear to me that any connection was intended; for the
gar may here have, ai often, the inchoative sense: and it is admit-
ted by almost all commentators that this verse commences what
Schoettgen calls theltractatiocum Gentilibus. Yet it is proba-
ble that it was meant to serve as a connecting link between the
general position, on the efficacy and universality of the gospel,
and the proof at large, of the necessity of this justification by
faith only—from the inefficiency of the law, whether of Moses or
of Nature to save men.'

Upon the whole I can discover, at least, no verbal or logical
connection in the use ofgar. Still I am persuaded that the matter
of the one paragraph must stand related to the matter of the other.
It can not be that in Paul's mind the two were wholly disjoined.
He had just asserted that the gospel is God's power for salvation.
By implication, then, there is no other power or means of salva-

tion. This would destroy all hope of salvation in the Gentile
on his ground. But in assigning a reason for this assertion the
Apostle adds: "For in it is revealed God's justification by belief."
There is, then, no other justification. This would extinguish all
hope of justification in the Jew, as based on the law. Now, in
proof of all th's, he proceeds to show that the condition of both
Jew and Gentile was such as to warrant both his assertions and
their implication. This showing he introduces by gar. Assum-
ing this to be correct, then gar is used much in the sense of de,
and should be rendered now. AIll things considered, I am dis-
posed to accept this view as correct, or as more nearly correct
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than any yet proposed. On the nearly equivalent significations
of gar and de in certain cases, see Winer.

Moreover, the learned are not altogether agreed as to the order
in which the Apostle intended his thoughts to succeed one another,
and consequently as to the translation of the clause. ~Some would
render it thus: For the wrath of God from heaven is revealed.
Others thus: For the wrath of God is revealed from heaven.
This latter I hold to be correct. The collocation is not God from
heaven, but wrath is revealed from heaven.

against all impiety and injustice Impiety, asebeian, means
a failure in our duties to God; injustice, adikian, a failure in our
duties to men. Both terms are general, and denote as well a total
failure, as every lower degree of it. The two terms together ex-
press the whole volume of human sins. In the clause before us,
if they do not indicate total failures, they certainly indicate de-
grees fearfully near total. But the Apostle is not speaking of the
impiety and injustice of men generally, but of a particular class of
men, whom he mentions in the next clause.

of men, who keep down the truth by injustice. The
first inquiry here respects the word ruth, aletheian. What
truth is referred to? Certainly not the truth contained in the
gospel. This much all concede. The reference is to an age an-
terior to the gospel, and therefore to a people who had never
heard it. = We subtract then the truth in the gospel from the
truth mentioned in the clause. This done, 1 take the word
truth as standing for all other truth relating to, and designed to
regulate piety, or duty to God, and justice, or duty to men. The
impiety and injustice named were the impiety and injustice cer-
tainly of men who had fen aletheian, the truth, and not of men
who had it not. This truth related, first, to their duty to God,
and, second, to their duty to men; and the impiety and injustice
consisted in a failure to keep it in both these respects.

But whence had this truth been derived? Originally from
God himself. From him it had come either immediately, as in
the case of Adam, or mediately through angels, or inspired men,
as in subsequent ages. Some, therefore, had it in the form of an
original revelation; others in the form of tradition. But whether
in that form or this, it was the truth, and the only truth the world
had prior to the gospel. On it, and on traditions from it, and
corruptions of it, the world's conscience was formed. But it was
not derived from conscience. Conscience originates no truth
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It merely approves conformity to truth, or to what is held as
truth, and condemns violations of it. This much it does, no
more. The truth in question had a divine, not a human origin;
and it existed, in most cases, no doubt in a greatly perverted
form. The more remote the tradition from its original source,
the dimmer it becomes, till finally every vestige of truth evanishes
from it, and it becomes a lie. Such is the history of truth after
it passes into the form of tradition.

To keep down the truth is a strong phrase. Of course it ex-
presses the act of those who had the truth. By their injustice
they overpowered it, kept it down, and thus hindered its circula-
tion. They restrained it as by fetters. In all ages iniquity in
those who have the truth has had this effect. Those who have
not the truth will not receive it from the corrupt. He who has
truth and would propagate it, must himself remain pure. His
life must be consistent with the truth he has; otherwise he be-
comes an impediment to it. In the hands of the unjust, truth is
powerless for good. Thus to keep it down is a great sin. When
God gives us truth it is that it may control us, and through us
others. If we cause it to fail he will not acquit.

of men, The word "men" would here include all men in all
ages, who, prior to that time, had, by their injustice, kept down
the truth; but it seems from what follows in the chapter that the
Apostle designed it to embrace the Gentiles only. The Jews are
taken up and separately considered farther on. The context and
mode of treatment thus serve to limit the word.

19. Because that which is known of God That is, among
the Gentiles. Not that which may be known. It would have
been going too far to say that all that may be known of God actu-
ally was manifest among the Gentiles alluded to. For this reason
I reject the common rendering. So also Alford. Butit would
be quite proper, as such was the fact, to say that what is known
of God was manifest among them. This knowledge would con-
stitute the ground of their responsibility and render them
inexcusable. So at least Paul thought.

The connection of thought between this verse and the one
preceding it, may be thus indicated: "The wrath of God is re-
vealed from heaven against all impiety and injustice of men who
keep down the truth by injustice." The Gentiles to whom I am
now alluding have the truth. The proof of this I here subjoin:
"Because that which is known of God is manifest among them:
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for God has made it clear to them. In other words: God has
made clear a certain thing to the Gentiles. It was thus that it
became manifest among them. The thing thus manifest is to
gnoston—what is known of God, and the thing so known is the
truth.”

Some ofthe learned thus connect the two verses: "The wrath
of God is revealed from heaven against all impiety and injustice
of men who keep down the truth by injustice." This wrath the
Gentiles have suffered. Because that which may be known of
God in regard to impiety and injustice is manifest among them in
the form of wrath; for God has made it clear to them—has clearly
manifested his wrath.

This I admit to be true; but it is not the truth here. The thing
which is known of God, which was manifest among the Gen-
tiles, manifest because God had made it clear to them, was the
truth, and not his wrath.

Verses 18 and 19 assert or imply three facts which it was nec-
essary to prove: 1. That the Gentiles had the truth; 2. That
they kept it down by their injustice; 3. That the wrath of God
is revealed against their impiety and injustice. How the first fact
is proved has just been shown. The second is proved by point-
ing out how they abused the truth; and the third by enumer-
ating the consequences of their sins which God visited on them.
The proof and amplification of these facts occupy the remainder
of the chapter.

20. For his unseen traits are perceived since the crea-
tion of the world, The word "perceived" means discovered
by the senses or by the mind. It is hence the very word required
here. Since the creation—apo. 1 render apo since,with Tholuck
and others. The meaning is not perceived by the creation of the
world; for this would be virtual tautology, since it is the exact
import of the expression, known by the things that are made.

This verse is designed to confirm what is said in the preceding
one; and the two verses together form an argument from the
greater to the less. In verse 19 the Apostle says that what is
known of God in regard to piety and justice, the truth from him
respecting them, is manifest among the Gentiles, because He has
made it known to them. To justify and confirm this statement
the Apostle now declares that even God's unseen traits, the
higher and more difficult things to know, have been taken notice
of ever since the creation of the world, being cognizable by the
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things that are made. And if these have always been known,
how much more the truth relating to practical matters of so much
importance as piety and justice. If the greater is known, the less
must be. The unseen traits mentioned by the Apostle are imme-
diately explained to be God's everlasting power and divinity.

It does not strike me that the Apostle intended to enounce the
facts contained in verse 20, as something new which he desired
his readers to know. He rather assumed them to be known and
admitted, and simply used them to prove what he had said in
verse 19.

Ever since the creation of the world and men have existed,
they have been enabled, by means of the works of creation, to
arrive at the apprehension of certain traits of the Almighty, other-
wise undiscoverable by them. These traits are called unseen,
because it is impossible for the outward eye to take notice of
them. They are apprehensible or knowable by the mind only
—not immediately; for the act of cognition is by means of the
things that are made. From the works of creation the mind, by
a process, passes to the perception of the traits. This process I
take to be one of reasoning. Given the conception of God, and
from the works of creation the mind infers, as matter of knowl-
edge, certain of his traits, as power, and so on. Only thus can it
discover these traits by means of created things

And here we must be cautious. The Apostle does not affirm
that by means of created things we come to know God. With
Paul the conception of God is assumed. It is only certain traits
of God that we thus discover. God is not knowable by means
of creation. From creation we infer traits, not God. God him-
self, not nature, communicated to man, as an original datum,
whatever conception man at the first had of him. Creation can
not give the conception of God. This embraces, not to mention
more, the notion of spirit and of infinite power; and the notion
of these is not in a physical and finite creation, and, therefore, can
not be inferred from it. If nature alone furnished these notions
it would furnish them continually; that is, it would furnish them
and preserve them. A1l nations would then have them. But we
know that this, as a historical fact, is not so. But the conception
of God once given by himself, and much that is difficult is gone.
In countless ways the works of nature may then suggest his
traits.

Moreover, assuming this to be the origin of the conception,
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and we can readily account for its prevalence in the world. It,
and much that is bound up with it, would be propagated in two
ways: orally at first in the form of tradition, and next in written
records. In that way it spread among the Gentiles, and became
the to gnoston, the thing known among them; in this way it was
preserved among the Jews.

both his everlasting power and divinity, It is easy to
understand how the notion of God's power is obtained from the
works of creation. These works are an effect; and as 6uch they
must have had an adequate cause. As an effect they are immeas-
urably vast, and therefore must have resulted from a cause
immeasurably powerful. But God is their cause, and hence the
notion of his power. This much is clear.

But how do we obtain from the works of creation the notion
that God's power is everlasting? The answer is not very appa-
rent. The notion of everlasting duration is not inherent in that
of power. Hence, from the one alone we can not infer the other.
But two solutions, as it seems to me, lie open to us. I. From
creation as an effect we infer the power of God who produced it
But we infer power only, and not the notion of everlasting. In
itself and as a fact, however, the power is everlasting; and this
being known to Paul, he so named it. In other words, from cre-
ation we infer the power only, while Paul characterizes it accord-
ing to its nature. 2. God is the author of creation; and from
creation as an effect we infer his power. But this power does
not pertain to him as an accident. It inheres in him as an insep-
arable attribute; and since he is everlasting, so is his power. It
is thus, I conclude, that we get the notion of everlasting in
God's power, and not from the works of creation.

and divinity, The word Theiotes 1 here translate divinity,
because I have not a better term, but whether correctly or not, |
can not venture with confidence to say. I take the word as de-
noting, like power, a single characteristic of God. Consequently
I can not agree with those who make it designate the "sum of
divine qualities." Surely this is incorrect; for that "sum" must
include power, and yet from Theiotes, as here used, power is
excluded, being expressed by dunamis. Moreover, the word
must denote some trait which stands in close relation to the works
of creation, since it is perceived by them. But to say precisely
which trait it expresses is the difficulty. So incomprehensible is
God, and so multiform his characteristics, that we become bewil-
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dered in their presence. From the divine complexity which
shines out in the works of creation, how hard is it to select a sin-
gle trait, and say of it with confidence, this is the theiotes. Yet
this trait was known among the Gentiles of whom Paul is speak-
ing. Much more then must we know it. But this is not the
difficulty. The difficulty is in saying which trait, out of many, it
is. Were I called upon to name it, I should coin a word for the
purpose, and call it the deityship of God. By this I would ex-
press specifically his divine lordship and preservation. God's
power creates—this all nature proclaims; and he upholds what
he has made. No two facts in the manifestations of nature are
more apparent than these. In upholding and preserving nature
God displays his deityship. This then I take to be the trait which
theiotes expresses.

It is proper to add that the usus loquendi, usually held to be
the great arbiter in questions of criticism, can lend us no aid here.
The word in hand is hapax legomenon, that is, it occurs but once
in the New Testament. This greatly increases the difficulty in
understanding it. It may, I think, be safely assumed, as already
said, that it denotes a single divine trait, a trait closely related to
creation, and perceivable by it. Thus far we are safe. But when
we come to designate specifically the trait, we seem to me to be
guided by conjecture alone.

so that they are without excuse. In v. 19 the Apostle
declares that what is known of God, his truth, respecting piety
and justice, was manifest among the Gentiles, God having shown
it to them. This he confirms in v. 20. He curtly adds: "So that
they are without excuse," i. e., for their sins. Paul here assumes
the great and constantly recurring fact in the divine government,
that knowledge of duty is the measure of responsibility. Had
the Gentiles not known, they would have been free, but having
light, they were without excuse.

With v. 20 Paul ends his proof of the fact that the Gentiles had
the truth. This done, and his conclusion drawn, he commences,
in v. 21, the proof of his second fact, namely, that they had kept
down the truth by iniquity. He shows that they had abused it,
perverted and abandoned it, and thus had kept it down and ren-
dered it inoperative.

21. Because they, knowing God, did not glorify him as
God, This verse assigns a reason for the conclusion of v. 20.
That conclusion is, that the Gentiles were without excuse. In
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proof of this the Apostle now shows how, and under what cir-
cumstances, they had acted.

To glorify God is to adore and honor him because of his divine
nature and excellencies. It is of the very essence of piety. In
the fact stated by the Apostle we have additional evidence that
the Gentiles had the truth. They knew enough to enable them
to glorify God as God. Yet they failed. In what the failure
consisted we are not told. Paul merely says, they did not glorify
God as such. They either ceased to use the truth as a guide, or
perverted it. It thus failed of its object in them; and in this way
it was either hindered or wholly suppressed.

nor did they thank him; We thank God for benefits re-
ceived; and the feeling which prompts the act is gratitude. As
the debt we owe to him, on this score, is great, the feeling should
be active and profound. A failure here is indicative of the deep-
est debasement. The people in whom this feeling has become
extinct have reached the lowest degree of spiritual degeneracy.
No sin is more inexcusable. Such was the depth to which the
Gentiles had gone down.

but became foolish in their reasonings, The word emat-
aiothesan primarily signifies to become vain or foolish; and I see
no reason for seeking a more remote meaning here. I hence can
not think with some, that the word means to become "devoted to
vanities," meaning by the expression, devoted to idolatry. There
is the less reason for this, since, in v. 23, both the fact of idolatry
and the mode in which it arose are distinctly stated.

The Gentiles were at fault in their reasonings either because
they set out from wrong premises, or because they conducted
the process amiss, and reached unwarrantable conclusions; or
they may have been at fault in both these respects and most
likely were. Correct reasoning can injure no people. It was by
means of their reasonings that the Gentiles became foolish.
This could not have happened had their reasonings been sound.
Foolish reasoning alone makes those foolish who do it.

What subjects the Gentiles reasoned on we are not told.
Doubtless they were the theiotes and dunamis of God, together
with the truth they had. Reasoning amiss on these made them
fools in regard to God and their duty to him. Rationalism is a
dangerous thing whenever it undertakes to solve the mysteries of
God, or to lay down any other basis of human duty than the
divine will. Better accept some things on the authority of God,
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which we can not solve, than to act the fool by rejecting every
thing.

and their stupid heart was darkened. The word heart
here stands for the power within us which takes cognizance of
divine truth. So, Tholuck in substance. Asunefos signifies
wanting in discernment or perception. Stupid, in the sense of
bluntness of spiritual perception, is the aptest word known to
me by which to render it. As the foolish reasonings of the Gen-
tiles gradually usurped possession of their minds, the truth faded
from them. At last the light which was in them went out.
Thus their heart became darkened.

22. Professing to be wise they acted as fools, When
men are reasoning God and truth out of their souls, they usually
make large pretensions to wisdom. It was so with the Gentiles
in olden time; it is so with rationalism still. But the pretense is
a poor compensation for the loss. He acts the fool, not the wise
man, who thus reasons. Better is the "foolishness" which stands
with God, than the reasoning which rejects him.

23. and exchanged the glory of the incorruptible God
for an image Common version: "Changed the glory of the
uncorruptible God into an image." But this can not be correct
How can the glory of God be changed info an image? The
one can not be transmuted into the other. But it is easy to un-
derstand how, in the case in hand, the one could be exchanged
for the other. The Gentiles, when they knew God, glorified him
not as God, but became foolish in their reasonings; their stupid
heart became darkened; and though they professed to be wise,
they acted as fools. The result was that they lost the true con-
ception of God, and for him, as the object of their worship,
substituted idols. Thus the exchange was made.

It is better, perhaps, with some of the learned, to regard the
phrase, "glory of the incorruptible God," as a designation of
God, equivalent to glorious incorruptible God. The meaning
will then be, in short: they exchanged God for idols. Or we
may take "glory" as standing for the whole of the worship then
due to God. The meaning will then be: they exchanged the
worship of God for the worship of idols. That is, they aban-
doned the one, and betook themselves to the other.

like corruptible man, and fowls, and four-footed beasts,
and creeping things. Idolatry at the first had a deep criminal
significance.  Originally God did not intend man to worship
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a being whom he could not see. In the act, it can not be denied,
there is something difficult and unnatural. When God made
Adam he visited him and talked to him familiarly as a gracious
father with his child. Man looked upon his great Creator face to
face. The homage he then paid him was the glad, spontaneous
outburst of his heart. It was not an effort, but a deep exquisite
pleasure. But man sinned; and that glorious Presence forever
withdrew. Still the soul, though wrecked, longed to look again
upon the object of its adoration. In the course of time Satan,
who, at the first, had suggested sin, now suggested that God could
be worshiped just as well under some visible form. The sugges-
tion seemed to meet the profound, instinctive longings of the
spirit; and idolatry arose. The idol was, at this time, no doubt, a
mere aid to devotion. It helped the mind to mount from the
mere material form before it up to the invisible One whom it
represented. But men, with whom playing the fool had become
habitual, and whose heart had become darkened, would not long
remember these refined distinctions. Consequently, from view-
ing the idol as a mere aid, they soon came to view it as God.
"These be thy gods, O Israel." Exod. xxxii: 4. Such probably
was the origin of idolatry. On man's part the intention was to
aid devotion; on Satan's, to eject God from the soul. Satan suc-
ceeded, not man.

God appoints the worship of himself, and prescribes its mode
and laws. Whenever man undertakes to invent aids, the result is
that the divine appointment is supplanted, and the human inven-
tion takes its place.

like corruptible man. Ad verbum—Ilikeness of an image of
corruptible man. The idea is exactly expressed to our minds and
in our language by an image like corruptible man. In their tra-
ditions men would still retain the fact, obscured and distorted,
that they had been created in the image of God. In making an
idol to represent God, their first thought would be to make one
as nearly like him as possible. They would, therefore, make it
like man, feeling that thereby they were making it like God.
But as they sunk in grossness, they would make their idols to
resemble those beasts and fowls from which they derived most
benefit, or those animals and creeping things they most feared.
Those they would worship; these seek to propitiate. Such
would be the origin of the images representing the lower order
of creatures, and of the homage paid them.
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24. Therefore God gave them up, in the lusts of their
hearts, to uncleanness, God gives people up when he ceases
to restrain them from evil or protect them against it. When, in
other words, he lets them alone to do as they please without hin-
drance from him in the matter of sin. This clearly implies that
till God gives a people up, they are always under his protecting
care. Language could not more clearly imply the constant over-
sight of God in the affairs of men. How, with such an impli-
cation before him, any man can deny an immediate divine
providence in human affairs, I can not see. Indeed the blindness
which can do it would itself seem to be an instance of the "giv-
ing up" spoken of.

in the lusts of their hearts, With Lange and others I
think the en of this clause should not be rendered by or through.
God did not give them up to uncleanness by or through their
lusts. Their lusts were not a means by which he effected this
end. The en denotes their state or condition when God gave
them up. He gave them up because they had abandoned him
and resorted to the worship of idols; but at the time when he did
this they were living in lust. This was their condition.

to uncleanness, That is, to practice it. But God did not
design or appoint the uncleanness, and then abandon the people
to it. The uncleanness was the result of their lusts. God aban-
doned them; and immediately their lusts hurried them into the
uncleanness.

to dishonor their bodies among themselves. Critics are
not agreed as to whether atimazesthai is middle or passive. It
may be either, and either gives a good sense. I prefer to think
it middle, and accordingly so render it. But the point is of little
importance, and is therefore dismissed.

But how shall we render the clause? Certainly in one or the
other of the following ways: God gave them up so that they dis-
honored their bodies; or he gave them up fo dishonor them. The
latter, as is obvious, makes God intend the dishonor; the former
says nothing of intention, but merely states the result of the
giving up. The weight of modern authority is in favor of the
former rendering. But why? Certainly not on philological
grounds; for on these, the latter rendering has the advantage.
The former rendering, then, as it seems to me, rests on no ground
except that commentators do not like to make God intend the
dishonor. But this is insufficient. It is distinctly stated that God
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gave them up. Now for what did he do this? Not merely that
they might dishonor their bodies—this and no more. But he
gave them up to let them learn what their lusts would plunge
them into; and this end he intended, not for its own sake, but as
a punishment for abandoning him, for idolatry and for their lusts.
This I believe to be the true intent of the clause. 1 therefore
prefer the latter rendering.

Precisely how the Gentiles dishonored their bodies appears in
vs. 26, 27. These verses also exemplify the import of the clause
among themselves.

25. who exchanged the truth of God for a lie, This
clause closely resembles the one in v. 23, already noticed, namely:
"Who exchanged the glory of the incorruptible God for an im-
age," &c; and the two clauses should be rendered alike. In the
one case the glory of God is exchanged for an image; in the
other, the truth of God is exchanged for a lie. Or more closely
still, the truth of God is exchanged for the false—that which
is false in itself, false in the sense of being a lie, and false in
the sense of being a sham. The reference is to idols and idol
worship.

I see no reason for seeking, as some do, an unusual meaning
for the expression the truth of Cod. Both its import and con-
struction seem very simple. The Genitive of God is genitive of
source, the meaning being the truth which is from God. The
truth is evidently the same as that of v. 18, which was kept down
by unrighteousness. This truth primarily respected the worship
due to God; and it is as primary that it is here before the Apos-
tle's mind. The truth which respected God and his worship the
Gentiles exchanged for the lie which prescribed idol worship.
Or the sense may be the fuller one, that both the one true God
and his worship were exchanged for the false in the shape of
idols and the worship paid them.

The clause seems designed to explain more clearly whom God
delivered up to uncleanness to dishonor their bodies. If, instead
of the simple who, we render hotlines whoever, we shall come
still nearer the sense. The meaning of the two verses may be
accurately and fully expressed thus: Therefore God gave them up
in the lusts of their hearts to uncleanness to dishonor their bodies
among themselves—gave up whoever exchanged the truth of
God for a lie.

and worshiped and served the creature instead of him
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that made it. The word here rendered worshiped is generally
assumed to denote so much of our duty to God as is internal,
while the one rendered served denotes the outward part. The
distinction may possibly have been intended here, but I can
not see it. The two words together simply denote the whole of
the worship due to God. This was all transferred to the crea-
ture. The term creature is general, and includes every created
thing that was worshiped. The expression fon ktisanta is almost
uniformly rendered the Creator. But for this there is no neces-
sity. It is the participle, not a noun, and with the article means
him that made.  This phrase closely and neatly renders it, and
any thing different is gratuitous. Trueness is better than brevity.

CHAPTER 1. SECTION 5.
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SUMMARY.

Being abandoned of God, both their men and women degraded themselves
by their vile q_ractices. They received in their own bodies the due reward of
their error. They rejected God from their knowledge, and he rejected them.
After this they became filled with every vice and crime. These they not
onli/ racticed themselves, but even had delight in others for practicing them.
All thi6 they did, knowing the decree of God, both against their sins and
against themselves. They therefore sinned wilfully and recklessly.
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26. For this reason God gave them up to vile passions.
This verse is a repetition, in part, of v. 24. But it is more. It
states the particular uncleanness to which God abandoned the
Gentiles, and details how they dishonored their bodies among
themselves. The reason for the abandonment is the same in
both verses. It was idolatry.

The graded descent of the Gentiles is here worthy of note.
They knew God—this is the plane from which they took their
downward course. But they did not honor him as God; became
foolish in their reasonings; their heart, failing in the perception
of spiritual things, became darkened; they played the fool; lost
the true notion of God; ended in worshiping and serving the
creature. At this point God abandoned them; and again they
began to descend—this time into moral and physical corruption.
Down they went, and still down, till they touched the bottom of
human degradation. How sublime the height from which they
fell; how low the depth they reached!

to vile passions. The passions to which God abandoned
the Gentiles were those mentioned in this and the next verse.
They were the unnatural lusts which females cherished for
females, and males cherished for males. It is impossible to con-
ceive of anything in the form of vice more disgusting than the
practices to which they led. As the simple translation of the
two verses presents their contents in a light sufficiently strong, I
shall not comment on them in detail.

That the vices here specified by Paul were actually practiced
among the Gentiles admits of no doubt. The testimony to the
fact, independent of the Apostle's, is conclusive. Seneca, Mar-
tial, and Petronius, the last contemporary with Paul, all confirm
the Apostle's statement. The Tribades, a notorious class of
women, addicted to one of the vices, practiced their crime under
the name of sapphic love; and every one at all read in history,
has heard of the Lesbian vice. The same vice is said to be
indulged in in Paris, France, in the present day; and there is
little doubt of its existence in other modern cities. The vice
called pederasty is known to have been disgracefully common in
Greece and Rome about the time Paul wrote. Xenophon men-
tions the fact of its being forbidden by Lycurgus. Nor were
these vices confined to the low, unthinking herd. Some of the
most distinguished are accused of them. By Plutarch, for ex-
ample, we are told that even Solon, the great Athenian law-
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giver, was implicated in them; and Stuart says that Zeno, the
founder of the Stoics, was accused of the same. To the preceding
may be added the fact, mentioned by Bloomfield, and confirmed
by others, that discoveries made in Herculaneum and Pompeii
confirm all that Paul has said. Nor were these vices rare, and
viewed as we view them. Indeed one of the writers just named,
as quoted by Hodge, goes so far as to say that they were so com-
mon, and the countenance given to them so great, that no one
feared being detected in the act of committing them. More-
over, they are known to prevail in more countries than one even
in our own day.

and receiving in themselves the reward of their error,
which was fit. The error here, I must think, is the error into
which their males and females fell in the vices just named. The
word plane means wandering, going astray, deception; and in
the vices named the Gentiles confessedly went astray. Besides,
the reward which they received was one due their error; and
that it was also the one deserved by their vices can hardly be
questioned. It was a reward received in their persons—most
likely a penalty in the form of disease which they suffered. I
hence deem that plane refers strictly to erring in the matter of
their vices.

Some commentators refer plane to their going astray from
God to idolatry; but the reference seems far too remote. Cer-
tainly that was a plane, and their vices were a distant conse-
quence of it; but then there are too many intermediate errors to
permit us to refer plane over them all to the first. It would be
safer to make it include all these errors than to refer it exclusively
to the first. If any one will attentively read the passage in the
original, I think it will never occur to him that plane can have
any other reference than to the vices.

What the reward of their error was, which they received in
themselves, we are not told. But from the nature of the crimes
committed, we can hardly fail to conjecture it. The vices con-
sisted in the grossest bodily abuse long continued. The result
would be the worst form of those diseases which are known to
follow such abuse. It would be, besides great pain, premature
decay of the body, which again would lead to decay of the
mind. A life, therefore, imbittered by disease and pain, with
enfeebled powers of intellect, and early death would be the
reward of their error.
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28. And inasmuch as they did not judge fit to keep God
in their knowledge, The sense is clear, but it is difficult, ow-
ing to the want of closely corresponding words, to make the
translation entirely satisfactory.  Dokimazo primarily means to
prove a thing by trial, to put it to the test "I have bought five
yoke of oxen, and I go to prove them." But this sense is clearly
inadmissible here. The word also means to approve or think fit
It occurs in this sense, 1 Cor. xvi: 3: "And when I reach you, I
will send, with letters, him whom you may approve, to carry your
gift to Jerusalem." Also, 1 Thess.ii: 4: "But as we have been
thought worthy by God to be entrusted with the gospel, so we
speak, not as pleasing men." It is certainly in this sense that the
word occurs in the clause in hand. The Gentiles, after long trial,
especially after their perception of spiritual things had grown
blunt, after their heart had become asunetos, and they had fallen
into idolatry and its attendant vices, did not approve or judge fit
to retain God in their knowledge. They preferred rather to let
the knowledge they had of him perish from their minds, which
was the same as not choosing to keep him in their knowledge.
They wished no farther acquaintance with him.

to keep God in knowledge, The phrase "to keep God in
knowledge" is thought by some to be a stronger expression than
to know God. But the fact is not apparent Its exact equivalent
is to know God—to have him in mind as an object of constant
and distinct thought. The two phrases differ in form, not in
sense.

God gave them up to a rejected mind As the Gentiles, on
their part, did not think proper to do one thing; so God, on his,
did not think proper to do another. They did not choose to
keep him in their knowledge; and so he did not choose to keep
them in his care. He had now fully tested their minds, tested
whether they would keep him in thought. He had had them on
trial, as the assayer his metal in the crucible. Their minds failed,
and he rejected them. The word "rejected” in this sense, though
not exactly to my taste, is the truest word to the Apostle's sense
I can find. God repudiated the Gentile mind, or threw it away.
It would not retain him, and he refused to have it.

to do unbecoming things; Unbecoming things are all
things inconsistent with our duty to ourselves and to others. The
phrase is comprehensive, and, unqualified, would include every
species and form of vice and wickedness. 1 apprehend, how
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ever, that it is designed to refer more particularly to the vices just
named by the Apostle, and to those immediately to be enumer-
ated. Less than these it hardly includes; more it scarcely can.

29. being filled with all injustice, malice, greediness,
evil; Pepleromenous belongs to the they which is the subject
understood of poiein. The persons who were filled with all
injustice, etc., were those who did not choose to keep God in
their knowledge, and whom he abandoned to do unbecoming
things. Being once forsaken by him, because they had forsaken
him, they went from bad to worse, and from worse to worst, till
they complemented the following fearful list of crimes.

Efforts have been made, particularly by German commentators,
to show that the Apostle enumerates these crimes in order, or at
least sets them down in kindred groups. But these efforts are
founded rather in the fancies of their authors than in the work of
Paul He is innocent of the order and grouping ascribed to him.
He was intent on describing the true condition of the Gentile
world, but with no wish to display his skill in the art of rhetoric.
His object was to tell the whole truth, but as to the order in
which his items should succeed one another, he has evinced no
discoverable concern.

being filled with It need not be supposed that each indi-
vidual Gentile embodied in himself the whole of these crimes.
The list is affirmed of a community as such, and not of its several
members. What was true of the whole was true, no doubt, in
large measure, of its individual parts. Still a general corruption
of individuals is all that need be assumed. For example, one man
may have been filled with greediness, but not have been boastful;
another may have been boastful, but not filled with greediness;
and so on to the end.

all injustice, This expression is generic, and comprehends
the whole volume of human crimes. The specifications herein
following are its included particulars. The men in whom the
"all injustice" had its seat were the men who kept down the
truth—and no wonder. No heart can be at the same time the
abode of these crimes and of the truth. The sense of truth is
extinct in the heart in which they dwell.  Malice: Deep-seated
hatred accompanied by the wish and will to do others personal
injury. When intensified it is apt to seek the opportunity to
vent itself in bloodshed. Greediness: The inordinate love of
money. It is dangerous because almost sure to lead to the use
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of unjust means to accomplish its ends. Covetousness and ava-
rice are both good meanings of the word. Evil, kakia: Moral
baseness—the depraved disposition which is ready for every
type of crime. Villainous disposition is very close to the sense.

full of envy, murder, strife, deceit, malignity. FEnvy:
The disposition which grudges another his excellence or place. It
leads its possessor to underrate its object, and thereby to be unjust
to him. When it speaks, it is usually in the form of pity for the
slandered. The truly noble are ever free from it. Murder: The
wilful and malicious taking of human life. This crime, accord-
ing to the Bible, should always be punished with death. Butin
our day, especially in our country, it generally brings with it only
a good deal of notoriety, and not death. But we may rest assured
of this, that God will one day visit on the people of this country
a fearful retribution for the indulgence which they show to the
crime. Take the life of him who wilfully and with malice takes
the life of his fellow man—do this surely, do it in all cases, and
murder will cease. Fail to do this, and you breed mobs; for the
world is apt to feel that a murderer hung by a mob is a less evil
than a murderer turned loose by a corrupt court of law, to mur-
der again at will. That is a morbid and most pernicious sentiment
which forgets what is due to God, to society, and to the murdered,
through sickly sympathy for the murderer. It is devoid of jus-
tice; nor is it any proper expression of mercy. Strife: The
disposition to be contentious and quarrelsome. It is the standing
violation of the law of peace. It is not strife for the sake of
truth and right. Such strife is lawful. But it is strife simply for
its own sake—a morbid feeling, which seeks to irritate every
body and thereby disquiet them. Deceit: The Greek word
dolos primarily signifies a bait, i. e, for a fish. From this it readily
comes to mean an artful trick, stratagem, device. As a dispo-
sition of mind it is the inclination and will to practice every
species of fraud to effect an end. Where it prevails justice in
dealing is unknown. It is the very opposite of an honest
purpose. Malignity: Extreme evilness of nature. As a disposi-
tion it has its seat low in the depraved heart, is treacherous, and
crops out in bad habits and customs. It is of the essence of
activity in the corrupt soul.

whisperers, 30. slanderers, Godhaters, Whisperers: Se-
cret slanderers, persons who slip slyly about and blacken names
and characters by whispering their vile tale in willing ears.
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They always affect great innocence themselves, and tell their
hurtful story regretfully. When done, they are sure to enjoin on
you not to mention the matter to others lest it might do harm.
The world contains few things more despicable.  Slanderers:
These are the public blabs of communities, the open tattlers who
know every thing they should not know, and tell every thing
they should not tell, the newsmongers of inns and low places'.
They have one peculiarity—they never tell secrets, but such
things only as are notoriously true! They hence always appeal
to some one in the crowd to verify their lie.  Godhaters:
These are the impious wretches who, having cast God out of
their souls, have sunk down into the very night of sin. Nature
has become so prostituted in them, and their hearts so saturated
with evil that for even their daily bread they requite God only
with hate. Of the turpitude of such an insult it is impossible for
the pure mind to form a true conception. To hate God is the
most abhorrent thought to the soul that language can express.
In enormity it is without a parallel.

insolent, proud, boastful, inventors of evils, disobedient
to parents, [nsolent: Persons are insolent when in their
haughtiness they look down upon others with contempt, and so
treat them and speak to them as to mortify them and wound
their feelings. It is an ignoble trait, found only in base minds.
Proud: To be proud is to place too high an estimate upon our-
selves. It leads us to be vain, and to look upon others as
inferiors. The truly noble are never proud. Boastful: The
boastful are such as speak of themselves, their acts and property
in an ostentatious and over-colored style. The vice is closely
akin to lying, and is the very opposite of modesty. Inventors of
evils: These were persons who invented base methods to accu-
mulate property, to gratify ambition, and to satisfy lust. The
word evils must be taken in a wide sense, as including every
species of villainy which can injure either ourselves or others.
Disobedient to parents: Perhaps no sin mentioned by the Apos-
tle so clearly indicates, as does this, how completely humanity
was wrecked in the Gentiles. To be disobedient to parents in
the sense of being cruel to them, or indifferent to their wants, is
the lowest degree of human debasement. It often occurred
among the ancients.

31. stupid, faithless, without natural affection, pitiless—
Stupid: On this word I have already had occasion to comment

5
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It here means dullness in the perception of spiritual things. But
how, the reader will ask, can its import be set down as a sin,
and a person be held responsible for it? Were it natural, it could
not be. But it is induced by unwillingness to retain in mind
those divine truths which keep it bright and sharp. God's truth
is the soul's food, which renders it active and keen in its percep-
tions. Without this food it becomes gross and dull, and at last
loses its perspicacity. The import, therefore, is criminal, because
the consequence of a criminal rejection of the truth.  Faithless:
The word faithless here does not refer to a general, but specific
faithlessness. It denotes want of faith in keeping covenants and
contracts. It includes alike the acts of nations and of individuals.
Where it prevails all confidence in human pledges is at an end.
Without natural affection: The word signifies more particularly
a want of affection for kin, especially, it may be, for children. It
is thought by some to refer to the unfeeling custom among Gen-
tile parents of exposing their infants to die, when, from any
cause, they were disinclined to raise them. The word possibly
has this reference, but it is not certain. It means to be heartless
towards those who should be dear to us from the ties of blood.
Pitiless: The word signifies to be merciless or unforgiving to
those who err. The pitiless man shows no leniency to those
who are out of the way, but cruelly exacts the last farthing.
When we remember how prone all are to do wrong, we must
regard the trait as a most diabolical one. Nothing can be more
opposite to God than it is, or be looked upon by him with deeper
displeasure.

Here ends the hideous list of crimes and vices and sinful
mental states enumerated by the Apostle. To define each word
exactly, as it stood defined to his mind, is more than any one can
now claim the ability to do. A safe approximation to his mean-
ing is all that, in some instances, can be expected. Different
words so often seem to blend their import, and to lap the one
over the other, that to keep their several significations distinct,
and make them stand apart each on its own plat, is by no means
casy. [ shall feel glad if, in the end, it turns out that my efforts
in this direction are in respectable part successful.

32. who, knowing the decree of God, To whom does the
word who here refer? Clearly to those who did not choose to
keep God in their knowledge, whom, therefore, he abandoned to
a rejected mind to do unbecoming things, and who as a conse-
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quence practiced the crimes and vices just specified. It does not
then add a new class of characters to the preceding list. It
merely adds a fuller description of those there named. The per-
sons there named committed the crimes mentioned, knowing the
decree of God as to the penalty they deserved. And more, they
even countenanced and indorsed others in doing them. Such I
take to be the reference of who, and the connection of thought.

knowing the decree of God, The Gentiles, then, in perpe-
trating their enormities were not acting in ignorance. They
knew the decree of God respecting the very vices they were
practicing. But they did not regard it. They had light, but
despised it. It was this that made their guilt so deep. They
knew the decree. That was all. Not that they recognized it as
just. The probability is they regarded it as the very reverse.
Their heart had become asunetos; dull of perception; and the
justness of the decree against their sins would be among the first
things to which they would grow blind. They sinned, then, not
in ignorance, but more probably in unbelief.

But whence did they derive the knowledge of God's decree?
The question is not settled by the Scriptures. We are conse-
quently left to conjecture. I cite an author or two in reply.
Alford: "To dikaioma—the sentence of God, unmistakably
pronounced in the conscience." Stuart thinks they derived
it "from the disclosures made respecting God in the works of
nature," and from "their own conscience and moral sense." And
so others.

But with these authors I can not agree. I see not how either
the works of nature or the human conscience could ever disclose
the decree in question. "The things of God no one knows, but
the Spirit of God." God himself, 1 take it, revealed his decree
respecting the penalty of sin, revealed it by his Spirit to the
men with whom originally he communicated on such matters, as
Noabh. Thus only, I deem, could this decree ever become
known. But being once known, we can easily account for its
prevalence. It would spread in the form of a tradition. All
would thus come to know it, and would have their consciences
molded in accordance with it. Thus it would not be a deliver-
ance of conscience, but become a criterion of its formation.

that they who practice such things are worthy of death,
The word death here seems to have perplexed commentators
very much. Bloomfield thinks it means "the severest punish-
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ment both in this world and in the next." Hodge: "Death here
means the penalty of the law, all those evils by which sin is pun-
ished."  Stuart thinks the word is used "figuratively? and that
it means "punishment, misery, suffering? Alford: "Probably a
general term for the fatal consequences of sin; that such courses
lead to death." Tholuck says the word "may be taken in a more
extensive sense for misery, punishment, or in a more confined,
for death, the greatest of all bodily punishments." Lange: "The
general idea of death in the Gentile consciousness of guilt, as the
punishment of the most varied forms of sin."

These citations present some diversity of opinion; and besides
they would seem to imply that the interpretation of the word is
not easy. But I can not feel the difficulty of these writers. There
is no apparent necessity for understanding the word death in any
unusual sense. I therefore take it in its ordinary meaning, as
denoting simply natural death.

We must remember that the decree in question was not the
decree of men; nor that the Gentiles were worthy of death
according to a human decision. It was God, not men, who
decreed them to be worthy of death. And where is the difficulty
here? 1If God could decree Adam worthy of death, as we know
he did, for a single sin, should we think it strange that he would
decree the Gentiles worthy of death for their countless sins? It
was not only right that Adam himself should die for his sin;
but it is also right that all his posterity should die for it. God
adjudged the whole human family worthy of death for this one
sin. How much more then could he adjudge the Gentiles worthy
of death for their sins? True, though Adam was adjudged
worthy of death, he did not die for some time after he sinned;
and so with the Gentiles. Though they were worthy of death,
the penalty was not at once inflicted. The fact, however, that
they did not die at once didnot prove them not worthy. Itproved
a respite, nothing more.

not only do them, but are well pleased with those that
practice them. They not only practice such vices and crimes
as the Apostle has just named; but they do this knowing that
God has decreed them worthy of death for practicing them.
They thus contemn his decree and defy him. Nay more, they
delight to know that others do the same things. They are not
content to sin themselves; they go farther, and show their pleas-
ure in others that sin, and thus try to render it universal.
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Nothing so encourages men to sin as to show them that we think
all the better of them for it Especially is this true of infidelity.
The countenance which grown men, who are infidels, give to
young men, does more to foster infidelity in the latter than all
the arguments infidels ever constructed. @~ We must not only not
sin ourselves, but we must frown on it in others.

The Apostle having now shown the moral condition of the
Gentiles, and the utter hopelessness of their case, proceeds to
consider the state of the Jews. In doing this, he will demon-
strate that both are equally guilty, and equally without the hope
of even a possible justification. This done, and the conclusion
is obvious. Both are alike in absolute need of "God's justifica-
tion." This is the conclusion which the Apostle desires to fix at
last deeply and distinctly in the minds of both.



70 COMME

NTARY. CHAP. 2.

CHAPTER ITI.

SECTION

Therefore you are without excuse,
O, man, whoever you are that judge;
for in that in which you judge an-
other, you condemn yourself; for!
you that judge practice the same,
things. *But we know that God's
Jjudgment is according to truth agalnst
those that practice suchthings.;’ Do
you then count on this, O, man, ‘who
Judge those that practice such thlngs
and doﬂlﬂﬁer_ndyourselﬁ %hg Oggu vz/)ill
escape the ju ent o ? ‘Or
do you desfaisegitl}lle abundance of his
goodness and forbearance and pa-
tience, not knowing that God's good-
ness you into repentance?
’And according to your impenitent
heart and hardness do you heap u
for yourself wrath in a day of wra
and of disclosure of the just
judgment of God? * who will render
to each according to his deeds—

"everlasting life to those who, by
continuance in good works, seek for
glory and honor and mcorruptlon—
‘anger and wrath to those who are
contentious, and obey not the truth,
but obey injustice. * Aftliction and
distress will come upon every soul of
man who works evil, of Jew first, and
of Greek. " But glory and honor
and peace will be given to every one
who works good, to Jew first and to
Greek. " For there is no respecting

the person with God.

I.

A dvamohdynros €, & dvdpone, mas
6 xpivar év § yap xpiveis Tov Erepov,
geavrov karakpivess: T& yap obrd frpuv-
aew b xpiver.  Oidaper 8¢ drurd xplpa
Tob Beob fori kard dAndaar éri Tovs ré
TotatTa n-pacra'ownr ? Aoyl {y 34 rotroe,
i dvfpame, ¢ xpwmv Tods Td Towira
mpdogortas xal woiov alrd, ort oU dre
Gestp o rpipa rod Oeow; "H roi yrhod-
Tou Ths ypnatitros abTav Kat TS droXTs
xai Tis paxpoBupiar karagpoveis, dyvoar
ére T qua-rév Tou Oeov eis peTdrotay oe
x
dyess
a;uraunr,umv xapdiav Onoavpiles aeavrp
Gpyiv v uépa Spyis Kai dmwexaekvyrews
Sucatonpuaias Toi Béob; Yés amodace
éxdoTe xkatd Ta Epyn atroi—Toic wév
xaf’ Umopowpy Epyov dyafov Géfar xal
Topny xai adpfupaiar {nrolas, {wir aldw

¥ Kara 8¢ miw axhgpirgrd aov xm

tor—" rois B¢ é£ épileias wai dmefovo
T dAnfeia, melopcvos 8¢ T dbeig,
Spyl xkal Buuds.  ® OAijs xut oTevoyae
pla érl macar Yuyge defpomov Tou
Karfp‘yﬂ{a#f’vﬂu 1'6 Kﬂxr;ll, 'lﬂuaﬂl’ﬂu ks §
mpawror kai “EMrost ‘7 §ifa 8¢ xal reun
xkai eipmm marti To épyalopcve T4 dya-
Bav, IouBai(p TE mpaTor Kai 'mrjw
Yoo yup foT ﬂ'poa'mrokm[na wapa
T B((p

SUMMARY
The Jew constantly condemned the Gentile for domg certain things; but

in doing so he condemned himself,

for he did the same things. 's

just judgment is against all who do such th]ngs as the Jew did. Therefore

he can not escape condemnation. The % ess and patience of God are
designed to lead men to repentance; but the Jew misconstrues these and does
not repent. By this course he heaps up for himself wrath in the last day,
when God will render to every one according to his deeds. To the good he
will give eternal life; on the disobedient he will inflict wrath. There is no
partiality with God.

The connection between this chapter and the first is not obvi-
and it has cost critics no little trouble. Dio, with which
This is conceded with

ous;

the chapter begins, is certainly illative.
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hardly an exception. But the fact in the preceding chapter from
which the inference is drawn, which dio introduces, seems not
easily discovered. I prefer to think the inference drawn from no
single fact, but from the whole current of the Apostle's teaching
respecting the Gentiles. The connection I take to be this: The
Gentiles had the truth from God respecting their duties both to
him and to one another. Notwithstanding this, they forsook God
and resorted to the worship of idols. They did more. They
sunk down into the grossest sins and vices, knowing at the same
time the decree of God against both. Now, whoever thus acts
is without excuse. You Jews yourselves so decide. Therefore
you are without excuse, inasmuch as you do the same things
under the same circumstances. This seems to present the precise
turn of thought with which the second chapter opens. It clearly
sets out with an address to the Jews who judged, judged the Gen-
tiles; and its design is to show that they, equally with the Gen-
tiles, are without excuse, because of their practising the same
things. From this the inference would be easy. If they were
guilty of the same crimes with the Gentiles, they were under the
same condemnation, and therefore equally with them stood in
need of "God's justification." The object of the Apostle is now
to convince them of this fact.

Therefore you are without excuse—anapologetos. The
Jews, for it is they who are addressed, were not only without
justification, but without even an apology. They had nothing
to plead in their defence. They were without excuse, because,
like the Gentiles, they had the truth and violated it. The argu-
ment assumes the common principle of justice that those who
know their duty and wilfully neglect it, are inexcusable. This is
not only the decision of God, but the common sentiment of
mankind.

O, man, whoever you are that judge; The phrase, "O,
man, whoever you are," if unqualified, would include every indi-
vidual of the human race. But the Apostle narrows it by the
epithet that judge. It includes then only those that judge, but
it includes all these. It is hence so formed as to include Gentiles
as well as Jews; but it is designed to refer particularly to the
latter. There were enlightened Gentiles, as Cornelius, who
would be quite as ready as Jews to condemn the Gentile vices
namei by Paul. The phrase therefore is made to include them
also. The word judge here means more than the bare act of
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judging. It means to pass sentence on, or condemn—a decision,
a felt decision, that certain persons and acts were wrong, deeply
and fatally wrong.

for in that in which you judge another, you condemn
yourself; The Jews condemned the Gentiles for doing the
things named by Paul. This they knew within themselves to be
the fact. This fact the Apostle assumes. But the Jews, in con-
demning the Gentiles, condemned themselves also; not expressly,
for this they were shy of doing. They condemned themselves by
implication only, and this an implication which they did not dis-
cover till it was pointed out to them. The Jew condemned the
Gentile. This is all. But this done, and the Apostle tells him
that in the act he has, on the principle of common justice, con-
demned himself. The confirmation of this follows in the next
clause.

for you that judge practise the same things. That is, you
practise the same thing which the Gentiles practise. This also the
Tew knew within himself to be true; and this also the Apostle
assumes. The argument then stands thus: You Jew condemn
the Gentile for doing certain things. But you do the same things
yourself. If now your judgment is good against the Gentile, it
is also good against yourself. It is thus that you condemn
yourself.

Of course the principle which underlies the Apostle's argu-
ment, and which he assumes, is that like sins deserve like
condemnation. To this may also be added the other principle
assumed by him, namely, that in judging, the person is not to be
respected. To this the Jew would be likely to demur; for he
seems to have thought that the mere circumstance of being a Jew
protected him against condemnation. But the Apostle's argu-
ment, as we shall presently see, is proceeding on a very different
principle.

2. But we know that God's judgment The de of this
clause is difficult. As to how it should be translated, the learned
are not agreed. Stuart renders it for, Macknight, besides; and
Alford, now. The majority, however, render it but. With these
I agree, though but does not make the connection clear. The
drift of thought appears to be as follows:

In condemning the Gentile, the Jew certainly condemned him-
self. This he could not deny. Still he could reply that his
judgment, at best, might be wrong; that he could not know all
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the facts in the case; and that, therefore, though he did virtually
condemn himself, it amounted to but little. The force of this,
the Apostle would feel bound to admit, and to it would reply:
Be it so.  Tour judgment is not infallible. But we know that
the judgment of God is according to truth against those that
practise such things. You practise them; and he condemns you
You are then justly condemned.

is according to truth against those that practise such
things. God's judgment is his high judicial decision in the case
This judgment is kataalethcian,according to truth; that is, it is
according to the real merits of the case. It is not according to
appearances, but to reality. It goes to the very bottom, and
takes in all the facts, the opportunities, the motives, the law—in
a word, every thing essential to an absolutely perfect judgment
Such a judgment is according to truth; it is true to every fact
and circumstance in the case, and is therefore of the very essence
of justice. This judgment God has pronounced upon all those
who practise such things as have now been named. You Jews
practise them. Your case, then, is hopeless; you are certainly
condemned.

The Apostle adroitly couches his argument in general terms so
as surely to embrace the Jew without as yet naming him. He is
thus craftily preparing his mind for the tremendous conclusion
in which it is his purpose, at last, to involve him, a conclusion
which will cut him loose from Abraham, from circumcision,
from the law, and send him in despair to Christ. He is guilty
of every sin the Gentile is guilty of. He condemns himself.
God condemns him. What then remains for him? Nothing
could be more skilful than the mode of the Apostle's advance
on the Jew.

practise such things. Our word practise has in it more of
the idea of habit than the word do. The latter may denote
habitual doing, but it also applies to single acts. Practise, on the
contrary, is never applied to a single act, but to such only as we
repeat many times. It hence more accurately renders prassontas
here than do; for the evil deeds of which the Apostle speaks
were constantly recurring deeds.

such things. Not exactly the same, but like them. They
may have been even worse, and probably were; since they were
the deeds of Jews. For the more intelligent a people are, the
more refined and debasing are their sins, when once they sink
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down low into vice. Hence, although their sins were not identi-
cal with those of the Gentiles, still they were so nearly so, as to
fall under the same condemnation.

3. Do you then count on this, O, man, who judge those
that practise such things, and do them yourself, that you
will escape the judgment of God? This verse contains a
deep hint at a new and dangerous error of the Jew, which it was
highly important to correct, but not proper as yet to name. That
he trusted to his relation to Abraham, to his circumcision, and to
the fact of having the law, for salvation is indisputable. On
these grounds he clearly counted on God's partiality. Conse-
quently, although he knew himself to be guilty of the same sins
which he condemned in the Gentile, and although he expected
God to condemn these sins in the Gentile, he yet evidently did
not expect God to condemn him. He expected God to overlook
in him, because a Jew, what he knew he would not overlook in
the Gentile, and what even he himself did not overlook. This,
in him, was an inveterate error. The way to cure it was not to
attack it openly, but under cover of general terms; to get his
assent to some obvious principle of justice which would work it
out of him. This was the only way to oust it.

Paul had just comprehensively said: "We know that God's
judgment is according to truth against those who practise such
things." You Jews practise them. That judgment, then, is
against you. Do you then count on escaping it? How can you
so count, when it is according to truth, according to the realities
of the case, and in no sense based on mere personal considera-
tions? God's judgment is according to truth. It therefore
knows nothing of your relation to Abraham, or your circum-
cision.

4. Or do you despise The or here introduces an alternative;
and the train of thought may be thus indicated: Do you then
count on this, that though equally guilty with the Gentiles, you
will escape the judgment of God because you are a Jew? Is
this your conclusion? Or do you despise the abundance of God's
goodness, and forbearance, and patience? You are surely doing .
one or the other. Were you not expecting to escape, you would
repent of your sins; for God is bearing with you for this pur-
pose; and the design of his goodness is to lead you into it But
you are not repenting. You are, then, despising his goodness,
and forbearance, and patience.  One or the other of these alter-
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natives the Jew was bound to accept; and either exhibited him
in a dangerous position.

Despise—Kataphroneis: This word means to look mentally-
down upon; that is, to look upon with a feeling of contempt.
Despise, etymologically taken, is its exact synonyme.

the abundance of his goodness, and forbearance, and
patience, The word ploutos means wealth, riches; and from
this it readily comes to signify abundance. Goodness: This word
denotes God's kindness as shown in his dealings with men.
Anoches means holding up or holding back. It is closely ren-
dered by our word forbearance.  Makrothumias refers to God's
disposition, and signifies that it is long suffering. The difference
between this and the preceding word is, that the one denotes the
disposition to bear long, while the other expresses the outward
manifestation of the disposition in patience. Both words refer
back to the judgment of God as mentioned in v. 2. That judg-
ment is against all who sin as do the Gentiles. But God is not
now executing it. He is disposed to hold back, and is actually
doing so. This he does to afford men opportunity to repent, and
so prepare to see him in peace.

not knowing that God's goodness leads you into repent-
ance?  Agnoon: This word means simply not knowing, being
ignorant; and 1 see no reason for supposing that it is here usee
in a different sense. True, many learned men understand it to
signify not considering, not acknowledging. But the necessity for
this is not apparent. [ here take the word, as said, to mean not
knowing, being ignorant. It denotes, however, not an unavoida-
ble ignorance, since the ignorance was that of the Jew. On the
contrary, it denotes an ignorance resulting either from wilful dis-
inclination to know, or wilful neglect of the means of knowing.
In either case the ignorance was culpable. The force of the
word will be brought out more clearly by reading the verse thus:
Or do you, Jew, now ignorant of the fact that God's goodness is
designed to lead you into repentance—do you despise his good-
ness, and forbearance, and patience? To despise these is bad
enough, but to despise them in culpable ignorance is still worse.

I do not understand the Apostle to mean that the Jew despised
the goodness of God because he was ignorant. The ignorance
was not cause to the despising. The ignorance was a fact; the
despising was a fact; and the two facts merely co-existed: not
were antecedent and result.
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that God's goodness leads you into repentance? Not
that it absolutely and in fact so leads you; for it does not. But
it constantly acts on you for this purpose. The design of God's
goodness is to lead you into repentance. Accordingly it is
always acting on you in this direction. But you are ignorant of
this design, and are therefore uninfluenced by it. God's intention
is defeated in you through your degeneracy.

From the Greek ago, through the Latin, comes act; and using
act, instead of lead, gives us, though in a form strange to us, the
exact sense. Not knowing that the goodness of God acts you
into repentance; that is, acts on you to lead you into it. The
word expresses a fact, and implies its intention.

into repentance—eic. 1 prefer here the usual meaning of
this particle after verbs of action or motion. Repentance de-
notes our mental determination to forsake sin, resulting in the
actual abandonment of it. The purpose of God's goodness is to
lead us through this mental change into this abandonment. The
conception of the Apostle is clear and fine, and should be strictly
preserved.

5. And according to your impenitent heart and hard-
ness Lachman, Alford, and T. S. Green all regard this verse as
a continuation of the question started in the preceding verse.
They would end the question with v. 5. The view is correct,
although it is opposed by some. Indeed, I see not how any one
can attentively read the two verses together and come to a dif-
ferent conclusion.

Still there is another view of considerable weight, which is to
end the question with v. 4, and assume a suppressed sentence.
The view may be thus indicated: Or do you despise the abun-
dance of his goodness, and forbearance, and patience, not
knowing that God's goodness leads you into repentance?  You
despise the abundance of his goodness, &c. This is what you do.
And according to your impenitent heart, &c. According to this
view, v. 5 is not a part of the question, but the simple statement
of matters of fact. Between the two views, so nearly equal in
merit, it is hardly important to make a choice. Still I prefer
the former, as appearing the more obvious and natural. But
whichever view is adopted, the sense remains the same. Indeed,
they do not differ as to the sense, but merely as to how it is to be
expressed.

The reader will notice that instead of hardness and impenitent
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heart, 1 transpose and read, impenitent heart and hardness. The
object is to avoid uncertainty. The common reader is apt to
think that hardness must in some way qualify heart, and that
therefore it should be hard. Such, however, is not the case; and
accordingly I so arrange as to prevent the mistake. Hardness is
a noun standing for its own peculiar fact, and in no respect a
qualificative of heart.

according to This phrase means in conformity with, not in
proportion to. As is your moral state, so will be the award.
You are hard and your heart is impenitent. Conformably with
this you will be punished.

impenitent heart The impenitent heart of Paul is not a
heart simply impenitent as a fact; but a heart either so dark and
corrupt that it could not repent, or so perverse that it would not.
It is not a heart not penitent by nature, but a heart actively im-
penitent from depravity and vice.

hardness This word denotes the moral or spiritual insensi-
bility of the Jew. Through a life of deep degradation his whole
inner man had become petrified. God's goodness, and forbear-
ance, and patience spent their force on him with no more effect
than on the pebbles in his way. He lived wholly untouched by
the divine beneficence, and consequently never returned one
responsive emotion to his Maker and Benefactor. When such
hardness can be predicated of a man, humanity is about extinct
in him. If he has not placed himself beyond the possibility of
redemption, it is difficult to state in what his failure consists.

you heap up for yourself wrath in a day of wrath This
language is metaphorical, being borrowed from the well known
custom of collecting wealth or goods, and of laying them up for
future use in some particular place provided for the purpose.
The Apostle conceives of the day of judgment as a storechouse in
which the heaping up takes place. Wrath is the thing so heaped
up. This is effected by means of sin. Plainly, by persisting in
their wickedness, the Jews were augmenting the punishment to
be inflicted on them in the last day. The word "wrath" signifies
the deep displeasure which God will finally evince in punish-
ing sin.

and of disclosure of the just judgment of God? The
day which is to display God's wrath is also to disclose his just
judgment. It will be the day in which he will judge the whole
human family. Some he will acquit and crown with immor-
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tality; others he will condemn and punish. But the punishment
of these will be shown to be as just as the acquittal of those;
and both will be shown to be absolutely just.

6. who will render to each To each simply as a man,
and wholly without regard to the accident of being Jew or Gen-
tile. This sweeps from the Jew all hope of partiality. In the
great day of retribution, God will not know him as a Jew. His
descent from Abraham will be nothing; his circumcision will be
nothing. He will be recognized as a human being only. In
this character alone will he stand before God. This laid the ax
at the very root of his hope. It cut the Jew down to the com-
mon level of other men. True, the Apostle does not as yet name
him. But his sagacity could not fail to see that the word each
included him as surely as it did the Gentile. He was left without
escape.

according to his deeds— To render to a man according to
his deeds is to render to him according to his life as good or
bad. The language does not imply that God keeps an account
current with a man, charging him with all his bad deeds, and
crediting him with all his good ones; and that at the end of life,
he will strike a balance, and punish or reward him merely for
the difference. The word deeds covers the life as upright or
the reverse; and the meaning is, that accordingly as it is this or
that, will be the requital.

The Apostle had just mentioned a day which is to disclose
God's justjudgment—3Sikaiokpioia.If just, then must it be
according to our deeds. In his soul the Jew could not but feel
this to be right. It was not the Gentile's condemnation that he
was a Gentile; nor the Jew's justification that he was a Jew.
The life as good or as bad must strike all minds as the only
ground of a just judgment. It was this conception of a just
judgment that suggested to the Apostle's mind the supplement
according to his deeds. Into that conception the thought con-
tained in these words would enter as an essential, integral part.
The two would stand inseparably united in his mind. The aim
of the Apostle is to extirpate from the mind of the Jew all
thought of security based on the naked ground of being a Jew.
This he does by placing him on general grounds of common jus-
tice. To enable him to recognize these grounds clearly was to
cure his narrow Jewish conceits. These cured, and he was
ready for the gospel.
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7. everlasting life to those who, by continuance in good
works, seek for glory and honor and incorruption— The
Apostle here states more particularly what he means by render-
ing to each according to his deeds. He first distributes the
human family into two classes. To the first class, God will render
everlasting life. To the second, anger and wrath, or the effects
of his displeasure with sin. The first class habitually practise
good works. This is the tenor of their lives. In doing this they
are intentionally seeking for glory, and honor, and incorruption.
These constitute the motives which actuate them. The second
class are contentious. This is their first characteristic. Next,
they obey not the truth. This describes them negatively They
wilfully refuse to do every thing God requires of them.
Finally, they obey injustice. They do every thing God forbids
them to do. The description is exhaustive.

8. anger and wrath to those who are contentious, and
obey not the truth, but obey injustice—Iliterally, those who
are ex eritheias. The word eritheia is involved in some uncer-
tainty. In the first place, its derivation seems to be not clearly
settled. This leaves its sense in doubt. In the second, its use in
the New Testament affords us almost no aid in determining its
meaning. These facts render its translation difficult.

The ancient expositors, without exception, as far as known
to me, derived the word fromépeBi{wwhich would give it the
signification of stirring up excitement or strife. This is also the
derivation of some of the more recent critics, as Stuart and
Bloomfield. The weight of modern authority, however, is now
decidedly against this view. The best late critics derive the word
from épi1Bevw. This gives it the meaning of canvassing (i. e., for
votes), intriguing party spirit, faction, contention. Robinson and
Alford thus derive it, the former giving it the sense of faction,
contention, and the latter rendering it "self-seeking.” The Sep-
tuagint uses it in the sense of rebellious and disobedient, which I
take to be very close to its import in the clause in hand. Of the
two or three words, then, by one of which I believe we must
render it, I prefer contentious. According to this, the clause
before us literally means, fo those who are of contention, or as the
sense ofa well known usage, fo those who are contentious. Con-
tentious refers to the disposition, as well as to the practice grow-
ing out of it. It means contentious against the truth, on the one
hand, and contentious for injustice, on the other. The result of
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this would be disobedience to the former, and obedience to the
latter. This corresponds closely with the words which follow
contention. To those who are contentious and obey not the
truth, but obey injustice. Such 1 believe to be the meaning of
the clause.

glory and honor and incorruption— These are the accom-
paniments of everlasting life. Glory denotes the distinction
which the blessed will attain; honor, the esteem in which they
will be held; and incorruption their absolute exemption from sin
and impurity.

For the transpositions which appear in verses 7, 8, no apology
need be offered. The sense is not thereby in the slightest altered;
while the gain is great in the way of clearness. A glance at the
verses will evince this.

9. Affliction and distress will come upon every soul of
man who works evil, Here we have an ellipsis of the verb,
which 1 supply by "will come. The verse, so far, is a mere
reiteration of the contents of v. 8. The two verses differ in
language only, not in matter. In this, as in that, the broad prin-
ciple is assumed that every man, no matter who he may be,
who is guilty of wrong-doing, will be punished. Of course it is
taken for granted that the wrong-doing continues through life, or
is never repented of and forgiven. The Apostle having now
fully stated, amplified, and reiterated his broad principle, makes
a direct personal application of it to the Jew. This he could now
do without justly giving offence, or seeming to be indelicate.
What his comprehensive generalities certainly included, could,
without impropriety, be specifically named. Henceforward the
volume of argument is with the Jew. He is boldly met and
grappled with without stint

of Jew first, and of Greek. The word "first" does not de-
note order, but distinction. The meaning is, the Jew especially,
or above all others, because favored above all others. The word
Greek, though usually denoting the Greeks strictly, has here a
wider signification. It includes the Gentiles also. The two
words, Jew and Greek, embrace the whole of mankind.

will come The time when the affliction and distress will
come is the last day, or day of wrath. The affliction and distress
of this verse are the outward expression of the anger and wrath
of the preceding one.

upon every soul of man Does the Apostle mean by this
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language that it is the soul particularly, or by itself, that will be
the subject of future punishment? Some commentators have
been of this opinion: but in it I can not concur. The phrase,
"every soul of man," is a popular expression for every man. It
is the whole man, and not exclusively his soul, that will be pun-
ished.

10. But glory, honor, and peace will be given to every
one who works good, to Jew first, and to Greek. The
glory, honor, and peace are the rewards to be conferred in the
last day. In small measure, and as a foretaste, they are realized
in this life; but they will not be realized in their fulness till in the
next. As in the matter of punishment, the Jew outranks the
Greek, because of the abuse of better opportunities, so in the
matter of blessing, the same even justice gives him the pre-emi-
nence, because of the better life. How profoundly must he have
felt the fairness of the Apostle's teaching. Well was it calcu-
lated to prepare him for the following generalization which
underlies that teaching as a principle, and vindicates it as a
reason.

11. For there is no respecting the person with God.
This is the confirmation and proof of all the Apostle has said
about punishing men according to their deeds. To respect the
person is to be partial. It is to be controlled by person, not
deeds, in rendering a decision; to make judgment a sham by
making it the embodiment of mere personal preferences, instead
of, as it always should be, the expression of rigorous impartiality
and perfect justice.

There is no respecting the person with God. If not, then the
Jew stands before him on the same level with the Greek. His
being a Jew is nothing; his circumcision is nothing. The line
and the plummet are laid to him; so that without some new
remedy, heretofore not thought of by him, he is lost. Thus the
Apostle cuts him up from his last ground of hope as a Jew.
When this is effectually done, and his soul is penetrated with the
fact, he will be prepared for God's "justification by belief." To
this extremity the Apostle is steadily pushing him.

In order to the salvation of the Jew, two things were abso-
lutely essential, namely: 1st. To convince him profoundly that
the grounds on which he hoped for salvation could never secure
it These grounds were four: 1. descent from Abraham; 2.
circumcision; 3. his legal religion; 4. the partiality of God. His

5



82 COMMENTARY. [CHAP. 2, V.12

expectation of this last rested mainly on the other three. Sap
those, and this went; sap this, and his hope went; this,v. II saps
Here the Jew stood then, and here he stands now. 2d. To bring
him to believe with his whole heart that Jesus is the Christ.
But in order to this, all his grounds of hope must be destroyed.
To effect this, therefore, is now the Apostle's aim.

CHAPTER I1. SECTION 2.
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SUMMARY.

The Gentiles who have sinned without a written law will be judged with-
out one; while the Jews will be judged by the law under which they live.
Nations who have no written law are law to themselves in so far as they
know right from wrong. What they know in this respect is attested by
their conscience, and shown by their mutual accusations and acquittals.

12. For as many as have sinned without law Law is
will, whether it respects accountable beings or mere inanimate
things. But in the case of the former, to be binding it must be
made known to them in some intelligible form; in the case of the
latter, it is impressed on them. Accordingly, God's law respect-
ing man is his will revealed to him. In this sense the word law
is used in the passage before us. It means any direct revelation
of God's will, and not exclusively the law of Moses. Hence to
sin without law is to sin without an immediate revelation. It
is not to sin without the law of Moses merely, but to sin without
any direct expression of the divine will.

"For as many as have sinned." To whom does the language
refer, and how many does it include? It refers to and includes
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all upon whom the law of Moses was not binding. In compre-
hension it is coextensive with the word Gentile, and in sense is
identical with it.

But how could the Gentiles sin without law? Without law in
some form they could not. But the Gentiles had the truth, at
least a measure of it. This Paul has already told us; and in the
truth they had law. It was in disobeying this truth that they
sinned. They had no direct revelation from God, as had the
Jews. It was not, therefore, by violating such revelation that
they sinned. The law they had was in the form of tradition.
But in breaking it, they as effectually sinned as if it had been an
immediate revelation. It was not the less binding because of its
form. They had only the less of it, and were the more liable to
forget it.

shall also be lost without law; They shall be lost without
being condemned by the terms of a direct revelation, such as the
Jews had. The measure of light they have, be it much or little,
is their rule of life. By this they will stand or fall.

But here we need to guard a point or two. In every condi-
tion of life in which men are lost, they can also be saved. Indeed,
the primary provision is always for salvation, the alternative
being to be lost. What the special conditions of salvation are in
a given case, as in that of the Gentiles, it may be impossible to
say. Still they are certainly to be assumed. Perfect conformity
to the rule of life would indisputably secure salvation. But if
perfect conformity be practically impossible, and salvation is still
attained, then must it be by the intervention of mercy on some
condition, as repentance. Moreover, the reason or ground of
this intervention would, in all cases, be the same, to-wit: the
redemption which is in Christ.

"For as many as have sinned without law shall also be lost
without law." This would seem to teach that all, without excep-
tion, who have so sinned, will be lost. But such is not the case.
The meaning is, that all who have so sinned, and are lost, will be
lost without law. To be lost is a thought which has two sides to
it It implies, on the one hand, to be lost to eternal life; and on
the other, to be positively condemned and punished. The pro-
bund folly of annihilation was never in Paul's mind.

and as many as have sinned under law This language
Joes not imply that there are any under law who have not sinned.
It simply denotes so many of the human family as have a law
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directly revealed from God. All such sin without exception.
As the preceding- expression certainly refers to and includes
Gentiles only, so this certainly refers to and includes Jews only.
But it includes all Jews, and all whom it includes have sinned.

shall be condemned by law, God will condemn them;
but the rule according to which he will try them is the law under
which they live. In the present clause krithesontai should be
rendered condemned, not judged. To judge simply does not
necessarily imply condemnation. It may imply acquittal. But
of those who live under law not one can be acquitted. They
have all, without exception, sinned, and must all, without excep-
tion, be condemned. By the law, God can acquit no one who has
broken it. He must condemn him. Hence condemned is better
than judged.

If those who live under the law are saved, it is not because
they are acquitted by the law. It is because favor intervenes in
virtue of the blood of Christ, and they are gratuitously released
from the condemnation of the law. Salvation is a gift, not the
payment of a debt—not an unconditional, but a conditional gift.
Because of the atonement made by Christ, God can in justice
prescribe these conditions, though he may not be bound to do so.
He prescribes them from favor, and in mercy to the guilty. When
they are complied with, he forgives, not because forgiveness is
merited, on the one hand, or owed, on the other. He forgives
gratuitously. Forgiveness then is a gift; and so are its results.

Here, in my judgment, at the end of v. 12, is the place for v.
16. It should be immediately joined, as in the translation, to
krithesontai. This, as Bloomfield remarks, is the "opinion of
most eminent expositors from Grotius downward." Stuart and
Alford, however, would make vs. 11-15 parenthetical, and so
unite v. 16 to 10. If the view here held, with Bloomfield and
other "eminent expositors," be not correct, then that of Stuart
and Alford is. Still I think these two writers wrong, and the
other view the true one. My reasons for connecting vs. 16 and
12 are compactly these: The language, For as many as have
sinned without law, includes the whole Gentile world down to
the time of Christ; while the expression, shall also be lost with-
out law, refers to the fate which awaits the wicked among them
at the last day. They shall be lost, and not saved. This is their
final doom. In like manner, the clause, as many as have sinned
under law, certainly includes all Jews prior to the gospel; while
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the phrase, shall be condemned by law, refers to the condemna-
tion of the last day. Thus the words Gentile and Jew include
the whole human family previous to the gospel; and /ost and con-
demned denote the final disposition of the wicked among them.
But the day of condemnation for the wicked is the clay of
acquittal for the just. In other words, it is the last great day,
the very day of v. 16. The krithesontai of v. 12 is merely the
condemnatory side of the #krinei of v. 16. Both words refer to
the same event. For these reasons I think it best to insert v. 16,
and comments here. The numbering looks awkward, but the
advantage arising from a properly connected sense more than
counterbalances this. @ The Greek I make no attempt to re-
arrange, but leave it as in the text.

16. in the day when God shall judge the secrets of men,
That is, the secrets of all men. This is clearly the day of final
judgment. In that day God will judge every man on the basis
of his whole life. Every unknown act and hidden thought will
be taken into the account. And as sure as that judgment is to
occur on this ground, so sure is it that every responsible human
being will be condemned. It will be first a judgment according
to the law of life of each individual. But by this law no man
can be justified. This must be fully shown. Then, for the first
time, will be disclosed to all the absolute and universal necessity
for justification by belief. When this is seen, both saved and
lost will begin to understand and realize the work of Christ.

by Jesus Christ, according to my gospel. God will judge
the world by Christ because Christ himself will be the judge.
This is on the principle that what God does by another he does
himself.  According to my gospel, not as the rule according to
which the judging will take place. For those who lived and
died under the law of Moses will be judged by it; the Gentiles,
according to the law written in their hearts; and those who live
under the gospel, by it. The meaning is, that inasmuch as the
fact of a general judgment is taught in my gospel, so one will
take place.

13. For not the hearers of law are just with God; That
is, not those who merely hear it, but do not keep it. Equally,
then, at least, they who simply have it. Here the Jew is dis-
tinctly given to understand that the mere circumstance of having
the law amounts to nothing. Therefore, on this ground he can
have no hope. He must seek his safety in something else.
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but the doers of law shall be justified. The word law
here signifies any expression of God's will. It comprehends all
divine law, as well law in the form in which the Jew had it, as
law in the form in which the Gentile had it. For it is as true of
the Gentile as of the Jew, that not he who merely hears law, but
he only who does it will be justified. By doers of law we must
not understand persons who keep its requirements in part, and in
part fail. We must understand perfect obedience, or obedience
to every precept without even one failure. But since there is no
such obedience, there is of course no justification based on it.
The justification of the clause, therefore, is merely potential, not
actual. If God delivers a law it is that it may be obeyed. This
would strike the mind even of a Jew as certain. But since no
Jew, not even the best, could claim that he perfectly kept the
law, it would follow in his own mind that there was no justifi-
cation by law for him. This was precisely the conclusion which
the Apostle desired to fix deep in his mind. For this done, and
the road into his heart lay open to the gospel.

But it is important to notice the sense in which the word justi-
fied is here used. The persons justified are those who have
perfectly kept the law. They are then not sinners, nor have
they ever been. Hence they are not justified in the sense of
being released from sin or pardoned. They are justified in the
sense of being acquitted when accused, on the score of absolute
innocence. They are simply declared to be just or sinless. Jus-
tification in such a case would be merited and could not be
withheld. But in this sense no soul of man can be justified.
Such justification is impossible; and such only is the justification
of law. The position of the Apostle, though applicable alike to
Gentile and Jew, is designed especially for the Jew.

14. For when nations who have not law Not nations
who have not the law of Moses, but who have no written law
from God ofany kind. "Not law"” does not mean absolutely no
law, as the immediate sequel shows, but no written law. The
reference here is to v. 12. There the Apostle says, For as many
as have sinned without law, &c. On this the question would
arise, How can nations sin without law? The question is here
answered.

do by nature "By nature" means nature without a written
law, and not necessarily nature wholly unenlightened by divine
truth. It means Gentile nature, such as it was at the time which
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the Apostle had in his mind, and in the circumstances by which
it was then surrounded. This nature may have been highly cul-
tivated in some instances, as we know it was in many of the
ancient nations.  Still they were without a written code from
God; and even the knowledge they had from him in the form of
tradition had become so blended in their minds with other knowl-
edge that it could no longer be distinguished as divine. With
them all the light they had was virtually natural. In all their
acts they were controlled simply by their own convictions and
feelings, and to no extent by recognized divine authority. Na-
ture was their guide, not revelation.

the deeds of the law—ta rwn nomou. The word poiein
means strictly fo do. When it is said of a man poiei he does (i.e.,
anything), the result is a deed. Now, since the ta fou nomou
here are things actually done, and not merely to be done, it is
best to render by the familiar word "deeds." True, the deeds
done were such as the law of Moses did require, provided the
reference be to it; or such as the unrevealed law would have
required, provided the reference be to it. The reference, how-
ever, in tou nomou is to the law of Moses, while the w refers to
the moral duties which it enjoined. W ith these duties, many of
the Gentiles were well acquainted, and practised them to a com-
mendable degree. For example, they loved truth and spoke it;
they hated theft, adultery, and the like, and avoided them. The
reference in fa is to such things as these.

these not having law are law to themselves; They are
law to themselves in so far only as they have a correct knowledge
of duty. When, in other words, their knowledge of duty cor-
responds with the requirements of the law, they are then, and to
that extent, a law to themselves. In this case, when they do what
they know to be right, they are guiltless; when they do other-
wise, they are held as sinners. But they cease to be a law to
themselves the moment their knowledge becomes vicious and
leads them to do wrong. In this case they would rather be held
as doubly guilty, guilty for their vicious knowledge, and guilty
for the acts to which it led. Knowledge which leads men to do
wrong is no law in the estimation of God. Law with him is a
rule of right, not of wrong.

15. who show the law's work written in their hearts
This clause is explanatory of the preceding one. It states who
are law to themselves, namely, not every nation, but "hose only
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who show the law's work written in their hearts. They alone
are law to themselves who know what is right. The expression
law's work, or work of the law, is general, and means such duties
as the law required. Written in their hearts is metaphorical,
and signifies not only that they knew certain things to be right,
but felt impelled by conscience to do them.

when their conscience testifies in agreement, It was
thus that they showed the law's work written in their hearts.
The showing was effected by means of conscience thus testify-
ing, or when it did it.  Summartureo signifies to testify with
another, or in agreement with another. Accordingly, the clause
means that their conscience testified in regard to certain things
being duties, in agreement with the law. It is the participle of
the verb that is here used; and it is clearly to be resolved by a
particle of time, as in the translation. On this usage see Winer,
p- 344, and Stuart, Grk. Gram., p. 264.

and their reasonings among one another accuse or even
defend. Here again we have the same usage as in the preceding
clause, and requiring the same mode of treatment: that is, the
participles contain the notion of time which is to be indicated if
necessary. In the present clause it is not necessary, because
expressed in the preceding one. The Gentiles reasoned among
themselves on questions of right and wrong, as well as on acts
as right or wrong. In these reasonings they criminated or de-
fended one another according to the facts in the case. They thus
showed their knowledge of duty, or of the things which the law
required. In other words, they showed the work of the law
written in their hearts. The expression or even defend would
seem to imply that the accusing was the rule and the defending
the exception. As if the idea was, For the most part they accuse,
but sometimes even defend.

The two preceding clauses are not to be regarded in the light
of separate proofs. On the contrary, they are to be taken together
as a single proof, settling a single fact, namely, that the Gentiles
had the work of the law written in their hearts.

How came the "law's work" to be written in the Gentile heart?
The answer is conjectural. Some have supposed the reference
to be to a natural sense of right inherent in all men, a sense either
innate in the soul or springing up spontaneously in it as the inner
life unfolds. The reference certainly is to a sense or knowledge
of right relative to certain duties. But how came the Gentile by
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that sense? I should rather think it formed on unperished tradi-
tions of the divine will, communicated to the early fathers of
mankind. That the sense might be thus formed can hardly be
denied; and what might thus have been, it is perhaps safest to
assume as having actually been. A natural or inborn sense of
right equivalent to the "law's work," or what it requires, I deem
a very hazardous assumption.

CHAPTER II. SECTION
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SUMMARY.

The Jew made great pretensions to su%erior knowledge; yet he acted as
though he himself needed to be taught. He was inconsistent in his conduct.
He hed not to do this, and did it. He taught not to do that, and did it.
He Eg;ed in the law, yet broke it. He abhorred idols; yet robbed temples
of them to serve them. = He affected great reverence for God; yet dishonored
him by breaking his law. Nay, he even brought his name into disrepute
among surrounding nations.

Paul has now shown the Jew, in the preceding part of the
chapter, that in condemning the Gentile, which he constantly did,
he condemned himself. This he shows on the principle that
what he condemned in others he himself was guilty of. He has
told him, moreover, that God's just judgment is against all such
vices as he practises, and has warned him not to expect to escape
that judgment so long as he continues to do evil. He has also
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told him that God will reward every man according to his deeds;
that he will crown the pure, who seek it, with eternal life, and
visit the wicked and impenitent with anger and wrath. He has
informed him that, notwithstanding his vain conceit to the con-
trary, there is no respecting the person with God; that the Gen-
tiles will be tried by the law written in their hearts, and not by
the law of Moses; and that he, on the contrary, though living
under that law, will be condemned by it. He has reminded him
that not the hearers of the law are just with God, which is about
all he is; but that the doers of the law alone will be justified,
which he is not. Thus the Jew is shown how he stands and
where, first, on the principles of common justice, and, second,
according to his own life, and the spirit of his law. This being
done, the Apostle now proceeds to arraign him specifically on his
own assumptions, and on facts in his life which he could not
deny—to 6how him, in a word, how he stands on special counts.

17. But since you call yourself Jew, With Bengel I take
eponomaze to be middle and not passive. The meaning is not,
since you are called, but since you call yourself, give yourself this
name. The word Jew must here be taken, according to Jewish
estimation, as a mark of high and peculiar distinction. Paul
being himself a Jew, knew well the sense in which the Jew used
it, and could therefore speak advisedly. It was the national
name in which the greatest pride was felt, the verbal badge
which marked them as better than others. A Jew as a Jew
looked on a Gentile as a dog; yet the latter might be a good Sa-
maritan and the former a heartless Levite. A mere name, not
significant of superior excellence of life, is a poor thing to be
proud of; and this is the very point made in the clause.

and rely on the law, The word law here indisputably refers
to the law of Moses, yet it is used without the article. Numer-
ous efforts have been made to account for the fact, not one of
which is satisfactory. As nothing depends on settling the point,
I shall not trouble the reader with discussions of it. The fret at
which the Apostle aims can not be mistaken. The Jew rested
upon (exact force of epanapauo) the mere fact of having the law,
as a ground of safety. In his estimation its bare bestowment on
him proved him to be favored of God above all others. Confi-
dent of this favor, he had no fear. But the law was not a thing
to be simply had; it was a thing to be obeyed. In this lay the
safety, not in that; yet the Jew concluded the reverse. You,
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Jew, rest upon the law, but how do you use it? The sequel will
show.

and boast in God, To boast in God is not necessarily wrong.
It may be right, and is, where it springs from a feeling of real
reverence, and is accompanied by a scrupulous effort to please
him. But where the boast is only a boast, where it is that and
no more, it is a sham. Such was the boasting of the Jew alluded
to. On all such hollowness God frowns, not smiles.

18. and know his will, It is not only right, in fact, to know
God's will, but highly commendable. Nay, it is culpable not to
know it where we have opportunity. The wrong then lies not
in knowing God's will, but in regarding this knowledge, by
itself, as a mark of superiority, and ground of acceptance with
God. It is not knowing that makes us better than others, but
doing. The point made against the Jew is that, although he
knew God's will, he obeyed it not. He did worse; he sunk to
the level of the Gentile in positive vice.

and approve the better things, being instructed by
the law—dokimazeis ta diapheronta. Commentators waver
here between two significations, and with reason. Dokimazo is
clear, but not easy to render. It means to try, put to the test,
and as a result of the trial, to approve, accept. The word has
both meanings; and the difficulty is in saying which is the true
one here. Upon the whole I prefer approve. This meaning
seems the more natural, and the better to fit the connection.
Again, ta diapheronta has two distinct meanings. Its first, in
classic Greek, is points of difference or simply differences. Its
second is difference in the sense of one thing being better than
another. I take the phrase in the latter sense. The Jews were
instructed by the law. Their sense of right, therefore, was nicer
or more delicate than that of people without their advantages;
and their powers of discrimination sharper. Their education, in
a word, the more highly qualified them to distinguish between
the worse and the better, and to approve correctly. This I take
to be the fact expressed in the clause.

The other rendering of the clause, and the more popular one
just now, is—distinguish things that differ. The original has
both senses, and the one not less certainly than the other. Nor
do I see any way of showing conclusively which is the one
intended. A single fact, more than any thing else, decides my
preference. The same clause occurs in Philip, i: 10., where it
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obviously means to approve the better thing's; and confessedly
whatever it means in one passage it means in the other. I hence
prefer, as now said—approve the better things. This the Jew
did by the aid of better light. But he practised the worse. This
he did from a perverted nature and a corrupt heart. This is the
case charged against him.

19. and are confident that yourself are a leader of the
blind, The language is metaphorical, and signifies, not the liter-
ally blind, but the spiritually blind. It signifies the ignorant—the
ignorant, most likely, of all nations. To these the Jew claimed
pre-eminent fitness to be leader. He was to them, in his own
esteem, instead of God, to lead them out of darkness into light,
and from vice into virtue. We should expect him, then, to be at
least what he proposed to make others. But he was not. This
is the thrust. He affected to take splinters out of others'
eyes, while his own were full of beams.

a light of those in darkness, The expression is beautiful,
the only regret being that it should signify a pretense, and not a
reality. Christ is the to phos (10 ¢@s) of every man. This high
distinction the Jew, in his self-assumed superiority, arrogated to
himself. But the light which he claimed to be to others was
darkness in himself. He was himself the heathen whom, in his
vanity, he was affecting to illumine in the person of another.

20. an instructor of the ignorant, a teacher of babes,
The Jew looked on all men as ignorant but himself. He accord-
ingly assumed to be capable of instructing all. This, from his
circumstances, he should have been; but this he was not. It
was because he said, "I know," and knew not; because he should
have done, and did not, that his sins clung to him. His whole
life was a hypocrisy.

having in the law the form of knowledge and of the
truth. Not the knowledge itself then, nor the truth itself, but
the mere form or outline of them. The word morphosis signifies
form, or more strictly perhaps, forming, shaping out, outlining.
The meaning is, that the law merely outlined the truth to those
who had it. It was a schoolmaster to train for Christ; and in
this capacity it shadowed forth in forms only, the reality. It was
to the truth and knowledge, which are in Christ, as the artificial
globe is to the world. The one is the resemblance of the other,
or its likeness in mere form. But with only this form of knowl-
edge and of truth the Tew should have been, both in intelligence
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and practice, what we know he was not It was precisely this
that rendered his condemnation so sure.

21. You then who teach another, do you not teach your-
self? The question is a sarcastic reproach. You, Jew, who
affect so much superiority, and claim to be the light and teacher
of the world, teach first yourself. You, more than any, need the
very lesson which you seek to give to others. Be pedagogue to
self first, if you would be consistent. Especially before you go
out to enlighten others, try the experiment at home in the follow-
ing particulars:

You who preach, steal not, do you steal? The reader
who is acquainted with the original will notice that I render
these infinitives as imperatives. On the infinitive in this sense
see Trol. N. T. Gram. p. 156; and Win. p. 322. The whole force
of the passage lies in this, that the very Jews who proclaimed,
steal not, were themselves thieves. They were gross hypocrites.
While preaching against a sin they were themselves, at the very
time, committing it We must not, however, suppose that every
Jew was a thief. It is only necessary to assume that the sin was
very general. A Judas in every twelve is quite enough.

22. You who say, commit not adultery, do you commit
adultery? Here recurs the same species of hypocrisy. Men
practise the very sin against which they inveigh. The Jew con-
descends to the rest of the world merely to reform them, yet he
is guilty of the very vice he proposes to correct. Adultery is
said to have been exceedingly common among the Jews. This
we can readily believe. They were a rich people, deeply sunk
in both physical and spiritual degradation. In such case the vice
always abounds. Ignorance, idleness, and luxury are three steps
that land low in the pit of corruption.

You who abhor idols, do you rob temples [of them?]
This passage has cost critics no little trouble. It is usually ren-
dered thus: You who abhor idols, do you rob temples? No one
can here mistake the sense. But what connection is there
between abhorring idols and robbing temples? The obvious
answer is none. Most commentators, sensible of this, have aban-
doned the literal import and resorted to a figurative one, which I
can but regard as strained and unnatural. I shall not trouble the
reader with it, nor attempt to refute it.

The analogy of thought in the cluster of passages, of which
this is one, seems to me to point out the true solution. You who
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preach, steal not, do you steal? You do. Thatis, you do just
the thing you teach others not to do. You who say, commit not
adultery, do you commit adultery? You do. The very deed you
forbid in others you do yourself. You who abhor idols—now
what, by analogy, is the proper answer? Clearly this: You who
abhor idols, do you serve them? This, I suspect, falls near the
truth.  But hierosuleo does not mean to serve idols; it means to
despoil temples. Whence then the notion of serve? Not from
the word itself, but from the inconsistent life of the Jew, and the
implications in the case. Do they yield it? You who abhor
idols, do you despoil their temples? You do. But to despoil a
temple means to carry off at least some of its contents. In the
case before us, however, the thing carried off is not expressed.
It is to be conjectured. Still something is actually carried away;
and in supplying it we must supply something between which
and abhorring idols there is the same inconsistency as between
a Jew's preaching to others not to steal, and himself stealing.
This thing is certainly an idol. You who abhor idols, do you
carry them off from their temples? You do; and that to serve
them. This seems almost conclusive.

Let us next try the philology of the case. The verb hierosuleo
is from hieros and sulao. From hieros comes hieron a temple.
Sulao signifies to strip off, carry off, take away. Putting the two
words together, and they mean, in common usage, to carry off
or take away the contents of a temple. So far all is clear.
Now to determine what the Jew carried off, we must suppose
something which will both render him grossly inconsistent, and
make him a violator of the law. Let this be an idol, and the
work is done. You, Jew, affect to abhor idols; and yet you take
them from temples and serve them.

Perhaps the best way to translate hierosuleis is to render it
very literally: do you rob temples? To this add in brackets the
words of them, to indicate what is taken, and leave the purpose
for which, to be understood. Every difficulty seems now re-
moved; and the passage is shown to be both significant and
pertinent

When to this we add the notorious idolatry of the Jews, and
the fact that they imported their idols or the patterns of them
from foreign temples and nations, and we have, in my opinion,
the explanation of a passage which has heretofore been thought
to be hopelessly obscure.
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23. You who boast in the law, dishonor God by break-
ing the law. [ see no necessity for giving to this passage the
interrogative form, and therefore render it as a simple categorical
sentence. The Jew boasted much in the law, boasted of its being
from God, of its being a mark of his peculiar favor, of its being
given through angels, of its being from Moses, of its perfection—
in all this he boasted. Yet he broke this law, constantly broke
it, broke it in stealing, broke it in committing adultery, broke it
in serving idols. W ith all these violations the Apostle impeaches
him. He does more. He tells him that in breaking the law he
dishonored God. The Jew affected great jealousy for the honor
of God, and appeared profoundly shocked when he saw others
dishonor him. Yet he himself could break his law even by wor-
shiping an idol, and thus do him the greatest of all dishonor.
The Jew was not only most inconsistent, but covered with sin.

24. For as it is written, God's name is, because of you,
spoken evil of among the nations. The Jew not only him-
self personally dishonored God by breaking the law; but he
caused surrounding nations to dishonor him. He claimed God
exclusively as his God; and the heathen reasoned:like people, like
god. Consequently, since the Jew was dissolute and corrupt in
his life, they thought meanly of his God and held him in con-
tempt. We of to-day judge a man's religion by his life; and the
heathen, who had the conception of many gods, judged a man's
god by his conduct. Good man, good god; bad man, bad god,
was their theory.

And much as the name of God suffered in that day, does
Christianity suffer in this. It is judged, harshly judged, by the
conduct of its professed friends. Hostile sects abound, each
claiming for itself that it is right, and denying right to others.
Alienation, want of fraternity, and bitterness exist. Often strife
flames high and even persecution rages. The world looks on
and says: "This religion is not divine; for if it were, it would
unitize its votaries, make them more rational, and fill their hearts
with love." Christianity is human, is the consequent, and not
wholly unnatural conclusion of the world. But of course the
reasoning of the world is unsound. Christianity must be judged
on its merits, and not by the abuses which it suffers at the hands
of those who have embraced it. Sects and parties are not divine,
but it does not therefore follow that what they abuse is not.
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CHAPTER II. SECTION 4.
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SUMMARY.

Circumcision is of no value unless the law is kept. The Gentile who
keeps the law, though not circumcised, will be accepted. The Jew who
breaks the law, though circumcised, will be condemned. The Judaism and
circumcision which save men are in the heart and spirit, and not outward in
literal fleshly marks.

25. For circumcision is of service, provided you practise
the law; The general sentiment of the preceding part of the
chapter is that, in the case of the Jew, nothing will avail with
God but keeping the law. The Apostle now proceeds to con-
firm this sentiment. Gar introduces the confirmation. In order
to do this, he ingeniously selects circumcision. On this the Jew
staked probably more than on any other fact in his history. The
selection is happy and pertinent.

The value of circumcision is contingent. To the Jew this was
certainly something new. Circumcision is of service, provided
you practise the law. Clearly this is previous teaching reiterated
in a slightly varied form—the doers of the law alone shall be
justified. But the implication is the disastrous feature to the
Jew. If the law is not kept, circumcision is worthless. Not
descent from Abraham, nor having the law, nor circumcision
avails any thing. Every thing depends on keeping the law.

The same general principle holds good under the gospel. One
thing is void without another. Belief is of no validity without
repentance; baptism is of no account without belief; being in
the church is useless without a holy life, and so on.
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but if you are a breaker of the law, your circumcision
becomes uncircumecision. The language, breaker of the law,
must not be taken as signifying a single transgression only; for a
single transgression, unless it were expressly so provided, could
not have the effect here stated. It must be taken as denoting
habitual transgression, a life of sin. The parabates nomou was a
wicked man, one abandoned to sin. The circumcision of such a
man became void. He was to God no more than a heathen.
His life abrogated his circumcision.

26. If then the uncircumcised keep the precepts of the
law, shall not his uncircumcision be counted for circum-
cision? The ean oun here signifies in that case or in that view.
That is, if, when a Jew breaks the law, his circumcision becomes
uncircumcision, then when the Gentile keeps the law, in that
case, his uncircumcision ought to become circumcision. The
rule which requires the Jew to keep the law in order to make
good his circumcision, should certainly make the uncircumcision of
the Gentile, who keeps the law, good to him for circumcision.
And this is just what it does. The whole of which amounts to
this: That circumcision is of no value to him who breaks the
law; and not being circumcised is no disadvantage to him who
keeps it.

But we must not here overlook a difference. For a Jew not
to be circumcised was not the same as for a Gentile not to be
circumcised. In that case, the Jew broke God's covenant, but
not so the Gentile. But after the Jew became circumcised, then
unless he kept the law, his circumcision amounted to nothing.

27. and the uncircumcision, which is natural, will, by
fulfilling the law, The uncircumcision, which is natural, is
simply no circumcision at all; it is not being circumcised. The
meaning is, The Gentile who is not circumcised will, by fulfill-
ing the law, &c. But we must not suppose that the Gentile, any
more than the Jew, ever actually fulfilled the law. This no one
did. The case is a hypothetical one; and the participle telousa
might legitimately be so rendered as to indicate the fact. It
might be rendered thus: And the uncircumcised Gentile will, if
he fulfil the law. See Stuart N. T. Gram. p. 164. The Apostle
conceives of it as possible that the Gentile might fulfil the law;
and from this conceived case, draws his conclusion.

But I think it probable that Paul had in mind not only a pos-
sible but an actual case. He intended that in so far as the Gen-

6
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tile did fulfil the law, though the fulfilment was not complete,
and the Jew failed, even to that extent the Gentile had the pref-
erence. In other words, a good man among Gentiles, though not
a perfect one, was better than a bad man among Jews.

condemn you who with the letter and circumcision are
a breaker of the law. When the Gentiles did what the Jew
should have done, but did not, he showed the duty to be practi-
cable. He thus rendered it clear that the failure of the Jew was
wilful, and wilful disobedience is always held to be a just ground
of condemnation. The Gentile condemned the Jew by showing
that his disobedience was inexcusable.

The expression, dia grammatos kai peritomes, here rendered
with the letter and circumcision, means having the law and being
circumcised. That is, the Gentile who fulfils the law will con-
demn you who, though you have the law and are circumcised,
yet break the law. You break it, notwithstanding your advan-
tages. Dia, with the genitive, sometimes occurs in this sense,
though not often. It denotes the circumstances under which a
thing is done.

28. For he is not the Jew who is one simply without;
nor is that circumecision which is merely without in the
flesh. Rendered ad sensum. This is an inference from the pre-
ceding premises; and it both confirms what has just been said,
and carries it out to its ultimate end. When the Apostle says, he
is not the Jew who is one simply without, he does not mean that
he is aJew in no sense. He means that he is not the sort of Jew
who will stand in the last day with God. He is a Jew, to be
sure, but not such a one as will be saved. To be a Jew simply
without, is to be a Jew only by having the law and being circum-
cised; it is to be a Jew in name only, or without keeping the law.
It is best, therefore, to render, he is not the Jew, not he is not a
Jew. A Jew he still was, but not the Jew who should be saved.

In like manner we must hold in regard to the clause, "nor is
that circumcision which is merely without in the flesh." Circum-
cision it certainly was, but not the circumcision which aids in
saving. Circumcision is of service only when the law is kept;
but since the law is never kept, circumcision is of no value.
It avails nothing with God in saving.

29. But he is the Jew who is one within, That is, he
who is the Jew within is the Jew who will be saved. In him
only God delights. But what is the within referred to? 1
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answer, it is the spirit and the heart To be the Jew in these is
to be poor in the former and pure in the latter—it is to be poor
in spirit and pure in heart. = They alone who are such will see
God; and they will see him, whether they formerly lived under
the law, or now live under the gospel. The hidden man of the
heart, and not the outward Jew, with his fleshly circumcision and
mere letter, will abide with God.

But farther: In the word "within? the Apostle lays his first
corner stone of the christian edifice. He here breaks ground for
the gospel. In this soil it is to take root and grow. Belief is
within—"with the heart man believes"; and justification is by
belief.  We here have the first note of preparation for the redemp-
tion which is in Christ. Turn men's thoughts from the without
to the within—usually a difficult task, and the great primary
work of salvation is fully set in.

whose praise is not of men, but of God; This clause is
placed here merely to have it in juxtaposition with the part of
the sentence to which it belongs. The Jew who is to be saved
it pure within. This within is hid from men. From them, there-
fore, it can have no praise. Men praise the without; they praise
circumcision and the like. But God looks into the within; and
where it is holy, he delights in it, and praises it

and circumcision is of the heart, in spirit, and not in
letter. The circumcision which saves, respects the heart or
inner man; and it consists in the excision of whatever is impure
or unholy. It has its seat in the spirit, and consists, first, in puri-
fying it, Col. ii: 11; and, secondly, in keeping it pure. The true
worshipers are those that worship in spirit and in truth. Circum-
cision "in letter" can be nothing but the ordinary circumcision of
the Jew—the outward mark in the flesh. Letter is the outward
or visible part of the law, as opposed to its sense. Accordingly,
circumcision in letter would be outward and visible, like the letter
of the law.
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What then is the advantage of the
Jew? or what the profit of circumcis-
ion? ‘Much in many a way. For,
first, they were entrusted with the
revelations of God. * What then?—
inasmuch as some were not faithful.
Will their unfaithfulness render God's
fidelity of no effect? ‘' Not at all.
On the contrary, let God be true, but
every man false; that, as it is written,

you may be justified in your words
and overcome when judged. Butl
if our injustice display the justice of|
God, what shall we say? Is not God’
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as a man. Not at all. °‘For how
then shall God judge the world?’
" For if God's truthfulness abounds:
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as a sinner? ‘And should we not
do evil that good may come? as we.
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SUMMARY.

The Jews, in being such, possessed

many peculiar advantages, among the

most important of which was being entrusted with the revelations of God.

Still, though thus highly favored, many of them were very unfaithful.
this will have no effect upon God's faithfulness.
Moreover, even when the Jew's injustice had
the effect to display the justice of God,
We must not do evil that good may come, and

all men should prove false.

and he does right in doing so.

But
He will remain true, though

still God must punish the injustice;

we will certainly be punished if we do.

The Jew has now been shown
on a level with the Gentile;
impartiality.
merely hearing it,
keeps the law will be saved.

that if the Gentile keep the law

circumcised; while he himself, who breaks the law, will

demned, notwithstanding his circumcision.

amounts to nothing;

that, in point of guilt, he stands

and that God will judge both with
He has been farther shown that having the law, or

and that he alone who

He has been still farther shown

he will be accepted, though not
be con-

He has been finally

shown that the Judaism and circumcision, which avail with God,

are in the heart and spirit,

and not external.

After this, nothing

could be more natural than the question with which the present
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chapter opens. The Apostle propounds it for the Jew, in order
to get the chance himself to answer it. He thus anticipates objec-
tions to what he has now said, and proceeds to meet them.
Some of these objections contain real difficulties, which the
Apostle deemed it necessary to dispose of here.

What then is the advantage of the Jew? or what the
profit of circumcision? The question is a conditional infer-
ence. Since being a Jew, without, is of no avail; and since
circumcision is useless, unless the law be kept, then, ow, what is
the advantage of being a Jew? or what the profit of circumcis-
ion? The reply anticipated by the Jew is none. But since this
would not be true, it is not given. There may be no advantage
in being aJew merely without, and yet great advantage in hav-
ing his opportunities; no profit in the mere outward mark of
circumcision, and still much profit in the covenant to which it
relates. The question therefore is defeated. @~ Though designed
to elicit the reply, no advantage, no profit, it does not do it
Consequently, the reply is not such as the Jew expected.

2. Much in many a way. The reply is polu, i. e, polu
perisson—much advantage. That panta tropon can not be ren-
dered every way, as it usually is, I think evident. In the first
place, panta, in many places, as every scholar knows, does not
signify all, but very many, or a large number. In the second,
the Apostle himself has just excluded two important ways. He
has said, in effect, that there is no advantage in being a Jew
merely without This is one way. Also, that circumcision is of
no service, unless the law be kept This is a second. Now to
render much every way, including all ways, when here are the
very two things excluded, on which the Jew chiefly relied, is
clearly inadmissible. We are therefore tied down to the render-
ing, much in many a way. Thus also Stuart.

The Jew, in being a Jew, possessed many advantages. But
whether each advantage should prove a blessing or the reverse,
was contingent. If he used his advantages properly, they were
blessings; if not, they proved curses. But the Apostle, after
replying much in many a way, proceeds to specify.

For, first, they were entrusted with the revelations of
God. The word revelations includes every form of divine com-
munication which God had caused to be committed to writing.
Al these were confided to the keeping of the Jews; ana next to
Christ himself and the gospel, I must regard these revelations as
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the greatest boon ever bestowed on any portion of the human
family. The respects in which they have blessed the world are
countless. They are to-day our only authentic record of the
origin and early history of man; and besides, they have in large
measure taught the world its equity, determined its legislation,
and molded its humanity. But of course I can not attempt an
enumeration.

3. What then?—inasmuch as some were not faithful.
The gar here concedes the preceding statement, while it suggests
a difficulty implied in it. The thought may be thus expanded:
True, God confided his revelations to the Jews. But they were
not faithful to the trust. They did not obey those revelations as
they should. Here then emerges a difficulty. How about God's
promises to Israel? Will he still prove true to them? Hence
the following question:

Will their unfaithfulness render God's fidelity of no
effect? God's fidelity, pistin, is his never-failing faithfulness in
keeping his word. He confided to Israel his oracles. He did
more. He promised to bless them above all other people. But
Israel were false to the trust committed to them. What effect,
now, will this have on God? Will he not feel himself absolved
from all obligation to keep faith with Israel? Katargeo means
to leave idle or unemployed; and the idea is, Will not the unfaith-
fulness of the Jews cause God to ignore his promises, or to leave
them idle or unredeemed?

4. Not at all. A simple unconditional denial. In no case
will God's fidelity fail. Men may prove false, but he never. True,
a threat or promise is sometimes not kept; but in all such cases it
is conditional, whether the condition be expressed or not. Men
fail to perform conditions, and God is released; but his fidelity
is not hereby in the least affected.

On the contrary, let God be true, but every man false;
De is here strongly adversative; and the fact should be made to
stand boldly out, as in the expression, on the contrary. The verb
used in the clause, "let God be true," is ginestho, which primarily
means fo become. The sense is, Let it, at all times and under all
circumstances, become evident that God is true, and every man
false. Not, let him be true, whether he is so or not; but let it
become obvious that he is true, because he is so. Likewise, not,
let every man be false, whether he is so or not; but let it become
apparent that he is false, since he is so. Let all men be proved
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false to trusts; God never can be. He must stand absolutely and
forever true. Consequently, although all Jews were unfaithful,
this can have no effect on God's fidelity. A1l his covenants and
promises will be kept inviolate.

that, as it is written, you may be justified in your words
It must remain forever evident that God is true; that when he is
arraigned on his words he may be justified; that is, may be shown
to have strictly kept them. To justify God is to show that he is
just—that he is true to all he has said, and therefore guiltless.

and overcome when judged. The conception and language
are forensic. God is judged when he is arraigned in human
thought, on his dealings with men. When thus arraigned, he
must always come off victor. It is not enough that he simply
gain his cause; he must gain it triumphantly. This is the force
of nikeses. He must be shown to be absolutely innocent of
every charge. Nor letit be imagined that God is seldom
arraigned. He is arraigned in the very charge just considered;
and in countless ways we, as it were, arraign him every day
We arraign him for creating us capable of sin; for exposing us to
temptation; for subjecting us to death for another's sin; for
appointing us to a life of hardship; for requiring us to be holy in
the midst of great trials; for not revealing to us more of the
future—on all these counts, and many more, we arraign him.
Not that we formally arraign him, and accuse him of wrong.
But we arraign him in our perplexities, in our discontents—in a
word, in the very modes in which we think of him. Not to be
wholly reconciled to God is to arraign him. Now how profound
is the necessity that he shall be shown to be, in all the items
named, as well as in all others in which he is in any way ques-
tioned, not only just, perfectly so, but even perfectly good.

5. But if our injustice display the justice of God, what
shall we say? "Our injustice" is the exclusive injustice of the
Jews; and it consisted in their unfaithfulness to the revelations
of God. The Jews did not obey these revelations, and herein
were unjust. But, strictly speaking, their injustice did not dis-
play God's justice. It was rather the occasion of God himself
displaying it. Bui had such been the case, still the Jew could
not have claimed even extenuation of guilt, much less exemption
from punishment. His sin would hav